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CITY OF COSTA MESA Costa Mesa, CA 92626
Agenda Report

File #: 26-356 Meeting Date: 7/27/2026

TITLE:

CLIMATE ACTION AND ADAPTATION PLAN (CAAP), SAFETY ELEMENT UPDATE, AND
ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE POLICY UPDATE - PCTY-25-0009, PCTY-25-0002, AND PCTY-26-
000X

DEPARTMENT: COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT/ PLANNING
DIVISION
PRESENTED BY: AMBER GREGG, CONTRACT PROJECT MANAGER,

AND ANNA MCGILL, PLANNING MANAGER

CONTACT INFORMATION: AMBER GREGG AMBER.GREGG@costamesaca.gov

RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends the Planning Commission:

1. Receive the staff presentation, and provide comments on the policy direction and draft
documents for the City’s Climate Action and Adaptation Plan (CAAP), Safety Element Update,
and Environmental Justice Policy Update.
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PLANNING COMMISSION
AGENDA REPORT

MEETING DATE: July 27, 2026 ITEM NUMBER: NB-1

SUBJECT: CLIMATE ACTION AND ADAPTATION PLAN (CAAP), SAFETY
ELEMENT UPDATE, AND ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE POLICY
UPDATE - PCTY-25-0009, PCTY-25-0002, AND PCTY-26-000X

FROM: COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT/ PLANNING
DIVISION

PRESENTATION BY: AMBER GREGG, CONTRACT PROJECT MANAGER,
AND ANNA MCGILL, PLANNING MANAGER

FOR FURTHER AMBER GREGG
INFORMATION AMBER.GREGG@costamesaca.gov
CONTACT:

RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends the Planning Commission:
1. Receive the staff presentation, and provide comments on the policy direction
and draft documents for the City’s Climate Action and Adaptation Plan (CAAP),
Safety Element Update, and Environmental Justice Policy Update.

APPLICANT OR AUTHORIZED AGENT

City-initiated requests to comply with state law (including programs identified in the City's
Housing Element) and help advance the City’s strategic priorities including improving the
quality of life and advancing climate resiliency.

INTRODUCTION

Over the past several years, California has adopted numerous laws requiring local
agencies to address climate change, community resilience, public safety, and
environmental justice through their General Plans and related policy documents.

While each statute has its own requirements, they share a common objective of
preparing communities for future environmental challenges while promoting healthy,
safe, and resilient neighborhoods.
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In response to these State requirements, furthering the City Council’s strategic priorities
and City Council direction, Costa Mesa is currently advancing three closely related long-
range planning initiatives:

e Climate Action and Adaptation Plan (CAAP)
o Safety Element Update
o Environmental Justice (EJ) General Plan Policy Update

Although each project has its own purpose, they rely upon much of the same technical
information, community outreach, and policy framework. Preparing the three
documents concurrently allows the City to develop a coordinated and internally
consistent set of policies while avoiding duplication of work and maximizing public
participation.

The projects also implement several Housing Element programs adopted as part of the
City's 2021-2029 Housing Element. Specifically, Housing Element Program 2G commits
the City to updating its Safety Element and incorporating Environmental Justice policies
into the General Plan by December 2026. Concurrently, the City-initiated preparation of
its first Climate Action and Adaptation Plan (CAAP) to establish a comprehensive
strategy for reducing greenhouse gas emissions and improving climate resilience
throughout the community.

DISCUSSION

An Integrated Policy Framework
Although the three projects are separate planning documents, they address many of
the same community issues and have been developed in coordination to create a

consistent policy framework for future planning decisions.

Each document addresses a different aspect of community resilience. The table
below identifies the purpose, requirement and outcome of each document.

Table 1 - Documents Purpose, Requirements and Outcome

Project

Primary Purpose

State Requirement

Primary Outcome

Climate Action
and Adaptation
Plan

Reduce greenhouse
gas emissions and
prepare for changing
climate impacts

While not required by
state law, it supports
State climate goals and
CEQA guidance

Climate mitigation and
adaptation strategies

Safety Element
Update

Protect the community
from natural and
environmental hazards

Government Code
Section 65302(g), SB
379 and SB 1035

Updated General Plan
safety policies to be
consistent with our
Local Hazard Mitigation
Plan
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Project Primary Purpose State Requirement Primary Outcome

Environmental Promote healthy, Government Code Identifying exiting EJ
Justice Policy equitable, and resilient | Section 65302(h) (SB policies in the General
Update communities 1000) Plan and new policies

implementing state law

Rather than preparing each projectindependently, the City coordinated the efforts so
that technical studies, public outreach, and policy development could inform one
another.

For example:

o The CAAP identifies future climate hazards and adaptation strategies.

o The Safety Element incorporates those climate hazards into the City's General
Plan to strengthen emergency preparedness and hazard mitigation policies.

e The Environmental Justice Policy Update ensures that future implementation
of both documents considers the needs of communities that may experience
disproportionate environmental or health burdens.

This coordinated approach reduces duplicative efforts by staff and the community,
provides a more transparent and comprehensive community engagement process,
improves consistency among General Plan elements, and results in a more
comprehensive policy framework for future decision-making.

Climate Action and Adaptation Plan (CAAP)

Purpose

The CAAP is the City's first comprehensive climate planning document. It establishes
a long-range strategy for reducing greenhouse gas emissions while preparing Costa
Mesa for the anticipated impacts of climate change over the coming decades.

Although California has established statewide greenhouse gas reduction targets,
local governments play an important role in achieving these goals through land use
planning, transportation planning, municipal operations, infrastructure investments,
and community partnerships. The CAAP provides a strategic framework for reducing
community-wide greenhouse gas emissions while improving resilience to future
climate impacts through coordinated policies, programs, and partnerships.

Unlike regulatory documents such as the Zoning Code, the CAAP is a policy
document. It does not directly regulate development or require individual property
owners to undertake specific actions. Instead, it establishes long-term goals,
objectives, strategies, and implementation actions that will guide future City
programs, capital improvements, operational practices, partnerships, and policy
decisions.
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Recognizing the importance of climate resilience and the City's role in achieving State
climate goals, the City Council authorized preparation of Costa Mesa's first CAAP on
October 14, 2024 with chosen consultant Dudek. The Council directed that the CAAP
emphasize practical implementation strategies focused on municipal leadership,
education, incentives, and partnerships rather than broad new regulatory mandates.

October 14, 2024, Agenda Report:
https://costamesa.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=6891884&GUID=23ED8B
9D-86C2-460B-BOC6-0C276B6B7B60&Options=&Search=

In addition to retaining Dudek to prepare the CAAP, the City retained consultant
Community Catalyst to lead project coordination, policy development, public
engagement, and integration with related General Plan initiatives, and oversee Dudek
project milestones, including the technical analyses, such as the greenhouse gas
inventory, climate vulnerability assessment, and draft CAAP. Working collaboratively
with City staff, the consultant team developed a comprehensive planning document
that combines technical analysis with implementable policy recommendations
tailored to Costa Mesa.

Technical Analysis

Preparation of the CAAP included several major technical studies designed to better
understand both current greenhouse gas emissions and the community's vulnerability
to future climate conditions. These studies are included in the CAAP Appendices and
include:

e A community-wide greenhouse gas inventory
e Future greenhouse gas emissions forecasting
o Greenhouse gas reduction scenario analysis
o Climate vulnerability assessment

o Climate adaptation strategy

o Implementation and monitoring framework

The greenhouse gas inventory found that transportation and building energy use are
the largest contributors to community greenhouse gas emissions. The vulnerability
assessment evaluated how changing climate conditions may affect Costa Mesa
through hazards such as extreme heat, drought, flooding, changing precipitation
patterns, poor air quality, and wildfire smoke. The assessment also considered which
populations may be more vulnerable to these hazards based upon age, income,
housing conditions, health status, and other community characteristics.

Using this information, the CAAP identifies a balanced set of mitigation strategies
intended to reduce greenhouse gas emissions together with adaptation strategies
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that improve the City's ability to prepare for and respond to changing climate
conditions.

Proposed Climate Action Framework

Based on the greenhouse gas inventory, emissions forecasting, vulnerability
assessment, public outreach, and technical analysis, the CAAP establishes a series of
goals, objectives, and actions intended to reduce greenhouse gas emissions while
improving Costa Mesa's resilience to climate change. The Plan is organized into eight
primary sectors that collectively address both community-wide emissions and
municipal operations.

Rather than prescribing detailed implementation measures through the General Plan,
the CAAP establishes a policy framework that will guide future City work programs,
capital improvements, partnerships, grant opportunities, and operational decisions.
Each sector includes a series of objectives supported by specific implementation
actions that can be evaluated and refined over time as technologies, funding
opportunities, and State requirements evolve. Table 2 below details the sectors,
objectives and actions.

Table 2 - Sectors, Objectives, and Actions Summary

Sector Purpose Objectives and Actions

Municipal Demonstrate leadership Improve energy efficiency in municipal

Leadership through City operations. facilities, transition City fleet vehicles,

incorporate sustainability into City operations,
pursue grant funding, and monitor
implementation progress.

Transportation | Reduce transportation- Support walking, bicycling, transit, electric

and Mobility related greenhouse gas vehicle infrastructure, transportation demand
emissions while expanding management, complete streets, and safe
mobility options. mobility options for all users.

Energy Improve building energy Encourage energy-efficient buildings,
efficiency and increase the electrification where appropriate, renewable
use of renewable energy. energy generation, and energy conservation

programs for both municipal facilities and the
community.

Water Improve water conservation Promote water-efficient landscaping, water
and long-term water supply conservation measures, recycled water
resilience. opportunities, and sustainable stormwater

management practices.

Waste Reduce solid waste Support waste reduction, recycling,

Reduction generation and increase composting, circular economy initiatives, and
material recovery. public education regarding sustainable waste

management practices.

Natural Improve environmental Expand urban tree canopy, preserve open

Systems and quality while increasing space, improve habitat, reduce urban heat
resilience to climate change.
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Sector Purpose Objectives and Actions

Carbon island effects, and increase carbon

Sequestration sequestration where feasible.

Climate Prepare the community for Increase preparedness for extreme heat,

Adaptation future climate impacts. flooding, drought, poor air quality, emergency

and response, infrastructure resilience, and

Community protection of vulnerable populations.

Resilience

Community Encourage community Expand public education, support local

Education and participation and businesses, collaborate with regional

Partnerships collaboration. agencies, schools, utilities, and community
organizations to achieve shared sustainability
goals.

Although each sector addresses different aspects of climate action, the sectors are
intentionally interconnected. For example, expanding the City's urban tree canopy
not only helps sequester carbon but also reduces urban heat island effects, improves
air quality, enhances neighborhood aesthetics, and supports Environmental Justice
objectives. Similarly, investments in active transportation improve mobility while
reducing greenhouse gas emissions, improving public health, and increasing
community resilience.

Collectively, the CAAP includes numerous implementation actions distributed among
these eight sectors. Many actions focus on municipal leadership and voluntary
community programs, while others establish long-term policy direction that will be
evaluated and implemented through future City initiatives, capital improvement
projects, grant opportunities, and partnerships. Consistent with City Council
direction, the Plan emphasizes collaboration, incentives, education, and strategic
investment rather than broad regulatory mandates.

Relationship to Other Projects

Because climate adaptation is now required to be addressed within the General Plan
Safety Element, much of the technical analysis completed for the CAAP directly
supports the Safety Element Update. Likewise, many implementation strategies
identified in the CAAP informed development of the Environmental Justice policies
by emphasizing investments that improve neighborhood health, resiliency, and
access to community resources.

Safety Element Update

Purpose
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The General Plan Safety Element serves as the City's primary policy document for
protecting residents, businesses, and infrastructure from natural and human-caused
hazards. State law requires every city to maintain a Safety Element addressing hazards
such as flooding, earthquakes, fire, emergency preparedness, and disaster response.
Since adoption of Costa Mesa's current Safety Element, California has adopted new
legislation requiring local governments to incorporate climate adaptation and
updated hazard information into their General Plans. Senate Bill 379 requires cities to
evaluate how climate change may affect future hazards, while Senate Bill 1035
requires cities to review and revise their Safety Elements using updated flood and fire
hazard information as it becomes available.

In addition to incorporating updated hazard information and climate adaptation
strategies, State law encourages local agencies to improve consistency between the
General Plan Safety Element and the jurisdiction's adopted Local Hazard Mitigation
Plan (LHMP). The City of Costa Mesa adopted its most recent Local Hazard Mitigation
Plan in 2022, following a comprehensive evaluation of natural hazards, community
vulnerabilities, emergency preparedness capabilities, and hazard mitigation
strategies. Because the LHMP contains the City's most current hazard assessments
and mitigation planning, incorporating its findings into the Safety Element helps
ensure that the General Plan reflects the most up-to-date technical information and
maintains consistency among the City's long-range planning and emergency
management documents.

City of Costa Mesa LHMP
https://www.costamesaca.gov/home/showpublisheddocument/52032/6379927965
96200000

To comply with these requirements, the City's Housing Element includes Program 2G,
committing the City to updating the Safety Element by December 2026.

Update Process

As part of the update, City Departments completed a comprehensive review of the
existing Safety Element document, along with recommend modifications from the
consultant that developed the LHMP, Atlas Planning, to determine where revisions
were needed to reflect updated hazard information, changes in State law, and current
best practices for hazard mitigation and emergency preparedness.

The update incorporated information from numerous technical sources, including:

o Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA)
o California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE)
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o California Geological Survey
o Orange County Hazard Mitigation planning documents
o Costa Mesa's Local Hazard Mitigation Plan (LHMP)

A primary objective of the update was to better integrate the City's adopted 2022
LHMP into the General Plan Safety Element. Government Code Section 65302(g),
together with Senate Bills 379 and 1035, requires the Safety Element to incorporate
current hazard information, climate adaptation planning, and updated flood and fire
hazard information. Because the City's 2022 LHMP contains the City's most current
hazard assessments, vulnerability analyses, and hazard mitigation strategies, it served
as a primary technical foundation for the Safety Element update.

The LHMP serves as the City's principal emergency planning document for identifying
natural hazards, evaluating community vulnerabilities, and establishing hazard
mitigation actions intended to reduce long-term risks to life, property, infrastructure,
and essential public services. The Plan was developed through an extensive technical
analysis involving local, regional, State, and Federal agencies and includes detailed
assessments of hazards such as flooding, earthquakes, severe weather, drought,
extreme heat, wildfire, hazardous materials incidents, and other emergency events
that could affect Costa Mesa.

While the LHMP focuses primarily on emergency management, hazard mitigation,
and maintaining eligibility for Federal disaster mitigation funding, the Safety Element
establishes the City's long-term land use and public policy framework for addressing
those same hazards through future planning decisions. Integrating the LHMP into the
Safety Element ensures that both documents rely upon a common technical
foundation and support one another during future implementation.

The proposed revisions primarily modernize existing policies by updating technical
information, incorporating climate adaptation, improving consistency with current
emergency planning practices, and strengthening policies addressing flooding,
wildfire, extreme heat, infrastructure resilience, and emergency preparedness.
Revisions that the General Plan accurately reflects current hazard information while
improving coordination among multiple City planning documents. Table 3, on the
following page, shows the interconnected objectives of the LHMP, CAAP, and Safety
Element.

TABLE 3 - Safety Element Update Support Summary

| Document | Primary Purpose | How it Supports the Safety Element
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Local Hazard Emergency management, Provides current hazard analysis,

Mitigation Plan hazard assessment, FEMA vulnerability assessment, mitigation

2022 hazard mitigation planning actions, and emergency preparedness
framework

Climate Action Climate mitigation and Provides climate science, greenhouse gas

and Adaptation adaptation planning analysis, future climate projections, and

Plan adaptation strategies

Safety Element General Plan policy document Integrates findings from both documents

Update into the City's long-range planning
framework

Relationship to Other Projects

The Safety Element update builds upon two significant planning efforts: the City's
2022 Local Hazard Mitigation Plan (LHMP) and the Climate Action and Adaptation
Plan (CAAP). Together, these documents provide the technical foundation for the
proposed Safety Element update while addressing different aspects of community
resilience.

The 2022 LHMP serves as the City's primary hazard mitigation and emergency
management planning document, identifying natural hazards, evaluating community
vulnerabilities, and recommending mitigation actions to reduce long-term risks to
people, property, and infrastructure. Because it contains the City's most current
hazard assessments and mitigation strategies, the LHMP served as the primary
technical resource for updating the Safety Element. Incorporating the LHMP into the
General Plan improves consistency between the City's long-range planning policies
and emergency management efforts, reflecting both State planning requirements
and planning best practices.

The CAAP complements the LHMP by evaluating future climate conditions,
greenhouse gas reduction strategies, and climate adaptation measures. The climate
vulnerability assessment and adaptation strategies developed through the CAAP
informed updates to the Safety Element related to extreme heat, drought, flooding,
and other climate-related hazards.

By integrating both documents, the updated Safety Element establishes a
coordinated policy framework that aligns hazard mitigation, climate adaptation,

emergency preparedness, and long-range planning to improve the City's overall
resilience.

Environmental Justice General Plan Policy Update

Purpose
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Environmental Justice (EJ) planning seeks to ensure that all residents have equitable
access to clean, healthy, and safe environments and meaningful opportunities to
participate in public decision-making. California law recognizes that some
communities experience disproportionate environmental burdens due to a
combination of environmental conditions, infrastructure deficiencies, and
socioeconomic factors. EJ planning focuses on promoting equitable access to clean,
healthy and safe environments, including identifying policies that improve community
health, reduce pollution exposure, expand access to public facilities, encourage
active transportation, improve access to healthy food, and promote meaningful public
participation. The City of Costa Mesa General Plan includes policies related to all eight
State-mandated EJ topics:

e Reducing pollution exposure,

o Provide safe and sanitary homes,

o Extending public services and facilities,

e Increasing physical activity,

o Improving access to healthy foods,

o Addressing compounded health and safety risks, and
» Promoting civic engagement.

The City strives to address EJ throughout the community, but especially in areas
disproportionately impacted by environmental pollution and degradation, as well as
social and economic factors. EJ communities are defined by communities that are
disproportionately impacted by environmental pollution, hazards and degradation
and residents that are burdened by social and economic factors. While EJ mapping
typically occurs and is updated annually, six census tracts in Costa Mesa are currently
considered EJ communities, as illustrated in the EJ census tract maps provided as
Figures 1 and 2 on the following page.

These designations do not establish new land use regulations or create additional
development requirements. Instead, they provide a planning tool that helps the City

prioritize future investments, grant opportunities, infrastructure improvements, and
implementation efforts in areas where community needs may be greatest.

FIGURES 1 & 2 - Costa Mesa EJ Census Tract Maps

-10-
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Senate Bill 1000 requires cities to incorporate EJ policies into their General Plans

whenever two or more General Plan elements are adopted or substantially revised at
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the same time. Because Costa Mesa is concurrently updating both its Housing
Element and Safety Element, Government Code Section 65302(h) requires the City to
identify and incorporate Environmental Justice policies throughout the General Plan.

Existing Policy Audit

The City was awarded a Regional Early Action Planning (REAP) grant through the
Orange County Council of Governments (OCCOGQG), in partnership with the Southern
California Association of Governments (SCAG), to support implementation of the
Housing Element, including the development of Environmental Justice policies.
Through the grant, the City retained Interwest Consulting Group to conduct an audit
of the General Plan, reviewing each element and identifying existing policies that
addressed one or more of the eight Environmental Justice topics required by
Government Code Section 65302(h).The audit also evaluated where existing policies
could be strengthened, and identified policy gaps where new Environmental Justice
policies were needed to satisfy State requirements.

The audit determined that Costa Mesa already contains numerous General Plan
policies that support Environmental Justice objectives, particularly within the Housing,
Circulation, Land Use, Parks and Recreation, Public Services, and Safety Elements.
Building upon this strong policy foundation, the project team developed targeted
revisions to existing policies and proposed several new policies to address areas
where additional policy direction was needed.

Public input received through the CAAP outreach process, including the joint Climate
Action and Environmental Justice Open House, further informed refinement of the
proposed Environmental Justice policies and helped ensure the recommendations
reflected community priorities.

Environmental Justice Policies Audit
https://www.costamesaca.gov/home/showpublisheddocument/63753/6391832157
49100000

Proposed Policy Direction

The proposed amendments build upon existing General Plan policies by
strengthening the City's commitment to healthy neighborhoods and equitable
investment throughout the community.

The proposed revisions place additional emphasis on:
e Improving access to parks, trails, and recreational facilities.
o Expanding tree canopy and reducing urban heat island effects.
o Improving walking, bicycling, and transit connections.
o Supporting access to healthy food.

-12-
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e Reducing pollution exposure where feasible.

e Encouraging meaningful public participation.

o Prioritizing infrastructure improvements within Environmental Justice
communities, when appropriate.

The draft EJ policies were posted to the City’'s website for public review on July 1,
2026, and are open for public review and comment until August 4, 2026.

Draft Environmental Justice Policies
https://www.costamesaca.gov/home/showpublisheddocument/63751/6321832155
60270000

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

Public engagement has been an integral component of developing the documents.
Because the CAAP serves as the foundation for many of the climate resilience and
Environmental Justice recommendations, the majority of the City's outreach efforts
were conducted as part of the CAAP planning process, with Environmental Justice
outreach coordinated whenever possible.

25 & 2026
CERY |

Figure 3 - Earth Day Events 20

&

Throughout development of the CAAP, the City implemented a comprehensive
public engagement program that included: internal and external stakeholder working
groups, community workshops, pop-up outreach events, community surveys, social
media  campaigns, newsletters, and a dedicated project website
(www.costamesaca.gov/sustainability).

These efforts provided multiple opportunities for residents, businesses, community
organizations, and partner agencies to learn about the project, identify community
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priorities, and provide input on proposed goals, objectives, and implementation
strategies.

Public outreach for the Environmental Justice Policy Update was coordinated with the
CAAP to maximize community participation and highlight the relationship between
the two initiatives. Draft Environmental Justice policies were first introduced during
the City's Earth Day event in April 2026 and were subsequently presented during a
joint Climate Action and Adaptation Plan and Environmental Justice Open House held
on April 30, 2026. Approximately 30 community members attended the open house,
where participants reviewed the proposed policies and action items, attended a
presentation on both planning efforts, and provided feedback through a variety of
interactive activities. Input received during these outreach efforts helped refine the
proposed policy recommendations included in both the CAAP and Environmental
Justice Policy Update. A summary of the CAAP outreach efforts are included in the
CAAP under Chapter 4 and Appendix C. EJ outreach efforts from the April 30, 2026,
event is provided in the link below.

Environmental Justice Policies Outreach Summary (4.30.26)
https://www.costamesaca.gov/home/showpublisheddocument/63755/6391832159
25970000

Following completion of the draft documents, the City initiated formal public review
periods to provide additional opportunities for public comment. Draft CAAP policies
were released for public review on April 23, 2026 and closed May 26, 2026. This was
followed by release of the draft Safety Element Update and Environmental Justice
Policy Update on July 1, 2026, and the completed draft CAAP on July 20, 2026. The
City advertised these public draft review opportunities through the newspaper
notices, e-blasts to the interested parties lists for CAAP, Safety Element and EJ, the
City Hall snapshot, which is delivered to over 10,000 recipients and social media
posts.

All public review drafts are still available online through August 4, 2026, at the

following websites:

-14-

312


https://www.costamesaca.gov/home/showpublisheddocument/63755/639183215925970000
https://www.costamesaca.gov/home/showpublisheddocument/63755/639183215925970000

o Draft Safety Element and EJ Policies: www.costamesaca.gov/sustainability
e Draft CAAP: www.costamesaca.gov/caap

As of the preparation of this report, the City has received one public comment letter
from the Coastal Corridor Alliance, which is attached for reference and is currently
being reviewed by staff.

ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION

The purpose of this study session is to introduce the draft policy documents and
receive preliminary Planning Commission feedback. No formal action is being taken to
adopt any of the documents at this time.

The study session is not a project under the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15378 because it involves only the
exchange of information and direction to staff. Prior to adoption, the City will complete
the appropriate environmental review for each of the proposed policy documents in
accordance with CEQA.

PUBLIC NOTICE

There is no public notice requirement for a Planning Commission study session. However,
notice was provided in the newspaper on June 26, 2026, with notice of the public review
draft periods for Safety Element, EJ and CAAP, the Planning Commission study session
on July 27, 2026, and the upcoming Planning Commission public hearing on August 10,
2026. As noted above, the City also advertised the public draft review opportunities
through the newspaper notices, e-blasts to the interested parties lists for CAAP, Safety
Element and EJ, the City Hall snapshot, which is delivered to over 10,000 recipients,
and social media posts. The agenda and supporting materials were made available on
the City's website in advance of the meeting.

CONCLUSION AND NEXT STEPS

The Climate Action and Adaptation Plan (CAAP), Safety Element Update, and
Environmental Justice Policy Update represent three coordinated planning initiatives
that establish an integrated policy framework for climate resilience, hazard mitigation,
public safety, and environmental justice. Together, these efforts implement Housing
Element Program 2G, update the General Plan to address current State requirements,
and position the City to better prepare for future environmental and community
challenges.

Following this study session, staff will consider Planning Commission feedback,
evaluate all public comments received during the review period, and prepare any
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necessary revisions prior to formal adoption hearings. The current schedule is as
follows:

Milestone Date
Planning Commission Public Hearing August 10, 2026
City Council Public Hearing (Tentative) September 15, 2026

LINKS:
1. Draft CAAP:
https://www.costamesaca.gov/government/departments-and-
divisions/economic-and-development-services/planning/climate-action-
adaptation-plan
a. Appendix A, Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventory, Forecasting, and Target
Setting:
https://www.costamesaca.gov/home/showpublisheddocument/63947/63
9201437560048937
b. Appendix B, Vulnerability Assessment:
https://www.costamesaca.gov/home/showpublisheddocument/63949/63
9201438011357871
c. Appendix C, Community Engagement and Outreach Materials:
https://www.costamesaca.gov/home/showpublisheddocument/63951/63
9201438017373476
d. Appendix D, Greenhouse Gas Reduction Supporting Material:
https://www.costamesaca.gov/home/showpublisheddocument/63953/63
9201438027819436
e. Appendix E, Implementation Plan:
https://www.costamesaca.gov/home/showpublisheddocument/63955/63
9201438040840778

2. Draft Safety Element Update:
https://www.costamesaca.gov/home/showpublisheddocument/63749/6321832
16180170000

3. Draft Environmental Justice Policies
https://www.costamesaca.gov/home/showpublisheddocument/63751/6391832
15560270000

ATTACHMENT:
1. Coastal Corridor Alliance Comment Letter
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ATTACHMENT 1
COASTAL
CORRIDOR

May 25, 2026
Comments submitted via email to: sustainability@costamesaca.gov

City of Costa Mesa

Economic and Development Services Department
77 Fair Drive 2nd Floor

Costa Mesa, CA 92626

RE: Comments on City’s Draft Climate Action and Adaptation Plan Policies
Dear Economic and Development Services Department,
Coastal Corridor Alliance (CCA) respectfully submits these comments on the City of Costa Mesa'’s draft

Climate Action and Adaptation Plan (CAAP). We request to be notified of any and all future comment
opportunities on the CAAP or its elements. Please add: Admin@CoastalCorridor.org to the distribution list.

Background

CCA, formerly the Banning Ranch Conservancy, led the decades-long effort to protect and create a
permanent public open space of the 400-acre Banning Ranch property located between the borders of
Costa Mesa, Newport Beach, and Huntington Beach, along the tidal influx zone of the Santa Ana River.
Escrow closed in December 2022, permanently protecting 387 acres of Banning Ranch. The title was
transferred to the Mountains Recreation and Conservation Authority (MRCA), a local joint powers
authority that manages over 85,000 acres of parkland in Southern California. The property is now known
as the Frank and Joan Randall Preserve/Genga (or simply Randall Preserve/Genga).

Our vision of conservation extends beyond the Randall Preserve/Genga to encompass the entire Coastal
Corridor from the Pacific Ocean up the Santa Ana River to Adams Street in Costa Mesa. We seek to
restore our natural lands, ensure functional habitat for wildlife, and promote the critical need for native
biodiversity survival through education and built-environment reform in today’s context of late-stage
ecological destruction.

P.O. Box 15333 Newport Beach, CA 92659 (949) 216-0880 = CoastalCorridor.org
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Comments
General Comments

We would like to see climate and sustainability planning in Costa Mesa, or any location, first inventory
and prioritize the needs of the preexisting and preeminent local native ecosystems. Local, regional, and
global ecosystems serve as Earth's irreplaceable, self-regulating life-support systems.

Climate change, environmental injustice, and resource collapses are not just emissions, pollution, and
human resource efficiency problems—they are symptoms of a deeper root cause: the destruction of
native biodiversity by the expanding built human environment. Climate science points to the biodiversity
crisis at the center, and prioritizes restoration over innovation (Attachment 1).

While decarbonizing Costa Mesa should be a goal the City strives for in this CAAP, our primary and most
effective focus would be to shift our relationship with nature and cede land and resources back to local,
regional, and global native living systems. Engineering, technology, and green planning cannot effectively
reduce human impacts to accommodate all of what modern human populations want and need, and
effectively replicate or replace the natural systems that regulate our air, water, and carbon cycles.

Global, Regional, Local: To make our local air, water, and soil cleaner is crucial. But for as long as our
populations require remote resources for support, we simply push our air, water, and soil impacts
elsewhere. This is just another form of (out of sight and out of mind) environmental injustice for humans,
and reinforces the ecological destruction that drives the global climate crisis that local CAAPs try to
address. Those global impacts come back around at larger scales to affect all local places too, even if local
areas end up with cleaner resources. Climate action in this frame looks like taking responsibility for all of
our local and remote impacts, reducing or ending our reliance on remote water, air, mineral, and food
resources, and reorienting our local infill spaces for food, sustainable goods production, and native
biodiversity recovery.

Climate action based on ecology prioritizes the restoration of all of our suitable natural areas to native
habitats, and creating/ceding massive amounts of local, regional, and global space back for wildlife and

habitat connectivity.

We hope our comments encourage Costa Mesa’'s CAAP toward actions that help recover biodiversity as a
first and most effective priority.

P.O. Box 15333 Newport Beach, CA 92659 (949) 216-0880 = CoastalCorridor.org
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Prioritized Comments

Our comments on the 2026 Draft CAAP below are grouped by Plan Sector, with Sectors ordered by
priority related to our comments. Each comment is referenced by Plan Sector, Location (PDF page), Plan
Objective, Plan Action, and CCA's comment.

Sector: Natural and Urban Lands
Location: Pg. 9
Comments: We respectfully request that this Sector gets careful and robust reframing. Natural and

Urban lands are very different, which should warrant separate Sectors. The existing action items apply

almost exclusively to Urban Lands and their orientation for human benefits rather than prioritizing

Natural Lands and (local, native) nature-based solutions.

-  We request Natural Lands become a new, banner ‘Sector’ of the CAAP plan focusing on

clearly defined, legally bound native biodiversity goals. Actions should support ecosystem recovery
on Natural Lands, as this is our best and most effective action to take to mitigate anthropogenic

climate change.

We request, Costa Mesa add specific restoration and rewilding goals, actions, and
ordinances as the European Union does, that remove invasive plants, restore
already-available open spaces to functioning locally native habitats, and remove human
infrastructure that blocks otherwise available native habitats.
Please include consideration of Costa Mesa's position within our bioregion and within the
California Floristic Province, acknowledging our City's impact on the fragmentation of native
habitats, and its effects on the climate and livability of our built world, as Santa Barbara
does in its CAAP.
Other documents for reference:

- CAAPS from San Diego, Santa Cruz

- Costa Mesa General Plan, Conservation Element

- Fairview Park Master Plan’s California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Initial

Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration Appendices B-1 and C-3.

- Urban Lands (Existing Sector):

Native or edible plants: We request all rules, references, outreach, educational or
community programs related to the use of plants (Plan-wide) including tree canopies, tree
planting, tree replacements, urban greening, shade plants, drought tolerant plants, or
landscaping, make a clear prioritization for either locally native plants or edible cultivars for
local food production. Please clearly deprioritize or ban planting non-native or non-edible
plants in CAAP actions and policies, as they contribute to biodiversity loss. Instead, please
share the benefits of locally native plant species and local food production as solutions.

P.O. Box 15333 Newport Beach, CA 92659 (949) 216-0880 = CoastalCorridor.org
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Native plants provide drought tolerance, shade / canopy, sequestration, and more, while
also supporting native pollinators, wildlife, natural soil composition, natural water
treatment for the watershed (except for Action d., see Water and Wastewater comment).
Consider adding an action to include public promotion and incentives for residents and
developments to participate either in ‘homegrown national park’ native landscapes
(https://homegrownnationalpark.org/) (CCA would be glad to help strategize), or
micro-farmed food production for locals.

We support all initiatives that incentivize and expand local food production within infill
spaces. Please specify that no additional natural lands encroachments should occur for the
sake of food production. We have some other incentivized ideas that support job creation
that we can share upon request.

All civic tree installations or replacements must be to native trees or food production. See
Pasadena’s urban forestry information:
https://www.cityofpasadena.net/public-works/urban-forestry/

Consider policies to block the sale of known invasive plant species from nurseries, garden
centers, and more. Look to California Native Plant Society (CNPS), California Invasive Plant

Council (CAL-IPC), and Ron Vanderhoff at Roger's Gardens for consultation
(rvanderhoff@sbcglobal.net).

Please define ‘Urban Greening' to include recovery for locally native species, Dark Sky, bird
safe windows, invasive honeybee and other invasive pollinator management, and more.

Sector: Water and Wastewater

Location: Pg. 6

Comment: We hope this Sector gets a more robust nature-first framework. Local watersheds and
dependent native ecosystems must be primary considerations, as they comprise the foundation of all

human and nonhuman life of a place.

We request that all references, examples, and methods related to the use of plants for shade,
drought tolerance, or any other benefits be focused exclusively on diverse locally native plant
palettes, or cultivars that provide local human food production. We ask the City to commit to
working with consultants from groups such as the CNPS, CAL-IPC, and others to create native
wildlife friendly landscapes. Ornamental plant palettes support invasive pollinators and other
non-native species, whose presence displaces and competes with native biodiversity.

Local watersheds are engineered to cut off dependent ecosystems through hardened walls and
barriers, which would need to be prioritized for removal to recover biodiversity. Please consider
forming a framework for long term watershed infrastructure removal.

Add an action item focused on low-impact development (LID) that mimics natural hydrology.
Ensure stormwater capture basins, bioswales, and daylighted drainage systems are designed as
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living wetlands rather than concrete or synthetic retention cells. This filters urban runoff naturally
before it reaches the ocean while providing immediate avian and amphibian habitats.

Sector: People and Community
Location: Pg. 10 - 11
Comment: We generally support the action items, with a few critiques listed below. We urge the City:
- To prioritize implementing long term solutions like native habitat and watershed restoration that
decrease the needs for short term solutions.
- Not to promote ‘Green’ jobs or businesses that might trade local immediate improvements for
global or long term impacts.
- Prioritize sustainably sourced natural materials in efforts to provide relief, and avoid plastics which
harm native ecosystems'’ ability to thrive and regulate the planetary temperatures.

Sector: People and Community
Location: Pg. 11
Objective: PC3: Build City and Regional Capacity for CAAP Implementation
Action: “d. Coordinate with the following agencies on dam operational planning and related
flood risks:

+ U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Los Angeles District

* Irvine Ranch Water District

* County of Orange”
Comment: Our watersheds are highly engineered, which cuts off their natural functions to support the
ecosystems’ environmental regulatory systems. Watershed infrastructure might protect human homes
from floods, but they accelerate the trajectory toward a warming environment. Watershed infrastructure
must be removed, not added for short term climate relief. City policies should reflect this priority, and
City involvement in regional planning should promote this practice. Instead of cutting off river and tide
functions to protect infrastructure, infrastructure should move out of the way of rivers and tides
(Attachment 2).

Sector: People and Community

Location: Pg. 11

Objective: PC4. Foster Local Sustainable Practices

Action: “e. Engage local Non-Governmental Organizations (NGOs) and compile a list relative to their
interests and capabilities on a variety of topics related to climate action and adaptation, such as
distributing related news or grant opportunities, or participating in or facilitating volunteer events such as
clean ups or tree plantings.”

Comment: CCA is available and willing to engage with the City on these topics and activities.
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Sector: On-Road Transportation

Location: Pg. 2

Objective: T1. Transition to Electric Vehicles

Comment: We generally support the listed action items. Please add actions to incentivize and plan
electrification deployment within a closed-loop second-life framework to reduce rare earth mining
impacts. Local improvements should not come with additional global impacts (Attachment 3).

Sector: On-Road Transportation
Location: Pg. 2
Objective: T2. Promote Walking and Biking

T3. Reduce Single-Occupancy Vehicle Trips

T4. Increase Public Transportation Use
Comment: We generally support the action items, though not at the expense of more use of plastics or
other environmentally harmful materials or activities. We request the City limit materials to sustainably
sourced natural materials and focus on design efficiency, biodegradation, and simplification.

Sector: On-Road Transportation

Location: Pg. 2

Objective: T5. Support Smart Growth

Comment: We urge the City to consider how biodiversity is already too constrained, and how continued
growth works against climate adaptation.

Sector: Energy and Buildings

Location: Pg. 4

Objective: E1. Reduce Energy Demand in Buildings

Action: “c. Seek grants to offer incentives for cool roofs and walls during roof replacements or
renovations.”

Comment: Please consider policies / building requirements which include other passive cooling and
heating systems of various types (air towers, trombe walls, etc.) for all new construction. Consider hybrid
local-earth building materials to reduce resource needs, plastic use, promote in-ground infill building, and
more.

Sector: Energy and Buildings

Location: Pg. 4

Objective: E2. Decarbonize Building Energy Use

Comment: We support actions a. - c. However, for d., we recognize that Green Building standards still
have major tradeoffs, particularly in the prolific use of plastic and other harmful materials. Consider
celebrating those that go beyond Green Building by sustainably sourcing natural building materials.
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Sector: Energy and Buildings

Location: Pg. 4

Objective: E3. Increase Carbon-Free Energy Supply

Comment: We provide our general support. Find incentives / ways to keep electrification circular, engage
in second-life platforms (See comment above).

Sector: Solid Waste
Location: Pg. 7
Objective: SW1. Reduce Waste Generation
Comment:
- We provide our support for all, with special support for Action b.
- Consider adding actions for easy City-supported e-waste drop-off / recycling, and facilities for
handling fats, oils, and grease waste.
- Please consider having City Departments join the OC Trash and Debris Task Force quarterly

meetings CCA participates in. Email jesse.aragon@pw.oc.gov to participate.

Sector: Off-Road Equipment

Location: Pg. 8

Objective: OR1. Accelerate Zero-Emission Off-Road Equipment Adoption

Comment: We provide our general support. However, see the above comments on circular electrification
and second-life programs to reduce mining impacts.

Sector: Municipal

Location: Pg. 12 - 13

Comment: We can provide our general support for action items, with relevant above comments for other
Sectors applied: native-first plantings, second-life electrification, embargo on plastic infrastructure, etc.

Conclusion

We appreciate the City’'s work on the draft CAAP. Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on
this plan. We understand that ecosystem centrality with its needs and limits have not made its way into
widespread public discourse or planning solutions. It's a change in paradigm compared to what most of
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us were raised to think and believe about what we humans can or can't sustainably do. We respectfully
submit our comments with this in mind.

Should you have questions, please reach out to Paul Waggoner at: (949) 820-9094.

Sincerely,

Terry M. Welsh, MD
Board President

Attachments: 1 - UN: Biodiversity - our strongest natural defense against climate change

2 - Restoring Free-flowing Rivers in Europe
3 - Project Closed Circuit: Helping Cities Lead on EV Battery Circularity
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77 Fair Drive

CITY OF COSTA MESA Costa Mesa, CA 92626
Agenda Report

File #: 26-361 Meeting Date: 7/27/2026

TITLE:
FAIRVIEW DEVELOPMENTAL CENTER SPECIFIC PLAN STUDY SESSION

DEPARTMENT: COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT/ PLANNING
DIVISION
PRESENTED BY: MELINDA DACEY, PRINCIPAL PLANNER, ANNA MCGILL,

PLANNING MANAGER AND KAREN GULLEY / MOLLY MENDOZA, PLACEWORKS

CONTACT INFORMATION: MELINDA DACEY (714) 754-5611
MELINDA.DACEY@COSTAMESACA.GOV

RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends the Planning Commission:

1. Receive the staff presentation, and provide feedback on the Fairview Developmental Center
Specific Plan (FDCSP), Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR), and associated Zoning
Code and General Plan amendments.

Page 1 of 1
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~ PLANNING COMMISSION
{ AGENDA REPORT

' MEETING DATE: July 27, 2026 ITEM NUMBER: NB-2

SUBJECT: FAIRVIEW DEVELOPMENTAL CENTER SPECIFIC PLAN STUDY
SESSION

FROM: COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT/ PLANNING DIVISION

PRESENTATION BY: MELINDA DACEY, PRINCIPAL PLANNER, ANNA MCGILL,
PLANNING MANAGER AND KAREN GULLEY / JENNIFER KELLEY, PLACEWORKS

FOR FURTHER MELINDA DACEY

INFORMATION (714) 754-5611

CONTACT: MELINDA.DACEY@COSTAMESACA.GOV
RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends the Planning Commission:

1. Receive the staff presentation, and provide feedback on the Fairview
Developmental Center Specific Plan (FDCSP), Draft Environmental Impact
Report (EIR), and associated Zoning Code and General Plan amendments.

APPLICANT OR AUTHORIZED AGENT:

The City of Costa Mesa.

BACKGROUND:

The Fairview Developmental Center (FDC) is a 115-acre State-owned property
located at 2501 Harbor Boulevard in the City of Costa Mesa. The site was historically
developed and operated as a residential care facility for individuals with
developmental disabilities. Through extended negotiations, the State will retain
ownership of 20 acres for the Southern Regional Emergency Operations Center
(SREOC), which is not included in the FDCSP area. The FDCSP boundary encompasses
approximately 95 acres. Of this, the California Department of Developmental Services
(DDS) will retain 15 acres for housing similar to Harbor Village Apartments, leaving
approximately 80 acres available for future development.
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Legislative Intent

The FDC Specific Plan effort commenced in 2022, after Senate Bill (SB) 188 was
enacted by the State legislature and inter alia added Section 14670.31 to the
Government Code. SB 188 provides a framework for the reuse of the FDC property
and codifies a partnership between the Department of General Services (DGS), DDS,
and the City of Costa Mesa, including defined roles for each entity. This bill also stated
that the State did not intend to follow the traditional state surplus property process. To
support this effort, the State allocated $3.5 million in State funding to the City to
develop a Specific Plan, conduct necessary studies, and manage a community-based
planning process. The Legislature’s intent for the redevelopment of the FDC site is to
prioritize affordable housing and housing to the greatest extent feasible, including a
minimum of 200 units of permanent supportive housing, open space, and housing for
individuals with developmental disabilities, and the City will create a Specific Plan for
the FDC site that implements the provisions of Government Code Section 14670.31.

To that effect, Government Code Section 14670.31(c)(4) includes reference that a
“development plan shall provide for housing and affordable housing at a level
consistent with the January 2020 council-adopted strategy of 1,500 units and the
housing assessment in the Department of General Services’ 2021 Infrastructure
Assessment of up to 2,500 units for the site (emphasis added).” DGS prepared their
May 27, 2021, Infrastructure Assessment as a part of their due diligence since the FDC
site was identified as surplus and their need to understand what will affect the State’s
disposition of the site. The 2021 study evaluated likely constraints for redevelopment
with a specific set of assumptions such as the total 110-acre site being available, the
existing roadway configuration remaining unchanged and a financial feasibility
component that included 500 affordable housing units. At the time the legislation was
drafted, these were known factors for the FDC site. However, subsequent actions
affecting these predefined unit counts identified within the legislation have occurred,
which include:

e The City's adoption of its Sixth Cycle (2021-2029) Housing Element’ in
November 2022 (amended in 2023), increasing the affordable units for the site;

e The Southern Regional Emergency Operations Center (SREOC) utilizing 15-
acres of the 110-acre site, thereby reducing available land for redevelopment;
and

e The financial feasibility analysis conducted as a part of the planning process for
the FDCSP found that development of housing less than 3,450 is not feasible
(discussed in further detail below).

' The FDC site is a Housing Element Site with a minimum of 2,300 residential units (920 lower-income
units, 690 moderate-income units, and 690 above moderate-income units).

2.
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Due to the factors described, and acknowledging the predefined unit count in the
legislation, City staff requested clarification from the State regarding the legislative
intent and inclusion of the predefined unit counts. In addition, the community and
Planning Commission have also inquired about this topic. Accordingly, DGS provided
a letter to the City, dated July 2, 2026, that reiterates the intent of Government Code
Section 14670.31, and provide overall support for a specific plan that can
accommodate up to 4,000 units. DGS further notes in their letter that when they
drafted the requirements of the planning process, they specifically used the phrasing
consistent with in the legislation instead of "between” or “not less than, and not more
than” or other limiting language. DGS also reiterated that the “legislation required that
the planning process address “economic feasibility of future development” (subsection
(c)(1)), “maximize interested third-party potential purchases” (subsection (c)2)), and
have as an explicit intent to “provide certainty for the community and a potential
developer” (subsection (c)(2)). As is clear from these requirements, the City's task under
the statute is to advance the land use process such that the Specific Plan is reasonably
certain to be financially viable to implement.” See Attachment 1.

Financial Feasibility Analysis

The City’'s project team prepared a financial feasibility analysis that was presented to
the Planning Commission and City Council in 2025. See Attachment 2. As required by
the Agreement with the State, and reiterated in the July 2, 2026, DGS letter, the City
oversaw preparation of a Financial Feasibility Analysis (“Analysis”) for the FDC site,
using three land use concepts as test cases. The three land use concepts included
different unit counts, at Concept 1/2,300 units, Concept 2/3,450 units, and Concept
3/4,000 units, along with land use components identified during community outreach.
Incorporating market demand and pricing, the Analysis provides a detailed summary
of the development cost at the FDC site, excluding the cost that affordable housing
developers will pay to build and operate their projects. The Analysis also includes
project-wide infrastructure costs, such as demolition, roads, water, and sewer, along
with public safety and open space needs for the level of development. Feasibility
alternatives (i.e., changes in the assumptions for each land use concept that would
make each concept more feasible) were included to identify adjustments that could
make the overall project financially feasible.

Financial feasibility analyses are prepared and analyzed from the perspective of
potential developers and ask the question: do the concepts provide enough market
rate housing units to offset the costs to support the affordable housing, the DDS
housing, and other amenities, such as public safety and parks and recreation facilities.
It can be used to predict the potential feasibility of a project with the most accurate
information at hand at the time the analysis is conducted. While these analyses try to
anticipate future market trends, unforeseen trends or market factors could adjust
identified feasibility when a future master developer is ready to construct. The Analysis
is a ‘snapshot’ of the current market and its considerations. For FDC, the Analysis
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evaluated the three concepts to determine how and whether a developer could
redevelop the site and achieve an industry standard internal rate of return for project
feasibility (15%). Table 1 is a summary of the results of the financial feasibility analysis:

Table 1: Total Cash Flow and Annual Internal Rate of Return
Concept 1 Concept 2 Concept 3
Cash Flow Sums with Financing and Cost/Revenue Escalation
Total Cash Inflow $810,300,000 | $2,148,000,000 | $2,905,000,000
Total Cash Outflow -$962,700,000 | -$1,779,000,000 | -$2,235,000,000
Total Net Cash Flow -$152,360,000 $369,100,000 $669,8900,000
Financial Feasibility Metrics

Annual Internal Rate of -20% 14.6% 16.7%
Return (IRR)

Feasibility Surplus/(Gap)| ($233,000,000) ($5,020,000) $26,700,000

The financial feasibility analysis found that Concept 2 and Concept 3 were financially
feasible; however, Concept 2 has a financing shortfall, commonly referred to as a
“gap” in project financing. Based on the financial feasibility analysis, staff initially
recommended a residential unit mix of 3,600 to 3,800 units for the preferred land use
plan as a reasonably expected development range at the FDC site but studied up to
4,000 units as directed by City Council.

City and State Agreement

The City and DGS executed State Standard Agreement No. HD229063 in December
2022, consistent with SB 188, which Agreement was later amended on September 22,
2025 (collectively, the Agreement). As outlined in the Agreement, the final
development plan must align with both the City’s adopted vision and the State's
interests. While the site is owned and controlled by the State (DGS), the Agreement
outlines the City’s responsibilities for leading the land use planning process. The
Agreement envisions that the City’s planning work for FDC would include the following
deliverables:

Robust Community Engagement Strategy (and implementation thereof);
Comprehensive Conditions Report on the property and its setting;
Economic Market Demand Report;

Water Supply Assessment and coordination among Water Agencies;
Project Conceptual Alternatives & a Preferred Plan Framework;

Draft Specific Plan with Implementation Strategies;

Public Draft Initial Study and Notice of Preparation, if required;

Public Draft Environmental Impact Report;
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e Draft Final Environmental Impact Report and Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Program;

e Final Draft Specific Plan and Environmental Impact Report; and

e Public hearings for EIR certification and Specific Plan adoption, including any
General Plan and Zoning amendments identified as necessary for consistency.

In accordance with the Agreement, the planning process has progressed to the final
stages which include:

Public Review Draft Specific Plan;

Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR);

Public Hearing Draft Specific Plan;

Public Hearings with the Planning Commission and City Council; and

Adoption of the Final Specific Plan, and associated amendments for
consistency, and certification of the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR).

asw =

The purpose of this study session is to provide the Planning Commission with an
overview of the draft FDCSP and its components and allow for review of the FDCSP,
associated Zoning Code and General Plan amendments for consistency, and the
DEIR. Although no formal action will be taken at this meeting, staff is providing
additional opportunity for questions, discussion and respectfully request feedback
from the Planning Commission on the draft documents presented in this report. This
feedback will inform staff if any further refinements may be needed prior to formal
action by the Planning Commission.

Community Outreach

The community outreach and engagement process for the FDCSP began in 2023,
with the first of five workshops. Each of the five workshops consisted of three
separate sessions and dates at various locations throughout the community, for a
total of 15 public engagement sessions. These workshops were advertised through
various efforts, including mailers to 40,000 residents, social media posts, newspaper
advertisements, and electronic notifications through the interested parties list and
City newsletters. The workshops focused on various topics to garner community input
throughout the planning process for the specific plan.

e Workshop No. 1 - November 2, 3, and 6, 2023 - Topics included the
introduction of the project, FDC site context, requirements under State statute,
and Housing Element requirements of the site. Community engagement
included asking community members components of a great neighborhood as
the beginning of the visioning process.

e Workshop No. 2 - January 23, 25, and 29, 2024 - Topics included background
information for the project, project timeline and a summary of Workshop No.
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1. Community engagement focused on the draft Vision and Guiding Principles,
and feedback around mobility and open space concepts.

e Workshop No. 3 - February 29, March 4 and 6, 2024 - Topics included Refined
Vision Statement, Housing, Mobility and Traffic, Parks and Open Space, and
Infrastructure. Community engagement activities included stations of these
topics with sticker dot exercises to learn more about the community’s
preferences to further identify the details of the specific plan.

e Workshop No. 4 - July 24, 25, and 31, 2024 - Topics included three land use
concepts, key features, and analysis for each concept. This led into a land use
concept survey that was available online from July 24 through August 30,
2024.

e Workshop No. 5 - March 24, 26, and 30, 2026 - The topic introduced the
community to the Public Review Draft Specific Plan and all of its components
based on prior community engagement efforts.

In addition to the above community engagement meetings, City staff held a focus
group meeting with various golf course clubs on July 15, 2026, to discuss the
secondary access road contemplated in the FDCSP and outline the future process.
Furthermore, at the time of writing this staff report, a community Q&A is scheduled
for July 23, 2026, to allow for an open dialogue with staff and prepare the community
for the upcoming public hearings with the Planning Commission and City Council.

Prior FDC Project Updates at City Council, Planning Commission, and Parks and
Community Services Commission

On December 12, 2023, the City Council received an overview of the planning process,
the historic background of the FDC site, potential housing types (including both
market-rate and affordable options), and considerations for future development. The
staff report and attachments are available online at:
https://costamesa.legistar.com/MeetingDetail.aspx?ID=1141509&GUID=345AA40A-
863E-4705-8AC0-6F703488A2F9

On March 25, 2024, the Planning Commission received a presentation that included a
summary of the public workshops and outlined the upcoming steps in the planning
process. The staff report and attachments are available online at:
https://costamesa.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=6600445&GUID=BE5C5BFB
-/FF3-4EC5-B6A4-16240D2728%94

At both of these meetings, the project team also presented detailed information on the
economic and market considerations for affordable housing development. Topics
included financing strategies, eligibility requirements, and the trade-offs needed to
achieve feasibility. As part of the research and analysis, PlaceWorks conducted
interviews with affordable and market-rate housing developers, advocacy groups, and
industry experts familiar with Orange County housing trends. These interviews
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explored preferences related to housing types, supportive services, private and public
open space amenities, and neighborhood design. Insights gathered have directly
informed the market demand and market feasibility analysis, the outcomes of which are
included in this report to guide the development of a preferred land use plan.

The Planning Commission conducted three meetings on the Preferred Land Use Plan
Framework on May 27, 2025, June 23, 2025, and August 25, 2025. Over the course of
these three meetings, staff presented a comprehensive background on the City and
State roles of the FDCSP, the findings of the Financial Feasibility Study (discussed
above), community outreach summary, three different land use alternatives (balanced
land use components that support affordable housing that is financially feasible with
long-term flexibility), components of a Specific Plan, development realities of State
housing laws, and environmental review. At the August 25, 2025, meeting, the
Planning Commission adopted PC Resolution No. 2025-17 recommending a draft
preferred land use plan for the FDCSP to the City Council for purposes of
environmental review pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act.

Link to May 27, 2025 Meeting Agenda, staff reports and associated attachments:
https://costamesa.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=7408827&GUID=E7162FB
0-6F1B-49C8-8A10-A2B71A59E397

Link to June 23, 2025 Meeting Agenda, staff reports and associated attachments:
https://costamesa.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=7443281&GUID=794883F
8-79F0-429F-89AA-27A1037F3206

Link to August 25, 2025 Meeting Agenda, staff reports and associated attachments:
https://costamesa.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=7523283&GUID=C8358D2
2-1767-42E4-9683-A0A0APE45E27&Options=&Search=

On October 9, 2025, City staff presented the FDCSP to the Parks and Community
Services (PACS) Commission that included an overview of the project, timeline, and
the Planning Commission’s Open Space recommendations. The purpose of the
meeting was to obtain PACS feedback regarding park amenities for consideration
and inclusion in the FDCSP. At this meeting, the PACS Commission and wider
community emphasized the need for a minimum amount of open space within the
specific plan, particularly neighborhood sports fields for local sports programs.

Link to October 9, 2025 Meeting Agenda, staff reports and associated attachments:
https://costamesa.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=7693105&GUID=A38BE8F
7-2C3F-4912-8FEC-E46C6A295BCB&Options=&Search=

On October 21, 2025, the City Council considered the Planning Commission
recommendation of the preferred land use plan for the FDCSP. After public comment
concluded, the City Council deliberated the plan and ultimately directed staff to
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move forward with the Planning Commission’s recommendation (which included a
scope of environmental study in the form of the Draft Preferred Land Use Plan, up to
4,000 units, without committing the City to a specific course of action on the Specific
Plan) and additionally increased the minimum open space by two acres resulting in
the following change to the total open space acres: 12 acres increased to 14 acres.
Table 2 depicts the Land Use categories that were utilized for the CEQA
environmental review and preparation of the Public Review Draft Specific Plan.

Link to October 21, 2025 Meeting Agenda, staff report and associated attachments:
https://costamesa.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=7702666&GUID=68E67F0
E-2180-4D5E-BF92-87ED2CB439DB&Options=&Search=

Table 2 - Preferred Land Use Plan Designations and Affordable Housing

Land Use Development Development
Minimum Maximum
Total Residential Units'# 2,300 units minimum 4,000 units maximum
e Very Low Income 575 units? -
e LowlIncome 345 units -
e Moderate Income 690 units -
e Above Moderate 690 units -
Income
Commercial 10,000 sf minimum 35,000 sf maximum
Public Open Space® 14 acres minimum No maximum
Notes for Table 2:

1. The Very Low, Low, Moderate, and Above Moderate-income categories is
defined in the City’s Housing Element.

2. The very low-income units shall include 200 Permanent Supportive Housing
Units in accordance with State Code Section 14670.31. Housing developed on-
site by DDS may count towards meeting this requirement.

3. Public Open Space includes areas planned for possible use of the following,
including but not limited to: public parks, trails, plazas, and other types of open
spaces available to the general public. It does not include private and common
open space that is considered an on-site amenity for housing and is primarily
accessible by the residents of the housing development.

4. Total units include the residential development within the 15-acres of land
retained by DDS.

5. The Plan also contemplates a secondary access at the southeast corner of the
site through the golf course, requiring the reconfiguration of up to six holes.

With this information known, the project team was able to move the FDCSP project
into the next stages of the planning process which are discussed in detail below.
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DISCUSSION AND ANALYSIS:

FDCSP

The FDCSP was developed based on extensive community outreach and input from
the public. The FDCSP is a planning tool that provides a regulatory framework to
guide future redevelopment, and improvements for the FDC site which includes
specific land use regulations and development standards to carry out the
community’s vision. The FDCSP is comprised a total of eight chapters including:

1. Chapter 1, History & Disposition Process, documents the location, history of
the FDC property and state law pertaining to operations and reuse of the site.

2. Chapter 2, Introduction, provides existing conditions, and the purpose,
authority, and intent of the Specific Plan and summarizes the planning process,
including community outreach.

3. Chapter 3, Vision & Guiding Principles, establishes the vision and guiding
principles which serve as a guide for this Specific Plan and future development.

4. Chapter 4, Land Use & Urban Design, provides the conceptual land use plan,
statistical summary, and objectives for housing developments and overall
urban design on the Specific Plan site. It includes objective development and
design standards.

5. Chapter 5, Mobility, describes the roadway network, including the different
types of roadways and their requirements, bicycle and pedestrian connections,
and intersections improvements.

6. Chapter 6, Open Space, Landscaping & Public Art, identifies the kinds of
open space that will be incorporated within the Specific Plan area, and those
that can be implemented as part of future development.

7. Chapter 7, Infrastructure & Public Services, provides information on the
facilities and infrastructure needed to support future development, including
electricity and natural gas, water and sewer, waste management, and nearby
public services.

8. Chapter 8, Administration & Implementation, outlines the processes and
procedures for development approvals as well as implementation of the
Specific Plan, including conceptual phasing.

These chapters establish the regulatory framework for the future redevelopment of
the FDC site and include development and design standards to achieve the
community’s vision. Each chapter includes a purpose statement that explains the
intent of the chapter, objective development and design standards (where
applicable), and chapter specific topics. For example, Chapter 4, Land Use & Urban
Design, includes the following sections: Purpose, Land Use Plan, Urban Design,
Housing Plan, Uses, and Development and Design Standards. Whereas Chapter 6,
Open Space, Landscaping & Public Art, includes: Purpose, Open Space and Trails
Plan, Landscaping and Trees, and Public Art. The various sections of each chapter

332



implement the community’s vision. Details of all of the various community outreach
activities, including their dates, are included in Chapter 2, Introduction, of the FDCSP.

The City released the public review draft specific plan for a 30-day public comment
period that began on March 16, 2026, and concluded on April 15, 2026. In addition,
the City held three rounds of community outreach for Workshop No. 5 that included
in-person open house meetings on March 24, and March 26, 2026, and a virtual
meeting on March 30, 2026, to introduce the community to the draft specific plan,
inform them of its components, and obtain their feedback on the draft document.
Spanish translation was available during all three events. The community was notified
of the events through a variety of methods such as newspaper advertisement, e-blasts
through the interested parties list, City Hall Snapshot, social media posts,
announcements during Planning Commission and City Council meetings, and setting
up A-Frame signs with meeting information and distributing flyers. The public
comments received during this process resulted in refinements to the Public Hearing
Draft FDCSP being presented to the Planning Commission was made available on the
project webpage for the broader community on July 14,2026, at the following link:
https://fdcplan.com/wp-content/uploads/00 COMPILED FDC-SpecificPlan Hearing-
Draft 07142026.pdf.

The updates made to the FDCSP in response to public comments include further text
refinements to the vision and guiding principles, purpose statements, and addressing
project phasing details and specific plan implementation processes. Other edits
made to the document by staff align with new terminology for uses that were
presented to the Planning Commission on April 13, 2026, at a study session as part of
zoning code updates to Land Use Classifications for various nonresidential uses,
which returned for recommendations to City Council at the Planning Commission’s
July 13, 2026, hearing. In addition, the residential parking minimums were removed
to be consistent with City Council’s direction for Housing Element sites rezoning at
their March 17, 2026, hearing. This change was made for consistency due to the FDC
site being a Housing Element site. Prior to this change, there were no parking
minimums for affordable housing units and the market rate units included a 1.25
parking ratio for each one-bedroom unit and a 2.25 parking ratio for each two- or
more bedroom unit. The 0.25 for each of these ratios were inclusive of guest parking.

The more substantial edits between the two drafts occurred in Chapter 8,
Administration & Implementation. The edits include:

e Further refinements to the planning application process with some slight
reorganization;

e Developmentimpact fees were added to section 8.3.3;

e New Transportation Demand Management section 8.3.4;

e New Funding and Financing subsection 8.3.5.A;

-10-
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e Further refinements to Table 8-3, Implementation and Conceptual Phasing,
were made; and
e New Table 8-4, Ongoing Ownership, Maintenance and Funding.

A new planning application implementation action was added requiring the future
Master Developer to conduct outreach and community engagement once the final
secondary access road through the golf course—and any necessary redesign—is
determined. This is included in the FDC Development Review Application
requirements in Section 8.2.6.A as item number 15.

General Plan and Municipal Code Consistency

Government Code Section 65300.5 mandates that General Plan elements, and parts
thereof, be integrated, internally consistent, and include a compatible statement of
policies for the adopting agency. Staff has confirmed that the proposed FDCSP is
consistent with the goals and policies of the Land Use, Circulation, Housing, Noise,
Safety and Open Space and Recreation Elements of the City’s General Plan. The Land
Use Element is proposed to be amended to be consistent with the FDCSP by
removing the existing general plan designation of Multi-use Center (MUC)
throughout the Land Use Element and referring to the FDCSP. This change is
proposed because the FDCSP establishes its own site-specific land use regulations. In
addition, a new “Specific Plan” section is being added to the Land Use Element. Since
the Southern Regional Emergency Operations Center (SREOC) is adjacent to the
FDCSP, and per the City and State agreement, the SREOC's land use designation is
proposed to change from MUC to Public and Institutional. The Land Use Element
amendments are included as Link 2 below, where strikethrough text denotes text
being removed, and underline text denotes text being added. Exhibits depicting the
existing and proposed land use map designations for the FDCSP, and the SREOC, are
included in Link 3 below.

Since the MUC land use designation is being removed from the Land Use Element,
the complimentary zoning designation for this land use designation must also be
removed from the Zoning Code (Title 13 of the Costa Mesa Municipal Code).
Targeted amendments to the Zoning Code remove all references to the “Institutional
and Recreational Multi-use” (I&R-MLT) Designation. In addition, a new chapter titled
“Specific Plans” is proposed to be added to the Zoning Code and refers to the
FDCSP, but it will also list Costa Mesa’s other adopted specific plans. This Zoning
Code amendment allows the FDCSP to be implemented and supersede other zoning
code requirements where there may be inconsistencies. This is due to the FDCSP
incorporating its own site-specific zoning regulations (setbacks, heights, open space
standards, etc.). Since the SREOC has a zoning designation of I&R-MLT, the site will
be rezoned to “Institutional Recreational,” which is a zoning designation that is
consistent with the SREOC operations. The Zoning Code amendments are included
in Link 4 below, where strikethrough text denotes text being removed, and underline

-11-
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text denotes text being added. Exhibits depicting the existing and proposed zoning
map designations for the FDCSP, and the SREOC, are included in Link 5 below.

The proposed amendments to the Land Use Element and Zoning Code bring these
documents into internal consistency and are therefore consistent with the purposes of
the General Plan and Municipal Code. The General Plan and Zoning Code
amendments associated with the FDCSP were made available for review on July 17,
2026.

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS:

The City issued a Notice of Preparation (NOP) on October 29, 2025, which started the
environmental review process for the FDCSP. The NOP was available from October
29, 2025, through December 5, 2025. A public scoping meeting was also held on
November 17, 2025. The purpose of the NOP is to notify potential Responsible
Agencies (Agencies) that the City, as Lead Agency, plans to prepare an EIR for the
project and to solicit comments and suggestions regarding (1) the scope and content
of the EIR and (2) the environmental issues and alternatives to be considered in the
EIR, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines (CEQA
Guidelines) (Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations) Section 15082. The NOP
also provides agencies, organizations, tribes, and interested parties of the
preparation of the EIR and requests for comments on the scope and contents of the
environmental document. The NOP was submitted to the State Clearinghouse per
statute, and the following project number was assigned: SCH No. 2025101405. All
subsequent project related environmental documents can be accessed on the State
Clearinghouse webpage utilizing this project number.

A Notice of Availability (NOA) of the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) was
issued on May 14, 2026, which began a 48-day public review and comment period
that began on May 14, 2026, and concluded on July 1, 2026, pursuant to Public
Resources Code Section 21092 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15087. The DEIR was
prepared to analyze potential impacts of the project and identify measures to
mitigate the environmental effects. The DEIR determined that the proposed project
would result in potentially significant impacts related to the following environmental
topics: air quality, biological resources, cultural resources, geology and soails,
greenhouse gas emissions, hazards and hazardous materials, noise, transportation,
and tribal cultural resources. In addition, the DEIR describes and evaluates project
alternatives that may reduce or avoid any identified significant adverse impacts of the
project. Topics that could not be mitigated to less than significant include air quality,
biological resources, cultural resources, and greenhouse gas emissions. Responses to
public comments on the DEIR are being prepared and will be included in the Final
EIR. The Final EIR will be made available prior to the August 10, 2026, Planning
Commission hearing.

-12-
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The DEIR identified that the FDCSP project would result in the following:

No Impact or Less than Significant Impacts that | Significant and

Significant Impact can be Mitigated to Less | Unavoidable Impacts
than Significant Impact

Aesthetics Geology and Soils Air Quality

Energy Hazards and Hazardous Biological Resources
Materials

Hydrology and Water Noise Cultural Resources

Quality

Land Use and Planning Transportation Greenhouse Gas

Emissions
Population and Housing Tribal Cultural Resources

Public Services

Recreation

Utilities and Service Systems

Significant and Unavoidable Impacts

The DEIR includes an Executive Summary that contains Table ES-2, Summary of
Significant Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures, which identifies all of the
potentially significant and significant impacts that can be mitigated to a level that is
less than significant with mitigation measures incorporated, and significant and
unavoidable impacts that cannot be mitigated to a level that is less than significant
with mitigation measures incorporated. A summary of the significant and unavoidable
impacts are discussed below.

Air Quality: The DEIR found that the FDCSP would cumulatively contribute to air
quality impacts with all new future development (residential and non-residential) that
results in cumulative construction and operational criteria pollutant emissions. This is
due to nonattainment designations in the South Coast Air Basin (SoCAB) and
inconsistency with the South Coast Air Quality Management District's (South Coast
AQMD's) Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) (Impact AIR-1), short-term emissions
that exceed the South Coast AQMD's thresholds during construction (Impact AIR-2),
long-term emissions exceed South Coast AQMD's thresholds and cumulative
contribution to the SoCAB’s nonattainment designations (Impact AIR-3), sensitive
receptors being exposed to pollutant concentrations (Impact AlIR-4), and cumulative
impacts would be cumulatively considerable (Impact AIR-5). Each of these identified
impacts include mitigation measures that reduce the overall impact, but not to a level
that is less than significant.

-13-
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Biological Resources: The DEIR found that the FDCSP may impact an aquatic resource
(potential wetland) if the off-site improvements that may be needed in relation to the
secondary access road at the Costa Mesa Country Club affect the man-made pond on
the Mesa Linda Golf Course (Impact BIO-2). The biological report notes that the man-
made pond may be a wetland and would need to go through an aquatic resource
delineation process with appropriate state and federal agencies. The other biological
resource impacts (Impact BIO-1 and Impact BIO-3) indicate that the impacts would be
reduced to a level that is less than significant with mitigation incorporated. Impact
BIO-1 requires on-site surveys to be completed prior to construction activities
commence for specific flora and fauna due to presence of suitable habitat on the FDC
site. Impact BIO-3 requires compliance with Migratory Bird Treaty Act and pre-
construction surveys are required to be conducted during the bird nesting season
prior to commencement of construction activities, or avoidance during the bird
nesting season.

Cultural Resources: The DEIR found that the FDCSP would result in the loss of a
historic resource. The FDC site as a whole (buildings and internal walking paths)
contribute cumulatively towards a historic district designation, even though the
individual buildings themselves are not identified as a historic resource. The FDCSP
envisions the complete redevelopment of the property that will result in the buildings
being demolished, as well as the walking paths. This results in a significant and
unavoidable impact. Mitigation measures include the completion of a Historic
American Building Survey (HABS) with a scaled district map, detailed description of
the site with historic narrative, and high-resolution digital photographs of the site. In
addition, the FDCSP incorporates a requirement that at a minimum, three interpretive
panels be placed on the site during redevelopment that explain the site’s history
(Impact CUL-1). Other cultural resource impacts (Impact CUL-2 and Impact CUL-3)
indicate that the impacts would be reduced to a level that is less than significant with
mitigation incorporated in relation to site grading and construction activities. The
mitigation measures include archaeological monitoring and procedures for
inadvertent discoveries that may arise during construction.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions: The DEIR found that the operation of the FDCSP project
would cumulatively increase Greenhouse Gas (GHG) emissions that exceed the South
Coast AQMD thresholds (Impact GHG-1 and Impact GHG-2) and mitigation measures
will not reduce the impact to a level that is less than significant. Mitigation measures
utilize the Air Quality mitigation measures because both of these topics overlap.

Alternatives
The DEIR evaluated the proposed project against three alternatives including a No
Project Alternative, General Plan buildout with no specific plan (minimum 2,300

residential units from the Housing Element), and adaptive reuse of the Historic
District. Chapter 4 of the DEIR includes a more detailed description of each

-14-
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alternative. The DEIR identified the adaptive reuse of the Historic District as the
environmentally superior alternative, but it would not meet all of the City’s goals and
would not eliminate any of the significant and unavoidable impacts associated with
the project, though it would likely reduce the severity. The DEIR notes that this
alternative would still result in the demolition of buildings and alterations to walking
paths to accommodate the redevelopment, but it does not improve connectivity and
mobility and only partially enhances open space and recreation.

All applicable environmental documents referenced above (NOP, NOA and DEIR) are
available on the following City webpage:
https://www.costamesaca.gov/government/departments-and-divisions/economic-
and-development-services/planning/environmental-notices-and-reports

PUBLIC NOTICE:

Because this is a study session as opposed to a public hearing, there is no public
notice requirement for the Fairview Developmental Center Specific Plan Study
Session beyond the applicable meeting notice requirements of the Brown Act.
However, to encourage public engagement, the City provided the following
announcements:

e Newspaper publication ad.

e The date and time of the study session were posted on the project website.

e Information about the study session was shared via the City’'s social media
channels and distributed to the project email list and citywide email lists (which
includes over 8,000 email addresses).

The announcement also included the August 10, 2026, Planning Commission hearing
notice which was posted on-site at the FDC, mailed to property owners and occupants
within 500 feet of the FDC site, and published in the Daily Pilot newspaper in
conjunction with the study session meeting information. As of the date of this report, no
written public comments have been received. Any public comments received prior to
July 27, 2026, Planning Commission meeting will be forwarded separately to the
Planning Commission.

NEXT STEPS:

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission receive the presentation and
provide feedback to staff on the draft documents. The Planning Commission will hold
a public hearing on August 10, 2026, to provide recommendations to the City
Council regarding the FDCSP, Land Use Element, and Zoning Code amendments.

-15-
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1. Fairview Developmental Center Specific Plan
https://fdcplan.com/wp-content/uploads/00 COMPILED FDC-
SpecificPlan Hearing-Draft 07142026.pdf

2. Land Use Element Amendments
https://fdcplan.com/wp-content/uploads/Land-Use-Element November-
2025 FDC-SP-Tracked-Edits.pdf

3. Land Use Map Amendment
https://fdcplan.com/wp-content/uploads/Existing-and-Proposed-Zoning-Map-
GP-LUE-Map.pdf

4. Zoning Code Amendments
https://fdcplan.com/wp-content/uploads/Zoning-Code-Amendments-Fairview-
Developmental-Center-Specific-Plan.pdf

5. Zoning Map Amendment
https://fdcplan.com/wp-content/uploads/Existing-and-Proposed-Zoning-Map-
GP-LUE-Map.pdf

6. Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR)
https://www.costamesaca.gov/government/departments-and-
divisions/economic-and-development-services/planning/environmental-
notices-and-reports

ATTACHMENTS:

1. July 2, 2026 Department of General Services Letter
2. July 19, 2024 FDCSP Financial Feasibility Overview for Land Use Plan Concepts
Memorandum
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ATTACHMENT 1

RVICES Governor Gavin Newsom

nGs GENERAL S

July 2, 2026

City of Costa Mesa

Carrie Tai, Director of Economic Development Services
77 Fair Drive

Costa Mesa, CA 92626

To Whom It May Concern,

The Department of General Services (DGS) has been informed that concerns have
been raised about the intentions related to the number of units presently being planned
for the Fairview Developmental Center Specific Plan.

A question has been posed to DGS by City staff as to whether DGS is comfortable with
the upper limit of units being proposed for the site (4,000 at the time of this letter) and
whether DGS believes this number to be allowable. This letter is to affirm that DGS
believes that the concept of 4,000 units at the site is both allowable and consistent with
statutory intent.

By way of history, when the Department of Developmental Services first declared the
property as excess to their needs to DGS, officials from the City of Costa Mesa raised
concerns about the number of units the site could feasibly accommodate. To address
those concerns, DGS commissioned a study in 2021 that evaluated likely constraints for
redevelopment, under a specific assumption set. Specifically, that study evaluated the
site using the applicable laws and regulations then-present and assumed that
fundamental changes to the ingress/egress of the site (such as the addition of another
access point to Harbor Blvd) would remain unchanged.

As a result, the study indicated the site could support up to 2,500 units, primarily due to
constraints related to roadway and intersection operations. The report noted that actual
development would depend on site entitlements and future traffic conditions, and that
improvements such as additional access roads, roadway upgrades, or enhanced public
transit could increase capacity while remaining consistent with the study’s findings.

When DGS drafted Government Code section 14670.31, we drafted the requirements of
the planning process — found primarily in subsection (c) — to be housing centric, and to
be consistent with the then-existing goals for the property’s redevelopment: a January
2020 City Council adopted goal of 1,500 units and the 2,500 units identified in DGS’
study. The legislation used “consistent with,” instead of “between” or “not less than, and
not more than” or other limiting language in order to show that the numbers of units
were a reasonable expectation, and not a strict limiter.

Real Estate Services Division, Asset Management Branch | State of California | California Government Operations
Agency 707 Third Street, 5th Floor | West Sacramenfo, CA 95605 | (916) 3746-5000 | www.dgs.ca.gov
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Further, the legislation required that the planning process address “economic feasibility
of future development” (subsection (c)(1)), “maximize interested third-party potential
purchases” (subsection (c)(2)), and have as an explicit intent to “provide certainty for the
community and a potential developer” (subsection (c)(2)). As is clear from these
requirements, the City’s task under the statute is to advance the land use process such
that the Specific Plan is reasonably certain to be financially viable to implement.

DGS understands that, during the extensive and community-involved planning process,
the probable costs to redevelop the property in keeping with statutory intent and
requirements necessitates a higher number of units than was seen as likely possible in
2022 when Section 14670.31 was enacted. DGS affirms this to be in keeping with the
statute’s original intent when we wrote it.

Sincerely,
: Digitally signed by
Da n ' Dan Millsap
. - Date: 2026.07.02
Millsap 16:36:28 -07'00"
Dan Millsap

Deputy Director
Real Estate Services Division

Excellence in the Business of Government
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ATTACHMENT 2

MEMORANDUM

Date: DRAFT July 19, 2024, Revised 9/5/25

To: Phayvanh Nanthavongdouangsy, Principal Planner
City of Costa Mesa, Development Services Department

From: Karen Gulley, Managing Principal
Suzanne Schwab, Associate Principal
Steve Gunnells, Chief Economist

Subject: FDCSP, Financial Feasibility Overview for Land Use Plans Concepts

Summary

The consulting team, in collaboration with city staff and the community, prepared three conceptual
plans for the potential redevelopment of the Fairview Developmental Center. The three concepts have
been reviewed from a variety of perspectives, including infrastructure requirements and traffic, and
have been vetted through substantive public engagement. The evaluations from these other perspec-
tives are reported elsewhere. This memorandum has a singular perspective: it is intended to identify
what is and is not financially feasible to be developed.

The state currently intends to turn most of the site over to a master developer for no or a relatively low
cost with the stipulation that the developer will provide certain public benefits. These benefits include
demolishing existing buildings, providing ready-to-building sites for the CA Department of Develop-
mental Services (DDS) to construct housing to serve the needs of its clients, and include a significant
amount of affordable housing in the redevelopment of the site. This report evaluates the three con-
cepts to determine whether or not a developer should be able to afford to redevelop the site and pro-
vide the public benefits the state is looking for and the benefits that the city and community may ex-
pect.

The financial feasibility analysis represents a planning level estimation of the financial risk and re-
wards that a master developer would face undertaking development of the Fairview Developmental
Center. It is based on industry standards, but the selected master developer will have their own
business model and approach to financial feasibility.

PlaceWorks | 3 MacArthur Place, Santa Ana CA 92707 | 714.966.9220 | placeworks.com
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Memo To: Phayvanh Nanthavongdouangsy, Principal Planner
FDCSP, Financial Feasibility Overview for Land Use Concept Plans
DRAFT July 19, 2024, Revised 9/5/25 » Page 2

Concept 1, Fairview Promenade

This plan would achieve the housing element target, providing 2,300 total housing units, of which
920 units would be restricted to low- and very low-income households (these units would include
housing built by DDS and housing built by affordable housing developers) and another 690 units
would be restricted to moderate income households (these units would include housing built for DDS
and housing built by the master developer). This concept would also provide 14.1 acres of open
space. In addition to the housing restricted to income-qualified households, this concept would pro-
vide 690 market-rate housing units (units without income or price/lease rate restrictions).

The analysis finds that this concept is not currently financially feasible at an industry standard IRR of
15 percent: it would cost more to develop than the master developer would earn from the market rate
housing. As proposed, this concept would require an additional $233 million in funding from an out-
side source to be considered financially feasible. Options that could be explored to potentially make

this concept financially feasible (in the absence of a $233 million gift) would be a preferred plan that:

+ Reduces the number of affordable units and increases the number of market rate units, while
maintaining a total unit count of 2,300 dwelling units (this is similar to Concept 2, although
Concept 2 also increases the total number of housing units).

+ Increases the number of market rate units and maintains the same number of affordable
units, while building more than 2,300 dwelling units (this is, in essence, Concept 3).

+ The City could explore other options to maintain the unit count and further subsidize the pro-
ject. These options could include potential grants or bond financing.

Concept 2, Fairview Fields

This concept results in fewer affordable dwelling units than the other two concepts provide, and it ac-
commodates a larger number of market-rate units than are provided in Concept 1. It also increases
the amount of open space to 18 acres. With more open space and more overall units (3,450 total
housing units), the housing becomes taller and denser, resulting in the need for parking structures for
most of the housing, other than the DDS housing.

The analysis finds that this concept should be very close to financially feasible. It would generate an
IRR of 14.27 percent, just shy of the industry standard 15 percent. It is conceivable that a developer
could pursue this concept plan with minor adjustments that would make it financially feasible. As an-
alyzed, this concept would require additional funding of $5.02 million to be financially feasible.
Structured parking does not factor into the concept plan’s area for DDS housing, which is anticipated
to be at a medium density that can be accommodated with surface parking.

Although Concept 2 would be financially feasible for the master developer, it is not certain that afford-
able developers would be able to fund parking structures. The likelihood of all the planned affordable
housing being developed will depend on the availability of funding and the requirements of funding
agencies and organizations at the time individual affordable housing projects move forward. If funding
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is available, it will likely take longer to secure all necessary funding for affordable housing projects
that require parking structures.

If there is a desire for the preferred plan to resemble Concept 2, the city may want to consider the fol-
lowing:

+ As presented, Concept 2 would not need some additional funding or some minor plan
changes. However, it would not generate additional income, as does Concept 3. This leaves
no wiggle room for the master developer if economic and market conditions change signifi-
cantly over the 10 to 15 years it might take to fully develop this concept plan.

+ Because affordable developers will have to obtain funding for parking structures as well as
funding for building construction, it will likely take longer for all the affordable housing to be
built. Furthermore, it is possible that the affordable developers will not be able to fund the
parking structures, in which case they might build fewer affordable units at a lower density.

Concept 3, Fairview Commons

Concept 3 provides the largest number of housing units, 4,000, with the same number of affordable
units as Concept 1 (i.e., the Housing Element target for the site). In part, Concept 3 accommodates
the larger number of units by providing less open space, 7.9 acres.

The analysis finds that this concept is financially feasible. It would generate a sufficient return that
would pay for the cost of the structured parking that is needed to accommodate the low- and very
low-income affordable housing. Typically, a master developer will expect at least a 15 percent inter-
nal rate of return (IRR), an industry standard. Concept 3 would generate $26.7 million above the 15
percent return, and this amount could be used for additional public benefits. Any amount above a 15
percent IRR is referred to as residual land value. It also represents a cushion for the master developer
if economic and market conditions change over the 18 years it could take to build this concept.

If there is a desire for the preferred plan to resemble Concept 3, there are several considerations:

+ The percentage of affordable units could be increased (keeping the same unit count) and the
cost could be off-set using the residual land value; or

+ The number of market rate units could be reduced while keeping the same number of afforda-
ble units; or

+ The residual land value, or a portion of it, could be used to pay for some of the cost of con-
structing affordable housing (which could quicken the pace at which affordable housing gets
built), and/or used to support other community benefits/amenities; or

+ Some residual land value could remain to provide the ability for the master developer to re-
spond to changing economic and market conditions.
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The Preferred Plan
The financial feasibility analysis suggests several considerations for the preferred plan:

+ There will need to be a sufficient number of market rate units to generate the project income
needed to pay for demolition, infrastructure, open space, and ready to build sites for DDS
housing and affordable housing.

+ In deciding on the land use mix for the preferred plan, there will need to be a balance among
the number of affordable units, the number of market rate units, and the amount of open
space.

+ If there is a desire to increase the likelihood and shorten the time frame for developing afford-
able housing, a sufficient number of market rate units are needed to help pay the cost of
structured parking.

+ Planning for some residual land value will help ensure that the overall project remains feasi-
ble if economic and market conditions change during the 18-year period it could take to fully
build out the project.

Comments

1. INTRODUCTION

This memo provides an overview of the financial feasibility analysis of the three land use concepts for
the Fairview Developmental Center Specific Plan. The purpose of this report is to highlight what is
and is not feasible and to identify key takeaways.

The state intends to dispose of the site by turning the property over to a master developer, excluding
certain portions that will be retained by the state. The master developer would demolish the existing
buildings, remediate any contamination, and construct the necessary infrastructure to support the ul-
timate buildout allowable under the specific plan.

A sizeable number of the new housing units constructed would be restricted to households qualified
as lower income. The master developer might develop this affordable housing, but they are more
likely to turn the prepared land over to an affordable housing developer. Another sizeable number of
housing units would be constructed separately for and under contract to the state’s Department of De-
velopmental Services (DDS). However, the master developer would prepare the sites for the DDS
housing. The remainder of the housing units would be constructed by the master developer and
rented or sold at market rates. The intent is that the specific plan would allow the number of market
rate housing units that would generate sufficient profit to compensate for the demolition, the site
preparation, and the infrastructure that will support the affordable housing units and the DDS housing
units.
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The cost estimates indicate that building demolition and abatement alone could cost nearly $30 mil-
lion. Depending on the concept plan, major infrastructure could cost over $50 million.

The assessment of financial feasibility is prepared and analyzed from the perspective of a potential
master developer: do the concepts provide for a sufficient number of market rate housing units to off-
set the costs to support the affordable housing, the DDS housing, and other amenities, such as parks
and recreation facilities?

2. RETURN ON INVESTMENT EVALUATION

For a common development process, a developer will obtain a construction loan for about 60 percent
of the cost of development. As housing units are sold or leased and the project begins generating in-
come, the developer is obligated to repay the construction loan on a set schedule.

The developer must supply the other 40 percent of the funding to pay for the project, and this
amount is referred to as the equity investment. Evaluating the financial feasibility of a potential devel-
opment project means estimating the expected rate of return that the developer will earn on the equity
investment.

For the equity investment, the developer will typically bring in outside investors—wealthy individuals,
real estate investment trusts, and other investment funds—for a majority of the investment. The de-
veloper has to convince these outside investors that they will develop a project that can generate a
competitive rate of return. Generally, an internal rate of return (IRR) of 15 percent is considered to be
threshold at which outside investors will be interested in investing in a development project. It is
worth noting again that this rate of return is based on the equity investment, not the entire cost of de-
velopment (the other 60 percent of the cost of development earns the construction loan interest rate,
currently about 10 percent).

In evaluating the three land use concepts, this analysis estimates whether or not the market rate de-
velopment would generate a 15 percent IRR for the equity investment needed for the project. This
rate is an industry standard and is considered the minimum return to entice outside investors to in-
vest equity in a development project.

3. DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM

The features and components of the three concept plans are described in other planning documents.
Table 1 below compares aspects of each concept relevant to the financial feasibility evaluation. A de-
tailed description of the planning areas in each concept is provided in Table 7, Table 8, and Table 9
in the appendix at the end of this report.

Table 1: Comparison of Development Characteristics for Three Concept Plans

Concept 1 Concept 2 Concept 3
Project area (acres) 114.7 115.9 115.9
- open space area (acres)* 14.1 18.0 79

346



Memo To: Phayvanh Nanthavongdouangsy, Principal Planner
FDCSP, Financial Feasibility Overview for Land Use Concept Plans
DRAFT July 19, 2024, Revised 9/5/25 « Page 6

Total number of housing units 2,300 3,450 4,000
- Master developer housing units? 996 2,166 2,696
- Affordable developer housing units® 821 801 821
- DDS housing units* 483 483 483
Housing for low- & very low-income households 920 900 920
Housing for moderate-income households 690 325 690
Market rate housing 690 2,225 2,390
Residential planning areas density (du/net acre)

- master developer planning areas 40 100 91

- affordable housing developer areas 63 74 114
- DDS housing areas® 31 31 21

Source: PlaceWorks, 2025.

Notes to Table 1:

1. The number of acres in open space planning areas is included in the total number of acres in the project.

2. The number of housing units constructed by the master developer includes some of the housing units that would be reserved for
moderate-income households.

3. The housing constructed by affordable housing developer would include housing reserved for low- and very-low-income housing,
senior housing, and permanent supportive housing.

4. Three of the DDS housing units are for DDS’ complex needs clients. About 20 percent of the remaining DDS housing units will pro-
vide housing for DDS clients (who qualify as low- and very-low-income households, and 80 percent will provide housing for mod-
erate-income households.

5. The data for DDS planning area densities exclude the complex needs housing.

4. PHASING

The financial feasibility analysis assumes a phasing schedule for each concept representative of a typ-

ical large-scale development. The first phase includes entitlement, demolition and abatement for the
existing Developmental Center, the roads and trunkline infrastructure for the overall project, and the

fi
S
S

rst phase of building construction. Each phase includes the costs to the master developer for con-
tructing market rate housing as well as the costs to prepare the site for each planning area that will
upport affordable housing and DDS housing. The phasing assumes that sales or lease-up begin at

the completion of construction. Table 2 summarizes the phasing for each concept.

Table 2: Phasing Duration and Number of Housing Units for 3 Concept Plans

Concept 1 Concept 2 Concept 3
Phase 1
- Duration (months) 56 64 58
- Number of housing units 513 867 354
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Phase 2

- Duration (months) 32 40 34
- Number of housing units 370 805 238
Phase 3

- Duration (months) 40 40 50
- Number of housing units 963 883 841
Phase 4

- Duration (months) 30 40 38
- Number of housing units 454 654 401
Phase 5

- Duration (months) 32 40
- Number of housing units 241 547
Phase 6

- Duration (months) 34
- Number of housing units 315
Total project duration 10 years 14 years, 8 months 18 years, 1 month
Total project housing units 2,300 3,450 4,000

Source: PlaceWorks, 2025.

5. DEVELOPMENT COSTS

The development costs included in the analysis include the project area-wide costs for demolition and
abatement, the roads and trunkline infrastructure, the development of the open space planning areas,
and grading and infrastructure stubs for each planning area. The costs were estimated by Developers
Research, Inc., and details are included in Table 10, Table 11, and Table 12 in the appendix at the
end of this report. The development costs also include the construction of the market rate buildings.
The costs were estimated by PlaceWorks based on our experience, data from Craftsman National
Construction Cost Manual, and interviews with developers. The planning area costs in Table 3 in-
cludes an allowance for a potential future public safety impact fee to offset the capital cost for ex-
panding public safety facilities and services to serve the new residents in the plan area.

The total site development and construction costs for each planning area in each of the concepts are
provided in Table 13 in the appendix. The cost to construct buildings (including landscaping and
parking) for the affordable housing will be the responsibility of the affordable housing developers. In
addition, the feasibility analysis is based on the assumption that DDS will secure a developer to build
the DDS housing as part of a large multifamily housing project that provides moderate-income hous-
ing. These costs for affordable housing and DDS do not factor into the evaluation of the financial fea-
sibility for the master developer.
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Table 3: Master Developer Total Development Cost for Three Concept Plans

Concept 1 Concept 2 Concept 3
Total planning area development cost 434,300,000 766,100,000 1,046,400,000
Project-wide site development costs 130,300,000 174,600,000 148,500,000
Offsite improvement costs 13,420,000 18,400,000 18,400,000
Total project development cost 578,100,000 959,100,000 1,213,000,000

Totals may differ from sum of column data due to rounding.

The costs estimated in Table 3 reflect costs in current dollars. However, over the ten or more years
that the project can be expected to buildout, costs will likely rise. The analysis adjusts the costs based
on the year that each phase of development is assumed to begin, as described in the cost and in-
come escalation section.

The financial feasibility analysis begins with an assumption that the state will provide the land to a
master developer at no cost, in exchange for the master developer making ready-to-build parcels
available to the state for DDS housing and to affordable developers to build and operate affordable
housing.

6. PROJECT INCOME

The three concepts provide a mix of for-sale and for-rent housing. With for-sale housing, the net pro-
ceeds from the sale of each new dwelling (assuming a 5 percent cost for market, brokerage, legal,
and related services) are used to retire the construction loan. Once the construction loan is paid off,
any additional net sales proceeds are returned to the developer.

For-rent housing is more complicated. Once the housing product is completed in a typical for-rent de-
velopment, the developer takes out a permanent loan to repay the construction loan. The net rents
(assuming a 35 percent allowance for vacancies and operations) are used to make debt service pay-
ments on the permanent loan. Although some developers might build and hold a for-rent building for
the long-term, the more common practice is that the developer owns and operates the for-rent build-
ing for five years after stabilized operations. At this point, the biggest tax value from depreciation has
been utilized, and the developer will typically sell the for-rent building. The net proceeds from the sale
are used to repay the outstanding principal from the permanent loan, and the remaining funds are
returned to the developer. However, in a project of this size, it is more likely that the master developer
would sell the for-rent housing project once it has reached stabilized occupancy. This would provide
fresh equity for the master developer to use in the next phase of construction. This analysis uses this
latter approach, which produces a more conservative assessment of feasibility because it is slightly
less lucrative than holding the project for five years before selling.

The estimated sales value for the for-sale housing is based on an analysis of sales data for newly con-
structed townhouse and condominium sales in Costa Mesa, Irvine, and Newport Beach over the past
two years. The estimated rents are based on PlaceWorks' assessment of asking rents in newer
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apartments and townhouses. Both sales values and rents are escalated over time to the year in which
each the sales/lease-ups begin for each phase, as described in the cost and income escalation section
below. Table 4 provides the estimated average sales values and estimated average monthly rents for
the product types that each concept plan expects the master developer to build. Income generated by
the affordable housing units and the DDS housing would flow to those developers instead of the mas-
ter developer. However, the rents and sales values in Table 4 represent an average for the master de-
veloper-constructed housing across market-rate units and moderate-income housing.

Table 4: Estimated Average Sales Values and Rents by Housing Type
Average Estimated Average Estimated

Housing Type

Sales Value Monthly Rent
3-story MF, tuck-under parking 3,150
A-story wrap 3,320
5-story wrap 813,000 3,220
Podium 5/2 838,150 3,390
Townhomes 1,068,000 5,230

Source: PlaceWorks, 2025.

7. COST AND INCOME ESCALATION

The financial feasibility analysis assumes that the development costs are covered by a single con-
struction loan for each phase, with drawdowns and equity investment occurring on a monthly basis
over the entirety of the construction portion of each phase. Lending rates are expected to decline over
the next two years. The analysis assumes that the master developer would be able to access con-
struction financing at a rate of 3.75 percentage points above the secured overnight funds rate
(SOFR), with a loan fee of 1.00 percent. The analysis uses the forward projection of SOFR from Chat-
ham Financial (https://chathamdirect.com/rates). Similarly, the analysis assumes that the permanent
loan would be available at a rate of 2.23 percentage points above SOFR, with a debt service coverage
ratio of 1.43 (i.e., the maximum loan payment would be the rental products net operating income
divided by 1.43). The resulting financing rates are presented in Table 5.

Table 5: Projected Financing Rates
Construction Permanent

Year SOFR Loan Rate Loan Rate
2024 5.29% 9.039% 7.519%
2025 3.90% 7.652% 6.132%
2026 3.46% 1.211% 5.691%
2027 3.39% 7.136% 5.616%
2028 3.41% 7.163% 5.643%
2029 3.48% 7.229% 5.709%
2030 3.54% 7.295% 5.775%
2031 3.60% 7.350% 5.830%
2032 3.65% 7.403% 5.883%
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2033 3.71% 7.457% 5.937%
2034 3.76% 7.511% 5.991%
2035 3.76% 7.511% 5.991%
2036 3.76% 7.511% 5.991%
2037 3.76% 7.511% 5.991%
2038 3.76% 7.511% 5.991%
2039 3.76% 7.511% 5.991%
2040 3.76% 7.511% 5.991%
2041 3.76% 7.511% 5.991%
2042 3.76% 7.511% 5.991%
2043 3.76% 7.511% 5.991%
2044 3.76% 7.511% 5.991%
2045 3.76% 7.511% 5.991%

Source: SOFR projections from Chatham Financial, 2024; Construction loan
and permanent loan rates from PlaceWorks, 2024, based on SOFR.

The analysis escalates the construction costs at an assumed rate of 3.0 percent per year, which ap-
proximates a linear 21-year forward projection of the California Construction Cost Index annual data
from July 1999 to July 2024. The analysis escalates rents at an assumed rate of 4.0 percent per
year, which approximates a linear 21 year forward projection of the rent for a primary residence com-
ponent of the consumer price index for all urban consumers for the Los Angeles-Long Beach-Anaheim
metropolitan area data for June 1999 to June 2024. Finally, the analysis escalates the housing sales
values at a rate of 5.0 percent per year, which approximates a linear 21-year projection of the Federal
Reserve-reported S&P CorelLogic Case-Shiller U.S. National Home Price Index data from April 1999
to April 2024.

8. PROJECTED CASH FLOW

The financial feasibility analysis projects the master developer’s cash flow on a monthly basis through
the period in which the last home or rental building is sold. Cash outflow represents costs for con-
struction, costs to repay construction loans, and debt services on permanent loans and taxes. Cash
inflow represents drawdowns of the construction loan, net operating income before debt service and
taxes, net sales proceeds from for-sale housing, and net sale proceeds from rental buildings after five
years of stabilized occupancy. Negative cash flow in any month represents the equity investment by
the developer. Positive cash flow in any month represents cash returned to the developer.

This cash flow is then consolidated on an annual basis. The IRR is calculated on the annual cash
flow. The annual cash flow and resulting IRR for each concept are provided in Table 14, Table 15,
and Table 16 in the appendix at the end of this document. The total cash flow and IRR are provided
in Table 6.

Table 6: Total Cash Flow and Annual IRR for Three Concept Plans.
Concept 1 Concept 2 Concept 3
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Total Cash Inflow 810,300,000 2,148,000,000 2,910,000,000
Total Cash Outflow -962,700,000 -1,779,000,000 -2,200,000,000
Total Net Cash Flow -152,360,000 369,100,000 670,000,000
Annual Internal Rate of Return (IRR) -20.0% 14.6% 16.7%
Feasibility Surplus/(Gap) (233 million) ($5.02 million) $26.7 million

Note: The total cash inflow and outflow is a simple sum of the monthly estimates. The data are not discounted and thus do not reflect the time
value of money. However, the IRR does account for the timing of inflows versus outflows. Totals may differ from sum of column data due to
rounding.

Findings and Recommendations

9. BASIC FINANCIAL FEASIBILITY FINDINGS

The analysis finds that Concept 1 is not financially feasible. As currently conceptualized, this concept
would cost more to develop than it would generate in income. This concept would need additional
funding of $233 million to be feasible, at a 15.0 percent IRR. Another option would be to increase
the number of market rate units.

The analysis finds that Concept 2 is close to financially feasible, with a 14.57 percent IRR. While mi-
nor adjustments would make this concept financially feasible, there is the possibility that affordable
housing developers would not be able to fund parking structures and, thus, may build fewer afforda-
ble housing units.

Finally, the analysis finds that Concept 3 is financially feasible, with an IRR of 16.75 percent. This
intensity of development would be lucrative, and the residual land value is $26.7 million, while still
supporting the cost of parking structures for affordable housing.

9A. Feasibility Implications for Concept 2

Concept 2 is close to financially feasible. However, it provides less affordable housing than the Hous-
ing Element planned for the project site (shortfall of 20 low and 365 moderate units). In addition, the
need to obtain an additional $41 million for parking structures could slow the development of afforda-
ble housing or result in even fewer units being constructed.

9B. Feasibility Implications of Concept 3

Concept 3 has the largest number of housing units and the most intensity of development, with the
least amount of open space. It is also the most financially feasible. With an IRR reduced to the
threshold of 15 percent, this concept would generate a residual land value of $26.7 million while still
paying for the cost of parking structures for the affordable housing.

With the higher residual land value with this concept, the question arises as to whether the number
of housing units that would be affordable housing could be increased so that the percentage of afford-
able housing in Concept 3 is the same as the percentage in Concept 1 (40 percent Low and Very
Low, 30 percent Moderate). Doing so results in a development that is infeasible, in which the cost of
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development exceeds the total income it would generate. This approach defeats the purpose of in-
creasing the density—to allow enough market rate housing to offset the cost to prepare the land for
the development of affordable housing and housing to serve DDS clients. However, an option that in-
creases the number of affordable units beyond Concept 1 could still be potentially feasible. The
higher residual land value also raises the question of reducing the number of market rate units to pro-
vide more open space.

10. FEASIBILITY IMPLICATIONS FOR THE PREFERRED LAND USE PLAN

Financial feasibility for a master developer is a prerequisite for the preferred land use plan, but it is
only one of many factors to consider in defining a preferred land use plan. This analysis indicates that
the overall number of housing units should be somewhere between 3,450 and 4,000 in the absence
of additional state assistance or subsidy.

The more lucrative the preferred land use plan is (i.e., the higher the expected rate of return) the
more likely it is that the development will generate a residual land value which could be used to fund
community benefits. One important benefit would be to defray the cost of the parking structures re-
quired for the affordable housing. Affordable housing developers may or may not be able to secure
funding to construct structured parking in addition to the funding needed to construct the housing
units as discussed above. It would likely require additional time and competitive bidding process to
acquire the extra funding. Faced with this funding squeeze, affordable developers might be forced to
build less dense affordable housing, which could be served with surface parking. Lastly, there is a
similar relationship with open space. The more open space the preferred land use plan provides, the
higher the net density must be for the housing, which in turn means more structured parking.
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Appendix

The remainder of this report provides tables with data referenced in the report.
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Table 7: Development Characteristics for Concept 1

Plan Area Plan Area Plan Area Plan Area Plan Area Plan Area Plan Area Plan Area Plan Area Plan Area Plan Area Plan Area Plan Area Plan Area Plan Area
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15

Land Area

Acres 5.0 3.3 5.0 2.9 4.1 2.4 2.6 3.9 4.1 7.0 2.6 2.6 49 3.1 5.0
N 3-story MF, 3-story MF, State Complex 3-story MF, 3-story MF, Mixed-use po- 3-story MF, 3-story MF, 3-story MF,

Building type surface surface surface surface . tuck-under ~ 4-storywrap  4-storywrap  4-storywrap  tuck-under tuck-under Townhomes ~ Townhomes Townhomes

parked parked Needs parked parked dium (PSH) parking parking parking

Tenure Rental Rental Rental Rental Rental Rental Rental Rental Rental Rental Rental Rental Rental Ownership Ownership

Residential stories 3 3 3 3 3 4 3 4 4 4 3 3 3 3 3

Number of units 157 103 3 91 129 104 82 309 325 562 85 85 100 63 102

Average unit size 900 900 900 900 900 500 900 900 900 900 900 900 1,500 1,500 1,500

Residential NFA sq. ft. 141,300 92,700 2,700 81,900 116,100 52,000 74,238 278,393 292,669 506,136 76,149 76,149 149,492 94,576 152,542

Residential GFA sq. ft. 162,495 106,605 3,105 94,185 133,515 59,800 85,374 320,152 336,570 582,056 87,572 87,572 149,492 94,576 152,542

Commercial GFA sq. ft. 0 0 0 0 0 25,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Commercial NFA sq. ft. 0 0 0 0 0 20,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total NFA sq. ft. 141,300 92,700 2,700 81,900 116,100 72,000 74,238 278,393 292,669 506,136 76,149 76,149 149,492 94,576 152,542

Total GFA sq. ft. 162,495 106,605 3,105 94,185 133,515 84,800 85,374 320,152 336,570 582,056 87,572 87,572 149,492 94,576 152,542

Percentage

Studios 50.0% 1.4% 1.4% 1.4%

1-BR 40.6% 40.6% 40.6% 40.6% 50.0% 50.0% 50.0% 50.0% 46.0% 36.9% 36.9%

2-BR 47.3% 47.3% 47.3% 47.3% 25.0% 25.0% 25.0% 43.5% 43.5% 43.5% 20.0% 15.0% 15.0%

3-BR 12.2% 12.2% 12.2% 12.2% 25.0% 25.0% 25.0% 9.1% 13.6% 13.6% 80.0% 80.0% 80.0%

4-BR 0.0% 4.5% 4.5% 0.0% 5.0% 5.0%

Unit Count

Studios 0 0 0 0 0 52 0 0 0 8 1 1 0 0 0

1-BR 64 42 0 37 52 52 40 155 163 258 31 31 0 0

2-BR 74 49 0 43 61 0 21 77 81 245 37 37 20 9 15

3-BR 19 13 0 11 16 0 21 77 81 51 12 12 80 50 81

4-BR 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4 0 3 5

Total* 157 104 0 91 129 104 82 309 325 562 85 85 100 62 101

(continued on next page)
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Table 7 Continued

Open Open Open Open Right-of-
Space Area Space Area Space Area Space Area %V
ay
1 2 3 4
Acres 1.6 3.5 4.5 1.7 29.9

Source: PlaceWorks, 2025.

*Total number of units by unit mix (number of bedrooms) may vary slightly from the total unit count by planning area due to rounding.
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Table 8: Development Characteristics for Concept 2

Plan Area Plan Area Plan Area Plan Area Plan Area  Plan Area Plan Area Plan Area  Plan Area Plan Area Plan Area Plan Area Plan Area Plan Area Plan Area  Plan Area  Plan Area
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17

Land Area
Acres 5.0 5.0 44 5.6 2.5 2.5 2.9 2.5 2.8 2.9 2.5 2.5 2.5 2.0 2.0 2.2 2.6

Product Type

3-story MF, State Corn- 3-story MF,  3-story MF,  3-story MF, Mixed-use

Building type surface surface surface surface podium 5-storywrap  5-storywrap  5-storywrap  5-storywrap  5-storywrap  5-storywrap  Podium5/2  Podium5/2  Podium5/2  Podium 5/2  5-story wrap
parked plex Needs parked parked parked (PSH)

Tenure Rental Rental Rental Rental Rental Rental Rental Ownership Ownership Rental Rental Rental Rental Rental Rental Rental Rental
Residential stories 3 3 3 3 3 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5
Number of units 147 128 3 205 201 200 200 231 258 200 234 234 286 219 219 241 244
Average unit size 900 900 900 900 900 500 900 900 900 900 900 900 900 900 900 900 900
Residential NFA sq. ft. 132,300 115,200 2,700 184,500 180,900 100,000 180,000 207,900 232,200 180,000 210,600 210,600 257,400 197,100 197,100 216,900 219,600
Residential GFA sq. ft. 152,145 132,480 3,105 212,175 208,035 115,000 207,000 239,085 267,030 207,000 242,190 242,190 296,010 226,665 226,665 249,435 252,540
Commercial GFA sq. ft. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 25,000 0 0 0
Commercial NFA sq. ft. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 20,000 0 0 0
Total NFA sg. ft. 132,300 115,200 2,700 184,500 180,900 100,000 180,000 207,900 232,200 180,000 210,600 210,600 257,400 217,100 197,100 216,900 219,600
Total GFA sq. ft. 152,145 3,105 132,480 212,175 208,035 115,000 207,000 239,085 267,030 207,000 242,190 242,190 296,010 251,665 226,665 249,435 252,540
Percentage
Studios 50.0% 1.4% 1.4% 1.4% 1.4% 1.4% 1.4% 1.4% 1.4% 1.3%
1-BR 40.6% 40.6% 40.6% 90.0% 50.0% 50.0% 36.9% 36.9% 50.0% 46.0% 46.0% 46.0% 46.0% 46.0% 46.0% 37.6%
2-BR 47.3% 47.3% 47.3% 10.0% 25.0% 43.5% 43.5% 25.0% 43.5% 43.5% 43.5% 43.5% 43.5% 43.5% 47.3%
3-BR 12.2% 12.2% 12.2% 25.0% 13.6% 13.6% 25.0% 9.1% 9.1% 9.1% 9.1% 9.1% 9.1% 12.2%
4-BR 4.5% 4.5% 1.6%
Unit Count
Studios 0 0 0 0 0 100 0 3 4 0 3 3 4 3 3 3 3
1-BR 60 0 1 83 181 100 100 85 95 100 108 108 131 101 101 111 92
2-BR 69 0 | 97 20 0 50 101 112 50 102 102 124 95 95 105 115
3-BR 18 0 0 25 50 32 35 50 21 21 26 20 20 22 30
4-BR 0 0 0 0 0 11 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 4
Total* 0 0 100 0 3 4 0 3

(continued on next page)
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Table 8 Continued

Open Open Open Open Right-of-
Space Area Space Area Space Area Space Area %V
ay
1 2 3 4
Acres 1.0 1.0 2.5 13.5 30.5

Source: PlaceWorks, 2025.

*Total number of units by unit mix (number of bedrooms) may vary slightly from the total unit count by planning area due to rounding.
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Table 9: Development Characteristics for Concept 3

Plan Area Plan Area Plan Area Plan Area

Plan Areal Plan Area2 Plan Area3 Plan Area4 Plan Area5 Plan Area 6 Plan Area7 Plan Area 8 Plan Area 9 10 11 12 13

Land Area
Acres 5.0 9.2 8.5 7.7 2.5 2.5 2.6 2.2 2.2 40 5.5 3.3 43

Product Type

3-story MF, 3-story MF, 3-story MF, Podium 5/2 Podium 5/2 Mixed-use po-  5-story wrap Podium 5/2 Podium 5/2 5-story wrap 5-story wrap 5-story wrap Townhomes

Buiding type surface parked  surface parked  surface parked dium (PSH)

Tenure Rental Rental Rental Ownership Rental Rental Rental Rental Rental Rental Rental Rental Ownership
Residential stories 3 3 3 5 5 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 3
Number of units 141 121 221 841 380 106 260 238 335 401 547 315 9
Average unit size 900 900 900 900 900 500 900 900 900 900 900 900 1500
Residential NFA sq. ft. 126,504 108,900 198,900 756,900 342,000 53,000 234,000 214,200 301,500 360,900 492,300 283,500 141,000
Residential GFA sq. ft. 145,480 125,235 228,735 870,435 393,300 60,950 269,100 246,330 346,725 415,035 566,145 326,025 141,000
Commercial GFA sq. ft. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 35,000 0
Commercial NFA sq. ft. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 28,000 0
Total NFA sq. ft. 126,504 108,900 198,900 756,900 342,000 53,000 234,000 214,200 301,500 360,900 492,300 311,500 141,000
Total GFA sq. ft. 145,430 125,235 228,735 870,435 393,300 60,950 269,100 246,330 346,725 415,035 566,145 361,025 141,000
Percentage

Studios 1.3% 1.3% 1.4% 1.3% 1.3% 1.3%

1-BR 40.6% 40.6% 40.6% 37.6% 50.0% 37.6% 46.0% 50.0% 37.6% 37.6% 37.6%

2-BR 47.3% 47.3% 47.3% 47.3% 25.0% 47.3% 43.5% 25.0% 47.3% 47.3% 47.3% 15.0%
3-BR 12.2% 12.2% 12.2% 12.2% 25.0% 12.2% 9.1% 25.0% 12.2% 12.2% 12.2% 80.0%
4-BR 1.6% 1.6% 1.6% 1.6% 1.6% 5.0%
Unit Count

Studios 0 0 0 11 0 53 3 3 0 5 7 4 0
1-BR 57 49 90 316 190 53 98 109 168 151 206 118 0
2-BR 66 57 104 398 95 0 123 104 84 190 259 149 14
3-BR 17 15 27 102 95 0 32 22 84 49 67 38 75
4-BR 0 0 0 14 0 0 4 0 0 7 9 5 5
Total* 140 121 221 841 380 106 260 238 336 402 548 314 94

(continued on next page)
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Table 9 Continued

Open Open .
Space Area  Space Area Right-of-
Way
1 2
Acres 19 30 7

Source: PlaceWorks, 2025.

*Total number of units by unit mix (number of bedrooms) may vary slightly from the total unit count by planning area due to rounding.
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Table 10: Total Finished Lot Costs Including Onsite and Offsite Costs for Concept 1

Townhomes HDR 32 HDR 80 . Townhomes HDR 32 HDR 80
PA 13, 14, DU/AC DU/AC Cg?p”;fggf' gﬁa;eersa?fs pamract - ofact. Total PA 13, 14, DU/AC puAc DR CostPer
15 PA7,11,12 PASg, 9 10 15 PA7,11,12 PAS, 9 10
Cost Summary by Planning Area Cost Summary per Dwelling Unit
Number of Units 260 249 1,200 0 0 0 0 1,709 260 249 1,200 1,709
Dwelling Units per Acre 20.0 31.9 80.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 41.7 20.0 31.9 80.0 417
Buildable Acres 13.0 7.8 15.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 35.8 13.0 7.8 15.0 35.8
Total Project Acreage 13.0 7.8 15.0 2.4 20.3 41.2 0.0 99.7 13.0 7.8 15.0 99.7
Civil Engineering $1,409,328 $997,367 $2,467,698 $136,523 $954,465 $6,270,136 $1,141,980 $13,377,497 $5,420 $4,005 $2,056 $7,828
Soils Engineering $134,415 $90,981 $216,630 $14,280 $112,285 $342,380 $40,000 $950,971 $517 $365 $181 $556
Environmental Processing $63,550 $37,830 $74,250 $11,640 $94,205 $319,820 $0 $601,295 $244 $152 $62 $352
Other Development Consulting $420,960 $355,132 $1,273,398 $6,000 $50,750 $2,649,834 $0 $4,756,074 $1,619 $1,426 $1,061 $2,783
Planning Fees, Deposits, Permits $931,875 $664,242 $1,469,053 $38,941 $321,589 $2,697,529 $943,703 $7,066,932 $3,584 $2,668 $1,224 $4,135
Impact Fees $7,367,573 $6,091,174 $28,981,423 $24,125 $204,056 $414,142 $0 $43,082,493 $28,337 $24,463 $24,151 $25,209
Bonds $181,090 $115,500 $175,756 $10,849 $90,264 $973,753 $180,996 $1,728,208 $696 $464 $146 $1,011
Indirect Contingency (@10%) $1,050,879 $835,223 $3,465,821 $24,236 $182,761 $1,366,759 $230,668 $7,156,347 $4,042 $3,354 $2,888 $4,187
Lot Improvement Indirect Costs $11,559,670 $9,187,450 $38,124,029 $266,593 $2,010,374 $15,034,354 $2,537,347 $78,719,817 $44,460 $36,897 $31,770 $46,062
Site Preparation $1,117,040 $672,320 $1,287,920 $204,000 $1,725,500 $31,657,876 $0 $36,664,656 $4,296 $2,700 $1,073 $21,454
Rough Grading $1,335,305 $801,484 $1,541,890 $222,450 $1,875,676 $3,807,713 $0 $9,584,518 $5,136 $3,219 $1,285 $5,608
Erosion and Dust Control $381,090 $231,234 $434,490 $66,240 $560,280 $1,182,315 $0 $2,855,649 $1,466 $929 $362 $1,671
Retaining Walls $195,000 $117,000 $225,000 $36,000 $304,500 $618,000 $0 $1,495,500 $750 $470 $188 $875
Storm Drain System $2,208,120 $1,370,620 $2,391,600 $264,000 $2,233,000 $7,695,500 $3,317,500 $19,480,340 $8,493 $5,504 $1,993 $11,399
Sanitary Sewer System $769,051 $580,305 $762,830 $10,000 $50,000 $2,489,426 $5,112,300 $9,773,911 $2,958 $2,331 $636 $5,719
Water Distribution System $1,810,126 $1,145,974 $933,555 $10,000 $50,000 $3,011,808 $0 $6,961,462 $6,962 $4,602 $778 $4,073
Street Improvements - Concrete $685,835 $525,423 $475,785 $0 $0 $2,470,100 $0 $4,157,143 $2,638 $2,110 $396 $2,433
Street Improvements - Asphalt $771,989 $465,375 $587,487 $0 $0 $3,146,503 $620,000 $5,591,354 $2,969 $1,869 $490 $3,272
Fencing and Walls $167,500 $165,000 $336,000 $0 $0 $250,500 $0 $919,000 $644 $663 $280 $538
Landscaping $1,279,068 $768,843 $1,869,640 $0 $0 $25,448,614 $0 $29,366,165 $4.919 $3,088 $1,558 $17,183
Common Costs $872,900 $802,250 $1,073,000 $0 $0 $250,000 $0 $2,998,150 $3,357 $3,222 $894 $1,754
Repairs For Bond Release $95,603 $68,830 $68,141 $0 $0 $357,138 $21,700 $611,412 $368 $276 $57 $358
Dry Utilities $2,303,571 $1,790,612 $4,975,243 $0 $0 $8,674,358 $0 $17,743,785 $8,860 $7,191 $4,146 $10,383

(continued on next page)
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Table 10 Continued

Townhomes HDR 32

PA 13, 14, DU/AC HDDUF;A800 C‘S’Tpngfggf' gta;eersa%ss pamract - ofact. Total AT gor{fs HDDUR;A?EDZ HDDUR;AE?)O DR Cost Per
15 PA7,11,12 PAS, 9, 10 15 PA7,11,12 PAS8,9 10
Cost Summary by Planning Area Cost Summary per Dwelling Unit
Reimbursements ($742,810) ($600,229) ($1,928,448) $0 $0 $0 $0 ($3,271,487) ($2,857) ($2,411) ($1,607) ($1,914)
Direct Contingency (@20%) $2,649,878 $1,781,008 $3,006,826 $162,538 $1,359,791 $18,211,970 $1,814,300 $28,986,311 $10,192 $7,153 $2,506 $16,961
Lot Improvement Direct Costs $15,899,265 $10,686,048 $18,040,959 $975,228 $8,158,748 $109,271,821 $10,885,800 $173,917,869 $61,151 $42,916 $15,034 $101,766
Total Lot Improvement Costs $27,458,936 $19,873,498 $56,164,988 $1,241,821 $10,169,122 $124,306,175 $13,423,147 $252,637,686 $105,611 $79,813 $46,804 $147,828

Source: Developer's Research, Inc., 2024.
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Table 11: Total Finished Lot Costs Including Onsite and Offsite Costs for Concept 2

HDR 110 HDR 110 HDR 110
DU/AC PA [I)—|L|J)/§C9(F2A9§ Age-Qualified State Intract Offtract Total DU/AC PA ;u%icglgf?- Age-Qualified DR Cost Per DU/AC PA
13, 14, 15, 12 & 17 PA 5 Superpads Backbone Backbone 13, 14, 15, 12 & 17 PA 5 Lot 13, 14, 15,
16 16 16
Cost Summary by Planning Area Cost Summary per Dwelling Unit
Number of Units 957 1,748 212 0 0 0 2917 957 1,748 212 2,917 957
Dwelling Units per Acre 110.0 93.5 84.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 97.6 110.0 93.5 84.8 97.6 110.0
Buildable Acres 8.7 18.7 2.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 29.9 8.7 18.7 2.5 29.9 8.7
Total Project Acreage 8.7 18.7 2.5 22.5 48.5 0.0 100.9 8.7 18.7 2.5 100.9 8.7
Civil Engineering $1,807,975 $3,416,840 $451,348 $1,053,027 $7,098,209 $1,611,470 $15,438,870 $1,889 $1,955 $2,129 $5,293 $1,807,975
Soils Engineering $146,282 $283,673 $34,977 $123,375 $424,215 $50,000 $1,062,522 $153 $162 $165 $364 $146,282
Environmental Processing $42,945 $91,945 $11,875 $103,875 $353,475 $0 $604,115 $45 $53 $56 $207 $42,945
Other Development Consulting $945,144 $1,757,954 $221,092 $56,250 $4,455,308 $0 $7,435,748 $988 $1,006 $1,043 $2,549 $945,144
Planning Fees, Deposits, Permits $1,093,908 $2,044,238 $270,389 $355,258 $3,781,191 $1,282,042 $8,827,025 $1,143 $1,169 $1,275 $3,026 $1,093,908
Impact Fees $21,847,502 $41,209,880 $4,738,968 $226,170 $487,522 $0 $68,510,042 $22,829 $23,575 $22,354 $23,486 $21,847,502
Bonds $112,163 $224,773 $31,673 $99,835 $1,370,211 $247,094 $2,085,749 $117 $129 $149 $715 $112,163
Indirect Contingency (@10%) $2,599,592 $4,902,930 $576,032 $201,779 $1,797,013 $319,061 $10,396,407 $2,716 $2,805 $2,717 $3,564 $2,599,592
Lot Improvement Indirect Costs $1,807,975 $3,416,840 $451,348 $1,053,027 $7,098,209 $1,611,470 $15,438,870 $1,889 $1,955 $2,129 $5,293 $1,807,975
Site Preparation $749,340 $1,603,940 $217,780 $1,912,500 $32,278,376 $0 $36,761,936 $783 $918 $1,027 $12,603 $749,340
Rough Grading $894,078 $1,921,755 $256,919 $2,079,275 $4,481,993 $0 $9,634,020 $934 $1,099 $1,212 $3,303 $894,078
Erosion and Dust Control $256,113 $542,682 $74,868 $621,000 $1,396,620 $0 $2,891,283 $268 $310 $353 $991 $256,113
Retaining Walls $130,500 $280,500 $37,500 $337,500 $721,500 $0 $1,513,500 $136 $160 $177 $519 $130,500
Storm Drain System $1,471,926 $3,049,704 $395,376 $2,475,000 $9,397,000 $3,317,500 $20,106,506 $1,538 $1,745 $1,865 $6,893 $1,471,926
Sanitary Sewer System $621,679 $1,109,665 $194,689 $50,000 $3,187,817 $7,577,200 $12,741,050 $650 $635 $918 $4,368 $621,679
Water Distribution System $730,514 $1,291,117 $227,947 $50,000 $3,832,827 $0 $6,132,405 $763 $739 $1,075 $2,102 $730,514
Street Improvements - Concrete $383,151 $681,389 $106,466 $0 $3,018,480 $0 $4,189,486 $400 $390 $502 $1,436 $383,151
Street Improvements - Asphalt $468,792 $854,206 $106,978 $0 $5,100,675 $1,460,000 $7,990,651 $490 $489 $505 $2,739 $468,792
Fencing and Walls $0 $0 $0 $0 $694,500 $0 $694,500 $0 $0 $0 $238 $0
Landscaping $907,515 $2,050,305 $257,757 $0 $38,764,278 $0 $41,979,855 $948 $1,173 $1,216 $14,391 $907,515
Common Costs $877,400 $1,537,750 $274,800 $0 $9,750,000 $0 $12,439,950 $917 $880 $1,296 $4,265 $877,400
Repairs For Bond Release $54,723 $98,036 $14,391 $0 $480,372 $51,100 $698,621 $57 $56 $68 $239 $54,723
Dry Utilities $3,966,220 $7,237,470 $886,534 $0 $10,912,925 $0 $23,003,150 $4,144 $4,140 $4,182 $7,886 $3,966,220

(continued on next page)

363



Memo To: Phayvanh Nanthavongdouangsy, Principal Planner
FDCSP, Financial Feasibility Overview for Land Use Concept Plans
DRAFT July 19, 2024, Revised 9/5/25 « Page 23

Table 11 Continued

HDR 110 HDR 110 HDR 110

DU/AC PA g{BnggAg? Age-Qualified State Intract Offtract Total DU/AC PA gU%nglgAg?- Age-Qualified DR Cost Per DU/AC PA

13, 14, 15, PA S Superpads Backbone Backbone 13, 14, 15, PA b Lot 13, 14, 15,

12 & 17 12 & 17
16 16 16
Cost Summary by Planning Area Cost Summary per Dwelling Unit
Reimbursements ($1,537,937) ($2,809,106) ($340,692) $0 $0 $0 ($4,687,736) ($1,607) ($1,607) ($1,607) ($1,607) ($1,537,937)
Direct Contingency (@20%) $1,994,802 $3,889,883 $542,263 $1,505,055 $24,804,672 $2,481,160 $35,217,835 $2,084 $2,225 $2,558 $12,073 $1,994,802
Lot Improvement Direct Costs $11,968,815 $23,339,296 $3,253,575 $9,030,330 $148,828,035 $14,886,960 $211,307,010 $12,507 $13,352 $15,347 $72,440 $11,968,815
Total Lot Improvement Costs $40,564,324 $77,271,528 $9,589,929 $11,249,900 $168,595,179 $18,396,627 $325,667,488 $42,387 $44,206 $45,236 $111,645 $40,564,324
Source: Developer’s Research, Inc., 2024.
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Table 12: Total Finished Lot Costs Including Onsite and Offsite Costs for Concept 3

HDR 95-11 HDR 95-11
DU/%F({? Li55 DU/A85PA 4(? Townhomes State Intract Offtract Total DU/l,)AFé Il:’i55 DU/Ag5PA 4(? Townhomes DR Cost Per DU/I,)A% I1°5A55
9 " 7,8,10,11, PA 13 Superpads Backbone Backbone 9 "17,8,10, 11, PA 13 Lot 9 !
12 12
Cost Summary by Planning Area Cost Summary per Dwelling Unit

Number of Units 727 2,604 9% 0 0 0 3,425 721 2,604 94 3,425 727
Dwelling Units per Acre 155.0 103.3 22.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.3 155.0 103.3 22.1 100.3 155.0
Buildable Acres 4.7 25.2 4.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 34.2 4.7 25.2 4.3 34.2 4.7
Total Project Acreage 4.7 25.2 43 25.2 41.6 0.0 100.9 4.7 25.2 4.3 100.9 4.7
Civil Engineering $1,259,578 $4,909,605 $513,099 $1,172,647 $6,755,669 $1,611,470 $16,222,068 $1,733 $1,885 $5,459 $4,736 $1,259,578
Soils Engineering $96,436 $406,054 $48,058 $137,912 $380,397 $50,000 $1,118,855 $133 $156 $511 $327 $96,436
Environmental Processing $23,022 $123,744 $20,511 $116,150 $322,190 $0 $605,615 $32 $48 $218 $177 $23,022
Other Development Consulting $707,159 $2,577,017 $163,982 $62,925 $3,190,899 $0 $6,701,983 $973 $990 $1,744 $1,957 $707,159
Planning Fees, Deposits, Permits $773,858 $2,956,132 $351,933 $396,110 $3,305,204 $1,282,042 $9,065,279 $1,064 $1,135 $3,744 $2,647 $773,858
Impact Fees $17,568,668 $62,741,307 $2,660,735 $253,009 $417,862 $0 $83,641,580 $24,166 $24,094 $28,306 $24,421 $17,568,668
Bonds $69,672 $307,636 $66,806 $111,445 $1,005,840 $247,094 $1,808,493 $96 $118 $711 $528 $69,672
Indirect Contingency (@10%) $2,049,839 $7,402,149 $382,512 $225,020 $1,537,806 $319,061 $11,916,387 $2,820 $2,843 $4,069 $3,479 $2,049,839
Lot Improvement Indirect Costs $22,548,232 $81,423,643 $4,207,636 $2,475,217 $16,915,865 $3,509,667 $131,080,261 $31,015 $31,269 $44,762 $38,272 $22,548,232
Site Preparation $405,890 $2,159,610 $368,980 $2,139,450 $31,689,326 $0 $36,763,256 $558 $829 $3,925 $10,734 $405,890
Rough Grading $481,980 $2,590,774 $437,790 $2,326,015 $3,841,576 $0 $9,678,136 $663 $995 $4,657 $2,826 $481,980
Erosion and Dust Control $140,327 $731,802 $127,530 $694,692 $1,203,837 $0 $2,898,188 $193 $281 $1,357 $846 $140,327
Retaining Walls $70,350 $378,150 $63,900 $377,550 $623,550 $0 $1,513,500 $97 $145 $680 $442 $70,350
Storm Drain System $842,600 $4,200,412 $750,128 $2,768,700 $8,528,200 $3,317,500 $20,407,540 $1,159 $1,613 $7,980 $5,958 $842,600
Sanitary Sewer System $444,121 $1,585,116 $290,770 $50,000 $3,105,409 $7,577,200 $13,052,616 $611 $609 $3,093 $3,811 $444,121
Water Distribution System $483,761 $1,696,551 $784,280 $50,000 $3,724,447 $0 $6,739,038 $665 $652 $8,343 $1,968 $483,761
Street Improvements - Concrete $274,425 $1,007,412 $263,428 $0 $3,019,985 $0 $4,565,250 $377 $387 $2,802 $1,333 $274,425
Street Improvements - Asphalt $298,879 $1,272,125 $281,078 $0 $5,094,001 $1,460,000 $8,406,082 $411 $489 $2,990 $2,454 $298,879
Fencing and Walls $0 $0 $179,500 $0 $543,500 $0 $723,000 $0 $0 $1,910 $211 $0
Landscaping $587,505 $2,651,247 $468,930 $0 $22,354,824 $0 $26,062,505 $808 $1,018 $4,989 $7,609 $587,505
Common Costs $687,950 $2,224,650 $362,000 $0 $9,750,000 $0 $13,024,600 $946 $854 $3,851 $3,803 $687,950
Repairs For Bond Release $37,903 $145,266 $36,181 $0 $480,289 $51,100 $750,738 $52 $56 $385 $219 $37,903
Dry Utilities $2,900,289 $10,775,115 $837,934 $0 $10,655,888 $0 $25,169,226 $3,989 $4,138 $8,914 $7,349 $2,900,289

(continued on next page)
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Table 12 Continued

HDR 95-110 HDR 95-110
DU/%FC{) L5A55 DU/AC PA 4, Townhomes State Intract Offtract Total Dllj/%% %,355 DU/AC PA 4, Townhomes DR Cost Per Dllj /i% };2\55
9 ' 7,8,10, 11, PA 13 Superpads Backbone Backbone 9 "1 7,8,10, 11, PA 13 Lot 9 '
12 12
Cost Summary by Planning Area Cost Summary per Dwelling Unit
Reimbursements ($1,537,937) ($2,809,106) ($340,692) $0 $0 $0 ($4,687,736) ($1,607) ($1,607) ($1,607) ($1,607) ($1,537,937)
Direct Contingency (@20%) $1,994,802 $3,889,883 $542,263 $1,505,055 $24,804,672 $2,481,160 $35,217,835 $2,084 $2,225 $2,558 $12,073 $1,994,802
Lot Improvement Direct Costs $11,968,815 $23,339,296 $3,253,575 $9,030,330 $148,828,035 $14,886,960 $211,307,010 $12,507 $13,352 $15,347 $72,440 $11,968,815
Total Lot Improvement Costs $40,564,324 $77,271,528 $9,589,929 $11,249,900 $168,595,179 $18,396,627 $325,667,488 $42,387 $44,206 $45,236 $111,645 $40,564,324

Source: Developer’s Research, Inc., 2024.
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Table 13: Master Developer Planning Area Development Costs

Plan Area Plan Area Plan Area Plan Area Plan Area Plan Area Plan Area Plan Area Plan Area Plan Area Plan Area Plan Area Plan Area Plan Area Plan Area Plan Area Plan Area
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17
Construction costs 101400000 13,360,000 13,360,000  38100,000 24100000 38,900,000
Par:;’;fsa"d landscaping 31700000 1363000 1363000 3900000 2470000 3,980,000
Assumed soft costs
o159 19970000 2210000 2210000  6300,000 3990000 6,430,000
T“ii)g::f‘”'"gareas'te 2950000  1938,000 1704000 2410000 1488000 6810000 15320000 16100000 27800000  6980,000 6980000  10800,000 6830000 11,020,000
Total Planning Area
Develoment Cost 2050000 1,938,000 1704000 2410000 1488000 6810000 15320000 16100000 180900000 23900000 23900000 59100000 37400000 60,300,000
Concept 2
Construction costs 12,800,000 47,800,000 13400000 43400000 58300000 44700000 44700000  49.100,000 45,200,000
Par:;:fsa"d'a”dscap'”g 13,660,000 15,140,000 13090000 13090000 15910000  15170,000 12240000 13460000 14,130,000
Assgfs;"ﬂc“‘ts 8500000 9,480,000 8500000 8500000 11130000  8970,000 8540000 9390000  8930,000
Total planning area site
e 2,910,000 2550000 3350000 9640000 1791000 9380000 10,840,000 12100000  9380,000 10980000 10,980,000 12,900,000  9.880,000 9880000 10,870,000 11,450,000
Total Planning Area
Develoment Cost 2,910,000 2550000 3350000 9,640,000 1791000 9380000 75800000 84500000  9380,000 75900000 75900000 98300000 78700000 75300000 82,900,000 79,700,000
Construction costs 171,500,000 21,600,000 21,600,000  48200,000 48500000 19,070,000 74,300,000 101400,000 58400000 36,700,000
Pamfsa"d landscaping 18,800,000 15190,000 13,350,000 23500000 32000000 22500000 3,520,000
Assgf;j;"ﬂc“‘ts 33,000,000 9510,000  9.280,000 14670000 20,000,000 12130000 6,030,000
mi'gg::f”'"g aeasie 980000 4920000 4830000 39100000 17680000 1537000 12100000 11070000 15590000  18660,000 25400000 14660000 10,440,000
Total Planning Area
2510000 4590000 4230000 290,000,000 38200000 22,800,000 84300000 81600000 33,800,000 130,000,000 177,400,000 106800000 56,400,000

Development Cost

Includes Planning Areas’ share of $6.23 million allowance for potential future public safety development impact fee.
%Includes Planning Areas’ share of $9.34 million allowance for potential future public safety development impact fee.

®Includes Planning Areas’ share of $13.54 million allowance for potential future public safety development impact fee.
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Table 14: Annual Cash Flow for Concept 1

Total 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034
Annual Cash Inflow 810,000,000 10,540,000 20,500,000 58,400,000 73,700,000 234,000,000 60,800,000 128,900,000 55,100,000 168,200,000
Annual Cash Outflow -960,000,000  -17,800,000  -60,000,000 -120,000,000 -250,000,000  -43,000,000 -154,000,000  -85,000,000 -240,000,000 0
Net Annual Cash Flow -152,000,000 -7,300,000  -40,000,000  -61,000,000 -174,000,000 190,700,000  -93,000,000 44,400,000 -181,000,000 168,200,000
IRR: -20%
Source: PlaceWorks, 2025.
Table 15: Annual Cash Flow for Concept 2
Total 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036 2037 2038
Annual Cash Inflow 2,150,000,000 13,970,000 27,300,000 82,900,000 75,900,000 202,000,000 207,000,000 122,200,000 281,000,000 132,900,000 198,900,000 324,000,000 57,400,000 24,200,000
Annual Cash Outflow -1,780,000,000 -24,000,000 -82,000,000 -168,000,000 -240,000,000 -134,000,000 -82,000,000 -176,000,000 -84,000,000 -87,000,000 -176,000,000 -104,000,000 -240,000,000 -19,900,000
Net Annual Cash Flow 369,000,000 -10,000,000 -54,000,000 -85,000,000 -163,000,000 68,200,000 124,900,000 -53,000,000 197,200,000 46,000,000 23,300,000 220,000,000 -179,000,000 4,260,000
2039 2040 2041
Annual Cash Inflow 244,000,000 24,200,000 129,000,000
Annual Cash Outflow -54,000,000 -112,000,000 0
Net Annual Cash Flow 189,900,000  -88,000,000 129,000,000
IRR: 14.57%
Source: PlaceWorks, 2025.
Table 16: Annual Cash Flow for Concept 3
Total 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036 2037 2038
Annual Cash Inflow 2,910,000,000 12,260,000 23,500,000 68,700,000 79,400,000 228,000,000 33,200,000 40,300,000 190,800,000 270,000,000 481,000,000 558,000,000 52,400,000 56,200,000
Annual Cash Outflow -2,200,000,000 -21,000,000 -70,000,000 -141,000,000 -220,000,000 -120,000,000 -55,000,000 -151,000,000 -162,000,000 -330,000,000 -68,000,000 -104,000,000 -230,000,000 -66,000,000
Net Annual Cash Flow 670,000,000 -8,800,000 -47,000,000 -72,000,000 -139,000,000 108,400,000 -22,000,000 -111,000,000 28,400,000 -56,000,000 414,000,000 454,000,000 -178,000,000 -10,000,000
2039 2040 2041 2042 2043 2044
Annual Cash Inflow 233,000,000 41,000,000 305,000,000 46,200,000 18,640,000 166,600,000
Annual Cash Outflow -116,000,000  -220,000,000 -67,000,000 -77,000,000 -21,000,000 0
Net Annual Cash Flow 117,500,000  -181,000,000 238,000,000 -30,000,000 -2,300,000 166,600,000

IRR: 16.75%

Source: PlaceWorks, 2025.
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