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Land Use Alternatives Description   

Based on the priorities expressed by local residents, business owners, and policymakers and the results of 
the economic and potential for change assessments (Figure 1), consultants developed three alternative 
development concepts for the Plan Area (Figure 2). Each alternative represents a market-feasible possible 
development scenario. The alternatives are illustrative, meaning that each alternative is not intended to 
represent exactly which land uses or building configurations would be allowed on particular parcels, but 
rather to illustrate a range of possibilities for development and investment, providing a basis for the 
analysis of potential benefits and drawbacks of a range of possible futures. Extensive analysis of the 
effects of the Alternatives included transportation, economic, fiscal impact, demographic, public health 
and sustainability analyses, the results of which are available in a stand-alone Alternatives Report (which 
is available on the project website at: www.oaklandnet.com/ central_estuary_plan). In general, the results 
of the analysis were mixed, with each Alternative performing well in some areas but poorly in others, 
illustrating the complex trade-offs among the many policy factors that determine land use.  
 
1. Description of Alternatives 
Elements common to all the Alternatives include maintaining a mix of housing and industry; maintaining 
food-related industry in the West Subarea; preserving and creating more opportunities or small 
businesses; maintaining the eclectic character of the Kennedy Tract Neighborhood; encouraging the re-
use of existing buildings where possible to create a unique and distinct character for each subarea and to 
improve sustainability; creating more housing opportunities near parks and the waterfront; continuing to 
connect the Bay Trail and connect people to the two major waterfront parks; and improving connectivity, 
particularly for walking, biking and transit access. 
 
 Alternative 1 strikes a balance between industrial and residential development by securing an 

industrial future in the west Subarea and at the Owens-Brockway site, while allowing intensive 
residential development in the eastern end of the Plan Area. This alternative secures the food-
related industry in the West Subarea by maintaining the ConAgra facility to discourage 
residential expansion and restricting new residential development in existing food-related 
industrial areas. It also provides new smaller-format industrial space at the Owens-Brockway site 
to accommodate new and growing businesses in the Plan Area. Alternative 1 adds the most retail 
of any alternative, providing a major new retail center north of Tidewater Avenue in the East 
Subarea. New waterfront residential development is concentrated in the south of Tidewater area 
where there is easy access to the Martin Luther King Shoreline Park and in the waterfront area 
between Alameda Avenue and High Street. 

 
 Alternative 2 strikes a balance between industrial and residential development by allowing new 

mixed-use development and planned waterfront development in the western half of the Plan Area 
and focusing industrial development and job growth in the eastern Subareas. New waterfront 
residential development at the location of the ConAgra facility and near Union Point Park 
expands the Kennedy Tract residential neighborhood to the West. The Owens-Brockway site is 
redeveloped as light-industrial and R&D space around a technology incubator that helps generate 
new businesses to reinvest in not only that site, but also the industrial areas between Alameda 
Avenue and High Street and also to the South of High Street. This alternative adds the fewest new 
residents, loses the least industrial space, and adds the most jobs of any alternative. 

 
 Alternative 3 maximizes waterfront residential development opportunities while providing 

targeted industrial space for the two major industrial opportunities – green and biotechnology 
startups and food production – in the Plan Area. Alternative 3 provides the necessary 
development opportunities and associated revenues to potentially facilitate the creation of a 
continuous Embarcadero Boulevard as envisioned by the Estuary Policy Plan, which could 
dramatically improve walking, biking and transit availability in the Plan Area. Alternative 3 
provides the most new residential development of any alternative, focusing new residential on 
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Land Use Alternatives Description   

locations near parks and the waterfront including the ConAgra site and the area South of 
Tidewater. In the area north of Tidewater, industrial space targeted to green business and R&D 
startups is provided to capture spinoff businesses from an R&D incubator space that is potentially 
located on PG&E’s facility. This alternative adds the most new residents and loses the most 
industrial space. However, it still loses less than half of the total existing industrial space and will 
likely add more jobs than it loses due to the addition of higher intensity industrial and office uses 
being proposed. 

 
2. Preferred Alternative 
A community workshop on November 14, 2009 was devoted to identifying a preferred alternative. The 
workshop was attended by approximately 40 members of the community, including property owners, 
developers, area architects and representatives of advocacy organizations. The majority of participants 
had participated in one or more of the previous five workshops in which the vision statement and draft 
alternative development concepts, described above, were developed. Attendees participated in a hands-on 
map-based activity to develop a preferred alternative in small groups, then came together as a large group 
to reconcile the four plans and develop a consensus plan representing the preferred alternative; see 
Attachment E, Preferred Alternative Map. The community preferred alternative is a hybrid of the three 
land use alternatives, incorporating certain components from each alternative. The participants reached 
general consensus on the future of each subarea, as well as some key ambitions to improve the Plan Area 
as a whole, as described below. 
 
 Area-Wide Concepts.  The key area-wide concepts espoused by the community and reflected in 

the draft preferred alternative have to do with increasing connectivity through the area, especially 
for pedestrians and bicycles, and creating a distinctive place by re-using existing buildings where 
possible or using components of buildings reflective of the unique area character at the center of 
the Plan Area.. Throughout the process of developing the Plan, the community has supported new 
development and increased density in certain areas as a means to achieve goals elaborated in the 
vision statement, including increased access to the waterfront, better connectivity through the 
Plan Area for all modes, increased transit service and more neighborhood-serving retail. The 
provision of a continuous west-east roadway was a recommendation of the Estuary Policy Plan 
that has continued to have strong community support throughout the community process. The 
preferred alternative provides such a roadway and will set standards for landscaping and 
pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure to ensure that it is an attractive and safe facility. 
Additionally, the desire to convert Fruitvale Avenue into a more local-serving pedestrian and 
bicycle-friendly corridor is supported by providing opportunities for the desired neighborhood-
serving retail on that corridor. Anticipated redevelopment of a number of the parcels along this 
corridor, and the potential opportunity to convert the unused rail spur to Alameda into 
community-serving open space create a unique opportunity to redefine this area and better 
connect the immediate neighborhood and the Fruitvale neighborhood to the north of the 
waterfront.  

 
 West Subarea.  In the West Subarea, mixed-use infill would be allowed to continue around the 

Embarcadero Cove area, but the growing specialty food producing industrial area east of 
Dennison Street, and the ConAgra flour processing facility would be maintained and protected. 
Because over 90% of the flour produced at the ConAgra facility is used within 25 miles of the 
site, the community agreed that the economic and environmental benefits of this use should be 
maintained. However, the community stressed the importance of beautifying the streetside 
appearance of the facility and of providing a Bay Trail connection along the waterfront edge of 
this facility within their parcel if possible, or, if food security issues will not permit that 
alignment, on an isolated pier-supported structure, as is currently being implemented further east 
at the site of the Oakland Museum of California’s Women’s Board Warehouse.  
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 Central West Subarea.  In the Central West Subarea, preservation of the existing neighborhood 

and its eclectic character including live/work uses, was a priority. Additionally, the residents 
indicated acceptance of some additional residential and neighborhood retail development in order 
to increase vibrancy in the neighborhood and improve neighborhood convenience, area security 
and transit availability. To this end, existing waterfront warehouse uses that do not take best 
advantage of their location or allow waterfront access were determined to be good candidates for 
redevelopment, as medium-density residential development with landscaped and publicly 
accessible waterfront setbacks. However, re-use of some waterfront warehouses, or components 
thereof, could be encouraged in the Plan, to improve the sustainability of development and to 
provide a unique character for new development. New retail and north-south pedestrian and 
bicycle connections could be provided along Fruitvale Avenue, as described above. 

 
 Central East Subarea.  In the Central East Subarea, the Owens Brockway glass manufacturing 

plant is a key opportunity site that is over 25 acres and has sought to relocate numerous times in 
recent years. The community felt this site presented the best opportunity for new residential 
development, as it would expand the existing Kennedy Tract neighborhood and provide the 
density needed to achieve various community goals. The preferred alternative for this site 
includes a large publicly accessible waterfront park at the existing location of Alameda Avenue. 
In addition, the illustrative development concept also includes an approximately 1-acre urban 
park within the redeveloped Owens Brockway site. If their relocation proved feasible, 
components of the Owens Brockway site, such as the large concrete smoke stacks, could 
potentially be re-used as sculptures in the park. The community expressed a preference for 
mixed-use development with ground floor retail uses, which may be achievable in limited 
amounts due to economic constraints on retail uses. Retail located in this area could front onto an 
improved Fruitvale Avenue, creating a vibrant main street through the area that better connects 
the Kennedy Tract to the new residential development and creates a pedestrian corridor linking 
the Plan Area to Fruitvale BART and to Alameda. Regional-serving retail to provide jobs and 
convenient services could be located along High Street near the existing Home Depot center, 
expanding that retail center near the reconfigured I-880 interchange and capturing Alameda 
traffic. Redevelopment throughout this area not only provides the opportunity for a substantial 
waterfront park and continuous Bay Trail connection, but also creates a significantly more 
interconnected street grid that allows for more convenient pedestrian and bicycle access across 
the Plan Area. 

 
 East Subarea.  The East Subarea currently supports a number of light industrial employers as 

well as some regionally-significant heavier industries, all of which the community hoped to 
preserve, while revitalizing industry, providing improved Bay Trail connections, and creating an 
opportunity for limited residential development adjacent to the Martin Luther King Regional 
Shoreline Park to take better advantage of the scenic location and existing park. The preferred 
alternative reflects this mix of desires in a carefully constructed balance that hinges on 
redevelopment of the nearly 20-acre PG&E facility as a green jobs incubator surrounded by light 
industrial space to provide new jobs. The new residential development fronts onto the expanded 
East Bay Regional Parks District (EBRPD) park and is buffered from industrial uses by R&D 
employment uses.  

 



Appendix B: Potential for Change Assessment Map 
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Appendix C:  Draft Alternatives Maps
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JANUARY 6, 2009 DRAFT 
 

FISCAL IMPACT OF THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE AT BUILD-OUT 

Over the course of the 25 year period of this plan, the fiscal impact of the preferred alternative will be 
variable and highly dependent upon the phasing of new development and redevelopment.  At build-out 
(2035), however, it is projected that the plan will be strongly fiscally positive, with marginal revenues to 
the general fund exceeding marginal expenditures by $1.3 million (2009 dollars).  More than 50 percent 
of this marginal revenue will be derived from the real estate transfer tax, much of which will be driven by 
the redevelopment of the Owens Brockway site.  Nearly 45 percent of the increase in costs will be in the 
form of increased demands on the police department, which will need to provide significantly enhanced 
services to an area that currently has a small residential population.   

Fiscal Impact of Preferred Alternative at Build-Out (2035) 

  
Preferred 

Alternative 
Revenues   

Property Tax $1,439,000 
Real Estate Transfer Tax $3,534,000 
Sales Tax $988,000 
Vehicle License Fee $238,000 
Per Capita Revenue $720,000 

Subtotal $6,919,000 

    
Expenditures   

Per Capita Cost Items $1,380,000 
Public Works $397,000 
Libraries $116,000 
Fire $1,157,000 
Police Cost $2,523,000 

Total $5,573,000 

    
Net Impact on General Fund $1,346,000 
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The fiscal impact only addresses changes to costs and revenues related to on-going operations and 
maintenance, not the up-front costs associated with new infrastructure.  However, a significant investment 
in new road construction, demolition, and land remediation will be necessary to support the new 
development outlined in the plan.  While some of this will be funded by developers, much of this 
investment would need to precede new development, suggesting a source of public infrastructure funding, 
such as from Oakland Redevelopment Agency (ORA), may be required.  Nonetheless, over the course of 
the 25-year period of the plan, the preferred alternative will yield a significant return to the ORA.  From 
2010 to 2035, the ORA will collect approximately $82 million in tax increment, including $42 million 
that is not part of the required set-aside for schools or housing.   

 

Total Tax Increment Captured by ORA by year 2035 

General Activities $42,000,000  

Housing Set-Aside $37,000,000  

School Set-Aside $3,000,000  
Total $82,000,000 

 

Compared to the three alternatives initially proposed, the preferred alternative has a more positive fiscal 
impact at build out than both Alternative 2 and Alternative 3, though less positive than Alternative 1.  
Similarly, the preferred alternative generates more non-set-aside tax increment for the ORA than 
Alternative 1 and Alternative 2, but less than Alternative 3 ($66,000,000). 
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Fiscal Impact at Build-Out: Comparison of Alternatives 

Alternative 1 $2,700,000 
Alternative 2 -$300,000 
Alternative 3 $1,000,000 
Preferred Alternative $1,400,000 

 

Non-Set-Aside Tax Increment Captured by ORA: Comparison of Alternatives 

Alternative 1 $25,000,000 
Alternative 2 $29,000,000 
Alternative 3 $66,000,000 
Preferred Alternative $42,000,000 
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Alternatives Development 

Identifying Potential for Change 
The analysis below draws on a range of qualitative and quantitative data to isolate the parcels in the Plan 
Area that represent the greatest opportunities for change over the short- and long-term horizons.  This 
assessment is based on the physical and economic characteristics of individual properties, with a focus on 
identifying the sites with the fewest barriers to redevelopment and those that are most likely to support 
higher intensity uses.   

Key findings from this analysis include: 

 The majority of parcels in the Central-West Subarea are small and owner-occupied; these are 
unlikely to be redeveloped in the near future. 

 Residential and commercial development opportunities may conflict with employment 
opportunities.  Without protections for their current use, many of the most important employment 
centers in the Plan Area will also represent major opportunities for redevelopment.   

 The largest primary opportunity site is the 27-acre Owen-Brockway site in the Central-East 
Subarea. 

 While Con-Agra is not a primary opportunity site, it has an important influence on the viability of 
redevelopment on adjacent sites.  Con-Agra’s rail service and industrial character both act as a 
buffer against conversion of industrial land and a deterrent to new residential development.  

 The highest concentration of opportunity sites is in the East Subarea. 

 Opportunity sites will change depending on infrastructure improvements and on the location and 
type of new development.   

Methodology 
The Opportunity Sites Assessment began by determining which parcels are NOT likely to be redeveloped, 
(known as “Hard Sites,” for the purposes of this analysis).  These include parcels on which new buildings 
have been constructed recently, parcels with highly valuable buildings, parks, schools, and some single 
family homes.  

After the Hard Sites were removed from consideration, the Primary Opportunity Sites were identified.  
These are sites that, given their physical and economic attributes, are likely to be most attractive to 
investors interested in converting parcels into more intensive uses.   Redevelopment is unlikely to proceed 
until the regional housing and commercial real estate and national credit markets recover.  Furthermore, 
the amount and type of development interest will depend greatly on the policies enacted in the Plan Area.  
However, these sites possess characteristics such that they are likely to be seen as strong development 
opportunities in the near-to-mid term time horizons, even in the absence of redevelopment on adjacent 
parcels.   These were determined by looking at factors such as proximity to the water, parcel size, the 
character of the buildings, and ownership characteristics. 

Finally, a set of Secondary Opportunity Sites were selected.  These are properties whose current physical 
and economic characteristics do not suggest that they represent prime development opportunities.  
However, these sites generally have at least one of the characteristics that make them attractive for 
development, as used to identify the Primary Opportunity Sites.  In addition, these properties are adjacent 
either to major arterials or to a cluster of Primary Opportunity Sites.  Consequently, these properties may 
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be considered the long-term development opportunities in the Plan Area.  Under current conditions, it is 
unlikely that they will be redeveloped; depending on the character and extent of redevelopment on 
Primary Opportunity Sites, however, these parcels may represent the next wave of opportunities. 

Sites identified as either opportunity or hard sites by a variety of criteria are indicated on maps included 
under Appendix A of this report. 

Limitations of the Analysis 
There are several important caveats to keep in mind when considering the opportunity sites analysis: 

 The analysis does not consider the strength of existing businesses.  Generally, the key opportunity 
sites are either vacant or feature low-value industrial buildings.  Nevertheless, these properties 
may be associated with businesses that are profitable and that have little desire to relocate.  In 
these cases, the physical and economic characteristics of the parcel may overstate the likelihood 
of redevelopment. 

 The analysis does not consider cost of environmental remediation.  While thorough environment 
assessment of parcels has not been completed, it is likely that a significant amount of the soil in 
the Plan Area has been contaminated by current or past industrial uses.  The cost of remediation 
or mitigation may make development on some parcels infeasible; in other cases, the costs would 
only be warranted in the context of a relatively large, high density project.  These costs and 
constraints are not factored into this assessment. 

 The potential for particular land uses is highly variable among opportunity sites.  Some sites, 
such as those adjacent to the waterfront, may be attractive to residential or office developers, but 
would be dismissed by retail developers as too far from the highway.  Conversely, parcels 
adjacent to the highway might be unappealing to residential developers, due to concerns about 
exhaust and noise. 

 Opportunity sites will change depending on the final content of the Central Estuary Plan, as well 
as on the activity of adjacent parcels. The analysis below assumes no policy constraints in 
redevelopment to the “highest and best use.”  The policies outlined in the final plan, however, 
will steer development toward different uses and locations; this will change which sites represent 
the greatest opportunities for change.  Furthermore, as redevelopment occurs on some sites, the 
likelihood and character of potential redevelopment will change on nearby parcels.   

This analysis offers an assessment of what is most likely to be redeveloped, and should not be considered 
an indication of what should be redeveloped.  Many of the opportunity sites identified are currently in use 
as industrial lands.  There may be important reasons for preserving these industrial lands, including the 
desire to preserve a particular business that is a critical employment engine or goods/services provider for 
the city and region.  The existing user may also be important in supporting a particular industrial cluster 
in the area or as a contributor to the local tax base.  Finally, it may be desirable to preserve these 
industrial properties in order to foster future businesses.   Consequently, while the analysis may indicate 
that higher intensity uses are possible on these sites, in some cases the existing use may conform better to 
the goals of the plan.  In this sense, the same parcels that would be considered “Opportunity Sites” from 
the perspective of potential redevelopment could be considered “Vulnerable Sites” from the perspective 
of preservation.  Ultimately, the overall vision for the Plan Area will be the major determinant of which of 
these should host change, and what change they should facilitate.   
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Hard Sites 
Figure 1.2, below, shows the Hard Sites identified in the Plan Area.  These parcels include those currently 
in use as parks, schools, or single family homes;1 those with an Improvements to Land Value Ratio of 4 
or more; and those on which a new building has been constructed since 1999.2  Also considered in this 
analysis are parcels that currently host a large amount of employment.  While these parcels are not less 
likely to be viewed as opportunity sites from the perspective of potential developers, they may receive 
special consideration for protection, given the value of their current use.   

Figure 1.2: Hard Sites and Employment Centers 

 

Source: Urban Explorer 2009, Strategic Economics 2009 

As Figure 1.2 shows, much of the Central-West Subarea is composed of small, disjointed hard sites 
(primarily in the form of single family homes), and larger clusters along the waterfront. These properties 
consist mainly of parks, schools, and recently constructed or high-value industrial facilities.   

Especially noteworthy is that many of the largest parcels in the Plan Area are not Hard Sites, and pose no 
major barriers to redevelopment, aside from possible environmental remediation or whatever changes in 
infrastructure or adjacent uses that might be necessary to support specific uses.  However, many of these 
properties do have a large number of on-site jobs, which might be displaced if redevelopment were to take 
place. 

                                                       
1 Excluded from the list of hard sites are residential properties where the owners control multiple parcels or are 
Limited Liability Corporations (LLCs) or Trusts- these are indications these owners are more profit-oriented than 
other homeowners. 

2 Maps of these individual characteristics within the Plan Area can be found in Appendix C. 
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Primary Opportunity Sites 
Figure 1.3, below, shows the Primary Opportunity Sites that emerged from a quantitative assessment of 
parcels within the Plan Area.  Factors considered in determining that a parcel would be more easily 
developed included:  

� Parcel size (parcels larger than an acre represent a greater opportunity);  

� Ownership (Limited Liability Corporations, Trusts, and owners with more than one property in 
the area are more likely to entertain offers by developers);  

� Recent transactions (owners that purchased properties since 1999 may be more interested in 
redevelopment);  

� Improvements to Land Value Ratio (properties with ratios  of 0.5 or below are either vacant or 
have relatively low-value buildings, and thus may be more easily redeveloped); and  

� Water- or park-adjacency (properties facing these amenities may command a premium if placed 
in residential or commercial use).3   

Figure 1.3: Primary Opportunity Sites 

 
Source: Urban Explorer 2009, Strategic Economics 2009 

                                                       
3 Maps of these individual characteristics within the Plan Area can be found in Appendix C. 
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In addition to properties that met several of these criteria, two additional parcels have been added for 
consideration as Primary Opportunity Sites.  The Owens-Brockway facility represents a large, water-
adjacent property that has the potential to anchor a major redevelopment project in the Central-East 
Subarea.  Furthermore, while it currently supports a large number of jobs, on-site employment has been 
reduced substantially in recent years, suggesting that the site may be available in the future.  Secondly, the 
Pacific Gas & Electric-owned lot in the East Subarea serves functions that are duplicated by other 
nearby facilities.  Consequently, there is potential that this large site will be available for partial 
redevelopment. 

Due partly to the prevalence of small parcels and hard sites, there are very few Primary Opportunity Sites 
within the Central-West Subarea.  The exception to this is the majority of the block bounded by Ford, 
Glasscock, Derby, and Peterson Streets.  There is evidence that these parcels are being aggregated for 
development and they are directly adjacent to several recently constructed condominium projects; these 
will likely be among the first properties redeveloped once the housing market recovers.   

Much larger Primary Opportunity Sites exist in the West and East Subareas.  These, along with the 
Owens-Brockway site in the Central-East Subarea, occupy a major portion of the Plan Area.  Currently, 
the redevelopment potential of many of these parcels is limited by the existing infrastructure, with the 
quality and quantity of streets inadequate for non-industrial uses, especially in the East Subarea. This is 
especially true in the area south of Tidewater, which has many larger Primary Opportunity Sites, but 
which is also distant from many community amenities (such as retail, restaurants, and public 
transportation) and lacks a complete road/sidewalk infrastructure.  Depending on the cost and real estate 
market conditions, it might be possible for a developer to address this issue, along with as any potential 
environmental remediation, as part of a larger redevelopment project.  Otherwise, redevelopment of this 
area will be contingent upon publicly-financed improvements.  

The manner in which these properties are (or are not) redeveloped will have a major impact on 
surrounding parcels.  Many of the properties are currently in productive industrial use, and their 
conversion to residential or commercial uses will make additional residential uses more attractive for 
adjacent sites, while making industrial uses less viable.  Conversely, the decision to preserve industrial 
land will limit the provision of the infrastructure necessary to support additional residential or commercial 
uses.  Thus, the question of whether Opportunity Sites should be redeveloped or preserved should be 
evaluated with an understanding of the potential consequences on surrounding uses. 

 

Secondary Opportunity Sites 
The Secondary Opportunity Sites, shown in Figure 1.4, below, were identified in a more qualitative 
manner than the Primary Opportunity Sites.  Secondary sites are ones that are more likely to redevelop 
only if neighboring uses change.  While key barriers to development were considered (whether the parcel 
is vacant or occupied, whether the property is owner-occupied, etc.), these were largely selected as a 
function of their adjacency to Primary Opportunity Sites.  If the Primary Opportunity Sites are to be 
successfully redeveloped into higher intensity uses, the industrial uses on the Secondary Opportunity 
Sites would become less viable.  Thus, these properties would be expected to become good opportunities 
for redevelopment, albeit over a longer time horizon than the Primary Opportunity Sites.   

A particularly important parcel, among these secondary opportunity sites, is the one currently occupied by 
the ConAgra mill. As a thriving business with a strong affinity for its current location, this site is unlikely 
to be redeveloped in the near future without eminent domain or major changes in local economic or 
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physical conditions. However, much of the potential for change in the surrounding area, paradoxically, 
depends on this parcel. Currently, it is responsible for the large majority of the demand for the rail spur 
that runs through the Plan Area- as long as a train is running on those tracks, development potential will 
be limited.  The heavy industrial character of the facility may further limit the potential for new 
residential development on adjacent parcels.  If it were redeveloped, other parcels, including those 
currently identified as Primary Opportunity Sites, would become more viable; if it were preserved, it 
would serve as a buffer against the conversion of industrial land in the West Subarea.   

Figure 1.4: All Opportunity Sites 

 

Source: Urban Explorer 2009, Strategic Economics 2009 

Secondary Opportunity Sites are located primarily in the eastern portion of the Plan Area.  In the East 
Subarea, few parcels north of Tidewater have the infrastructure, services, or amenities to support anything 
other than industrial uses.  However, if residential or high-density commercial development occurred on 
opportunity sites south of Tidewater, it would likely push these uses out of the Plan Area.  This would 
likely make parcels north of Tidewater attractive to developers, especially for retail or commercial (which 
could take advantage of highway visibility).  Likewise, the warehouse/industrial character of the West 
Subarea limits the potential for new office or residential development.  If some Primary Opportunity Sites 
were converted to residential use, however, it would likely draw more neighborhood-serving retail, which 
would make the Secondary Opportunity Sites more attractive to office users.  In each case, a combination 
of restrictive land use policies and appropriate requirements through mechanisms such as design 
guidelines for residential and industrial development could provide better interface between new uses and 
industry and reduce conflicts. Such a case is explored in the south and north of Tidewater areas in 
Alternative 3, described later in this report.  
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Infrastructure Financing 
Much of the success of new development outlined in each of these Plan Alternatives is dependent on the 
implementation of new infrastructure, including roads, lights, parks, and pedestrian facilities.  Because 
these features are a direct benefit to local land owners, it is common to implement community facilities 
districts (CFDs), where an annual fee is placed on property and contributes to the on-going development 
and maintenance of infrastructure.    In addition, infrastructure is often financed through exactions from 
new development in the form of impact fees, developer agreements, and community benefits agreements.  
In the case of new roads providing access and circulation within large parcels, it is likely that developer 
agreements would be the primary mechanism for financing new infrastructure. However, other off-site 
infrastructure improvements, such as expansion or retrofitting of existing fire station facilities outside of 
the study area, will require alternative indirect financing mechanisms such as CFDs or impact fees.   

One way of assessing the relative ability of each alternative to self-finance infrastructure improvements is 
by comparing the total value of new development in each alternative, relative to the infrastructure 
improvements that are needed (Figure 10).  This method assumes that there is a fixed percentage of the 
total value that may be captured through exactions or community assessment districts while enabling the 
development to be financially feasible to build. The higher the value of development, the more money 
will be available for infrastructure.  Under this method, the significantly higher value development 
planned in Alternative 3 would be able to carry the cost of significantly more infrastructure improvements 
than the other two; Alternative 2 would be able to carry the least amount of cost.  It is important to note, 
however, that Alternative 3 would also require far more total infrastructure investment than either of the 
other two, while Alternative 2 would also involve relatively little new infrastructure. 

Figure 5.14: Total Value of New Development (2009 Constant Dollars) 

 

Source: Strategic Economics, 2009. 

This method only provides a rough means of comparison and does not account for the effect that these 
exactions may have on the feasibility of development.  Regardless of its total potential value, if a project 
is only marginally profitable, the size of the impact fee may delay or deter development.  Because much 
of the new development requires infrastructure to be in place before it will be successful, the timing may 
preclude the use of impact fees to construct these improvements.   
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Another means of assessing the relative ability of each alternative to pay for infrastructure is measuring 
the total tax increment that will accrue to the Coliseum Redevelopment Area as a result of new 
development that is not set aside for non-infrastructure uses such as affordable housing or schools.  The 
total value of non-reserved tax increment provides a sense of how much additional bonding capacity 
could be generated from new development (assuming this bonding capacity is not limited, nor spoken for 
by other Redevelopment projects).  Figure 11, below, shows how this portion of the TIF revenue 
compares between the three alternatives.  This shows that, again, Alternative 3 provides more than double 
the revenue to the RDA that could be used to finance infrastructure than either of the other two 
alternatives.  This source has the virtue of not placing an additional burden on development, meaning that 
developer negotiations could either be lowered to enhance feasibility or directed to other investments.  In 
addition, because the RDA has the ability to bond off of this increment, it is somewhat less dependent on 
the timing of development (although it will require a steady stream of debt financing revenue be 
generated from somewhere in the larger Redevelopment Area).   

 Figure 5.15: Total Value of Non-Reserved Tax Increment from New Dev’t (2009 Constant Dollars) 

 

Source: Strategic Economics, 2009. 

Regardless of these rough comparisons, the actual ability of development to pay for infrastructure 
depends on several factors not yet determined: 1) the profitability of new development, 2) the cost of new 
infrastructure, 3) which components of the infrastructure will be paid for by the RDA, and 4) whether 
there will merely be a need for one-time exactions to pay for new development, or whether there will also 
be a community assessment district.  By looking at the physical placement of new infrastructure, one can 
determine if developer agreements make the most sense (as improvements would be on or adjacent to new 
development sites), or if a CFD, RDA, impact fee, or other collective source of revenue across multiple 
property owners is necessary to finance infrastructure improvements.   

Tables and charts illustrating more detailed assumptions, and providing more information about the 
dynamic fiscal impact results are available in Appendix H. 
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