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Disclaimer	

This	study	has	been	prepared	for	the	Laurel	District	Association,	in	Oakland,	
California.	The	student	author	conducted	this	study	in	partial	fulfillment	of	the	
requirements	for	the	degree	of	Master	of	Public	Policy	and	Master	of	Business	
Administration	at	Mills	College.	The	judgments	and	conclusions	are	solely	those	of	
the	author,	and	are	not	necessarily	endorsed	by	the	Mills	College	Public	Policy	
Program,	the	sponsoring	Client	organization,	or	any	other	organization	or	agency.	
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Glossary	

Gentrification	 the	process	of	middle	and	upper-income	populations	moving	into	
traditionally	working	class,	less	wealthy,	often	minority	
communities.	As	wealthier	groups	move	in,	the	area’s	existing	
residents	are	often	displaced.	(LeFlore	A.	2010)	

	
Neighborhood	
Commercial	
Zone	(CN-2)	

create,	preserve	and	enhance	mixed-use	neighborhood	
commercial	centers.	The	centers	are	typically	characterized	by	
smaller	scale	pedestrian	oriented,	continuous	and	active	store	
front	with	opportunities	for	comparison	shopping.”	(CEDA,	2011)		

	
Blight	 is	used	here	to	describe	unwanted	property	conditions	that	stem	

from	the	presence	of	vacant	properties,	and	include	waste	and	
litter,	boarding	of	windows	and	doors,	degraded	awnings	and	
signs,	and	windows	that	lack	transparency	and/or	have	cracks,	
graffiti	or	deteriorating	trim.	(Pruett,	2014)	
	

Common	Area	
Maintenance	
(CAM)	

CAM	fees	pay	for	cleaning,	security,	and	maintenance	of	interior	
public	space,	free	and	well-lit	parking,	and	a	generous	advertising	
budget.	
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Executive	Summary	

The	purpose	of	this	paper	to	inform	the	Laurel	District	Association’s	Executive	

Director,	Board	of	Directors,	and	member	businesses	of	potential	services	and	

funding	opportunities	that	increase	the	quality	of	the	customer	experience	and	help	

position	the	Laurel	District	as	a	vibrant	commercial	district.	Through	a	

comprehensive	organizational	evaluation,	policy	analysis,	and	best	practices	

research,	a	district	vision	has	been	developed	that	retains	the	core	community	

values	of	local	ownership,	cultural	significance	and	increase	community	

participation.	

The	best	practices	research	examines	nine	district	models	and	several	independent	

Business	Improvement	District	models	that	offer	strategies	and	programs	centered	

on	sustainability,	resilience,	and	innovation	that	can	help	build	a	unique	district	

identity	and	position	the	Laurel	District	for	state	and	local	policies	that	influence	

land-use.		

Ultimately,	the	strategies	and	programs	recommended	were	selected	because	they	

represent	place	based	solutions	that	best	reflect	the	Laurel’s	community	values.	

These	strategies	and	programs	include:	free	District	WiFi,	enhanced	public	art,	

streamlined	permitting,	establishing	a	framework	for	a	healthy	business	mix,	and	

advocating	for	the	inclusion	in	local,	regional,	and	federal	sustainability	funding.	

Once	additional	funding	is	secured,	affordable	housing,	district	solar,	and	green	

streets	features	should	be	added	to	the	LDA’s	scope.	
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Chapter	1:	Introduction	and	Methodology	

The	businesses	of	the	Laurel	District	(the	Laurel)	have	an	opportunity	to	capture	a	

larger	amount	of	daily	sales	by	leveraging	sustainability,	resilience,	and	innovative	

best	practices.	The	Laurel	District’s	MacArthur	Boulevard	serves	as	a	highly	

accessible	corridor,	with	ample	public	transportation,	with	13	bus	stops	dispersed	

throughout	the	corridor.	Ridership	ranges	between	450	and	600	daily	passengers	

on-or-off	boarding	within	the	district	boundaries.	This	level	of	service	offers	a	

steady	stream	of	pedestrians	that	could	be	converted	into	district	customers,	if	the	

Laurel	is	able	to	enhance	the	pedestrian	experience.	The	inclusion	of	smart	growth	

strategies,	introduction	of	resilience	systems,	and	infusion	of	innovative	strategies,	

found	in	these	best	practices,	offer	a	fresh	prospective	on	how	the	Laurel	can	create	

a	high	quality	customer	experience	and	make	the	Laurel	into	a	vibrant	commercial	

district.		
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Research	Question	

How	can	BIDs	play	a	role	in	sustaining	high	quality	customer	experience	in	a	vibrant	

commercial	district	while	retaining	core	community	values	of	local	ownership,	

cultural	significance,	and	community	participation?		

Purpose	and	Approach	of	this	Study	

To	help	the	LDA,	this	paper	will	examine	brief	best	practices	of	existing	district	

models	that	are	currently	in	operation	and	under	development.	The	districts	that	

are	reviewed	will	be	analyzed	for	innovative	service	delivery	and	sources	of	funding	

that	may	be	applicable	to	the	Laurel	District.	This	paper	will	also	include	innovative	

service	delivery	from	existing	Business	Improvement	Districts	that	are	standalone	

entities.	The	districts	for	review	under	best	practices	include:	

	 	

Figure	1:	Districts	Analyzed	for	Best	Practices		
(See	Appendix	A	for	more	details)	
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Program	approaches	for	the	Laurel	District	Association	will	then	be	explored	and	

analyzed	against	a	set	of	criteria	that	reflect	the	values	of	the	businesses	of	the	

Laurel.	The	program	approaches	for	the	Laurel	District	Association	are:	

Approach	1:		 Remaining	with	incumbent	services	and	fixed	funding	

Approach	2:	 Expanded	services	with	maximum	benefits	at	competitive		

prices	

Approach	3:	 Regulatory	advocacy	

To	perform	this	analysis,	information	and	data	about	each	model	district,	their	

services,	funding,	and	management	structures	were	researched	and	synthesized	to	

understand	what	factors	would	be	possible	or	desirable	for	the	Laurel	District	

Association	to	adopt	and	implement.	

How	to	determine	the	best	path	forward	

Extending	the	Laurel	District	Association’s	services		

and	funding	footprint	must	meet	certain	criteria	to	ensure	that	it	matches	the	values	

of	the	community.	The	services	and	funding	of	district	models	and	initiatives	for	the	

LDA	will	be	analyzed	and	considered	against	the	following	criteria:	

Price/Affordability	

• Cost	of	implementation	

• Cost	to	businesses	–	in	order	to	be	sustainable	in	the	long	term,	investments	

in	additional	services	must	either	lower	businesses	cost	of	goods	sold	or	

increase	their	net	operating	profit	

• Administrative	staffing	and	operating	costs	

Values	of	the	community	
	

1. Local	Ownership	
2. Cultural	Significance	
3. Community	Participation	

Figure	2:	Values	of	the	Laurel	Community	
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• Potential	revenues	for	the	LDA	

Equity	

• The	approaches	must	ensure	that	local	ownership	is	retained		

• The	cultural	significance	is	sustained	or	enhanced		

Administrative	Feasibility	

• The	program	must	be	administratively	feasible	for	businesses,	property	

owners,	BID	staff	and	local	government	officials	

Reduce	Administrative	Burden	

• The	approaches	must	ensure	that	layers	of	approval	or	administrative	

burdens	are	improved	for	businesses,	property	owners,	BID	staff	and	local	

government	officials	

The	proposed	approaches	will	be	examined	to	determine	how	they	may	or	may	not	

meet	the	needs	of	LDA	businesses.	The	three	program	approaches	will	then	be	

analyzed	against	the	criteria	to	determine	the	feasibility	of	each	and	what	

approaches	best	offers	a	path	forward	for	the	LDA.			
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Chapter	2:	Background	

To	provide	an	illustration	of	how	and	why	the	Laurel	District	Association	has	

emerged,	this	chapter	aims	to	put	the	current	conditions	of	the	Laurel	District	into	

context.	The	rise	of	the	Suburbs	and	shift	in	customer	behavior,	to	prefer	shopping	

malls	over	urban	commercial	corridors,	establishes	a	baseline	understanding	of	why	

Business	Improvement	Districts	(BIDs)	play	a	vital	role	in	revitalizing	urban	

commercial	corridors.	Likewise,	in	understanding	how	BIDs	are	managed,	funded,	

and	which	core	services	they	offer	establishes	a	baseline	we	can	use	to	both	evaluate	

the	LDA	and	compare	the	LDA	to	model	districts	found	in	the	best	practices.	Finally,	

understanding	how	BIDs	may	be	viewed	as	controversial	helps	to	inform	us	of	

additional	factors	that	must	be	considered	to	ensure	long-term	sustainability.	

Rise	of	the	Suburbs	

In	the	early	1980s,	big-box	retailers,	driven	by	large	residential	housing	

developments	and	the	rise	of	suburbs,	started	to	build	stores	on	cheap	land	outside	

the	municipal	limits	of	small	towns	and	cities.	Many	local	businesses	could	not	

compete	with	the	prices	or	the	selection	of	big-box	chains,	and	closed;	other	

businesses	either	adapted	or	moved	to	shopping	centers	near	these	new	stores.	

These	changes	moved	the	retail	centers	outside	the	downtown	and	left	vacant	

storefronts	behind.	(Dudek,	2012)	

Businesses	that	remained	open	in	urban	districts	were	impacted	by	a	diminishing	

tax	base	as	cities	level	of	service	dropped	due	to	budget	cuts.	On	top	of	this,	

municipalities	were	tasked	with	maintaining	a	complex	and	aging	infrastructure.	
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Chart	1	Number	of	Shopping	Malls	in	the	United	States	

With	insufficient	resources	cities	were	unable	to	keep	their	retail	and	commercial	

areas	sufficiently	clean	and	safe.	Business	leaders	and	property	owners	soon	

recognized	that	the	value	of	their	assets	(i.e.	their	property)	depended,	to	a	

significant	extent,	on	the	surrounding	buildings	and	businesses,	including:	building	

facades,	litter	and	trash,	graffiti,	level	of	pedestrian	activity,	condition,	placement	

and	usability	of	public	places.	

The	shift	in	consumer	behavior	had	a	detrimental	impact	on	urban	areas.	Vacancy	

rates	climbed	and,	in	many	cases,	private	investment	in	downtown	shopping	areas	

dried	up.	The	effects	of	shrinking	general	funds	placed	greater	strains	on	public	

services,	such	as	law	enforcement	and	maintenance.	

Chart	1	shows	the	steady	growth	in	U.S.	shopping	malls	from	1960	to	2005.	

(Vasquez,	2012).	The	rise	of	suburbia	left	downtown	districts	struggling	to	sustain	

businesses	and	attract	consumers.	Municipalities	could	no	longer	provide	core	

services,	leaving	urban	commercial	districts	underserved,	and	businesses	in	those	

districts	competing	with	the	safe	and	manicured	suburban	shopping	mall.	The	single	
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owner	CAM	(common	area	maintenance)	financial	structure	of	the	mall	provides	

additional	services	to	retailers,	including,	frequent	cleaning	of	the	grounds,	private	

security,	high	quality	maintenance	of	interior	public	space,	free	and	well-lit	parking,	

and	a	generous	advertising	budget,		all	of	which	foster	a	desirable	business	

environment	for	retailers	and	shoppers	alike.	(Houstoun,	2003)	

Understanding	Business	Improvement	Districts	

There	are	variations	in	tax	rates	BIDs	assess,	but	property	tax	assessments,	paid	by	

the	property	owner,	are	usually	in	the	range	of	1	percent	to	3	percent	of	assessed	

valuation.	Assessment	formulas	also	vary	widely,	

including	square	footage,	a	proportion	of	the	

benefits	to	be	received,	a	frontage	basis,	or	some	

combination.	In	some	communities	fixed	or	

conditional	fees,	instead	of	assessments,	are	paid	

by	businesses.	BIDs	may	also	receive	additional	

funds	from	economic	development	grants,	

voluntary	donations,	local	subsidies,	or	the	sale	of	

goods	and	services.	(Mitchell	J.		2001)	

In	Mitchell’s	2006	survey	of	US	Business	Improvement	Districts,	he	found	that	the	

majority	of	BIDs	performed	the	same	sets	of	services.	(Mitchell	J.	1999)	For	

example,	nearly	all	BIDs	contract	private	security	patrols	to	increase	shoppers’	

perception	that	the	area	is	safe.		

BIDs	also	commonly	provide	
garbage	and	recycling	
collection,	graffiti	abatement,	
street	cleaning,	sidewalk	
power-washing,	and	tree	
trimming	at	levels	greater	
than	those	provided	by	the	
municipality.	Some	BIDs	
engage	in	extensive	
beautification	efforts,	such	as	
the	installation	and	
maintenance	of	street	
furniture,	lighting,	street	
medians,	public	restrooms,	
and	parks.	
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By	making	these	investments,	the	BIDs	aim	to	create	a	desirable	shopping	

environment,	matching	the	amenities	of	suburban	malls	without	losing	the	

distinctive	character	of	the	urban	shopping	district.	(Vasquez,	2012)	

BIDs	are	ultimately	trying	to	achieve	three	important	goals:	create	urban	livability,	

retain	local	ownership,	and	preserve	the	cultural	significance	of	the	district.	

BIDs	are	ideal	for	fostering	urban	livability.	We	know	this	because	BIDs	thrive	in	

place-based	initiatives;	they	are	micro	scale,	and	remain	close	and	accountable	to	

their	customers,	district	businesses	and	property	owners.	Researcher,	Reid	Ewing,	

found	a	nexus	between	urban	design	and	increased	pedestrian	comfort.	Based	on	

empirical	evidence,	Ewing’s	findings	suggest	that	urban	design	generally,	and	

streetscapes	in	particular,	have	a	significant	influence	on	pedestrian	activity.	

(Ewing,	2015)	This	means	that	more	aesthetically	pleasing	neighborhoods	may	

influence	walking	for	recreation	and	may	increase	the	amount	of	economic	activity	

generated	within	a	BID.	(Pikora,	

2006)	Urban	design	features	

include:	sidewalk	length,	sidewalk	

width,	ease	of	crossing	the	street,	

sidewalk	community,	local	street	

characteristics	(grid	vs.	cul-de-sac),	and	

topography,	streetlights,	street	trees,	garden	maintenance,	street	maintenance,	

cleanliness,	parks,	views,	sights,	architecture,	historic	buildings,	the	presence	of	bars	

on	windows,	street	furniture,	defined	as	all	kinds	of	signs,	benches,	parking	meters,	

Figure	3:	Urban	Design	Features	
http://www.mah.gov.on.ca/Page6854.aspx	
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trash	cans,	newspaper	boxes,	bollards,	street	lights,	and	so	forth,	anything	at	human	

scale	that	increases	the	aesthetic	and	complexity	of	the	street.	(Ewing,	2015)	

In	addition	to	urban	design	features,	pedestrian	activity	is	also	highly	reliant	on	the	

percentage	of	active	uses,	defined	as	shops,	restaurants,	public	parks,	and	other	uses	

that	generate	significant	pedestrian	traffic	within	the	walkable	proximity	of	a	

quarter	mile.	A	quarter	mile	was	selected	as	a	standard	walking	distance,	because	at	

distances	greater	than	a	quarter	mile	walk	frequency	drops	off	rapidly.	(Ewing,	

2015)	

BID’s	viewed	as	controversial?	

The	formation	of	BIDs	in	the	City	of	Oakland	are	established	through	a	public	

hearing	in	front	of	the	City	of	Oakland’s	City	Council,	as	recommended	by	the	

Community	and	Economic	Development	Agency.	As	noted	previously,	BIDs	levy	

property	taxes	on	all	parcels	within	their	district	boundaries	to	pay	for	the	

administration	and	implementation	of	their	services.	While	property	owners	often	

recognize	the	value	in	pooling	resources	to	improve	the	district,	not	all	business	and	

property	owners	view	the	establishment	of	BIDs	favorably,	after	all	–	BIDs	levy	

additional	expenses	that	are	legally	binding	on	each	parcel.		

In	the	City	of	Oakland,	business	owners	who	do	not	want	to	pay	additional	property	

taxes	have	two	options	to	prevent	the	formation	and	renewal	of	BIDs.	The	BID	

formation	process	can	only	be	rejected	through	a	majority	protest,	whereby	if	a	

majority	protest	is	evidenced	(i.e.	50	+	%	of	a	weighted	majority	of	the	ballots	

submitted	is	opposed	to	district	formation),	then	the	district	will	not	be	formed.	If,	
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however,	a	weighted	majority	(50%	or	more)	is	in	favor	of	the	assessment,	then	the	

City	Council	may	adopt	the	resolution	to	establish	the	proposed	Laurel	Property	

Business	Improvement	District	of	2005	(PBID).	(Edgerly,	2005)	The	second	option	

to	absolve	the	additional	property	taxes	levied	on	district	property	owners	arises	on	

the	anniversary	of	the	district’s	renewal,	every	10	years.	At	this	time,	district	

property	owners	must	obtain	signatures	from	30	percent	of	the	district	property	

owners	who	would	like	to	dissolve	the	BID	and	cease	paying	the	additional	property	

tax.	

Another	way	BIDs	are	viewed	as	controversial	is	in	how	they	are	structured	for	

oversight	and	decision	making.	Business	and	property	owners	may	feel	a	BID	Board	

of	Directors,	who	have	final	oversight	and	decision	making	over	the	services	and	

operations	of	a	BID,	will	not	provide	sufficient	representation	of	their	views.	
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Chapter	3	–	Current	Conditions	

This	chapter	provides	an	overview	of	the	current	conditions	of	the	Laurel	district,	

including	a	physical	description	of	the	district,	and	information	from	an	in-person	

survey	of	the	Laurel	building	facades.	An	overview	of	the	neighborhood	

demographics	and	a	review	of	the	shopping	habits	and	retail	outlook	for	the	district	

are	also	included.	To	round	out	the	current	conditions	there	is	a	review	of	the	Laurel	

District	Association	(LDA),	who	is	charged	with	oversight	and	decision	making	on	

behalf	of	district	business	and	property	owners.	

Overview	of	the	Laurel	District	

The	Laurel	District,	located	on	MacArthur	Boulevard	between	35th	Avenue	and	High	

Street,	is	a	combination	of	one	to	two-story	commercial	storefronts	primarily	dating	

from	the	1920s.	(Golden,	2011)	This	commercial	corridor	stretches	to	roughly	one-

half	of	a	mile	and	includes	all	properties	that	face	MacArthur	Boulevard.		

The	Laurel	District	is	zoned	

Neighborhood	Commercial		

(CN-2)	and	allows	cascading	

building	height	limits	from	65’	

(red)	on	the	edges,	down	to	

55’	(green)	a	few	parcels	in,	

and	finally	down	to	35’	(blue)	in	the	middle	of	the	district.	The	goals	of	CN-2	zoning	

are	to	“create,	preserve	and	enhance	mixed-use	neighborhood	commercial	centers.	

The	centers	are	typically	characterized	by	smaller	scale	pedestrian	oriented,	

Figure	4-	3D	model	of	the	Laurel	District	
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continuous	and	active	store	front	with	opportunities	for	comparison	shopping.”	

(CEDA,	2011)	

There	are	105	parcels	within	the	boundaries	of	the	Laurel	District;	five	of	the	

storefronts	or	parcels	are	vacant.	A	cluster	of	vacancies	are	located	around	the	High	

Street	and	MacArthur	Boulevard	intersection,	the	gateway	to	the	Laurel	District.	

These	vacancies	and	the	general	condition	of	the	storefront	facades,	as	outlined	in	

the	image	below	and	the	Laurel	District	Façade	Conditions	Survey	results	found	in	

Appendix	B,	have	led	to	what	some	might	consider	blighted	conditions.	

	

Figure	5	-	Laurel	District	Facade	Conditions	

Blighted	conditions	are	a	concern	because	it	deters	private	investment	in	

neighborhoods	and	it	undermines	the	value	of	the	real	estate.	(Richmond,	n.d.)	

Furthermore,	the	threat	of	increased	criminal	activity,	due	to	blighted	conditions,	is	

a	primary	concern	for	businesses	in	the	Oakland	area.	(Aghdaee,	2015)		
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Neighborhood	Demographics	

The	most	recent	demographic	data	for	the	area	in	and	around	the	Laurel	District	are	

found	in	the	American	Community	Survey	(ACS).	The	ACS	data	for	the	Laurel	

includes	four	census	tracts	(4068,	4069,	4070	and	4079),	which	estimate	the	

population	to	be	slightly	over	16,000,	or	around	4.1	percent	of	the	population	of	

Oakland.	The	median	age	of	the	Laurel,	39.5,	is	four	and	a	half	years	older	than	the	

median	age	of	the	City	of	Oakland,	35.		

According	to	the	US	Census,	the	Laurel	district	has	seen	a	reduction	in	their	district	

population	from	16,746	in	2000	to	16,068	in	2014.	This	population	reduction	has	

been	experienced	in	the	“Black	or	African	American	alone”	(by	740	residents)	and	

“Some	other	race	alone”	(by	605	residents)	demographic	groups.	There	has	been	a	

modest	increase	in	“White”	(by	94	residents)	and	“Asian”	(by	143	residents),	and	a	

greater	increase	in	“Two	or	more	races”	(by	455	residents)	between	2000	and	2014.		

Census	Demographics	
District	 Oakland	

2000	 2014	 2000	 2010	
			White	 34.22	%	 36.25	%	 31.3	%	 34.5	%	
			Black	or	African	American	alone	 24.6	%	 21.04	%	 35.7	%	 28	%	
			American	Indian	and	Alaska	Native	alone	 0.44	%	 0.54	%	 0.7	%	 0.8	%	
			Asian	 25.7	%	 27.68	%	 15.2	%	 16.8	%	
			Native	Hawaiian	and		
			Other	Pacific	Islander	alone	 0.91	%	 0.71	%	 0.5	%	 0.6	%	
			Some	other	race	alone	 8.73	%	 5.33	%	 11.7	%	 13.7	%	
			Two	or	more	races	 5.39	%	 8.45	%	 5	%	 5.6	%	
Table	1	-	District	Census	Demographics	

		
With	the	population	changes,	there	has	also	been	an	increase	in	the	median	

household	income	between	2000	and	2014	by	$15,761,	which	is	nearly	$5,000	less	

than	adjusted	income	based	on	inflation.	(Sahr	R.,	2016)		
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Median	Household	Income	 2014	 2000	
Tract	4068	 $86,307	 $55,496	
Tract	4069	 $68,566	 $56,016	
Tract	4070	 $40,217	 $36,446	
Tract	4079	 $83,806	 $66,895	
District	Average	 $69,724	 $53,963	
City	of	Oakland	 $49,721	 $40,055	

													Table	2	-	District	Median	Household	Income	

A	detailed	summary	of	the	population,	by	gender	and	demographic	groups,	and	

median	household	income	can	be	found	in	Appendix	C.	Maps	of	the	census	tracts	can	

be	found	in	Appendix	D.	

Shopping	Habits	&	Retail	Outlook	

In	2006,	as	part	of	a	larger	effort	to	develop	an	Oakland	Retail	Enhancement	

Strategy,	the	Conley	Consulting	Group	surveyed	merchant	about	the	habits	of	their	

shoppers.	Of	the	Merchants	surveyed,	the	Lucky	store,	bank,	and	hardware	store	

generate	cross-shopping	trips	to	the	smaller	shops.	MacArthur	Boulevard	functions	

as	a	transit	corridor	for	bus	commuters,	thus	permitting	access	and	visibility	to	

residents	from	beyond	the	immediate	neighborhood.	(Conley	Consulting	Group,	

2008)	

Unfortunately,	one	of	the	major	anchor	tenants,	the	Lucky	grocery	store,	vacated	the	

building	they	were	occupying.	A	Planet	Fitness	Gym	took	over	the	building	recently	

and	there	is	a	notable	drop-off	in	the	amount	of	cross-shopping	trips	to	the	smaller	

shops.	

New	business	owners	face	many	obstacles	to	entry	for	new	businesses,	including	

capital	investments	in	equipment	and	aging	infrastructure	and	commercial	

inventory,	human	capital	to	form	and	operate	the	business,	and	marketing	and	
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advertising	to	attract	new	customers.	Two	of	the	highest	obstacles	to	entry	include	

zoning	and	permit	approval	from	City	Administrators.		

The	permitting	process	in	Oakland	for	new	businesses	has	created	an	environment	

that	favors	businesses	that	have	low	capital	investments	that	yield	the	highest	

possible	return	on	investment	for	the	property	owner.	Accordingly,	an	uneven	mix	

of	businesses	has	formed,	including	an	overrepresentation	of	service	establishments	

such	as	nail	and	beauty	salons,	(Conley	Consulting	Group,	2008)	as	seen	in	the	

matrix	below:	

	

Table	3	-	Laurel	District	Businesses	(by	Category)	

A	full	breakdown	of	businesses	located	in	the	Laurel	District	can	be	found	in	

Appendix	E.	
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Laurel	District	Association	Overview	

The	Laurel	District	Association	has	

implemented	a	district	management	and	service	

plan	since	the	property	BID	was	formed	in	2005,	

including	the	creation	and	adoption	of	design	standards,	keeping	streets	clean	-	a	

maintenance	and	landscaping	program,	general	marketing	of	the	district	and	special	

events	like	the	annual	Laurel	Street	Fair,	the	Laurel	District	Safety	program,	and	the	

recent	launch	of	the	Facades	of	the	Laurel	–	Improvement	Program	which	provides	

matching	grants	up	to	$2,500	to	district	businesses	to	improve	their	façade.	The	

LDA	is	currently	undergoing	a	strategic	visioning	of	how	they	would	like	the	district	

to	look	and	function	in	5,	10,	and	20	years	in	the	future.	The	strategic	visioning	

process	of	the	LDA	Board	will	incorporate	the	analysis,	research,	and	

recommendations	outlined	in	this	paper.	

Considering	the	level	of	commitment	and	investment	the	LDA	Board	of	Directors	

and	Laurel	businesses,	in	general,	have	given	to	the	creation	of	the	LDA,	there	is	a	

strong	likelihood	that	the	Board	of	Directors	will	continue	to	explore	new	ways	of	

improving	the	Laurel	District’s	identity,	and	cement	it	as	a	destination	district	in	

Oakland	and	the	greater	Bay	Area.	The	real	question	is	how	will	this	be	

accomplished?	 	
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Chapter	4:	Emerging	Market	Forces	

This	chapter	aims	to	highlight	the	underlying	public	policies	and	emerging	market	

forces	that	influence	future	development	in	the	Laurel	District.	A	Summary	of	key	

legislation	that	shapes	California	plans	for	the	future	can	be	found	in	Appendix	F. 

Gentrification	

The	San	Francisco	Bay	Area	is	expected	to	grow	significantly	over	the	next	30	years,	

with	an	additional	1.9	million	people	and	1.8	million	jobs	projected	by	2035.	

(Association	of	Bay	Area	Governments	,	2008)	This	growth	is	driven	by	the	ever	

expanding	technology	market,	recent	investment	in	biotech	and	emerging	green	

industries,	and	the	Bay	Area’s	natural	amenities	and	cultural	richness.	This	positive	

growth	in	the	employment	market	and	booming	population	growth	are	driving	

greater	levels	of	consumer	confidence	and	spending,	which	translate	to	increased	

demands	for	commercial	real	estate	of	all	types,	including	retail	space.	(Sammons,	

2015)	

According	to	recent	market	data	there	is	a	growing	spillover	effect	happening	from	

the	hot	San	Francisco	market,	where	millennials	are	moving	from	San	Francisco	to	

Oakland	in	search	of	cheaper	housing,	and	new	businesses	are	following	the	

population	shift.	Recently,	Oakland	was	recognized	as	the	fourth	fastest	market	for	

rental	increases	in	the	United	States.	(Merril,	2015)	Rents	in	Oakland	have	soared	

13.8	percent	over	the	last	year,	topping	even	the	scorching	pace	of	San	Francisco's	

price	hikes	of	11.6	percent,	and	becoming	the	hottest	real	estate	market	in	the	Bay	

Area.	(Romburgh,	2015)	
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37.6	

34.4	

12.9	

10.4	
4.8	

2.3	

Greenhouse	Gases	in	California	

Transportation	

Energy	Production	

Miscellaneous	

Manufacturing	and		
Industrial	Processes	

Agriculture,	Forestry	and	
Other	Land	Uses	

#	 U.S.	Metro	

Y-o-Y	%	
asking	price	
change	Jan	

2015	

Y-o-Y	%		
job	

growth	

Peek-to	
trough	price	
decline	in	

housing	bust	

1	 Atlanta,	GA	 16.20%	 3.30%	 -26%	
2	 Cape	Coral-Fort-Myers,	FL.	 15.40%	 6.30%	 -56%	
3	 Deitona-Daytona	Beach-Ormond	Beach,	FL.	 13.90%	 2.30%	 -50%	
4	 Oakland,	CA	 13.80%	 2.70%	 -39%	
5	 Houston,	TX.	 13.80%	 3.20%	 -4%	

Table	4:	Where	Asking	Prices	Increased	Most	in	January	

Some	long-time	residents	of	Oakland	fear	major	developments	could	create	a	shift	in	

community	demographics,	and	increase	in	their	cost	of	living	by	more	expensive	

rents	etc.,	which	is	often	called	gentrification.	Because	of	the	comparatively	low	

rents	and	property	value	and	a	history	of	stagnant	development	compared	to	

neighboring	San	Francisco,	Oakland	is	a	gentrification	battleground.	

Policy	Powers	Plans	

Since	passing	AB32	and	SB375,	California	continues	to	lead	in	community	

development	strategies	to	reduce	greenhouse	gas	emissions.	These	landmark	

California	policies	include	the	Sustainable	Communities	Strategy	(SCS),	which	is	

intended	to	reduce	vehicle	usage	by	connecting	active	transport	modes	(e.g.	public	

transit,	bicycle)	to	housing.		

Table	5:	Greenhouse	Gas	Emissions	in	California	(by	category)	
Source:	California	Air	Resources	Board	
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Equally	important	to	a	sustainable	community	is	the	concept	of	resilience:	the	

ability	of	the	community	to	recover	from	significant	stresses.		These	stresses	can	be	

natural	disasters	(e.g.	earthquake,	flood),	economic	downturns,	or	a	combination	of	

the	two	(e.g.	severe	drought	in	an	agricultural	community).		Both	a	built	

environment	that	can	withstand	physical	damage	and	a	strong	social	fabric,	

supported	by	local	services	and	high	levels	of	trust	within	the	community,	are	

critical	components	of	a	resilient	community.	

This	state	legislation	provides a framework of planning and land use control enabling 

legislation (Anderson, 1969) that mandate cities adopt a Climate Action Plan. The City of 

Oakland’s Energy and Climate Action Plan’s purpose is to identify and prioritize actions 

the City can take to reduce energy consumption and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions 

associated with Oakland. (The City of Oakland, 2012) 	

A	Summary	of	key	legislation	that	shapes	California	plans	for	the	future	can	be	

found	in	Appendix	F. 
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Chapter	5:	Adapting	to	Change	

Business	Improvement	Districts	(BIDs)	are	cooperative,	bottom-up,	flexible	

mechanisms	for	responding	to	the	needs	of	property	and/or	business	owners.	BIDs	

are	mandated	by	the	municipality,	but	[typically]	as	a	non-profit,	NGO,	are	less	

subject	to	government	bureaucracy	and,	in	responding	to	certain	needs	of	a	district,	

are	able	to	provide	more	effective	and	responsive	solutions	than	local	government.	

As	the	number	of	countries	with	Business	Improvement	Districts	has	increased,	so	

too	has	the	variation	on	the	model	itself.	(Ward,	2007)	In	response	to	emerging	

market	forces,	such	as	new	public	policies,	BID	managers	must	keep	active	by	

looking	for	new	services	to	provide	and	improve	the	delivery	of	existing	services	in	

the	areas	of	consumer	marketing,	policy	advocacy,	economic	development,	and	

maintenance	and	security.	(Mitchell	J.,	2001)		

California,	as	well	as	the	rest	of	the	country,	has	seen	an	increase	in	the	formation	of	

BIDs	and	innovative	district	models	over	the	last	few	years,	many	of	which	leverage	

sustainability,	resilience,	and	innovation	to	strengthen	the	local	economy	and	

provide	benefits	for	the	common	good.	San	Francisco	and	Los	Angeles	are	the	first	

California	cities	to	commit	to	2030	districts,	and	San	Francisco	has	also	

implemented	EcoDistricts	and	Green	Benefit	Districts	over	the	last	few	years.		

The	Laurel	District,	as	well	as	Oakland	at	large,	has	an	extremely	engaged	set	of	

residents,	business,	and	property	owners.	Although	this	group	has	a	diverse	set	of	

individual	interests,	most	are	eager	to	leverage	sustainability,	resilience,	and	

innovation	to	reduce	costs	and	improve	social	equity.		 	



21	

	

Chapter	6	–	Finding	Promising	Practices	

Globally,	Business	Improvement	Districts	have	proliferated	as	the	most	influential	

public-private	mechanisms	for	revitalizing	business	districts	and	promoting	

infrastructure	improvement	projects.	(Ewoh,	2010)	There	are	plenty	of	studies	

covering	the	formation	and	governance	of	BIDs,	there	are	far	fewer	studies	covering	

the	convergence	of	innovative	service	delivery.	In	recent	years,	there	have	been	a	

growing	number	of	district	scale	initiatives	whose	legal	structure	is	built	on	BIDs.		

Additionally,	the	current	climate	of	service	delivery	presents	an	opportunity	for	

BIDs	to	assume	a	larger	share	of	civil	services	within	their	boundaries,	to	better	

serve	the	existing	and	future	businesses	of	the	district.	

The	collection	of	districts	used	in	this	analysis	presents	an	interesting	cross-section	

of	the	best	practices	to	inform/ensure	success	and	growth	of	Business	Improvement	

Districts.	Analysis	of	the	districts	provides	three	themes:	

1. Management	

2. Services	

3. Funding	
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Common	themes:		

1. Public	involvement		
2. Local	government	administrative	

involvement		
3. A	role	for	areas	businesses	

Management	Structures	

When	comparing	the	management	structures	of	the	promising	practices,	we	see	

three	common	themes:	public	involvement,	local	government	administrative	

involvement,	and	a	role	for	areas	businesses.		

Having	the	public	be	part	of	the	

conversation	is	essential	to	long-term	

success	and	widespread	community	buy-

in.	One	of	the	major	problems	with	RDAs	

was	their	seeming	lack	of	involvement	with	the	community.	This	independence	from	

public	opinion	is	best	identified	by	RDAs’	ability	to	form	without	the	vote	of	area	

residents,	their	ability	to	incur	bonded	indebtedness	without	voter	approval,	and	

their	ability	to	leverage	the	power	of	eminent	domain	to	benefit	private	interests.	

(Municipal	Officials	for	Redevelopment	Reform	(MORR),	2002)	

The	same	argument	for	public	involvement	can	be	made	for	the	inclusion	of	

businesses	at	the	beginning	of	the	process.	Businesses	are	the	engine	that	drives	tax	

generation	and,	by	extension,	ought	to	have	a	voice	at	the	table	when	deciding	the	

future	direction	of	district	planning,	design,	and	management.	

Lastly,	we	see	Climate	Benefit	Districts,	Art	Districts,	and	2030	Districts	all	include	

some	role	filled	by	representatives	of	their	respective	local	government	

administration.	Their	internal	leadership	helps	to	streamline	operations,	ensure	

local	governments	are	maintaining	their	standard	level	of	service,	and	accelerate	

district	initiatives.	 	
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Common	themes	

1. Affordable	Housing	
2. District	Utilities	
3. Green	Infrastructure	

Innovative	Services	

Similar	to	the	varied	management	structures,	the	

services	provided	by	this	collection	of	districts	are	

vast.	We	see	five	of	the	nine	districts	include	

affordable	housing	and	utilities	as	core	services;	and	

four	districts	include	green	infrastructure	as	their	core	services.	These	services	

ensure	districts	are	open	to	a	diverse	mix	of	income	levels.	Additionally,	there	are	

several	fascinating	services	offered,	including	2030	District’s	green	leases,	

Innovation	District’s	wiring	of	space	for	state-of-the-art	digital	technologies,	and	Art	

District’s	dedicated	maker	spaces	in	new	developments.		Each	of	these	added	

services	give	their	districts	differentiation	and	offer	a	unique	sense	of	place.	

Funding	

Both	Climate	Benefit	Districts	and	Green	Benefit	Districts	

rely	on	supplemental	property	taxes,	which	is	the	

traditional	financing	mechanism	a	majority	of	BIDs	use.		

Additionally,	Climate	Benefit	Districts	have	been	

structured	to	interact	with	a	carbon	regulated	future	and	

serve	as	a	replicable	model	for	carbon	trading	markets.	

This	positions	CBDs	for	revenues	generated	from	carbon	taxes,	carbon	allowances	

or,	if	CBDs	were	to	form	in	California,	a	portion	of	revenues	generated	through	the	

state’s	Cap	&	Trade	program.	
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Similarly,	2030	Districts	are	partially	funded	by	other	unique	funding	mechanisms,	

green	bonds,	which	are	a	relatively	new	source	of	funding	for	projects	that	have	a	

positive	benefit	to	the	environment.	2030	Districts	seem	to	be	steering	these	funds	

towards	their	clean	transportation	systems.		

To	support	their	sustainability	initiatives	in	the	implementation	phase,	2030	

districts	have	advocated	for	the	integration	of	a	policy	to	infuse	green	leases	into	

operations	and	maintenance	agreements.	Policy	is	also	a	tool	Art	Districts	rely	on	

heavily.	Art	Districts	are	largely	framed	as	policy	driven	districts,	with	eight	of	their	

eleven	services	reliant	on	policy	to	preserve	and	enhance	place.	
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Chapter	7:	Consideration	of	Alternatives	

An	analysis	of	the	three	approaches	will	be	examined	against	each	evaluation	

criterion	to	understand	which	would	best	fit	the	needs	of	the	Laurel.	The	services	

and	initiatives	represent	the	most	appropriate	features	and	characteristics	from	the	

districts	evaluated	in	the	best	practices	that	reflect	the	Laurel	businesses,	residents,	

and	customers	values.	The	benefits,	strengths,	and	tradeoffs	of	each	program	

approach	will	be	analyzed	to	determine	the	most	appropriate	path	forward.	

Criteria	for	Comparison	

Each	program	approach	will	be	analyzed	against	these	four	criteria,	with	each	being	

weighted	equally:	

	 Cost	 Equity	 Feasibility	 Efficiency	 Total	
Status	Quo	 3	 2	 3	 2	 10	
Expanded	Services	 	
			District	WiFi	 3	 3	 3	 3	 12	
			Green	Leases	 2	 2	 1	 1	 6	
			Public	Art	 3	 3	 3	 3	 12	
			District	Solar	 1	 3	 1	 2	 7	
			Affordable	Housing	 1	 3	 1.5	 1	 6.5	
			Green	Streets	 2	 3	 3	 2	 10	
Regulatory	Advocacy	 	
			District	Permit	 2	 2.5	 1	 2	 7.5	
			Streamlined	 3	 3	 1.5	 2	 9.5	
			Healthy	Business	Mix	 3	 2	 3	 2	 10	
			Sustainability	Funding	 1	 3	 1	 1	 6	
Table	6:	Alternatives	Evaluation	Matrix	

The	criteria	are	weighted	equally	because	they	all	relate	to	the	core	community	

values,	the	necessary	factors	the	LDA	needs	to	consider	when	determining	their	

strategic	planning,	and	represent	what	the	LDA	intends	to	accomplish.	
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Approach	1:	Focus	on	Core	Services	

Without	changes,	the	Laurel	BID	businesses	would	continue	to	launch	and	operate	

under	the	current	regulatory	framework.	The	LDA	would	continue	to	focus	their	

efforts	on	their	core	services:	litter	and	graffiti	abatement,	enhanced	security,	

marketing,	façade	improvements,	business	advocacy	and	real	estate	development	

oversight.	Current	businesses	would	continue	to	have	limited	decision-making	

influence	on	the	types	of	businesses	moving	into	the	district.	A	supplemental	

property	tax	levied	on	district	parcels	will	continue	to	fund	these	core	services,	and	

there	would	be	limited	funding	to	create	and	implement	new	programs	and	

services.	

Analysis	of	Criteria	and	Tradeoffs	

If	the	LDA	remains	with	only	their	core	services	funded	by	property	taxes,	the	LDA	

would	save	money	and	time	on	starting	new	programs.	However,	this	would	also	

mean	that	the	LDA	would	miss	out	on	additional	revenue	from	new	programs	and	

services	that	could	be	revenue	generating.	The	LDA	would	be	unable	to	pursue	or	

significantly	delay	enhancements	to	the	district	identity	that	would	result	from	

attracting	additional	investments	into	the	community	infrastructure,	district	

streetscape,	and	public	spaces.	If	costs	were	to	increase	for	businesses,	there	could	

be	an	adverse	impact	on	the	businesses’	ability	to	continue	operating	and	the	

district’s	local	ownership	could	be	jeopardized.	

There	are	concerns	being	expressed	by	businesses	and	pedestrians	in	the	Laurel	

about	the	equity	of	the	current	regulatory	framework	in	facilitating	a	quality	
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customer	experience.	These	concerns	are	mainly	based	on	discretionary	decision	

making	by	City	staff,	which,	while	following	City	policy,	may	be	disconnected	with	

the	conditions	on	the	ground.	Further,	there	is	distress	that	some	policies	are	

unequally	enforced,	or	cause	unnecessary	delays	in	approval.	Thus,	the	LDA’s	plan	

to	accomplish	their	goals	can	be	inhibited	by	increased	processing	times	for	permits,	

encroachments,	and	service	coordination.	(Remington,	2013)	Even	though	the	LDA	

offers	business	assistance	to	new	and	existing	businesses	located	or	moving	to	the	

district,	there	are	still	businesses	being	approved	for	business	licenses	that	are	

counter	to	the	efforts	of	the	LDA	and	the	district’s	businesses.		

The	administrative	feasibility	of	continuing	with	the	current	systems	is	high	for	the	

LDA	and	for	the	City	of	Oakland.	The	existing	administrative	policies	and	procedures	

are	already	in	place	and	would	not	absorb	additional	time	and	resources	to	change	

or	update.	On	the	other	hand,	the	administrative	feasibility	for	new	businesses	and	

business	and	property	owners	who	would	like	to	remodel	or	renovate	their	

business	property	is	low.		

If	we	continue	“as	is,”	I	project	that	Oakland	will	continue	to	experience	a	stratified	

business	district	due	to	inefficiencies	in	the	permitting	and	licensing	of	certain	types	

of	businesses.	Moreover,	the	City	of	Oakland	will	be	unable	to	meet	the	goals	stated	

in	their	Climate	Action	Plan	due	to	the	low	efficiency	in	implementing	sustainability	

and	resilience	plans.		

	 	



28	

	

Expanded	Services	for	BIDs		

I	identified	five	additional	services	that	yield	good	return	on	investment	for	BIDs.	

See	Appendix	G	for	a	full	quantitative	analysis	of	these	additional	services.	

Service	 Capital	Expense	 Monthly	Costs	 Payback		
(in	years)	

District	WiFi		 $9,000	 $1,300	 *1	
Public	Art	 $20,000	 $0	 **0	
District	solar	 $2,500,000	 $600,000	 4.17	
Affordable	Housing	 $1,200,000	 $114,948	 ***7.83	
Green	Streets	 $80,810	 $188	 **0	
*	-	Payback	period	accounts	for	marketing	revenue	from	Wi-Fi	network	advertising	
**	-	Public	Benefit	
***	-	Based	on	12	units	paid	at	Area	Median	Income	rent	allocation	(see	Appendix	G)	
	
These	services	could	be	tailored	to	fit	the	district	needs	and	values	of	the	Laurel.	
	
Each	of	these	additional	services	would	carry	additional	cost	for	the	LDA	to	cover.	

Revenue	from	property	tax	could	offset	the	costs	of	setting	up	District	Wi-Fi	and	

enhancing	the	district’s	public	art	collection.	In	fact,	the	District’s	Wi-Fi	could	be	

positioned	to	be	revenue	neutral,	or	even	revenue	positive,	by	incorporating	

localized	advertising	from	local	businesses.		Of	the	businesses	included	in	a	2015	

Device	Scape	survey,	almost	62	percent	of	business	owners	said	that	customers	

spent	more	time	in	their	shop	or	facility	once	Wi-Fi	was	introduced.	Consequently,	

the	businesses	reported	that	half	of	those	customers	also	spent	more	money.	

(Eldridge,	2014)	This	translates	to	as	much	as	50	percent	increase	in	sales	for	

existing	businesses.		

	

	

	

Table	7:	Benefits	of	Offering	Free	WiFi	 Source:	Device	Scape	
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Today,	nearly	two-thirds	of	Americans	own	smartphones,	and	19	percent	of	

Americans	rely,	to	some	degree,	on	a	smartphone	for	accessing	online	services	and	

information,	and	for	staying	connected	to	the	world	around	them.	(Smith,	2015)	The	

LDA	can	ensure	the	Laurel	District	is	an	equitable	environment	in	the	growing	

digital	divide	and	that	current	and	future	businesses	and	pedestrians	are	connected	

to	free,	high-speed	internet	anytime	they	visit	the	district.	Consequently,	District	Wi-

Fi	has	high	administrative	feasibility	and	has	a	higher	level	of	efficiency	over	

independently	operated	systems	in	individual	businesses	throughout	the	district.	

Washington	DC’s	NoMa	BID,	(NoMa	BID.	N.d.)	New	York	City’s	Sunset	Park	BID,	

(Sunset	Park	Business	Improvement	District,	n.d.)	and	New	Rochelle	BID	(New	

Rochelle	BID.	N.d.)	have	recently	activated	their	districts	by	offering	free	Wi-Fi	

connectivity	along	sidewalks	and	in	public	spaces	to	encourage	pedestrians	to	hang-

out	and	spend	more	time	and	money	in	their	districts.	The	LDA	can	further	increase	

the	customer	pedestrian	experience	by	creating	visual	complexity	in	the	pedestrian	

environment	through	innovative	public	art.	(Ewing,	2015)	Both	strategies	enhance	

the	pedestrian	experience	and	are	highly	equitable.		

Considering	capital	costs	associated	with	district	solar,	affordable	housing	and	

green	streets	are	significantly	higher	than	public	art	and	district	Wi-Fi.	As	such,	cost	

may	be	a	driver	for	implementation.	Rough	estimates	to	install	a	district	solar	

system	top	$2.5	million	dollars,	based	on	the	number	of	businesses	(100)	and	the	

amount	of	the	projected	district-wide	system	size	(850	kW).		
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The	equity	issues	associated	with	district	solar	are	high	because	they	offer	business	

and	property	owners	the	ability	to	structure	their	overhead	in	a	more	predictable	

way	than	the	current	model	of	energy	billing.	Furthermore,	district	solar	that	is	

operated	and	administered	by	the	LDA	would	remove	many	of	the	burdens	

associated	with	individual	business	and	property	owners	financing	and	installing	

independent	systems.	This	added	efficiency	and	administrative	feasibility	are	both	

maximized	by	a	district	solar	system,	rather	than	independently	operated	systems.	

Similar	to	installing	district	solar,	developing	affordable	housing	is	capital	intensive	

and	beyond	the	current	financial	capabilities	of	the	LDA.	Five	of	the	nine	districts	

reviewed	in	the	best	practices	have	prioritized	affordable	housing	within	their	

district	boundaries.	Should	the	LDA	find	additional	funding	from	sources	like	green	

bonds,	social	impact	bonds,	cap	and	trade	grants,	impact	fees,	or	federal	grants	to	

offset	the	capital	costs,	then	the	cost	feasibility	will	be	higher.	

There	may	be	an	incentive	for	the	LDA	to	find	these	additional	funds.	Affordable	

housing	is	highly	equitable	in	that	the	creation	of	housing	that	meets	the	needs	of	

underserved	populations	is	at	the	core	of	social	equity.	The	addition	of	more	

affordable	housing	also	increases	the	number	of	potential	customers	in	the	district,	

which	increases	the	equity	for	business	owners.	Development	of	affordable	housing	

in	the	Laurel	District	has	a	low	level	of	administrative	feasibility	and	efficiency.	The	

LDA’s	efforts	in	finding	affordable	housing	funds	and	administering	the	

development	process	would	be	better	spent	finding	more	agile	projects	that	have	a	

quicker	payback	and	larger	impact	on	individual	business	and	property	owners.	 	
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The	New	Jersey	BID	law	
authorizes	BIDs	to	work	with	
local	planning	boards	on	
design	standards	for	facades	
and	signs,	to	participate	in	the	
design	review	process	for	new	
developments,	and	for	
building	modifications	
requiring	local	permits.	With	
the	planning	commission’s	
approval,	BIDs	that	have	the	
requisite	design	capacity	may	
participate	in	the	early	stages	
of	the	approval	process	for	
new	projects.	

Regulatory	Advocacy	

The	LDA	serves	as	a	valuable	communications	liaison	on	behalf	of	property	owners,	

merchants,	and	residents	in	the	Laurel	district	and	the	City	of	Oakland	staff.	This	is	

critical	when	new	developments	and	businesses	are	interested	in	developing	

existing	underutilized	or	vacant	buildings	and	empty	parcels	into	new	commercial,	

retail	and	residential	units.	In	addition	to	real	estate	development,	the	LDA	also	

helps	small	district	businesses	navigate	the	City	process	of	zoning,	permitting,	and	

business	licensing.	

The	current	permitting	system	benefits	some	business	types	over	other,	by	offering	

and	over-the-counter	review,	which	requires	a	lengthier	review	process	that	could	

take	several	months	to	complete.	To	better	optimize	the	review	process,	this	option	

draws	lessons	from	2030	Districts,	LEED-ND,	EcoDistricts	and	Art	Districts.	To	

improve	the	permitting	and	licensing	in	the	Laurel	District,	this	option	would	

establish	a	process	for	streamlining	permits,	similar	to	the	2030	District	in	Seattle,	

create	an	option	for	district-wide	permits	for	district	

utilities	etc.,	and	establish	a	framework	for	the	City	of	

Oakland	to	use	to	evaluate	new	business	licenses.	

Creating	a	streamlined	permitting	system	for	‘pre-

approved’	district	initiatives	could	greatly	reduce	the	

management	processing	time	for	the	City.	Creating	a	

streamlined	permitting	system	for	‘pre-approved’	

district	initiatives	could	also	greatly	increase	the	
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profitability	of	new	businesses	by	reducing	their	carrying	costs	for	commercial	

space	before	the	business	opens,	or	increasing	their	revenue	by	being	able	to	

quickly	respond	to	the	market	and	add	new	products	or	services	that	require	

remodels	or	renovations	of	their	existing	retail	or	commercial	space.	An	example	of	

this	is	found	at	the	2030	District	in	Seattle,	which	has	instituted	a	Streamlined	

Permitting	Services	program	that	has	been	able	to	reduce	permit	processing	time	by	

25	percent,	making	an	efficient	addition	to	the	city’s	planning	and	programming	

(Environmental	Protection	Agency,	2014).	According	to	the	cost	savings	for	the	city	

the	creation	of	a	streamlined	permitting	process	scores	high	on	affordability.	The	

predictability	and	efficiency	of	a	streamlined	permitting	system	also	score	high.	

Unfortunately,	creating	a	streamlined	permitting	system	for	‘pre-approved’	district	

initiatives	carries	a	high	administrative	burden	and	therefore	scores	low	on	

feasibility.	

Removing	the	financial	burden	for	business	and	property	owners	for	programs	or	

improvements	that	cover	district-wide	activities,	rather	than	a	specific	location,	

would	significantly	boost	the	permitting	processes	efficiency	and	equity.	

The	LDA’s	Facade	improvement	program	or	the	proposed	Public	Art	Initiative,	

proposed	in	the	previous	section,	are	two	examples	of	instances	where	a	district-

wide	permit	would	be	appropriate.	Other	examples	can	be	found	in	EcoDistrict	and	

LEED-ND’s	uses	of	utility	systems	that	cross	property	lines.	District-wide	permits	

for	these	processes	could	save	businesses	and	property	owner’s	money,	but	it	is	

hard	to	predict	the	cost	expense	or	savings	for	the	district	and	City	of	Oakland.	
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Therefore,	the	District-wide	permit	option	score	moderate	on	the	affordability	

criterion.	

The	feasibility	of	the	LDA	successfully	advocating	for	the	establishment	of	district-

wide	permits	is	low.	While	there	are	inherent	cost	and	efficiency	benefits	to	district-

wide	permits,	the	applicability	and	frequency	are	low.		

Creating	a	healthy	business	mix	in	the	Laurel	District	could	involve	changing	the	

licensing	and	zoning	system,	which	currently	favors	select	business	types,	to	one	

that	encourages	a	diversity	of	business	types,	especially	those	that	are	

complementary	to	existing	businesses	and	not	formula	businesses.	Formula	(or	

chain)	businesses	weaken	the	local	economy	and	circumvent	local	ownership.	

(Mitchell	S.	,	2000)	Implementing	a	fresh	framework	for	the	City	of	Oakland	to	use	to	

evaluate	new	business	licenses	could	increase	the	revenue	for	existing	businesses	

by	approving	new	businesses	that	complement	each	other,	and	restricting	the	

number	of	establishments	that	can	be	counted	in	a	single	business	type	category.	

(US	Green	Building	Council.,	2009)		

While	creating	a	new	business	evaluation	framework	would	benefit	the	existing	

businesses,	new	businesses	would	face	a	new	bureaucratic	hurdle	to	establishing	

their	new	business.	Consequently,	the	establishment	of	a	healthy	business	mix	

evaluation	framework	scores	moderate	on	equity.	Similarly,	the	efficiency	of	

implementing	a	healthy	business	mix	framework	scores	moderately	for	the	same	

reasons.	
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The	feasibility	of	establishing	a	healthy	business	mix	evaluation	framework	is	high	

largely	because	the	LEED-ND	rating	system	outlines	performance	thresholds	for	

proximity	between	residential	units	and	a	diversity	of	uses.	The	LEED-ND	

thresholds	are	determined	using	a	weighted	average	of	uses	within	a	quarter	mile	

walk	distance	from	the	neighborhood,	or	district,	center.	
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Chapter	8	–Recommended	Approach	

Should	the	LDA	chose	to	remain	with	the	status	quo,	over	time,	the	LDA	may	not	be	

able	to	sustain	a	quality	customer	experience.	The	district	would	likely	continue	to	

experience	a	stratification	of	business	types	and	uses,	which	inhibits	the	Laurel	from	

becoming	a	vibrant	commercial	district.	The	LDA	currently	does	a	sufficient	job	of	

helping	businesses	and	property	owners	navigate	the	permitting	and	licensing	

process,	but	it	does	not	have	the	flexibility	or	legal	authority	to	administer	and	

augment	the	City’s	approval	process.	Consequently,	the	efficiency	and	equity	of	the	

status	quo	are	low,	and	with	new	market	forces	pressuring	property	values,	

including	rental	rates,	in	downtown	Oakland,	there	is	a	high	potential	for	new	

entrants	to	displace	current	business	in	the	near	future.	

The	second	approach	of	expanded	services,	which	incorporates	the	best	practices	of	

sustainability,	resilience,	and	innovation,	has	two	services,	free	district	Wi-Fi	and	

enhanced	public	art	that	hold	great	public	benefits,	at	a	reasonable	level	of	capital	

investment.	The	District	solar,	affordable	housing,	and	green	streets	strategies	

services	found	in	the	best	practices	also	hold	promise,	but,	given	the	high	capital	

costs	and	lack	of	feasibility,	the	LDA	would	be	better	served	to	invest	their	time	and	

energy	on	other	activates	that	yield	great	near	term	returns.	The	caveat	being,	when	

new	sources	of	funding	that	address	these	services	emerge,	the	LDA	would	be	apt	to	

have	positioned	themselves,	through	the	strategic	visioning	process,	to	qualify	for	

the	funding	and	provide	the	services	thereafter.	
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The	third	approach	of	increased	regulatory	advocacy	adequately	meets	most	of	the	

criteria,	but	is	projected	to	ultimately	be	lacking	feasibility	and	infringing	a	bit	too	

much,	in	its	current	state,	on	social	equity.	Given	current	economic	and	short-term	

considerations,	the	LDA	may	want	to	consider	implementing	part	or	the	entire	new	

business	evaluation	framework	to	mitigate	the	displacement	of	locally	owned	

culturally	significant	businesses	by	new	entrants	into	the	Laurel	District.		

Recommended	approach	for	the	Laurel	District	Association	

The	approach	that	the	LDA	should	take	is	a	blended	one	that,	like	the	best	practices,	

leverages	elements	from	each	of	the	alternatives	to	add	to	the	existing	status	quo.	

Free	District	Wi-Fi	and	enhanced	public	art	are	both	low	cost	high	yield	services	the	

LDA	could	add	in	the	immediate	future,	perhaps	in	conjunction	with	the	next	

District-wide	event.	
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In	parallel,	the	LDA	should	work	with	the	City	of	Oakland	to	examine	their	approval	

process	and	find	ways	to	streamline	approval	for	similar	projects	to	avoid	approval	

delays	in	the	future.	This	change	in	the	permitting	system	will	ease	the	approval	

process	for	future	similar	projects.	An	added	benefit	of	streamlining	

smaller/repetitive	projects	is	the	reduction	in	administrative	burden	on	City	staff,	

which	in	turn	can	reduce	the	approval	delays	on	larger	projects	because	staff	will	

have	additional	bandwidth	because	they	will	not	be	spending	time	on	repetitive	

approval.	At	the	same	time,	the	LDA	should	also	work	with	the	city	to	design	an	

equitable	version	of	the	new	business	evaluation	framework	to	ensure	a	healthy	mix	

of	businesses	that	complement	each	other	and	allows	residents	and	shoppers	to	

meet	their	daily	needs,	all	within	the	district	boundaries.			

In	determining	how	BIDs	can	best	play	a	role	in	sustaining	a	high	quality	customer	

experience	in	a	vibrant	commercial	district,	while	retaining	core	community	values	

of	local	ownership,	cultural	significance,	and	community	participation,	the	LDA	

should	adopt	elements	of	sustainability,	resilience,	and	innovation	found	in	this	best	

practices	to	help	strengthen	the	local	economy.	 	
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Appendix	A	-	Best	Practices	
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Climate	Benefit	Districts	

Climate	Benefit	Districts	(CBD)	are	defined	as	districts	that	incorporate	carbon	

reduction	strategies	and	implement	sustainability	strategies.	CBDs	set	climate	

benefit	targets	in	four	areas:	(1)	utility	infrastructure	and	service,	(2)	vehicle	miles	

travelled	(VMT)	reduction	strategy,	(3)	land	use,	green	building	and	energy	

efficiency,	and	(4)	neighborhood	social	sustainability	(including	affordable	housing).	

This	framework	positions	CBDs	to	interact	with	a	carbon-regulated	future	and	serve	

as	a	replicable	model	for	carbon	trading	markets.	(Mithun	,	2016)	

CBDs	are	managed	by	a	city-designated	“Community	Sustainability	Agency”	(CSA)	

that	will	provide	coordination,	oversight	and	accountability.	This	is	management	

structure	is	critical	to	managing	their	integrated	funding	model,	which	blend	user	

fees	and	municipal	taxes,	these	include	Climate	benefit	services	charge	(CBSC),	

Parking	taxes,	Vehicle	license	fee	(VLF),	Voter	approved	excess	property	tax	for	

bonds,	and	additional	local	sales	and	use	tax.	
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Art	Districts		

Terms	such	as	“creative	economy,”	“creative	class,”	and	“cultural	economy”	are	

driving	Economic	Development	discussions	as	local	governments	attempt	to	

position	their	community	for	our	evolving	society.	One	way	local	governments	are	

leaning	into	the	emerging	creative	economy	is	by	establishing	art	districts,	since	art	

is	a	foundational	element	of	creating	urban	livability.		

In	Los	Angeles,	art	districts	allow	for	live/work	units	in	new	construction	along	with	

required	public	benefits	and	design	criteria.	The	local	government	provides	ground-

up	projects	with	an	alternative	review	process	to	ensure	compliance	with	art	

district’s	goals	and	residential	needs.	Art	districts	achieve	these	goals	by	offering	a	

bundle	of	services	and	development	requirements,	including,	inclusion	of	affordable	

housing,	requiring	that	all	developments	be	designed	for	arts	and	productive	uses	

and	include	resident	maker	space,	and	all	rooftops	have	a	minimum	percentage	

reserved	for	garden,	solar,	green	or	cool	roof	technologies.	In	addition,	Art	districts	

in	L.A.	reserve	10	percent	of	one	façade	for	art	murals	or	green	walls.	This	helps	to	

foster	a	thriving	pedestrian	environment	–	which	increases	pedestrian	activity	and	

builds	a	strong	local	economy.	(Ewing,	2015)	

	

	 	



42	

	

Innovation	Districts		

Innovation	Districts	are	a	new	approach,	similar	to	Art	Districts,	which	are	aiming	to	

capture	the	creative	economy.	Innovation	Districts	are	geographic	areas	where	

leading-edge	anchor	institutions	and	companies	cluster	and	connect	with	start-ups,	

business	incubators,	and	accelerators.	(Katz,	2014)	They	are	also	physically	

compact,	transit-accessible,	technically-wired,	and	offer	mixed-use	housing,	office,	

and	retail.	

Innovation	Districts	offer	a	unique	blend	of	services	that	attract	the	innovation	

economy	and	the	“creative	class,”	including,	Collaborative	spaces,	Access	to	legal	

advice,	Sophisticated	lab	equipment,	Powered	by	clean	energy,	and	are	Wired	for	

digital	technologies	such	as;	virtual	reality,	holographic	imagery,	and	augmented	

reality.		

Innovation	Districts	do	not	have	a	clear	organizational	structure	to	manage	their	

services.	They	also	have	a	unique	blend	of	funding	that	primarily	stems	from	private	

investment	in	their	facilities	and	services.	
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LEED-ND		

The	Leadership	in	Energy	and	Environmental	Design	(LEED)	for	Neighborhood	

Development	(LEED-ND),	“places	an	emphasis	on	the	site	selection,	design,	and	

construction	elements	that	bring	buildings	and	infrastructure	together	into	a	

neighborhood	and	relate	the	neighborhood	to	its	landscape	as	well	as	its	local	and	

regional	context.”	(U.S.	Green	Building	Council.,	2009)	

One	of	the	interesting	credits	in	the	LEED-ND	rating	system	is	the	Mixed-use	

Neighborhood	Centers	credit,	whereby	LEED-ND	seeks	to	cluster	a	diversity	of	

business	types	within	a	neighborhood	by	siting	a	variety	of	shops,	services,	and	

amenities	within	walking	distance	of	neighborhood	residents	and	each	other.		

This	reduces	car	trips	and	facilitates	walking,	which	contributes	to	health	and	

fitness.	A	sustainable	neighborhood	also	offers	public	facilities	and	services	for	

residents	and	visitors	in	various	stages	of	life.	These	can	include	schools,	libraries,	

civic	buildings,	community	centers,	places	of	worship,	recreation	facilities,	and	

community	gardens.	Amenities	like	these	are	critical	to	meeting	a	community’s	

cultural,	social,	spiritual,	and	physical	needs.	(Welch,	2010)	
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EcoDistricts		

One	of	the	more	popular	strategies	of	district-scale	planning,	design,	and	

management	of	sustainability	initiatives	is	the	Ecodistricts	framework.	EcoDistricts	

are	a	comprehensive	strategy	to	accelerate	sustainable	development	at	the	

neighborhood	scale	by	integrating	building	and	infrastructure	projects	with	

community	and	individual	action.	(Portland	Sustainability	Institute,	2011)	

EcoDistricts	offer	a	collection	of	services	centered	around	sustainability.	These	

services	include;	district	utilities,	Stormwater	management,	Food	waste	to	energy	

production,	District	wastewater	management,	Energy	retrofits,	Green	streets,	

energy	efficient	Street	lighting.	
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Redevelopment	Associations	

In	RDAs	early	years,	their	funding	came	from	federal	grants	and	loans,	which	

typically	required	local	governments	to	match	25	percent	or	more	of	the	project	

costs.	To	help	local	governments	raise	these	funds,	the	State	of	California	created	tax	

increment	financing	(TIF)	–	by	which	the	RDAs	kept	a	portion	of	property	taxes	

based	on	the	increase	in	property	revenues.	Over	time,	RDAs	became	self-funding	

but	the	organizational	structure,	whereby	RDAs	focused	on	eliminating	blight,	

inherently	made	RDAs	stretch	the	application	of	determining	what	projects	were	

actually	blighted.	

RDAs	focused	much	of	their	activity	on;	developing	affordable	housing,	providing	

low	cost	loans	to	businesses	and	grants	to	business	start-ups,	Environmental	Clean-

up,	funding	Transit	Oriented	Development,	and	building	Civic	Facilities,	including	

Parks	and	Public	Libraries.
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Green	Benefit	Districts	

A	Green	Benefit	District	(GBD)	is	a	district-scale	initiative	that	enables	residential	

property	owners	to	directly	invest	in	special	benefits	using	supplementary	property	

tax	revenue.	GBDs	focus	on	cleaning,	maintaining,	enhancing,	and	expanding	open	

spaces,	parks,	plazas,	parklets,	gardens,	sidewalk	greening,	and	creating	Green	

Infrastructure	projects	for	plant,	animal,	insect	habitats,	air	quality	management,	

and	watershed	management.	

GBDs	are	managed	by	a	13-member	independent	501C3	Non-Profit	board,	which	

mandates	that	60percent	of	Board	members	must	be	property	owners,	at	least	half	

of	which	must	hold	primary	residence	within	the	GBD,	and	40	percent	must	be	non-

property	owners,	half	of	which	should	be	green	space	advocates	with	substantial	

experience	and	two	of	which	should	represent	residential	and	commercial	tenants.	

(The	City	of	San	Francisco,	n.d.)	
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Enhanced	Infrastructure	Districts	

Enhanced	Infrastructure	Financing	Districts	(EIFD)	are	primarily	concerned	with	

funding	public	capital	facilities	or	infrastructure	projects	that	offer	widespread	

community	impact.	EIFDs	are	established	and	governed	by	a	Public	Financing	

Authority,	which	are	composed	of	members	of	the	public	and	legislative	bodies	of	

participating	taxing	entities.		

EIFDs	focus	much	of	their	activity	on;	building	Water	Treatment	Facilities,	Highways	

and	Roads,	Parking	and	Transit	Facilities,	Sewage	Treatment,	Community	Parks	and	

Open	Space	including	recreation	facilities,	Environmental	Mitigation	and	

contaminated	site	clean-up,	Solar	Industrial	Facilities,	transit	priority	projects,	

Implementing	California’s	Sustainable	Communities	Strategies	and	Transit	priority	

projects,	sewer	and	water	systems,	and	affordable	housing.		

EIFDs	source	most	of	their	funding	from	TIF,	similar	to	RDAs,	but	pass	through	

property	taxes	earmarked	for	schools.	To	make	up	for	the	revenue	sent	to	schools,	

EIFDs	source	funding	from	General	loans,	impact	fees,	user	fees,	and	special	

assessments.	
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The	2030	District		

2030	Districts	are	an	initiative	to	reduce	the	demand	of	water,	energy,	and	the	

overall	carbon	footprint	of	districts.	2030	districts	help	managers,	property	

managers,	and	developers	overcome	some	of	the	major	barriers	in	the	marketplace	

by	providing	a	set	of	tools	to	help	manage	the	process.			

2030	Districts	provide	market	based	solutions	to	water,	energy	and	GHGe	reduction	

strategies	including;	green	leases,	green	streets,	streamlined	permits,	and	clean	

transportation	systems	which	promote	investments	in	buses,	heavy	rail,	light-rail,	

streetcars,	electric	vehicles,	bicycles	and	walking.	

2030	Districts	source	funding	from	Public	sector	funding,	including	City	General	

funds,	and	private	sector	funding,	including	green	bonds	and	private	company	

investments.	The	2030	District	in	Seattle	has	instituted	a	Streamlined	Permitting	

Services	program	which	has	been	able	to	reduce	permit	processing	time	by	25	

percent,	making	an	efficient	addition	to	the	city’s	planning	and	programming.	

(Environmental	Protection	Agency,	2014).	
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Appendix	B	–	Laurel	District	Facade	Conditions		
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Map	of	Awning	Conditions	
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Map	of	Window	Conditions	
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Map	of	Sign	Conditions	
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Map	of	Exterior	Facade	Conditions	
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Appendix	C:	Neighborhood	Demographics	Table	
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Appendix	D:	Maps	of	the	Laurel	District	-	Census	Tracts	
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Appendix	E:	Laurel	District	Businesses	(by	business	type)	
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Appendix	F:	Summary	of	Key	Legislation	–	California	

California	General	Plan	(1927	&	1971)	

Originally authorized in 1927, California law requires cities and counties to adopt general 

(or “master”) plans to guide the development of their community. Until 1971, however, 

the process of creating a general plan was merely procedural for cities and counties due 

to no mandating regulations in place to ensure communities actually followed or 

implemented the plan. (State of California, n.d.) 

In 1971 the California Legislature passed a series of legislation that enacted regulations 

and enforceability of the general plan. Thus transforming the general plan into the 

guiding document for all future development within every California Community, to 

which all-future development regulations and approvals must follow. (California 4th, 

1995)  

California	Environmental	Quality	Act	-	CEQA	(1970)	

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) was the first California state law to 

address negative impacts to the environment. Signed in 1970, by President Ronald 

Reagan, who was governor of California at the time, CEQA was written to protect the 

environment from significant impacts by any large development in the state. Under the 

statute, if a significant environmental impact were to occur, the project under review 

must either justify that impact (through an environmental impact report EIR) or provide 

some mitigating measure. 
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Title	24;	Building	Code	Standards	(1978)	

Title 24 standards were first adopted in 1978 and established minimum energy efficiency 

standards for residential and nonresidential buildings. These standards are updated 

continually by providing more stringent energy budgets for new buildings in an effort to 

reduce California's energy consumption. 

AB	32;	Global	Warming	Solutions	Act	(2006)	

The goals and targets set in the Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (AB32) 

establishes a comprehensive program of regulatory and market mechanisms to achieve 

real, quantifiable, cost-effective reductions of greenhouse gases for the state of 

California. AB 32 designates the California Air Resources Board as the responsible 

agency for monitoring and reducing statewide greenhouse gas emissions to reduce 

emissions to 1990 levels by 2020. 

SB	375;	Sustainable	Communities	and	Climate	Protection	Act	(2008)	

The Sustainable Communities and Climate Protection Act of 2008 (SB 375), tasks the 

state with developing integrated regional transportation, housing and land-use systems. 

The primary implementation tool for these goals is the development of a sustainable 

community strategy (SCS). SCSs are developed by federally mandated and funded 

transportation planning organizations known as MPOs (metropolitan planning 

organizations). 

Each SCS describes how a region will meet its GHG reduction, perhaps the largest 

fraction of which is mitigated through transportation planning. Upon approval by the 

state Air Resources Board, the SCS is then incorporated into each region’s regional 
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transportation plan. If the SCS fails to meet its target GHG reductions, the MPO must 

produce an “alternative planning strategy”. 

Additionally, SB 375 provides relief from costly environmental review for projects that 

meet particular criteria, including development near public transportation. 

AB	1358;	Complete	Streets	(2008)	

In 2008 the State Legislature passed the California Complete Streets Act, AB 1358. 

(California Government Code sections 65040.2, 65302) As of January 1, 2011, the Act 

requires cities and counties making substantive revisions to the circulation element of 

their general plans to include modifications that reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT), 

makes efficient use of existing urban and transportation infrastructure, and encourages 

alternative transportation. 

Each time a city revises its general plan circulation element; it must include complete 

streets policies to help reduce GHG reductions in order to meet AB32 goals. Builders are 

often responsible for complete street site upgrades for their developments. Furthermore, 

recent amendments to the CEQA Guidelines require consideration of a project’s effects 

on alternative transportation modes and complete streets facilities. 

AB 1358 places the planning, designing, and building of complete streets into the larger 

planning framework of the general plan by requiring jurisdictions to amend their 

circulation elements to plan for multimodal transportation networks. These networks 

should allow for all users to effectively travel by motor vehicle, foot, bicycle, and transit 

to reach key destinations within their community and the larger region. 
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SB	575;	Local	planning:	housing	element	(2009)	

One of the most crucial parts of our built environment is where we live. SB 575 provides 

guidance on how planning and land use should dictate the housing element. SB575 

requires that local governments review and revise the housing elements of their general 

plan as frequently as possible, but not more than the required schedule drafted. The bill 

also puts into place a mandatory adoption requirement upon the 5th revision of the 

housing element.  

The housing revisions will require an analysis of population and employment trends. This 

will allow localities to compare the current and planned housing availability to promote 

affordable growth.  

This takes into account the current stock and condition of a localities housing supply, and 

ability to rehabilitate and maintain them. A majority of these are special needs housing, 

such as elderly, persons with disabilities, large families, etc. SB575 encourages localities 

to seek public and private nonprofit corporations to encourage and maintain the stock of 

housing for special needs.  

Title	24;	CalGreen	–	Green	Building	Code	(2010)	

The 2010 California Green Building Standards Code, commonly referred to as the 

CALGreen code, is a statewide mandatory construction code that was developed and 

adopted by the California Building Standards Commission and the Department of 

Housing and Community Development. The CALGreen standards require new residential 

and commercial buildings to comply with mandatory measures under the topics of 
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planning and design, energy efficiency, water efficiency and conservation, material 

conservation and resource efficiency, and environmental quality. CALGreen also 

provides voluntary tiers and measures that local governments may adopt that encourage 

or require additional measures in the five green building topics. (Contra Costa County, 

n.d.) 

SB	226;	CEQA	Streamlining	for	Infill	Projects	(2011)	

In 2011 the State Legislature passed Senate Bill 226, which was enacted to streamline 

review of infill development projects under the California Environmental Quality Act 

(CEQA). The guidelines promise substantially faster and simpler approval of infill 

projects, eliminating repetitive review of issues already addressed in planning-level 

evaluations. 

Infill development meets a growing and largely unmet market demand for walkable 

communities. These underutilized sites provide the greatest potential for residents and 

workers to walk, bike, or take transit to and from work, services, and play, due to a 

perceived proximity to existing neighborhood services and amenities. 
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Appendix	G:	Expanded	Services	–	Costs	Estimates	

District	WiFi	

Comcast	 Download	 Upload	 Users	 Pricing	
Businesses	

Monthly	 Yearly	
Starter	 16	 3	 1	-	3	 $69.95		 $6,995	 $83,940	
Deluxe	25	 25	 10	 2	-	4		 $99.95		 $9,995	 $119,940	
Deluxe	50	 50	 10	 2	-	5	 $109.95		 $10,995	 $131,940	
Deluxe	75	 75	 15	 3	-	10	 $149.95		 $14,995	 $179,940	
Deluxe	100	 100	 20	 5	+	 $199.95		 $19,995	 $239,940	
Deluxe	150	 150	 20	 10	+	 $249.95		 $24,995	 $299,940	
WiFi	 		 		 		 $19.95		 $1,995	 $23,940	
Table	8:	Comcast	Internet	Costs	(For	100	Individual	Businesses)	

District		
WiFi	

Download	 Upload	 Users	 Pricing	
Businesses	

Monthly	 Yearly	
Managed		
Network	 		 		 		 $300		 $300		 $3,600		

Bandwidth	 100	 100	 10,000	 $250		 $1,000		 $12,000		
Total	 		 		 		 		 $1,300		 $15,600		
Table	9:	District	WiFi	Costs	(Free	District-wide	WiFi)	

District	Solar	

Number	
of		

Businesses	 	

Estimated	
Average		

Electrical	Cost	 	

Cumulative		
Monthly	
Energy	
Costs	

	

12	
Month	
Calendar	 	

Cumulative		
Yearly	
Energy	
Costs	

100	 *	 $500		 =	 $50,000		 *	 12	 =	 $600,000		
Table	10:	District	Solar	Annual	Benefit	Estimate	

Estimated		
Capital	
Costs	

	

Annual		
Benefit	

	

	

Number	
of		

Years	
	

Annual		
Interest	
Rate	

	

Net		
Present	
Value	

	

Payback	
(in	years)	

	

	

Internal		
Rate	of	
Return	

$2,500,000		
	

$600,000		
	

25	
	

7%	
	
$4,492,149		

	
4.17	

	
23.91%	

Table	11:	District	Solar	-	Net	Present	Value	
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Affordable	Housing	

Key	
Housing	Income	allocation	rate	 30%	
Living	Wage	 17	
Mortgage	Term	 30	
Annual	Interest	rate	 7	
	

	
Salary		 Income			Allocation	(30%)	

	
Yearly	 Yearly	 Monthly	

Area	Median	Income	(AMI)	 $31,930	 $9,579	 $798	
Median	Household	Income	(MHI)	 $51,683	 $15,505	 $1,292	
Living	Wage	 $34,000	 $10,200	 $850	
Living	Wage	(2	people)	 $68,000	 $20,400	 $1,700	
Adjusted	Median	Household	Income	 $120,000	 $36,000	 $3,000	
	

	
Unit	Size	

Number	
of	 Total	 Construction	cost	

	
	 	

Units	 Square	ft.	 150	 200	 250	
Single	unit	 500	 1	 500	 $75,000	 $100,000	 $125,000	
3	-	Story	Multi-family		 500	 12	 6000	 $900,000	 $1,200,000	 $1,500,000	
6	-	Story	Multi-family		 500	 24	 12000	 $1,800,000	 $2,400,000	 $3,000,000	

	 	 	 	 Adjusted		
Median	

Household	
Income	

	 	 	 	
Annual	Benefit	 Living		

Wage	

Living	
Wage	

AMI	 MHI	 (2	people)	
$9,579	 $15,505	 $10,200	 $20,400	 $36,000	

$114,948	 $186,059	 $122,400	 $244,800	 $432,000	
$229,896	 $372,118	 $244,800	 $489,600	 $864,000	
http://www.trulia.com/real_estate/Oakland-California/	

	

	

	

http://www.trulia.com/real_estate/Oakland-Califor	
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$150	Construction	Costs	

	 	 	 	Single	Unit	 NPV	 Payback	 IRR	
Area	Median	Income	(AMI)	 $43,866	 7.83	 12.39%	
Median	Household	Income	(MHI)	 $117,402	 4.84	 20.56%	
Living	Wage	 $51,572	 7.35	 13.27%	
Living	Wage	(2	people)	 $178,144	 3.68	 27.20%	
Adjusted	Median	Household	Income	 $371,725	 2.08	 47.94%	

	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	3	-	Story	Multi-family	(12	units)	 NPV	 Payback	 IRR	
Area	Median	Income	(AMI)	 $526,394	 7.83	 12.39%	
Median	Household	Income	(MHI)	 $1,408,813	 4.84	 20.56%	
Living	Wage	 $618,866	 7.35	 13.27%	
Living	Wage	(2	people)	 $2,137,733	 3.68	 27.20%	
Adjusted	Median	Household	Income	 $4,460,705	 2.08	 47.94%	

	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	6	-	Story	Multi-family	(24	units)	 NPV	 Payback	 IRR	
Area	Median	Income	(AMI)	 $1,052,788	 7.83	 12.39%	
Median	Household	Income	(MHI)	 $2,817,627	 4.84	 20.56%	
Living	Wage	 $1,237,733	 7.35	 13.27%	
Living	Wage	(2	people)	 $4,275,466	 3.68	 27.20%	
Adjusted	Median	Household	Income	 $8,921,411	 2.08	 47.94%	

	 	 	 		
	
	
	
	

	 	 	$200	Construction	Costs	

	 	 	 	Single	Unit	 NPV	 Payback	 IRR	
Area	Median	Income	(AMI)	 $18,866	 10.44	 8.82%	
Median	Household	Income	(MHI)	 $92,402	 6.45	 15.33%	
Living	Wage	 $26,572	 9.8	 9.59%	
Living	Wage	(2	people)	 $153,144	 4.9	 20.40%	
Adjusted	Median	Household	Income	 $346,725	 2.78	 35.96%	
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3	-	Story	Multi-family	(12	units)	 NPV	 Payback	 IRR	
Area	Median	Income	(AMI)	 $226,394	 10.44	 8.82%	
Median	Household	Income	(MHI)	 $1,108,813	 6.45	 15.33%	
Living	Wage	 $318,866	 9.8	 9.59%	
Living	Wage	(2	people)	 $1,837,733	 4.9	 20.40%	
Adjusted	Median	Household	Income	 $4,160,705	 2.78	 35.96%	

	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	6	-	Story	Multi-family	(24	units)	 NPV	 Payback	 IRR	
Area	Median	Income	(AMI)	 $452,788	 10.44	 8.82%	
Median	Household	Income	(MHI)	 $2,217,627	 6.45	 15.33%	
Living	Wage	 $637,733	 9.8	 9.59%	
Living	Wage	(2	people)	 $3,675,466	 4.9	 20.40%	
Adjusted	Median	Household	Income	 $8,321,411	 2.78	 35.96%	

	 	 	 	$250	Construction	Costs	

	 	 	 	Single	Unit	 NPV	 Payback	 IRR	
Area	Median	Income	(AMI)	 -$6,133	 13.05	 6.55%	
Median	Household	Income	(MHI)	 $67,402	 8.06	 11.98%	
Living	Wage	 $1,575	 12.25	 7.05%	
Living	Wage	(2	people)	 $128,144	 6.13	 16.18%	
Adjusted	Median	Household	Income	 $321,725	 3.47	 28.76%	

	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	3	-	Story	Multi-family	(12	units)	 NPV	 Payback	 IRR	
Area	Median	Income	(AMI)	 -$73,605	 13.05	 6.55%	
Median	Household	Income	(MHI)	 $808,813	 8.06	 11.98%	
Living	Wage	 $18,866	 12.25	 7.05%	
Living	Wage	(2	people)	 $1,537,733	 6.13	 16.18%	
Adjusted	Median	Household	Income	 $3,860,705	 3.47	 28.76%	

	 	 	 	
	 	 	 	6	-	Story	Multi-family	(24	units)	 NPV	 Payback	 IRR	
Area	Median	Income	(AMI)	 -$147,211	 13.05	 6.55%	
Median	Household	Income	(MHI)	 $1,617,627	 8.06	 11.98%	
Living	Wage	 $37,733	 12.25	 7.05%	
Living	Wage	(2	people)	 $3,075,466	 6.13	 16.18%	
Adjusted	Median	Household	Income	 $7,721,411	 3.47	 28.76%	
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Green	Streets	

	

	 	

Table	12:	Green	Streets	Cost	estimate	 Source:	Cost	basis	from	Green	Values	Stormwater	Toolbox	
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