CITY /UC/ STUDENT RELATIONS COMMITTEE
SPECIAL MEETING

BERKELEY CITY COUNCIL SPECIAL MEETING

Friday, February 8, 2019

9:00 AM to 11:00 AM

Eshleman Hall, ASUC Senate Chambers (5t Floor)
2465 Bancroft Way, Berkeley, CA 94704

Committee Members (11)

Representing Committee Member

Council District 4 Kate Harrison

Council District 6 Susan Wengraf

Council District 7 Rigel Robinson

Council District 8 Lori Droste

Alternate Councilmember | Jesse Arreguin, Mayor

UC Berkeley Megan Fox, Director, Student Government Advising

UC Berkeley Ruben Lizardo, Director, Local Government and Community
Associated Students UC | Angie Chen, ASUC Local Affairs Director

Associated Students UC | Nuha Afzal Khalfay, ASUC External Affairs Vice President
Graduate Assembly Rachel Roberson, External Vice President, Graduate Assembly
Graduate Assembly Edwin Sun, Basic Need Chair, Graduate Assembly

This meeting will be conducted in accordance with the Brown Act, Government Code Section 54653. Any member of the
public may attend this meeting. Questions regarding this matter may be addressed to Kristen Lee, Temporary Assistant to
the City Manager, at 981-7000.

AGENDA
1. Roll Call / Introductions (time est. 5 minutes)
2. Comments from the Public (time est. 5 minutes)
3. Approval of November 13, 2018 Minutes (Attachment 1)

4. ACTION ITEM: Approve Street Light Location Plan and Discuss Campus Safety
(Khalfay, Rodrigues, Tinney) (Attachment 2, see also links)

5. Continued Item: Campus Housing Update (Lizardo / Burroughs) (Attachment 3)

6. UC Berkeley Update on Proposed Population Projection Amendments to 2020
LRDP (Lizardo)

This is a meeting of the City/UC/Student Relations Committee. The Committee works collaboratively on issues of mutual
concern. Since a quorum of the Berkeley City Council may actually be present to discuss matters with the Committee, this
meeting is being noticed as a special meeting of the Berkeley City Council as well as City/UC/Student Relations Committee
meeting.

2180 Milvia Street, Berkeley, CA 94704 Tel: 510.981.7000 TDD: 510.981.6903 Fax: 510.981-7099
E-mail: manager@cityofberkeley.info
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7. Vision Zero (Harrington, Javandel, Thomas)
8. Announcements
9. Discussion on Future Meetings and Topics (time est. 5 mins)
Next Meeting Date: April 9, 9 AM — 11 AM

Next Meeting Facilitator: Edwin Sun, Basic Need Chair, Graduate Assembly

e Draft 2018-19 Meeting Calendar

Meeting ‘ Date
Fall Semester 1% Meeting September 24, 2018
Fall Semester 2" Meeting November 13, 2018

February 12, 2019, 9 AM - 11 AM
Facilitator: Councilmember Lori Droste
April 9, 2019 9 AM - 11 AM

Facilitator: Edwin Sun

Spring Semester 15t Meeting

Spring Semester 2" Meeting

e Potential Topics for Future Meetings
o April 2019:
= Southside Safety Plan (Unassigned)
= Discussion about “20 is Plenty” Speed Limit Policy
Surrounding Campus (Wengraf)
= Discussion about Pedestrian Safety at Traffic Intersections
Surrounding Campus (Khalfay)
= Demonstration Response Collaboration (Unassigned)
= Discuss and Schedule Summer Meeting (City Staff)
o Discussion on Opportunities to Expedite Student Housing Projects
0 Overview of Comprehensive Parking and Memorial Stadium Event
Issues
o Campus Master Plan Process

10. Adjournment
Attachments:

1. November 13, 2018 Draft Minutes
2. Streetlight Form
e Link to softball facility webpage https://capitalstrategies.berkeley.edu/levine-

fricke-field
e Link to UCB Financial Aide and Scholarships webpage, that breakdown of
estimated student costs for on campus living:

https://financialaid.berkeley.edu/cost-attendance
3. UC Berkeley Student and Workforce Housing Market Survey
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NOTES: Attendees at public meetings are reminded that other attendees may be
sensitive to various odors, whether natural or manufactured, in products and materials.
Please help respect these needs.

Communication Access Information (A.R.1.12)

This meeting is being held in a wheelchair accessible location. To request a disability-
related accommodation(s) to participate in the meeting, including auxiliary aids or services,
please contact the Disability Services specialist at 981-6342 (V) or 981-6345 (TDD) at least
three business days before the meeting date. Please refrain from wearing scented products
to this meeting.”

SB 343 Disclaimer

Any writings or documents provided to a majority of the Committee regarding any item on
this agenda will be made available for public inspection at the City Manager’s Office, located
at 2180 Milvia Street, 5" Floor, during their normal business hours.

Communications Disclaimer

Communications to Berkeley boards, commissions or committees are public record and will
become part of the City’s electronic records, which are accessible through the City’s
website. Please note: e-mail addresses, names, addresses, and other contact information
are not required, but if included in any communication to a City board, commission or
committee, will become part of the public record. If you do not want your e-mail address or
any other contact information to be made public, you may deliver communications via U.S.
Postal Service or in person to the secretary of the relevant board, commission or
committee. If you do not want your contact information included in the public record, please
do not include that information in your communication. Please contact the secretary to the
relevant board, commission or committee for further information.
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CITY /UC/ STUDENT RELATIONS COMMITTEE
SPECIAL MEETING

BERKELEY CITY COUNCIL SPECIAL MEETING
MINUTES

Tuesday, November 13, 2018

10:00 AM to 12:00 PM

Eshleman Hall, Bay View Room (5t Floor)
2465 Bancroft Way, Berkeley, CA 94704

Committee Members (11)

Representing Committee Member

Council District 4 Kate Harrison

Council District 6 Susan Wengraf

Council District 7 Kriss Worthington

Council District 8 Lori Droste

Alternate Councilmember | Jesse Arreguin, Mayor

UC Berkeley Megan Fox, Director, Student Government Advising

UC Berkeley Ruben Lizardo, Director, Local Government and Community
Associated Students UC | Angie Chen, ASUC Local Affairs Director

Associated Students UC | Nuha Afzal Khalfay, ASUC External Affairs Vice President
Graduate Assembly Rachel Roberson, External Vice President, Graduate Assembly
Graduate Assembly Edwin Sun, Basic Need Chair, Graduate Assembly

This meeting will be conducted in accordance with the Brown Act, Government Code Section 54653. Any member of the
public may attend this meeting. Questions regarding this matter may be addressed to Erin Steffen, Assistant to the City
Manager, at 981-7000.

1. Roll Call /Introductions: 10:23 a.m.
Present: Harrison (chair), Worthington, Droste, Fox, Lizardo, Khalfay, Chen, Sun
Absent:  Wengraf, Arreguin, Roberson

Others in Attendance:

Rigel Robinson, Councilmember-Elect District 7

Erin Steffen, Assistant to the City Manager

Stefan Elgstrand, Aide to Mayor Arreguin

Sandy Barnard, Aide to Councilmember Harrison

Stephen Sutton, UC Berkeley Vice Chancellor, Student Affairs
Josh Hummel, UC Berkeley Senior Associate Director, Athletics
Todd Henry, UC Berkeley Campus Planner

This is a meeting of the City/UC/Student Relations Committee. The Committee works collaboratively on issues of mutual
concern. Since a quorum of the Berkeley City Council may actually be present to discuss matters with the Committee, this
meeting is being noticed as a special meeting of the Berkeley City Council as well as City/UC/Student Relations Committee
meeting.

2180 Milvia Street, Berkeley, CA 94704 Tel: 510.981.7000 TDD: 510.981.6903 Fax: 510.981-7099
E-mail: manager@cityofberkeley.info
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City/UC/Student Relations Committee Meeting Minutes
November 13, 2018

2.

3.

Comments from the Public: 1 speaker

Approval of September 24, 2018 Minutes

Action: M/S/C (Khalfay/Harrison) to approve the minutes of September 24, 2018.
Council Ayes — Harrison, Worthington, Droste; Noes — None; Abstain — None; Absent
— Wengraf, Arreguin.

UC/Student Ayes — Lizardo, Fox, Khalfay, Chen, Sun; Noes — None; Abstain — None;
Absent — Roberson.

Request Report from City of Berkeley and UC Berkeley on Current Street Light
Locations on and around the UC Berkeley Campus (City street boundaries:
Milvia east to City border, Carleton north to Cedar) (Khalfay / City/UC Staff): City
and UC staff delivered presentations and provided a map of existing lighting
locations; discussion held.

Action: None.

Campus Housing Update (Lizardo / VC Student Affairs Steve Sutton): Vice
Chancellor of Student Affairs, Steve Sutton, provided a presentation on UC
Berkeley’s Campus Housing Plan; discussion held. 1 public comment.
Action: None.

Overview of UC Berkeley Proposal to Renovate Existing Campus Softball and
Volleyball Facilities (Lizardo): UC Staff provided information regarding the
renovation of the two locations; discussion held. 1 public comment.

Action: None.

Announcements
The Committee recognized outgoing Councilmember Worthington for his involvement
on the City / UC / Student Relations Committee.

Discussion on Future Meetings and Topics (time est. 5 mins)

Next Meeting Date: February 8, 9 AM — 11 AM
Next Meeting Facilitator: Edwin Sun, Basic Need Chair, Graduate Assembly

e Draft 2018-19 Meeting Calendar

Fall Semester 1% Meeting September 24, 2018

Fall Semester 2" Meeting November 13, 2018

February 8, 2019, 9 AM — 11 AM
Facilitator: Councilmember Lori Droste
April 9, 2019 9 AM — 11 AM

Facilitator: Edwin Sun

Spring Semester 1%' Meeting

Spring Semester 2"4 Meeting

e Potential Topics for Future Meetings
o February 2019:
= ACTION ITEM: Approve Street Light Location Plan and [gl%%tisg3
Campus Safety (Khalfay)



ATTACHMENT 1
Page 3

City/UC/Student Relations Committee Meeting Minutes

November 13, 2018

= Continued Item: Campus Housing Update (Lizardo / City Staff)
= UC Berkeley Update on Proposed Population Projection
Amendments to 2020 LRDP (Lizardo)
o April 2019:
= Southside Safety Plan (Unassigned)
= Discussion about “20 is Plenty” Speed Limit Policy Surrounding
Campus (Wengraf)
= Discussion about Pedestrian Safety at Traffic Intersections
Surrounding Campus (Khalfay)
=  Demonstration Response Collaboration (Unassigned)
= Discuss and Schedule Summer Meeting (City Staff)
o Discussion on Opportunities to Expedite Student Housing Projects
o Overview of Comprehensive Parking and Memorial Stadium Event Issues
0 Campus Master Plan Process

9. Adjournment: 11:53 AM

NOTES: Attendees at public meetings are reminded that other attendees may be
sensitive to various odors, whether natural or manufactured, in products and materials.
Please help respect these needs.

e Communication Access Information (A.R.1.12)

This meeting is being held in a wheelchair accessible location. To request a disability-
related accommodation(s) to participate in the meeting, including auxiliary aids or services,
please contact the Disability Services specialist at 981-6342 (V) or 981-6345 (TDD) at least
three business days before the meeting date. Please refrain from wearing scented products
to this meeting.”

e SB 343 Disclaimer
Any writings or documents provided to a majority of the Committee regarding any item on
this agenda will be made available for public inspection at the City Manager’s Office, located
at 2180 Milvia Street, 5" Floor, during their normal business hours.

e Communications Disclaimer

Communications to Berkeley boards, commissions or committees are public record and will
become part of the City’s electronic records, which are accessible through the City’s
website. Please note: e-mail addresses, names, addresses, and other contact information
are not required, but if included in any communication to a City board, commission or
committee, will become part of the public record. If you do not want your e-mail address or
any other contact information to be made public, you may deliver communications via U.S.
Postal Service or in person to the secretary of the relevant board, commission or
committee. If you do not want your contact information included in the public record, please
do not include that information in your communication. Please contact the secretary to the
relevant board, commission or committee for further information.

Page 3 of 3



ATTACHMENT 2

[ /QTYoF

-

Application for New Street Light

Note: To apply for a street light you must be a current resident of Berkeley.

Applicant Information

Full Name:
Street Address:
Phone:

Email:

Proposed Streetlight

Street Address of proposed location:
Is there an existing utility pole (one with no light on it) near proposed location? Yes| |No
Are existing lights obstructed? Yes No

Neighbor Approval

1. Refer to the attached example; using the template, submit a sketch map diagram showing:
o The proposed location of the Street Light
e The names and addresses of neighbors adjacent to and across from the proposed location

2. Provide a letter indicating approval of the proposed light, signed by each of the neighbors indicated on
the sketch map diagram. Scanned copies are acceptable; note that for multi-family units, 60% of the
tenants must approve.

Submittal and Approval Process

Submit the completed application to Public Works at: pwworks@cityofberkeley.info
If you have additional information to assist in evaluating your application, please attach a separate sheet.

Applications are reviewed and approved by the Publics Work Operations Manager. Approval for placement
of a new Street Light is based on:

e Current existing City lighting (as measured in lumens by the City’s Public Works staff)
e Condition of existing poles at the proposed location*

e Proximity to BART, Public Transit, Schools, and Hospitals

e Neighborhood Concerns

e Pedestrian Traffic

e Bikeways

*Note that if the existing pole for a proposed new streetlight location is determined not to be in sufficiently good condition to support a
streetlight, the request may not proceed.

Questions? Call 510-981-2489

Page 1 of 2
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Buildings Adjacent to

EXAMPLE DIAGRAM

Proposed Street Adjacent Properties Required to Approve Application
Light —_—
——— Address Address Address Address
Owner's Name Owner's Name Owner's Name Owner's Name
Sidewalk \ Phone Number Phane Number Phane Number Phone Number
— 4
]
Roadway
. » I I
Sidewalk
Address Address Address Address
Buildi A Owner's Name Owner's Name Owner's Name Owner's Name
ulaings ACross /V Phane Number Phone Number Phone Number Phone Number
from Proposed/
Street Light

ATTACHMENT 2

Proposed New Street Light

Refer to the example above; using the template below, create a sketch map diagram showing the
proposed location of new Street Light. Be sure to include the property addresses & owner names.

Page 2 of 2
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Introduction

UC Berkeley is the flagship school within the University of California system. It is recognized as one of the
top ranked public institutions in the US and among the top ranked institutions in the world. Only Harvard
and Cambridge have more affiliated Nobel Prize winners. UC Berkeley is highly selective—admitting just
over 15% of applicants—and regularly competes for top US and International students and faculty.

UC Berkley’s main urban campus is built-up and future development is constrained, with few easily de-
velopable sites. The city of Berkeley’s location in the Bay Area is attractive to students and employees due
its proximity to thriving technology, finance, and creative industries, as well as natural resources and rich

cultural amenities.

In the last decade, market pressures in San Francisco and Silicon Valley have driven businesses and resi-
dents to Oakland, Berkeley, and the East Bay. As a result, housing prices have increased significantly,
limiting the supply of affordable housing. Concurrently, UC Berkeley’s enrollment has increased by 18%
with more (22%) growth at the undergraduate level and less (11%) at the graduate level, while its supply
of on-campus housing has remained relatively flat.

To accommodate demand, the University has increased the density of occupants, adding a third room-
mate to many rooms designed for two occupants, with the potential to detract from the quality of the

student experience and placing undue stress on the student life infrastructure.

Population growth and increased student demand has significantly impacted the off-campus market. Af-
fordable housing is in short supply, forcing many students to experience severe housing insecurity. These
factors threaten the University’s ability to recruit and retain top faculty and staff.

To address these issues the University has embarked on an initiative to develop additional housing for
current and future members of the UC Berkeley community. To understand the depth of the housing is-
sue, UC Berkeley retained MGT to complete this housing market study with the following objectives:

®  Understand Berkeley market dynamics
" TIdentify likely target markets for new student and workforce housing
®  Understand unit type and amenity preferences
"  Quantify unmet demand for student and workforce housing
®  Understand demand sensitivity to price
The outcomes of the market study will be used to inform the housing master plan and ultimately the

campus development program.

Summary of Findings

Student housing demand is strong. Enrollment growth to almost 42,000 students and a tight off-campus
market drive demand for additional student housing. MGT has estimated demand for an additional 6,400
beds at current rental rates. There is an opportunity to satisfy demand through the development of 1,200
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beds for sophomores, 1,200 beds for juniors, 1,350 beds for seniors, 1,000 beds for transfer students,
1,400 apartment beds for graduate students, and over 300 apartments for students with families.

Several considerations factor into demand. Students show high sensitivity to changes in rental rates, and
any new housing must be priced in line with existing housing rates. While significant demand exits for
additional beds, phased delivery will help minimize absorption risk.

Workforce housing demand is also strong. The high cost of housing in Berkeley and the Bay Area is caus-
ing significant stress for employees and challenges the retention and recruitment of faculty and staff. The
cost of housing nearby is forcing employees to commute great distances which impacts productivity, job
satisfaction, and campus community. From almost 20,000 faculty and staff members, MGT found de-
mand for 370 housing units at market rates, which UC Berkeley can satisfy by the development of em-
ployee housing that meets the need of a variety of faculty and staff residents.

Key Findings - Students

Demographically, total enrollment has grown by 18% in the last decade to 41,745 in fall 2017. Undergrad-
uate enrollment has increased 22% to 30,573, and graduate enrollment has increased 11% to 11,172. Pro-
jections show undergraduate enrollment growing another 7% over the next 10 years.

UC Berkeley Residential & Student Service Programs (RSSP) currently has 8,602 on-campus beds with a
distribution of 54% traditional beds, 21% suite-style beds, 13% apartment beds, and 11% family units. The
portfolio consists of 13 residence halls, with six affiliated communities, and 60 fraternities and sororities.
Unit types are generally assigned by class level with first-year students being placed in traditional units
while upper class students are in suites and apartments. Occupancy was 101% in fall 2017. Demand has
outpaced supply, forcing RSSP to assign a third occupant to a significant number of rooms designed as
doubles, perhaps to the detriment of the student experience of these residents. An additional 700 beds of
student housing will open in fall 2018, slightly alleviating pent-up demand. While UC Berkeley offers 32
different housing options, most are doubles or triples, as Figure 1 shows.
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Students are generally forced into the off-campus market after their first year at UC Berkeley due to the
limited supply of upper class housing on campus. The City of Berkeley has a dynamic housing market that
has been significantly impacted by growth from the University and the City of Oakland. Whether choosing
to live in university housing or in rental housing off campus, affordability is the most important factor
when looking for a place to live. Other key factors are location relative to campus and adequate living
space. However, limited supply and increases in housing demand drove rental rates up through 2016; a
decline in median rents in Berkeley in 2017 is attributed to the need to compete with new high-priced

properties that came online.

MGT found single students with a private bedroom have median monthly housing costs between $1,100
and $1,575. About 40% of students who rent off-campus housing are sharing a bedroom with another
student; virtually all do so to save money. The market has not been able to respond to housing demand,
as only about 300 units have been delivered annually since 2014 due to a limited supply of developable
land, lengthy approvals process, and high barrier to entry. Despite the development challenges, approxi-
mately 154 units have been permitted thus far in 2018,

342 341
292 275
a0 |

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 to date
Figure 2:Multifamily 5+ Units Permitted, 2013—2018 (to date)

MGT estimates demand for 6,428 additional beds of single student housing at existing UC Berkeley rates
include about 1,572 beds of demand from graduate students. Net new demand increases to 6,878 and
7,305 beds if room rates were to decrease by 5% and 10% respectively. In addition, MGT found demand
for 321 new family housing units, with similar levels of increased demand at lower rates. Analysis of de-
mand by unit type reveals a preference for suite and apartment-style units and an oversupply of over 800
traditional units. To suit the preferences of students, UC Berkeley would need over 1,750 suite-style beds
and almost 3,500 apartment beds for upper class students. Table 1 shows the incremental demand from

students not currently living on campus, by classification.

Fall 2017 Incremental Demand
Enroliment Housing Capture Capture
Group Headcount Residents Rate Additional Beds Rate
Freshmen 6,499 6,072 93.4% 39 beds 0.6%
Sophomores 6,241 638 10.2% 1,234  beds 19.8%
Juniors 5,402 107 2.0% 1,158 beds 21.4%
Seniors 6,025 78 1.3% 1,360 beds 22.6%
Transfer 6,406 877 13.7% 1,065 beds 16.6%
Graduate Student 11,172 877 7.8% 1,572 beds 14.1%
Family Housing in above 321  units
Total 41,745 8,649 Residents 6,749 new beds/units
Table 1: Incremental Demand by Group
X/
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Key Findings - Workforce

Demographically, the total number of employees grew 3% since 2011 to the 2017 headcount of 19,504.
Regular faculty did not grow while “Other Faculty” (e.g., lecturers, etc.) grew 15%, and staff grew by 3%
since 2011. By category, there are 1,513 “Regular Faculty,” 1,296 “Other Faculty,” 3,426 “Other Academic,”
8,447 “Non-Academic Staff,” and 4,822 “Grad Student Titles.” The annual turnover for faculty is about
4% and for staff, about 8%.

The City of Berkeley is a dynamic housing market that has been significantly impacted by growth from
the University and the City of Oakland. According to the survey as shown in Figure 3, at the median,
faculty mortgages are $2,000 per month and staff are $1,954. Rental rates are also very expensive, at the
median, faculty pay $2,500, staff are $1,800, and post-docs are $1,683. For some, these rates leave little
money available to save for a down payment, although UC Berkeley faculty and senior staff can participate
in the UC system’s Mortgage Origination Program, offering low interest rate mortgages with favorable
terms.

B Median Rent  ® Median Mortgage

$2,500
$2,000 $1,954
51,800 $1,683 i
, 1,650
$1,468 >
I l I 5 I
(n=65) (n=152) (n=159) (n=4) (n=510) (n=494) (n=76) (n=26)
Faculty Post Doctorate Staff Other

Figure 3: Median Monthly Faculty and Staff Mortgage and Rent Payments

The cost of housing is forcing employees to commute great distances to find affordable housing. This
impacts their work-life balance and discourages participation in the university community beyond the
work day. The cost of housing poses hurdles to recruitment and retention, without the provision of some
sort of housing. For faculty, staff, and post docs, cost is the most important factor when looking for a place
to live; they ranked proximity to their spouse or partner’s job, adequate living space, and the character of
the neighborhood as the next three important factors.

MGT estimated demand for 370 units of rental housing at current rental rates. However, demand would
increase to 687 units if rental rates were 10% below current rates. Demand by unit size reveals a prefer-
ence for one, two, and three-bedroom units. To satisfy demand for workforce housing, the university
should develop a mix of townhouse and apartment units to meet a variety of price points, occupancy
terms, and other needs.
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INTRODUCTION

Overview

JLL retained MGT Consulting Group (MGT) to conduct a market study for student and workforce housing
for the University of California Berkeley (UCB) as part of a housing master plan. Challenges for both the
study body and the workforce when looking for housing are great in terms of affordability, location, and
unit types. Demand for student housing is high, causing UCB to assign three occupants to rooms designed
for two and to lease beds at Mills College and other off-campus locations. UCB would like to provide more
student housing and expand their offerings to faculty, staff, and post docs. The university has already
taken steps to alleviate some of the pent-up demand. A 700+ bed freshman hall will open in fall 2018 and
a 131-unit apartment community is being planned for faculty and post docs near the Goldman School of
Public Policy.

The MGT study included focus groups with student and workforce participants, an off-campus market
analysis, a student housing survey, a workforce housing survey, demand analyses, and a gap analysis for
student housing.

Methodology

Focus Groups

An MGT moderator conducted eight focus groups on April 18 and 19, 2018. There were five student groups
with a total of 48 participants: two groups of first-year freshmen living in university housing, graduate
students, graduate and professional students, and University Village residents. There were three work-
force groups: faculty, staff, and post docs. Participants were given a $25 gift card to thank them for their
insight. Using a guide MGT developed with input from the university, the moderator asked questions
about participants’ current housing situation, factors considered when looking for housing, preferred unit
types and amenities, and budget limitations. Results also helped MGT design survey questions. Focus

group notes are in Attachment 1.

Off-Campus Market Analysis

MGT researched 12 conventional properties with a total of 1,169 apartment units within two miles of cam-
pus. Research also included data collection for one privately-owned student-oriented property that rents
“by the bed” called The Berk on College with the capacity to house 165 students. Properties were men-
tioned by focus group participants or named on the survey. MGT searched websites and contacted prop-
erty managers to determine what unit types, rents, occupancy, and amenities were offered. Property list-
ings and related data are in Attachment 2.

Student Survey

MGT designed a Web survey with input from JLL, campus administrators, and students. The purpose of
the survey was to collect students’ demographic information, information on students’ current housing
situation, and information on desired unit types at estimated rents. MGT awarded incentives—Amazon
gift cards totaling $500—to randomly selected respondents. The survey was posted from May 4 through
May 13, 2018 and all undergraduate and graduate students were invited to participate through a broadcast
email sent by UCB. With a distribution of 41,745 the survey had 1,840 valid responses for a response rate

%% MGT
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of 4.41%. To distinguish between preferences of those who live off campus and those who live in university
housing, the survey response was tabulated for each group separately. Tabulation of student survey re-
sponses are in Attachment 3, while demographic information has been incorporated into Attachment 4.

Workforce Survey

The workforce survey was designed by MGT with input from JLL, campus administrators, faculty, staff,
and post docs. The purpose of the survey was to collect demographic information, information on current
housing situation, and information on desired unit types at estimated rents. MGT awarded incentives—
Amazon gift cards totaling $300—to randomly selected respondents. The survey was posted from June 5
through June 18, 2018 and 18,708 employees were invited to participate through a broadcast email sent
by UCB. With distribution of 18,708, the survey had 1,572 valid responses for a response rate of 5.75%.
The survey tabulation, found in Attachment 5, was sorted by Faculty, Staff, Post Doc, and “Other” re-
sponses. Survey demographics are in Attachment 6.

Demand Analysis

The methodology for calculating demand uses the responses to survey questions on the survey asking
whether respondents “would have lived” in the housing had it been available when they were making their
housing decision for the 2017-18 academic year. The first step in calculating demand is to determine a
capture rate using the following equation:

Number of Respondents Definitely Interested in Housing
Number of Respondents

Capture Rate =

After calculating a capture rate, a “closure” rate is applied; this is necessary to reflect that not all respond-
ents who express interest would sign a lease. For students, MGT assumes a 50% closure rate for those
who indicated that they “definitely would have lived” in the housing and a 25% closure rate for those who
indicated that they “might have lived” in the housing (or 50% of those with 50/50 interest). The full-time
enrollment is multiplied by the capture rate; then the closure rate is applied to yield the demand. For
workforce, the number of employees in each category is multiplied by the capture rate; then the closure
rate is applied, using higher closure rates to reflect the reliability of workforce members’ responses.

UCB Housing

UCB offers over 8,600 beds of student housing in a variety of unit types: traditional residence halls, mini-
suites, suites, and apartments. Rooms are fully furnished, and housing rates include utilities, in-room
network connections, and basic cable. Residence halls and apartments include lounges and study rooms,
laundry facilities, live-in health workers, and live-in housing staff. To the extent possible, freshmen are
assigned to traditional style housing while upper-division students are eligible for suite or apartment-
style housing. Graduate students live in apartment buildings with 12-month leases. Students living in
units with a full kitchen are not required to subscribe to a meal plan. Family housing is available at Uni-
versity Village, located about 3.5 miles from campus in Albany, with 974 units of one-, two-, and three-
bedroom townhomes. There is an on-site child care center and gymnasium. Couples and single students
with children are eligible to apply, as are post docs and faculty.

Students are also eligible to live in one of the Berkeley Student Cooperative (BSC) properties. The BSC is
a 501 (c) 3 non-profit entity that operates 17 houses serving 1,300 students. Most are facilities with shared
kitchens and bathrooms with the exception of three apartment complexes where in-unit kitchens are
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provided. Rents are lower than market or UCB housing because of a land-lease agreement and each resi-
dent is required to work several hours for the house each week. Most BSC houses are themed. Themes
include African American, International, Community Service, LGBTQIA, Vegetarian, Persons of Color,
and Woman Only.

Student housing is in high demand. UBC has tripled double bedrooms and leased space at nearby Mills
College and area apartment houses to house as many students as possible. A new 700+-bed freshman
residence, David Blackwell Hall, is slated to open in fall 2018, which will alleviate some of the pent-up
demand.
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OFF-CAMPUS MARKET

National Trends in Multifamily Housing

According to Marcus & Millichap, a real estate investment service firm, the national apartment market
vacancy rate rose in 2017 owing in part to increased vacancies in higher-priced properties primarily in
major metro areas. The vacancy rate of Class A properties rose to 6.3% in 2017 (5% is generally the rule
of thumb for a market in balance) and is anticipated to rise to approximately 6.8% in 2018. Class B and
Class C rates are also expected to rise - the overall national rate in 2017 was 4.4% with rates in 2018 rising
to 5% for Class B and 4.7% for Class C properties. Rent rates are expected to slow to a modest increase of
only 3.1% as concessions return, especially to Class A properties. New tax laws may slow construction and
some of the housing demand could shift from ownership to rental causing increased demand.!

National Trends in Student Housing

The national trend is for colleges and universities to decrease their stock of older housing and increase
the new. According to Axiometrics, a market data firm, the number of on-campus housing units has grown
over the last several years. Figures from the National Center for Education Statistics show a 5.2% increase
between 2011 and 2015. One of the drivers of student housing demand is student preferences, an element
in place at UCB given the good condition of much of the campus’s housing. On a national level, off-cam-
pus, purpose-built student housing is anticipated to have a moderate year based on early leasing data.

Berkeley Rental Market

UCB’s main campus is built-up and future development is constrained, with few easily developable sites.
The city of Berkeley’s location in the Bay Area is attractive to students and employees due its proximity to
thriving technology, finance, and creative industries, as well as natural resources and rich cultural amen-
ities.

In the last decade, market pressures in San Francisco and Silicon Valley have driven businesses and resi-
dents to Oakland, Berkeley, and the East Bay. As a result, housing prices have increased significantly,
limiting the supply of affordable housing. Concurrently, UC Berkeley’s enrollment has increased by 18%
with more (22%) growth at the undergraduate level and less (11%) at the graduate level, while its supply
of on-campus housing has remained relatively flat.

News articles from 2017 suggest that median rents in Berkeley have decreased, with reports showing de-
creases of between 3.8% and 15.9% in 2017 for Berkeley and 10.9% and 15% in Oakland. Some believe the
trend is due to an influx of new high-priced luxury apartments, causing overall rents to decline. Upscale
apartments are not generally targeting student renters, but those who can afford the rent will live in them.
Regardless of the drop in median rents, one property manager believes the addition of upscale, high priced

* Marcus & Millichap. 2018 Multifamily North American Investment Forecast.
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apartments has affected rents overall — with landlords able to charge higher rents for older properties. Up
until 2016, market rents increased every year.2

More recent articles confirm that the supply of apartments in Berkeley is not able to meet demand. There
is limited land available for new construction and new, more expensive units outnumber the older, less
expensive apartments by a ratio of nearly 10 to one, according to Berkeley Zoning Adjustments Board
chair Igor Tregub. He has seen a trend of people moving away from San Francisco to Berkeley and other
neighborhoods in the Bay Area, looking for more affordable rents.3 Meanwhile, median sales prices for
single-family homes in East Bay continue to rise with available homes selling for up to 12% more than the
asking price.4 “Lack of inventory and continued demand is driving median pricing up higher each year,
with properties closing, on average, in as quickly as three weeks.”5

Focus group participants expressed frustration in finding a place to live. The rental market moves fast,
with vacant units sometimes being rented within hours after listing. This is particularly difficult for fac-
ulty, staff, post docs, and students coming to Berkeley from out of town. Rentals are also expensive. Many
undergraduates are willing to share bedrooms to save on rent, but this is less desirable option for single
graduate students and post docs. Faculty, staff, and post docs who are married and/or have children find
it particularly challenging to find rentals that are affordable and appropriate for families. Some focus
group participants with children have sought housing in communities outside of Berkeley in Albany, El
Cerrito, and Richmond. Oakland used to be an affordable option, but rents have increased over the past
few years and some focus group participants who used to live there have been priced out of the market.

The dozen conventional apartment communities researched by MGT opened between 1969 and 2015 with
a median age of 13 years. As Figure 4 shows, in MGT’s market sample, rents reported by the properties
range from $1,162 for a one-bedroom unit to $6,720 for a two-bedroom apartment. The graph represents

conventional apartment complexes that rent by the unit.

Blow M Median MEHigh

$2,446

$1,494

Eff./Studio (n=4) 1BR (n=9) 2BR (n=10)
Figure 4: Market Rents, MGT-Sampled Properties

2 Dinkelspiel, Frances. “Rents Are Down in Berkeley and Oakland, but Still Out of Reach for Many.” Berkleyside, 6 Dec. 2017.
3 Tolchard, Henry. “Rent Prices Increase in Berkeley While Decreasing Nationally.” The Daily Californian. 12 July 2018.
4 East Bay is Albany, Berkeley, El Cerrito, Kensington, Oakland, and Piedmont.

5 Hall, Katie. “Despite Tax Changes, Uncertain Climate, East Bay Real Estate Market Set for Growth.” Home Truths, a quarterly report
by Red Oak Realty; Berkeleyside. 17 Jan. 2018.
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The Berk on College is a privately-owned property that rents rooms “by the bed.” Most are traditional
single, double, and triple-occupancy bedrooms or semi-suites; some units have a kitchenette. Other
spaces — kitchen, lounge, game room — are shared. Monthly rents vary with a six-person room with a bath
renting for $919 per month up to a single traditional room renting for $1,366 per month. Utilities, Inter-
net, and cable are included. Rooms are 100% pre-leased for fall 2018.
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KEY FINDINGS - STUDENTS

Where Students Live

Out of all 1,840 survey respondents, 1,266 live in non-university housing (69%); 94% of those living in
non-university housing rent their own residence. Of the non-renters, i.e., those living with family or own-
ing their own home, nearly half would consider living in university housing. See Figure 5.

Non-Renters 6%

Would Not Consider,

Non—Uni\./ersity 42%
Housing
69% RERIES Unstable 10%
94%
Would Consider
University Housing 49%
31%
All Respondents Non-University Housing Non-renters
(n=1,840) (n=1,266) (n=72)

Figure 5: Where Survey Respondents Live
A closer look at the profile of the 1,191 student respondents who rent their housing reveals the following:
Type of Housing

®  Qver two-thirds (69%) live in an apartment (61% in an apartment complex or condominium and
8% in a one-of-a-kind apartment such as in a house or over retail), 22% in a house or duplex, 5%
rent a bedroom in a private home, and 4% have some other living situation.

®  Survey participants living in an apartment or co-op were asked to name the complex. Interna-
tional House and Stadium Place were named most often. Properties with four or more partici-
pants are shown in Figure 6.

-
>

International House at UC Berkeley
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Stadium Place
Rochdale Village (BSC)
Hillside Village Apartments
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Bowles Hall Residential College
The Berk on College

Mark Twain Condos
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Stebbins Hall (BSC)

|I-House

(O IO, BV, O, |

Stonefire

1122V

Vanguard Apartment
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New Californian Apartments
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Figure 6: Properties with More Than Three Respondents
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"  Twenty percent live in a one-bedroom unit, 36% in a two-bedroom unit, 14% in a three-bedroom
unit, 8% in a four-bedroom unit, 16% in a unit with more than four bedrooms, and 6% live in a
studio.

®  Most, 68%, have one bathroom in their unit, 4% have one-and-a-half bathrooms, 20% have two,

2% have two-an-a-half, and 6% have three.
Sharing

®  Most, 83%, live with roommates or apartment mates; 9% live with a spouse, 1% live with chil-
dren, and 9% live alone.

®  TFor those who share a unit, 26% share with one other, 19% with two others, 20% with three

others, and 26% with more than four others.

" Nearly half, 45%, have a private bedroom; 10% share with a partner or significant other, 5%
share with their spouse and/or children, and 40% share with a roommate. Most who share a
bedroom with a roommate do so to save on rent and to a lesser extent, wanted to live with friends,

or could not find housing with a private bedroom.
Policies and Amenities

"  Qver half, 62%, have a 12-month lease, 19% have a month-to-month lease (11% original lease
and 8% renewal lease), 11% have an academic-year lease, 4% have a semester lease, 1% have a
six-month lease, and 3% have some other lease arrangement.

"  Most, 70%, rent an unfurnished unit, 15% rent a furnished unit, and 15% rent a partially-fur-
nished unit.

®  Qver half, 62%, have water/sewer and trash service included in rent; 27% have electricity, 22%
have cable, 21% have Internet, 19% have parking, 18% have gas, and 4% have local telephone

included in rent.
Location and Transportation
" Most, 79% live within two miles of campus (42% less than one mile and 37% one to two miles),

4% live six to ten miles, 3% live 11 to 20 miles and 3% live more than 20 miles from campus.

®  One-way commute time varies: 12% travel five minutes or less, 19% travel six to 10 minutes, 2%
travel 11-15 minutes, 16% travel 16-20 minutes, 15% travel 21-30 minutes, 5% travel 31-45
minutes, 3% travel 46-60 minutes, and 3% travel more than one hour.

" Most, 60% walk to campus, 18% take public transportation, 15% ride a bicycle, 5% drive their
own vehicle to campus, and 2% use some other form of transportation. No one carpools.

What Students Pay

Data collected by the student survey is illustrated in Figure 7. The graph shows per-person median hous-
ing costs for apartments and houses where “n” is the number of respondents living in each unit type. For
example, for single student respondents living in an apartment in a private bedroom, the total median
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monthly cost of housing ranges from $1,100 per month in a four-bedroom unit ($1,070 rent, $30 other
expenses) to $1,575 in a studio ($1,500 rent, $75 other costs).®

W Other Costs
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Figure 7: Single Students—Total Median Monthly Housing Cost per Person

When the 119 respondents who were married or live with children were asked to list their housing ex-
penses on the survey, the information was collected “per unit.” The median cost of housing ranges from
$1,413 per month in one-bedroom units ($1,333 rent and $80 other expenses) to $3,305 per month in
three-bedroom units ($3,100 rent and $205 other expenses). Figure 8 shows the median per-unit monthly

“ %

cost of housing where “n” is the number of respondents living in each unit type.

6 Other housing costs include utilities (electricity, gas, water, sewer, and trash), local telephone, Internet, and cable television.
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W Other Costs
ERent

$3,305

Studio 1BR 2BR 3BR
(n=7) (n=69) (n=37) (n=6)

Figure 8: Married/Family Students—Total Median Monthly Housing Cost per Unit

Comparing the median rents from various sources results in Table 2 showing that students are able to
find housing at below market rents. Couples and families are willing to pay more than single students for
one-and two-bedroom units, however, the single-student rents are based on those in a private room and

assumes that all students within a particular unit also have a private bedroom.

Source Studio 1BR 2BR 3BR 4BR
MGT Survey—Single Students, apartments $1,250 $2,200 $3,195 $4,280
MGT Survey-Single Students, houses $3,500 $3,300 $4,152
MGT Survey—Family Students $1,333 $1,975 $2,350 $3,100
Sample—Market Apartments $3,195 $4,120

Table 2: Comparison of Median Rents on per-Unit Basis

Policies and Amenities
Based on MGT research of the area, few amenities are offered at off-campus apartment complexes. Out
of 11 properties, only one has a pool, one has a clubhouse, and two have fitness centers; however, seven

have on-site laundry.

Most survey respondents rent housing where water/sewer and trash services included in their rent. Few
have gas or electricity included, as seen in Figure 9; 34% have no utilities or other services included in

rent.

Trash 63%

Water/sewer
Gas

Electricity

Percentage of Renter Respondents

Figure 9: Utilities Included in Rent

When asked about other amenities included in rent, 38% confirmed that laundry was included, 24% have

Internet included, and 23% have parking included. See Figure 10.
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Laundry 38%
Internet
Parking

Cable TV

Local telephone
Percentage of Renter Respondents

Figure 10: Other Services Included in Rent

Reasons Students Move from University Housing
Of those currently living off campus, 48%, had previously lived on campus. The number one reason stu-
dents gave for wanting to move off campus is that university housing is too expensive. This is followed by
a desire for more independence, more privacy, lack of living space in campus housing, and dislike of meal
plan terms and conditions. Reasons listed on the survey are ranked in Figure 11.

University housing is too expensive 80%
Desire for more independence

Desire for more privacy

Lack of living space

Dislike of meal plan terms and conditions
Small size of bedrooms

Rules, regulations, and policies
Inadequate number of common kitchens
Dislike of food service quality

No availability preferred campus housing
High noise level in residence halls
University housing management style
Desire for single bedroom

Some other reason

Desire for private bathroom

Lack of temperature control

Age and condition of housing facilities
Slow response to maintenance requests
Inadequate laundry facilities

To live in a fraternity or sorority house

Wanted to have a pet

Percentage of Renter Respondents Who Have Lived in University Housing

Figure 11: Reasons Students Move Off Campus
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Of those who have previously lived in campus housing, the highest percentage lived there during the 2015-

16 academic year. See Figure 12.

4% 3%

31% 31%
22% 21%
e e

Before Fall Spring Fall Spring Fall Spring Fall Spring Fall Spring
2012 2012 2013 2013 2014 2014 2015 2015 2016 2016 2017

Figure 12: Semesters Lived in Campus Housing

Housing Costs

Survey respondents were asked what percentage of their housing costs are funded by various sources.
Figure 13 shows that more students living in university housing receive 100% of housing costs from par-
ents or guardians than those living in the off-campus market (36% vs. 29%) while 31% living in university
housing and 47% living off campus receive no help from parents or guardians. Fifteen percent of those
living off campus pay 100% of housing costs themselves compared to 7% who live in university housing.
More students living in university housing rely on grants, loans, and scholarships to pay for all or a portion

of housing costs than those living off.

9.9,
% MGT PAGE 16

CONSULTING GROUP

ATTACHMENT 3

Page 23 of 220



ATTACHMENT 3

KEY FINDINGS - STUDENTS

UC BERKELEY ® STUDENT AND WORKFORCE HOUSING STUDY

E None

W>0% | <50%
[E50%

W >50% | <100%
1 100%

90%

%‘Z
% M 3% 0% .
v e el w w e} v e hel wv v o
s | 3 |2 s | 5§ 8| 5| g |¢2 2|1 5|8
35 @ k7] S o 2 5 » @ < o 2
s = < ) S 5 o 5 > £

o = c o o = c o
= c ] = 3 c o =
[ ° < © o o ° < © =
= [ ] %] — = ] "
o o S [%] e E o o S [%] e '8
b3 v a © [ a L 38 o [}
c 9 “© Gl 2 c [l o a

a o =] [ (U] =i
o an g )
2 . et .
© [ © (9]
o < (-8 <

= =

o o

c c

< <

Non-University Housing University Housing

Figure 13: Housing Costs from Various Sources

Housing Satisfaction

First-year focus group participants find the residential halls appealing because they are close to classes,
though those living in Clark Kerr have a longer walk to campus. First-year students appreciate the com-
munity feel and comradery - all participants noted they have made new friends by living on campus. Stu-
dents do not mind a double or triple room as long as there is enough space; those living in a double room
with two others find it to be cramped.

Students living in University Village also appreciate a sense of community. For one focus group partici-
pant, University Village is one of the reasons she chose UCB. Single parents have befriended each other
and help each other out with childcare. The property is quiet with a wonderful staff. While most feel safe,
some are uncomfortable with the property being so open. Sometimes non-residents wander through the
parking lot and it is suspected that squatters have taken over vacant units that are left unlocked. There
have also been reports of mold growing in some of the units.

Few students are dissatisfied with their current housing situation whether they live in university housing
or off campus. Satisfaction levels are similar when “satisfied” and “very satisfied” are combined (71% of
university housing respondents and 69% of off-campus respondents). See Figure 14
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Figure 14: Student Satisfaction with Living Situation

Figure 15 cross-tabulates satisfaction level with respondents’ living situation. Not surprisingly, those who
own their own home or live at home with family are very satisfied. Most residence hall dwellers show a
high level of satisfaction with the exception of those living in Mills College residence halls. There were
seven respondents who are living in an unstable environment, but most are satisfied with their current

Non-University Housing

living situation.

W Very satisfied (1)

W Satisfied (2)

University Housing

[ Dissatisfied (3)

W Very dissatisfied

[ Dissatisfied

W Satisfied

W Very satisfied

W Very dissatisfied (4)

University Housing

Manville (n=10, x=2.20)

Clark Kerr (n=44, x=2.20)

Unit 2 (n=59, %=2.29)

Martinez Commons (n=13, x=2.31)
Channing-Bowditch (n=14, X=2.36)
Unit 1 (n=87, x=2.37)

Wada (n=8, x=2.38)

University Village (n=93, x=2.41)
Stern (n=23, x=2.43)

Foothill (n=40, x=2.48)

Unit 3 (n=74, X=2.53)

Garden Village (n=9, x=2.56)

New Sequoia Apartments (n=7, x=2.71)
Ida L Jackson (n=7, x=2.71)

Mills College (n=3, x=3.67)

Non-University Housing

Rental housing (n=1045, x=2.45)
Parents, consider (n=20, x=2.50)

Parents, never consider (n=5, x=2.00)
Own home, consider (n=8, x=2.38)

Own home, never consider (n=8, x=2.00)

Unstable (n=7, x=2.57)

Figure 15: Satisfaction by Living Situation
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Survey respondents were asked to rate their level of satisfaction related to a list of factors. Results are
shown in Figure 16. The top factors that are contributing to housing satisfaction are the length of their
lease, proximity to classes, amenities, the condition of their unit, safety, and the size of the unit. Most are
dissatisfied with what they are paying in rent.

W Very Satisfied (1) M Satisfied (2)  ENot Applicable (3) M Dissatisfied (4)  HVery Dissatisfied (5)

Lease term (x=2.21)

Proximity to classes (Xx=2.25)
Amenities (x=2.41)

Condition of unit (x=2.42)

Safety (x=2.46)

Size of unit (x=2.52)

Sense of community (x=2.76)

School district for child(ren) (x=2.94)
Access to daycare (x=2.97)

Housing rate/rent (x=3.57)

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Figure 16: Satisfaction by Factor

Ideal Housing for Students

Students experience different needs over the course of their college years. When asked which unit type is
most appropriate for each year of study, most survey respondents indicated that freshmen should live in
traditional residence halls. For sophomore year, responses were mixed, with 27% believing that they
should live in campus apartments, 22% in semi-suite units, and 21% in rental housing off campus. The
idea of living off campus on one’s own increases with each year of study; 37% for juniors, 44% for seniors,
and 64% for graduate students, however, a substantial number indicated a university apartment was most

appropriate, as seen in Figure 17.

® Apartment

B Suite

M semi-suite

m Traditional

W Live off campus on own

M Live at home

Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior Graduate

Figure 17: Appropriate Living Situation for Each Year of Study
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Living Preferences

Decision-Making Factors

When looking for a place to live, all focus group participants — undergraduate, graduate, and family stu-
dents — agree that cost and budget are the most crucial considerations. After cost, the number of bed-
rooms,/bathrooms, proximity to campus, not having to share a bedroom, living near grocery and retail,
and on-site laundry facilities are important factors. Safety is also key, so the neighborhood is a factor.
Families are looking for a place within a good school district and in a neighborhood where they feel their
children are safe. Many focus group participants who live off campus were not able to meet all their factors
and believe they had to compromise to rent their current residence.

To rank important decision-making factors, survey respondents were asked to select the five most im-
portant factors they had used in their decision of where to live for the current academic year. Each factor
was weighted by importance (the most important factor was given a score of ‘5,” the second most im-
portant factor a ‘4,” and so on) and averaged to calculate the weighted scale seen in the figure below. The
top ten (of 24 tested) factors seen in Figure 18 are separated by off-campus (shown in blue) and university
housing (shown in red) respondents. Affordable rent, by a wide margin, was most important for both
cohorts, followed by proximity to campus, and adequate living space.

Affordable rent
Location relative to campus

Adequate living space

1211)

Have own bedroom

Kitchen in the unit
Physical condition of the housing

Security

Off Campus (n

Access to public transportation
Character of neighborhood

Ability to enter into a 12-month lease
Affordable rent

Location relative to campus

562)

Adequate living space

Ability to meet other students
Security
Ability to enter into an academic-year lease

Physical condition of the housing

Have own bedroom

University Housing (n

Character of neighborhood

Kitchen in the unit

0.0 1.0 2.0 3.0 4.0 5.0

Average Weighted Scale
(Most Important=>5, 2nd=4, 3rd=3, 4th=2, 5th=1)

Figure 18: Students’ Decision-Making Factors
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Just over half of those renting housing off campus believe they are getting a good value for what they pay
whereas 39% of those living in university housing believe they are getting a good value. Survey respond-
ents wrote in reasons why they are getting a good value or not. These can be found in Attachment 3 be-
ginning on Page 43.

University Housing Features: Single Student Housing

Single survey respondents indicated how influential certain unit features and housing policies would be
on their decision to live in university housing. The survey allowed respondents’ five responses for each
feature, (1) Would not live in housing without it, (2) Would have a positive influence on my decision, (3)
Would have no influence on my decision, (4) Would have a negative influence on my decision, and (5)
Would not live in housing with it. Figure 19 shows responses to all listed unit features and housing policies
with having high-speed wireless Internet being most important. Also of importance were a full kitchen in
the unit, temperature control, and storage space. Interestingly, while some students were positive or neu-
tral about the availability of a meal plan, over half of respondents indicated that a required meal plan
would have a negative influence. Their widespread desire for kitchens, however, suggests that they would
prepare many of their own meals, or at least that they believe that they would prefer to.

[l Not live without it (1) M Positive influence (2) ENo effect (3) B Negative influence (4) B Not live with it (5)

High-speed wireless Internet (x=1.51)
Full kitchen in unit (x=1.69)

Temp control in ea unit (x=2.05)
Storage space (x=2.06)

Utilities included in rent (x=2.07)
"Soundproof" walls (x=2.07)
Furnished unit (x=2.28)

Availability of a meal plan (x=2.73)
Washer/dryer in unit (x=3.17)
Theme Program options (x=3.19)

Live-in staff (RAs) (x=3.77)

Required meal plan (x=5.97)

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Figure 19: Influence of Unit Features and Housing Policies for Single-Student Housing

Using the same methodology with community features yields Figure 20, which shows the most influential
feature is on-site laundry facilities, followed by quiet study areas, and outdoor green space.
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[ Not live without it (1) M Positive influence (2) ENo effect (3) M Negative influence (4) B Not live with it (5)

On-site laundry facilities (x=1.57)
Quiet study areas (Xx=2.06)

Outdoor 'green’ space (%=2.12)
Group study/meeting space (x=2.19)
Convenience store (X=2.20)

Fitness center/weight room (x=2.23)
Coffee shop (x=2.32)

Social/TV lounge (x=2.44)
Convenient parking (x=2.45)
Community kitchen (if not apt) (x=2.47)
Game room (X=2.53)

Computer lab (x=2.59)

Main lobby / front desk (x=2.71)

Live-in staff (x=3.14)

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Figure 20: Influence of Community Features for Single Student Housing

University Housing Features: Family Housing

Asking the same questions of those students who are married, living with a partner, and/or children re-
sults in the list of desired housing features shown in Figure 21. The top unit feature is a washer-dryer,
followed by a yard, a reserved parking space (if an apartment of condominium), or a carport (if a town-
home or single-family home).

M Not live without it (1) B Positive influence (2) ENo influence (3) M Negative influence (4) B Not live with it (5)

Washer-dryer in unit (x=1.49)
Yard/greenspace (x=1.76)
Reserved parking space (apartment or...
Carport / garage (not available in apartment or...
Storage room (x=2.02)
Patio/balcony (x=2.05)
Walk-in closet (x=2.19)
Sustainable design/construction (x=2.19)
Great room (kitchen-family room-living room)...
Open floor plan (x=2.28)
Accessibility (x=2.35)
Network connectivity to campus (Xx=2.36)
Den/study (x=2.43)

Formal dining room (x=2.72)

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Figure 21: Influence of Unit Features for Family Housing
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Figure 22 illustrates the importance of community features. Having an on-site laundry facility tops the
list (if a washer-dryer is not provided in the unit), followed by convenient parking. Other features that
would have a positive influence on a student’s interest in living in family housing include outdoor picnic
areas, a fitness center or weight room, and a convenience store in or near the housing. For most students,
providing a live-in staff or social lounges would have no effect on most students’ interest in living in family
housing.

M Not live without it (1) B Positive influence (2) ENo effect (3) M Negative influence (4) B Not live with it (5)

On-site laundry facilities (x=1.49)
Convenient parking (x=1.81)

Outdoor grilling/picnic area (x=2.27)

Fitness center/weight room (x=2.31)
Convenience store in/near housing (x=2.33)
Quiet study areas (x=2.39)

Coffee shop or café in/near housing (x=2.44)
Group study/meeting space (x=2.56)
Children's playground (x=2.65)

Planned community events/programs (x=2.67)
Computer lab (x=2.72)

Game room (ping pong, pool, etc.) (x=2.72)
After school program (x=2.73)

Main lobby with front desk (x=2.76)
Social/TV lounge (x=2.85)

Live-in staff (x=2.99)

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Figure 22: Influence of Community Features for Family Housing
Unit Preference

Overview

To gauge interest and demand for particular unit types, MGT tested all existing housing by cohort. For
each set of questions, respondents were asked to select one preferred unit and mark any unit acceptable
if their preferred unit were not available. Students could also select “I would not live there” for any or all
the units. The per-person estimated housing rates were described as new, but similar to what is currently
offered, and housing rates were based on current rates. Housing rates for single-student housing include
furnishings, utilities, cable, and an in-unit network connection.

Single Freshman Housing

Freshmen survey respondents who are not married, living with a partner, or living with dependent chil-
dren were shown the housing descriptions and housing rates in Table 3.
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Housing
Room Type Description Rate

Quad Room Traditional w/community bath (Clark Kerr) $10,975
Standard Triple Traditional w/community bath (Unit 1, 2, 3, Clark Kerr, Stern) $12,085
Standard Double Traditional w/community bath Unit 1, 2, 3, Clark Kerr, Stern) $14,325
Standard Single Traditional w/community bath (Unit 1, 2, 3, Clark Kerr, Stern) $16,570
Mini-Suite Triple Two rooms sharing a bath (Unit 1, 2, 3) $14,055
Mini-Suite Double  Two rooms sharing a bath (Unit 1, 2, 3) $16,205
Mini-Suite Single Two rooms sharing a bath (Unit 1, 2, 3) $16,955
Suite Quad Shared living room & bath with multiple BRs (Clark Kerr, Foothill) $14,485
Suite Triple Shared living room & bath with multiple BRs (Unit 1, 2, 3, Clark Kerr, Foothill) $15,955
Suite Double Shared living rm & bath with multiple BRs (Unit 1, 2, 3, Clark Kerr, Foothill, Stern) $18,110
Suite Single Shared living room & bath with multiple BRs (Clark Kerr, Foothill) $21,665

Table 3: Freshman Housing Options with Academic-Year Rate

For survey respondents currently living off campus, half would prefer — or find acceptable - a mini-suite

single room in university housing. For those currently living in university housing, there was a high rate

of preference or acceptability for a standard double or triple room and a mini-suite double or triple room

as Figure 23 shows.” The 3% shown in the purple bar reflects those who are living in university housing

but would not live in any of the units. They found none of the units “acceptable” or “preferred.”

Quad Room
Standard Triple
Standard Double
Standard Single
Mini-Suite Triple
Mini-Suite Double
Mini-Suite Single
Suite Quad

Suite Triple
Suite Double
Suite Single

Non-University Housing

20%
pA

10%
10%

Quad Room
Standard Triple
Standard Double
Standard Single
Mini-Suite Triple
Mini-Suite Double
Mini-Suite Single
Suite Quad

Suite Triple
Suite Double
Suite Single

University Housing

7%
13%
19%
3%
6%
12%
8%
D%
0%
5%
1%

W Preferred

W Acceptable

10%

50%

38%
57%
64%
50%
68%
54%
50%
48%
52%
40%

Figure 23: Off- and On-Campus Freshman Unit Preference

7 The survey did not pose the question to respondents who own their home or live with their parents and who would not consider liv-

I Would Not Live There

BEWNLA

70%

60%
70%

60%

60%

40%

70%
70%

60%

60%

51%
26%
14%
43%
23%
30%
39%
47%
43%
52%
62%

3%
3%
3%
3%
3%
3%
3%
3%
3%
3%
3%

ing on campus. They are not included in the “would not live in any unit” purple bars, which show only respondents who answered the
question and selected “would not live there” for all seven units.
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Single Upper Division Housing

Single sophomores, juniors, and seniors were shown the housing descriptions and housing rates in Table
4.

ATTACHMENT 3

Housing
Room Type Description Rate

Mini-Suite Triple Two rooms sharing a bath (Unit 1, 2, 3) $14,055
Mini-Suite Double Two rooms sharing a bath (Unit 1, 2, 3) $16,205
Mini-Suite Single Two rooms sharing a bath (Unit 1, 2, 3) $16,955
Suite Quad Shared living room and bath w/multiple bedrooms (Clark Kerr, Foothill) $14,486
Suite Triple Shared living room, bath w/multiple BRs (Unit 1, 2, 3, Clark Kerr, Foothill) $15,955
Suite Double Shared living room, bath w/multiple BRs (Unit 1, 2, 3, Clark Kerr, Foothill, Stern) $18,110
Suite Single Shared living room & bath w/multiple bedrooms (Clark Kerr, Foothill) $21,665
Apartment Triple Shared living room, bath, and kitchen w/2-4 BRs (Wada, Clark Kerr) $11,365
Apartment: Double Shared LR, BA, kitch w/2-4 BRs (New Sequoia, Channing-Bowditch, Wada, Clark Kerr) $12,470
1BR Apt: Double Living room, bath, kitchen w/one bedroom (New Sequoia) $16,015
3+BR Apt: Single Shared living room, baths, kitchen w/multiple BRs (Channing-Bowditch, Martinez) $13,565
2BR/3-Ppl Apt: Single  Shared living room, baths, kitchen, w/one single, one double BR (New Sequoia) $15,444
4BR Apt: Single Shared living room, baths, kitchen w/ four single BRs (Garden Village) $17,562
2BR/2-Ppl Apt: Single  Shared LR, baths, kitchen w/two single BRs (New Sequoia, Garden Village) $18,695

Table 4: Upper-Division Housing Options with Academic-Year Rate

Figure 24 shows a high preference or acceptability for apartment-style units from students living off cam-
pus, particularly the apartment double offered in Channing-Bowditch, Wada, and Clark Kerr or a unit
with three or more single bedrooms offered in Channing-Bowditch and Martinez. Those currently living
in university housing showed similar preferences but in greater numbers.
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M Preferred B Acceptable [ Would Not Live There BWNLA

Standard Triple %2 29% 46% 23%
Standard Double 24 34% 40% 23%
Mini-Suite Triple F4 30% 46% 23%
Mini-Suite Double 4 32% 45% 23%
Mini-Suite Single 34% 40% 23%
Suite Quad 4 32% 43% 23%
0 1BR Suite Triple A 24% 52% 23%
3 suite Triple  ZJIIEED 52% 23%
:_,_; 1BR Suite Double 4 26% 51% 23%
é Suite Double 4 25% 51% 23%
:E Suite Single X4 25% 50% 23%
2 Apartment Triple SulopZ) 23%
Apartment: Double 9% 23%
1BR Apartment: Double pEVS
3+BR Apartment: Single 23%
2BR 3-Person Apartment: Single 23%
4BR Apartment: Single 23%
2BR 2-Person Apartment: Single 23%
Standard Triple
Standard Double
Mini-Suite Triple
Mini-Suite Double
Mini-Suite Single
Suite Quad
1BR Suite Triple
-uﬁo Suite Triple
:é; 1BR Suite Double
% Suite Double
g
= Suite Single &84
S
Apartment Triple &4

Apartment: Double
1BR Apartment: Double
3+BR Apartment: Single

2BR 3-Person Apartment: Single
4BR Apartment: Single
2BR 2-Person Apartment: Single

14%

%

%
B%
6%

Figure 24: On- and Off-Campus Upper-Division Unit Preference

%% MGT

CONSULTING GROUP

PAGE 26

Page 33 of 220



ATTACHMENT 3

KEY FINDINGS - STUDENTS

UC BERKELEY ® STUDENT AND WORKFORCE HOUSING STUDY

Single Graduate Housing

Single graduate student survey respondents were shown the housing descriptions and housing rates in
Table 5. The monthly rent assumes a 12-month housing contract.

Monthly

Room Type Description Rate
6-Single BR Apt  Shared living room, baths, & kitchen w/6 single BRs (Ida Jackson Graduate House) $1,180
5-Single-BR Apt  Shared living room, baths, & kitchen w/5 single BRs (Ida Jackson Graduate House) $1,250
4-Single-BR Apt  Shared living room, baths, & kitchen w/4 single BRs (Ida Jackson Graduate House) $1,310
3-Single-BR Apt  Shared living room, baths, & kitchen w/3 single BRs (Ida Jackson Graduate House) $1,340
2-Single BR Apt  Shared living room, baths, & kitchen w/2 single BRs (Ida Jackson Graduate House) $1,390
Studio Apt One-room apartment with living space, bath, and kitchen (Manville) $1,330

Table 5: Graduate Housing with Per-Person Monthly Rate

Figure 25 indicates that a studio apartment like that which is offered in Manville is favored most by both
off-campus and university housing respondents. Nearly half of those living off campus would find a two-
or three-single-bedroom apartment in Ida Jackson Graduate House acceptable.

M Preferred W Acceptable B Would Not Live There BEWNLA

6-Single BR Apt 12% 31% 39%
5-Single-BR Apt P/ 39% 41%
4-Single-BR Apt P 42% 36%
4-Single-BR Apt
3-Single-BR Apt :

2-Single BR Apt

Non-University Housing

2-Single BR Apt

Studio Apartment

6-Single BR Apt
5-Single-BR Apt
4-Single-BR Apt
4-Single-BR Apt

3-Single-BR Apt

University Housing

2-Single BR Apt
2-Single BR Apt

Studio Apartment 53%

Figure 25: On-and Off-Campus Graduate Unit Preference
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Family Housing

Student respondents who are married, living with a partner, and/or children were shown the unit con-

cepts and estimated monthly housing rates in Table 6. The estimated rent assumes a 12-month lease.

Studio Apartment $2,835 per Month

T

EEl

One-Bedroom Apartment $3,150 per Month

oo|o)

T A=~

LEEG

Two-Bedroom/One Bath Apt $3,950 per Month

Three-Bedroom/Two Bath Apt $4,690 per Month

Table 6: Family Housing with Monthly Rent

As shown in Figure 26, most survey respondents would not live in any of the units. The greatest preference

and acceptability is for a one- or two-bedroom unit for both groups.

W Preferred

Studio Apt

1-BR Apt

2-BR 1-BA Apt

Non-University Housing

3-BR 1-BA Apt

B% 7%
6% 15%
7% 14%

3% 14%

Studio Apt

1-BR Apt

2-BR 1-BA Apt

University Housing

3-BR 1-BA Apt

1% 6%

17%

5% 12% 8%

6% 9% 9%

b% 10% 13%

Figure 26: Family Unit Preference

W Acceptable I Would Not Live There B WNLA

12%
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Interest in Student Housing
Single Student Housing

If the options presented in the survey had been available to the respondents when they were choosing
their housing for fall 2017, 49% of off-campus respondents would have definitely lived in the housing and
36% might have lived there (50/50 chance); 19% of university housing residents would have definitely
lived there and 23% might have lived there. Figure 27 separates results from off- and on-campus respond-
ents.

B Would not have lived there
[ Probably would not have lived there
W Might have lived there

M Definitely would have lived there

Non-University Housing University Housing
Figure 27: Single Respondents’ Interest in Proposed Housing

For students living off campus, most sophomores, juniors, and seniors show high levels of interest in their
preferred unit type. For those living in university housing, freshmen and sophomores show a high level
of interest. Even though they currently live in UCB housing, they would have preferred a different unit
type. See Figure 28.

m Definitely ~ ®m Might have (50/50) ® Probably not ~ ® Would not

. Freshman (n=9) 36% 36% 27%

'§ Sophomore (n=191) 22% 43% 17% 18%
E Junior (n=277) 23% 40% 16% 21%
@

.g Senior (n=187) 24%
Dg Grad/Prof (n=370) 45%

= Other (n=5) REY)

>

E Senior (n=14) 19% 4% 48%

E Grad/Prof (n=18)

Other (n=1)

50% 50%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Figure 28: Single Student Interest by Classification
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Those who were not interested in the proposed housing selected all of the reasons from a list on the survey.
Overall, respondents cited cost as the main reason, followed by concern over rules and regulations, not
wanting to move from their current housing, or some other reason. Figure 29 shows responses for all

reasons listed in the survey.8

79% H Non-University Housing
0

The housing is too expensive 83% B University Housing

Concern about rules/regulations

I would not have wanted to move

Some other reason

| live with my parents/guardians

| already own a home

Figure 29: Single Students, Reasons for Lack of Interest in Proposed Housing
Family Housing

If the options presented in the survey had been available to the respondents when they were choosing
their housing for fall 2017, most indicated they would not have lived there. Figure 30 separates results

from off- and on-campus respondents.

B Would not have lived there

[ Probably would not have lived there
W Might have lived there

M Definitely would have lived there

Non-University Housing University Housing

Figure 30: Respondents’ Interest in Family Housing

The highest response rate came from graduate students living off campus; 2% definitely would have and
3% might have lived in their preferred unit had it been available for the 2017-18 academic year. Of the 91

8 Survey respondents who indicated that they would not live in the proposed housing were permitted to select more than one reason
from the list displayed in the survey. Respondents could also select “other” and write in a reason. A list of those reasons is in the tabu-
lations in Attachment 3 beginning on Page 86.
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graduate students with families currently living in university housing, 4% definitely would have and 7%
might have lived in the proposed housing. See Figure 31.

m Definitely  ® Might have (50/50) ® Probably not  m Would not

Freshman (n=0) 100%
&
g Sophomore (n=7) P72 97%
2 .
S ey
‘@
2 Senior (n=12) I 96%
>
S Grad/Prof (n=167) XAl 7 90%
z
Other (n=1) 17% 83%
Freshman (n=8) P& 98%
w  Sophomore (n=1) 223 98%
5
L Junior (n=14) 751 92%
&
g Senior (n=12) 11% 7% | 7% 74%
=
f=
=] Grad/Prof (n=91) "UAWLAS 77%
Other (n=1) 50% 50%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Figure 31: Family Housing Interest by Classification

Like single students, those that are married, living with a partner and/or child find the housing to be too
expensive, followed by their preference for their current housing situation. Figure 32 shows responses for
all reasons listed in the survey.?

80% B Non-University Housing

The housing is too expensive 849% M University Housing

| prefer my current housing situation

Some other reason

| already own a home

Living with other students does not appeal to me

Figure 32: Family Respondents, Reasons for Lack of Interest in Proposed Housing

9 Survey respondents who indicated that they would not live in the proposed housing were permitted to select more than one reason
from the list displayed in the survey. Respondents could also select “other” and write in a reason. A list of those reasons is in the tabu-
lations in Attachment 3 beginning on Page 94.
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Parking

Like most large, urban campuses, UCB parking is limited. Additional housing means the potential for
additional automobiles on campus. Survey respondents were asked if they would bring a car to school if
they lived in UCB housing. Three-quarters of single students would not bring a car if housing were located
within one mile of campus and nearly half would not bring a car if housing were located between one and

five miles, as shown in Figure 33

75%

46%
35%
30%
23%
“ .
No Yes Yes

No Yes

No

Within 1 mile Between 1 & 5 mi Over 5 on BART
Figure 33: Single Students, Need for Car on Campus

For married students, students living with a partner, and/or children, 38% of respondents would need to
park on campus is the property were located more than five miles from campus on a BART line but 34%

would not bring a car under any circumstances. See Figure 34.

Yes if >5 mi not on BART/bus 38%
Never

Yes if between 1 & 5 mi

Yes if > 5 mi on BART/bus

Yes if within 1 mi 18%

Depends on friends w/ cars
Percentage of Respondents

Figure 34: Families, Need for Car on Campus

Demand Analysis

Single Student Housing Demand

Based on the results of the survey, MGT analyzed demand to estimate the number and type of units de-
sired by students. Using the assumptions described below, MGT determined that the mid-point of the
demand range for incremental housing is just over 6,400 beds.
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UCB supplied enrollment data by class level and full-time and part-time status. MGT’s methodology cen-
ters on the full-time population as these students represent the target market that would most likely be
eligible to live in university housing. For singl