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New County Office Building -
Site Evaluations and Recommendations

Executive Summary

n December 9, 2003, the Metropolitan King County Council

acknowledged the technical foundation and real estate research

conducted under the auspices of the Facilities Management

Division (FMD), and adopted Ordinance 14812, appropriating $1.2
million to the next phase of the New County Office Building Project.! The New
County Office Building proposal involves construction of a new King County
office building on county-owned land to accommodate 261,000 square feet of
office space. The proposal results in substantial long term savings by
converting office space leased in privately-owned buildings to county-owned
space. '

When the council approved Ordinance 14812, there were several provisos
included in the ordinance requiring further analysis and reports in Phase II
of the plan. Among those provisos was a requirement that the executive
propose, and council approve, the site for the new building. In accordance
with the Project Plan submitted to council on January 30, 2004, there are
three sites under consideration:

e Goat Hill Site: between Jefferson and Terrace Streets and east of Sth.
Avenue (south of the King County Correctional Facility).

¢ King County Automotive Center Site: existing Parking Garage
between Jefferson and Terrace Streets and west of 5th Avenue.

e North Kingdbme Parking Lot Site: north of Seahawks Stadium.
These sites were evaluated based on cost, schedule impacts, ability to meet
program and operational needs, business continuity, ability to meet other

King County objectives, designability /constructability, and other ancillary
benefits or negative impacts.

Executive Recommendation

In response to proviso described above, executive staff analyzed the three
King County-owned sites. It is apparent from the analysis that the King

' For further details, please see report titled An Approach to Reducing King County Office Space Costs transmitted to
council on September 15, 2003.
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County Automotive Center is the optimum site for the New County Office -
Building.

The Automotive Center is close to the current campus, physically connected
to the Administration and Courthouse via tunnels, and the least problematic
site in terms of soil conditions and development requirements. Developing
the Automotive Center site as proposed also includes improvements on the
Goat Hill site. Additional parking will be provided with the construction of a
new structured parking facility, along with configuring the Goat Hill site for
potential future development (such as future correctional facility or jail
health expansion). The added parking will meet the needs identified in the
pro-forma, as well as replacing all existing parking.

From an economic perspective, the Automotive Center site is the superior
option. The added property value and savings that result from replacing an
aging, outdated, and inefficient parking structure far outweigh the added
construction costs associated with a two building project.

Recommendation

Based on the programmatic, economic,
and development advantages, the
executive recommends selection of the
Automotive Center site for the
construction of the New County Office
- Building.

Backgrouhd

This report is part of a long-term plan to construct a new county office
building. The New County Office Building plan is divided into four phases:

e Phase I (complete): Evaluation of Options for Reducing Office
Space Costs. This phase was completed with submittal of a report
to the council titled An Approach to Reducing King County Office
Space Costs.

¢ Phase II (underway): Site Selection and Predevelopment.
Activities will include evaluation of site alternatives, site selection,
preliminary conceptual design work for the new building, and
permitting. This report fulfills the Phase II site selection
requirement in Ordinance 14812.

e Phase III: Final Design and Construction. Activities will include
finalizing the design, permitting, and construction.

e Phase IV: Space Allocation and Occupancy. Final decisions
regarding occupancy of the new building, space allocations, and
startup of business operations will occur in this phase.
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The $1.2 million appropriated via Ordinance 14812 allowed the FMD to
proceed with the Phase II of the New County Office Building initiative. The
new building will result in significant future cost savings, improved
operational efficiency, and better public service.

Review of Phase |

The preliminary feasibility phase of this project commenced in the fall of
2002 with an initial funding of $475,000 to explore options to either
purchase an existing building or build a new office building for King County
and make recommendations on how the county should proceed. The work
also included a Phase II analysis of the Central Steam Plant Feasibility
Study. The evaluation process consisted of a series of four separate
exploration tracks: ‘

e Track A. Development of King County Owned Land: This track
explored options for development on King County-owned land
primarily through a Request for Qualifications /Request for Proposal
process to solicit developers to plan, design and construct a lease-
leaseback for a new office building.

After a thorough procurement process, the development firm, Wright
Runstad & Company (Wright Runstad), was selected as the developer.

e Track B. Building Development or Acquisition on Non-County-
Owned Land: This track explored options for development on non-
county-owned land and utilized a Request for Proposal process and
included acquisition options for both land as well as existing
buildings. '

A procurement process was followed to evaluate proposals from
commercial real estate developers that own and/or control
appropriately located property to plan, develop, design and construct a
build-to-suit, lease to-own development project. No acceptable
proposals were received.

With regard to building acquisition opportunities, a wide net process
of selection and narrowing was undertaken in November 2002 that
resulted in the identification of a total of 266 buildings and sites as
opportunities of interest. The list was narrowed to five final
candidates through an iterative process. The five final candidates
were subjected to further evaluation that included code, seismic,
architectural, mechanical, electrical engineering, cost, and qualitative
evaluation necessary to bring the buildings up to an assumed
standard. This evaluation was completed in September 2003 with the
conclusion that, all things considered, the building acquisition
opportunities were not a better deal for the county than building
construction options.
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e Track C. Fast Track: This track explored time sensitive
opportunities that might emerge during the exploratlon process that
required an immediate response.

The Fast Track option was used to assess the feasibility and
attractiveness of co-developing with the City of Seattle on the Third
Avenue & James Street site (Public Safety Building). Following an
analysis by the consultant team, the Public Safety Building site was
removed from the Fast Track option and the opportunity was moved to
Track B. No other properties were evaluated using the Fast Track
option. The City of Seattle ultimately decided not to make a proposal
under Track B.

e Track D. Central Steam: This track finalized earlier studies that
explored the economic viability of a central steam plant and co-
generation opportunities for the downtown King County complex and
Harborview Medical Center. The central steam plant concept is still
under study along with other options of delivering hot water from the
new building to adjacent County buildings. As required in Ordinance
14812, a final executive recommendation regarding the steam plant
proposal will be transmitted to council by March 31st.

Space Planning and Future Space Requirements

Space planning has been an integral part of this project. The executive
transmitted to the King County Council the 2003 Space Plan (Plan) on March
1, 2003. The Space Plan reaffirmed the need to continue efforts to reduce
the county’s reliance on leased space. The FMD is now developing the 2004
Space Plan that will reconcile 10-year office space need projections with the
size and programming of the new office building.

Evaluation of Site Alternatives

The three sites were evaluated against criteria including cost, schedule
impacts, designability /constructability, ability to meet program and
operational needs, business continuity, ability to meet other King County
objectives, and other ancillary benefits or negative impacts.

Figures A.1, B.1, and C.1 are conceptual drawings of a new office building of
about 261,000 rentable square feet on each of the sites.

Option A: Goat Hill

The Goat Hill site configuration would provide a total of 985 parking stalls
(including the existing Automotive Center garage). For security reasons, the
existing King County Automotive Center facility would be dedicated to public
parking with office building parking reserved for employees and motor pool
cars. This project would likely result in substantial investment in the
existing parking garage to blend it better with the architecture of the new
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building, upgrade the parking garage to current code, and other-investments
necessary to continue operating this garage as a public parking facility.
Potentially required garage investments are preliminarily estimated at
approximately $4.2 million.

The soil conditions at the Goat Hill site are less than ideal, but the
development project team have results of recent drilling and soil studies.
Resulting design constraints have been factored into the developments costs.

Option B: Automotive Center
The Automotive Center site, as recommended, would be a two-phase project:

e Phase 1 would construct a new parking garage on the west half of
Goat Hill.

e Phase 2 would demolish the current King County Parking Garage and
build a new office building (with some parking) on that site.

This phased approach would allow for continuous parking for employees and
motor pool cars. This alternative would also provide for 985 total parking
stalls (the same capacity as Option A).

The first phase will require construction of a “stand-alone” parking garage on
the northwest corner of Goat Hill. Upon completion of this new garage, King -
County’s current Automotive Center will be demolished, and a new office
building (with zoning-required parking in the lower levels) will be constructed
in its place. The two phases will require approximately 25 months to
complete.

There are some significant advantages to the Automotive Center site over the
Goat Hill site. First, the soils are more stable and more easily re-graded.
Second, it is closer to the main King County “campus” (Administration
Building and Courthouse) and will be connected to the underground tunnel.
Third, views will be less obstructed. Fourth, parking garage security will be
more efficiently handled with a separate Goat Hill parking garage (public) and
New Office Building parking (government employees only). These
advantages, combined with the economic advantages identified in section 2.3
below, argue convincingly that the Automotive Center Site is the best site.

Option C: North Kingdome Parking Lot

A project on the North Kingdome Parking Lot would include one deck of
below ground parking and floor sizes slightly larger than those at King Street
Center. The total on-site parking capacity includes only 149 slots, and
consequently provides for 101 fewer spaces than Options A and B.

Please note that in order to achieve a reasonable floor configuration the
building would extend past the south property line, encroaching onto
property owned by the Public Stadium Authority (PSA). The Public Stadium
Authority has made it clear in a letter to Vulcan, dated February 3, 2004,
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that the encroachment was unacceptable. Although the analysis is
presented in this report for comparative purposes, the inability to encroach
onto the PSA-controlled property presents a nearly insurmountable hurdle.
Furthermore, the analysis makes clear that other site costs make this option
unaffordable compared to Options A and B.

Even if encroachment onto PSA property were an option, development of an
office building on the North Parking Lot site would be complex and expensive
with undue time delays created in securing full and clear title. Additionally,
significant efforts would be required to understand project’s interface with
the monorail plans and other transportation impacts along the east and
south boundaries of the property. Items impeding development include:

e Acquisition of property rights to consolidate sufficient land or air
rights to properly size the building;

e Elimination of encumbrances against the property;
e Mitigation of site geotechnical conditions;
e Mitigation for environmental and/or archeological conditions;

e Requirement to build parking below grade in an area with a high water
table;

¢ Need for structural enhancements to deal with seismic stability in an
area of deep fill.

Economic Attributes

Preliminary cost estimates were developed for each of the three sites. Table 1
summarizes the cost estimates for Options A and B. The North Kingdome
Parking Lot site proved especially problematic in terms of the development
uncertainties. Preliminary, rough cost estimates for a North Kingdome
Parking Lot alternative were prepared and revealed that option would be
substantially more expensive than the other two sites. Below are extremely
rough estimates related to overcoming obstacles associated with an Option C
proposal, if such a proposal were feasible:

e Property Acquisition/Encumbrance Elimination $7.7 million
e Geotechnical Mitigation $1.5 million
e Seismic Stabilization (Foundation) $0.5 million
e Below Grade Parking - $1.7 million
e Reduced Parking Revenues (101 spaces) $3.0 million
e Schedule delay costs (financing impact) $2.8 million
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The rough estimates listed above provide the reader with an understanding
of the projected additional costs associated with the North Kingdome Parking
Lot proposal outlined in Option C. Not included above, but a likely
additional cost, would be additional construction costs associated with
construction schedule delay. The magnitude of this additional cost could be
well in excess of $3.5 million. Clearly, even if this option were viable, it
would exceed the other two options in cost.

Due to site disadvantages, preliminary economics and development ,
infeasibility of the North Kingdome Parking Lot, further refinements of cost
estimates were not done. Of course, if a proposal were to arise that meets
the county’s needs, overcomes site disadvantages, and is priced
competitively with the other two options, the Executive would consider
the proposal. ' '

Comparison of Options A and B

The economic comparisons between the Goat Hill option (Option A) and the
Automotive Center Site (Option B) demonstrate that the Automotive Center
Site is superior. The added property value and savings that result from
replacing an aging, outdated, and inefficient parking structure far outweigh
the added construction costs associated with a two building project.
Additional investment to make the existing parking garage safety compliant
would require vehicle restraint walls at a cost of approximately $1.7 million.
An aesthetic and architectural enhancement of the existing to blend the
existing parking facility with the new office building is approximately $2.5
million. The total of these items, $4.2 million, is an approximation of the
construction cost differential between the two sites.

Another consideration in providing an “apples to apples” comparison between
Options A and B is the fact that the aging parking facility would require
significant major maintenance work to be compared on an equivalent value
level with the new garage provided in Option B. To provide a reasonable
“apples to apples” adjustment, FMD totaled the major maintenance project
budgets included in the six-year Major Maintenance Reserve Fund plan.
This resulted in a conservative $2.4 million adjustment for comparative
purposes.

More efficient configuration of parking spaces identified in Option B should
provide greater parking revenue potential than the Goat Hill option. Finally,
this alternative will provide more flexibility with regard to the number of
parking spaces ultimately constructed and the revenue to be generated by
those spaces. ‘

Another economic difference between Options A and B is the $10 million
value ascribed to the 'development capacity' of that site to accommodate a
261,000 SF building. Alternative B doesn't use the Goat Hill site for that
development; rather, it creates that value through redevelopment of the
Automotive Center site to its full potential, while saving Goat Hill for future
development potential. In no way will the remaining development value of
the Goat Hill site be reduced by Option B. In fact, the replacement of
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somewhat low quality surface parking with higher value structured parking
and other required site investments that are inherent in the Option B cost

estimates will likely decrease the costs of future development, and increase
the overall value of the property.

A recap of these two options compared to the initial pro-forma is as follows:

Table 1. Economic Comparisons to Original Pro-forma

Cost Element Original Option A Option B

' Pro-forma Goat Hill Site Garage Site
Entitlements and Utilities $ 865,000 $ 865,000 $ 983,000
Shell and Core Architecture 1,331,000 1,331,000 1,720,000
Shell and Core Engineering 898,000 898,000 1,197,000
Shell and Core Construction 43,446,500 39,457,000 46,423,540
Tenant Improvements 14,331,500 14,331,500 16,351,500
Misc Dev
Costs/Fees/Contingencies 9,293,710 - 9,253,815 10,290,030
Total Development $70,165,710 $66,136,315 $76,965,070
Land 10,000,000 - 10,000,000 10,000,000
Land Value Escalation — ‘
Highest and Best Use (10,000,000)
Financing 2,500,000 2,900,000 2,900,000
Net Capitalized Interest 6,312,987 6,326,422 5,871,941

4,200,000
Adjustment for KCCF Safety .
and Architectural
| Modifications

Eliminated Major Maintenance
Requirements (2,400,000)
Total Cost of Project $88,978,697 $89,562,737* $83,337,011*
Difference from Pro-Forma 584,040 (5,641,686)
Difference from A.4 (6,225,726)

* Assume specialty adds paid from internal service or enterprise funds.
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Recommendation

It is the Executive’s recommendation to move forward with the New County
Office Building plan to construct an office building on the King County
Automotive Center site, and to provide structured parking on the Goat Hill.
The total cost of this proposal is consistent with the original pro-forma
included in the New County Office Building Project Plan.






New County Office Building

Site Evaluations and Recommendations

Section 1
Background

n December 9, 2003, the Metropolitan King County Council
acknowledged the technical foundation and real estate research
conducted under the auspices of the Facilities Management
Division (FMD), and adopted Ordinance 14812, appropriating $1.2
million to the next phase of the New County Office Building Project.! The full
text of Ordinance 14812 is contained in Appendix A for reader convenience.

The New County Office Building proposal involves construction a new King
County office building on county-owned land to accommodate 261,000
square feet of office space. The proposal results in substantial long term
savings by converting office space leased in privately-owned buildings to
county-owned space. The New County Office Building plan is divided into
four phases:

¢ Phase I (complete): Evaluation of Options for Reducing
Office Space Costs. This phase was completed with
submittal of a report to the council titled An Approach to
Reducing King County Office Space Costs. Ordinance 14812
was adopted based upon the executive’s recommendations
in that report.

¢ Phase II (underway): Site Selection and Predevelopment.
Activities will include evaluation of site alternatives, site
selection, preliminary conceptual design work for the new
building, and permitting. Funding for Phase II was
appropriated via Ordinance 14812. This report fulfills the
site selection requirement in the ordinance.

¢ Phase III: Final Design and Construction. Activities will
include finalizing the Master Use Permit (MUP) process,
obtaining required design approvals, commencing design

' For further details, please see report titled An Approach to Reducing King County Office Space Costs transmitted to
council on September 15, 2003.
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development and construction drawings, obtaining the
building permit(s), and commencing construction.

e Phase IV: Space Allocation and Occupancy. Final
decisions regarding occupancy of the new building, space
allocations, moving, and startup of business operations will
occur in this phase.

The $1.2 million appropriated via Ordinance 14812 allowed the FMD to
proceed with the Phase II of the New County Office Building initiative. The
new building will result in significant future cost savings, improved
operational efficiency, and better public service.

1.1 Review of Phase |

The preliminary feasibility phase of this project commenced in the fall of
2002 with an initial funding of $475,000 to explore options to either
purchase an existing building or build a new office building for King County
and make recommendations on how the county should proceed. The work
also included a Phase II analysis of the Central Steam Plant Feasibility
Study. The evaluation process consisted of a series of four separate
exploration tracks:

e Track A. Development of King County Owned Land: This track
explored options for development on King County-owned land
primarily through a Request for Qualifications /Request for Proposal
process to solicit developers to plan, design and construct a lease-
leaseback for a new office building.

In March 2003 the county issued a Request for Qualifications (RFQ)
(108-03RLD) soliciting responses from qualified developer teams to
plan, design and construct a lease-leaseback for a new office building
on King County-owned land (Goat Hill, Automotive Center, or other
county-owned site). A total of seven (7) responses were received and
evaluated based on the criteria defined in the RFQ. Three short-listed
finalists were selected and invited to propose on a Request for
Proposal (RFP). The RFP was issued on May 22, 2003 in accordance
with RCW 36.34.205 and KCC 4.56.160 (E). Short-listed finalists
included Hines Interest Limited Partnership, Opus Northwest, L.L.C.
and Wright Runstad & Company.

RFP proposal responses from all three RFQ short-listed finalists were
received on June 5, 2003. A review panel selected the firm of Wright
Runstad & Company (Wright Runstad) as the County’s developer.

¢ Track B. Building Development or Acquisition on Non-County-
Owned Land: This track explored options for development on non-
county-owned land and utilized a Request for Proposal process and
included acquisition options for both land as well as existing
buildings.

On May 22, 2003 the county issued an RFP (125-03RLD) soliciting
proposals from commercial real estate developers that own and/or

NCOB Site Evaluations and Recommendations 2 FMD



control appropriately located property to plan, develop, design and
construct a build-to-suit, lease to-own development project.
“Appropriately located property” was defined in the RFP as bounded by
8th Avenue on the east, Alaskan Way on the west, University Street on
the north and Royal Brougham Way on the south. The RFP assumed
an IRS tax code revenue ruling “63-20” bond financing strategy will be
used on the project. A single RFP proposal response was received on
June 5, 2003 from Opus Northwest, L.L.C. The non-county-owned
proposal property was located at 5t Avenue between Terrace and
Yesler Streets and is adjacent to the county-owned Goat Hill property.
The proposal was found unacceptable due to the high cost of the land
($20 million compared with the $10 million land value attributed to
the county-owned Goat Hill site).

With regard to building acquisition opportunities, a wide net process
of selection and narrowing was undertaken beginning in November
2002 that resulted in the identification of a total of 266 buildings and
sites as opportunities of interest. In February 2003 the list of
opportunities of interest were screened and resulted in a master list of
41 buildings and sites as the most promising opportunities. A short
list of 11 buildings and sites was developed by May 2003. A further

narrowing of the short list to five buildings occurred in August 2003.

The five final candidates were subjected to further evaluation that
included code, seismic, architectural, mechanical, electrical
engineering, cost, and qualitative evaluation necessary to bring the
buildings up to an assumed standard. This evaluation was completed
in early September 2003 with the conclusion that, all things
considered, the building acquisition opportunities were not a better
deal for the county than building construction options.

Track C. Fast Track: This track explored time sensitive
opportunities that might emerge during the exploration process that
required an immediate response.

In December 2002 the consultant agreement was amended to use the
“Fast Track” option to assess the feasibility and attractiveness of co-
developing with the City of Seattle on the Third Avenue & James
Street site (i.e. the Public Safety Building). Following an analysis by
the consultant team, the Third Avenue & James site was removed

~ from the Fast Track option and the opportunity was moved to Track B.

No other properties were evaluated using the Fast Track option and
the City of Seattle ultimately decided not to make a proposal under
Track B. See Appendix B for matrix of positive and negative attributes
of the Public Safety Building site.

Track D. Central Steam: This track finalized earlier studies that
explored the economic viability of a central steam plant and co-
generation opportunities for the downtown King County complex and
Harborview Medical Center.

NCOB Site Evaluations and Recommendations 3 FMD



The central steam plant concept is still under study along with other
options of delivering hot water from the new building to adjacent
County buildings. As required in Ordinance 14812, a final executive
recommendation regarding the steam plant proposal will be
transmitted to council by March 31st. In addition to the original
steam plant option, the report will examine other alternatives for
delivery of steam and/or hot water to the King County Courthouse
complex.

1.2 Space Planning and Future Space Requirements
Space planning has been an integral part of this project. The executive
transmitted to the King County Council the 2003 Space Plan (Plan) on March
1, 2003. The Space Plan reaffirmed the need to continue efforts to reduce
the county’s reliance on outside leased space. The potential range of staffing
outcomes for King County departments over the next 10 years did not result
in a significant reduction in office space needs in spite of the recent and
expected future annexations and incorporations. Rather, the staffing
forecast showed a slight growth in space needs as the probable outcome. In
short, staffing reductions caused by the current plight of the county’s
Current Expense Fund and annexations was projected to affect primarily
suburban specialty locations with required staff reductions for staff located
downtown likely to be offset by staffing increases projected by those agencies
not reliant on the Current Expense Fund. The FMD is now developing the
2004 Space Plan that will reconcile 10-year office space need prOJectlons with
the size and programming of the new office building.

1.3 Proviso Requirement for Siting Analysis

When the council approved Ordinance 14812, there were several provisos
included in the ordinance requiring further analysis and reports as part of
Phase II of the plan. Among those provisos was a requirement that the
executive propose, and council approve, the site for the new building. In
accordance with the Project Plan submitted to council on January 30, 2004,
there are three sites under consideration:

o Goat Hill: between Jefferson and Terrace Streets and east of 5th
Avenue (south of the King County Correctional Facility).

e King Automotive Center (County Parking Garage): between
Jefferson and Terrace Streets and west of 5th Avenue.

e North Kingdome Parking Lot: north of the Seahawks Stadium.
These sites were to be evaluated based on cost, schedule impacts, ability to
meet program and operational needs, business continuity, ability to meet

other King County objectives, designability /constructability, and other
ancillary positive or negative impacts.
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1.4 Executive Response ’

In response to proviso described above, FMD and the development firm,
Wright Runstad, have analyzed the three King County-owned sites. It is
apparent from the analysis that the King County Automotive Center is the
optimum site for the New County Office Building. It is close to the current
campus, physically connected to the Administration and Courthouse via
tunnels, and the least problematic site in terms of soil conditions and
development requirements. Developing the Automotive Center site as
proposed also includes improvements on the Goat Hill site. Additional
parking will be provided with the construction of a new structured parking
facility, along with configuring the Goat Hill site for potential future
development (such as future correctional facility or jail health expansion).
The added parking will meet the needs identified in the pro-forma, as well as
replacing all existing parking.

The factors considered for each site, and an evaluation against the selection
criteria are contained in this report. Detailed spreadsheets and other
supporting documentation are available upon request.

NCOB Site Evaluations and Recommendations ’ 5 FMD
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Section 2

Evaluation of Site Alternatives

n accordance with the Project Plan submitted to the council on January
30, 2004, the three sites under consideration are:

¢ Goat Hill: between Jefferson and Terrace Streets and east of 5th
Avenue (south of the King County Correctional Facility).

¢ King County Automotive Center: between Jefferson and Terrace
Streets and west of Sth Avenue. .

¢ North Kingdome Parking Lot: north of the Seahawks Stadium.

These sites have been evaluated against criteria including cost, schedule
impacts, designability/constructability, ability to meet program and
operational needs, business continuity, ability to meet other King County
objectives, and other ancillary positive or negative impacts.

2.1 Siting Concepts

Although design work on the New County Office Building is not scheduled to
begin until after site selection, preliminary concept work was required to
evaluate the feasibility of development for each of the sites, as well as to
estimate comparative costs. The architectural firm of Zimmer Gunsul Frasca
(ZGF), under the direction of Wright Runstad, prepared block diagrams with
defined building attributes for each of the three sites.

2.1.1 Option A: Goat Hill Site

Figures A.1 through A.6 are conceptual drawings show an. office building of
about 261,000 rentable square feet on the Goat Hill site. This configuration
would provide a total of 985 parking stalls (including the existing Automotive
Center garage). For security reasons, the existing King County Automotive
Center facility would be dedicated to public parking with office building
parking reserved for employees and motor pool cars. This project would
likely result in substantial investment in the existing parking garage to blend
it better with the architecture of the new building, upgrade the parking
garage to current code, and other investments necessary to continue
operating this garage as a public parking facility. Potentially required garage
investments are preliminarily estimated at approximately $4.2 million.

2.1.2 Option B: King County Automotive Center Site
Figures B.1 through B.8 show an office building of about 261,000 rentable
square feet on the Automotive Center site. This would be a two-phase
project: '
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e Phase 1 would construct a new parking garage on the west half of
Goat Hill.

e Phase 2 would demolish the current King County Parking Garage and
build a new office building (with some parking) on that site.

This phased approach would allow for continuous parking for employees and
motor pool cars. This alternative would provide for 985 total parking stalls
(the same capacity as Option A) .

2.1.3 Option C: North Kingdome Parking Lot

Figures C.1 through C.5 show a new office building of about 261,000
rentable square feet on the northeast quadrant of the Kingdome Parking lot.
The northwest quadrant of the North Kingdome Parking Lot was not
considered because of the long-standing interest of the Pioneer Square
community in having a substantial housing development on this site.
Reservation of the northwest quadrant represents what the King County
Executive believes is the minimum acceptable reservation of property for
housing (with least impact from the railroad transportation corridor located
to the east of the North Kingdome Parking Lot).

The project would include one deck of below ground parking and floor sizes
slightly larger than those at King Street Center. The total on-site parking
capacity includes only 149 slots, and consequently provides for 101 fewer
spaces than Options A and B.

Please note that in order to achieve a reasonable floor configuration the
building would extend past the county’s south property line, encroaching
onto property owned by the Public Stadium Authority (PSA). The Public
Stadium Authority has made it clear in a letter to Vulcan, dated February 3,
2004 (Appendix C), that the encroachment was unacceptable. Although the
analysis is presented in this report for comparative purposes, the inability to
encroach onto the PSA-controlled property presents a nearly insurmountable
hurdle. Furthermore, the analysis makes clear that other site costs make
this option unaffordable compared to Options A and B.

2.2 Development Considerations

Each of the three sites has characteristics that would affect development
(design and construction).

2.2.1 Option A: Goat Hill Site

Construction on Goat Hill would occur on the northwest corner of the site
and would not require a vacation of the alley nor street right of ways. Given
the sloping grade of the site, the building would be constructed mostly above
grade, thereby saving considerable expense in excavation. Additionally, the
views from offices located above the parking levels would be enhanced. The
soil conditions at the Goat Hill site are less than ideal, but the project
development team have results of recent drilling and soil studies. Resulting
design constraints have been factored into the development costs.
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In the meantime, Martin Selig has developed design documents for a 270,000
square foot office building (17 stories high) on the southwest corner of Goat
Hill; the project was recently approved by Seattle’s Design Review Board.

Mr. Selig has determined it is not in his best interest to obtain an alley or
street vacation for his project. FMD staff does not know when that office
building might begin construction, but construction is unlikely to commence
until significant pre-leasing has taken place. (At this time, there are no
known signed tenants.) On the other hand, the building could receive its
Master Use Permit within a few months of achieving construction financing.
The Selig proposal is virtually identical to the Opus/Selig proposal previously
submitted to the County in Phase I, Track B described at Section 1.1. That
proposal was not financially competitive because of the price of the land and
development costs. ‘

2.2.2 Option B: King County Automotive Center Site
Construction of this option would occur in two phases. The first phase will
require construction of a “stand-alone” parking garage on the northwest
corner of Goat Hill. Upon completion of this new garage, King County’s
current Automotive Center will be demolished, and a new office building
(with zoning-required parking in the lower levels) will be constructed in its

- place. The two phases will require approximately 25 months to complete.

There are some significant advantages to the Automotive Center site over the
Goat Hill site. First, the soils are more stable, and more easily re-graded.
Second, it is closer to the main King County “campus” (Administration
Building and Courthouse) and will be connected to the underground tunnel..
Third, views will be less obstructed. Fourth, parking garage security will be
more efficiently handled with a separate Goat Hill parking garage (public) and
New Office Building parking (government employees only). These
advantages, combined with the economic advantages identified in section 2.3
below, argue convincingly that the Automotive Center Site is the best site.

2.2.3 Option C: North Kingdome Parking Lot

The size and height restrictions of each lot are important factors in assessing
the viability of each parcel and are particularly restrictive on the North
Kingdome Parking Lot. Given the site limitations, the optimum building
configuration is presented as Figure C-3. This configuration would create an
L-shaped project similar in feel to the King Street Center and a Class A office
building. This plan would require acquisition of property from the Public
Stadium Authority (PSA), an option that is not likely, given the clear
indication from the PSA that they have no intention of relinquishing any of
their North Kingdome Lot property. (See Appendix C.) Even if encroachment
onto PSA property were an option, development of an office building on the
North Parking Lot site would be complex and expensive with undue time
delays created in securing full and clear title. Additionally, significant efforts
would be required to understand project’s interface with the monorail plans
and other transportation impacts along the east and south boundaries of the
property. Items impeding development include:

NCOB Site Evaluations and Recommendations 9 FMD
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e Acquisition of property rights to consolidate sufficient land or air
rights to properly size the building;

o Elimination of encumbrances against the property, pai“ticularly the
need to replace about 250 parking spaces required for Seahawks
Stadium; '

e Mitigation of site geotechnical conditions;
e Mitigation for environmental and/or archeological conditions;

e Requirement to build parking below grade in an area with a high water
table;

e Need for structural enhancements to deal with seismic stability in an
area of deep fill.

2.3 Economic Attributes

Preliminary cost estimates were developed for each of the three sites. Table 1
summarizes the cost estimates for Options A and B. The North Kingdome
Parking Lot site proved especially problematic in terms of the development
uncertainties outlined in Section 2.2 above. Preliminary, rough cost
estimates for a North Kingdome Parking Lot alternative were prepared and
revealed that option would be substantially more expensive than the other
two sites.

2.3.1 Brief Discussion of Option C |

A brief summary of a preliminary range of estimates for the North Kingdome
Parking Lot is provided below. Notwithstanding the highly speculative
nature of the development assumptions, it is currently infeasible to site
an office building on the North Kingdome Parking Lot that will meet the
county’s requirements. Consequently, cost estimates for the North
Kingdome Parking Lot were not developed to the same level as for Options A
and B. Option C estimates are provided below to demonstrate that there are
cost items for that option that would not be a consideration in Options A or
B. Below are extremely rough estimates related to overcoming obstacles
associated with an Option C proposal, if such a proposal were feasible:

e Property Acquisition/Encumbrance Elimination $7.7 million
¢ Geotechnical Mitigation $1.5 million
e Seismic Stabilization (Foundation) $0.5 million
e Below Grade Parking . $1.7 million
¢ Reduced Parking Revenues (101 spaces) $3.0 million
s Schedule delay costs (financing impact) $2.8 million

NCOB Site Evaluations and Recommendations 10 FMD



The rough estimates listed above provide the reader with an understanding
of the projected additional costs associated with the North Kingdome Parking
Lot proposal outlined in Option C. Not included above, but a likely
additional cost, would be additional construction costs associated with
construction schedule delay. The magnitude of this additional cost could be
well in excess of $3.5 million. Clearly, even if this option were viable, it
would exceed the other two options in cost.

Property Acquisition/Encumbrance elimination: The building
configuration shown in Figure C.3 would encroach onto PSA property. If the
county were to acquire and utilize the encroachment area outright, it would
need to secure title to approximately 21,2002 square feet of property and
eliminate encumbrances against that property by providing replacement
parking for parking currently on the property. We estimate that total cost at
a minimum of $1,500,000. If the PSA is unwilling to sell, as they have
indicated (according to representatives of the PSA, this acquisition may be a
prohibited by their originating legislation (see Appendix C)).

Any development on the North Parking Lot site would require the
construction of replacement parking for 250 or more parking stalls.
Construction costs are currently estimated at $6.2 million.

Mitigation for Unknown Site Conditions (Geotechnical, Environmental,
Archeological): The budget for the project would have added costs and
would need a substantial contingency to cover unknown soils conditions.
Our experience during construction of the King Street Center tells us that
this area has substantial landfill and a long history of varied uses that
normally require a fairly high contingent amount to cover unknowns found
during excavation. In order to construct an underground garage in this
location, dewatering is required which is a delicate and expensive operation.
The status of surrounding buildings would need to be continually monitored
at added cost and appropriate mitigation paid if neighboring buildings
showed any signs of damage during construction. Add-on costs and
contingencies are estimated at $1.5 million.

Below Grade Parking: The cost for constructing the parking component of
the building is substantially higher than the other two sites because one
deck of parking would be below grade in an area of fill with a high water
table. These added costs, when compared to the cost of parking at the other
sites being considered, is estimated at almost $1.7 million.

Parking Revenue Loss: The adopted pro-forma (and Options A and B)
included 250 net additional parking spaces with income value of $30,000
each. This proposal has only 149 spaces, resulting in a revenue loss of
$3,000,000.

Seismic Stabilization (Foundation): Soil conditions at the site would
require add on costs to ensure that future seismic events would not result in

2 The estimated building footprint of the encroachment would be 12,500 square feet. This estimate assumes the full
lot width and that there would be no parking available to the PSA in the office building courtyard.

NCOB Site Evaluations and Recommendations 1 FMD



costly repairs of superficial damage. The site conditions lend themselves to
partial liquefaction and higher than average ground movement during
earthquakes. These conditions can be mitigated by increased foundation
work, but at a price currently estimated at around $500,000.

Delay Costs — Financing: A development on the North Parking Lot will
delay the delivery of a new office building by at least one year. Currently, the
interest risk associated with a one-year delay would cost about $2.8 million
to eliminate.

A proposal for a variation of Option C was developed by Vulcan. This
concept would limit the footprint of the New County Office Building to the
North half of the North Kingdome Parking Lot, thereby not encroaching on
the PSA parking lot. The concept would be a five-story building, with a
portion of the top three stories extending into airspace above the PSA
property. The block diagram for this proposal did not indicate support
columns on the PSA property. However, from a structural design standpoint,
such supports would be necessary, creating an encroachment onto PSA
property. The block diagram of the building does not meet the county’s
programmatic requirements for the following reasons:

e The cantilever concept for the top three floors is not
“constructable.” Vertical columns at the south perimeter of the
building will be necessary, causing an encroachment onto PSA
property and probably some loss of parking.

e The North Lot is part of the Pioneer Square historic district, and it
will be difficult to design this configuration in a compatible
architectural style.

e It lacks the “view value” of Options A and B. This reduces its
relative market value.

e Floor to floor heights are 13 feet-8 inches. This is much too low for
floorplates of 51,000 +/- square feet. Such a building would be
highly compromised. It would result in a very negative
environment for occupants and would greatly diminish its market
value.

e Security issues (such as truck bombs under the overhang).

¢ It would be expensive and perhaps risky to construct underground
parking at this site considering the water table and historic
environmental issues. It would be particularly expensive and
difficult, if not impossible, to accommodate the 250 parking spaces
required in the pro-forma.

e There would be likely delays of construction as development issues
are negotiated (legal, land use, neighborhood, historic, PSA
parking mitigation, transportation (monorail, WSDOT, Sound
Transit, SeaTran, bus layovers), etc.)

NCOB Site Evaluations and Recommendations 12 FMD



Due to site disadvantages, preliminary economics, and development
infeasibility of the North Kingdome Parking Lot; further refinements of cost
estimates were not done. Of course, if a proposal were to arise that meets
the county’s needs, overcomes site disadvantages, and is priced
competitively with the other two options, the Executive would consider
the proposal.

2.3.2 Comparison of Options A and B ‘

The economic comparisons between the Goat Hill option (Option A) and the
Automotive Center Site (Option B) demonstrate that the Automotive Center
Site is superior. The added property value and savings that result from
replacing an aging, outdated, and inefficient parking structure far outweigh
the added construction costs associated with a two building project.
Additional investment to make the existing parking garage safety compliant
would require vehicle restraint walls at a cost of approximately $1.7 million.
An aesthetic and architectural enhancement of the existing to blend the
existing parking facility with the new office building is approximately $2.5
million. The total of these items, $4.2 million, is an approximation of the
construction cost differential between the two sites.

Another consideration in providing an “apples to apples” comparison between
Options A and B is the fact that the aging parking facility would require
significant major maintenance work to be compared on an equivalent value
level with the new garage provided in Option B. To provide a reasonable
“apples to apples” adjustment, FMD totaled the major maintenance project
budgets included in the six-year Major Maintenance Reserve Fund plan.
This resulted in a conservative $2.4 million adjustment for comparative
purposes. Future total Major Maintenance Replacement Fund revenues
might be less than forecast in the current MMREF financial plan, nevertheless
the elimination of the need for the $2.4 million is recognized as a true
savings for comparison purposes. The actual major maintenance need goes
away.

More efficient configuration of parking spaces identified in Option B should
provide greater parking revenue potential than the Goat Hill option. Finally,
this alternative will provide more flexibility with regard to the number of
parking spaces ultimately constructed and the revenue to be generated by
those spaces.

Another economic difference between Options A and B is the $10 million
value ascribed to the 'development capacity' of that site to accommodate a
261,000 SF building. Alternative B doesn't use the Goat Hill site for that
development; rather, it creates that value through redevelopment of the
Automotive Center site to its full potential, while saving Goat Hill for future
development potential. In no way will the remaining development value of
the Goat Hill site be reduced by Option B. In fact, the replacement of
somewhat low quality surface parking with higher value structured parking
and other required site investments that are inherent in the Option B cost
estimates will likely decrease the costs of future development, and increase

NCOB Site Evaluations and Recommendations 13 FMD



the overall value and parking revenue potential of the property. A recap of
these two options compared to the initial pro-forma is as follows:

Table 1. Economic Comparisons to Original Pro-forma

Cost Element Original Option A Option B
Pro-forma Goat Hill Site Garage Site
Entitlements and Utilities $ 865,000 $ 865,000 $ 983,000
Shell and Core Architecture 1,331,000 1,331,000 1,720,000
Shell and Core Engineering 898,000 898,000 1,197,000
Shell and Core Construction 43,446,500 39,457,000 46,423,540
‘Tenant Improvements - 14,331,500 14,331,500 16,351,500
Misc Dev
Costs/Fees/Contingencies 9,293,710 9,253,815 10,290,030
Total Development $70,165,710 $66,136,315 $76,965,070
Land 10,000,000 10,000,000 10,000,000
Land Value Escalation —
Highest and Best Use (10,000,000)
Financing _ 2,500,000 2,900,000 2,900,000
Net Capitalized Interest 6,312,987 6,326,422 5,871,941
4,200,000
Adjustment for KCCF Safety
and Architectural
Modifications
Eliminated Major Maintenance
Requirements (2,400,000)
Total Cost of Project $88,978,697 $89,562,737* $83,337,011*
Difference from Pro-Forma 584,040 (5,641,686)
Difference from A.4 (6,225,726)
* Assume specialty adds paid from internal service or enterprise funds.
" NCOB Site Evaluations and Recommendations 14 FMD




2.4 Table 2: Comparison of Programmatic Attributes

Option A:
Goat Hill

Option B:
Parking Garage

Option C: North
Kingdome Parking Lot

Second closest to other _
core buildings

Closest to core buildings

Only adjacent to King
Street Center.

Good adjacencies to
tenant functions

Best adjacencies to tenant
functions

Poor adjacencies to tenant
functions

Sized to meet tenant
agencies’ 10-year needs

Sized to meet tenant
agencies’ 10-year needs

Likely not sized to meet
tenant agencies’ 10-year
needs '

No covered entry to other
core buildings

Covered entry to other
core buildings

No covered entry to other
core buildings

Uses part of growth
capacity on Goat Hill

Preserves growth capacity
on Goat Hill

Preserves growth capacity
on Goat Hill

Fastest building delivery
date by 6 months

Second fastest delivery
date

Uncertain delivery date

Does not deal with current
garage inefficiencies or
major maintenance
requirements

Deals with current garage
inefficiencies, code
compliance, aesthetics
and eliminates major
maintenance requirements

Does not deal with garage
inefficiencies, garage code
compliance, garage
aesthetics or garage major
maintenance

Floors highly efficient for a
multiple agency building

Floors highly efficient for a
multiple agency building

Large floor plates proving
somewhat inefficient for
multiple agency building,
particularly with the
blocking provided by an
independent developer

Positive working
environment with good
natural lighting, efficient
traffic patterns, and
worker friendly work
layouts

.Positive working

environment with good
natural lighting, efficient
traffic patterns, and
worker friendly work
layouts

Option C provides fair
working environment with
adequate lighting, efficient
traffic patterns for single
tenant floors and
opportunity for friendly
work layouts. (Unsolicited
developer-provided layout
provides poor working
environment with
questionable natural
lighting in places, low
ceiling heights for the size
of the floors, questionable
traffic efficiencies for
multiple tenant floors and
some low quality working
layouts).

Excellent public
transportation

Excellent public
transportation

Transportation hub —
Good public
transportation

Adjacent public parking
creates some security
issues

Configuration lends itself
to good security

Proximity to large public
parking areas, including
off-hours parking, creates
significant security issues.
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2.5 Recommendation

It is the Executive’s recommendation to move forward with the New County
Office Building plan to construct an office building on the King County
Automotive Center site, and to provide structured parking on the Goat Hill.
The total cost of this proposal is consistent with the original pro-forma
included in the New County Office Building Project Plan.

It is apparent from the analysis that development of Option B on the King
County Automotive Center site is the best option. The Automotive Center is
close to the current campus, physically connected to the Administration
Building and Courthouse via tunnels, and the least problematic site in terms
of soil conditions and development requirements. It is also the best
economic choice. Developing the Automotive Center site as proposed also
includes improvements on the Goat Hill site. When constructing the parking
garage on the Goat Hill Site, it will have the benefit of improving the site for
potential future development (such as future correctional facility or jail
health expansion).

NCOB Site Evaluations and Recommendations 16 . FMD



Section 3

Next Steps

he FMD team is moving forward according to the project plan for
the New County Office Building, as set forth in the first New
County Office Building Proviso Response sent to Council on
January 30, 2003. It is understood from meetings between FMD
and council staff that Council cannot possibly adhere to the
timelines set forth in the plan for council review and approval of
specific items in the plan. It should be noted that the Council review and
approval schedule set forth in the New County Office Building Project Plan
was necessitated by funding restrictions in the proviso language. If FMD is
to move forward and adhere to the scheduling commitments made to council,
and upon which the project financing plan was based, there will need to be
some revision of the original expenditure restriction language in the proviso.

3.1 Required Council Action

n February 26, 2004, the executive transmitted to council an

ordinance revising the expenditure restrictions in the provisos to

Ordinance 14812, If council approves this (or similar) language,

it would allow council adequate review time to consider each of
the items set forth in the proviso, and would also allow FMD to adhere to the
project schedule. Adherence to the schedule is important due to the
significant costs associated with delays.

NCOB Site Evaluations and Recommendations 17 } FMD
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Proposed No. 2003-0427.2.

KING COUNTY

1200 King County Courthouse
516 Third Avenve
_ ‘ Seattle, WA 98104
Signature Report -
December 9, 2003 .
Oljdinance' 1'4{31 2

Sponsors Phillips

AN ORDINANCE making a supplemental appropriation of
81 212,000 to the building repair and replacement fund to

- * proceed with obtmmng a master use permlt and prehmmary |

design of an approximately 261,000-rentable-square-foot
building and a steam plant, authon'zing executive staff to
eﬁte; into a procurement process to select an appropriate
nonprofit entity to seﬁe as the recjuired intermediaq-h an
IRS Regulation 63-57.0 finance stmctune,- pu‘rsuant.to the
requirements of KCC 4.56.190.B; and amending the 2003
Budget Ordinance, Ordmance 14517 Sect:on 118 and

Attachment B .as amended.

' STATEMENT OF FACTS:

office space.

1. Numero'hs expert review panels and past studies have concluded that it

is in the county’s best financial interest to transition from leased to owned

APENDIX A
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2. A fecent s.tudy completed by the executive, titled An Apprc;ach to
Reducing King County Office Space Costs ("the report”) has concluded

that substantial ongoing operating savings would be realized by

_conversion from leased to owned office space.

- 3. The report. has further concluded that additional ongomg savmgs of

slgmﬁcant magmtude would be achleved by constructing a new.central

steam plant.

4. The critical functions o the Seatt]e-ng County department of public -
- health, the King County fi inance and business operatnons division- and the

King Coupty mformatwn technology dmslon would be located in the new

county office bm]dmg, and pelform crmca] functions that qumre

'contmunty of busmws in the event of a major earthquake. To mamtam

business contmmty an older office bmldmg would need to be sclsmlcally
retrofit to a standard adopted for the King County Courthouse selslmc
project.

5. Construction of a new county office bunldmg preclud& the need for

-expcnsnve and risk Jaden retrofit and renovatlon of o]der office bmldmgs
~- cumently available for acquisition. .

| 6. Construction of a neW county office building provides fof a better long-

term i mthment than acquisition of older office bulldmgs currently .

available for acqmsmon

7. Construction of a new county office building would place all

construction risk on the private sector developer, while a retrofit of older
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office bui]diligs currently available for acqhisition would presént'a -

“ substantial construction risk to the counity.

8. In the event of future King County staffing reductions, a new office

 building can more readily be subleased or sold than older office buildings

currently available for acquisition.

9. Construction of a new county office building provides considerable

~ qualitative benefits to the county, such as: modem systemic approach to *

design and construction; best practice floor layout efficiencies; ébility to

meet Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design Standards

("LEEDS"); lowest possible life cycle operating costs; appropriately sized

and designed parking'faéilities; greatér value and marketabilitjr than an .

older building; and an efficient, compact King County Campus.
_ 19. Consolidating the prosecuting attorney’s office into the King County :
‘Courthouse is consistent with the 2003 Space i’]an, which designates the

" King County Courthouse as a specialty building with heightened security,

housing law, safety and jliéti'ce functions.
11. Operational efficiencies and better public sexvice can be accomplished

by consblidatihg the prosecuﬁ'ng’ attorney’s office into the courthouse, and

 the finance and business operations division into a new county office

building.

12. Prior to establishing a budget for construction of a new county office
building, it is necéssary to perform preconstruction work, such as

alternative site analysis, permitting and prelilminary design.
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13. Under KCC 4.56.190.B, the. r;:quest for proposal or invitation -to- bid

documents, for all new leases of real property for a term e;cee'ding five

years, must be'appro-ved by the King County council, before the

advertisement and issuance of the request for proposal or mwtahon tobid.
' BEIT ORDAINED BY THE COUNCIL OF KING COUNTY:

" SECTION 1. Ordmance 14517, Section 118, as amended, js hereby amended by

adding thereto and mserhng therem the fo]lowmg

_ From several capxta] 1mprovement projects them is hereby appropriated and

| authorized to be disbursed the followmg amounts for the specific projects 1denhﬁed in

' Attachment I of this ordinance:
Fund Capital Fund Name - Amount
3951 - Building Repair and Replacement Fund $1,212,000

SECI‘ION 2. Executlve staff is authorized to pursue a procurement process to

select an appropriate non-proﬁt entlty to serve as the requmed intermediary i n an IRS
Regulation 63-20 financing structure pursuant to the requirements of K.C. C 4.56.190.B.
PROVIDED THAT: '
Of this appropriation for CIP Project number 395209, King County Ofﬁce

- Building Feaslblhty, $400 ,000 may not be expended or encumbered until the executive
. submits a report and council approves by motion the following report:

A. The executive shall submit to the budget and fiscal managenient committes or
its successor a report outlining a project plan for the project. The report shall include 2~ -

summary of the scope-of work as defined by tasks and,

N
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B: A project -sohedole indicating start dates and duration for all scope tasks. - .
iject milestone points shall be included indicating -quaftcrly-cOur_xcil review points.and
all required council approvél points. Council review and oppfovd of site selection
process and recorarmendation will be required. The schedule shall identify all scheduled
deliverables. _ |

C. A project budget integrated with project scope tasks and-indicating breakdown
of budgets by King Counity staff and consultants. Key project staff shall be identified,

| D '_I‘hc reﬁort shall include a review of the various optidns available to Kiné

Counfy for possible use of the land liquidity revenues proposed by the executive in the’

report entitled An'Approach to Reducin g King County Office Space Costs. The report

shall include advantages and disadvantages for each of the ophons proposed and
conclude with a reco/mmcnded prefcrred alternative together w1th reasons.

The report must be filed in the form of 15 copies with the clerk of the council and
the chair lead of the budget and fiscal management committee or its successor on or '
before January 30, 2004: |

PROVIDED FURTHER THAT:

Of the appropriation for CIP project number 395209, King County Office

Building Feasibility, $200,000 shall be expended only in quarterly increments of $50,000

after council receives a quéxierly.report as described below, The quarterly report shall

include a project status of tasks and project activities, project budget status, project
schodule indicating conip]cted tasks against planned schedule, critical elements, and next
steps: The quarterlj reports must be filed in the form of 15 copies with the clerk of the

council and the chair and lead staff of the budget and fiscal mahagement comumnittee or its
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successor by March 31, 2604; June 30, 2004; September _30, 2004; and December.l3,

2004,

- PROVIDED FURTHER THAT:
Of the appropriation for CIP project number 395209, ng County Office -
Bmldmg Feasibility, $150,000 may not be expended or encumbered until the executwe

submits a report and council approves by motion the followmg report;

A feasrbrhty report to convert work release space in the King County courthouse

to either office space or other exlsung compatible courthouse functrons The analysis

shall include options to relocate work release to other more suitable space such as the”

| . West wing of the King County Corrections Facrhty or other suitable locatron in the

community. The analysis shall be coordinated with the ng County Conectrons Facility

. Integrated Secunty Pro;ect schedule as appropriate and be consistent wrth the goa]s of

other law safety justice efforts mcludmg Adult Justtce Operational Master Plan (ATJOMP)

and Ji uvem]e Justice Operatlona] Master Plan aJ OMP) The analysrs shall mclude capital

Pproject cost estimates and a life cycle analysrs

The report must be filed in the form of 15 copies wrth the clcrk of the council and

the chair lead staff of the budget and fiscal management commrttee or 1ts successor on or

before May 3, 2004 |

PROVIDED FURTHER THAT:

Of this appropriation for CIP project number 395210, King Cotinty Office
Building Feasibility, $250 000 may not be expended or encumbered until the executive

submits a report and council approves by motron the following report

L
‘:\qy/
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A reevaluationi reporf of the central steam plant feasibility study by R. W. Beck, -

- contained in the report entitled An Approach.to Reducing King County Office Space

Costs, dated September 15, 2003. The report shall include a response to the rcéort :

prepared by Seattle Steam entitled Analysis of King County Steam Plant Reports, dated

December 2, 2003. The report shall also be coordinated with Seattle Steam Company
contract agreements with King County and Harborview Medical Center and include a

legal interpretation of the terms of these agreements. The report shall include

~ recommendations and clearly identify how these recommendations comport with the

recommendations contained in the report entitled An Approach to Reducing King County
Office Space Costs. The report must be filed in the form of 15 copies with the clerk of
the council and the chair and lead staff of the budget and fiscal management committee

or its successor by March 31, 2004.
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SECI‘ION 3. Attachment I'to this ordinance hereby amends Ordmance 14517

Attachment B as amended

Ordinance 14812 was introduced on 9/22/2003 and passed by the Metropolitan King
County Council on 12/8/2003, by the following vote: '

Yes: 11 - Ms. Sullivan, Ms. Edmonds, Mr. von Rmchbauer Ms. Iambert Mr. .
Phillips, Mr. Pelz, Mr. Hammond, Mr. Gossett, Ms Hague, Ms. Patterson and

Mr. Constantme

No: 0

Excused: 2 - Mr. McKenna aner Irons
KING COUNTY COUNCIL )
KING COUNTY, WASHINGTON

ATTEST:

Anne Noxis, Clerk of the Council .

APPROVED this @ day of DeCG'w b A 3005.

Attachments- A, Attachment 1, Adopted Ordinance 14517, Section 118: General Capital
. Improvement Program, B. AnApproachtoReducmgngComtyomcc
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 Positive/Negative Attributes of Fast Track Properties N

Track C - Fast Track was created to move forward as quickly as possible on
opportunities that were perceived as excellent value but extremely time
sensitive. The City of Seattle’s Public Safety Building site development was the
only opportunity considered on this track. After the first phase of feasibility
study and negotiations, the project team determined that a suitable New
County Office Building could be successfully sited at the location.

However, as development studies and sales negotiations continued, it became
apparent that total project costs were likely to be equal to, or significantly
higher than, costs projected for a similar project on King County-owned sites.
Furthermore, the programmatic advantage of site location was no greater than
the King County-owned sites under consideration. Finally, there were a
number of emerging issues that would have a tendency to drive costs higher
than other opportunities, and the development project team recommended that
King County immediately set aside approximately $150,000 for necessary due
diligence during final feasibility studies. As a result, the team concluded that
this site no longer be considered as a “Fast Track” solution; it became another
site in the Track B study. The Public Safety Building site did not offer
compelling economic or programmatic features to warrant “Fast Track”
consideration.

Issues Identified In City/County Negotiations:

. The City was clear that they were to be kept whole as to value and costs.
Accordingly, negotiations related to the cost of land or property rights
would settle on a “market” value that would not fall into the “good deal”
category. Furthermore, this position would result in the City claiming
reimbursement of any costs they could legitimately allocate to the
County building. Again, this was a reasonable position, but removed the
possibility of a “good deal” on land and other costs to the County. This
position would also result in a sharing of construction risk that would
again deviate from our goal to develop a project with no construction risk
to the County.

o The City did not want to engage in a project packaged with 63-20
' lease/lease back, which eliminates construction risk. Thus, we were
concerned about King County’s exposure to both increased costs and
construction risk.

J The City wanted to retain ownership of the land and the parking garage,
which limited King County’s ability to leverage parking revenues to the
positive advantage of project economics. Also, by controlling the site, the
City would reduce King County’s ability to use the entire site for
programmatic enhancements.

RN B



J The City was expecting a significant grant from Metro Transit to pay for
an elaborate bus tunnel entryway. The Department of Transportation,
Transit Division Metro Transit made it clear that there is no such grant
opportunity available.

. The City wanted control over project aesthetics and site development.
This would limit King County’s ability to consider design options that
would create a King County touch on the building or features of positive
benefit to King County, but not necessarily consistent with the City
vision. :

. The City made it clear that the height of the building would need to be
limited to the height of the Courthouse and adjoining properties, thereby
eliminating the opportunity to create signature view space in the new
building. This restriction reduced the potential value and marketability
of the new building.

After King County moved this site to Track B, in which developers were to
compete for projects on non-County owned property, the City of Seattle declined
to propose further study or negotiations. Additionally after initial feasibility was
completed, it became clear that the City of Seattle’s planned configuration for
public parking was contrary to current FEMA guidelines for building security
against acts of terror. King County will continue to monitor any future City
development on the site, since City parking layouts could jeopardize the
perimeter security of the King County Courthouse.

Although development of the New County Office Building on the site of the
former City Public Safety Building would give King County the advantage of
preserving future development opportunities on the Goat Hill site, the county
accomplishes the same result by using the existing Automotive Site with better
programmatic and economic gain for King County.

N
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Ao Citan ' Febmary 3, 2004
[k Hi ilntdp :
AR ik ki Ms. Lyn Tangen .
S Government and Community Relations Director
Ly Dﬁmuru‘ . Vulcan Inc.
Boam i 505 Fifth Avenue South, Suite 900
Seattle, WA 98104
gt IHS;IJIH.I i
© BoWn énmma b M. Jim Mueller
R R Real Estate Developrr ent Director
s Hu’ P Vulcan Inc.
SRTTIVIY 505 Fifth Avenue South, Suite 900
B A Seattle, WA 98104
! ‘
i fi s RE:  North Lot Development Concepts
llum t}ln:l{l.h i o
Lo Dear Lyn and Jim:
ulwméwum. :
B A - Thank you for presenting your North Lot development concepts at the January
R 22" Board of Directors meeting of the Washington State Public Stadium
B R Authority (PSA). We wanted to follow up on that discussion to make sure

you have a clear understanding of the PSA Board’s position. We did not want
you to construe the Board’s questions and comiments as being more supportive -
of these concepts than, in fact, the Board is.

As we stated in the Board meeting, the PSA Board is charged by law to be
stewards of the Stadiwin and Exhibition Center and in that regard, the Board
must take those actionss which are protective of the Stadium and Exhibition
Center, both for its short and long term futures. In 1998, pursuant to the
requirements of the Stadium Act, the PSA determined that the South Half of
the North Lot was absolutely necessary for the Stadium and Exhibition Center
(without waiving our r. ght to the North Half) and included the South Halfin

;
L l B

N1 m”.wmjsm:i
i

" BN

AT I ' the Project Site. The South Half was needed for parking, staging and firture
" UU‘W%M " expansion of the facilitics, That decision has proved to be correct in many

S ! o - respects. The South Half of the North Lot continues to provide required

CSeati, W o) parking and staging, In addition, the PSA is now seeing that many trade

o 1 : shows are planning to ¢xpand, and those expansion plans will increase the

(R0 48t g demands upon the Sowh Half of the North Lot. The Board is very aware that

sy a1 oy in the future it may be necessary to construct new improvements upon the

i
i

APPENVIX O



‘South Half to keep the Stadium and Exhibition Center as the high quality facility that the

~ FEB. 3.2084  8:52AM  WASH ST PUB STADIUM _ NO.673  P.3/3

-~ ‘i\\‘
S

Stadium Act calls for and that the voters approved funding for.

In light of the above responsibililies of the PSA Board, it is highly unlikely that the Board
could support the concept of locating a County office building on a significant portion of
the South Half of the North Lot. While your concept calls for replacing the parking lost
to development in the North Lot in garages, the concept does not provide adequate
stagmg space and does nat deal with the future expansion needs of the Project. Further,
in order for the Board to relinquish part of the South Half, the Board would have to
determine that a portion of the South Half is no longer needed and is no longer part of the
Project Site. The Stadivmn Act does not allow an office building that is not associated
with the Stadium and Exhibition Center to be built on land owned by the PSA (see
Section 106(2) of the Stadiwm Act). The Board does not see that there is any factual
basis to conclude that the South Half will be unnecessary for use as part of the Stadium
and Exhibition Center.

With respect to the housing component of your development concept, the Board does not

oppose housing in this ares, so long as the displaced parking is relocated into proximate

garages. The Board supperts the Pioneer Square neighborhood’s desire to have a mixed

income housing development in this area.

Please feel free to contact me if you would like to discuss this. The PSA Board will ;:?
continue to be intexested in seeiny the evolution of your concepts for development in the o
North Half Lot area. '

Smcerely,

Lotraine Hine

" Board Chair

cc:  PSA Board Members
Stephcn Janik, Ball Janik LLP
Ann Kawasaki Romero, PSA Executive Director
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KING COUNTY 1200 Kiog Covaty Courtouse

516 Third Aveove ..
. Seattle, WA 98104 o
Signature Report ' - .
Dbecens 2004-126
December 9, 2003 . . - r
Oljdinance‘1'4§12
Proposed No. 2003-0427.2. Sponsors Phillips

AN ORDINANCE makiné a supplemental appropriation of

: $i,212 000 to the building repair and replacement fund to

.~ " proceed with obtammg a master use permxt and prehmmary

design of an approximately 261, ;000-rentable-square-foot .
building and a steam plant, authorizing ekecutive staff to
eete; into a procurement process >to select an appropriate

| nonprofit entity to serve as the re(juired intermediary in an
IRS Regulation 63-20 finance structure,-pursuant.to the
requirements of KCC 4.56.190.B; and amending the 2003
Budget Ordinance, Ondmancc 14517 Sectlon 118 and

Attachment B .as amended.

' STATEMENT OF FACTS:
1. Numerous expert review panels and past studies have concluded that it

isinthe county s best f nancial mterest to transition from leased to owned

off' ice space.

L maoiX A
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2. A fecen_t stutiy completed by the executive titled An Approach to

- Reducmg ng County Office Space Costs ("the report") has concluded
that substantla] ongomg operatmg savings would be realized by
conversion from leased to owned office space.

- 3. The report. has further concluded that additional ongoing savmgs of
s1gmf icant magmtude would be achleved by constructmg anew.central |
steam plant. |

. 4, The critical funct:ons of the Seattle-ng County department of public
health, the King’ County fi inance and business operatlons division: and the
King County mformatlon technology dmsmn would be located in the new
county office bm]dmg, and perform cntlcal functions that requue
‘continuity of busmess in the event of a major earthquake. To mamtam
business continuity, an older office building wou]d need to be seismica_ily
retrofit to a .standard adopted for the I(tng County Courthouse seismic
project.
5. Construction of a new county office bm]dmg ptecludes the need for
-expensnve and risk laden retrofit and renovation of o]der office bmldmgs
- - | currently available for acquisition. .

| 6. Construction of a new counﬁ office b;ﬁ]ding Provides fot a better long-
term investment than acquisition of older office buildings curtently -
available for écquisition.

7. Construction of a new county office ouilding would place all

construction risk on the private sector developer, while a retrofit of older
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office buildings currently available-for acqﬁisition would prese'nt.a '

" substantial construction risk to the courity.

8. In lthe event of future King County staffing reductions, a new office

 building can more readily be subleased or sold than older office buildings

currently available for acquisition.

9. Construction of a new county office building provides considerable

~ qualitative benefits to the county, sbch as: modern systemic approach to *

design and construction; best practice floor layout efficiencies; ability to

meet Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design Standards

("LEEDS"); lowest possible life cycle operating costs; appropriately sized

and designed parking 'faéilities; greatér value and markctabilitj than an .

older building; and an efficient, compact King County Campus.
| 19. Consolidating the prosecuting attorney’s office into the King County "
Courthouse is consistent with the 2003 Space i’]an, which designates the

" King County Courthouse as a specialty building with heightened security,

housing law, safety and justice functions.
11. Operétional efficiencies and better public service can be accomplished
by consolidatihg the prosecuting attomey’s office into the courthouse, and

the finance and business operations division into a new county office

building.

12. Prior to establishing a budget for construction of a new county office
building, it is necéssary to perform preconstruction work, such as

alternative site analysis, permitting and pre]fnxinary design.
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13. UnderK.C.C. 4.56.190B, the request for prbposa] or invitation to bid

documents, for all new leases of real property fora term ex_cee'ding five

years, must be'appro'ved by the King County council, before the .

advertisement and issuance of the request for proposal or mv:tanon to bid.
' BEIT ORDAINED BY THE COUNCIL OF KING COUNTY

- SECTION 1. Ordmance 14517, Section 118, as amended, js hereby amended by

adding thereto and msemng therem the fo]lomng

. From'several ca'pital improvement project& there is hereby appropriated and

'authonzed to be disbursed the followmg amounts for the specific projects 1dent1ﬁed in

Attachment I of tlns ordinance:
Fund Capital Fund Name - ‘Amount
3951 - Building Repair and Replacement Fund $1,212,000

SECTION 2. Execunve staff is authorized to Pursue a procurement process to

select an appropriate non-proﬁt entity to serve as the requmed intermediary j n an IRS

Of this appropriation for CIP project number 395209, King County Office

. Building Peasibility, $400,000 may not be expended or encumbered until the executive

: submits a report and council approves by motion‘ the following report:

A. The executive shall submit to the budget and fiscal management committee or
its successor a report outlining a project plan for the project. The report shall mclude a -
summary of the scope -of work as dcfined by tasks and,
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B: A project soﬁedule indicating start dates and duration _for all scope tasks. .
Project milestone points shall be included indicating -quaﬁerly~com_1cil review points.and
all required council approvﬂ points. Council review and app'roval of site selection
process and recoramendation will be required. The schedule shall identify all scheduled
delivémbles.‘ _ |

C. A project bodgot integrated with project scope: tasks and 'ihd_icatingbreakdown -'
of budgets By King County staff and consultants. Key project staff shall be identified.

| D. ?‘hc report shall inclﬁde a review of the various optiohs available to Kiné

Couniy for possible use of the land liquidity revenues pro'posed by the executive in the

report entitled An Approach to Reducing King County Office Space Costs. The report

shall include advantages and disadvantages for each of the ophons proposed and

| concludc with a reccfmmcnded prefcrred altcmahve together w1th reasons.

The report must be filed in the form of 15 cepies with the clerk of the council and
the chair lead of the budget and fiscal management committee or its successor on or
before January 30, 2004-

PROVIDED FUR'I'HER THAT:

Of the appropnaﬁon for CIP project number 395209 ng County Office

Building Fcaslblhty, $200 000 shall be expended only in quarterly mcrcments of $50 000

after council receives a quarterly_report as described below. The quartorjy report shall

include a project status of tasks and project activities, project budget status, project

_schodule indicating coxﬁpleted tasks against planned schedule, critical elements, and next
steps: The quarterl_); reports must be filed in the form of 15 copies with the clefk of the

council and the chair and lead staff of the budget and fiscal management committee or its
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successor by March 31, 2604; June 30, 2004; September 30, 2004; and Deccmber_"l3,

2004,

) PROVIDED FURTHER THAT:

Of the appropriation for CIP project number 395209 ng County Office -
Bmldmg Feasibility, $150,000 may not be expended or encumbered until the executive
submits a report. and councrl approves by motion lhe followmg report;

A feasrblhty report to convert work release space in the ng County courthouee |

to either office space or other exrstmg compatible courthouse functrons The analysis

shall include opuons to relocate work release to other more suitable space such as the

| . west wing of the King County Corrections Facrhty or other suitable locatron inthe

community. The analysis sha]] be coordinated with the King County Correctrons Facility

_ Integrated Secunty Project schedule as appropriate and be consistent mth the goals of

other law safety Justice efforts mcludmg Adult Justrce Operational Master Plan (AJOMP)

and Juvemle Justice Operatronal Master Plan (JJOMP) The analysrs shall include capital

project cost estimates and a life cycle analysls.

The report must be filed in the form of 15 copies with the clerk of the council and

the chair lead staff of the budget and fiscal management commrttee or 1ts successor on or

before May 3, 2004,

PROVIDED FURTHER THAT: o

Of this appropriation for CIP project number 395210, King Cotinty Office
Building Feasibility, $250,000 may not be expended or encumbered until the executive

submits a report and council approves by motron the following report:
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A reevaluationi rcporf of the central steam plant feasibility stoady by R. W. Beék, -
cor_ltained'in the report entitled An Approach.to Reducing King County Office Space

Costs, dated September 15, 2003. The report shall include a response to the rc;;ort :

prepared by Seattle Steam entitled Analysis of King County Steam Plant Reports, dated

December 2, 2003. The report shall also be coordinated with Seattle Steam Company
contract agreements with King County and Harborview Medical Center and include a -

legal interpretation of the terms of these agreements. The report shall include

_ recommendations and clearly identify how these recommendations comport with the

recommendations cdr_xtained in the report entitled An Approach to Reducing King County
Office Space Costs. The report must be filed in the form of 15 copies with the clerk of
the council and the chair and lead staff of the budget and fiscal management committee

or its successor by March 31, 2004.
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Aﬁachments . A. Attachment I, Adopted Ordinance 14517,-Section 118: General Capital —

SECTION 3. Attachmeint I'to this ordinance hereby amends Ordinance 14517, '

Attachment B, as amended.

Ordinance 14812 wias introduced on 9/22/2003 and passed by the Metropolitan King

County Council on 12/8/2003, by the following vote:

Yes: 11 - Ms. Sullivan, Ms. Edmonds, Mr. von Reichbauer, Ms. Lambert, Mr.

Phillips, Mr. Pelz, Mr. Hammond, Mr. Gossett, M, Hague, Ms. Patterson and

Mr. Constantine

No: 0 PR 0

Excused: 2 - Mr. McKenna and Mr. Irons
KING COUNTY COUNCIL
KING COUNTY, WASHINGTON

ATTEST:
AnneNon's,ClcrkoftheConncil .

’8 'day of Dece'w ‘?JV—2003

APPROVED this

agﬁgﬂgoa ONIW
02 g B 3306002

Improvement Program, B. An Approach to Reducing King County Office p
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~ Positive /Negative Attributes of Fast Track Properties.

Track C - Fast Track was created to move forward as quickly as possible on
opportunities that were perceived as excellent value but extremely time
sensitive. The City of Seattle’s Public Safety Building site development was the
only opportunity considered on this track. After the first phase of feasibility
study and negotiations, the project team determined that a suitable New
County Office Building could be successfully sited at the location.

However, as development studies and sales negotiations continued, it became
apparent that total project costs were likely to be equal to, or significantly
higher than, costs projected for a similar project on King County-owned sites.
Furthermore, the programmatic advantage of site location was no greater than
the King County-owned sites under consideration. Finally, there were a
number of emerging issues that would have a tendency to drive costs higher
than other opportunities, and the development project team recommended that
King County immediately set aside approximately $150,000 for necessary due
diligence during final feasibility studies. As a result, the team concluded that
this site no longer be considered as a “Fast Track” solution; it became another
site in the Track B study. The Public Safety Building site did not offer
compelling economic or programmatic features to warrant “Fast Track”
consideration.

Issues Identified In City/County Negotiations:

. The City was clear that they were to be kept whole as to value and costs.
Accordingly, negotiations related to the cost of land or property rights
would settle on a “market” value that would not fall into the “good deal”
category. Furthermore, this position would result in the City claiming
reimbursement of any costs they could legitimately allocate to the
County building. Again, this was a reasonable position, but removed the
possibility of a “good deal” on land and other costs to the County. This
position would also result in a sharing of construction risk that would
again deviate from our goal to develop a project with no construction risk
to the County.

o The City did not want to engage in a project packaged with 63-20
' lease/lease back, which eliminates construction risk. Thus, we were
concerned about King County’s exposure to both increased costs and
construction risk. '

o The City wanted to retain ownership of the land and the parking garage,
which limited King County’s ability to leverage parking revenues to the
positive advantage of project economics. Also, by controlling the site, the
City would reduce King County’s ability to use the entire site for
programmatic enhancements.

AN O B



J The City was expecting a significant grant from Metro Transit to pay for
an elaborate bus tunnel entryway. The Department of Transportation,
Transit Division Metro Transit made it clear that there is no such grant
opportunity available.

. The City wanted control over project aesthetics and site development.
This would limit King County’s ability to consider design options that
would create a King County touch on the building or features of positive
benefit to King County, but not necessarily consistent with the City
vision. :

. The City made it clear that the height of the building would need to be
limited to the height of the Courthouse and adjoining properties, thereby
eliminating the opportunity to create signature view space in the new
building. This restriction reduced the potential value and marketability
of the new building.

After King County moved this site to Track B, in which developers were to
compete for projects on non-County owned property, the City of Seattle declined
to propose further study or negotiations. Additionally after initial feasibility was
completed, it became clear that the City of Seattle’s planned configuration for
public parking was contrary to current FEMA guidelines for building security
against acts of terror. King County will continue to monitor any future City
development on the site, since City parking layouts could jeopardize the
perimeter security of the King County Courthouse.

Although development of the New County Office Building on the site of the
former City Public Safety Building would give King County the advantage of
preserving future development opportunities on the Goat Hill site, the county
accomplishes the same result by using the existing Automotive Site with better
programmatic and economic gain for King County.
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:]A':;:l::llgll]:10|n e RE:  North Lot Development Concepts
N Dear Lyn and Jim:
liHM.'iéWnry. ‘ :
P ﬂél e i Thank you for presentng your North Lot development concepts at the J anuary

22™ Board of Directors meeting of the Washington State Public Stadium
 Authority (PSA). We wanted to follow up on that discussion to make sure

you have a clear understanding of the PSA Board’s position. We did not want -

you to construe the Board’s questions and comments as being more supportive -

of these concepts than, in fact, the Board is.

As we stated in the Board meeting, the PSA Board is charged by law to be
stewards of the Stadiwin and Exhibition Center and in that regard, the Board
must take those actions which are protective of the Stadium and Exhibition
‘Center, both for its short and long term futures. In 1998, pursuant to the
requirements of the Stadium Act, the PSA determined that the South Half of
the North Lot was absolutely necessary for the Stadium and Exhibition Center
(without waiving our r.ght 10 the North Half) and included the South Half in

, the Project Site. The South Half was needed for parking, staging and future
"aﬁn i t expansion of the facilities, That decision has proved to be correct in many
Rt  respects. The South Half of the North Lot continues to provide required

f :Seﬁ}fgl,:yvé Wi parking and staging. In addition, the PSA is now seeing that many trade
So i : - shows are planning to ¢xpand, and those expansion plans will increase the
<08 10 demands upon the Sowth Half of the North Lot. The Board is very aware that

- in the future it may be necessary to construct new improvements upon the -

{208y 301 §
i
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'South Half to keep the Stadium and Exhibition Center as the high quality facility that the
Stadium Act calls for and that the voters approved funding for.

In light of the above responsibilities of the PSA Board, it is highly unlikely that the Board
could support the concept of locating a County office building on a significant portion of
the South Half of the North Lot. While your concept calls for replacing the parking lost

to development in the North Lot in garages, the concept does not provide adequate

staging space and does nat deal with the firture expansion needs of the Project, Further,

in order for the Board to relinquish part of the South Half, the Board would have to
determine that a portion of the South Half is no longer needed and is no longer part of the
Project Site. The Stadivmm Act does not allow an office building that is not associated
with the Stadium and Exhibition Center to be built on land owned by the PSA (sece

Section 106(2) of the Stadium Act). The Board does not see that there is any factual

basis to conclude that the South Half will be unnecessary for use as part of the Stadium
and Exhibition Center. _

With respect to the housing component of your development concept, the Board does not
oppose housing in this ares, so long as the displaced parking is relocated into proximate
garages. The Board supports the Pioneer Square neighborhood’s desire to have a mixed
income housing development in this area,

Please feel free to contact me if you would like to discués this. The PSA Board will
continue to be interested in seeing the evolution of your concepts for development in the

North Half Lot area.
Sincerely, | ‘
ﬂ?fmm/ ZZL"-"“
Lotraine Hine

" Board Chair
cc:  PSA Board Members

Stephen Janik, Ball Jenik LLP
Ann Kawasaki Romero, PSA Executive Director



