Memorandum

To: File

From: Tom Boni

Re: Questions regarding different dollar values in the Fiscal and Economic Impact
Reports

Date: March 9, 2011

In response to Brandi Resa’s Public Comment Questions please see below. This is a response
provided by Kelli Fitzpatrick, Red Development.

Here's a summary of the projected construction costs for the project (total = Phase | + Phase ).
Numbers are rounded to simplify:

Total Project Costs: $270 million
Private Costs: $203 million (number quoted in Arne Ray's report)

Public Costs: $67 million

Please note that construction estimates are very different from projected market values. The
County assessor utilizes a number of sources when determining the value of a property,
including not only construction costs, but also comparable sales in the marketplace and
projected net income from the property. If you capitalized the stabilized net operating income
that is projected to be generated by the apartments (assuming monthly rent psf of $1.85 psf and
applying a 7% cap rate), you come up with a stabilized value of approximately $110 million.
$110 m divided by 495,000 square feet of residential = $222 psf. So, the $200 psf valuation
assumed by BBC for the residential is reasonable. Comparing construction costs to property
values is like comparing apples to oranges. This is the reason for the differences Ms. Resa



cites between the various reports. It's easy to misunderstand how the numbers are being
quoted, but if she examines them closer, she'll see that this is correct.

Attached are more detailed responses to Ms. Resa's memo.




To: Eagle River Station 2.0 File
From: BrandiResa, 70 Christian Court

lease submit this as part of the official record on Eagle River Station 2.0 related to financial
informatien/investment submitted by the developer (and/or experts) aiong with the Town's expert.

A. The total construction costs do not match and ara $46 million apart in less than 2 months
hack 5?.gtrdtm — ¢ $5211,020,157 of construction costs statad on Dez 23rd BBC repart page 2
Privicre cartT gﬂl-i — * 5203,000,000 of construction costs stated on jan 31‘f Ray Real Estate Servicas report page 2
rradeet yal -~ 5171,504,908 of construction costs stated on Feb 13" BBC report page 2
2eC's \”‘-)‘mm — o 5257,857,352 of construction costs stated on Feb 13 BRC reportpaga 7
TS reps et (The construction value is listad as $103,142.95 between commercial and residential. If this
Hrir ASTwng? D45 40% of the total noted above the schedule, the costs = the $257m. (check 257x.40)).
TD A {cspwg&" e $211,000,000 of construction costs were stated per Town Planner’s email dated Feb 22" to
citizen Markus Mueller.

Questien:
D‘I‘g“‘""‘“ Li 1. whet changed in the estimation of constructicn costs of nearly $39 millicn in less than 2
conuty. cot £ months?

| valie 2. Why is there a range of 546 million diffarence between the high and low?
WfM y ge of 5 iff etween the hig

"‘——_ﬂ residentizal value changed betweean the two raports. The latast regort that values residential
atsuch a higher value over commercial and at $204/square foot seems unreascnable. The
$204/sq foot is the value based on 435,000 rasidential per the Eagle River Station marketing
flyer (1,200,000 less 715,000 commercial) page 11 and the value of $39,000,000 referenced on
page 2 of the Feb 13" 8BC report. Note: the full marketing info was previously submitted by

Al = ¥\ citizen Julia Parker but the only relevant paga is included with this submission.

ek 67

C?rb’ -2 U&ALD;{S * $45,135,000 cf residential costs plus $10,560,000 of structured parking on Dec 23rd 38C

\.H“"L repert page 2. This is a total of $55,695,000. (The by year breakdown shows $65,294,471 -
what is the difference of the almost $10 million?) ; W
* $39,000,000 of residential costs on Feb 13™ report on page 2 e
Ly Hats 15 marled viadece ot Sens

Question: see T

1. What changed the value of residential by over 34 million {($95m-65m) in less 2 months?

(f‘mfkf":m'\ "6 Cmmd-‘\ﬁ‘\ b’d.l-«LL. # Y’Y‘_L"Ld \'J‘L‘,._g_ d r:ﬁ:—"ft‘? :Iﬁl_‘r;; f{kﬂpﬁb@

C. There seems to be an incorrect mill levy used in the calculations on page 6 of the Feb 13" BBC
report

* 5106,200 per year the Town of Eagle would forgo is based on an incarract mill levy. The
correct mill levy is currently 4.044 per the County Assessor’s office.

3.659 was Eagle £ 2010 il leng. B wed incasased
v 4044 v Zoll . BB overlaked tau v thew updatc

af Hae vepy "



D. Property Tax Forgc -Page 6 of the Feb 13™ B8C report: paragraph 1: It states that the Town of
Eagle would forgo about $126,200 per year in property tax revenue annually at build out. This
calculation assumes the Town’s current mill levy of 3.659 mills. (As statad in C above, this is not
accurate).

Question:

1. What s the base value of the land used for this assumption? Thatis, to calculate the
amount the Town forgo, doesn’t there have to be a base value of land assumed for the
additional amount to be calculatad?
2. Did the assessor’s office detarmine that land value and if not, who did? Aﬁ'm"‘( Uitz pos
Wha assesn,
E. Assassed Value of 29,000,000 saems low when reviewing the calculations raferenced in page 6
{total casts on page 2 backed into from the mill levy referenced on page 6) on the Feb 13" BBC

T ‘m Lo report.

e W< * Plesse see the calculations submitted with assumptions of values. This seems more
U'IL }'u-/ 7 ~ reasonable than the developer’s calculation {as $204/square foot for rasidential seems high
aiwm’ﬂ g and $102/square foot for commercial seems low) and shows the Town of Eagle variance of
here 27 ; 4 higher than the $106,200 referenced on page 6 of the Feb 13" BBC report.
i g Y ‘

Met new revenue on Page 10 of the Feb 23" BBC report, it states that virtually all of the revenue

from Eagle River Station would be net new in the Town of Eagle. However, only some but not all

would net new for Eagle County. And it states very little of the 2conomic benefit wouid be nat

new for the State of Colorado.

» |t does not seem rzasonable that ali new revenue will be new for The Town of Eagle but not
overall in the County and State.
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