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Abstract

Researched during the sum m er of 2006 in a collaborative effort between Carnegie Mellon University's Urban Lab and 
East Liberty Developm ent, Inc. this thesis seeks to develop a model for evaluating the impact of progressive urban 
design strategies in an existing com m unity by m easuring the costs and potential returns of public investment in 
progressive urban infrastructure.

Using the case study of East Liberty as a laboratory, this study identifies clear baseline assum ptions for the costs of 
urban infrastructure, as well as estimated public returns based on private investm ent leveraged and new residential 
and comm ercial tax revenue streams.

Aimed at providing urban designers a facilitation tool in arguing for public investm ent in progressive urban 
infrastructure that reconnects fragm ented com m unities, this study suggests that clear financial and com m unity 
returns are "hidden" in urban infrastructure investment.
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Groundbreaking of the Pennley Park Apartment 
complex in East Liberty, May 1,1964, part of the 
Urban Redevelopment Authority's "Renewal" 
efforts in East Liberty during the mid-to-late 1960's. 
Decades of poor management and decline would 
turn the complex into a local eyesore and a symbol 
of the failure of Urban Renewal. The complex was 
demolished by ELDI and The Community Builders, 
Inc. in 1997.

Photo courtesy of the Historical Society of Western 
Pennsylvania.



Fram ing
Urban
Infrastructure

Can cities and towns make smart investments 
in essential infrastructure that not only address 
the necessities of growth, but promote more 
progressive practices of urban development?

Everyday, cities and tow ns across America make decisions regarding 
their investm ent in infrastructure systems that provide form to our built 
environm ent and support for our daily needs and quality of life. These 
decisions ultimately determ ine both the form of developm ent in a given 
com m unity (i.e., walkable, auto-oriented, transporation-oriented, etc.) as well 
as the long-term  civic, social, and financial health of a m unicipality.1

While in newer suburban com m unities, decisions regarding infrastructure 
often correlate directly to the dem and for growth (i.e., build ing new roads and 
utilities to service new residential com m unities), infrastructure decisions in 
existing urban com m unities tend to be more varied. For instance, not only do 
aging infrastructure systems in these com m unities need to be m aintained or 
replaced, but m unicipalities often need to also invest in projects that improve 
the flow of traffic, people or utilities, to create new am enities for the resident 
population, address evolving market dem ands to create new developm ent 
opportunities, or repair the legacy of failed decisions of the past.

The ability of these com m unities to secure the necessary financing for their 
infrastructure needs, particularly in a political landscape that finds m any of 
our large cities in states of econom ic distress, is an important and relevant

1 While much has been written in regards to the civic and social effects of infrastructure and land use,
more recently, a number of good work has been done on the financial impact of infrastructure, particularly, 
infrastructure that supports sprawling practices of development. Two notable studies are "Costs of Sprawl 2000” 
(Burchell and others) and "The Fiscal Costs of Sprawl" (Coyne).

W hether a highw ay in terchange or a village  
path, th e  basic infrastructure systems th at 
give form  to th e  built en viron m en t rem ain  
the  same. H ow  these systems are designed, 
in tended, and used is w h at defines the  
opportun ities and quality o f life w ith in  th e  
private realms they support.
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problem.
This thesis, researched in the sum m er of 2006, strives to address this problem 
by proposing a fram ework for evaluating the financial perform ance of 
public investm ent in public infrastructure projects w ithin existing urban 
com m unities.

W orking in collaboration with East Liberty Developm ent Corporation 
("ELDI")2 and using the East Liberty neighborhood of Pittsburgh's East End 
as a case study, this thesis hopes to create an argum ent that strategic public 
investm ent in public infrastructure that reconnects urban neighborhoods 
to provide new opportunities for private developm ent can achieve both a 
financial and social rate of return along a m ultiple of bottom lines.

Identifying nine major infrastructure projects currently underw ay or proposed 
in East Liberty- ranging from reconnecting historic street patterns to creating 
opportunities for new infill housing, to build ing new parks and public spaces, 
to providing for adequate parking to com plem ent new retail developm ents 
without com prom ising the pedestrian realm- this study used standard 
financial analysis tools, such as a detailed proforma of each infrastructure 
project, to evaluate the soft and hard costs of infrastructure, the various 
potential sources of public funding, the expected change in future property 
values pending the successful com pletion of proposed developm ents, and 
various other econom ic indicators (such as jo b  growth) to determ ine the 
public return of public investm ents in the com m unity.

2 ELDI is a community-based development group working to revitalize East Liberty, a once vibrant
mixed-use neighborhood in Pittsburgh's East End. Their primary mission is to carry out a community-vision 
plan designed to reverse the effects and influence of Urban Renewal projects during the 1960's that severely 
disconnected the community from both its historic fabric and surrounding neighborhoods.



New Pennely Place, a new 102-unit mixed-income 
multi-family apartment complex was one of the 
first community development efforts realized 
in ELDI's efforts to reverse the failures of Urban 
Renewal in East Liberty. The lessons of this project 
have been significant to informing the future 
projects planned for East Liberty.

Photo courtesy of ELDI.
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O verview

The field of Urban Design is increasingly focused upon repairing broken 
urban comm unities. Poor decisions in design and public investm ent have 
left a legacy of disinvestm ent, blight, and disconnection in form erly vibrant 
neighborhoods in cities across the United States. As these com m unities 
seek to revitalize their urban spaces in hope of a better future, their success 
depends on partnerships between designers, com m unity members, private 
developers, and public entities. In order to not repeat the mistakes of the 
past, heightened attention must be placed on smart infrastructure investment 
blended with progressive urban design principles.

In rebuilding our neighborhoods, both urban designers and policy makers 
have the same goal- to create sustainable, vibrant com m unities. Their values 
however, are often different. Urban designers, w orking in concert with 
com m unity developers, value connectivity, accessibility, and public am enities- 
all principles of progressive urban design.1 Policy makers value public safety, 
strong tax revenues, and econom ic developm ent. The situation is further 
com plicated by both parties having to partner with a private developm ent 
industry that often values only profit. These groups all speak a different 
language, but for com m unity developm ent to be successful, all these parties 
must work in concert.

Increasingly, the role of urban designers is to help bridge this gap. To do this 
successfully, designers (as well as com m unity and progressive developers) 
must strive to uncover barriers that inhibit successful projects and identify 
hidden values in the public realm that sp eakto  the needs of all parties 
involved. A review of the literature suggests that despite the grow ing 
relevance of com m unity revitalization to the fields of urban design, private 
developm ent, and civic governance, little research has been done to address

1 "Progressive Urban Design" Strategies or "Progressive Community Development" refers to develop­
ment and urban design strategies as exemplified by terms such as "The New Urbanism", "Traditional Neighbor­
hood Development""Smart Growth","Sustainable Development", and others. These concepts are generally 
rooted in "sustainable", pedestrian and civic-oriented placemaking and urban design principles that, at best 
practice, are socially and environmentally responsible. For purposes of simplicity, this study will use the term 
"Progressive" in reference to these concepts.
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Cross Section of a Proposed Street with the new 
Liberty Park residential development in East Liber­
ty. Narrow right-of-ways, tree-lined sidewalks, and 
pedestrian oriented building setbacks and height- 
limitations are design and infrastructure elements 
that combine to create a renewed public realm.

Plan and rendering by UDA.

one of the most significant barriers toward m oving progressive projects from 
concept-to-construction: that is, financing the large up-front costs of urban 
infrastructure.2 This research, a collaboration between Carnegie Mellon 
University's Urban Lab (CMU) and East Liberty Developm ent, Inc.(ELDI) 
conducted over the sum m er of 2006, seeks to develop a model for evaluating 
the im pact of progressive urban design strategies in an existing com m unity 
by m easuring the costs and potential returns of public investm ent in 
progressive urban infrastructure.

For the purposes of this study, urban infrastructure will be defined essentially 
as the w hole of the public realm; i.e., the streets, sidewalks, squares, parks 
and open spaces, utilities, parking facilities, new "green" facilities such as 
geotherm al loops, and so on -  the elem ents that com pose and service both 
the public and private realm. How we design, arrange, and invest in these 
public elem ents and spaces not only frame the qualities of the environm ent 
within, but greatly influence- both positively and negatively- our social, 
natural, and civic health, our daily opportunities, and our overall w ell-being.

Despite the social incentives of progressive infrastructure design that 
potentially offer valuable investm ents toward our collective health, the 
systems that shape our public realm devalue investm ent in public spaces. 
Through a bias toward private, profit-generating m odels that produce 
short-term returns to satisfy debt-service, the value of progressive urban 
infrastructure has largely been ignored. These conventional yet arguably 
antiquated evaluation processes (utilized by most private sector capital 
sources as well as equity investors in their real estate decision-m aking) 
inherently ignore the potential for long-term  appreciated value created by 
h igh-quality public infrastructure sim ply through their criteria for investm ent.3 
Hence, financing progressive public infrastructure that enhances social and 
econom ic value of projects, but does not inherently generate revenue, faces 
significant barriers under our current developm ent systems.

2 Gyourko and Rybczynski, 2000.
3 Leinberger, 2001.
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Above: A house in one of East Liberty's historic
enclaves. ELDI has for the past decade been 
buying up historic properties to rehab and resale, 
injecting the neighborhood's blighted areas with 
new investment and providing a model for the 
community's potential.

Photo courtesy of UDA.

Opposite Page:
Various views of East Liberty's Urban Fabric:
(top to bottom)

A legacy of Urban Renewal - tower block public 
housing that bridges what once was, and could 
again be, East Liberty's main commercial street.

The former Nabisco Plant - now the site of a 
proposed mixed-use, mixed-income development 
that could held sustain market forces in East 
Liberty,.

This community landmark once stood as the 
centerpeice to a pedestrian mall designed during 
the 1970's. New public space designs relocate to 
the center of a new public plaza in front of a rebuilt 
public library.

The impact of Urban Renewal. These lots - some 
of which remain vacant - will hopefully soon be 
reconnected into East Liberty's community fabric 
through infrastructure investment.

This thesis argues that such systems essentially leave cash on the table for 
developers, m unicipalities and com m unities alike. By dem onstrating the 
value of progressive infrastructure investm ent and com m unicating this value 
in accessible terms to a diverse array of change makers, this study hopes 
to show that urban design strategies can leverage trem endous am ounts of 
investm ent to a neighborhood, restoring the vitality of the urban fabric, and 
prom oting a socially, environm entally, and financially sustainable future.

To measure the costs and potential returns of progressive urban design 
strategies, this study will focus on the case study of East Liberty, the historic 
heart of Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania's East End. East Liberty is a prime exam ple 
of a com m unity that was broken by poor urban design and public investm ent 
decisions that radically altered its infrastructure, isolating it from strong 
surrounding neighborhoods creating an island of blight, disinvestm ent, and 
poverty over the last thirty-plus years. Today however, East Liberty sits on 
the brink of opportunity due to resurgent market forces, a strong com m unity 
planning effort, and unique partnerships between civic, com m unity, and 
private developm ent entities comm itted to progressive reinvestment in the 
neighborhood's urban fabric, and yet East Liberty is unable to realize its full 
potential due to a lack of investment in its dysfunctional infrastructure.

Background for th e  East L iberty  Case Study

Since it's founding in the early 1990's, ELDI has worked to cham pion and 
steward the creation and im plem entation of progressive com m unity- 
based planning and developm ent strategies in East Liberty. W orking with a 
collection of highly-respected urban design and planning firms dedicated to 
restoring urban fabric in blighted com m unities, much of ELDI's work focuses 
on reversing the pattern of disconnection in the neighborhood by repairing 
the legacy of failed Urban Renewal strategies from the 1970's.4

Once Pittsburgh's "Second Downtown", a vibrant center of commerce, 
culture, and residential life, East Liberty was severely im pacted by Urban 
Renewal strategies that razed acres of historic urban fabric to make room 
for the creation of comm ercial and residential super-blocks and highw ay 
infrastructure. Designed to attract new investm ent and markets, the 
strategies worked in reverse, isolating the com m unity from its own amenities, 
from its neighbors, and from market forces. The lasting effect of these failed 
public investm ents is a classic scenario of urban blight. Slum landlords, 
raising vacancy, sinking property values and degrading social indicators all 
are representative of East Liberty as a com m unity over the past thirty years.

4 Urban design and planning firms who have worked on public space plans and community revitaliza­
tion strategies in East Liberty over the past decade include Urban Design Associates (Pittsburgh, PA), Semple 
Brown Architects (Pittsburgh, PA), Perfido,Weiskopf, Wagstaff, and Goettel (Pittsburgh, PA), Fukui Architects PC 
(Pittsburgh, PA) EDGE Studios (Pittsburgh, PA), EDAW (Denver, CO) and others.



Focused on reversing this downward spiral and restoring a high quality of life 
to the com m unity, ELDI and its urban design partners have identified seven 
principle initiatives for East Liberty's redevelopm ent:

1. Reconnecting East Liberty's fractured urban fabric
2. The creation of a "Town Square" within East Liberty's existing 

com m ercial core to serve as the com m unity's sym bolic and physical 
civic center

3. Strategic investm ent in East Liberty's historic housing stock
4. The developm ent of new m ixed-incom e housing
5. Creating new "in-fill" developm ent that is pedestrian-oriented and 

well connected to existing neighborhoods, the historic com m ercial 
core, and surrounding com m unities.

6. Reestablishing Green Infrastructure, particularly com m unity parks 
and civic space.

7. Raise com m unity participation in the planning and developm ent 
process

While none of these principles should sound alien to anyone fam iliar with 
com m unity redevelopm ent or urban design, what differentiates the current 
situation in East Liberty is the rem arkable convergence of market forces, 
com m unity planning, and private developers that see value in the principles 
of both. The intersection of these forces is quickly changing the face of 
East Liberty, and as such, East Liberty offers a unique opportunity for urban 
designers and policy makers to observe the im pact of progressive strategies 
of design and planning, as well as public investm ent practices on com m unity 
revitalization.

The follow ing pages offer a more detailed look at East Liberty, urban design 
principles at work in the com m unity, and the specific infrastructure case 
studies.

For further detail on the specific infrastructure case studies, please refer to the 
appendix.

9



East Liberty is located in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania's 
East End - a collection of typically strong 
communities and neighborhoods.

East End Figure Ground 
Courtesy of the Urban Lab.
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USL'

ELDI's Masterplan for East Liberty.
A crossroads of community planning and market 
forces.

Design by Semple Brown Architects.
Courtesy of ELDI.
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Creating a Center:
Focusing on the Historic East Liberty Presbyterian Church as 
the community's center, a Town Square concept will be an 
exercise in Civic Design, creating two new public plazas, and 
reorienting major intersections to ease traffic, activate street 
fronts, and create a renewed Pedestrian Realm.

Transit Center:

Reintegrating 
Penn Circle:
Reworking Penn Circle as a two-way 
street with parking and redesigning 
its intersections will remove one of 
East Liberty's worst Pedestrian 
Barriers.

« i f

Neighborhood
Commercial:
Redesigning the streets of East 
Liberty's commercial core to 

>\ eliminate barriers to both
pedestrian and auto-mobile flow  

'  • will allow for Easier O rientation  
Qfi Ç and movement while activating 
o j 1 ‘ street fronts.lc street fronts.

\ \  o
V v

Parking Infrasturcture:
Well-placed structured parking lots that 
can serve M u ltip u l Users will be 
essential for growth in East Liberty's 
commercial core.

Utilizing the East End Busway, the 
planning of a Transit-O riented  
Retail D evelopm ent will serve as 
a regional destination as well as a 
local hub.

Infill Residential:
Taking the place of large-scale public 
housing towers, new M ixed-lncom e  
residential neighborhoods will be 
integrated into the existing urban fabric 
and oriented around tree-lined Narrow  
Streets, Parks Space, and Rear Alleys 
for parking and utilities- 
All within W alking Distance of East 
Liberty's commercial core and public 
transportation.

Integrating Green Infrastructure:
The Mellon Orchard South project will utilize a 
G eotherm al Colum n Loop to provide heating and 
cooling for 85 new units of mixed-income housing.

Building new parks, redesigning run 
down parks, and extending trail k ?  'z 

systems will provide East Liberty with 
much needed Com m unity Green  
Space that is safe, open, and 
integrated into residential 
neighborhoods.

&

Reconnecting one block of Sheridan Avenue will 
Re-establish a historical pedestian pathway from 
residential Highland Park to East Liberty's 
commercial core, rekniting the community's Urban

Reconnecting Broken Streets:
i?

Safe Parks:



Stepping Stones: 
Infrastructure Case Studies

Mellons Orchard South is a residential 
development that includes a mix of 61 
for-sale homes (single-family detached 
and townhomes) and 24 rental units 
(some of which will be affordable) on the 
fringe of East Liberty's commercial core.

The project, being developed by S&A 
Homes in partnership with ELDI, is 
aiming to be a national model of green 
development in relation to the upcoming 
LEED for Neighborhood Development 
certification program. It is also a core 
piece of East Liberty's community 
plan- reconnecting the community's 
commercial core with residential 
neighborhoods that are currently 
disconnected and blighted.

Infrastructure elements include 
reestablishing a historic street grid 
throughout the development that has 
been broken since the 1960's by Urban 
Renewal-designed superblocks and have 
been covered by parking lots for over 
three decades. Additionally, an existing 
park- Garland Park- will be redesigned 
from an unsafe, neighborhood eyesore 
into a well-defined local asset bordered 
by narrow streets and owner-occupied 
housing.

Mellons Orchard South is currently in the 
design/planning stage, and construction 
should begin in 2007.

14



Liberty Park is a new, 14-acre, mixed- 
income residential community being 
developed by McCormack Baron 
Salazar in collaboration with ELDI. The 
development is the result of an extensive 
public charrette process led by Urban 
Design Associates among others, and 
will feature 175 units of mixed-income 
rental units in a variety of building 
types including elevator loft buildings, 
multi-unit apartment buildings, and 
townhouses.

The development will include the 
construction of several new, human- 
scaled streets that extend the historic 
street pattern and connect the project 
to East Liberty's commercial core. It 
will also feature the construction of two 
new public parks-Triangle Park and East 
Liberty Boulevard Park.

Construction on phase one of Liberty 
Park began in Summer of 2006, with the 
first units expected for completion in 
Spring 2007.

Through a coordinated effort between 
several design firms including EDAW 
and Semple Brown Architects, another 
step of East Liberty's community vision 
is coming into focus within the Town 
Square concept.

Town Square is the extensive 
streetscaping of East Liberty's 
commercial core surrounding the historic 
East Liberty Presbyterian Church.

Major projects will include the creation of 
a new public plaza in front of the church 
in the heart of the community, as well as 
another smaller plaza in front of the soon 
to be rebuilt Carnegie Public Library's 
East Liberty branch.

TheTown Square concept will help 
to support growing investment in 
the commercial core of East Liberty, 
including the recently announced rebah 
of the Highland Building into condo 
units, and the construction of a new 
hotel at the corner of Highland and Penn 
Ave. Both of the projects, along with the 
ongoing redevelopment of several other 
core buildings, will help frame the public 
spaces.

Smaller in nature, the Broad Street 
Visionary Plan and Sheridan Avenue 
Plan are two important pieces to 
reknitting East Liberty's core back 
together.

The Broad Street Visionary Plan 
addresses what was once East Liberty's 
local "Main Street"(as opposed to 
Penn Ave as a "regional Main Street"). 
Reconstructed as a pedestrian 
mall during the 1960's, and then 
subsequently turned back into a one­
way street, Broad Street no longer 
serves its purpose within East Liberty's 
commercial core. Byre-straightening 
the street, widening sidewalks, and 
changing the parking layout from 
diagonal to parallel, the intention is to 
reorient Broad Street for pedestrian and 
automobile traffic alike in the hope that 
the street can regain its former vibrancy.

Sheridan Avenue was once a major axil 
from Highland Park into East Liberty, 
however for decades it has been cut 
off for one block on the edge of the 
commercial core. With the help of a 
private developer, the road will be 
reconnected through the block, with the 
development of a new project on one 
side, and the other half transferred to a 
local church. At its completion, Sheridan 
Avenue will once again run continuous 
from East Liberty to Highland Park.
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A central component of Urban Renewal 
Plans during the 1960's, Penn Circle was 
intended to bring traffic into East Liberty 
from outside communities, leaving the 
community's commercial core free of 
automobile congestion. In reality, the 
five-lane one-way highway has severed 
the community, breaking the commercial 
core from neighboring residential 
communities and creating a significant 
barrier to both personal movement 
and opportunities for high-quality 
development.

Since the late 1990's, Pittsburgh's office of 
City Planning has been looking to reverse 
the effects of this very poor planning 
decision, however progress has been 
slow.

In 2002, some progress was made when 
a small section of Penn Avenue was 
made two-way to support the opening 
of Whole Foods Market in the Eastside 
Development, and the city plans to carry 
out similar plans along its entire stretch.

While a far-cry from what is needed, 
redesigning Penn Circle to allow for two- 
way traffic, reworking its intersections to 
allow for easier pedestrian crossing, and 
providing for better movement along its 
length will help ease a significant barrier 
that has been inhibiting redevelopment 
efforts throughout East Liberty and erase 
a legacy of past failure in the community.

As often noted by experienced 
developers and designers of urban 
developments, parking shapes 
everything.

While East Liberty's community strategy 
calls for better pedestrian access 
throughout its neighborhoods, parking 
remains a prime concern, particularly to 
support the growing commercial market. 
Great care is being taken however to 
ensure that parking is provided in a 
responsible manner than both meets 
the needs of local businesses, and also 
blends into the urban context of the 
community.

The Eastside development currently 
under construction offers a unique 
model for meetings these goals, 
integrating parking into its design while 
keeping a street wall and urban feel. It is 
ELDI's goal to bring similar well designed 
parking to where it is needed throughout 
East Liberty.

Three parking projects will be part of this 
case study: a new parking facility as part 
of East Liberty's Town Square, supporting 
the soon-to-be-built hotel and condo 
developments. The parking facility to be 
built as part of Eastside III. And surface 
parking throughout the redesigned core 
of the community, specifically along 
Penn Circle.

Transit Center, comprised of The Mosites 
Company's Eastside III and a soon-to- 
announced retail project on the site 
of East Liberty's last Urban Renewal 
public housing tower, will provide 
retail amenities currently unavailable 
anywhere in Pittsburgh's East End along 
a heavily-used public transit route with 
connections to the heart of Oakland and 
Downtown Pittsburgh.

The mixed-retail project will continue the 
urban feel Mosites has established along 
their Eastside development, integrating 
well designed, "Green" retail space at a 
human scale with parking.

While much of the project's infrastructure 
needs will be addressed in the Penn 
Circle Project- which runs through the 
development- as well as in the Parking 
Facilities project, which has in part been 
broken out of this Proforma, additional 
infrastructure work remains at Mosites 
ties the development into neighboring 
communities and residential areas.



The Thesis: Question

This thesis seeks to develop a model for evaluating the im pact of progressive 
urban design strategies in an existing com m unity by m easuring the costs and 
potential returns of public investm ent in progressive urban infrastructure.

To address this objective, the study collaborated with ELDI to study the 
potential returns on public investm ent in infrastructure projects that are 
either currently underway, or planned for the near future in the com m unity. 
Together we identified eight infrastructure projects in East Liberty, all of 
which are aimed at either repairing disconnects left by Urban Renewal's failed 
legacy, and/or, fram ing new developm ent and investm ent in concert with 
progressive urban design principles and com m unity planning efforts. This 
thesis is the financial evaluation of the costs and potential returns of these 
unique projects.

As much of this study is based on assum ptions, a thorough review of 
literature and available data - particularly data that applies directly to the case 
study- is essential to the m ethodology. While the literature review will be 
discussed independently (as will the m ethodology) this section will focus on 
the research process and data collection.

The Thesis: Data Collection

This study relied on four main sources for data to support its models:

1. Interviews
2. PNCIS and City Real Estate Database
3. East Liberty Com m unity Plan and Urban Design Studies
4. Developer (Private/Public/Governm ent) Cost Estimates and
Developm ent Proforma

Essentially, nine interviews were held of relevance to the study. These 
interviews were usually casual in format, and specific in question and content,

Historic Housing Patterns in East Liberty. Many of 
East Liberty historic houses were pattern book type 
housing mass developed during the turn of 20th 
century.

Renderings courtesy of UDA.
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with the goal of information gathering and evaluation.

Conducted over the Sum m er/ Fall of 2006, interviews included:

Rob Step h an y (ELDI)
Com m unity planning strategies and finance

Ernie H ogan (ELDI)
Com m unity residential/comm ercial developm ent strategies and 
investm ent

Kendall Pe lling (ELDI)
Residential property values and historic housing

Nathan W ildfire (ELDI)
Case study and neighborhood overview

Ed Jaco b s and Bill W addell (City of Pittsburgh, City Real Estate)
Public tax revenues and city real estate database

Bob G radeck (CMU, Center for Econom ic Developm ent)
PNCIS Database

G eorge W hitm er (PNC Bank, Public Finance)
Public/private balance of investm ent in com m unity developm ent

S id n ey  Kai Kai (City of Pittsburgh, City Planning)
Penn Circle project design and costs

M ark M innerly (The Mosites Com pany)
Private developm ent and com m unity planning. Eastside III case study

Further project feedback was also received during a m id-project presentation 
held August 4, 2006. Presentation attendees included: Lena Andrew s (City of 
Pittsburgh, City Planning), Christine Brill (Architect and M. Landscape Fellow), 
Walter Boykowitz (CMU School of Architecture), Jonathan Kline (CMU School 
of Architecture), Peter Coppin (Studio for Creative Inquiry), Elise Gatti (Sem ple 
Brown Architects), David Lewis (CMU School of Architecture), Rob Stephany 
(ELDI), Nathan Wildfire (ELDI).

Statistical analysis of East Liberty (Case Study) property values, real estate 
taxes, and existing housing stock were done using the PNCIS database and 
the Pittsburgh Real Estate Database. Primary information sources included 
Property Assessm ent Tables (2005 Assessment) and City Real Estate Tax 
Tables (2005 Actuals). Specific assum ptions and use of these statistics will be 
discussed in the "Returns" section of the m ethodology.



Com m unity and Urban Plans were collected pertaining to specific projects 
outlined by the case study. These plans were used in the "Cost" section of the 
m ethodology.

Developer (whether private, public, or governm ent- in the case of road 
infrastructure) cost estimates and Proforma were utilized to assess project 
costs on a per-line-item  basis. Every effort was m ade to use "up-to-date" 
projections.

Rendering of townhomes in proposed Mellons 
Orchard South.

Plan and rendering by EDGE
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Literature Review
A wide body of literature exists on topics related to urban infrastructure 
and its econom ics, particularly infrastructure's financial and environm ental 
costs to society in relation to sprawl, land use, public health, transportation 
planning, and the conservation of open and agricultural land. That said, 
the hallm ark studies in this area, such as the National Resource Council's 
2000 report, Cost of Sprawl -  2000 (Burchell and others) and Environm ental 
Colorado Research and Policy Center's 2003 The Fiscal Cost of Sprawl: How 
Sprawl Contributes to Local Governm ents' Budget Woes (Coyne), tend 
to either lean toward providing em pirical evidence that confirm s long- 
held assum ptions about the ills of spraw ling land use patterns and policy 
decisions, or deal with larger, national-scale infrastructure issues in relation to 
econom ic developm ent or environm ental problem s rather than addressing or 
providing fresh or renewed approaches to today's infrastructure challenges. 
For instance, little work has been done to evaluate infrastructure investm ent 
decisions in anti-sprawling projects, such as New Urbanist developm ents, 
where the need to find financing solutions for public infrastructure rates as 
one of the most significant barriers to bringing these projects from concept 
to construction. Similarly, w hile there is much talk of "Greener" infrastructure 
in reference to creating more energy efficient and less intrusive infrastructure 
designs, such as touched upon in the pending LEED-ND program, there is 
little work of depth in these areas outside of more technical circles.

It seems however that attention is beginn ing to shift toward more localized, 
com m unity developm ent challenges with regards to infrastructure. The 
Urban Land Institute in particular has over the past year begun to focus 
on the role of infrastructure in supporting com m unity developm ent and 
its relationship to private developm ent and investment. Their 2005 Policy 
Forum Report Financing Urban Infrastructure (Pawiuklewicz) was an initial 
foray into the subject, follow ed-up significantly by a num ber of focused 
articles on public infrastructure on a variety of topics published in their 
m agazine Urbanland, particularly in the Ju ly edition. For instance, Dale Anne 
Reiss, a principle of Ernst & Young's real estate division, recently authored 
Infra-Investment, a strong review of how national policies govern ing local 
infrastructure investm ent work to attract private developm ent in a num ber 
of sectors. Such articles are interesting on a broader perspective because 
the ULI's involvem ent is suggestive  that the private developm ent com m unity 
is very interested in addressing some of the root problem s that inhibit the 
developm ent of more progressive urban projects.
Perhaps the study that most closely resembles the question of this thesis, 
Susan Wachter of Wharton School's The Determ inants of N eighborhood 
Transformation in Philadelphia -  Identification and Analysis:The New 
Kensington Pilot Study (2004) looks to measure the im pact of public 
investm ent strategies in greening infrastructure on com m unity developm ent 
and revitalization. Greening in this instance refers to the"cleaning and



greening" of vacant lots, as well as the creation of com m unity park space 
and street tree installation. Using a hedonic regression analysis supported 
by GIS study of factors that influence property values, W achter analyzes 
actual returns (while this study analyzes estim ated future returns) to public 
investm ents based on a series of criteria.

Always a ready resource, the Brookings Institution Center on Urban and 
Metropolitan Policy has also published a string of reports of interest in 
infrastructure topics. Paying for Prosperity: Im pact Fees and Job  Growth 
(Nelson and Moody) discusses m unicipalities'continual struggle to find 
ways of financing growth (read: infrastructure dem ands) by m eans other 
than raising taxes, in this case through establishing "im pact fee" programs. 
The report is interesting in relation to this thesis in that it offers a suburban 
challenge that parallels the urban one evaluating in this case study. Civic 
Infrastructure and the Financing of Com m unity Developm ent (Bogart) 
is more directly related to this thesis, addressing the broad relationships 
involved in com m unity developm ent from the civic, non-profit, and for- 
profit sectors, and how interactions between these parties im pacts financing 
decisions and abilities in a range of urban developm ent and infrastructure 
im provem ent projects. A long these same lines, City Fiscal Structures and 
Land Developm ent (Pagano) discusses the evolving role of land developm ent 
to city's overall fiscal perform ance and capacity, obviously a central them e of 
this cases study. Pagano presents a good statistical base of city's historical 
revenue streams and an evaluation of how im portant investm ent decisions 
are to the fortunes of cities and tow ns today.

While som ewhat dated, Harvard professor Richard Peiser authored a series of 
articles in the 1980's in regards to urban infrastructure, specifically in relation 
to its finance and relationship with com m unity and econom ic developm ent. 
Financing Infrastructure to Support Com m unity Growth (1984) and Special 
Districts: A Useful Technique for Financing infrastructure (1987) are two that 
proved especially useful toward inform ing this thesis.

Another study that proved valuable in learning about cities' changing 
financial strategies, particularly in relation to urban infrastructure and urban 
infrastructure investment, is Ernst & Young's 2003 report How Sm art Parks 
Investm ent Pays Its Way, a detailed case study into New York City's parks and 
green space investm ent decisions done in collaboration with the non-profit 
group New Yorkers'for Parks. A nalyzing 36 city parks in all five of the City's 
boroughs, and offering a detailed case study of 6 of these parks, the report 
concluded that strategic investm ent in the city's green infrastructure yielded 
"significant" econom ic and social returns to the City of New York, as well as to 
private investors and property owners, and neighboring com m unities.

In addition to studies dealing directly with infrastructure improvem ents, a 
num ber of w ritings- two in particular- helped trem endously in providing



perspective on the role and relationship of urban infrastructure to prom oting 
and fram ing more progressive private developm ent practices.

Financing New Urbanism Projects: Obstacles and Solutions (2000) by W harton 
School professors Joseph Gyourko and Witold Rybezyanski adds to a grow ing 
body of literature about the financing of "progressive" developm ent projects, 
surveying a cross-section of 55 leading real estate practitioners including 
developers, lenders, and equity investors about their perceptions of New 
Urbanist-style projects in regards to the difficultly in obtaining financing. The 
study found that, particularly in Greenfield settings, the industry perception 
at large was that such projects are inherently not only difficult to finance, but 
viewed as high-risk due to their departures from more standard developm ent 
practices. Additionally, Gyourko and Rybezuanski found that one of the prime 
perceived barriers to financing such projects was the considerable investm ent 
needed in public infrastructure.

Christopher Leinberger, a founding partner of Arcadia Land Company, a 
Philadelphia-based "progressive developm ent firm", authored an excellent 
article entitled Financing Progressive Developm ent (2001) that discusses a 
range of barriers in the financing and investm ent practices that im pede the 
developm ent of mixed-use, pedestrian-oriented projects. Touching on a 
wide scope of issues, from the standardization of real estate products on Wall 
Street, to the lack of long-term  investm ent horizons, to the need to match 
different investm ent partners to different stages of a project, Leinberger 
presents a com prehensive review of the financing problem s developers face 
in taking progressive projects from concept to construction. A rguing that 
the accounting standards used in the developm ent industry to access the 
perform ance of real estate projects do not adequately value public space, 
environm ent, and amenities, Leinberger uses exam ples from Arcadia's own 
experiences (such as fellow partner Robert Davies'Seaside) to show  how 
investm ent in public infrastructure and good urban design can yield higher 
rates of return in the long-term  as contrasted with the typical seven-year cycle 
usually associated with real estate developm ent projects.

In addition to these "thesis specific" resources, a plethora of literature exists 
on more general topics of com m unity developm ent, the relationships 
between com m unity-developm ent and the private developm ent industry, 
and innovative techniques of financing urban developm ent projects. Good 
sources include the aforem entioned Urban Land and Brookings Institutes, 
theTrust for Public Land, the Aspen Institute's Com m unity Developm ent 
and Infrastructure Initiative (CDII), the Funders' Network for Sm art Growth 
and Livable Com m unities, and the various White Paper publications of Earth 
Pledge am ong others.
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The intention of this section is to provide for the reader a clear understanding 
of decisions and/or factors that significantly influenced the process of this 
study so that it can be discussed with full understanding. In other words, the 
objective here is to provide answers to questions of content and process that 
may arise in the reading and discussion of this research.

First and foremost, this study is based on the various infrastructure and 
developm ent projects currently underw ay or proposed for the near future 
in East Liberty. These plans were initiated by ELDI in its stew ardship of a 
com m unity-vision and have been designed and being im plem ented by a 
num ber of w ell-respected local and national urban design, planning, and 
developm ent firms.

To be very clear, this thesis is not a critique of these designs or plans, nor is its' 
purpose to recom m end alternative or com plim entary designs. Rather, this 
study is using these existing and proposed design and developm ent plans 
as a base to evaluate the role of public investm ent in supporting progressive 
private and com m unity developm ent. There is no original design com ponent 
to this thesis.

Furthermore, the scope of this study is limited only to the infrastructure 
im provem ents proposed across East Liberty, not the content of the private 
developm ent projects discussed (although the two certainly overlap), nor the 
im pact of these projects on the surrounding com m unities in Pittsburgh's East 
End, nor the City of Pittsburgh’s loom ing aging-infrastructure crisis.

A long sim ilar lines, much of this study’s research has relied upon the accuracy 
of estimates and calculations done by others with respect to design and/or 
developm ent plans. This inform ation, as well as the plans them selves, was 
m ade available courtesy of ELDI, their developm ent and design partners, and 
the City of Pittsburgh. While this study was d iligent in checking the reliability 
of the data used, specifically in reference to m easurem ents and cost of 
infrastructure elements, it is the nature of developm ent projects to adjust to 
evolving market conditions both in content and cost, and obviously, there is 
also the potential for human error, either on my or others behalf. As such, the 
need for transparency about baseline assum ptions and process decisions that 
influenced this research is essential.

A section of the m ethodology chapter addresses this study's assum ptions 
specifically and com prehensively. I strongly recom m end that the reader 
review this section carefully before continuing into the case study.

Also in regards to the need for transparency, it is im portant to note that this 
study was conducted in close collaboration with a com m unity-developm ent

Scope and Limitations
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organization w orking within the subject com m unity. Obviously, such an 
arrangem ent implies certain bias and perhaps even conflicts of interest, 
especially for a study that argues for certain policy decisions and public 
investments. As a proponent of good urban design, of progressive 
developm ent, and of the causes of ELDI in their work in East Liberty, I 
should be upfront in saying that this project's intentions are, to an extent, 
biased. I believe in the work, I believe in the process that has informed it 
and in the people behind it. I also care deeply about the city, its future, and 
on a personal note, happen to live close to the com m unity of East Liberty, 
although I am not a property owner in the com m unity or in com m unities 
likely to be affected by the scope of this research. I should also note that no 
financial arrangem ent existed between ELDI and myself, nor m yself and any 
of the developm ent or design firms w orking in East Liberty.

Again, by providing transparency into the process and assum ptions behind 
this study, I hope to alleviate the m ajority of these concerns.

On a broader level, this study touches upon several big concepts including 
Green Urbanism, Progressive Developm ent, Sustainable Developm ent, 
Sustainable Infrastructure, the LEED-ND program, as well as design topics 
relevant to the infrastructure projects within East Liberty, such as Transit- 
Oriented Developm ent, or specific com m unity-developm ent topics. Any of 
these topics could and should be individually given the attention of entire 
thesis, and in and of them selves are outside of the scope of this work.

Lastly, it is im portant to note where this study falls short. A truly effective 
evaluation of investm ents in urban infrastructure would require a cross- 
section of case studies similar to this in a variety of settings. Lim ited in time 
and resources, this study could only offer what am ounts to a piece of the 
puzzle. It is extrem ely clear that further analysis is necessary to adequately 
frame the conclusions of this research and present a more com plete 
argum ent.

It is my hope that this study can act as a gu ide and a fram ework for further 
research and analysis into the barriers that deter com m unity and private 
developm ent from reaching higher standards in sustainable design principles 
and placem aking. It is in all of our best interest to do what we can to see that 
this work continues to progress in our towns, cities, and com m unities.
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M e t h o d o l o g y  a n d  A s s u m p t i o n s
D i s c u s s i o n  o f  F i n d i n g s  
C o n c l u s i o n s

Right:

Evaluation model designed by the thesis to 
measure infrastructure costs, including baseline 
assumptions, soft costs, and a 20% contingency 
factor.

Methodology

The m ethodology of this study is patterned after standard real estate 
evaluation practices, such as proforma analysis, sources and uses, and 
net present value projections. By determ ining the cost of infrastructure 
im provem ents in eight unique case studies currently underw ay or planned 
for the near future in East Liberty, and estim ating the potential gains in tax 
revenue that would result from these projects, this study hopes to shed light 
on potential real returns on public investm ent in progressive infrastructure.

Cost Definition and Analysis

To define costs of public investment, a sim ple model was defined by the 
researcher to include per line-item, elem ents of the urban infrastructure, their 
quantity within a given project (i.e., a new road) and their cost per unit of 
measurement.

Three steps were involved in this process beginning with the definition of 
the model, followed by establishing baseline assum ptions for estimated 
costs, and finally, adding a 20% error factor/m ark-up to account for errors in 
assum ption.

Using existing developm ent proforma as guidelines, the model (right) 
includes a line item for each defined element of the urban infrastructure- 
24 standard elements, plus additionaT'green specific"elem ents as well 
as m iscellaneous cost items such a specific public space improvem ents.
These items were further categorized generally as Streets and Sidewalks, 
Streetscaping, Utility Lines, Green/Public Space, Parking Infrastructure, 
"Green" Infrastructure, and Misc. All line-item s were designed to be 
both com prehensive and clear to the user. An additional 5%  Hard Cost 
Contingency factor was also added.
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East Liberty Development Corporation
Data
Project

Overall Estimated Infrastructure Cost

% /Hard-
Label C ost M u ltip lie r $ /C M T o ta l CM T o ta l C ost % /T o t a l S o f t

Hard Costs
1 Site Prep Cubic Yard (CY) $45.00 0 $ 0 . 0 0

2 Subgrade Street Base - Normal Square Yard (SY) $10.00 0 $ 0 . 0 0

3 Subgrade Street Base - Transit Square Yard (SY) $10.00 0 $ 0 . 0 0

4 Street Paving (Bituminous) Square Yard (SY) $25.00 0 $ 0 . 0 0

5 Curb Linear Foot (LF) $25.00 0 $ 0 . 0 0

6 Sidewalks Square Foot (SF) $5.00 0 $ 0 . 0 0

7 Depressed Curb Unit $2,500.00 0 $ 0 . 0 0

8 Street Parking / Cut Linear Foot (LF)? $0.00 0 $ 0 . 0 0

su b to ta l s tre e ts  a n d  sid ew a lks $ 0 . 0 0 x x % X X  %

9 Handicap (HC) Ramps Each $500.00 0 $ 0 . 0 0

10 Trees and Grates Each $1,000.00 0 $ 0 . 0 0

11 Lawn / Landscaping Square Foot (SF) $30.00 0 $ 0 . 0 0

12 Lighting Each $5,000.00 0 $ 0 . 0 0

su b to ta l stre e tsca p ln q $ 0 . 0 0 x x % X X  %

13 Water Line Linear Foot (LF) $50.00 0 $ 0 . 0 0

14 Hydrant Unit $3,500.00 0 $ 0 . 0 0

15 Sanitary Line Linear Foot (LF) $90.00 0 $ 0 . 0 0

16 Sanitary Manhole (MH) Unit $2,500.00 0 $ 0 . 0 0

17 Storm Line Linear Foot (LF) $85.00 0 $ 0 . 0 0

18 Storm MH/Inlet Unit $2,500.00 0 $ 0 . 0 0

su b to ta l u tility  lin e s $ 0 . 0 0 x x % X X  %

19 Park / Public Space Site Prep Acre $50,000.00 0 $ 0 . 0 0

20 Parkspace / Construction Square Foot (SF) $13.00 0 $ 0 . 0 0

21 Streetscaping / Construction Square Foot (SF) $30.00 0 $ 0 . 0 0

22 Public Space / Construction Square Foot (SF) $40.00 0 $ 0 . 0 0

su b to ta l q re e n /p u b llc  sp a ce $ 0 . 0 0 x x % xx%
23 Parking - Unstructured Per Space $100.00 0 $ 0 . 0 0

24 Parking - Structured Per Space $18,000.00 0 $ 0 . 0 0

su b to ta l p a rk ln q $ 0 . 0 0 x x % xx%
25 Geo-Exchange Exploration $15,000.00 0 $ 0 . 0 0

26 Column Loop Field Linear Foot (LF) $17.00 0 $ 0 . 0 0

27 Green Build Cost Premium (MOS) 2.11% $ 0 . 0 0

su b to ta l "G reen" infra. $ 0 . 0 0 X X  % X X  %

28 Misc.
29 Contingencies 5%

su b to ta l m isc. 0 x x % X X  %

T o ta l -  H ard  Costs $ 0

Label %  E s tim ates
Soft Costs

30 Environmental 1.00% $ 0

31 Engineering 1.00% $ 0

32 Design / Architecture Fees 5.00% $ 0

33 Green Consultant Fees 2.00% $ 0

34 LEED Fees 0.00% $ 0

35 Legal Fees 0.50% $ 0

36 Insurance 2.50% $ 0

37 Accounting 2.50% $ 0

38 Loan and Grant Fees 4.00% $ 0

39 Taxes 0.00% $ 0

40 Mobilization / Surveying 5.00% $ 0

41 Construction Overhead 5.00% $ 0

42 Construction Management 5.00% $ 0

43 Misc. 2.11% $ 0

44 Other - Description 0.00% $ 0

T o ta l -  S o ft Costs $0 27



Project soft costs were also included as a percentage of total hard costs. Soft 
costs assum ptions were based conservatively on existing project estimates.

The model was used on a project-by-project basis, beginning with a break-out 
for individual pieces of the private infrastructure within a project. In other 
words, if the project was a new residential developm ent that called for the 
re-connection of several urban streets across an existing super-lot, as well as 
the build ing of a new com m unity park, that project would be broken down 
to each new street, changes to any existing streets, and the new public park, 
plus misc. and overhead. If the project consisted of re-build ing a single  road 
across an existing parking lot to open two developm ent sites, the breakdown 
consisted of only one road. Measurement data was entered directly into 
these infrastructure breakdowns, which flowed into the detailed summary. 
Overhead, soft costs, and contingency factors were added to the cost at this 
stage. A sum m ary model of this information for quick reference and analysis 
was also defined.

Im portant to note is that measurem ents inputs were either taken directly 
from developer and/or city works estimates for current and o n -go ing 
infrastructure work. Measurements for proposed work was taken from 
Developer estimates when available. When not readily available, or in 
cases where the researcher was uncom fortable with the accuracy of said 
information, m easurements of proposed infrastructure changes were taken 
by hand and foot follow ing design schem es as closely as possible.

Due to this and other potential errors in assum ption, a 20%  contingency 
factor was added to all project costs.

Returns Definition and Analysis

This study defines"public" returns essentially as financial returns that 
w ould influence policy makers in their decision-m aking regarding urban 
infrastructure.1 Based on interviews with stakeholders, such returns can be 
defined in two ways for this study:

• Private investm ent leveraged by public investm ent in infrastructure2
• New Tax Revenues, including property taxes from both new 

developm ent, increased property taxes of existing developm ent 
resulting from market forces, and comm ercial sales tax from new retail 
developm ent.3

1 An important note is that this study is projecting potential returns, not evaluating actual returns 
through a statistical model such as a regression analysis.
2 With the exception of private investment vs. public investment, returns are based on city investment 
only (see Sources and Uses)
3 Income taxes, as well as employment creation, are also legitimate and important indicators of "public 
returns", however this study does not take these potential returns into account.
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For all returns, "public investm ent" refers obviously to the cost of 
infrastructure, w hile "private investm ent" refers to private m oney (either 
developer equity or debt financing) that is com m itted to unique developm ent 
projects tied directly to the infrastructure case studies identified.

For exam ple, while "Sheridan Avenue" is a specific infrastructure project (in 
this case reconnecting a historic street across what is currently a superblock), 
this public investm ent will leverage already com m itted private developm ent 
along Sheridan Avenue's new street-front.

The sources of private investm ent in this study are based on actual as 
reported by individual developers through either personal interview, written 
cost estimate, or via ELDI.

Two im portant variables to note are ...
• not every public infrastructure project is directly tied to a specific 

private developm ent. For instance, the redesign of Penn Circle- one 
of the lasting failures of Urban Renewal- is not currently tied to any 
one developm ent, rather, it will benefit all future developm ent as well 
as existing neighborhoods. Hence, returns are not identified  per 
pro ject but co llective ly  across all case studies, thereby m easuring 
co m m u n ity-w ide  im pacts.

• Because more organic private investm ent -  such as that of a single 
homeowner, or one of the many comm ercial bu ild ings surrounding East 
Liberty's com m ercial core - is  difficult to capture, this stu d y  w ill focus 
private investm ent as o n ly  those large d eve lo pm ent projects tied to 
p articu larly  infrastructure  im provem ents. It is thus likely that certain 
"hidden" returns remain hidden within this study.

O f the three defined returns, the easiest to measure, but perhaps the most 
influential for policy makers is sim ply the ratio of private m oney leveraged 
by public investment: if the public invests x am ount, it unlocks xx am ount.
This study uses standard practices to identify this ratio: d ivid ing total private 
investm ent by total public investm ent in infrastructure.4

The m odels for estim ating property tax revenues and potential sales tax 
revenues are som ew hat more involved due to the increase of variables and 
assum ptions.

M easuring potential property tax revenue was done in two subsets: new 
developm ent (both comm ercial and residential) and existing residential 
developm ent.5 New developm ent was based on developm ent plans for 
Mellons Orchard South and Liberty Park (Residential) and Transit Center 
(Eastside III, Comm ercial/Retail). Follow ing developm ent programs, average

4 For more information, see Peiser, 1984.
5 Existing commercial development was not taken into account in this study, and hence represents 
additional hidden value.



unit types and expected sales values were identified as baseline assum ptions, 
and taxes com puted for the Citv of Pittsburgh only.6

Com m ercial and residential developm ent was assessed separately as follows:

New residential developm ent was assessed at 100% to-value based on 
estimated real estate values set from the asking sales price. City real estate 
taxes were com puted at 10.8 mills.

Assessing existing residential developm ent was som ewhat more involved. 
Because this study is forecasting future property tax increases as a result of 
future infrastructure improvem ents, using a hedonic regression model to 
measure historic data and changes in property value was not possible. This, 
assum ptions had to be made.

Using the PNCIS database to set a com m unity-w ide baseline for East Liberty's 
existing housing stock7, average fair market values (FMV) were estimated 
for seven housing types (Condo,Tow nhouse, Rowhouse, Single Family 
Dw elling, and 2, 3, and 4 Family Dwellings). Taxes were than assessed based 
on a variable percentage (5%) of the difference between the FMV of existing 
housing, and the expected sales price of new residential developm ent. Taxes 
were assessed at 100% of value @ 10.8 mills.

New comm ercial developm ent was assessed at 80%  of the cost of 
construction.8 Taxes were com puted as follows: City real estate tax @ 10.8 
mills; Business Privilege tax @ 6 mills; Mercantile tax @ 2 mills.

Projected comm ercial sales tax generated by new comm ercial developm ent 
was calculated through the Regional Asset District Tax of 1% of annual sales, 
assum ing sales/sf valued at $232/sf.9

Total tax revenue for new residential and new comm ercial (including sales tax) 
was calculated and projected over 2-, 5-, and 10-years based on a standard 
Net-Present Value (NPV) process at an estimated cost of capital of 6% .10 
Return on investm ent was calculated over total public investm ent and the 
City of Pittsburgh's estimated investment.

6 Because this study aims at evaluating the City's potential investment, other costs and returns (i.e., 
county, state, and federal, were not included in cost and return measurements). All City Tax rates set by the City 
of Pittsburgh Real Estate Office.
7 Existing vacant, fire-damaged, and condemned properties classified as "residential" were not in­
cluded in this analysis.
8 Only "Transit Center/Eastside III" was included in the "new commercial development" evaluation.
9 Sales/sf value assumption based on national average for new retail properties. Whole Foods Market 
posts an extremely high sales/sf average of $800+. (The Mosites Company)
10 Forbes.com (October 28,2006)
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Revenues creating by raising property values in existing neighborhoods was 
left out of this total and calculated independently.

Sources and Uses

This study seeks to create an argum ent for local policy makers, and it is 
im portant to isolate the local com m itm ent to infrastructure im provem ents 
in the case study, as it is im portant to show  specific rate of returns based on 
local investments.

To do this, a sim ple sources and uses table was defined based on 
a) already com m itted financing from federal and state sources, b) already 
com m itted financing from Foundations (earmarked for soft costs such 
as design), and c) assum ed TIF financing of parking infrastructure. The 
rem aining necessary public investm ent is assum ed to be local.
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Findings
In general, this study found strong and direct returns to public investm ent in 
urban infrastructure in the case study of East Liberty.

Costs Analysis

With regards to costs, the study estimated the total cost of infrastructure 
im provem ents proposed by urban design strategies, com m unity planning, 
and private developm ent in East Liberty to be around $51 million 
($50,990,471) -  in essence the cost of repairing the com m unity's urban fabric.

Out of this total, the largest investm ent would be, unsurprisingly, the redesign 
of Penn Circle -  estimated at $12,816,000 including hard and soft costs. While 
in this model, the Penn Circle project was not tied to any specific revenue- 
generating developm ents, there is little doubt Penn Circle currently poses 
the greatest challenge to East Liberty's sustained resurgence, and hence 
even the modest changes proposed would represent a m ajor victory for the 
neighborhoods it serves. Fortunately, thanks to a secured federal highw ay 
infrastructure grant that will finance 80% of the project, the City of Pittsburgh 
is prepared to invest the rem aining 20% for this project to becom e a reality.

After Penn Circle, the next highest public com m itm ent- again unsurprisingly- 
is in structured parking infrastructure, estim ated at $9 m illion.11 A TIF 
financing program  will m ostly likely be the solution to these costs.12

Perhaps the most interesting finding regarding cost is the level of 
com m itm ent to public space infrastructure- particularly green infrastructure 
(com m unity parks)- especially as m any of East Liberty's new parks have been 
planned as centers to new residential developm ent. Such a cost com m itm ent 
by developers is an interesting indicator of how the private developm ent is 
b eginning to take note of the value of green infrastructure.

Returns Analysis: New Development

Using the model developed for this case study, the potential returns on public 
investm ent are significant.

At its most basic, a public investm ent of $50,990,471 in urban infrastructure 
in East Liberty would leverage an estimated $184,000,000 in private 
developm ent -  a staggering return of 361%. Recalculating the return
11 the pricetag for all East Liberty's parking needs (structured and unstructured) would be roughly 
$14.5 million.
12 Tax-lncrement Financing (TIF) is the topic of sometimes considerable debate as an effective tool of 
public investment, however, it has become standard practice to assist large or prominent private developments. 
East Liberty will most likely be no different.
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based on an estim ated local (City of Pittsburgh) investm ent in East Liberty's 
infrastructure of $20 m illion, less the com m itm ents of federal, state, and 
foundation sources, the projected leverage of private m oney would be 920% 
public returns.

While such projections are useful and certainly com pelling, estimated 
continued returns through tax-revenue generating developm ent are equally 
impressive.

New residential developm ent in East Liberty will have a median asking price 
between $88-100 per square foot, including single-fam ily detached homes, 
townhom es, and apartm ents. At city real estate tax rates, this developm ent 
will generate annual tax revenue of $350,000 across only 240 units of housing 
built on currently vacant, tax-delinquent lots. New comm ercial developm ent 
(200,000 SF, not including the proposed hotel developm ent) proposed for 
East Liberty's core would generate an estim ated $2 million in taxes annually, 
including real estate, business privilege tax, m ercantile tax, and regional asset 
(sales) tax.

Jo intly projected over 20-years, this selective representation of potential 
returns will provide a Return on Investm ent for the City of Pittsburgh of 116%
- m ostly on the principle of providing infrastructure for infill developm ent on

M êlions O rchard  South

Broad Street

Parking

Transit Cen ter

Total Development Costs 

Public Investment
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the fringe of existing neighborhoods and communities.
Returns Analysis: Existing Development

The im pact of public infrastructure on existing residential neighborhoods 
in East Liberty is harder to measure. Studies such as the Wharton Schools 
case study of greening strategies in New Kensington in Philadelphia, offer a 
com pelling m ethodology for analyzing the effects of various variables in the 
public realm to property values through empirical regression models. These 
m odels however work best when using actual num bers- such as may be 
possible in East Liberty three or five years down the road. When projecting 
however, the outcom es are only as good as the assum ptions.

This study assum ed that the average home in East Liberty will benefit from 
infrastructure im provem ents in three ways a) raising property values from 
new investm ent b) green infrastructure that has proven to raise property 
values in com m unities, c) greatly increased connectivity that will open access 
to a mixed of uses and daily amenities.

To keep our estimates conservative, the assum ption was m ade to assess 
properties at an increased value of 5% of the difference between the asking 
price of new developm ent, and the fair market value of the average Single 
Fam ily hom e in East Liberty as a result of these three benefits from public 
infrastructure investment. Using this model com m unity-w ide would result in 
an almost 13% rise in property values, and hence a 13% rise in tax generation. 
Over ten years, this conservative estimate would provide an additional public 
return, on average, of $149,015 per home. Note that this raise does not take 
into account previously proven positive effects of urban am enities such as 
parks or decreasing vacancy on property va lues-a ll of which certainly apply 
to East Liberty's existing housing stock.
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Conclusions
This thesis, researched over the sum m er of 2006 in an collaborative 
effort between Carnegie Mellon University's Urban Lab and East Liberty 
Developm ent, Inc. sought to develop a m odel for evaluating the im pact of 
progressive urban design strategies in an existing com m unity by m easuring 
the costs and potential returns of public investm ent in progressive urban 
infrastructure.

By establishing transparent baseline assum ptions of cost, and clear definitions 
of public returns, it was the hope of this researcher that this study would help 
urban designers make reasoned argum ents for public investm ent in public 
realm infrastructure im provem ents that greatly benefit our collective social, 
environm ental, and com m unity health.

It was also the hope of this researcher that this study would pass beyond 
academ ic walls, helping push a com m unity-based developm ent plan in a 
resurgent neighborhood from concept and design to im plem entation and 
construction.

While the model developed focuses on specific items- alm ost certainly 
leaving certain public returns "h idden"-the results of this study are 
com pelling -  there are clear public returns to smart infrastructure investm ent 
that aims to rebuild com m unities.The results are all the more incredible when 
considering the d iligent attention paid toward padding cost estimates (such 
as adding a 20% across the board error contingency) while shaving potential 
returns.

It is also clear that there is m uch more research to do, both in studying the 
im pact of urban design strategies in relation to public/private investment, 
as well as in the com m unity of East Liberty- a com m unity evolving into 
an am azing laboratory for testing m ethods of m easuring the benefits of 
progressive urban design, developm ent, and com m unity planning.

In closing, I hope the model proposed in this thesis, as well as the baseline 
assum ptions in identifying costs and returns will provide a model that future 
urban designers and com m unity-planners can reference and refine. The role 
of urban designers as facilitators in the discourse surrounding the future of 
our urban spaces is an im portant one. The better we are able to support 
quality design with argum ents that appeal to developers, financiers, and 
policy makers, the fewer barriers we will find.
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M ê l i o n s  O r c h a r d  S o u t h

Mellons Orchard South is not only a 
model com m unity for the princples 
of progressive developm ent (and 
possibly, for the LEED-ND pilot 
program) but for this case study.

Its design is based on reconnecting 
a portion of East Liberty's historic 
urban fabric, replacing the 
superblocks left in this corner of the 
com m unity by Urban Renewal plans 
during the 1960's. Replacing blight 
with new investment, the project 
brings affordable and market rate 
for-sale and rental housing within 
w alking distance of East Liberty's 
comm ercial core and the new 
Eastside developm ent, as well as 
public transit. Designed with narrow 
streets, alley-loading garages, and a 
redesigned public park at its heart, 
Mellons Orchard South has already 
been referred to as the jewl of ELDI's 
redevelopm ent efforts.

One reason for the anticipation 
over the project is the progressive 
decision to strive for a greener 
approach to its infrastructure design, 
including the drilling of geotherm al 
wells to provide renewable energy 
for heating and cooling the 
developm ent.

D e s c r i p t i o n :  Inf i l l  F o r - S a l f e  H o u s i n g
S t a t u s / D e l i v a r y  D a t e :  P l a n n i n g / 2 0 0 8 - 9

C o s t  o f  P u b l i c  I n f r a s t r u c t u r e :  $ 6 . 2  M
Tota l  D e v e l o p m e n t  C o s t :  $ 4 3  M
R a t i o  o f  P u b l i c  t o  Tota l :  1 4 %

N o t e s :  M O S  i s  a t t e m p i n g  t o  b e  o n e  o f  t h e  n a t i o n ’s  f i r s t
L E E D - N D  c e r t i f i e d  c o m m u n i t i e s .

Graphics and design by EDGE Studios.
Courtesy of ELDI.
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L i b e r t y  P a r k

Sim ilar to Mellons Orchard South, 
Liberty Park looks to bring new infill 
housing and investm ent to a mostly 
blighted corner of East Liberty.

Predom inately for-rent units, the 
developm ent was designed through 
a open-public process, and features 
narrow, pedestrian-oriented streets, 
alley-loading garages, a street 
grid that extends into existing 
com m unities and the comm ercial 
core allow ing for pedestrian 
and autom obile access to retail, 
em ploym ent, and transit, and the 
creation of two new public green 
spaces.

Infrastructure investm ent in Liberty 
Park includes the financing of interior 
roads, im provem ents to existing 
roads the border the site including 
Collins Street, East Liberty Boulevard, 
and Penn Circle, Park Space, 
public alley ways, and streetscape 
improvements.

Description: Infill Rental Housing
Status/Delivary Date: 1st Phase Construction/2007

Cost of Public Infrastructure: $6.2 M
Total Development Cost: $45 M
Ratio of Public to Total: 14%

Notes: Liberty Park will invest almost $1 M to two new
public park spaces.

40
Graphics and design by Urban Design Associates.

Courtesy of ELDI.



UDA best examples of building and street 
design from Pittsburgh's East End for use in 
the design process of Liberty Park.

Opposite: Existing (top) and proposed street 
cross-sections of Collins Avenue, an older 
street that will run through the new Liberty 
Park Development.

Right: A perspective of a typical street within 
Liberty Park, replacing blight and superblocks 
with a green, human-oriented neighborhood. 
Note the variety of building types. Liberty 
Park will include townhouses, multi-unit 
apartm ent buildings, and loft-type apartm ent 
buildings.

Below: An aerial perspective of Liberty 
Park offers a good view of the how the 
development's street grid integrates 
into East Liberty's urban fabric. Note the 
development's relation to the commercial 
core (upper right of drawing), the Home 
Depot big box store (lower right), and the 
proposed Transit Center (upper center).
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T o w n  S q u a r e

Infrastructure im provem ents to 
east Liberty's com m ercial core 
include extensive streetscaping 
and the creation of a clear public 
realm, captured in the Town Square 
concept.

Feeding off and supporting private 
and public investm ent that is 
bringing new condo units and a 
hotel/retail project to an already 
grow ing comm ercial core in the 
heart of East Liberty, including 
the rebuilding the branch of the 
Carnegie Public Library opposite the 
historic Presbyterian Church, Town 
Square will create two new public 
plazas, along with im provem ents to 
sidewalks, planting of street trees, 
and better lightings and signage. 
The intersection of W hitfield Street 
and Baum Boulevard will also 
be modified to allow for better 
m ovem ent and sightlines.

Description: 

Status/Delivary Date:

Cost of Public Infrastructure 
Total Development Cost: 
Ratio of Public to Total:

Streetscaping and Public 
Realm
Planning/ Ongoing

$7.3 M 
$32 M
23%

Notes: Infrastructure improvements include the creation of a 
town square and other public spaces in East Liberty’s Core.

semplebrownj

Graphics and design by EDAW and Semple Brown Architects.
Courtesy of ELDI.
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B r o a d  S t r e e t

Broad Street was once East Liberty's 
local Main Street, as opposed to 
Penn Avenue, which served a more 
regional purpose.

During Urban Renewal planning, 
Broad Street was m ade first into part 
of the pedestrian mall proposed 
for East Liberty's entire comm ercial 
core, however it was subsequently 
redesigned for one-w ay traffic.
These changes in personality, design 
and use have left Broad Street 
twisted and hard to navigate, not to 
mention devoid of a specific use in 
the neighborhood.

The visionary plan hopes to 
redesign the street, straightening 
it throughout the com m ercial core 
to create sightlines, and reworking 
its parking and sidewalks to 
better provide for pedestrian and 
autom obile movement.

It is ELDI's hope that by investing in 
these improvem ents, the street will 
better serve both the businesses that 
line it, as well as the whole of East 
Liberty's com m ercial core. While 
Broad Street may never return to its 
former role, it can adapt and function 
in a new one within East Liberty's 
evolving heart.

Description:
Streetscaping 
Status/Delivary Date:
Design/2007

Cost of Public Infrastructure: 
$400,000
Total Development Cost: $400,000 
Ratio of Public to Total:
1 0 0 %

Graphics and design by Fukui Archiects PC 
Courtesy of ELDI.
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S h e r i d a n  A v e n u e

For generations, Sheridan Avenue 
served as the prim ary path from 
residential H ighland Park into 
com m ercial East Liberty. Once a 
wide, tree-lined prom enade, it was 
the scene of Sunday strolls am ong 
the cities elite and w orking class 
alike.

While m any of these old traditions 
died with the autom obile, the street 
continued to serve a similar purpose 
until a housing project built in the 
1960's severed Sheridan Avenue for 
one block (see right), seperating the 
residential neighborhoods to the 
north from East Liberty's com m ecial 
core and creating a double barrier 
with the traffic of Penn Circle.

In cooporation with ELDI, a private 
developer has acquired three lots, 
fram ing what was once Sheridan 
Avenue, along with the property 
on either side. It is his wish, as well 
as the Com m unity-Vision Plan, to 
rebuild the historic road, tranferring 
the existing property on one side 
to a local church, and keeping the 
property on the other side for a 
sm all-scale m ixed-use project.

Description: 

Status/Delivary Date:

Cost of Public Infrastructure: 
Total Development Cost: 
Ratio of Public to Total:

Streetscaping and 
development site prep 
Planning/ N/A

$155,000 
$2 M
6 %

Notes: Reconnecting Sheridan Avenue will create two
new development sites.
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P e n n  C i r c l e

Penn Circle, the five-lane one way 
highw ay that cuts East Liberty's 
comm ercial core from its residential 
neighborhoods, has more than any 
other physical element come to 
sym bolize the failed legacy of Urban 
Renewal in the East End.

While various proposals have 
surfaced to right the wrong, City 
Planning has seriously dealt with two 
over the past decade.

In the late 1990's a significant study 
was done into the redesign of 
Penn Circle, including substantial 
streetscape im provem ents (see 
opposite, top). Despite securing 
a Federal TIP (Transportation 
Infrastructure Program) financing 
that would provide an 80% match 
of the final construction costs, at 
$25 m illion-plus, this schem e was 
deemed as too expensive for a 
City with an ever expanding list of 
infrastructure needs.

A second round of design proposals 
has produced the current plans- an 
$8 million rework of Penn Circle to 
make it two-way along its entire 
length, to create parking on its 
interior lanes, and to redesign its 
intersections to make them  more 
pedestrian friendly.

Description: Streetscaping I Redesign
Status/Delivary Date: Design I 2008

Cost of Public Infrastructure: $13 M
Total Development Cost: $13 M
Ratio of Public to Total: 100%

Notes: 80% of project financing has already been se­
cured through a Federal Transportation Infrastructure Pro­
gram (TIP) requiring a 20% local match.

Graphic opposite, top by UDA.
Courtesy of ELDI.
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P a r k i n g  I n f r a s t r u c t u r e

Like many com m unities on the 
fringe, East Liberty is ju g g lin g  an 
abundance of parking in the form 
of vacant lots and surface parking, 
some of which are rarely used, while 
arguing for investm ent in expensive, 
structured parking facilities to 
support urban growth and private 
developm ent.

The parking infrastructure analysis is 
based on three projects:

First, a new, structured parking 
facility planned to support the 
proposed hotel/retail com plex and 
the transformation of the Highland 
Building from vacant into luxury 
condos.

Second, the parking facility required 
to support Eastside III.

And third, well located street and 
surface parking that will be needed 
as currently vacant lots are reinvested 
and built upon.

This information was based on 
current plans for structured facilities, 
and m arket/parking reports for 
unstructured spaces.

Description: 
Status/Delivary Date:

Structured and Unstructured 
Planning/Design/ Mixed

Cost of Public Infrastructure: $14.5 M
Total Development Cost: $14.5 M
Ratio of Public to Total: 100%

Notes: Figures include new parking for Eastside III
development and new Town Square garage, as well as Penn 
Avenue street parking.
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Proposed parking facility at Eastside III, with at 
grade access to Highland Avenue.

Courtesy of The Mosites Company.
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T r a n s i t  C e n t e r

The Mosites Com pany's Eastside 
developm ent has m odeled not 
only the value of good design in an 
urban context, but of the potential 
of private developm ent w orking 
in concert with public com m unity- 
developm ent efforts.

W orking closely with ELDI and 
other com m unity organizations, 
Mosites has hit a string of successes 
beginning with the opening of Whole 
Foods Market in 2002. This success 
has continued through the build-out 
of Eastside I and II, and this fall (2006) 
will witness the opening of a num ber 
of quality retailers such as Borders 
Book Shop, who otherwise would not 
have entered the East Liberty market, 
offering not only quality jo bs and 
raising property-values, but opening 
new social opportunities for area 
residents.

Description: 
Status/Delivary Date:

Cost of Public Infrastructure: 
Total Development Cost: 
Ratio of Public to Total:

Infill For-Salfe Housing 
Planning/2008-9

$3.4 M 
$62 M
6 %

Eastside III is perhaps even more 
am bitious, looking to take advantage 
of the East End Busway to create 
a transit-oriented m ixed-use 
developm ent at the door of East 
Liberty.

While the bulk of infrastructure needs for this developm ent have been broken 
out into either the Parking Infrastructure or the Penn Circle project, additional 
street and utility work is required to connect the project into neighboring 
residential comm unities.

Graphics and design by 
Perfido, Weiskopf, Wagstaff + Goettel 

and The Design Alliance 
Courtesy of ELDI and The Mosites Company.

Notes: Numbers do not include substantial work
provided through parking project and Penn Circle.
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Community 
Developments 
Beyond the Case 
Studies

The following projects are exam ples 
of grassroots com m unity develop­
ment and reinvestment in East 
Liberty.

While none of these projects is large 
enough to be directly linked to an 
urban-scale infrastructure need, they 
are all exam ples of private and public 
investment in the com m unity, and 
will all be impacted by the infrastruc­
ture study discussed in this study.

For that reason, follow ing is a brief 
overview of some of ELDI's recent 
progress in the comm unity.

Descriptions and Graphics courtesy of ELDI.

ELDI's Mellon Street Rowhomes 
and Historic Enclave programs are 
focused on bringing reinvestment 
into East Liberty's historic residential 
neighborhoods.

Using in-house capacities, ELDI strives to 
purchase, renovate, and sell rehabbed 
and new-construction townhomes and 
rowhouses in the neighborhood in an 
effort to save historic housing stock from 
decades of mismanagement, and also 
to provide a core of reinvestment along 
often blighted streets.

Mellon Street Rowhomes (700 Block of 
Mellon Street) consists of six, renovated 
row homes completed by ELDI and 
offered for sale.

The Historic Enclave Program includes 
over 80 new or restored housing units 
throughout historic blocks in East Liberty 
that have suffered continued decay 
through lack of investment and poor 
management. Unit are offered at both 
market and affordable rates, and range 
from townhomes to condo units. Units 
are purchased by ELDI, renovated if 
possible, or otherwise demolished for 
new construction, and then sold.

Sojouner House MOMS are 16 units 
of supportive housing for formerly 
homeless women who are dually 
diagnosed and in recovery from 
substance abuse. Developed by ELDI 
and financed by PHFA (Penn Homes), the 
project hopes to provide services and 
housing for an underserved population 
through a partnership with Sojouner 
House, a program that helps women 
rebuild their lives through a structured 
program of individual, group, and family 
counseling.

The project is two-phase, the first six 
units (above) are already in place with an 
additional ten units in a second phase 
beginning construction in Summer 2006.

In a unique community cooperation, the 
Sojouner House project was "invited" 
into a neighborhood by the Negley Place 
Neighborhood Alliance.

The success of this project has led to 
the planning of a Dad's and Safe Haven 
House. The "Dad's" project will consist 
of five buildings and a total 16 units of 
housing dedicated to formerly homeless 
parenting men who are dually diagnosed 
and in recovery from substance abuse.
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Penn Manor Apartments is the first 
of three sites dedicated to providing 
housing for East Liberty residents 
displaced by the closing of the 
community's public housing towers. A 
mixed-income, HUD financed project, 
Penn Manor Apartments will remake 4 
properties and over 1000 units of poorly 
managed and blighted low-income 
rental units in a phased-redevelopment. 
The current phase will deliver 55 units 
of mixed-income apartments (38 
affordable), with all modern amenities.

Negley Neighbors Apartments (above, 
right) is the second site for displaced 
residents from East Liberty's failed 
public housing towers, as well as part 
of the rental housing remake program. 
ELDI has established a partnership with 
developer S&A Homes to implement 
a scattered site Low-lncome Housing 
tax Credit (LIHTC) project of 49 units 
to affirm long term affordable housing 
in the historic enclaves of East Liberty 
and Highland Park. The project will 
encompass 14 properties, and be a 
mix of 1, 2, and 3 bedroom units. This 
project will replace key substandard 
rental housing that are prohibiting 
redevelopment efforts in the community. 
Construction will begin in Spring 2006.

Additional community developments by 
ELDI include:

Carriage House Lofts will take a non- 
conforming use (repair garage) and 
convert it into 7 loft condo units. 
Development is scheduled for 2008.

Collins Street Townhomes is a
development on a site directly across 
from the Liberty Park site, in one of the 
most blighted properties of East Liberty. 
ELDI has begun to secure this site, 
totaling 13 properties, and will look to 
reconfigure it to better protect housing 
from a busy traffic intersection. Early 
development schedules are proposing 20 
units of affordable housing for the site.
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Graphic Resources

EAST LIBERTY DESIGN AND PLANNING PROJECTS

1. Department of City Planning, City of Pittsburgh. Penn Circle Re-Design and Traffic Planning. Pittsburgh, PA.

2. EDAW. East Liberty Town Square Urban Design Scheme. Denver, CO.

3. EDGE Studios. Mellon Orchard South Project Master Planning. Pittsburgh, PA.

4. Fukui Architects PC. Broad Street Visioning Plan and other related renderings, designs, and studies. Pittsburgh, PA.

5. Perfido, Weiskopf, Wagstaff, and Goettel. Eastside III Design and Parking Planning. Pittsburgh, PA.

6. Semple Brown Architects. East Liberty Master Planning, Infrastructure Planning, and related projects. Pittsburgh, PA.

7. Urban Design Associates. Liberty Park Project Master Planning. Pittsburgh, PA.

MAPS AND GIS ANALYSIS

All Maps and GIS are courtesy of the Urban Lab, Carnegie Mellon University School of Architecture.

EAST LIBERTY PICTURES

1. Library and Archives Division, Historical Society of Western Pennsylvania. Pittsburgh, PA.

2. East Liberty Development Corporation. Pittsburgh, PA.

3. Library Services, Carnegie Mellon University. Pittsburgh, PA.
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Summary Proforma Analysis: 
Infrastructure East Liberty

The follow ing Proforma Analysis was researched and com pleted by Matthew Ciccone in corporation with East Liberty 
Developm ent Corporation over the Sum m er of 2006. It is enclosed to give the reader a more com plete review of the 
analysis undertaken, as well as provide a more in-depth look at the fram ework used for future researchers.

If the reader is interested in further detail behind these summaries, or any additional questions about the analysis, its 
baseline assum ptions, or framework, please feel free to contact me at mciccone@andrew.cmu.edu.

Please note that the enclosed information is the property of East Liberty Developm ent Corporation and its 
developm ent and design partners, including The Mosites Company, S&A Homes, M cCorm ick Barron, EDAW, and the 
City of Pittsburgh.
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Summary
E a st L ib e rty  D eve lo p m e n t Co rporation
14 - Aug
In f r a s t r u c t u r e  C o s t s  - T o t a l  S u m m a r y

B y  L in e - I t e m :
Hard C o sts

Total Public S tre e t Im p ro v e m e n ts
Total Public P arks
Total U tilities
Total S tru ctu re d  Parking
Total Misc.

Green Build 
General Misc 

S u b T o ta ls

$ 4 ,0 2 1 ,4 3 9 .5 0
$ 6 ,1 2 0 ,9 9 2 .0 0
$ 2 ,1 2 6 ,1 0 0 .0 0
$ 9 ,0 2 6 ,4 0 0 .0 0

$ 1 0 ,4 7 4 ,1 0 0 .0 0
$901,500.00
$9,572,600.00

$ 3 1 ,7 6 9 ,0 3 1 .5 0

So ft C o sts
Su b to ta l

Contingency 20%  

T o t a ls

$ 1 0 ,7 2 3 ,0 2 7 .3 4

$8,498,411.77

$ 5 0 ,9 9 0 ,4 7 1

B y  P r o je c t :
1 M ellons O rchard  So u th  $ 6 ,2 0 0 ,9 2 1 .1 7
2 Lib erty  P ark  $ 6 ,1 9 8 ,0 2 3 .0 6
3 Tow n S q u a re  $ 7 ,2 8 6 ,2 4 3 .6 3
4 Broad S tre e t $ 3 9 3 ,6 6 7 .4 7
5 S h e rid a n  A ven u e  $ 1 5 5 ,1 9 3 .7 5
6 Penn C irc le *  $ 1 2 ,8 1 6 ,0 0 0 .0 0
7 Stru ctu re d  and U n stru ctu red  Park in g $ 1 4 ,4 6 0 ,2 9 2 .8 0
8 T ra n sit  C e n te r ___________________ $ 3 ,4 1 0 ,6 5 8 .0 0

$ 5 0 ,9 2 1 ,0 0 0

Total Public In v e stm e n t $ 5 0 ,9 9 0 ,4 7 1
Total Private  In v e stm e n t Le ve ra g e d  $ 1 8 4 ,0 0 0 ,0 0 0

Ration of public to private 3 6 1 %

8 0 -2 0 %  Federal H igh w ay G ran t Match
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East Liberty D evelopm ent Corporation
10-Aug
Infrasturcture Costs - Totals Details

By Line-Rem;
Label Cost Multiplier $/CM Total CM Total Cost % /H a rd -! % /Tota l

Hard Costs
1 Site Prep Cubic Yard (CY) S45.00 1 8 ,1 4 3 $ 8 1 6 ,4 2 8 .2 5
2 Subgrade Street Base - Normal Square Yard (SY) $10 00 0 $ 0 .0 0
3 Subgrade Street Base - Transit Square Yard (SY) 510 00 0 $ 0 .0 0
4 S treet Paving (Bituminous) Square Yard (SY) 525 00 4 0 ,5 0 0 $ 1 ,0 1 2 ,5 1 1 .2 5
5 Curb Linear Foot (LF) S 25.00 1 6 ,9 1 0 $ 4 2 2 ,7 5 0 .0 0
6  Sidewalks Square Foot (SF) S5.0Û 1 5 5 ,0 5 0 $ 7 7 5 ,2 5 0 .0 0
7 D epressed Curb Unit 5 2 ,5 0 0 .0 0 9 $ 2 2 ,5 0 0 .0 0
8 Street Parking /  Cut Linear Foot (LF)? so.oo 0 $ 0 .0 0

subtotal streets and sidewalks S 3 ,0 4 9 ,4 4 0 10% 7%
9 Handicap (HC) Ramps Each 5500 00 7 8 S 3 9 ,0 0 0 .0 0

10 Trees and Grates Each S I ,0 0 0 .0 0 2 2 8 $ 2 2 8 ,0 0 0 .0 0
11 Lawn /  Landscaping Square Foot (SF) 530 .00 0 $ 0 .0 0
12 Uqhtlng Each 5 5 .0 0 0 .0 0 141 $ 7 0 5 ,0 0 0 .0 0

subtotal streetscaping S 9 7 2 ,0 0 0 3% 2%
13 Water Line Linear Foot (LF) 550 00 8 ,2 6 0 $ 4 1 3 ,0 0 0 .0 0
14 Hydrant Unit 5 3 ,5 0 0 .0 0 2 2 5 7 7 ,0 0 0 .0 0
15 Sanitary Line Linear Foot (LF) 590 .00 4 ,9 9 0 $ 4 4 9 ,1 0 0 .0 0
16 Sanitary Manhole (MH) Unit 5 2 ,5 0 0 .0 0 3 6 $ 9 0 ,0 0 0 .0 0
17 Stoim  Line Linear Foot (LF) $8 5 .0 0 1 0 ,2 0 0 $ 8 6 7 ,0 0 0 .0 0
18 Storm MH/Inlet Unit 5 2 .5 0 0 .0 0 9 2 $ 2 3 0 ,0 0 0 .0 0

subtotal utility lines S 2 ,1 2 6 ,1 0 0 7% 0%
19 Park /  Public Space Site Prep Acre 5 5 0 ,0 0 0 .0 0 2 .5 $ 1 2 5 ,0 0 0 .0 0
20  Landscaping /  Construction Square Foot (SF) S13.00 1 2 2 ,0 0 4 .0 $ 1 ,5 8 6 ,0 5 2 .0 0
21 Streetscaplng / Construction Square F oot(SF ) 530 .00 1 0 8 ,4 7 4 .0 $ 3 ,2 5 4 ,2 2 0 .0 0
22 Public Space /  Construction Square Foot (SF) S40.00 2 8 ,8 9 3 .0 $ 1 ,1 5 5 ,7 2 0 .0 0

subtotal green/public space 5 6 ,1 2 0 ,9 9 2 19% 14%
23 Parking - Unstructured Per Space 5 1 00 .00 2 6 4 S 2 6 ,4 0 0 .0 0
24 Parking - Structured Per Space 5 1 8 ,0 0 0 .0 0 5 0 0 $ 9 ,0 0 0 ,0 0 0 .0 0

subtotal parking $ 9 ,0 2 6 ,4 0 0 28% 21%
25 Geo-Exchange Exploration $ 1 5 ,0 0 0 .0 0 1 $ 1 5 ,0 0 0
26  Column Loop Field Linear Foot (LF) $ 17 .00 3 4 5 0 0 5 5 8 6 ,5 0 0
27 Green Build Cost Premium CMOS) 2,11% S 3 0 0 ,0 0 0

subtotal "Green" infra. S 9 0 1 ,5 0 0 3% 2%
28 Misc. - Pavilion (TS) Square Foot (SF) 5175 .00 600 $ 1 0 5 ,0 0 0
28 Misc. - Broken Storm Drains (BS) 512 .00 800 $ 9 ,6 0 0
28 Misc. - Penn Circle Work (Streetscaping) $ 8 ,0 0 0 ,0 0 0
28 Misc. - Additional Im provem ents (TC Square Foot (SF) $30 .00 $ 4 8 ,6 0 0  00 $ 1 ,4 5 8 ,0 0 0 .0 0
28 Misc.
28  Misc.
28  Misc.
28  Misc.
28  Misc.
29  Contingencies 20%

subtotal misc. S 9 ,5 7 2 ,6 0 0 30% 23%
Total - Hard Costs $ 3 1 ,7 6 9 ,0 3 2

Label %  Estimates
Soft Costs

.30 Environmental 1.00% S 3 1 7 ,6 9 0
31 Engineering 1.00% 5 3 1 7 ,6 9 0
32 Design /  Architecture Fees 5 00% S I , 5 8 8 ,4 5 2
33  Green Consultant Fees 2.00% S 6 3 5 .3 8 1
34 L£ED Fees 0.00% SO
35 Legal Fees 0.50% $ 1 5 8 ,8 4 5
36 Insurance 2.50% S 7 9 4 ,2 2 6
37 Accounting 2.50% S 7 9 4 ,2 2 6
38 Loan and Grant Fees 4.00% S I , 2 7 0 ,7 6 1
39  Taxes 0.00% SO
40  Mobilization /  Surveying 5.00% S I , 5 8 8 ,4 5 2
41 Construction Overhead 5.00% 5 1 ,5 8 8 ,4 5 2
42  Construction Management 5.00% S I , 5 8 8 ,4 5 2
43  Misc 0.00% $ 8 0 ,4 0 2
44 Other - Description 0 SO

Total - Soft Costs $ 1 0 ,7 2 3 ,0 2 7

Total Infrastructure Cost $ 4 2 ,4 9 2 ,0 5 9
p lu s C o n tin g e n c y  (2 0 % ) : $ 8 ,4 9 8 ,4 1 1 .7 7$50,990,471
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Mêlions Orchard South

East Liberty Developm ent Corporation 
10 - Aug
M O S In f r a s t r u c tu r e

C ost O v e rv ie w : T o ta ls
Total Project Cost $ 4 3 ,0 0 0 ,0 0 0
Total Infrasturcture Cost $ 1 ,0 3 3 ,4 8 7
Percentage Infra Cost 2%

B re a k d o w n  by L in e - Ite m :
Hard Costs

Total Public Street Im provem ents $ 1 ,37 5 ,3 6 1
Total Public Parks $ 5 8 0 ,4 0 0
Total Utilities $ 9 5 3 ,2 5 0
Total Structured Parking $0
Total Misc. $ 9 0 1 ,5 0 0

Green Build $ 9 0 1 ,5 0 0
General Mise $0

Subtotal $ 3 ,81 0 ,5 1 1

Soft Costs:
Subtotal $ 1 ,3 5 6 ,9 2 3

Contingency 20%  $ 1 ,03 3 ,4 8 7

T o ta l Cost $ 6 ,2 0 0 ,9 2 1

B re a k d o w n  by P ro je c t:
N. Beatty St (3 0 0  Block) $ 1 3 4 ,0 2 7 .7 5
Harvard St, (5 7 0 0 -5 8 0 0  Block) $ 6 4 3 ,3 3 3 .2 5
Broad St. (Ansley) (5 7 0 0  Block) $ 1 8 7 ,6 3 9 .0 0
N. St. Clair St. (3 0 0  Block) $ 2 4 1 ,2 5 0 .0 0
Penn Circle West $ 3 7 9 ,1 9 4 .5 0
Penn Circle North $ 1 7 8 ,4 4 4 .5 0
Garland Park $ 5 8 0 ,4 0 0 .0 0
3 Public Alleys $ 1 4 6 ,7 2 2 .2 5
Overhead and Misc. $ 1 ,3 1 9 ,5 0 0 .0 0

Soft Costs 1 1 ,3 5 6 ,9 2 3 .0 6
Contingency 20% $ 1 ,0 3 3 ,4 8 7

$ 6 ,2 0 0 ,9 2 1
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East Liberty Developm ent Corporation 
10 - Aug
M O S In f r a s t r u c tu r e

O v e ra ll E s tim a te d  In f r a s t r u c tu re  C ost

% /H a rd -
Label Cost Multiplier $ /C M Total CM Total Cost % /T o ta l So ft

Hard C osts
1 S ite Prep Cubic Yard (CY) $ 4 5 .0 0 0 $0 .00
2 S u b grad e S tree t B ase - Normal Sq uare Yard (SY) $ 1 0 .0 0 0 $ 0 .00
3 S u b grad e S tree t B ase - Transit Sq uare Yard (SY) $ 1 0 .0 0 0 $0 .00
4 S tree t Paving (B itu m inou s) Sq uare Yard (SY) 5 2 5 .0 0 18194 .45 $ 4 5 4 ,8 6 1 .2 5
5 Curb Linear Foot (LF) $ 2 5 .0 0 7000 $ 1 7 5 ,0 0 0 .0 0
6 S id ew alk s 5q u are  Foot (SF) $ 5 .0 0 105 ,000 $ 5 2 5 ,0 0 0 .0 0
7 D ep ressed  Curb Unit $ 2 ,5 0 0 .0 0 0 $ 0 .00
8 S tre e t Parking /  Cut Linear Foot CLF)^ $ 0 ,0 0 0 $ 0 .00

subtotal streets ancf sidewalks $ 1 ,1 5 4 ,6 6 1 .2 5 2 2 % 30%
9 H andicap (HC) Ram ps Each $ 5 0 0 .0 0 41 $ 2 0 ,5 0 0 ,0 0

10 T rees and G rates Each 5 1 ,0 0 0 .0 0 0 $ 0 .00
11 Lawn /  Landscaping 5 q u a re  Foot (SF) $ 3 0 .0 0 0 $ 0 .00
12 Lighting Each $ 5 ,0 0 0 .0 0 40 $ 2 0 0 ,0 0 0 .0 0

subtotal streetscap/nq $ 2 2 0 ,5 0 0 .0 0 4 % 6%
13 W ater Line Linear Foot (LF) $ 5 0 .0 0 3500 $ 1 7 5 ,0 0 0 ,0 0
14 H ydrant Unit S 3 ,5 0 0 .0 0 10 $ 3 5 ,0 0 0 .0 0
15 San itary Line Linear Foot (LF) $ 9 0 .0 0 2 250 $ 2 0 2 ,5 0 0 .0 0
16 San itary M anhole (MH) Unit $ 2 ,5 0 0 .0 0 15 $ 3 7 ,5 0 0 .0 0
17 Storm  Line Linear Foot (LF) $ 8 5 .0 0 4450 $ 3 7 8 ,2 5 0 .0 0
18 Storm  M H/Inlet Unit 5 2 ,5 0 0 .0 0 50 $ 1 2 5 ,0 0 0 .0 0

subtotal utility lines $ 9 5 3 ,2 5 0 .0 0 1 8 % 2 5 %
19 Park /  Public S p a ce  S ite  Prep Acre S 5 0 ,0 0 0 .0 0 1 $ 5 0 ,0 0 0 ,0 0
20  Parks pa ce  /  C onstruction 5q u are  Foot (SF) $ 1 3 .0 0 40800 $ 5 3 0 ,4 0 0 .0 0
21 S tree tsca p in g  /  C onstruction Sq uare F o o t(S F ) $ 3 0 .0 0 0 $0 .00
22  Public S p a ce  /  C onstruction S q u are Foot (SF) $ 4 0 .0 0 0 $0 .00

subtotal green/public space $ 5 8 0 ,4 0 0 .0 0 1 1 % 15%
23  Parking - U nstructured Per Sp ace S100.00 0 $ 0 .00
24 Parking - Structured Per Sp ace SlSjOOO.OO 0 $ 0 ,00

subtotal parking $ 0 .00 0% 0%
25 G eo-E xch an ge  Exploration $ 1 5 ,0 0 0 .0 0 1 $ 1 5 ,0 0 0 .0 0
2 6  Colum n Loop Field Linear Foot (LF) $ 1 7 .0 0 34500 $ 5 8 6 ,5 0 0 .0 0
27 G reen Build C ost Prem ium  (MOS) 2 .11% $ 3 0 0 ,0 0 0 .0 0

subtotal "Greenv infra. $ 9 0 1 ,5 0 0 .0 0 1 7 % 2 4 %
28  Misc.
2 9  C on tin gen cies 5%

subtotal misc. 0 0 % 0%
Total - Hard Costs $ 3 ,8 1 0 ,5 1 1

Label %  Estimates
Soft C osts

3 0  E nvironm ental 1.00% $ 3 8 ,1 0 5
31 E ngineering 1.00% $ 3 8 ,1 0 5
32  D esig n  /  A rchitecture Fees 5 .00% $ 1 9 0 ,5 2 6
33  G reen C onsu ltan t Fees 2 .0 0 % $ 7 6 ,2 1 0
34  LEED Fees 0 .0 0 % $0
35  Legal F ees 0 .5 0 % $ 1 9 ,0 5 3
36  In su ran ce 2 .5 0 % $ 9 5 ,2 6 3
37 A ccounting 2 .50% $ 9 5 ,2 6 3
38  Loan and Grant F ees 4 .0 0 % $ 1 5 2 ,4 2 0
39 Taxes 0 .0 0 % $0
4 0  M obilization /  S u rveying 5 .00% $ 1 9 0 ,5 2 6
4 1  C onstruction  O verhead 5 .00% $ 1 9 0 ,5 2 6
4 2  C onstruction  M an agem en t 5 .00% $ 1 9 0 ,5 2 6
4 3  Misc. 2.11% $ 8 0 ,4 0 2
4 4  O ther - D escription 0 .0 0 % $0

Total - Soft Costs $ 1 ,3 5 6 .9 2 3

Total In fras truc tu re  Cost $ 5 ,1 6 7 ,4 3 4
29 plus Contingencies (2 0 % ) : $ 1 ,0 3 3 ,4 8 7

$ 6 ,2 0 0 ,9 2 1
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Liberty Park

East Liberty Development Corporation
10 - Aug
Liberty Park In fras tru c tu re  Costs

Cost Overview:
Total Project C ost 
Total Infrasturcture C ost 
P ercen ta g e  Infra C ost

Breakdown by L in e -Item :
Hard C osts

Total Public S tre e t  Im p ro v em en ts
Total Public Parks
Total U tilities
Total S tru ctured  Parking
Total Misc.

Green Build 
General Misc 

S u b tota l

S oft C osts:
Su btota l

C o n tin g en cy  20%

Total Cost

Breakdown by Project:
Broad S tre e t  
Larimer Place l r2 r3 
Collins S tre e t  
S tation  S tree t  
B S tre e t  2 ,3  
C S tre e t  1 ,2 ,3  
East Liberty Blvd 
New Public A lleys  
U tilities (S p ecific  N e ed s)
New Parks (Triangle and E ast Lib. Blvd) 
S ite  /  O v erh ea d , Misc 

Soft Costs 
Contingency 20%

Totals
$ 4 5 ,0 0 0 ,0 0 0

$ 6 ,1 9 8 ,0 2 3
14%

$ 1 ,8 9 8 ,1 7 8
$ 9 2 3 ,9 0 0

$ 1 ,0 4 6 ,8 5 0
$0
$0

$0
$0

$ 3 ,8 6 8 ,9 2 8

$ 1 ,2 9 6 ,0 9 1

$ 1 ,0 3 3 ,0 0 4

$ 6 ,1 9 8 ,0 2 3

$ 4 6 ,0 0 0 .0 0
5 4 3 5 .2 5 0 .0 0
5 1 3 4 .0 0 0 .0 0
5 3 9 3 .2 5 0 .0 0
5 3 7 0 .5 5 0 .0 0
5 3 7 0 .5 5 0 .0 0  

$ 9 1 ,5 0 0 .0 0
5 2 2 9 .0 0 0 .0 0
5 1 7 5 .5 0 0 .0 0
5 9 2 3 .9 0 0 .0 0  
S 6 9 9 ,4 2 8 .2 5

$1,296,091 
$1,033,004 

$ 6 ,1 9 8 ,0 2 3
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E ast Liberty D e v e lo p m en t C orporation
10 - Aug
Liberty Park In fras tru c tu re  Costs

Overall Estim ated In fras tru c tu re  Cost

L»b«l Cost Multiplier $/CM Total CM Total Cost % / Hard-Soft % /Total
Hard Costs

l Site Prep Cubic Yard (CY) $45 .00 15,543 $ 6 9 9 ,4 2 8
2 Subgr ade Street Base - Normal Square Yard (SY) $10 .00 0 $0
3 Subgrade stree t Rase - Transit Square Yard (SY) $10 .00 0 $0
4 Street Paving (Bituminous) Square Yard (SY) $25 .00 9 ,030 $ 2 2 5 ,7 5 0
5 Curb Linear Foot (LF) $25 .00 8,170 $ 2 0 4 ,2 5 0
6 Sidewalks Square Foot (SF) $5.00 36 ,750 $ 1 8 3 ,7 5 0
7 Depressed Curb Unit $2 ,5 0 0 .0 0 7 $ 1 7 ,5 0 0
8 Street Parking /  Cut Unear Foot (LF)? $0 .00 0 $0

subtotal streets and sidewalks $ 1 ,3 3 0 ,6 7 8 34% 26%
9 Handicap (h c )  Ramps Each $500 .00 33 $ 1 6 ,5 0 0

10 Trees and Grates Each $ 1 ,000 .00 191 $ 1 9 1 ,0 0 0
11 Lawn /  landscaping Square Foot (SF) $30 .00 0 $0
12 lighting Each $5 ,0 0 0 .0 0 72 $ 3 6 0 ,0 0 0

subtotal streetscajting $ 5 6 7 ,5 0 0 15% 11%
13 Water Line Linear Foot (LF) $50 .00 4 ,2 6 0 $ 2 1 3 ,0 0 0
14 Hydrant unit $3 ,5 0 0 .0 0 11 $ 3 8 ,5 0 0
15 Sanitary Line Linear Foot (LF) $90 .00 2 ,2 4 0 $ 2 0 1 ,6 0 0
16 Sanitary Manhole (MH) Unit $ 2 ,5 0 0 .0 0 19 $ 4 7 ,5 0 0
17 Storm Line Linear Foot (LF) $85 .00 5 ,2 5 0 $ 4 4 6 ,2 5 0
18 Storm MH/Tnlet Unit $2 ,5 0 0 .0 0 4 0 $ 1 0 0 ,0 0 0

subtotal utility lines $ 1 ,0 4 6 ,8 5 0 27% 20%
19 Park /  Public Space Site Prep Acre 550 ,000-00 1 .5 $ 7 5 ,0 0 0 .0 0
20 Landscaping /  Construction Square Foot (SF) $13 .00 6 5 ,3 0 0 5 8 4 8 ,9 0 0 ,0 0
21 Streetscaping / Construction Square FOot (SF) $30 .00 0 $ 0 .0 0
22 Public Space /  Construction Square Foot (SF) $40 ,00 0 $ 0 .0 0

subtotal Qreen/public space $ 9 2 3 ,9 0 0 24% 18%
23 Parking - Unstructured Per Space $100 .00 0 $0
24 Parking - Structured Per Space 518,000-00 0 $0

subtotal parking $0 0% 0%
25 Geo-Exchange Exploration 0 $0
26 Column Loop Field Linear Foot (LF) $17 .00 0 $0
27 Misc, Green Build 0 $0

subtotal "Green “ Infra, $0 0% 0%
28 MISC. 0 $0
29 Contingencies 5% 0 $0

subtotal misc. $0 0% 0%
Total - Hard Costs $ 3 ,8 6 8 ,9 2 8

Label %  Estimates
Soft Costs

30 Environmental 1.00% $ 3 8 ,6 8 9
31 Engineering 1 00% $ 3 8 ,6 8 9
32 Design /  Architecture Fees 5.00% $ 1 9 3 ,4 4 6
33 Green Consultant Fees 2.00% $ 7 7 ,3 7 9
34 LEED Fees 0.00% $0
35 Legal Fees 0.50% $ 1 9 ,3 4 5
36 Insurance 2 50% $ 9 6 ,7 2 3
37 Accounting 2.50% $ 9 6 ,7 2 3
38 Loan and Grant Fees 4.00% $ 1 5 4 ,7 5 7
39 Taxes 0.00% $0
40  Mobilization /  Surveying 5.00% $ 1 9 3 ,4 4 6
41 Construction Overhead 5.00% $ 1 9 3 ,4 4 6
42 Construction Management 5.00% $ 1 9 3 ,4 4 6
43 Misc. 0.00% $0
44 Other - Description 0.00% $0

Total - Soft Costs £ 1 ,2 9 6 ,0 9 1

Total Infrastructure Cost
29  plus C o n tin g en c ies  (2 0 % )

$ 5 ,1 6 5 ,0 1 9
$ 1 ,0 3 3 ,0 0 4

$ 6 ,1 9 8 ,0 2 3
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Town Square

East Liberty D e v e lo p m e n t Corporation  
11 - Aug 
Town Square

Cost O verview : Totals
Total Project C ost S 3 2 ,0 0 0 ,0 0 0
Total In frastu rctu re C ost $ 7 ,2 8 6 ,2 4 4
P erc en ta g e  Infra C ost 23%

Breakdown bv L in e-Item :
Hard C osts

Total Public S tr e e t  Im p r o v em en ts  $ 3 0 6 ,5 2 5
Total Public Parks $ 4 ,1 3 6 ,6 9 2
Total U tilities $ 0
Total S tru ctu red  Parking $ 0
Total M isc. $ 1 0 5 ,0 0 0

Green Build $0
General Misc $105,000

S u b to ta l $ 4 ,5 4 8 ,2 1 7

S o ft C osts:
S u b tota l $ 1 ,5 2 3 ,6 5 3

C on tin g en cy  20%  $ 1 ,2 1 4 ,3 7 4

Total Cost $ 7 ,2 8 6 ,2 4 4

Breakdown by Project:
Penn A ven u e  S tr e e ts c a p e  S I , 5 7 2 ,2 1 0 .0 0
H ighland A ven u e S 4 4 6 ,7 3 0 .0 0
Baum  B oulevard S 4 0 1 ,1 0 0 .0 0
W hitfield S tr e e t  S 6 6 0 ,7 0 5 .0 0
Liberty Plaza S 9 2 4 ,8 4 0 .0 0
B aum /W h itfield  Plaza S 2 3 0 ,8 8 0 .0 0
Church G ard en s S 2 3 8 ,5 6 0 .0 0
Liberty Plaza Pavilion S 1 0 5 ,0 0 0 .0 0

S o ft Costs $1,523,653
Contingency 20%  _________$1,214,374

$ 7 ,3 1 8 ,0 5 2
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East Liberty Development Corporation
11 - Aug 
Town Square

Overall Estimated In fras tru c tu re  Cost

Label Cost Multiplier S/CM Total CM Total Cost Vo/Hard-Si % /Total
Hard Costs

1 Site Prep Cubic Yard (CY) $45.00 0 SO
2 Subgrade Street Base - Normal Square Yard (SY) $10.00 0 SO
3 Subgrade Street Base - Transit Square Yard (SY) $10 .00 0 so
4 Street Paving (Bituminous) Square Yard (SY) $25 .00 12,261 $306,525
5 Curb Linear Foot (IF) $25 .00 0 SO
6 Sidewalks Square Foot (SF) $5.00 0 SO
7 Depressed Curb Unit 52 ,500 ,00 0 SO
8 Street Parking / Cut Linear Foot (IF)? $0.00 0 SO

subtotal sireets and sidewalks $306,525 7%  5%
9 Handicap (HC) Ramps Each 5500 .00 0 SO

10 Trees and Gr ates Each 51 ,000 .00 0 SO
11 Lawn /  Landscaping Square Foot (SF) $30 .00 0 SO
12 lighting Each 55 ,000 ,00 0 SO

subtotal streetscapino SO 0 %  0 %
13 Water Line Linear Foot (IF) $50 .00 0 SO
14 Hydrant unit 53 ,500 ,00 SO
15 Samtary lin e Linear Foot ( i f ) $90 .00 SO
16 sanitary Manhole (MH) unit 52 ,500 ,00 SO
17 Storm lin e Linear Foot ( i f ) $85 .00 SO
18 Storm MH/Inlet u n it 52 ,500 .00 SO

subtotal utility lines so 0%  0%
19 Park /  Public Space Site Prep Acre $50 ,000 .00 0.0 so
20 landscaping /  Construction Square Foot (SF) $13 .00 15,904.0 $206,752
21 Streetscaping / Construction Square Foot (SF) $30 .00 92,474.0 $2,774,220
22 Public Space /  Construction Square Foot (SF) $40 ,00 28,893.0 $1,155,720

subtotal oreen/pobflc space $4,136,692 91%  68%
23 Parking - Unstructured Per Space 5100.00 0 SO
24 Parking - Structured Per Space $18 ,000 .00 0 SO

subtotal parking SO 0%  0 %
25 Geo-Exchange Exploration 0 SO
26 Column Loop Field Linear Foot ( i f ) $17 .00 0 SO
27 Green Build Cost Premium 2 11% 0 SO

subtotal 'Green " Infra, SO 0%  0%
28 Misc. - Pavilion (TS) 5175.00 600 $105,000
29 Contingencies 5% 0 SO

subtotal misc. $105,000 2%  2%
Total - Hard Costs $4,548,217

Label %  Estimates
Soft co sts

30 Environmental 1.00% $45,482
31 Engineering 1.00% $45,482
32 Design /  Architecture Fees 5.00% $227,411
33 Green Consultant Fees 2.00% $90,96-4
34 LEED Fees 0.00% SO
35 Legal Fees 0.50% $22,741
36 Insurance 2.50% $113,705
37 Accounting 2.50% $113,705
38 Loan and Grant Fees 4 00% $181,929
39 Taxes 0.00% SO
40 Mobilization /  Surveying 5.00% $227,411
41 Construction Overhead 5.00% $227,411
42 Construction Management 5.00% $227,411
43 Misc. 0.00% SO
44 Other - Description 0.00% SO

Total - Soft Costs $1,523,653

Total Infrastructure Cost $6,07lr87029 plus Contingencies (20%) : $1,214,374$7,286,244
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Broad Street Visionary Plan

E ast Liberty D ev e lo p m en t C orporation
11 - Aug
Broad S treet Visionary Plan

Cost O verview : Totals
Total Project C ost $ 3 9 3 ,6 6 7
Total In frasturcture C ost $ 3 9 3 ,6 6 7
P ercen ta g e  Infra C ost 100%

Breakdown by L ine-Item :
Hard C osts

Total Public S tr e e t  Im p r o v e m en ts  $ 2 7 9 ,5 0 0
Total Public Parks $0
Total U tilities $0
Total Stru ctured  Parking $0
Total Misc. $ 9 ,6 0 0

Green Build $0
General M/sc $9 ,6  00

Subtotal $289*100

S o ft C osts:
S u b to ta l $ 9 6 ,8 4 9

C on tin gen cy  20%  $ 7 ,7 1 9

Total Cost $ 3 9 3 ,6 6 7

Breakdown by Project:
Broad S tre e t  Project 

Soft Costs 
Contingency 20%

$ 2 6 9 ,1 0 0 .0 0
$96,849

___________$ 7 . 7 1 9

$ 3 7 3 ,6 6 7
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E ast Liberty D e v e lo p m en t C orporation
11- Aug
Broad S treet Visionary Plan

Overall Estimated In fras tru c tu re  Cost

Label Cost Multiplier $/CM Total CM Total Cost % / Hard-Soft % /Total
Hard co sts

l Site Prep Cubic Yard (CY) $45 .00 2,000 $90,000
2 Subgrade Street Base - Normal Square Yard (SY) $10 .00 0 SO
3 Subgrade Street Base - Transit Squar e Yard (SY) $10 .00 0 SO
4 Street Paving (Bituminous) Square Yard (SY) $25 .00 500 $12,500
5 Curb Linear Foot (LF) $25.00 800 $20,000
6 Sidewalks Square Foot (SF) $5.00 1,400 $7,000
7 Depressed Curb unit 52 ,500 ,00 0 SO
5 Street Parking /  Cut Unear Foot (LF)? $0.00 0 SO

subtotal streets and sidewalks $129,500 45% 34%
9 Handicap (HC) Ramps Each 5500.00 0 SO

10 Trees and Grates Each 51 ,000 ,00 25 $25,000
11 Lawn /  Landscaping Squar e Foot (SF) $30 .00 0 SO
12 Lighting Each 55 ,000 ,00 25 $125,000

subtotal streetscaplno $150,000 52% 39%
13 w ater Line Linear Foot (LF) $5<J,00 0 SO
14 Hydrant Unit 53 ,500 ,00 0 SO
15 Sanitary Line Linear Foot (LF) $90 .00 0 SO
16 Sanitary Manhole (MH) unit 52 ,500 ,00 0 SO
17 Storm Line Linear Foot (LF) $85 .00 0 SO
18 Storm MH/lnlet unit 52 ,500 ,00 0 SO

subtotal utility lines SO 0% 0%
19 Park /  Public Space Site Prep Acre $50 ,000 .00 0,0 SO
20 Landscaping /  Construction Square Foot (SF) $13 .00 0,0 so
21 Streetscaping / Construction Square Foot (SF) $30 .00 0.0 so
22 Public Space /  Construction Square Foot (SF) $40 .00 0,0 so

subtotal green/public space so 0% 0%
23 Parking - Unstructured Per Space 5100,00 0 so
24 Parking - Structured Per Space $18 ,000 ,00 0 so

subtotal parking so 0% 0%
25 Geo-Exchange Exploration 0 so
26 Column Loop Field ünear Foot (LF) $17.00 0 so
27 Green Build Cost Premium 2.11% 0 so

subtotal "Green" Infra, so 0% 0%
28 Mise, - Broken Storm Drains (BS) $12 .00 800 $9,600
29 Contingencies 5% 0 so

subtotal misc. $9,600 3% 2%
Total - Hard Costs $289,100

Label %  Estimates
so ft co sts

30 Environmental 1 00% $2,891
31 Engineering 1.00% $2,891
32 Design /  Architecture Fees 5.00% $14,455
33 Green Consultant Fees 2.00% $5,782
34 LEED Fees 0 00% so
35 Legal Fees 0.50% $1,446
36 Insurance 2.50% $7,228
37 Accounting 2 50% $7,228
38 Loan and Grant Fees 4.00% $11,564
39 Taxes 0.00% so
40  Mobilization /  Surveying 5.00% $14,455
41 construction Overhead 5.00% $14,455
42 Construction Management 5 00% $14,455
43 Misc. 0.00% SO
44 Other - Description 0.00% SO

Total - Soft Costs $96,849

Total Infrastructure Cost $385,949
29 plus Contingencies (20% ) $7,719

$ 3 9 3 ,6 6 7
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Sheridan Avenue Connection

East Liberty D ev e lo p m e n t Corporation  
14 - Aug
Sheridan Avenue

Cost O verview : Totals
Total Project C ost $ 2 ,0 0 0 ,0 0 0
Total In frasturcture C ost $ 1 2 9 ,3 2 8
P ercen ta g e  Infra C ost 6%

Breakdown by L ine-Item :
Hard C osts

Total Public S tr e e t  Im p r o v em en ts  $ 9 6 ,8 7 5
Total Public Parks $0
Total U tilities $0
Total Stru ctured  Parking $0
Total Misc. $0

Green Build $0
General Misc $0

S u b to ta l $ 9 6 ,8 7 5

S o ft C osts:
S u b to ta l $ 3 2 ,4 5 3

C on tin gen cy  20%  $ 2 5 ,8 6 6

Total Cost $ 1 5 5 ,1 9 4

Breakdown by Project:
Broad S tr e e t  Project S 9 6 .8 7 5 .0 0

Soft Costs $32,453
Contingency 20%  ____________ $ 2 5 ,8 6 6

$ 1 5 5 ,1 9 4
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East überty Development Corporation 
14 - Aug
Sheridan Avenue

Overall Estim ated In fras tru c tu re  Cost

Label Cost Multiplier $/CM Total CM Total Cost 'Vo/Hard-Soft % /Total
Hard co sts

l Site Prep Cubic Yard (CY) $45 .00 600 $27,000
2 Subgrade Street Base - Normal Square Yard (SY) $10 .00 0 SO
3 Subgrade Street Base - Transit Square Yard (SY) $10 .00 0 SO
4 Street Paving (Bituminous) Square Yard (SY) $25 .00 515 $12,875
5 Curb Linear Foot (LF) $25 .00 440 $11,000
6 Sidewalks Square Foot (SF) $5 .00 4 ,400 $22,000
7 Depressed Curb unit 52 ,500 .00 0 SO
8 Street Parking /  Cut Linear Foot (LF)? $-3.00 0 SO

subtotal streets ana sidewalks $72,875 75% 56%
9 Handicap ( h c ) Ramps Each 5500 .00 4 $2,000

10 Trees and Grates Each 51 ,000 .00 12 $12,000
11 Lawn /  Landscaping Square FOot (SF) $30 .00 0 SO
12 Lighting Each 55 ,000 ,00 2 $10,000

subtotal streetscaplng $24,000 2 5 % 19%
13 Water Line Linear Foot (LF) $50 .00 0 SO
14 Hydrant unit 53 ,500 ,00 0 SO
15 Sanitary Line unear Foot (LF) $90 .00 0 SO
16 Sanitary Manhole (MH) unit 52 ,500 ,03 0 SO
17 Storm Line Linear Foot (LF) $85 ,00 0 SO
IS storm  MH/Inlet unit 52 ,500 ,03 0 SO

subtotal utmty lines SO 0 % 0%
19 Park /  Public Space Site Prep Acre $50 ,003 .00 0.0 SO
20 Landscaping /  Construction Square Foot (SF) $13 .00 0.0 so
21 Streetscaping / Construction Square Foot (SF) $30 .00 0.0 so
22 Public Space /  Construction Square Foot (SF) $40 .00 0,0 so

subtotal green/public space so 0 % 0%
23 Parking - Unstructured Per Space 5100 ,03 0 so
24 Parking - Structured Per Space $ 1 8 ,000 ,00 0 so

subtotal parking so 0 % 0%
25 Geo-Exchange Exploration 0 so
26 Column Loop Field Linear Foot (IF) $17 .00 0 so
27 Green Build Cost Premium 2 1 1 % 0 so

subtotal "Green" infra. so 0 % 0%
28 MiSC. $12 .00 0 so
29 Contingencies 5% 0 so

subtotal misc. so 0 % 0%
Total - Hard Costs $96,875

Label *Vo Estimates
Soft c o sts

30 Environmental 1.00% $969
31 Engineering 1 00% $969
32 Design / Architecture Fees 5.00% $4,844
33 Green Consultant Fees 2.00% $1,938
34 LEED Fees 0.00% so
35 Legal Fees 0.50% $484
36 Insurance 2.50% $2,422
37 Accounting 2.50% $2,422
38 Loan and Grant Fees 4 00% $3,875
39 Taxes 0 00% so
40 Mobilization / Surveying 5.00% $4,844
41 Construction Overhead 5.00% $4,844
42 Construction Management 5.00% $4,844
43 MiSC. 0.00% so
44 Other - Description 0.00% so

Total - Soft Costs $32,453

Total Infrastructure Cost : $129,328
29 plus Contingencies (20% ) : S25,866

$ 1 5 5 ,1 9 4
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Penn Circle Project

East Liberty D ev e lo p m en t C orporation  
14  - Aug 
Penn Circle

Cost Overview:
Total Project C ost 
Total In frasturcture Cost 
P ercen ta g e  Infra C ost

Breakdown by L ine-Item :
Hard C osts

Total Public S tree t Im p ro v em en ts
Total Public Paries
Total U tilities
Total S tru ctured  Parking
Total Misc.

Green Build 
General Misc 

S u b tota l

S o ft C osts:
Su b to ta l

C o n tin g en cy  (2 0 % )

Total Cost

Breakdown by Project:
N. B eatty  S t (3 0 0  Block) 
Harvard S t. (5 7 0 0 - 5 8 0 0  Block) 
Broad St. (A n sley ) (5 7 0 0  Block) 
N. S t . Clair S t. (3 0 0  Block)
Penn Circle W est 
Penn Circle North 
Garland Park 
3 Public A lleys  
O verh ead  and Misc.

Soft Costs 
C on tin gen cy  (2 0 % )

Totals
$ 1 2 ,8 1 6 ,0 0 0
$ 1 2 ,8 1 6 ,0 0 0

100%

$0
$0
$0
$0

$ 8 , 0 0 0 , 0 0 0

$0
$8,000,000 

$ 8 , 0 0 0 , 0 0 0

$ 2 ,6 8 0 ,0 0 0

$ 2 ,1 3 6 ,0 0 0

$12,816,000

$ 0 . 0 0  

$ 0 . 0 0  

$ 0 . 0 0  

$0.00 
$ 0 . 0 0  

$ 0 . 0 0  

$ 0 . 0 0  

$ 0 . 0 0  

$ 8 , 0 0 0 , 0 0 0 . 0 0  

f 2,680,000.00 
$ 2 ,1 3 6 ,0 0 0  

$12,816,000
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East Liberty D e v e lo p m e n t C orporation  
14 - Aug 
Penn Circle

Overall Estim ated In fras tru c tu re  Cost

°/o/Hard-
Label Cost Multiplier $/CM Total CM Total Cost % /Total Soff

Hard Costs
l Site Prep Cubic Yard (CY) $45 ,00 0 $0.00
2 Subgr ade Street Ease - Normal Square Yard (SY) $ 10 ,00 0 $0.00
3 Subgrade Street Base - Transit Square Yard (SY) $10 .00 0 $0.00
4 street Paving (Bituminous) Square Yard (SY) $25 .00 0 $0.00
5 Curb Linear Foot (LF) $ 25 .00 0 $0.00
6 Sidewalks Square Foot (SF) $5 .00 0 $0.00
7 Depressed Curb Unit $2,500.1X1 0 $0.00
8 Street Parking /  Cut Linear Foot (IF F $-0,00 0 $0.00

subtotal streets and sidewalks $0.00 0 % 0%
9 Handicap ( h c ) Ramps Each $500 ,00 0 $0.00

10 Trees and Grates Each 51 ,000 .00 0 $0.00
11 Lawn /  Landscaping Square Foot (SF) $30 .00 0 $0.00
12 Lighting Each 55 ,000 ,00 0 $0.00

subtotal streetscapino $0.00 0% 0%
13 Water Line Linear Foot (LF) $ 50 .00 0 $0.00
14 Hydrant Unit 53 ,500 ,00 0 $0.00
15 Sanitary Line Linear Foot (LF) $ 90 ,00 0 $0.00
16 Sanitary Manhole ( m h) unit 52 ,500 ,00 0 $0.00
17 storm  Line Linear Foot (LF) $ 85 .00 0 $0.00
18 Storm MH/Inlet unit 52 ,500 ,00 0 $0.00

subtotal utility lines $0.00 0% 0%
19 Park /  Public Space Site Prep Acre $ 50 ,003 .00 0 $0.00
20 Parkspace /  Construction Square Foot (SF) $13 .00 0 $0.00
21 Streetscapm g / construction Square Foot (SF) $30 .00 0 $0.00
22 Public Space / Construction Square Foot (SF) $40 .00 0 $0.00

subtotal green/public space $0.00 0 % 0 %
23 Parking - Unstructured Per Space 5100 ,03 0 $0.00
24 Parking - Structured Per Space $ 18 ,003 ,00 0 $0.00

subtotal parking $0.00 0 % 0 %
25 Geo-Exchange Exploration $15 ,003  00 0 $0.00
26 Column Loop Reid Linear Foot (LF) $ 1 7 0 0 0 $0.00
27 Green Build Cost Premium 2.11% 0

subtotal ‘Green" infra, $0.00 0 % 0%
28 Mise, - Penn Circle Work S 8 ,000,000.00
29 Contingencies 5%

subtotal mtsc. 8000000 75% 100%
Total - Hard Costs CO o o o o o o

Label %  Estimates
Soft co sts

30 Environmental 1.00% $80,000
31 Engineering 1.00% $80,000
32 Design / Architecture Fees 5.00% $400,000
33 Green Consultant Fees 2.00% $160,000
34 LEED Fees 0.00% so
35 Legal Fe«s 0.50% $40,000
36 Insurance 2 50% $200,000
37 Accounting 2.50% $200,000
38 Loan and Grant Fees 4 00% $320,000
39 Taxes 0 .00% so
40 Mobilization /  Surveying 5 00% $400,000
41 Construction Overhead 5.00% $400,000
42  Construction Management 5.00% $400,000
43 Mise, 0.00% SO
44  Other - Description 0.00% SO

Total ■ Soft Costs $2,680,000

Total Infrastructure Cost $10,680,00029 plus Contingencies (20%) S2,136,000$12,816,000
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Parking

East Liberty D ev e lo p m e n t C orporation  
14 - Aug
Structured Parking Scheme

Cost O verview :
Total Project C ost 
Total Infrasturcture C ost 
P ercen ta g e  Infra C ost

Breakdown by L ine-Item :
Hard C osts

Total Public S tre e t  Im p ro v em en ts
Total Public Parks
Total U tilities
Total S tru ctured  Parking
Total Misc.

Green B u ild  
G e n e ra l Misc 

S u b to ta l

Soft Costs:
S u b to ta l

Contingency 20%

Total Cost

Breakdown by Project:
Town C enter Facility 
E astsid e  III Facility 

Soft Costs 
20%  Contingency

Totals
$14,460,293
$14,460,293

100%

$0
$0
$0

$9,026,400
$0

$0
$0

$9,026,400

$3,023,844

$2,410,049

$ 1 4 ,4 6 0 ,2 9 3

$4,526,400.00
$4,500,000.00
$3,023,844.00

$2,410,049
$ 1 4 ,4 6 0 ,2 9 3
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E ast Liberty D ev e lo p m e n t C orporation  
14 - Aug
Structured Parking Scheme

Overall Estim ated In fras tru c tu re  Cost

% /Ward-
Label Cost Multiplier $/CM Total CM Total Cost % /Total S o ft

Hard Costs
l Site Prep Cubic Yard (CY) $45 ,00 0 $0.00
2 Subgrade street Base - Normal Square Yard (SY) $10 .00 0 $0.00
3 Subgrade Street Base - Transit Square Yard (SY) $10 .00 0 $0.00
4 Street Paving (Bituminous) Square Yard (SY) $25 .00 0 $0.00
5 Curb Linear Foot (IF) $25 .00 0 $0.00
6 Sdew alks Square Foot (SF) $5.00 0 $0.00
7 Depressed Curb Unit 52 ,500 .00 0 $0.00
8 Street Parking /  Cut Linear Foot (LFp $3.00 0 $0.00

subtotal streets and sidewalks $0.00 0% 0%
9 Handicap ( h c ) Ramps Each 5500 ,00 0 $0.00

10 Trees and Grates Each 51 ,000 ,03 0 $0.00
11 Lawn /  Landscaping Square Foot (SF) $3-3,00 0 $0.00
12 Lighting Each 55 ,000 ,03 0 $0.00

subtotal streetscapirig $0.00 0 % 0 %
13 Water Line Linear Foot (IF) $50 .00 0 $0.00
14 Hydrant Unit 53 ,500 .03 0 $0.00
15 Sanitary Line Linear Foot (IF) $93 .00 0 $0.00
16 Sanitary Manhole ( mh) Unit 52 ,500 .03 0 $0.00
17 Storm Line linear Foot (IF) $85 ,00 0 $0.00
18 Storm MH/Inlet Unit 52 ,500 ,00 0 $0.00

subtotal utility lines $0.00 0 % 0%
19 Park /  Public Space Site Prep Acre $50 ,000 .00 0 $0.00
20 Parkspace /  Construction Square Foot (SF) $13 .00 0 $0.00
21 Streetscapm g / Construction Square Foot (SF) $30 .00 0 $0.00
22 Public Space ! Construction Square Foot (SF) $40 .00 0 $0.00

subtotal green/pobiic space $0.00 0 % 0%
23 Parking - Unstructured Per Space 5100,00 264 $26,400.00
24 Parking - Structured Per Space $18 ,000 ,00 500 S9,000,000.00

subtotal parking S9,026,400.00 7 5 % 100%
25 Geo-Exchange Exploration $ 1 5 ,0 0 0 0 0 0 $ 0 .0 0
26 Column Loop Field Linear Foot (IF) $17.00 0 $ 0 .0 0
27 Green Build Cost Premium 2.11% 0

subtotal 'Green" infra, $0.00 0 % 0%
28 Mise,
29 Contingencies 20%

subtotal misc. 0 0 % 0%
Total - Hard Costs $9,026,400

Label %  Estimates
Soft Costs

30 Environmental 1.00% $90,264
31 Engineering 1.00% $90,264
32 Design /  Architecture Fees 5 00% $451,320
33 Green Consultant Fees 2.00% $180,528
34 LEED Fees 0.00% SO
35 Legal Fees 0.50% $45,132
36 Insurance 2.50% $225,660
37 Accounting 2.50% $225,660
38 Loan and Grant Fees 4.00% $361,056
39 Taxes 0.00% SO
40  Mobilization /  Surveying 5.00%. $451,320
41 Construction Overhead 5.00% $451,320
42  Construction Management 5.00% $451,320
43  Mise, 0.00% SO
44  Other - Description 0.00%. SO

Total - Soft Costs $3,023,844

Total Infrastructure Cost $12,050,24429 plus Contingencies (20%) S2,410,049$14,460,293
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Transit Center

E ast Liberty D ev e lo p m en t C orporation  
14 - Aug 
Transit Center

Cost O verview :
Total Project C ost 
Total In frasturcture C ost 
P ercen ta g e  Infra C ost

Breakdown by L ine-Item :
Hard C osts

Total Public S tree t Im p ro v em en ts
Total Public Parks
Total U tilities
Total Stru ctured  Parking
Total Misc.

Green Build 
General Misc 

S u b to ta l

S o ft C osts:
S u b tota l

C on tin gen cy  20%

Total Cost

Breakdown by Project:
Overhead and Misc, 

Soit Costs 
Contingency 20%

Totals
$ 6 2 ,0 0 0 ,0 0 0

$ 3 ,4 1 0 ,6 5 8
6%

$ 6 5 ,0 0 0
$ 4 8 0 ,0 0 0
$ 1 2 6 ,0 0 0

$0
$ 1 ,4 5 8 ,0 0 0

$0
$1,458,000

$ 2 ,1 2 9 ,0 0 0

$713,215

$ 5 6 8 ,4 4 3

$ 3 ,4 1 0 ,6 5 8

S I ,458,000.00 
$713,215-00 

$568,443 
$ 2 ,7 3 9 ,6 5 8
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E ast L iberty D e v e lo p m e n t C orporation  
14 - Aug 
Transit Center

Overall Estim ated In fras tru c tu re  Cost

% /H ard-
Label Co*t Multiplier $/CM Total CM Total Cost % /Total so rt

Hard co sts
l Site Prep Cubic Yard (CY) $45,00 0 $0.00
2 Subgrade Street Base - Normal Square Yard (SY) $10 .00 0 $0.00
3 Subgrade Street Base - Transit Square Yard (SY) $10 .00 0 $0.00
4 Street Paving (Bituminous) Square Yard (SY) $25 .00 0 $0.00
5 Curb Linear Foot (IF) $25 .00 500 $12,500.00
6 Sidewalks Square Foot (SF) $5.00 7500 $37,500.00
7 Depressed Curb Unit $2 ,500 ,03 2 $5,000.00
8 Street Parking /  Cut bnear Foot (IF)? $-3.00 0 $0.00

subtotal streets and sidewalks $55,000.00 2% 3%
9 Handicap ( h c) Ramps Each $500,03 0 $0.00

10 Trees and Grates Each $1 ,000 .03 0 $0.00
11 Lawn /  LandscapinQ Square Foot (SF) $30 .00 0 $0.00
12 Lighting Each $5 ,000 ,03 2 $10,000.00

subtotal streetscsplng $10,000.00 0 % 0%
13 Water Line Linear Foot (IF) $50 .00 500 $25,000.00
14 Hydrant Unit $3 ,500 ,00 1 $3,500.00
15 Sanitary Une Linear Foot (IF) $93 .00 500 $45,000.00
16 Sanitary Manhole ( mh) Unit $2 ,500 .00 2 $5,000.00
17 Storm u n e Linear Foot (IF) $85 .00 500 $42,500.00
18 Storm MH/lnlet Unit $2 ,500 ,00 2 $5,000.00

subtotal utility lines S126,000,00 4 % 6%
19 Park /  Public Space Site Prep Acre $50 ,003 .00 0 $0.00
20 Parkspaoe./ Construction Square Foot (SF) $13,00 0 $0.00
21 Streetscapm g / Construction Square Foot (SF) $30 .00 16000 5480,000.00
22 Public Space /  Construction Square Foot (SF) $40 .00 0 $0.00

subtotal green/public space S480,000.00 1 7 % 23%
23 Parking - Unstructured Per Space $100 ,00 0 $0.00
24 Parking - Structured Per Space $16 ,000 ,00 0 $0.00

subtotal parking $0.00 0 % 0%
25 Geo-Exchange Exploration $15 ,000 .00 0 $0.00
26 Column Loop Field Linear Foot (IF) $17 .00 0 $0.00
27 Green Build Cost Premium 2.11% 0

subtotal 'Green" infra, $0.00 0 % 0%
28 Misc. - Additional Improvem ents Square Foot (SF) $ 3 0 0 0 48600 51,458,000.00
29 Continoencies 5%

subtotal m/sc. 1458000 5 1 % 68%
Total - Hard Costs $2,129,000

Label %  Estimates
Soft Costs

30 Environmental 1 00% $21,290
31 Engineering 1.00% $21,290
32 Design /  Architecture Fees 5.00% $106,450
33 Green Consultant Fees 2.00% $42,580
34 LEED Fees 0.00% SO
35 Legal Fees 0.50% $10,645
36 Insurance 2.50% $53,225
37 Accounting 2.50% $53,225
38 Loan and Grant Fees 4 00% $85,160
39 Taxes 0 .00% SO
40 Mobilization /  Surveying 5 00% $106,450
41 Construction Overhead 5 00% $106,450
42 construction Management 5 00% $106,450
43 Misc. 0 00% SO
44  Other - Description 0.00% SO

Total - Soft Costs $713,215

Total Infrastructure Cost S2,842,21529 pin5 Contingencies (20%) : S568,443
$3,410,658
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Urban Renewal Plans for East Liberty

The following plans accom panied Pittsburgh's Urban Redevelopm ent Authority's original renewal plans for East 
Liberty, subm itted to the Council of the City of Pittsburgh in June, 1966.

Please note that they have been scaled and cropped from their original dim ensions.
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