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Over the last three months, the Runstad Department of Real Estate’s Development
Studio (RE551A) studied the financial feasibility of constructing a lid and
development over the section of US Interstate 5 running through downtown Seattle.
Our studio team built off the previous efforts of the Lid I-5 Campaign and the 2018
Central Hills Triangle Collaborative. The main objective of this studio sought to
understand the financial implications of five defined development scenarios based
on varying densities. Major efforts of the studio team included the following:

1. The development of appropriate land use and urban design strategies
2. Parcelization of new “land” above the lid
3. Building of massing studies
4. Procurement of hard and soft cost data, creation of value assumptions

based on current market research,
5. Construction of financial models and phasing plans for each development

scenario.
Additionally, extensive research was conducted to understand relevant funding
strategies and mechanisms to construct a highway lid. The report is intended for use
by the Lid I-5 Advisory Council and the City of Seattle as they gear up to conduct a
year-long feasibility study funded by the Convention Center Expansion Community
Benefits Package. The information presented in this report intend to provide a
methodology to build upon as well as insights into design and financing challenges
presented as a result of undertaking a project with this level of complexity.

INTRODUCTION | Purpose of the Report
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INTRODUCTION | Background Research Phase 

The studio began the design process by taking inventory of previous research and design
efforts conducted by the Lid I-5 Campaign and partnered organizations. Scott Bonjukian
led a site walk and discussed his University of Washington master’s thesis that centered
around the concept of lidding I-5. His initial efforts went on to launch the Lid I-5 Campaign.
They conducted a series of additional discussions and meetings with various campaign
participants, including Lyle Bicknell who has been tasked with leading the Lid I-5 feasibility
study for the City of Seattle that is set to launch in January of 2019. Additionally, they drew
inspiration from the final presentations of the Central Hills Triangle Collaborative, which
was comprised of local design professionals who produced a series of initial visions to
promote potential development scenarios. The studio then followed up with additional
individual meetings to discuss their process and gain deeper understanding.

We relied heavily upon a number of case studies that provided a wealth of knowledge to
help direct design choices and financial decisions. There are several examples of
successful lids that have been built across the country. We purposely chose case studies
that span the spectrum of public-private involvement and funding. For example, the image
above is Capitol Crossing in Washington DC where an eco-district is being built over I-395
entirely with private funding. The Montlake Lid below is a local example where the
Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT) is constructing a lid over State
Route 520 in Seattle.

Sources: http://www.pgp.us.com/properties/capitol-crossing-dc/ 
https://www.wsdot.wa.gov/projects/sr520/montlake/home 5

Figure 2.2

Figure 2.1
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INTRODUCTION | Executive Summary
Seattle has a long history of large scale civic projects from the 
rebuilding after the Great Seattle Fire to the Denny Regrade and 
most recently the Waterfront revitalization and it is the finding of 
this report that lidding over the interstate that bisects downtown is 
feasible, profitable and beneficial.

These claims are only true however with certain assumptions in 
play including and not limited to scale and density of the site, 
funding partners and resources, public support and a shared vision 
of a better connected and more open downtown core. The 
preferred scenario detailed in this report will provide:
• market rate and affordable housing
• increased revenue generating ‘new’ land
• a new public school 
• incentivization for small scale local retailers
• open space that helps meet the City’s goals
• stitching together Capitol Hill, First Hill, South Lake Union and 

Downtown
• create a healthier environment by mitigating sound, pollution 

and stormwater

Our preferred development scenario is able to achieve all those 
benefits through a thoughtful phased approach enacted by a

Master Developer where the initial focus is on Office and 
Hospitality uses which will help pay for the following highly 
Residential phase and lastly the Civic focused phase which 
includes the new school. This plan stretches from Madison to 
Thomas covering about 24 acres of blight and delicately balances 
public open space with private development. All phases coalesce 
around a pedestrian and bicycle friendly path that create a safe 
North/South corridor for ‘commuters’ and tourists alike.

Photo by SDOT
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INTRODUCTION | Executive Summary
To get to this balance we considered many factors, but density 
was our most impactful ‘dial’ to turn up and down. The level of 
density is directly related to the level of public funding required to 
have the project be feasible. A scenario with very low density will 
require very high public funding support because there is no other 
potential income to help offset that. Inversely, if there is a very 
densely built scenario then the public ask is quite small as the 
developer will have more potential income to draw from to build 
out the project. 

In our balanced scenario we have outlined a partnership with the 
Washington State Department of Transportation to build over the 
aging interstate, with a payment for the right to do so, and the 
understanding that allowing a Master Developer to take on the 
physical lidding will save the Department several hundred million 
dollars all while expediting the process for the public and new 
tenants. A true win-win for tax payers. 

Using the assumptions in this report the Master Developer will be 
able to sell if they choose at year eight, with all three phases 
complete and a leveraged IRR value of 31.4% with an untrended
yield on cost at 7.35%. The ability to build office space and 
multifamily housing across the lid helps ensure the returns. 
The detailed analysis within the report outlines the context for the 
project, the framework we used to determine our assumptions and 
how that impacts our preferred approach. 



CONTEXT | Public Process

Seattle’s public process is fundamentally tied to the cities inner workings. The in-
progress waterfront revitalization, pictured to the left, is a great example of an
engaged public process including everything from charrettes and town hall
meetings, to voting. This report assumes public support has been achieved through
a full understanding of the future benefits associated with integrated open space,
improved connections between Downtown and Capitol Hill, and the dampening of
historic blight.

While this report assumes public support we highly recommend attaining that
support through continued public outreach. This would include open public hearings,
concentrated outreach to the populations living adjacent and in proximity to the
proposed project area, as well as the property owners, continued town halls,
charrettes and most importantly an informative campaign sharing the benefits of a
project like this, the timeline and financing structure.

Source: https://www.geekwire.com/2014/tech-campus-edge-downtown-seattle-city-looks-attract-
tech-giant-massive-4-acre-yesler-terrace-parcel/

Figure 2.4

Figure 2.3
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CONTEXT | Market Snapshot

Located in one of the nation’s most compelling geographic and
economically vibrant regions, Seattle’s Downtown has tremendous
natural assets; proximity to world-class recreation areas, such as the
Puget Sound, Cascade Mountains and the Washington Coast; a historic
downtown with distinctive neighborhoods, the Seattle Convention
Center, proximity to educational institutions (University of Washington &
Seattle University) and a revitalized Waterfront district. With the local
economy continuing at a robust payroll rate increasing at 3.9% year-over-
year combined to keep Seattle’s property market one of the hottest
growth areas in the country. Creating approximately twenty-five new
acres of land in the Seattle core would be a welcome addition while
mending the dividing line between Capitol Hill and Downtown Seattle.

Current uses on either side of the freeway include: housing, commercial
office, hotel, civic, and public open space. The proposed lid development
mirrors those uses on an appropriate scale to blend accordingly.

Figure 2.5

Image Source: https://www.geekwire.com/2014/tech-campus-edge-downtown-seattle-city-looks-attract-tech-giant-massive-4-acre-yesler-terrace-parcel/ 9



CONTEXT | Housing

Housing in Seattle is increasingly unaffordable with
significantly higher median home prices compared
to other Puget Sound locations and nationally. In the
third quarter of 2018, the median home price in
Seattle rose to $830,000. Higher median incomes
driven by the rapid increase in high paying
technology sector jobs are to blame for the higher
prices. Additionally, the lack of sufficient supply
cannot keep with the current demand. It is critically
important to provide the opportunity for additional
affordable and market rate housing on the lid. In the
proposed scenario housing will occupy the largest
percentage of use on the lid.

Seattle Eastside Northend Southend

Median home price $830,000 $960,000 $465,000 $410,000

Average household income $111,204 $152,239 $104,026 $86,683

Mortgage payment $3,848 $4,406 $2,704 $2,418

Maximum rent based on ⅓
of monthly income $3,089 $4,229 $2,890 $2,408

Average new construction 
rent $2,362 $2,216 $1,738 $1,712

Average rent $2,072 $2,092 $1,493 $1,395

Discount to rent new 
construction vs. own 61.4% 50.3% 64.3% 70.8%

PUGET SOUND HOUSING STATISTICS

Source: JLL Research, U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, NWMLS, MortgageCalculator.org, YardiMatrix

Figure 2.6
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CONTEXT | Office

The strength of the local economy continues to perform extremely well, especially in the real estate asset class. Seattle ranked fourth for
most jobs created during the first half of 2018. As a result the region has provided many additional high paying jobs luring a new workforce
to Seattle from outside of the region.

Seattle has established itself as one of the
best job markets in the country. With more
than 5,000 high paying technology jobs
open in Seattle alone, and software
developers as the most desired the
competition and demand for office space
in the Seattle metro region remain intense.
With more than 12 million square feet built
since 2015, the Seattle-Tacoma metro area
had the lowest office vacancy for any
major metro area in the U.S. The land
constrained city will benefit greatly from
this additional land.

Image Source: http://www.ngkf.com/Uploads/FileManager/Market%20Reports/3Q18-Seattle-Office-Market.pdf
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Figure 2.7
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Source: http://www.kiddermathews.com/downloads/research/hotel-market-research-seattle-2018-2q.pdf
Image Source: https://www.visitseattle.org/meeting-planners/meeting-planner-toolkit/maps-logistics/

CONTEXT | Hotel, Hospitality & Retail

Hotel/Hospitality: Twelve hotels sold in the first half of 2018. The tri-county area of
King, Pierce, and Snohomish had a combined weighted average price per room of
$260,429, an increase of 7% from 2017. More than 4,000 hotel rooms are projected to
open in the Seattle area in 2018 signaling that the hotel and hospitality sector remains a
healthy market in the Seattle region. Historically I-5 has acted as a barrier to the Capitol
Hill and First Hill neighborhoods regarding hotel development with the addition of the
Convention Center expansion and continuing development in South Lake Union, hotel
use on the newly created I-5 lid has the ability to succeed and erase this line in Seattle.
Our proposal locates hotel uses in the central section near the convention center and
Pike-Pine corridor.

Retail: Puget Sound regional retailers outperform the national average which allows for
a moderate amount of area reserved for retail use. Due to the new norm, physical retail
locations are forced to compete against the rapid growth of online retail. This trend has
influenced the creation of appropriately sized retail space, typically smaller and
occupied by a growing percentage of local businesses versus national retailers. A cost
factor was included in the financial model, so that 25% of the retail area is reserved for
local companies at a reduced rate with the intent to provide incubation space for local
businesses and supporting the community created on the new lid area.

Figure 2.8
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FRAMEWORK | Site Analysis Phase 

The proposed lid will span over I-5 in downtown Seattle, extending
north to Thomas Street and south to Marion Street, covering
approximately 25 acres. To tackle the sheer size of this site, we first
decided to mend the grid connections across the freeway, breaking
the site down into manageable blocks which were then parceled out
and measured (Figure 3.1). The majority of grid connections will be
vehicular reconnections while two will become dedicated pedestrian
and bike lanes due to significant grade change. Two factors
significantly affecting the lid area and design are the east-west
grade changes across the freeway and the I-5 entry and exit ramps
along the length of the site (Figure 3.3). The grade change affects all
potential buildable areas and played a significant role in determining
grid connections, lid costs, massing studies and land uses. The
entry and exit ramps were reworked to maximize lid coverage
across the freeway and operates under the assumption that WSDOT
plans to reconstruct sections of I-5 with these changes. Both factors
are discussed in depth later in the report. A third factor significantly
affecting lid design was the identification of site areas where
buildings could be constructed, either completely or partially on land
(Figure 3.2). This played a key role in determining floor area ratio
(FAR) designations for those blocks.

Figure 3.1 - Connected street 
grid. Pink dash are dedicated 
ped and bike lanes.

Figure 3.2 - Land (green) 
vs Lid (pink)

Figure 3.3

13



FRAMEWORK | Site Analysis Phase 

We initially mapped out a continuous greenway containing a bike
path and pedestrian route to connect across the length of the lid
which would connect to existing City projects such as the Melrose
Promenade and the bicycle and pedestrian improvements slated for
the Pike and Pine corridors, as well as filling a missing link between
East Lake Union and Downtown Seattle. The creation of a
continuous greenway became a central driver to the design ethos of
the proposed development scenarios. Previous and original research
shows a substantial lack of open space in Seattle’s downtown core.
While the City of Seattle as a whole meets its goal to provide one
acre of open space for every 1,000 residents, the downtown area
fails to achieve this ratio. The lid represents an unprecedented
opportunity to provide a wide range of well-programmed open space
to Seattle’s residents; an opportunity which, if not taken, will likely
never present itself again. The Department of Planning and
Development predicts that with Seattle's swelling population the
downtown area will need up to five entire city blocks of open space
to meet these acreage goals. The City’s existing and planned
infrastructure was included in this process as well.

14

Figure 3.4 - Image from Scott Bonjukian’s UW thesis 

Source: https://crosscut.com/2015/06/seattle-2035-as-city-grows-goals-for-parkland-slip-out-of-reach



FRAMEWORK | Design Development Phase

The newly mapped street grid and greenway allowed our team to engage in productive discussions about land uses and building forms on
each new block across the lid, taking into account market research and intentions for substantial open space. This led to a “zoning” of the lid
in three sections, which reflected a similar scheme design teams used for the Central Hills Collaborative. The North section will have a heavy
focus on housing and large open spaces for recreational uses. The Central section will contain the densest development and host a mixture
of commercial and residential uses. The South section will focus on civic and transportation uses. At this time, it was determined our team
would analyze the financial outcome of five development scenarios based on varying levels of density. The guidelines of each scenario are
outlined in following Density section on figure 4.6. The Medium Density scenario showed promising financial performance while offering a
healthy mix of open and developed land. It was around this scenario that land use discussions centered. Land use and massing studies
happened simultaneously to determine a set of zoning requirements for creating the finalized massing studies. Including ideal lot coverage
ratios, FAR designations, and maximum building heights. Sites with access to a solid ground for foundations were determined to be areas
where building height would be maximized, creating high FAR’s while maintaining open space.

N
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Figure 3.5 - Land use map



FRAMEWORK | Guiding Design Principles

In order to develop the proposed designs they looked at the
adopted design guidelines for the Downtown and Capitol Hill
Neighborhoods; the zoning, land uses, and building forms
surrounding the proposed lid site; the distribution of open space,
trails, schools, and other community amenities; the topography
and location of I-5's traffic lanes; as well as opportunities to
connect to existing and proposed transit and reconnect the
street grid. Various precedent examples were also analyzed to
develop an understanding of the character they were looking to
achieve within the proposed development. These considerations
acted as major drivers in the distribution of buildings and open
space, how building forms were articulated, what street and trail
connections were made, and where different programs were
sited. The proposed design is meant to be interpreted at a high
level with the understanding that a more detailed analysis could
render some of our decisions unrealistic. This is particularly true
regarding the specifics of the lid structure itself, which will
require extensive engineering that this course could not address.

16

Figure 3.7 - Draft Capitol Hill Neighborhood 
Guidelines

Figure 3.6 - Design Review Guidelines for 
Downtown Development



FRAMEWORK | The Process
Once a final medium density massing study was determined, the team
was able to measure square footages by use across the entire site to
build the financial models. These numbers would be modified
accordingly for the other development scenarios outlined in the next
section for Density. The team gathered hard and soft cost estimates by
speaking directly to local building professionals as well as through
consulting online resources. Other assumptions were constructed using
current market data and summarized in Figure 6.2 of the Financial
Analysis section. The financial models were refined over time, adjusting
cost and other assumption data as more accurate information was
procured, and as building use mixtures and square footages were honed
in through an iterative process, taking into account design
considerations and financial impacts.

Upon establishing the overall building costs and expected returns for the
development scenarios the team was able to engage in a discussion
about strategic planning, notably discussing phasing plans and funding
mechanisms which could be employed to increase overall returns for
stakeholders involved in the project as well as maximize public benefits
for all residents in downtown Seattle. This discussion led to a final
shortlist of recommendations for the city to consider during deeper
levels of research conducted throughout the feasibility study.

17

Figure 3.8
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FRAMEWORK | Project Site
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Figure 3.10



Successful case studies of similar large scale development projects in cities around the country have used a master developer to oversee the
coordination of development across all phases. It is suggested that the City of Seattle look to a similar model to lid I-5. A similar project would
be the Hudson Yards development in NYC. Seattle would issue a Request for Proposals (RFP) to developers to bid on the project. The RFP
would outline specific amounts of public money guaranteed to attract developers and zoning considerations to support the city’s public benefit

FRAMEWORK | Master Developer

MASTER
DEVELOPER

WSDOTCITY OF 
SEATTLE

Lid I-5

goals such as open space requirements, ped-bike lanes, and FAR requirements.
Structured in the deal would be the sale of the air rights above the lid as well as
ground lease rights in areas where development will hit solid ground. Performance
guarantee clauses would be structured in as well to hold the master developer
accountable to complete all phases of the project. The master developer would
plan and coordinate all phases of the project, bringing in other developers, urban
planners, and architects as necessary to manage various building projects across
the lid.

A major benefit of having a single developer in charge of the site is the
simplification of communication channels between the city and developer to carry
out large-scale planning goals across the lid, resulting in a cohesion of design. It
would also increase the likelihood of completion of all phases, as the developer
would be legally bound to leading the project through to the end. The master
developer would be enticed by high returns, a high level of control over the sites,
and guaranteed support from the City. Seattle would gain the benefit of controlling
the overarching urban planning goals across a large swath of city land, having a
new opportunity for affordable housing in a desirable area, and the construction
risks being shifted to the private developer. Figure 3.11
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FRAMEWORK | Dials

Any developer asked what a project is worth will reply, ‘It depends…”. While this may appear to be a justification to avoid detail the fact of the
matter is valuations do ‘depend’. They are dependent on the market conditions under which they are financed and under which they are
constructed. They are dependent on the flexibility from a jurisdiction to interpret zoning and design regulations. They are also dependent on
the support they receive from various funding sources and the perceived risk associated. These a just a few examples of the many factors
that affect a project’s bottom line.
To account for this on a project of this scale and intricacy, we propose the ability to dial up or down the
impacts of our most influential factors. The first to dial is density. We established a high, medium and
low density scenario for the entire lid. Being an interdisciplinary studio, we ignored extreme scenarios to
start and designed three viable, livable solutions for how to develop this area of downtown Seattle. Each
version of the design has a resulting financial model that then compares the financial impacts of
allocating space.
To round out our analysis, we added what we refer to as a “Hyper Low” scenario, which is 100% park
space with no buildings and a “Hyper High” scenario which is built out to be an extreme urban
environment similar to existing downtown Seattle with minimal open space. The Hyper Low scenario is
built with 100% public funding while the Hyper High scenario is built with 100% private funding. The
funding realities of these extreme scenarios are outcomes of what they produce. A private developer
would not be able to create any return on investment by building all park space therefore this scenario
would be funded publicly as they are the sole beneficiary. Conversely, the Hyper High scenario must be
funded privately given the driving goal there is a profitable return. These act as bookends to our analysis
where we can create a spectrum and find the optimal location to land.

Figure 4.1
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PARTNERSHIPS | Funding

The project's feasibility will lever on the support of public agencies, local
government and state support. These contributions have been worked into
our analysis, bringing down the cost of debt and tampering risk a developer
might face on their own. The inclusion of public funding was used in order
to make each density scenario financially feasible, causing the master
developer to be indifferent to the scenarios when only considering financial
returns. The following is a review of possible contribution sources that
could be fit to match the finalized development scenario.
It should be noted, that for the low density scenario a considerably larger
amount of public funding is required. This is a result of the increased open
space and public benefits associated with a lower commercial density and
a majority of the area dedicated to public uses. Conversely, the high density
model requires much less public or governmental contribution as the
project's feasibility would be founded on support from private sources. With
this, leverage for public dedication would decrease due to an increased
reliability on self generated revenues however the project will remain a
public private partnership with public opinion and needs a priority.

WSDOT
Philanthropy
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T

Private Investment

Public Contribution

Figure 5.4
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PARTNERSHIPS | Potential Funding Sources

STATE

WSDOT & SDOT- It is recognized that the structure of the current
cross street connections above I-5 are deteriorating and are in need
of repair. This is presumed to be a cost Washington State
Department of Transportation (WSDOT) and Seattle Department of
Transportation (SDOT) would remain responsible to bear. Given
this, it is modeled that WSDOT and SDOT would have a series of
capital contributions totaling an estimated replacement cost of
$201M. These contributions would be expected in conjunction with
the progress of lid reconstruction.

FEDERAL

T.I.F.I.A - The Transportation Infrastructure Finance Innovation Act
is a federal program aimed to provide low rate financing for
transportation and infrastructure projects. This is a valuable
opportunity to reduce the cost of capital for the project. TIFIA
assistance is usually granted to transportation intensive projects
like Seattle’s new light rail extension to Northgate or the 520 bridge
however it is stated that TIFIA is also available for pedestrian and
bicycle paths. Given the prominence of the bike lane and pedestrian
path through the project there is an opportunity to provide low cost
financing for that portion of the project. This is not insignificant
considering the costs associated with the following are eligible to
be covered with TIFIA financing; acquisition, feasibility analysis,
preconstruction, design, construction, environmental mitigation,
reserve funds and carrying costs.
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PARTNERSHIPS | Potential Funding Sources

SEATTLE GENERAL FUND - The Seattle general fund may be a
significant contributor by providing funds to support administration
of permitting, design, contractual negotiation, project oversight and
project marketing on behalf of the public agencies involved with the
project.

SEATTLE PARKS AND RECREATION - The lidding of I-5 was
conceptualized to provide a green belt for the two halves of the city
to come together. This will be an emphasis to gain public support
for the project and will likewise necessitate the Seattle Parks and
Recreation Department’s full involvement and contribution. A
capital contribution from the parks department could be realized
through the creation of a dedicated levy or by utilizing one or more
more general open space levy’s. Based on contributions to the
waterfront project we determined $7M to be reasonable projection
for the departments possible future commitment.

CITY/LOCAL

SEATTLE PUBLIC UTILITY - The City of Seattle is facing increasing
pressure to address and mitigate issues with the City’s stormwater
systems. This project has the unique opportunity to provide
constructable real estate that can address this issue with storm
water retention, and onsite treatment that would otherwise fall on I-
5. This includes not only the water accumulated on-site but also
runoff from Capitol Hill. With this opportunity in mind, the project
would hope to engage Seattle Public Utilities (SPU) in order to
address this issue. The extent of SPU’s capital contribution is
largely dependent on the extent they seek to leverage this project to
address stormwater challenges. They are currently contributing
$3.29M annually to the Waterfront Reconstruction project. We have
assumed the Seattle Public Utility contribution to the Lid I-5 project
to be closer to $5M per year with a total contribution of $25M. This
is due to the complex nature of water retention on a lid structure
and also the increased opportunity in leveraging the sites
geographical positioning for stormwater management.

24



PARTNERSHIPS | Potential Funding Sources
RECAPTURE TAX REVENUE - Our team is suggesting that the City
of Seattle creates a mechanism by which they can recapture the
additional tax revenue being created by the project. This new tax
revenue comes in two different forms. The previous section about
municipal bonds elaborates on the first point, which is to capture
the new tax revenue being created when adding new private land
that previously did not exist. The second form is to account for the
increase in value that surrounding properties will receive. The
Downtown Seattle Waterfront project has suggested a large-scale
Local Improvement District (LID) to pay for their improvements to
the pedestrian open spaces being created. However, given the
contentious political nature of this negotiation it has been decided
to leave this suggestion open ended so that it can remain flexible to
adapt to a future political environment. However, we did identify
three hierarchical zones of benefits that could be used as a
framework for capturing even minimal increases in percentages. As
seen in Graphic 5.6, Zone A covers the area immediately
surrounding I-5. Zone B surrounds Zone A, and Zone C is the
farthest reaching extents of the I-5 improvements. The 2018
assessed value of land and improvements for each zone is listed
on page 31 (see Table 5.5).

TAX REVENUE
SEATTLE OPEN SPACE BONDS - In order for this project to be
feasible, public support is critical. To simplify the analysis it was
assumed the project will take place in the future with the support of
the public. Given this assumption, a municipal bond such as an
open space bond would be key in providing a majority share of the
publicly sourced equity. These funds would go toward building the
new public open space, as well as the lid and utilities necessary to
support new open space.
Public support for such a program would be possible to achieve for
multiple reasons. First, the project fulfills the massive lack of
downtown open space that was referred to previously. Second,
increased tax revenue from the new private land being created will
lower the effective tax rate across the city. If the repayment of this
bond is properly aligned with the delivery of the lidded space, the
city could allow an increase in the levy rate without increasing the
effective tax paid across sites. Without defining this exact
structure, we recognize that there are possibilities to capture new
tax revenue for the purpose of funding the lid construction. Lastly,
creating park space on the lid will be the least expensive way for
the city to address the shortage of open space in the downtown
core which is sure to bring public support.
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PARTNERSHIPS | Funding

MORE

LESS
0 1/8 1/4 1/2

MILES

Land Improvements Totals

Zone A $1,580,467,200 $4,227,683,440 $5,808,150,640

Zone B $2,143,906,500 $6,333,281,525 $8,477,188,025

Zone C $4,883,501,480 $13,706,395,627 $18,589,897,107

Total $8,607,875,180 $24,267,360,592 $32,875,235,772

N

Figure 5.6Figure 5.5
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PARTNERSHIPS | WSDOT

PAYMENT:
$100M

Forgo Future 
LID Cost:
($662M)

MASTER
DEVELOPER

AIR RIGHTS 
&  
GROUND 
LEASE

WSDOT will be a key partner in the lid development. As the owner of
the air rights, and adjacent land. Their full support and coordination is
vital to the execution of the project.
There are other cases in the state where a highway intersecting a
municipal center has been required to be lidded. Therefore, we would
expect WSDOT to be responsible to provide a lid at some future date
given this appears to be the ‘new norm’. The current value of such a
lid, in its most basic form, was estimated in today's dollars to be
$662M.
From our analysis it has been determined that the Master Developer
will assume construction of the entire lid to expedite schedule and
help alleviate cost burdens of a project of this scale.For this report
the assumption has been mad ethat the Master Developer can pay a
one time lease payment of $100M for the air rights and ground lease
of the necessary area.
This figure is the highest burden allowable in our models and was
determined through a square footage calculation based on WSDOT’s

Figure 5.2
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cost to replace right of way’s and overpasses. Another fundamental assumption accompanying this price is that at some point if WSDOT were to
make any modifications to the lid they would be responsible for mitigating the externalities associated with the highway.
Our proposal would allow WSDOT to forgo the significant cost and risk associated with the construction of the lid. With this, the intrinsic value of the
deal with the developer would represent $762M from our analysis.



PARTNERSHIPS | City of Seattle
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The city would have to bring a high level of clarity to
the public benefits expected in the RFP, as it
significantly affects the amount of public funding
necessary to meet the returns developers would be
looking for to take on the inherent risks of tackling
such a large site. The density scenarios and relative
public and private equity requirements are
summarized in the financial analysis section, Figure
6.10, and will help in relating the appropriate
amenity level. Throughout the process, the master
developer will need to constantly interact with the
City in order to keep their goals aligned so that the
they can succeed while providing the maximum
value to the public given their level of funding in the
project.

Figure 5.3
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DENSITY | Overview
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As seen in Figure 4.2 our assumptions predict, the
Hyper Low scenario results in the greatest amount
of open space with greater than 23 acres and the
lowest floor area ratio (FAR) of 0 due to the absence
of development. The chart then shows how that
compares with the Hyper High scenario, which
retains some amount of open space to meet general
code requirements and arrives at an FAR over 10.
The three scenarios in the middle - Low, Medium,
and High - are all designed logically to maximize
value while retaining open space. Next, we will go
into more detail about the specifics of these three
scenarios to better understand what makes them
similar and different.
While there are many numbers in our analysis and
assumptions we have chosen to highlight Public
Investment in each scenario to create a shared
language and understanding of what level of
investment is required from the public for the public.
The relationship between the two is dependent.

Figure 4.2
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DENSITY | Low
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Figure 4.3

Our low density scenario was explored as an option to the City of Seattle if they view the lid as a public investment project with limited
private development. The main driver of the low density option would be the production of a Central Park-like scheme, giving wide open
spaces back to the city to fill the current considerable deficiency. In this scenario, 81% of the lid would become park space, and only in areas
where solid ground could be built upon does development occur in the form of high-rise structures in order to capitalize on the developable
space. Public investment for this scheme would need to be $1.4B based on our assumptions if the master developer partnership agreement
were to remain in place to manage and carry out the project.
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DENSITY | Medium

3,689 UNITS
2,693
MARKET

996
AFFORDABLE

49% OPEN
14 ACRES

N

The medium density option takes a balanced approach to the site that gives equal weight to the different drivers discussed previously. This
scenario was intended to provide a significant amount of much needed housing while still creating an incredible new urban amenity for
residents. If the goals of the city are to create a balanced solution that works for all players involved, this scenario is most apt to handle that
challenge. Public funding for this scenario would need to be $1B based on our assumptions in order to make the project financially feasible
in line with the other scenarios.

Figure 4.4
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DENSITY | High
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The high density scenario was explored as an option to the City of Seattle if they sought to limit public funds necessary to make the lid a
reality. The driver in this scheme would be not to relinquish, but to streamline urban planning aspirations by capping open space
requirements, increasing density and likely allowable building heights as well. In this scenario urban planning criteria would need to be more
carefully laid out to meet the goals with the increased private development. In this scenario, public funding needed would be $900M based
on our assumptions to make it financially feasible for a master developer to manage.

Figure 4.5
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DENSITY | Comparison

SQUARE FOOTAGE BY USE
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When comparing the five
different scenarios by use,
some obvious differences
arise. First, open space does
not decrease proportionally
with housing due to the vertical
nature of building housing. We
found this tradeoff interesting
because it seems natural to
find a balance between built
and open space throughout the
lid. Next, the greater the
development, the wider the
diversity of uses on the site.
Expanding the amount of
development on the site allows
the master developer to
include more diverse uses
making it a more attractive
project for financing and
partnerships. Figure 4.6
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FINANCIAL ANALYSIS | Financial Model

In order to conduct a thorough financial analysis, the team produced a detailed financial model that used assumptions on costs, timing, and
income to arrive at untrended and trended cash flows. Figure 6.1 is a flowchart that outlines the process the model takes to arrive at each of
these metrics.
Despite the detailed nature of the
model, it still has limitations. First, our
team does not include engineers or
contractors, so our knowledge of
structural systems and construction
costs is limited to the research that we
were able to gather. Next, the model is
not as granular as a master developer
would truly go. The model is broken
down by block rather than by building,
floor, or unit. Finally, we simplified the
financing structure of the model to
finance entire blocks at a time with a
single construction loan. The lack of
efficiency in this process drives up
financing costs, which could be
eliminated in the future.

Block A
Block B
Block C
Block D
Block E
Block F
Block G
Block H
Block I

Trended Model

Public Funding

Air Rights/GL 
Payment

PSF Cost 
Estimates

Building 
Designs/Use

Parcel Map 
(by Block)

Growth 
Assumptions

Assumptions

Return Metrics

Untrended Model

Yield on Cost

Figure 6.1
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FINANCIAL ANALYSIS | Assumptions

Financial assumptions were gathered from a variety of sources.
Where possible, local professionals were utilized to provide primary
source information for construction costs or to confirm market
information gathered online. Online resources were gathered and
cross-referenced as a secondary source of cost information when
primary sources were unavailable. Some assumptions, especially
hard infrastructure costs proved difficult to confirm with reliable
data. The team used our best judgement to reconcile these values. A
summary table of all rent and cost assumptions are provided in
Appendix A.1 at the end of this report. The assumptions with
asterisks have special source information or require further
explanation of rolled up costs, noted in italics below the table, that
are important to note in the context of the larger financial analysis.

High-Medium-Low Cost & Rent Structure - High, medium, and low
cost options were established for each major construction cost.
Certain costs, such as utilities, are expected to require a higher
investment in the first phase of the project to establish lines, which
will be utilized across the entire lid. Subsequently, the utility costs
fall for the second and third phases. Similarly, the lid cost varies as
some blocks deal with tougher grade changes and site conditions
than others. Landscaping and hardscaping costs will also vary
according to the quality and intended use of those areas. Large park
spaces intended for recreation, such as those in Blocks A and B, will
require more soil than smaller, contained green areas. Figure 6.2
uses brackets to show the high, medium, and low cost options for
each type of hard cost along with a bar and value to show the
aggregated final value.

Rent assumptions follow a similar high-medium-low structure
according to geographic location. The central blocks are expected
to demand the highest rents for all product types due to their
proximity to major amenities such as the Convention Center and the
Pike-Pine corridor. The south blocks are expected to demand the
lowest rents, with the north blocks falling somewhere in the middle.
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FINANCIAL ANALYSIS | Untrended Costs PSF
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Hard Costs - Hard costs per square foot are
illustrated in Figure 6.2.

Soft Costs - Soft costs were calculated as a
percentage of hard costs, including the cost
of the lid, which has increased the total
amount of soft costs above a typical project
build on land. This is reasonable given the
additional engineering and planning around
the construction of the lid and the materials
required for the lid. Soft costs include
Washington State Sales Tax (10.10%),
Architecture & Engineering (6.5%), FF&E
(0.5%), legal (0.25%), permits (1.00%),
insurance (1.00%), marketing (1.00%), utility
charges (1.50%), inspections (1.00%),
developer fee (4.00%), leasing commissions
(4.50% of lease value), and a contingency
(5.00%). In total soft costs are approximately
24.2% of total costs before financing.

Figure 6.2
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FINANCIAL ANALYSIS | Assumptions
Growth Factors - A summary table of annual growth factors is shown
in Appendix A.2. Market rental rates, condominium values, and office
rental rates are assumed to grow at 3% annually. All other rental rates,
including affordable unit rates, are assumed to grow at 2% annually.

Air Rights/Ground Lease Value Assumption - A sensitivity analysis
was performed to understand a reasonable price a master developer
would pay for the air and ground lease rights as a function of the
amount of public funding provided for the project, and the resulting
returns achieved. It is understood that WSDOT will begin the process
of planning for the reconstruction of I-5 through downtown Seattle
and it is an assumption of this report that WSDOT will be required to
build a freeway lid over I-5 as part of the reconstruction, as other
transportation authorities across the country have been increasingly
required to do so. Additionally, there have been several lids built in the
Seattle area in recent years over sections of freeways as well further
supporting the assumption that a lid over I-5 in downtown Seattle with
be absolute.

The inevitability of reconstructing sections of I-5 by WSDOT puts a
potential master developer in a position to negotiate the price of the

air rights, if the developer subsequently takes on the cost and risk of
construction of the lid. Even when assuming a completely simplified,
basic lid, the construction of the I-5 lid would be approximately $662
million in today's dollars, with no growth assumption in cost.
Therefore, by transferring development rights, WSDOT would be
saving at a minimum $662 million in future costs. Based on the
untrended yield analysis and sensitivity model, the air rights/ground
lease have been set at $100 million, or $80 PSF. This is a starting
point in the negotiation between WSDOT and the master developer
and that number can change. However, increasing the cost of the air
rights/ground lease means the development requires more public
funding to be financially feasible. The analysis represents one of the
give-and-take negotiations that will need to be worked out in the
public-private partnership agreement to make sure public entities
involved, developer, and citizens are all benefitting from the deal.
Additionally, the untrended cost of the lid for the developer is $925
PSF, so combined with the cost of the lid and the cost of the air
rights/ground lease the developer is paying approximately $1,005 PSF
for the land, which is at the high end of the range of downtown land
sale comparables and above land sale comparables in Capitol Hill and
First Hill.
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FINANCIAL ANALYSIS | Untrended Yield on Cost
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Untrended Model - The untrended model was used to balance
the various density approaches from a return perspective.
With the same untrended yield on cost an investor would be
relatively indifferent to the various densities. The untrended
yield on cost is the key output of the untrended model and
Figure 6.3 illustrates the yield on cost with and without public
funding for all five density dials. The amount of public funding
was adjusted for the low, medium, and high scenarios until
the yield on cost was relatively similar. The hyper low
scenario has a zero yield on cost because it contains 100%
public open space, while the hyper high scenario has the
lowest untrended yield on cost because there is no public
funding. Without the public funding included, the yield on cost
for the low, medium, and high scenario drops below 6%. For a
project with this amount of risk to be financially feasible, the
untrended yield on cost should to be above 7%. Therefore,
without public funding the project is not currently financially
feasible.

The untrended models are located in Appendix A.3, A.6, A.9,
A.12, and A.15. Figure 6.3
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FINANCIAL ANALYSIS | Trended Model

Trended Model - The trended model was built by block and the cash
flow of each block was then pulled back into a combined cash flow
page for summary. It was assumed that entitlement of the the first
phase would take three years, while construction of the lid would
occur within 12 months and the construction of the buildings would
occur in the subsequent 24 months. In total, the project would be
completed in seven years with overlapping phases. The lid would be
constructed in segments over a three year period, beginning with the
middle section as the first phase, than the north section as the
second phase and finally the southern section as the third phase.
Income and construction costs were grown annually within the
model based on our assumptions. After eight years, a bulk sale of
the project was assumed to occur in order to calculate the return
statistics. Figure 6.4 illustrates the graph of the trended model cash
flow for the medium scenario. Total costs peak in year 6 and the
project does not begin to have positive cash flow until year 7.

Trended costs for each scenario are located in Appendix A.4, A.7,
A.10, A.13, and A.16. The trended models for each scenario are
located in Appendix A.5, A.8, A.11, A.14, and A.17.

Capitalization Rates - Based on recent sales in the market area,
capitalization rates were determined and a 3% cost of sale was
applied within the model to determine the net proceeds for each use.
Note, the condominium sales were assumed to occur in the six
months following completion of the building. Apartment
capitalization rates are set at 4.25%, office capitalization rates are
4.50%, hotel capitalization rates are 7.50%, and retail capitalization
rates are 5.25%.
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FINANCIAL ANALYSIS | Combined Cash Flow
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FINANCIAL ANALYSIS | Residual Land Value
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Residual Land Value - Figure 6.5 is a diagram of the calculation for residual land value, using the medium scenario results. Public funding
was added to the value of all of the improvements in year eight. Next, the profit required for the developer was calculated, which was
assumed to be a 2x equity multiple. The net development costs excluded the cost of the air rights/ground lease and the cost of the lid
construction, including soft costs associated with the cost of the lid. Both profit and net development costs were subtracted from the total
value of the project, which resulted in a residual land value. To be financially feasible, the residual value has to be greater than the cost of the
lid.
Land Value - The untrended cost of the
lid is $925 PSF for the medium
scenario. Recent comparable land
sales in Capitol Hill area are
approaching $600 PSF, while Central
Business District (CBD) comparable
land sales are approximately $1,000
PSF. There are complications with
building on the lid and land sale
comparable should be adjusted
downward as a result. The untrended
cost of the lid is slightly below the CBD
land sales, but above the Capitol Hill
area land sale.

Figure 6.5
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FINANCIAL ANALYSIS | Residual Land Value
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Residual Value Comparison - Figure 6.6 compares the cost of the lid, including the air rights/ground lease payment of $100m, to the residual
value of all five scenarios. When including public funding, the medium and high density scenario are the only two scenarios with a residual
value above the total cost of the lid, which is the substitute for land value. The medium scenario has the highest residual land value. Of note,
the cost of the lid in the hyper low scenario decreases slightly due to a lower intensity of use, while the cost of the lid increases in the hyper
high scenario due to a higher intensity of use.

Figure 6.6
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FINANCIAL ANALYSIS | Low-Density Scenario 

Low-Density Financial Analysis - The trended model for the low-density lid project is projected to generate a leveraged IRR value of 24.1%
and an unleveraged IRR of 19.5%. Untrended, the yield on cost is 7.64% with public funding and 3.60% without public funding. Untrended, the
project would require $2.7B in total costs to create $2.1B in total value, driven in large part by office and multifamily housing development
across the lid. In the low-density development scenario, private equity can expect to contribute $740m with public funding contributing $1.4B
throughout the project in order to preserve open space and create new connections for car, bike, and pedestrian traffic across the lid. As with
any analysis these numbers are subject to shift with any shift in assumptions.

The low-density scenario results in inferior returns relative to the medium and high scenario. Additionally, the low density scenario requires
only $50m less in public funding than a 100% public hyper low scenario with 100% percent open space. Figure 6.7, illustrates the sensitivity
analysis for the untrended yield on cost. A sensitivity analysis is not available for the leveraged IRR due to the significant amount of public
funding and the project financing in the model.

Figure 6.7
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FINANCIAL ANALYSIS | Medium-Density Scenario 
Medium-Density Financial Analysis - The trended model for the medium-density lid project is projected to generate a leveraged IRR value of
31.4% and an unleveraged IRR of 22.3%. Untrended, the yield on cost is 7.35% with public funding and 5.32% without public funding.
Untrended, the project would require $3.9B in total costs to create $4.4B in total value, driven in large part by office and multifamily housing
development across the lid. In the medium-density development scenario, private equity can expect to contribute $1.1B with public funding
contributing $1B throughout the project in order to preserve open space and create new connections for car, bike, and pedestrian traffic. The
medium scenario has the best balance between open space and building form of all of the scenarios. Approximately 50% of the area will be
open space, which will have significant benefits for the surrounding communities. As with any analysis these numbers are subject to change
with any shift in assumptions.
The medium scenario has a lower untrended yield on cost compared to the low and high scenarios, which means that the scenario is less
leveraged with public money. Despite this, the leveraged IRR and residual value are the highest of any of the scenarios. Figure 6.8, illustrates
the sensitivity analysis for the leveraged IRR for the trended model.
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FINANCIAL ANALYSIS | High-Density Scenario 

High-Density Financial Analysis - The trended model for the high-density lid project is projected to generate a leveraged IRR value of 30.9%
and an unleveraged IRR of 22.2%, with public funding. Untrended, the yield on cost is 7.62% with public funding and 5.78% without public
funding. Untrended, the project would require $4.4B in total costs to create $5.3B in total value, driven in large part by office and multifamily
housing development across the lid. In the high-density development scenario, private equity can expect to contribute $1.5B with public
funding contributing $0.9B throughout the project in order to preserve open space and create new connections for car, bike, and pedestrian
traffic across the lid. As with any analysis these numbers are subject to change with any shift in assumptions.

The hyper-high density scenario provides lower returns than the high-density scenario. The hyper-high yield on cost is 6.65%, while leveraged
IRR is 19.6%, which is not considered feasible. Additionally, the hyper-high density scenario has limited open space, which also limits the
benefits to the surrounding communities. Figure 6.9, illustrates the sensitivity analysis for the leveraged IRR for the high-density scenario.
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FINANCIAL ANALYSIS | Trended Summary
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Figure 6.11

Figure 6.10
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FINANCIAL ANALYSIS | Conclusion

which indicated that only the medium and high density approaches
had a residual land value greater than the cost of the lid and the
estimated cost of the air rights/ground lease. With public support,
the medium and high density scenarios would be financially feasible
for a private developer to undertake. Based on the trended model,
the medium scenario has the highest residual land value, the highest
leveraged IRR, and the highest equity multiple. There is a balance of
open space, which will benefit not only the proposed development,
but the surrounding neighborhoods. The new construction will add
apartment units, including affordable housing, and office space to a
growing market. Overall, the medium scenario is our preferred
approach for the project in the future and we have analyzed the
medium-density scenario in greater detail in the following section of
this report.

Financial Analysis Conclusion - The project is financially feasible
with public support. There are several public benefits and reasons
for the public sector to support the project, such as pollution,
stormwater and noise mitigation, affordable housing, future tax
revenue, and public open space in an increasingly dense urban
environment. On the previous page, figure 6.10 compares the total
private and public equity for each density level and the residual land
value. Figure 6.11 illustrates the unleveraged IRR and leveraged IRR
with and without public funding and the equity multiple. The
financial model is based on a master developer P3 project
approach. The team analyzed five density scenarios with the intent
of understanding the benefits and costs of each scenario. The
untrended yield on cost model was step one in our analysis of the
financial feasibility of the lid. It allowed for an adjustment of the
public funding so that any investor would be indifferent to the
returns for either the low, medium, or high scenarios as the yield on
cost would be the same. The trended model allowed a deeper
analysis of the time-weighted returns of the project over the eight
year period that was chosen. Unleveraged IRR, leveraged IRR, and
equity multiples were the key metrics of comparison between the
different densities. Additionally, the residual value was calculated,
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PREFERED APPROACH | MEDIUM DENSITY

Rendering of the medium density scenario Figure 7.1
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PREFERED APPROACH | OPEN SPACE

As seen in Figure 7.2, open
space makes up approximately
half of the total project area,
while the other half is
developed. We believe this
provides good balance and
plenty of open space for the
community. There is a split into
publicly and privately owned
open space which we have
delineated through the dark
and light shading.

N

Figure 7.2
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PREFERED APPROACH | LAND USE

The uses of the project have been
strategically placed based on the
different real estate markets as
well as to match and complement
the existing surrounding uses.
Figure 7.3 shows office space
concentrated in the Pike/Pine
neighborhood of downtown near
other similar developments. The
civic space is located at the south
end of the site in the form of a
new elementary school. Retail is
located on streets with high
pedestrian volume, specifically in
the Pike/Pine area. Finally,
housing is sprinkled throughout
the project to help enforce the
concept of an 18 hour
neighborhood while increasing the
lacking supply of housing in
Seattle.

N

Figure 7.3
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Phase I - Phase I will develop the central site area from Olive Way to Pike Street, which includes Blocks C, D, and E. This area was identified
as the first to be developed due to both its geographic location and high return values early on in the project. Located on sites adjacent to
Freeway Park, the Convention Center, Convention Center expansion, and the Pike-Pine corridor, it is geographically positioned to become a
natural expansion to the Freeway Park lid and provide immediate benefits to the neighborhood, already undergoing economic and cultural
transition. Phase I becomes the significant driver of the overall value of the lid project. This is driven by a higher density per block as
compared

PREFERED APPROACH | PHASE 1

PHASE
1

C

E

TH
O

M
AS ST

DEN
N

Y W
AY

D

N

compared to subsequent phases, as well as a higher
proportion of office space, which produces a higher
value per square foot than other uses. The office
space value is supplemented by multifamily
residential. Retail makes up a relatively small
proportion of value, as is evident across all phases, but
it’s presence is expected to drive and retain office and
multifamily residential values for both the lid project
and surrounding neighborhoods. Buildings produced in
Phase I are anticipated to be sold by the developer
upon stabilization, creating a spike in cash flow in year
eight of the project. In addition to private equity and a
construction loan of 60% loan-to-cost, $250M, or 25%
of the public financing is allocated to Phase I in order
to compel a master developer to get involved in the
project. Figure 7.4
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Phase II – Phase II moves north to blocks A and B, which spans from Thomas Street to Olive Way. This area of the lid was identified as a
space to capitalize on housing and continue the urban character and density of Capitol Hill as it meets the bustling South Lake Union (SLU)
neighborhood. Resultantly, buildings are lower in height than in Phase I, there is a higher total square footage of open space, and the
proportion of office space is much lower. Further, the grade change across the site is much more dramatic and the cost of building the lid on
this site is expected to be higher than Phases I and III. There are two sites in Phase II that will host high-rise developments. One will be a
mixed-use hotel/condominium and the other will be an office tower.

PREFERED APPROACH | PHASE 2

PHASE
2

These two sites were chosen due to the fact that solid
ground could be reached to support the increased
height of the buildings. Of the $1B in public funding,
$450M, or 45%, will be released to assist in financing
this phase, without which the development would
produce only a marginal return. Large, programmable
open spaces and small retail will activate the public
realm in this housing-driven portion of the lid.

The open spaces in this neighborhood will not only
benefit it’s new residents but also its adjacent
workforce. The ever densifying SLU will benefit from
having more pedestrian focused infrastructure and
increasing options for shopping, leisure and living.

Figure 7.5
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Phase III – The final phase of the project wraps up south of Freeway Park from Seneca Street to Marion Street and is driven by community
and cultural uses. Located on Blocks G, H, and I, this section of the lid will contain a mixed-use development including an elementary school
with housing above, a new transit station with mixed retail, and a programmable amphitheater and open space which expands Freeway Park.
The final $300M, or 30%, of the public equity will be released to help finance this phase as there are limited uses to drive private return values
across this section of the lid. Centered around transit, community, and culture, this portion of the lid will address accessibility issues with
Freeway P

PREFERED APPROACH | PHASE 3

PHASE
3

Freeway Park. By expanding this landmark and
providing an opening to the programmed amphitheater
and transit station it creates locations for local
businesses to attract the surrounding population to the
area and provide a much needed elementary school
for downtown Seattle’s family residents.

Figure 7.6
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PREFERED APPROACH | PHASING TIMELINE

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

PHASE  
ONE

PHASE  
TWO

PHASE  
THREE

ENTITLEMENT

LID CONSTRUCTION

BUILDING CONSTRUCTION

The projected timeline for the medium-density financial
analysis is shown in Figure 7.7. The pre-construction
timeline of Phase I is expected to take longer to establish
the process of gaining the necessary entitlements, which
would replicate across subsequent phases in a shorter
timeframe. Phase I would also likely see higher utility
costs which would be reduced in subsequent phases, as
major lines are laid out to service the length of the lid.
The longer timeframe and heavy utility costs are
significantly offset by expected returns in Phase I, which
will see the construction of Blocks C, D, and E. This
section of the lid creates the greatest value in the project,
establishing positive cash flows early in the project for
the developer.

Figure 7.7
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CONCLUSION | Benefits - Private

There are immense benefits to the master developer taking part in this project, as well as to Seattle’s commercial real estate industry in
general:

● The diverse array of uses throughout the entire lid allow for an entire portfolio to be built made up of office, rental housing, for sale
housing, hotel, and retail. A master developer will be able to partner with other developers to build out the entire project.

● The financial returns are reasonable for this deal given the significant level of construction risk. Although they are specifically
structured to match the master developer’s risk in the project. Seattle’s growth over the past decade has far exceeded the
conservative growth assumptions in this report which could make the returns even better than outlined; it would be ideal to take
advantage of this opportunity sooner rather than later as growth may plateau and cap rates may climb from their historic lows.

● It is extremely rare for over 20 acres of incredibly well-located downtown land to become available overnight. Based on the current
scarcity of downtown land, there is no other opportunity in Seattle like this.

● The cost to build the lid is comparable to the cost per square foot to purchase land in downtown Seattle. As land prices have
increased dramatically over the past decade it has become more difficult to find projects that make financial sense. This project
creates land that would immediately have an incredible amount of value.

● There is a opportunity to create real change in an intersection of neighborhoods that has been plagued by the scar of I-5 for the past
half century. By reconnecting the city, a developer can create positive change while still serving the financial needs of investors.
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CONCLUSION | Benefits - Public
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● Connect Capitol Hill, First Hill, Downtown
Seattle, and South Lake Union. Carefully
blend the two sides of I-5.

● Connect East/West grade changes for
greater accessibility.

● Opportunity to rebuild failing infrastructure,
such as I-5.

● Improve traffic and bus flow with upgraded
infrastructure

● Create inviting open space, including
recreation space and a dog park.

● Create and connect pedestrian and bike
routes across the city.

● Help to reach the City’s goal of 1 acre of
open space for every 1,000 residents.

● Incorporate and maintain the character of
Freeway Park while increasing accessibility
and safety.

● The city greatly benefits from development
contributions. The land is now directly
revenue generating for the city through
sales tax and property taxes

● Improved economic opportunity for the city
and state.

● Provide additional market rate and
affordable housing to an area with
significant demand for new units.

● Onsite water treatment through use of
swales and other mitigation techniques.

● Mitigate sound and pollution from I-5.
● Allocation of local retail space.
● Incentivization for local retailers.

● New public school that the school district
desperately needs.

● Provide access to mass transportation such
as light rail and rapid ride bus lines.
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Retail Assump ons SF/% North RPSF Central RPSF South RPSF
Credit Tenant Retail 75% $38.00 $45.00 $35.00
Local Tenant Retail* 25% $25.00 $30.00 $25.00
Stabilized Vacancy 5%
Expense Ra o 2%

Office Assump ons SF/% North RPSF Central RPSF South RPSF
Class A Office Space N/A $40.00 $47.00 $36.00
Parking Stall SF 375 $250 $275 $230
Stabilized Vacancy 8%
Expense Ra o 5%

Hotel Assump ons SF/% North ADR Central ADR South ADR
Room 450 $320 $320 $320
Stabilized Vacancy 20%
Expense Ra o 45%
Efficiency 75%

Condominium Assump ons SF/%
Average Size 1,200           
Selling Costs 8.00%
Presale Start Offset 12                 
Sale Price (PSF) - High $1,200
Sale Price (PSF) - Low $1,000
Parking Sale Price $100,000

Months before Construc on Start

Land Value Assump ons Low PSF Median PSF High PSF
Land Value $1,000 $1,000 $1,000

Apartment+ Parking Assump ons SF/% North RPSF Central RPSF South RPSF
Market Rate 750              $4.00 $4.50 $3.75
Affordable 750              $2.39 $2.39 $2.39
Parking Stall 375              $250 $275 $230
Stabilized Vacancy 5.0%
Parking Vacancy 5%
Expense Ra o - Market 32.0% 73%
Expense Ra o - Affordable 42.0% 27%
Parking Expense Ra o 5% 80%
Efficiency 85%
Other Income 2.5%

Mkt
Affordable
MFTE % of Assessed Residen al

Percentage Affordable

So  Costs % of Hard Costs
WSST 10.10%
A&E 6.50%
FF&E 0.50%
Legal 0.25%
Permits 1.00%
Insurance 1.00%
Marke ng 1.00%
U lity Charges 1.50%
Inspec ons 1.00%
Tax During Development 0.00%
Developer Fee 4.00%
Leasing Commissions (% of lease value) 4.50%
Con ngency 5.00%

Cost Matrix ($/GSF) Low Medium High
Lid** $550 $650 $800
Apartments $200 $250 $300
Condominium*** $250 $313 $375
Retail $200 $240 $280
Community $300 $350 $400
Office $240 $280 $320
Hotel $250 $300 $350
Parking $125 $150 $175
U li es**** $50 $69 $86
Landscaping/Hardscaping***** $17 $73 $142
PED Bridges $225 $225 $225

Other Assump ons

Margin on School Cost 4%
Cost of Sale 3%

%

Cap Rates
Market 4.25%
Affordable 5.25%
Office 4.50%
Hotel 7.50%
Retail 5.25%

%

Income Assumptions Cost Assumptions

Other Assumptions
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Growth Factors 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14
Market Rent 3.00% 6.09% 9.27% 12.55% 15.93% 19.41% 22.99% 26.68% 30.48% 34.39% 38.42% 42.58% 46.85% 51.26%
Affordable Rent 2.00% 4.04% 6.12% 8.24% 10.41% 12.62% 14.87% 17.17% 19.51% 21.90% 24.34% 26.82% 29.36% 31.95%
Retail 2.00% 4.04% 6.12% 8.24% 10.41% 12.62% 14.87% 17.17% 19.51% 21.90% 24.34% 26.82% 29.36% 31.95%
Community 2.00% 4.04% 6.12% 8.24% 10.41% 12.62% 14.87% 17.17% 19.51% 21.90% 24.34% 26.82% 29.36% 31.95%
Office 3.00% 6.09% 9.27% 12.55% 15.93% 19.41% 22.99% 26.68% 30.48% 34.39% 38.42% 42.58% 46.85% 51.26%
Hotel 2.00% 4.04% 6.12% 8.24% 10.41% 12.62% 14.87% 17.17% 19.51% 21.90% 24.34% 26.82% 29.36% 31.95%
Parking 2.00% 4.04% 6.12% 8.24% 10.41% 12.62% 14.87% 17.17% 19.51% 21.90% 24.34% 26.82% 29.36% 31.95%
Condominium 3.00% 6.09% 9.27% 12.55% 15.93% 19.41% 22.99% 26.68% 30.48% 34.39% 38.42% 42.58% 46.85% 51.26%

Growth Factors 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14
LID 3.00% 6.09% 9.27% 12.55% 15.93% 19.41% 22.99% 26.68% 30.48% 34.39% 38.42% 42.58% 46.85% 51.26%
Apartments 3.00% 6.09% 9.27% 12.55% 15.93% 19.41% 22.99% 26.68% 30.48% 34.39% 38.42% 42.58% 46.85% 51.26%
Condominium 3.00% 6.09% 9.27% 12.55% 15.93% 19.41% 22.99% 26.68% 30.48% 34.39% 38.42% 42.58% 46.85% 51.26%
Retail 3.00% 6.09% 9.27% 12.55% 15.93% 19.41% 22.99% 26.68% 30.48% 34.39% 38.42% 42.58% 46.85% 51.26%
Community 3.00% 6.09% 9.27% 12.55% 15.93% 19.41% 22.99% 26.68% 30.48% 34.39% 38.42% 42.58% 46.85% 51.26%
Office 3.00% 6.09% 9.27% 12.55% 15.93% 19.41% 22.99% 26.68% 30.48% 34.39% 38.42% 42.58% 46.85% 51.26%
Hotel 3.00% 6.09% 9.27% 12.55% 15.93% 19.41% 22.99% 26.68% 30.48% 34.39% 38.42% 42.58% 46.85% 51.26%
Parking 3.00% 6.09% 9.27% 12.55% 15.93% 19.41% 22.99% 26.68% 30.48% 34.39% 38.42% 42.58% 46.85% 51.26%
U li es 3.00% 6.09% 9.27% 12.55% 15.93% 19.41% 22.99% 26.68% 30.48% 34.39% 38.42% 42.58% 46.85% 51.26%
Landscaping 3.00% 6.09% 9.27% 12.55% 15.93% 19.41% 22.99% 26.68% 30.48% 34.39% 38.42% 42.58% 46.85% 51.26%
PED Bridges 3.00% 6.09% 9.27% 12.55% 15.93% 19.41% 22.99% 26.68% 30.48% 34.39% 38.42% 42.58% 46.85% 51.26%

* Retail Rents: Smaller retail spaces are underwritten at 25% below market rates in order to support local business vendors. The presence of local businesses will help drive and retain value in 
oġce and residential areas.
** Lid Costs: Lid costs were retrieved from the QSPQPTFE�lid project in Los Angeles, CA. This project is the most recent lid project and also the highest lid cost/SF value retrieved.�*** 
Condominium Costs: 25% increase over multifamily costs/SF to include additional costs of ğnancing, marketing, and sales.
**** Utilities Costs: “Catch all” calculation. It is anticipated that connecting the new development to existing sewer and water system will be more expensive. 
***** Landscaping/Hardscaping Costs: Includes all landscaping & hardscaping costs, as well as storm water management. 

Income Growth Factors

Cost Growth Factors

Financing Costs % of total costs
Construc on Loan Fee 0.6%
Equity Placement Fee 1.2%
Construc on Interest 7.9%

Financing Assumptions
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Hyper Low Density Scenario
Income Units Unit Size (RSF) Total Size Income per Unit Income
Residential

Affordable -   638 -   -   -   
Market -   638 -   -   -   

Other Income 2.5% -   
Retail -   -   -   
Office -   -   -   
Hotel -   338 -   -   -   
Parking -   -   -   -   
Total Gross Income -   

Vacancy
Residential 5% -   
Retail 5% -   
Office 8% -   
Hotel 20% -   
Parking 5% -   
Total -   

Net Income -   

Expenses Expense Ratio Expenses
Residential

Affordable 42% -   
Market 32% -   
MFTE -   

Retail 2% -   
Office 5% -   
Hotel 45% -   
Parking 5% -   
Total Expenses -   

NOI NOI Cap Rate Price Cost of Sale Net Sale Proceeds
Residential - 4.25% -   3% -   
Retail - 5.25% -   3% -   
Office - 4.50% -   3% -   
Hotel - 7.50% -   3% -   
Total -  -   

Sales Units Unit Size (SF) Total Size Sale Price (PSF) Proceeds
Condominium - 1020 -   -   -   

Selling Costs 8.00% -   
Parking Sales 0 100,000  -   

Total Proceeds -   
Size (SF) Hard Cost LID cost Soft

Community Building -   -   -   -   -   
Total Sale Proceeds -   

Cost Unit Quantity Number of Units Unit Cost (PSF) Cost
Lease (input) 1 -   -   
LID Cost 969,304   701 679,743,488  
Total "Land" Cost 679,743,488   

Hard Costs
Residential

Affordable SF -   -   0 -   
Market SF -   -   0 -   

Condominium SF -   -   0 -   
Retail SF -   0 -   
Office SF -   0 -   
Hotel SF -   -   0 -   
Community SF -   0 -   
Parking SF -   -   0 -   
PED Bridges SF 4,200   225 945,000  
Utilities SF 1,252,925   50 62,646,250  
Landscaping SF 1,252,925   142 177,827,645  
Art 0.50% 1,207,094  
Contingency 5.00% 12,131,299  
Total Hard Cost 934,500,777   

Soft Costs
WSST 10.10% 94,384,578  
A&E 6.50% 60,742,550  
FF&E 0.50% 4,672,504  
Legal 0.25% 2,336,252  
Permits 1.00% 9,345,008  
Insurance 1.00% 9,345,008  
Marketing 1.00% 9,345,008  
Utility Charges 1.50% 14,017,512  
Inspections 1.00% 9,345,008  
Tax During Development 0.00% -   
Developer Fee 4.00% 37,380,031  
Leasing Commissions (% of lease value) 4.50% -   
Contingency 5.00% 46,725,039  
Total Soft Costs 297,638,497   

Total Development Costs 1,232,139,274   

Lease Cost -   
Public Funding (input) 1,449,421,893 
Dev Yield w/ Public Support 0.00%
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Hyper Low Density Scenario Trended Costs
Air Rights/Land Lease 1,252,925  0.00 - 0.0%

Hard Costs SF GSF Total
LID 969,304  785.57  761,452,977  
Apartments -  -  -  
Condominium -  -  -  
Retail -  -  -  
Community -  -  -  
Office -  -  -  
Hotel -  -  -  
Parking -  -  -  
Infrastructure -  -  

Utilities 1,166,604  56.76  66,217,898  
Landscaping 1,252,925  166.37  208,453,521  
Ped Bridges 4,200  262.55  1,102,693  

Art Installations 0.50% 1,378,871  
Contingency 5.00% 51,861,354  

1,090,467,314  75.2%

Soft Costs % of Hard Costs Total
WSST 10.10% 110,137,199  
A&E 6.50% 70,880,375  
FF&E 0.50% 5,452,337  
Legal 0.25% 2,726,168  
Permits 1.00% 10,904,673  
Insurance 1.00% 10,904,673  
Marketing 1.00% 10,904,673  
Utility Charges 1.50% 16,357,010  
Inspections 1.00% 10,904,673  
Tax During Development 0.00% -  
Developer Fee 4.00% 43,618,693  
Leasing Commissions (% of lease value) 4.50% 49,071,029  
Contingency 5.00% 17,093,075  

358,954,578  24.8%

1,449,421,893  

Financing Costs % of total costs
Construction Loan Fee 0.0% -  
Equity Placement Fee 0.0% -  
Construction Interest 0.0% -  

0.0% - 0.0%

1,449,421,893  

Total Hard Costs

Total Soft Costs

Total Costs Before Financing

Total Project Costs

Total Financing Costs
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Hyper Low Density Scenario
- - - Phase I Phase II Phase III - - - - - - - - -

Period 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15
Year 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033

factors
Income

Apartments - Market 3.0% -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Apartments - Affordable 2.0% -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Retail - Large 2.0% -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Retail - Small 2.0% -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Office 2.0% -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Hotel 2.0% -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Parking 3.0% -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Other 2.5% -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   

Gross Income -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Stabilization -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   

Vacancy
Apartments 5.0% -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Retail 5.0% -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Office 8.0% -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Hotel 20.0% -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Parking 5.0% -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   

Total Vacancy -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   

Expenses
Apt Expenses - Market 32.0% -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Apt Expenses - Affordable 42.0% -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
MFTE Savings 0.0% -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Retail Expenses 2.0% -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Office Expenses 5.0% -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Hotel Expenses 45.0% -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Parking Expenses 5.0% -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   

Total Expenses -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   

Apartment NOI #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0!
Retail NOI #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0!
Office NOI #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0!
Hotel NOI #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0!

Net Operating Income -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   

Apartment Value #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! -   
Retail Value #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! -   
Office Value #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! -   
Hotel Value #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! -   

Estimated Value #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0! -   

Condominium Sales -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Selling Costs 8.0% -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Parking Space Sales -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
CF From Condominium Sales -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   

Total Condo Sales CF -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   

Sale of Community Buildings @Cost -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   

Development Costs
Air/Ground Lease -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   

LID 3.0% -   -   -   259,900,232   357,603,367   143,949,377   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Apartments 3.0% -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Condominium 3.0% -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Retail 3.0% -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Community 3.0% -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Office (includes TI) 3.0% -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Hotel 3.0% -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Parking 3.0% -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Infrastructure -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   

Roads 3.0% -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Utilities 3.0% -   -   -   12,971,899   26,717,778   20,048,457   6,479,764   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Hardscaping 3.0% -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Stormwater Management 3.0% -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Landscaping 3.0% -   -   -   -   37,926,693   78,116,318   65,931,326   26,479,185   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
PED Bridges 3.0% -   -   -   -   151,944   547,757   402,993   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   

Art Installations 0.5% -   -   -   64,859   323,982   493,563   364,070   132,396   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Contingency 5.0% -   -   -   13,643,607   21,119,989   12,133,095   3,640,704   1,323,959   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Hard Cost Total -   -   -   286,580,597   443,843,753   255,288,568   76,818,856   27,935,540   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
WSST 10.1% -   -   -   28,944,640   44,828,219   25,784,145   7,758,704   2,821,490   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
A&E 6.5% - 4,968,959 4,968,959   12,908,095   16,477,854   16,477,854   11,508,895   3,569,759   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
FF&E 0.5% - - -   -   955,569   2,176,975   1,770,599   549,194   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Legal 0.3% - 191,114 191,114   496,465   633,764   633,764   442,650   137,298   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Permits 1.0% - - 3,822,276   4,885,622   2,196,775   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Insurance 1.0% - - -   3,822,276   4,885,622   2,196,775   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Marketing 1.0% - - -   -   - 3,822,276 4,885,622   2,196,775   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Utility Charges 1.5% - - -   1,911,138   4,353,949   5,452,337 3,541,198   1,098,387   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Inspections 1.0% - - -   1,274,092   2,902,633   3,634,891 2,360,799   732,258   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Tax During Development 0.0% - - -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Developer Fee 4.0% - 3,057,821 3,057,821   7,943,443   10,140,218   10,140,218 7,082,397   2,196,775   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Leasing Commissions (% of lease value) 4.5% - - -   -   - 17,200,243 21,985,300   9,885,486   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Contingency 5.0% - 410,895 602,009   3,109,289   4,368,730   4,375,974   3,066,808   1,159,371   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Soft Cost Total - 8,628,789  12,642,179   65,295,062   91,743,333   91,895,451   64,402,974   24,346,792   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Construction Loan Fee 0.0% -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Equity Placement Fee 0.0% -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Construction Interest 0.0% -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Financing Total -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Total Costs - 8,628,789  12,642,179   351,875,659   535,587,086   347,184,019   141,221,830   52,282,332   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
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Low Density Scenario
Income Units Unit Size (RSF) Total Size Income per Unit Income
Residential

Affordable 497   638 373,150   2.39   9,086,900  
Market 1,345   638 1,008,887   4.22   43,447,010  

Other Income 2.5% 1,313,348  
Retail 76,480   37.76   2,887,530  
Office 1,278,120   44.52   56,898,400  
Hotel -   338 -   -   -   
Parking 1,333   500,200   268.50   4,294,968  
Total Gross Income 117,928,154   

Vacancy
Residential 5% (2,626,695)  
Retail 5% (144,377)  
Office 8% (4,551,872)  
Hotel 20% -   
Parking 5% (214,748)  
Total (7,537,692)  

Net Income 110,390,462   

Expenses Expense Ratio Expenses
Residential

Affordable 42% 3,816,498  
Market 32% 13,903,043  
MFTE (7,171,553)  

Retail 2% 57,751  
Office 5% 2,844,920  
Hotel 45% -   
Parking 5% 214,748  
Total Expenses 13,665,407  

NOI NOI Cap Rate Price Cost of Sale Net Sale Proceeds
Residential 40,841,037  4.25% 960,965,588  3% 932,136,620  
Retail 3,111,678  5.25% 59,270,050   3% 57,491,949  
Office 51,458,992  4.50% 1,143,533,154  3% 1,109,227,160  
Hotel - 7.50% -   3% -   
Total 95,411,707  2,098,855,728   

Sales Units Unit Size (SF) Total Size Sale Price (PSF) Proceeds
Condominium - 1020 -   -   -   

Selling Costs 8.00% -   
Parking Sales 0 100,000  -   

Total Proceeds -   
Size (SF) Hard Cost LID cost Soft

Community Building 61,096   24,438,400   7,452,174   10,177,464  42,068,038  
Total Sale Proceeds 42,068,038  

Cost Unit Quantity Number of Units Unit Cost (PSF) Cost
Lease (input) 1 100,000,000  100,000,000  
LID Cost 969,304   701 679,743,488  
Total "Land" Cost 779,743,488   

Hard Costs
Residential

Affordable SF 373,150   497   290 108,207,698  
Market SF 1,008,887   1,345   290 292,561,553  

Condominium SF -   -   0 -   
Retail SF 76,480   259 19,811,200  
Office SF 1,278,120   320 408,998,400  
Hotel SF -   -   0 -   
Community SF 61,096   400 24,438,400  
Parking SF 500,200   1,333   175 87,535,000  
PED Bridges SF 4,200   225 945,000  
Utilities SF 854,696   86 73,578,642  
Landscaping SF 1,252,925   142 177,827,645  
Art 0.50% 5,969,518  
Contingency 5.00% 59,993,653  
Total Hard Cost 2,039,610,195   

Soft Costs
WSST 10.10% 206,000,630  
A&E 6.50% 132,574,663  
FF&E 0.50% 10,198,051  
Legal 0.25% 5,099,025  
Permits 1.00% 20,396,102  
Insurance 1.00% 20,396,102  
Marketing 1.00% 20,396,102  
Utility Charges 1.50% 30,594,153  
Inspections 1.00% 20,396,102  
Tax During Development 0.00% -   
Developer Fee 4.00% 81,584,408  
Leasing Commissions (% of lease value) 4.50% 1,299,389  
Contingency 5.00% 101,980,510  
Total Soft Costs 650,915,236   

Total Development Costs 2,690,525,431   

Lease Cost 100,000,000  
Public Funding (input) 1,400,000,000 
Dev Yield w/ Public Support 7.64%
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Low Density Scenario Trended Costs
Air Rights/Land Lease 1,252,925  79.81 100,000,000  3.3%

Hard Costs SF GSF Total
LID 969,304  785.57  761,452,977  
Apartments 1,382,037  337.38  466,265,346  
Condominium -  -  -  
Retail 76,480 300.57  22,987,228  
Community 61,096 484.79  29,618,439  
Office 1,278,120  369.45  472,207,813  
Hotel -  -  -  
Parking 500,200  195.61  97,843,609  
Infrastructure -  -  

Utilities 1,166,604  97.73  114,010,665  
Landscaping 854,696  166.87  142,619,367  
Ped Bridges 4,200  262.55  1,102,693  

Art Installations 0.50% 6,733,276  
Contingency 5.00% 105,405,407  

2,220,246,820  72.8%

Soft Costs % of Hard Costs Total
WSST 10.10% 224,244,929  
A&E 6.50% 144,316,043  
FF&E 0.50% 11,101,234  
Legal 0.25% 5,550,617  
Permits 1.00% 22,202,468  
Insurance 1.00% 22,202,468  
Marketing 1.00% 22,202,468  
Utility Charges 1.50% 33,303,702  
Inspections 1.00% 22,202,468  
Tax During Development 0.00% -  
Developer Fee 4.00% 88,809,873  
Leasing Commissions (% of lease value) 4.50% 99,911,107  
Contingency 5.00% 34,802,369  

730,849,747  24.0%

3,051,096,567  

Financing Costs % of total costs
Construction Loan Fee 0.4% 11,088,600  
Equity Placement Fee 0.6% 18,490,000  
Construction Interest 6.0% 182,013,354  

10.3% 315,146,239  10.3%

3,366,242,806  

Total Hard Costs

Total Soft Costs

Total Costs Before Financing

Total Project Costs

Total Financing Costs
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Low Density Scenario
- - - Phase I Phase II Phase III - - - - - - - - -

Period 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15
Year 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033

factors
Income

Apartments - Market 3.0% -   -   -   -   -   -   30,150,866   43,934,698   55,044,847   56,696,193   58,397,078   60,148,991   61,953,461   63,812,064   65,726,426   
Apartments - Affordable 2.0% -   -   -   -   -   -   7,412   11,089   14,139   14,421   14,710   15,004   15,304   15,610   15,922   
Retail - Large 2.0% -   -   -   -   -   -   1,383,491   2,625,068   2,769,838   2,825,235   2,881,739   2,939,374   2,998,162   3,058,125   3,119,287   
Retail - Small 2.0% -   -   -   -   -   -   307,442   579,799   613,364   625,631   638,144   650,906   663,925   677,203   690,747   
Office 2.0% -   -   -   -   -   -   46,288,154   69,977,855   72,077,191   74,239,507   76,466,692   78,760,692   81,123,513   83,557,219   86,063,935   
Hotel 2.0% -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Parking 3.0% -   -   -   -   -   -   3,668,024   4,933,720   5,032,394   5,133,042   5,235,703   5,340,417   5,447,225   5,556,170   5,667,293   
Other 2.5% -   -   -   -   -   -   1,911,161   2,848,091   3,178,404   3,273,753   3,371,962   3,473,117   3,577,307   3,684,622   3,795,157   

Gross Income -   -   -   -   -   -   83,716,549   124,910,320   138,730,177   142,807,781   147,006,028   151,328,502   155,778,896   160,361,013   165,078,769   
Stabilization -   -   -   -   -   -   (20,929,137)   (9,683,985)   (2,538,512)   -   -   -   -   -   -   

Vacancy
Apartments 5.0% -   -   -   -   -   -   (1,507,914)   (2,197,289)   (2,752,949)   (2,835,531)   (2,920,589)   (3,008,200)   (3,098,438)   (3,191,384)   (3,287,117)   
Retail 5.0% -   -   -   -   -   -   (84,547)   (160,243)   (169,160)   (172,543)   (175,994)   (179,514)   (183,104)   (186,766)   (190,502)   
Office 8.0% -   -   -   -   -   -   (3,703,052)   (5,598,228)   (5,766,175)   (5,939,161)   (6,117,335)   (6,300,855)   (6,489,881)   (6,684,577)   (6,885,115)   
Hotel 20.0% -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Parking 5.0% -   -   -   -   -   -   (183,401)   (246,686)   (251,620)   (256,652)   (261,785)   (267,021)   (272,361)   (277,808)   (283,365)   

Total Vacancy -   -   -   -   -   -   (5,478,914)   (8,202,447)   (8,939,904)   (9,203,887)   (9,475,704)   (9,755,590)   (10,043,785)   (10,340,536)   (10,646,099)   

Expenses
Apt Expenses - Market 32.0% -   -   -   -   -   -   (9,648,277)   (14,059,103)   (17,614,351)   (18,142,782)   (18,687,065)   (19,247,677)   (19,825,107)   (20,419,861)   (21,032,456)   
Apt Expenses - Affordable 42.0% -   -   -   -   -   -   (3,113)   (4,657)   (5,938)   (6,057)   (6,178)   (6,302)   (6,428)   (6,556)   (6,687)   
MFTE Savings 0.0% -   -   -   -   -   -   4,838,407   6,894,252   8,376,373   8,376,373   8,376,373   8,376,373   8,376,373   8,376,373   8,376,373   
Retail Expenses 2.0% -   -   -   -   -   -   (33,819)   (64,097)   (67,664)   (69,017)   (70,398)   (71,806)   (73,242)   (74,707)   (76,201)   
Office Expenses 5.0% -   -   -   -   -   -   (2,314,408)   (3,498,893)   (3,603,860)   (3,711,975)   (3,823,335)   (3,938,035)   (4,056,176)   (4,177,861)   (4,303,197)   
Hotel Expenses 45.0% -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Parking Expenses 5.0% -   -   -   -   -   -   (183,401)   (246,686)   (251,620)   (256,652)   (261,785)   (267,021)   (272,361)   (277,808)   (283,365)   

Total Expenses -   -   -   -   -   -   (7,344,610)   (10,979,184)   (13,167,059)   (13,810,110)   (14,472,387)   (15,154,466)   (15,856,940)   (16,580,419)   (17,325,533)   

Apartment NOI -   -   -   -   -   -   16,684,219   33,504,608   43,837,177   47,470,188   48,625,204   49,814,515   51,039,142   52,300,137   53,598,585   
Retail NOI -   -   -   -   -   -   1,599,187   3,054,545   3,629,654   3,730,006   3,804,606   3,880,698   3,958,312   4,037,478   4,118,228   
Office NOI -   -   -   -   -   -   31,680,482   59,485,551   66,617,871   68,593,591   70,628,127   72,723,233   74,880,717   77,102,442   79,390,325   
Hotel NOI -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   

Net Operating Income -   -   -   -   -   -   49,963,887   96,044,704   114,084,702   119,793,785   123,057,936   126,418,446   129,878,171   133,440,058   137,107,137   

Apartment Value -   -   -   -   - 380,792,753 764,693,408   1,000,519,092   1,083,437,232   1,109,798,778   1,136,943,046   1,164,893,356   1,193,673,722   1,223,308,878   -   
Retail Value -   -   -   -   - 29,546,888 56,436,347   67,062,181   68,916,296   70,294,621   71,700,514   73,134,524   74,597,215   76,089,159   -   
Office Value -   -   -   -   - 682,890,382 1,282,244,100   1,435,985,213   1,478,572,961   1,522,428,505   1,567,589,682   1,614,095,462   1,661,985,976   1,711,302,559   -   
Hotel Value -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   

Estimated Value -   -   -   -   -  1,093,230,022  2,103,373,855   2,503,566,486   2,630,926,488   2,702,521,904   2,776,233,242   2,852,123,342   2,930,256,913   3,010,700,596   -   

Condominium Sales -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Selling Costs 8.0% -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Parking Space Sales -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
CF From Condominium Sales -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   

Total Condo Sales CF -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   

Sale of Community Buildings @Cost -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   53,290,532   -   -   -   -   -   -   

Development Costs
Air/Ground Lease 100,000,000    - 37,898,917 - 37,886,625 24,214,458   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   

LID 3.0% -   -   -   259,900,232   357,603,367   143,949,377   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Apartments 3.0% -   -   -   -   127,227,516   192,184,456   104,294,050   42,559,324   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Condominium 3.0% -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Retail 3.0% -   -   -   -   5,735,593   11,065,967   5,742,914   442,755   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Community 3.0% -   -   -   -   -   -   14,590,364   15,028,075   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Office (includes TI) 3.0% -   -   -   -   148,531,147   237,070,621   86,606,046   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Hotel 3.0% -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Parking 3.0% -   -   -   35,396,159   49,260,707   13,186,743   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Infrastructure -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   

Roads 3.0% -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Utilities 3.0% -   -   -   22,334,367   46,001,335   34,518,431   11,156,533   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Hardscaping 3.0% -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Stormwater Management 3.0% -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Landscaping 3.0% -   -   -   -   19,906,512   52,347,055   51,304,635   19,061,166   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
PED Bridges 3.0% -   -   -   -   151,944   547,757   402,993   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   

Art Installations 0.5% -   -   -   288,653   1,984,074   2,704,605   1,370,488   385,457   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Contingency 5.0% -   -   -   15,881,538   37,720,906   34,243,520   13,704,877   3,854,566   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Hard Cost Total -   -   -   333,800,949   794,123,100   721,818,532   289,172,898   81,331,342   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
WSST 10.1% -   -   -   33,713,896   80,206,433   72,903,672   29,206,463   8,214,466   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
A&E 6.5% - 13,550,604 13,550,604   27,253,490   32,691,360   32,691,360   19,140,755   5,437,869   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
FF&E 0.5% - - -   -   2,605,885   4,714,022   2,944,732   836,595   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Legal 0.3% - 521,177 521,177   1,048,211   1,257,360   1,257,360   736,183   209,149   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Permits 1.0% - - 10,423,542   8,432,545   3,346,381   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Insurance 1.0% - - -   10,423,542   8,432,545   3,346,381   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Marketing 1.0% - - -   -   - 10,423,542 8,432,545   3,346,381   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Utility Charges 1.5% - - -   5,211,771   9,428,043   11,101,234 5,889,463   1,673,191   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Inspections 1.0% - - -   3,474,514   6,285,362   7,400,823 3,926,309   1,115,460   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Tax During Development 0.0% - - -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Developer Fee 4.0% - 8,338,834 8,338,834   16,771,379   20,117,760   20,117,760 11,778,926   3,346,381   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Leasing Commissions (% of lease value) 4.5% - - -   -   - 46,905,938 37,946,453   15,058,715   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Contingency 5.0% - 1,120,531 1,641,708   5,316,467   8,218,557   10,543,105   6,000,091   1,961,910   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Soft Cost Total - 23,531,146  34,475,865   111,645,815   172,589,687   221,405,196   126,001,920   41,200,118   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Construction Loan Fee 1.0% - 6,786,000 - 3,303,600 999,000   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Equity Placement Fee 2.5% - 11,315,000 - 5,507,500 1,667,500   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Construction Interest 6.0% -   -   -   -   16,426,610   41,141,819   57,912,524   66,532,401   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Financing Total - 15,797,500  - 22,407,000  22,135,480   29,212,567   72,624,408   96,049,890   50,225,769   6,693,625   -   -   -   -   -   
Total Costs - 77,227,562  34,475,865   505,740,390   1,013,062,725   972,436,295   487,799,226   218,581,350   50,225,769   6,693,625   -   -   -   -   - 
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Medium Density Scenario
Income Units Unit Size (RSF) Total Size Income per Unit Income
Residential

Affordable 996   637.5 747,242   2.39   18,210,366  
Market 2,693   637.5 2,020,322   4.18   86,177,648  

Other Income 2.5% 2,609,700  
Retail 184,675   38.49   7,107,860  
Office 2,342,824   45.81   107,335,478  
Hotel 271   337.5 122,143   320.00   31,652,800  
Parking 1,195   500,200   268.50   3,850,327  
Total Gross Income 256,944,180   

Vacancy
Residential 5% (5,219,401)  
Retail 5% (355,393)  
Office 8% (8,586,838)  
Hotel 20% (6,330,560)  
Parking 5% (192,516)  
Total (20,684,708)  

Gross Income - Vacancy 236,259,471   

Expenses Expense Ratio Expenses
Residential

Affordable 42% 7,648,354  
Market 32% 27,576,848  
MFTE (14,151,864)  

Retail 2% 142,157  
Office 5% 5,366,774  
Hotel 45% 14,243,760  
Parking 5% 192,516  
Total Expenses 41,018,545  

Use NOI Cap Rate Price Cost of Sale Net Sale Proceeds
Residential 79,153,322  4.25% 1,862,431,100  3% 1,806,558,167  
Retail 6,904,066  5.25% 131,506,028  3% 127,560,847  
Office 95,045,623  4.50% 2,112,124,960  3% 2,048,761,211  
Hotel 11,169,467  7.50% 148,926,223  3% 144,458,436  
Total 192,272,478  4,127,338,662   

Sales Units Unit Size (SF) Total Size Sale Price (PSF) Proceeds
Condominium 164   1020 197,820   1,200   200,736,000  

Selling Costs 8.00% (16,058,880)  
Parking Sales 138 100,000  13,800,000  

Total Proceeds 198,477,120  
Size (SF) Hard Cost LID cost Soft

Community Building 79,186   31,674,400   9,266,841   13,084,469  54,025,709  
Total Sale Proceeds 252,502,829   

Cost Unit Quantity Number of Units Unit Cost (PSF) Cost
Lease (input) 1 100,000,000  100,000,000  
LID Cost 969,304   701 679,743,488  
Total "Land" Cost 779,743,488   

Hard Costs
Residential

Affordable SF 747,242   996   279 208,529,465  
Market SF 2,020,322   2,693   279 563,801,886  

Condominium SF 197,820   164   375 74,182,500  
Retail SF 184,675   264 48,723,400  
Office SF 2,342,824   320 749,703,680  
Hotel SF 122,143   271   350 42,750,050  
Community SF 79,186   400 31,674,400  
Parking SF 500,200   1,333   175 87,535,000  
PED Bridges SF 4,200   225 945,000  
Utilities SF 611,376   86 52,631,831  
Landscaping SF 1,252,925   142 177,827,645  
Art 0.50% 10,191,524  
Contingency 5.00% 102,424,819  
Total Hard Cost 2,930,664,687   

Soft Costs
WSST 10.10% 295,997,133  
A&E 6.50% 190,493,205  
FF&E 0.50% 14,653,323  
Legal 0.25% 7,326,662  
Permits 1.00% 29,306,647  
Insurance 1.00% 29,306,647  
Marketing 1.00% 29,306,647  
Utility Charges 1.50% 43,959,970  
Inspections 1.00% 29,306,647  
Tax During Development 0.00% -   
Developer Fee 4.00% 117,226,587  
Leasing Commissions (% of lease value) 4.50% 3,198,537  
Contingency 5.00% 146,533,234  
Total Soft Costs 936,615,240   

Total Development Costs 3,867,279,927   

Lease Cost 100,000,000  
Public Funding (input) 1,000,000,000 
Dev Yield w/ Public Support 7.35%
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Medium Density Scenario Trended Costs
Air Rights/Land Lease 1,252,925 79.81 100,000,000 2.3%

Hard Costs SF GSF Total
LID 969,304  785.57  761,452,977  
Apartments 2,767,564  324.97  899,374,420  
Condominium 197,820  441.25  87,287,817  
Retail 184,675  305.23  56,368,597  
Community 79,186 484.79  38,388,203  
Office 2,342,824  367.42  860,806,209  
Hotel 122,143  411.83  50,302,410  
Parking 500,200  174.83  87,447,847  
Infrastructure -  -  

Utilities 1,166,604  97.73  114,010,665  
Landscaping 611,376  167.63  102,482,524  
Ped Bridges 4,200  262.55  1,102,693  

Art Installations 0.50% 11,487,857  
Contingency 5.00% 152,951,218  

3,223,463,437  73.5%

Soft Costs % of Hard Costs Total
WSST 10.10% 325,569,807  
A&E 6.50% 209,525,123  
FF&E 0.50% 16,117,317  
Legal 0.25% 8,058,659  
Permits 1.00% 32,234,634  
Insurance 1.00% 32,234,634  
Marketing 1.00% 32,234,634  
Utility Charges 1.50% 48,351,952  
Inspections 1.00% 32,234,634  
Tax During Development 0.00% -  
Developer Fee 4.00% 128,938,537  
Leasing Commissions (% of lease value) 4.50% 145,055,855  
Contingency 5.00% 50,527,789  

1,061,083,577  24.2%

4,384,547,014  

Financing Costs % of total costs
Construction Loan Fee 0.6% 27,067,200  
Equity Placement Fee 1.2% 52,657,500  
Construction Interest 7.9% 348,532,917  

9.8% 428,257,617  9.8%

4,812,804,631  

Total Hard Costs

Total Soft Costs

Total Costs Before Financing

Total Project Costs

Total Financing Costs
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Medium Density Scenario
- - - Phase I Phase II Phase III - - - - - - - - -

Period 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15
Year 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033

factors
Income

Apartments - Market 3.0% -    -    -    -   -   -   46,083,533    96,510,737    109,198,168   112,474,113   115,848,337   119,323,787   122,903,500   126,590,605   130,388,323    
Apartments - Affordable 2.0% -    -    -    -   -   -   11,366   25,062   28,391   28,959   29,538   30,129   30,732   31,346   31,973   
Retail - Large 2.0% -    -    -    -   -   -   4,182,208    6,348,189    6,814,485    6,950,774    7,089,790    7,231,586    7,376,217    7,523,742    7,674,216   
Retail - Small 2.0% -    -    -    -   -   -   929,380   1,404,620    1,513,506    1,543,776    1,574,651    1,606,144    1,638,267    1,671,033    1,704,453   
Office 2.0% -    -    -    -   -   -   109,214,564   132,009,099   135,969,372   140,048,453   144,249,907   148,577,404   153,034,726   157,625,768   162,354,541    
Hotel 2.0% -    -    -    -   -   -   -   36,359,118    37,086,300    37,828,026    38,584,587    39,356,278    40,143,404    40,946,272    41,765,197    
Parking 3.0% -    -    -    -   -   -   3,668,024    4,458,164    4,547,327    4,638,274    4,731,039    4,825,660    4,922,173    5,020,617    5,121,029   
Other 2.5% -    -    -    -   -   -   3,882,737    6,622,600    7,057,056    7,259,489    7,467,809    7,682,190    7,902,809    8,129,850    8,363,501   

Gross Income -   -   -   -   -   -   167,971,811   283,737,590   302,214,605   310,771,864   319,575,658   328,633,178   337,951,829   347,539,232   357,403,235   
Stabilization -    -    -    -   -   -   (41,992,953)    (27,703,634)    (2,614,984)    -   -   -   -   -   -   

Vacancy
Apartments 5.0% -    -    -    -   -   -   (2,304,745)    (4,826,790)    (5,461,328)    (5,625,154)    (5,793,894)    (5,967,696)    (6,146,712)    (6,331,098)    (6,521,015)   
Retail 5.0% -    -    -    -   -   -   (255,579)   (387,640)   (416,400)   (424,728)   (433,222)   (441,886)   (450,724)   (459,739)   (468,933)   
Office 8.0% -    -    -    -   -   -   (8,737,165)    (10,560,728)    (10,877,550)    (11,203,876)    (11,539,993)    (11,886,192)    (12,242,778)    (12,610,061)    (12,988,363)    
Hotel 20.0% -    -    -    -   -   -   -   (7,271,824)    (7,417,260)    (7,565,605)    (7,716,917)    (7,871,256)    (8,028,681)    (8,189,254)    (8,353,039)   
Parking 5.0% -    -    -    -   -   -   (183,401)   (222,908)   (227,366)   (231,914)   (236,552)   (241,283)   (246,109)   (251,031)   (256,051)   

Total Vacancy -   -   -   -   -   -   (11,480,891)   (23,269,890)   (24,399,904)   (25,051,276)   (25,720,578)   (26,408,313)   (27,115,003)   (27,841,183)   (28,587,403)  

Expenses
Apt Expenses - Market 32.0% -    -    -    -   -   -   (14,746,731)    (30,883,436)    (34,943,414)    (35,991,716)    (37,071,468)    (38,183,612)    (39,329,120)    (40,508,994)    (41,724,264)    
Apt Expenses - Affordable 42.0% -    -    -    -   -   -   (4,774)   (10,526)   (11,924)   (12,163)   (12,406)   (12,654)   (12,907)   (13,165)   (13,429)   
MFTE Savings 0.0% -    -    -    -   -   -   7,028,121    13,559,015    14,993,326    14,993,326    14,993,326    14,993,326    14,993,326    14,993,326    14,993,326    
Retail Expenses 2.0% -    -    -    -   -   -   (102,232)   (155,056)   (166,560)   (169,891)   (173,289)   (176,755)   (180,290)   (183,895)   (187,573)   
Office Expenses 5.0% -    -    -    -   -   -   (5,460,728)    (6,600,455)    (6,798,469)    (7,002,423)    (7,212,495)    (7,428,870)    (7,651,736)    (7,881,288)    (8,117,727)   
Hotel Expenses 45.0% -    -    -    -   -   -   -   (16,361,603)    (16,688,835)    (17,022,612)    (17,363,064)    (17,710,325)    (18,064,532)    (18,425,822)    (18,794,339)    
Parking Expenses 5.0% -    -    -    -   -   -   (183,401)   (222,908)   (227,366)   (231,914)   (236,552)   (241,283)   (246,109)   (251,031)   (256,051)   

Total Expenses -   -   -   -   -   -   (13,469,744)   (40,674,969)   (43,843,242)   (45,437,392)   (47,075,948)   (48,760,173)   (50,491,368)   (52,270,870)   (54,100,057)  

Apartment NOI -    -    -    -   -   -   24,245,026    61,891,813    86,114,219    90,815,831    93,071,481    95,394,421    97,786,661    100,250,272   102,787,388    
Retail NOI -    -    -    -   -   -   3,687,412    6,656,376    8,035,783    8,302,259    8,468,304    8,637,670    8,810,424    8,986,632    9,166,365   
Office NOI -    -    -    -   -   -   73,095,786    112,576,793   123,664,350   127,350,972   131,147,726   135,057,908   139,084,910   143,232,227   147,503,459    
Hotel NOI -    -    -    -   -   -   -   10,706,074    13,278,922    13,545,669    13,817,785    14,095,381    14,378,565    14,667,452    14,962,156    

Net Operating Income -   -   -   -   -   -   101,028,224   192,089,097   231,356,475   240,283,196   246,779,132   253,464,692   260,345,458   267,427,179   274,715,775   

Apartment Value -    -    -    -   - 553,357,063  1,412,589,616   1,965,430,407   2,072,737,782   2,124,219,692   2,177,237,376   2,231,836,732   2,288,065,034   2,345,970,969   -   
Retail Value -    -    -    -   - 68,129,331  122,984,473   148,470,663   153,394,116   156,461,999   159,591,239   162,783,063   166,038,725   169,359,499   -   
Office Value -    -    -    -   - 1,575,620,268 2,426,655,306   2,665,653,772   2,745,120,954   2,826,962,103   2,911,248,236   2,998,052,499   3,087,450,226   3,179,519,008   -   
Hotel Value -    -    -    -   -   -   138,465,225   171,740,718   175,190,646   178,710,026   182,300,260   185,962,780   189,699,046   193,510,547   -   

Estimated Value -   -   -   -   -  2,197,106,662  4,100,694,620   4,951,295,560   5,146,443,498   5,286,353,819   5,430,377,110   5,578,635,074   5,731,253,030   5,888,360,023   -   

Condominium Sales -    -    -    -   56,775,279   58,478,537    60,232,893    62,039,880    -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Selling Costs 8.0% -    -    -    (4,542,022)    (4,678,283)   (4,818,631)    (4,963,190)    -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Parking Space Sales -    -    -    -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
CF From Condominium Sales -    -    -    -   -   -   -   237,526,590   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   

Total Condo Sales CF -   -   -   (4,542,022)   (4,678,283)   (4,818,631)   (4,963,190)   237,526,590   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   

Sale of Community Buildings @Cost -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   68,438,152   -   -   -   -   -   -   

Development Costs
Air/Ground Lease 100,000,000    -  37,898,917 -  37,886,625  24,214,458   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   

LID 3.0% -    -    -    259,900,232   357,603,367   143,949,377   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Apartments 3.0% -    -    -    -   194,458,547   407,555,611   254,800,939   42,559,324    -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Condominium 3.0% -    -    -    -   - 42,998,925  44,288,892    -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Retail 3.0% -    -    -    -   17,338,351   26,707,055    10,694,888    1,628,304    -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Community 3.0% -    -    -    -   -   -   18,910,445    19,477,758    -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Office (includes TI) 3.0% -    -    -    -   350,451,749   434,556,020   75,798,440    -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Hotel 3.0% -    -    -    -   - 24,779,512  25,522,898    -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Parking 3.0% -    -    -    35,396,159   44,139,642   7,912,046    -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Infrastructure -    -    -    -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   

Roads 3.0% -    -    -    -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Utilities 3.0% -    -    -    22,334,367   46,001,335   34,518,431    11,156,533    -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Hardscaping 3.0% -    -    -    -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Stormwater Management 3.0% -    -    -    -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Landscaping 3.0% -    -    -    -   9,571,749   34,478,470    41,650,841    16,781,465    -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
PED Bridges 3.0% -    -    -    -   151,944   547,757   402,993   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   

Art Installations 0.5% -    -    -    288,653    3,310,567   5,070,269    2,416,134    402,234   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Contingency 5.0% -    -    -    15,881,538   50,985,834   57,900,160    24,161,343    4,022,343    -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Hard Cost Total -   -   -   333,800,949   1,074,013,083   1,220,973,633   509,804,345   84,871,427   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
WSST 10.1% -    -    -    33,713,896   108,475,321   123,318,337   51,490,239    8,572,014    -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
A&E 6.5% -  21,079,479 21,079,479   41,560,164   47,111,411   47,111,411    26,031,932    5,551,247    -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
FF&E 0.5% -  - -    -   4,053,746   7,204,621    4,004,913    854,038   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Legal 0.3% -  810,749 810,749   1,598,468    1,811,977   1,811,977    1,001,228    213,509   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Permits 1.0% -  - 16,214,984   12,603,499   3,416,152   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Insurance 1.0% -  - -    16,214,984   12,603,499   3,416,152    -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Marketing 1.0% -  - -    -   - 16,214,984  12,603,499    3,416,152    -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Utility Charges 1.5% -  - -    8,107,492    14,409,241   16,117,317  8,009,825    1,708,076    -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Inspections 1.0% -  - -    5,404,995    9,606,161   10,744,878  5,339,884    1,138,717    -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Tax During Development 0.0% -  - -    -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Developer Fee 4.0% -  12,971,987 12,971,987   25,575,486   28,991,638   28,991,638  16,019,651    3,416,152    -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Leasing Commissions (% of lease value) 4.5% -  - -    -   - 72,967,427  56,715,744    15,372,683    -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Contingency 5.0% -  1,743,111 2,553,860   7,238,949    11,523,957   16,394,937    9,060,846    2,012,129    -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Soft Cost Total - 36,605,326 53,631,059   152,017,932   242,003,103   344,293,679   190,277,760   42,254,718   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Construction Loan Fee 1.0% -    -    -    14,501,400   11,354,400   1,211,400    -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Equity Placement Fee 2.5% -  24,175,000 -  18,932,500  9,550,000   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Construction Interest 6.0% -    -    -    -   - 25,721,498  101,655,059   143,562,694   70,730,809    6,862,857    -   -   -   -   -   
Financing Total - 24,175,000 - 33,433,900 20,904,400  26,932,898   101,655,059   143,562,694   70,730,809   6,862,857   -   -   -   -   -   
Total Costs - 98,679,243 53,631,059   557,139,407   1,361,135,045   1,592,200,210   801,737,164   270,688,839   70,730,809   6,862,857   -   -   -   -   - 
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High Density Scenario
Income Units Unit Size (RSF) Total Size Income per Unit Income
Residential

Affordable 1,223   638 917,684   2.39   22,360,721  
Market 3,308   638 2,481,146   4.13   104,610,098  

Other Income 2.5% 3,174,270  
Retail 254,580   37.88   9,642,885  
Office 2,476,680   45.72   113,230,720  
Hotel 271   338 122,143   320.00   31,652,800  
Parking 1,195   500,200   268.50   3,850,327  
Total Gross Income 288,521,821   

Vacancy
Residential 5% (6,348,541)  
Retail 5% (482,144)  
Office 8% (9,058,458)  
Hotel 20% (6,330,560)  
Parking 5% (192,516)  
Total (22,412,219)  

Net Income 266,109,602   

Expenses Expense Ratio Expenses
Residential

Affordable 42% 9,391,503  
Market 32% 33,475,231  
MFTE (17,020,485)  

Retail 2% 192,858  
Office 5% 5,661,536  
Hotel 45% 14,243,760  
Parking 5% 192,516  
Total Expenses 46,136,919  

NOI NOI Cap Rate Price Cost of Sale Net Sale Proceeds
Residential 95,834,074  4.25% 2,254,919,384  3% 2,187,271,803  
Retail 9,261,640  5.25% 176,412,194  3% 171,119,828  
Office 100,174,484  4.50% 2,226,099,638  3% 2,159,316,649  
Hotel 11,169,467  7.50% 148,926,223  3% 144,458,436  
Total 216,439,664  4,662,166,717   

Sales Units Unit Size (SF) Total Size Sale Price (PSF) Proceeds
Condominium 541   1020 649,257   1,200   662,184,000  

Selling Costs 8.00% (52,974,720)  
Parking Sales 138 100,000  13,800,000  

Total Proceeds 623,009,280  
Size (SF) Hard Cost LID cost Soft

Community Building 79,186   31,674,400   4,560,141   11,587,729  47,822,270  
Total Sale Proceeds 670,831,550   

Cost Unit Quantity Number of Units Unit Cost (PSF) Cost
Lease (input) 1 100,000,000  100,000,000  
LID Cost 969,304   701 679,743,488  
Total "Land" Cost 779,743,488   

Hard Costs
Residential

Affordable SF 917,684   1,223   278 255,258,446  
Market SF 2,481,146   3,308   278 690,143,205  

Condominium SF 649,257   541   375 243,471,375  
Retail SF 254,580   260 66,240,000  
Office SF 2,476,680   320 792,537,600  
Hotel SF 122,143   271   350 42,750,050  
Community SF 79,186   400 31,674,400  
Parking SF 500,200   1,333   175 87,535,000  
PED Bridges SF 4,200   225 945,000  
Utilities SF 477,076   86 41,070,280  
Landscaping SF 1,252,925   142 177,827,645  
Art 0.50% 12,147,265  
Contingency 5.00% 122,080,013  
Total Hard Cost 3,343,423,766   

Soft Costs
WSST 10.10% 337,685,800  
A&E 6.50% 217,322,545  
FF&E 0.50% 16,717,119  
Legal 0.25% 8,358,559  
Permits 1.00% 33,434,238  
Insurance 1.00% 33,434,238  
Marketing 1.00% 33,434,238  
Utility Charges 1.50% 50,151,356  
Inspections 1.00% 33,434,238  
Tax During Development 0.00% -   
Developer Fee 4.00% 133,736,951  
Leasing Commissions (% of lease value) 4.50% 4,339,298  
Contingency 5.00% 167,171,188  
Total Soft Costs 1,069,219,768   

Total Development Costs 4,412,643,534   

Lease Cost 100,000,000  
Public Funding (input) 900,000,000  
Dev Yield w/ Public Support 7.62%
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High Density Scenario Trended Costs
Air Rights/Land Lease 1,252,925  79.81 100,000,000  2.0%

Hard Costs SF GSF Total
LID 969,304  785.57  761,452,977     
Apartments 3,398,830  325.27  1,105,554,288  
Condominium 649,257  441.25  286,483,804     
Retail 254,580  301.89  76,856,293       
Community 79,186 484.79  38,388,203       
Office 2,476,680  367.57  910,359,713     
Hotel 122,143  411.83  50,302,410       
Parking 500,200  174.83  87,447,847       
Infrastructure -  -  

Utilities 1,166,604  97.73  114,010,665  
Landscaping 477,076  168.12  80,203,769  
Ped Bridges 4,200  262.55  1,102,693  

Art Installations 0.50% 13,753,548  
Contingency 5.00% 175,608,133  

3,701,524,343  73.7%

Soft Costs % of Hard Costs Total
WSST 10.10% 373,853,959  
A&E 6.50% 240,599,082  
FF&E 0.50% 18,507,622  
Legal 0.25% 9,253,811  
Permits 1.00% 37,015,243  
Insurance 1.00% 37,015,243  
Marketing 1.00% 37,015,243  
Utility Charges 1.50% 55,522,865  
Inspections 1.00% 37,015,243  
Tax During Development 0.00% -  
Developer Fee 4.00% 148,060,974  
Leasing Commissions (% of lease value) 4.50% 166,568,595  
Contingency 5.00% 58,021,394  

1,218,449,276  24.3%

5,019,973,619  

Financing Costs % of total costs
Construction Loan Fee 0.6% 30,655,200  
Equity Placement Fee 1.2% 60,892,500  
Construction Interest 7.8% 389,502,325  

9.6% 481,050,025  9.6%

5,501,023,643  

Total Hard Costs

Total Soft Costs

Total Costs Before Financing

Total Project Costs

Total Financing Costs
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- - - Phase I Phase II Phase III - - - - - - - - -
Period 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15
Year 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033

factors
Income

Apartments - Market 3.0% -    -    -    -   -   -   49,872,156    105,506,938   132,524,735   136,500,477   140,595,492   144,813,356   149,157,757   153,632,490   158,241,464    
Apartments - Affordable 2.0% -    -    -    -   -   -   12,272   27,387   34,818   35,514   36,225   36,949   37,688   38,442   39,211   
Retail - Large 2.0% -    -    -    -   -   -   4,884,786    8,539,743    9,245,693    9,430,607    9,619,219    9,811,603    10,007,836    10,207,992    10,412,152    
Retail - Small 2.0% -    -    -    -   -   -   1,085,508    1,887,319    2,052,484    2,093,533    2,135,404    2,178,112    2,221,674    2,266,108    2,311,430   
Office 2.0% -    -    -    -   -   -   113,551,890   139,259,503   143,437,288   147,740,407   152,172,619   156,737,798   161,439,932   166,283,130   171,271,624    
Hotel 2.0% -    -    -    -   -   -   -   36,359,118    37,086,300    37,828,026    38,584,587    39,356,278    40,143,404    40,946,272    41,765,197    
Parking 3.0% -    -    -    -   -   -   3,668,024    4,458,164    4,547,327    4,638,274    4,731,039    4,825,660    4,922,173    5,020,617    5,121,029   
Other 2.5% -    -    -    -   -   -   4,085,908    7,028,824    7,827,079    8,052,611    8,284,723    8,523,610    8,769,470    9,022,508    9,282,937   

Gross Income -   -   -   -   -   -   177,160,543   303,066,995   336,755,724   346,319,449   356,159,307   366,283,367   376,699,933   387,417,558   398,445,044   
Stabilization -    -    -    -   -   -   (44,290,136)    (30,172,036)    (6,279,633)    -   -   -   -   -   -   

Vacancy
Apartments 5.0% -    -    -    -   -   -   (2,494,221)    (5,276,716)    (6,627,978)    (6,826,800)    (7,031,586)    (7,242,515)    (7,459,772)    (7,683,547)    (7,914,034)   
Retail 5.0% -    -    -    -   -   -   (298,515)   (521,353)   (564,909)   (576,207)   (587,731)   (599,486)   (611,475)   (623,705)   (636,179)   
Office 8.0% -    -    -    -   -   -   (9,084,151)    (11,140,760)    (11,474,983)    (11,819,233)    (12,173,810)    (12,539,024)    (12,915,195)    (13,302,650)    (13,701,730)    
Hotel 20.0% -    -    -    -   -   -   -   (7,271,824)    (7,417,260)    (7,565,605)    (7,716,917)    (7,871,256)    (8,028,681)    (8,189,254)    (8,353,039)   
Parking 5.0% -    -    -    -   -   -   (183,401)   (222,908)   (227,366)   (231,914)   (236,552)   (241,283)   (246,109)   (251,031)   (256,051)   

Total Vacancy -   -   -   -   -   -   (12,060,288)   (24,433,561)   (26,312,496)   (27,019,758)   (27,746,596)   (28,493,564)   (29,261,232)   (30,050,187)   (30,861,034)  

Expenses
Apt Expenses - Market 32.0% -    -    -    -   -   -   (15,959,090)    (33,762,220)    (42,407,915)    (43,680,153)    (44,990,557)    (46,340,274)    (47,730,482)    (49,162,397)    (50,637,269)    
Apt Expenses - Affordable 42.0% -    -    -    -   -   -   (5,154)   (11,502)   (14,624)   (14,916)   (15,214)   (15,519)   (15,829)   (16,146)   (16,468)   
MFTE Savings 0.0% -    -    -    -   -   -   7,840,897    15,213,253    18,808,592    18,808,592    18,808,592    18,808,592    18,808,592    18,808,592    18,808,592    
Retail Expenses 2.0% -    -    -    -   -   -   (119,406)   (208,541)   (225,964)   (230,483)   (235,092)   (239,794)   (244,590)   (249,482)   (254,472)   
Office Expenses 5.0% -    -    -    -   -   -   (5,677,594)    (6,962,975)    (7,171,864)    (7,387,020)    (7,608,631)    (7,836,890)    (8,071,997)    (8,314,156)    (8,563,581)   
Hotel Expenses 45.0% -    -    -    -   -   -   -   (16,361,603)    (16,688,835)    (17,022,612)    (17,363,064)    (17,710,325)    (18,064,532)    (18,425,822)    (18,794,339)    
Parking Expenses 5.0% -    -    -    -   -   -   (183,401)   (222,908)   (227,366)   (231,914)   (236,552)   (241,283)   (246,109)   (251,031)   (256,051)   

Total Expenses -   -   -   -   -   -   (14,103,748)   (42,316,497)   (47,927,976)   (49,758,506)   (51,640,519)   (53,575,493)   (55,564,947)   (57,610,442)   (59,713,588)  

Apartment NOI -    -    -    -   -   -   26,412,083    67,526,611    101,694,899   110,467,274   113,197,324   116,008,882   118,904,384   121,886,341   124,957,339    
Retail NOI -    -    -    -   -   -   4,249,329    8,612,579    10,743,575    11,119,778    11,342,173    11,569,017    11,800,397    12,036,405    12,277,133    
Office NOI -    -    -    -   -   -   76,044,959    118,823,256   130,278,500   134,163,934   138,165,472   142,286,589   146,530,862   150,901,977   155,403,730    
Hotel NOI -    -    -    -   -   -   -   10,924,414    13,255,443    13,521,735    13,793,388    14,070,511    14,353,214    14,641,609    14,935,813    

Net Operating Income -   -   -   -   -   -   106,706,371   206,144,901   256,235,618   269,541,186   276,772,192   284,214,310   291,873,755   299,756,929   307,870,422   

Apartment Value -    -    -    -   - 602,816,964  1,541,195,585   2,321,036,511   2,521,253,073   2,583,562,456   2,647,732,123   2,713,817,704   2,781,876,491   2,851,967,494   -   
Retail Value -    -    -    -   - 78,511,403  159,127,650   198,500,343   205,451,131   209,560,154   213,751,357   218,026,384   222,386,911   226,834,650   -   
Office Value -    -    -    -   - 1,639,191,329 2,561,301,298   2,808,225,444   2,891,978,126   2,978,233,507   3,067,066,470   3,158,554,142   3,252,775,957   3,349,813,730   -   
Hotel Value -    -    -    -   -   -   141,289,093   171,437,062   174,881,103   178,394,485   181,978,606   185,634,897   189,364,816   193,169,849   -   

Estimated Value -   -   -   -   -  2,320,519,696  4,402,913,626   5,499,199,360   5,793,563,433   5,949,750,601   6,110,528,557   6,276,033,127   6,446,404,175   6,621,785,723   -   

Condominium Sales -    -    -    -   186,339,841   191,930,036   197,687,937   203,618,575   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Selling Costs 8.0% -    -    -    (14,907,187)   (15,354,403)   (15,815,035)    (16,289,486)    -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Parking Space Sales -    -    -    -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
CF From Condominium Sales -    -    -    -   -   -   -   779,576,389   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   

Total Condo Sales CF -   -   -   (14,907,187)  (15,354,403)  (15,815,035)   (16,289,486)   779,576,389   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   

Sale of Community Buildings @Cost -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   60,579,821   -   -   -   -   -   -   

Development Costs
Air/Ground Lease 100,000,000    -  37,898,917 -  37,886,625  24,214,458   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   

LID 3.0% -    -    -    259,900,232   357,603,367   143,949,377   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Apartments 3.0% -    -    -    -   210,445,386   450,270,687   341,167,995   103,670,219   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Condominium 3.0% -    -    -    -   - 141,125,026  145,358,777   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Retail 3.0% -    -    -    -   20,251,055   35,974,593    18,062,668    2,567,977    -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Community 3.0% -    -    -    -   -   -   18,910,445    19,477,758    -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Office (includes TI) 3.0% -    -    -    -   364,369,521   459,384,146   86,606,046    -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Hotel 3.0% -    -    -    -   - 24,779,512  25,522,898    -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Parking 3.0% -    -    -    35,396,159   44,139,642   7,912,046    -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Infrastructure -    -    -    -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   

Roads 3.0% -    -    -    -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Utilities 3.0% -    -    -    22,334,367   46,001,335   34,518,431    11,156,533    -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Hardscaping 3.0% -    -    -    -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Stormwater Management 3.0% -    -    -    -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Landscaping 3.0% -    -    -    -   7,111,060   23,429,894    32,881,351    16,781,465    -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
PED Bridges 3.0% -    -    -    -   151,944   547,757   402,993   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   

Art Installations 0.5% -    -    -    288,653    3,462,350   5,889,710    3,400,349    712,487   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Contingency 5.0% -    -    -    15,881,538   52,503,665   66,094,573    34,003,485    7,124,871    -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Hard Cost Total -   -   -   333,800,949   1,106,039,325   1,393,875,753   717,473,539   150,334,776   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
WSST 10.1% -    -    -    33,713,896   111,709,972   140,781,451   72,464,827    15,183,812    -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
A&E 6.5% -  21,924,652 21,924,652   47,020,786   54,668,608   54,668,608    32,743,956    7,647,822    -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
FF&E 0.5% -  - -    -   4,216,279   8,077,223    5,037,532    1,176,588    -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Legal 0.3% -  843,256 843,256   1,808,492    2,102,639   2,102,639    1,259,383    294,147   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Permits 1.0% -  - 16,865,117   15,443,775   4,706,352   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Insurance 1.0% -  - -    16,865,117   15,443,775   4,706,352    -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Marketing 1.0% -  - -    -   - 16,865,117  15,443,775    4,706,352    -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Utility Charges 1.5% -  - -    8,432,558    16,154,446   18,507,622  10,075,063    2,353,176    -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Inspections 1.0% -  - -    5,621,706    10,769,631   12,338,414  6,716,709    1,568,784    -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Tax During Development 0.0% -  - -    -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Developer Fee 4.0% -  13,492,093 13,492,093   28,935,868   33,642,220   33,642,220  20,150,127    4,706,352    -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Leasing Commissions (% of lease value) 4.5% -  - -    -   - 75,893,024  69,496,988    21,178,583    -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Contingency 5.0% -  1,813,000 2,656,256   7,892,110    12,670,696   18,379,133    11,669,418    2,940,781    -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Soft Cost Total - 38,073,001 55,781,373   165,734,307   266,084,617   385,961,803   245,057,778   61,756,396   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Construction Loan Fee 1.0% -    -    -    15,069,000   13,834,200   1,752,000    -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Equity Placement Fee 2.5% -  25,117,500 -  23,070,000  12,705,000   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Construction Interest 6.0% -    -    -    -   - 26,188,124  106,592,248   159,154,423   87,644,151    9,923,379    -   -   -   -   -   
Financing Total - 25,117,500 - 38,139,000 26,539,200  27,940,124   106,592,248   159,154,423   87,644,151   9,923,379   -   -   -   -   -   
Total Costs - 101,089,417 55,781,373   575,560,882   1,422,877,600   1,807,777,680   1,069,123,565   371,245,596   87,644,151   9,923,379   -   -   -   -   -   

High Density Scenario
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Hyper High Density Scenario
Income Units Unit Size (RSF) Total Size Income per Unit Income
Residential

Affordable 2,119   638 1,589,900   2.39   38,742,737  
Market 5,731   638 4,298,620   4.03   176,489,201  

Other Income 2.5% 5,380,798  
Retail 393,520   36.22   14,251,450  
Office 2,913,380   45.56   132,728,860  
Hotel 555   338 250,000   320.00   64,824,000  
Parking 1,195   500,200   268.50   3,850,327  
Total Gross Income 436,267,373   

Vacancy
Residential 5% (10,761,597)  
Retail 5% (712,573)  
Office 8% (10,618,309)  
Hotel 20% (12,964,800)  
Parking 5% (192,516)  
Total (35,249,795)  

Net Income 401,017,579   

Expenses Expense Ratio Expenses
Residential

Affordable 42% 16,271,949  
Market 32% 56,476,544  
MFTE (27,730,003)  

Retail 2% 285,029  
Office 5% 6,636,443  
Hotel 45% 29,170,800  
Parking 5% 192,516  
Total Expenses 81,303,279  

NOI NOI Cap Rate Price Cost of Sale Net Sale Proceeds
Residential 160,509,896  4.25% 3,776,703,428  3% 3,663,402,326  
Retail 13,547,606  5.25% 258,049,631  3% 250,308,143  
Office 117,137,866  4.50% 2,603,063,678  3% 2,524,971,768  
Hotel 22,779,387  7.50% 303,725,156  3% 294,613,402  
Total 313,974,754  6,733,295,638   

Sales Units Unit Size (SF) Total Size Sale Price (PSF) Proceeds
Condominium 1,000   1020 1,200,000   1,200   1,224,000,000  

Selling Costs 8.00% (97,920,000)  
Parking Sales 138 100,000  13,800,000  

Total Proceeds 1,139,880,000  
Size (SF) Hard Cost LID cost Soft

Community Building -   -   -   -   -   
Total Sale Proceeds 1,139,880,000   

Cost Unit Quantity Number of Units Unit Cost (PSF) Cost
Lease (input) 1 100,000,000  100,000,000  
LID Cost 969,304   715 692,780,750  
Total "Land" Cost 792,780,750   

Hard Costs
Residential

Affordable SF 1,589,900   2,119   272 432,082,620  
Market SF 4,298,620   5,731   272 1,168,223,380  

Condominium SF 1,200,000   1,000   375 450,000,000  
Retail SF 393,520   253 99,585,600  
Office SF 2,913,380   320 932,281,600  
Hotel SF 250,000   555   350 87,500,000  
Community SF -   0 -   
Parking SF 500,200   1,333   175 87,535,000  
PED Bridges SF 4,200   225 945,000  
Utilities SF 247,209   86 21,281,626  
Landscaping SF 1,252,925   142 177,827,645  
Art 0.50% 17,286,312  
Contingency 5.00% 173,727,439  
Total Hard Cost 4,441,056,973   

Soft Costs
WSST 10.10% 448,546,754  
A&E 6.50% 288,668,703  
FF&E 0.50% 22,205,285  
Legal 0.25% 11,102,642  
Permits 1.00% 44,410,570  
Insurance 1.00% 44,410,570  
Marketing 1.00% 44,410,570  
Utility Charges 1.50% 66,615,855  
Inspections 1.00% 44,410,570  
Tax During Development 0.00% -   
Developer Fee 4.00% 177,642,279  
Leasing Commissions (% of lease value) 4.50% 6,413,153  
Contingency 5.00% 222,052,849  
Total Soft Costs 1,420,889,798   

Total Development Costs 5,861,946,772   

Lease Cost 100,000,000  
Public Funding (input) -   
Dev Yield w/ Public Support 6.65%
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Hyper High Density Scenario Trended Costs
Air Rights/Land Lease 1,252,925  79.81 100,000,000  1.5%

Hard Costs SF GSF Total
LID 969,304  801.16  776,566,737      
Apartments 5,888,520  320.58  1,887,755,163  
Condominium 1,200,000  441.25  529,498,433  
Retail 393,520  297.11  116,919,697  
Community - -  -        
Office 2,913,380  367.82  1,071,610,696  
Hotel 250,000  411.83  102,958,029  
Parking 500,200  174.83  87,447,847    
Infrastructure -  -  

Roads -  -  
Utilities 1,166,604  97.73  114,010,665  
Hardscaping -  -  
Storm Water Management -  -  
Landscaping 247,209  166.82  41,238,975  
Ped Bridges 4,200  262.55  1,102,693  

Art Installations 0.50% 19,762,711  
Contingency 5.00% 236,455,447  

4,985,327,094  74.1%

Soft Costs % of Hard Costs Total
WSST 10.10% 503,518,036  
A&E 6.50% 324,046,261  
FF&E 0.50% 24,926,635  
Legal 0.25% 12,463,318  
Permits 1.00% 49,853,271  
Insurance 1.00% 49,853,271  
Marketing 1.00% 49,853,271  
Utility Charges 1.50% 74,779,906  
Inspections 1.00% 49,853,271  
Tax During Development 0.00% -  
Developer Fee 4.00% 199,413,084  
Leasing Commissions (% of lease value) 4.50% 224,339,719  
Contingency 5.00% 78,145,002  

1,641,045,046  24.4%

6,726,372,140  

Financing Costs % of total costs
Construction Loan Fee 0.7% 44,581,800  
Equity Placement Fee 1.1% 74,310,000  
Construction Interest 8.3% 558,039,071  

10.1% 676,930,871  10.1%

7,403,303,010  

Total Hard Costs

Total Soft Costs

Total Costs Before Financing

Total Project Costs

Total Financing Costs
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- - - Phase I Phase II Phase III - - - - - - - - -
Period 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15
Year 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033

factors
Income

Apartments - Market 3.0% -    -    -    -   -   -   54,553,222    144,103,170   223,590,464   230,298,178   237,207,123   244,323,337   251,653,037   259,202,628   266,978,707    
Apartments - Affordable 2.0% -    -    -    -   -   -   13,452   37,916   60,524   61,735   62,970   64,229   65,514   66,824   68,160   
Retail - Large 2.0% -    -    -    -   -   -   4,884,786    9,893,113    13,627,922    13,900,480    14,178,490    14,462,060    14,751,301    15,046,327    15,347,253    
Retail - Small 2.0% -    -    -    -   -   -   1,085,508    2,184,111    3,069,923    3,131,322    3,193,948    3,257,827    3,322,984    3,389,443    3,457,232   
Office 2.0% -    -    -    -   -   -   129,827,945   163,239,756   168,136,949   173,181,057   178,376,489   183,727,784   189,239,617   194,916,806   200,764,310    
Hotel 2.0% -    -    -    -   -   -   -   74,462,400    75,951,648    77,470,681    79,020,094    80,600,496    82,212,506    83,856,756    85,533,891    
Parking 3.0% -    -    -    -   -   -   3,668,024    4,458,164    4,547,327    4,638,274    4,731,039    4,825,660    4,922,173    5,020,617    5,121,029   
Other 2.5% -    -    -    -   -   -   4,609,865    9,546,081    11,693,490    12,025,291    12,366,667    12,717,896    13,079,267    13,451,075    13,833,627    

Gross Income -   -   -   -   -   -   198,642,802   407,924,711   500,678,247   514,707,018   529,136,820   543,979,289   559,246,399   574,950,476   591,104,210   
Stabilization -    -    -    -   -   -   (49,660,701)    (50,854,786)    (20,361,194)    -   -   -   -   -   -   

Vacancy
Apartments 5.0% -    -    -    -   -   -   (2,728,334)    (7,207,054)    (11,182,549)    (11,517,996)    (11,863,505)    (12,219,378)    (12,585,928)    (12,963,473)    (13,352,343)    
Retail 5.0% -    -    -    -   -   -   (298,515)   (603,861)   (834,892)   (851,590)   (868,622)   (885,994)   (903,714)   (921,789)   (940,224)   
Office 8.0% -    -    -    -   -   -   (10,386,236)    (13,059,180)    (13,450,956)    (13,854,485)    (14,270,119)    (14,698,223)    (15,139,169)    (15,593,344)    (16,061,145)    
Hotel 20.0% -    -    -    -   -   -   -   (14,892,480)    (15,190,330)    (15,494,136)    (15,804,019)    (16,120,099)    (16,442,501)    (16,771,351)    (17,106,778)    
Parking 5.0% -    -    -    -   -   -   (183,401)   (222,908)   (227,366)   (231,914)   (236,552)   (241,283)   (246,109)   (251,031)   (256,051)   

Total Vacancy -   -   -   -   -   -   (13,596,485)   (35,985,484)   (40,886,093)   (41,950,120)   (43,042,816)   (44,164,978)   (45,317,421)   (46,500,988)   (47,716,542)  

Expenses
Apt Expenses - Market 32.0% -    -    -    -   -   -   (17,457,031)    (46,113,015)    (71,548,949)    (73,695,417)    (75,906,280)    (78,183,468)    (80,528,972)    (82,944,841)    (85,433,186)    
Apt Expenses - Affordable 42.0% -    -    -    -   -   -   (5,650)   (15,925)   (25,420)   (25,929)   (26,447)   (26,976)   (27,516)   (28,066)   (28,627)   
MFTE Savings 0.0% -    -    -    -   -   -   8,558,053    20,759,254    30,942,859    30,942,859    30,942,859    30,942,859    30,942,859    30,942,859    30,942,859    
Retail Expenses 2.0% -    -    -    -   -   -   (119,406)   (241,544)   (333,957)   (340,636)   (347,449)   (354,398)   (361,486)   (368,715)   (376,090)   
Office Expenses 5.0% -    -    -    -   -   -   (6,491,397)    (8,161,988)    (8,406,847)    (8,659,053)    (8,918,824)    (9,186,389)    (9,461,981)    (9,745,840)    (10,038,215)    
Hotel Expenses 45.0% -    -    -    -   -   -   -   (33,508,080)    (34,178,241)    (34,861,806)    (35,559,042)    (36,270,223)    (36,995,628)    (37,735,540)    (38,490,251)    
Parking Expenses 5.0% -    -    -    -   -   -   (183,401)   (222,908)   (227,366)   (231,914)   (236,552)   (241,283)   (246,109)   (251,031)   (256,051)   

Total Expenses -   -   -   -   -   -   (15,698,833)   (67,504,205)   (83,777,922)   (86,871,896)   (90,051,736)   (93,319,879)   (96,678,832)   (100,131,175)   (103,679,563)   

Apartment NOI -    -    -    -   -   -   28,683,724    84,662,082    160,905,510   184,673,915   189,259,733   193,982,603   198,846,626   203,856,026   209,015,155    
Retail NOI -    -    -    -   -   -   4,251,099    9,540,931    14,877,898    16,241,903    16,566,741    16,898,076    17,236,038    17,580,758    17,932,373    
Office NOI -    -    -    -   -   -   86,751,961    137,111,104   152,495,228   157,044,987   161,730,737   166,556,548   171,526,611   176,645,243   181,916,891    
Hotel NOI -    -    -    -   -   -   -   22,008,076    27,111,200    27,655,731    28,211,222    28,777,894    29,355,973    29,945,690    30,547,278    

Net Operating Income -   -   -   -   -   -   119,686,784   253,580,235   355,653,037   385,885,002   396,042,268   406,494,433   417,250,146   428,318,313   439,708,105   

Apartment Value -    -    -    -   - 654,663,828  1,932,287,524   3,672,431,637   4,214,910,528   4,319,575,073   4,427,367,634   4,538,381,814   4,652,714,016   4,770,463,535   -   
Retail Value -    -    -    -   - 78,544,112  176,280,067   274,886,875   300,088,497   306,090,266   312,212,072   318,456,313   324,825,440   331,321,948   -   
Office Value -    -    -    -   - 1,869,986,704 2,955,506,013   3,287,119,352   3,385,191,944   3,486,195,893   3,590,218,925   3,697,351,391   3,807,686,349   3,921,319,644   -   
Hotel Value -    -    -    -   -   -   284,637,789   350,638,184   357,680,788   364,865,139   372,194,100   379,670,590   387,297,587   395,078,132   -   

Estimated Value -   -   -   -   -  2,603,194,644  5,348,711,393   7,585,076,048   8,257,871,757   8,476,726,372   8,701,992,731   8,933,860,107   9,172,523,392   9,418,183,259   -   

Condominium Sales -    -    -    -   344,405,696   354,737,867   365,380,003   376,341,403   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Selling Costs 8.0% -    -    -    (27,552,456)   (28,379,029)   (29,230,400)    (30,107,312)    -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Parking Space Sales -    -    -    -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
CF From Condominium Sales -    -    -    -   -   -   -   1,440,864,968   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   

Total Condo Sales CF -   -   -   (27,552,456)  (28,379,029)  (29,230,400)   (30,107,312)   1,440,864,968   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   

Sale of Community Buildings @Cost -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   

Development Costs
Air/Ground Lease 100,000,000    -  37,898,917 -  37,886,625  24,214,458   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   

LID 3.0% -    -    -    259,900,232   357,603,367   159,063,138   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Apartments 3.0% -    -    -    -   230,198,066   619,664,452   711,207,399   326,685,246   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Condominium 3.0% -    -    -    -   - 260,836,667  268,661,767   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Retail 3.0% -    -    -    -   20,251,055   41,725,520    37,970,863    16,972,259    -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Community 3.0% -    -    -    -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Office (includes TI) 3.0% -    -    -    -   416,596,731   540,384,944   114,629,020   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Hotel 3.0% -    -    -    -   - 50,718,241  52,239,788    -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Parking 3.0% -    -    -    35,396,159   44,139,642   7,912,046    -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Infrastructure -    -    -    -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   

Roads 3.0% -    -    -    -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Utilities 3.0% -    -    -    22,334,367   46,001,335   34,518,431    11,156,533    -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Hardscaping 3.0% -    -    -    -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Stormwater Management 3.0% -    -    -    -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Landscaping 3.0% -    -    -    -   5,842,058   15,249,196    14,749,664    5,398,057    -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
PED Bridges 3.0% -    -    -    -   151,944   547,757   402,993   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   

Art Installations 0.5% -    -    -    288,653    3,815,904   7,857,786    6,055,090    1,745,278    -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Contingency 5.0% -    -    -    15,881,538   56,039,210   86,531,020    60,550,901    17,452,778    -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Hard Cost Total -   -   -   333,800,949   1,180,639,312   1,825,009,197   1,277,624,018   368,253,618   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
WSST 10.1% -    -    -    33,713,896   119,244,570   184,325,929   129,040,026   37,193,615    -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
A&E 6.5% -  23,893,345 23,893,345   60,153,308   75,038,229   75,038,229    51,144,884    14,884,921    -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
FF&E 0.5% -  - -    -   4,594,874   10,173,330    7,868,444    2,289,988    -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Legal 0.3% -  918,975 918,975   2,313,589    2,886,086   2,886,086    1,967,111    572,497   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Permits 1.0% -  - 18,379,496   22,313,823   9,159,952   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Insurance 1.0% -  - -    18,379,496   22,313,823   9,159,952    -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Marketing 1.0% -  - -    -   - 18,379,496  22,313,823    9,159,952    -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Utility Charges 1.5% -  - -    9,189,748    20,346,660   24,926,635  15,736,887    4,579,976    -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Inspections 1.0% -  - -    6,126,499    13,564,440   16,617,757  10,491,258    3,053,317    -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Tax During Development 0.0% -  - -    -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Developer Fee 4.0% -  14,703,597 14,703,597   37,017,420   46,177,372   46,177,372  31,473,775    9,159,952    -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Leasing Commissions (% of lease value) 4.5% -  - -    -   - 82,707,733  100,412,204   41,219,782    -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Contingency 5.0% -  1,975,796 2,894,771   9,460,389    15,666,300   23,519,626    18,522,421    6,105,700    -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Soft Cost Total - 41,491,713 60,790,184   198,668,167   328,992,305   493,912,145   388,970,832   128,219,700   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Construction Loan Fee 1.0% -    -    -    16,416,600   19,962,000   8,203,200    -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Equity Placement Fee 2.5% -  27,362,500 -  33,270,000  13,677,500   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   -   
Construction Interest 6.0% -    -    -    -   - 27,160,523  117,698,774   211,274,995   155,494,878   46,409,900    -   -   -   -   -   
Financing Total - 27,362,500 - 49,686,600 33,639,500  35,363,723   117,698,774   211,274,995   155,494,878   46,409,900   -   -   -   -   -   
Total Costs - 106,753,129 60,790,184   620,042,342   1,567,485,575   2,354,285,064   1,784,293,625   707,748,313   155,494,878   46,409,900   -   -   -   -   -   

Hyper High Density Scenario
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