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Abstract 

Community empowerment movements challenge local government administrators and planners 

to emphasize people instead of development profits in the planning process. Community Benefits 

Agreements (CBAs) are popular tools to advance this objective. Executed by and between local 

governments, communities, and project developers, CBAs detail how economic benefits from 

new development are shared with residents. One question understudied in the literature is “how 

does a community know if it received an equitable distribution in a CBA?” In this case study of a 

new $1.6 billion satellite campus for the University of California, documents in and out of the 

public domain are analyzed to determine what economic benefits could be shared with the 

community, what portion was disclosed to the community, and what portion of the benefits were 

included in the CBA. A key recommendation from the findings is to build a CBA metric that 

local governments and communities can use to establish an early target value for benefits before 

negotiations with project proponents. 

 

Keywords: Community Benefits Agreement, Urban Planning, Economic Development, 

Negotiations, Social Equity  
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Introduction 

In a study of the LA Live Community Benefits Agreement (CBA), over ten years after 

the landmark agreement was executed, a community member familiar with the project expressed 

frustration that neighborhoods received only “pebbles,” while the developer reaped enormous 

profits from the publicly subsidized project (Saito & Truong, 2015). This raises a question for 

community groups attempting to negotiate CBAs: How do they know if representatives of 

communities are receiving, or have received, an equitable share of benefits from a given project? 

 

This article investigates this under-researched question using the case of a $1.6 

billion project sponsored by the University of California, Davis (UCD) in a historic Black 

Community of Sacramento, approximately 16 miles to the east of UCD’s main campus. In this 

case, a CBA that elected officials held up as a model fell short of the expectations of community 

residents and advocates. Analyzing both documents in the public domain and confidential 

documents secured through public records requests, we used a novel methodology to determine 

1) what economic benefits were available to be exacted from the project and shared with the 

community, 2) what potential benefits were disclosed to the community during negotiations, 3) 

how were benefits divided, and 4) what portion of the total benefits were realized by the 

community through the CBA. The case can be instructive for planners and advocates because it 

introduces a metric that puts communities on the same footing with development interests at the 

front end of the planning process. 
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The case for this study is a University of California, Davis (UCD) satellite project located 

approximately 16 miles to the east of UCD’s main campus. Dubbed “Aggie Square” after the 

school’s mascot, the project is situated on UCD’s medical school campus in Sacramento’s Oak 

Park community.  UCD’s medical school established an ownership position in the historic Black 

Community in 1971 when it purchased the County’s Hospital for $8 million (100 Years of 

Patient Care, 2021). Since that time the campus expanded dramatically across a significant 

portion of 155 adjacent acres vacated by the California Exposition and State Fair in 1968 (2010 

Long Range Development Plan, 2010).  In 2019, UCD’s Medical School reported its assets 

increased from the original acquisition price of $8 million to $2.41 billion (Stobo, 2019). 

This case study focuses on direct economic benefits from the first phase of the project 

($808 million) which can be shared with the community. Most of these benefits are revenues 

collected by the City of Sacramento through land value capture mechanisms popular with local 

governments (Tyson, 2021; Wuensch et al., 2000). In addition, based on precedent from another 

University of California campus, a small portion of UCD’s endowment tied to the project is 

identified as a potential shareable economic benefit (Pinderhughes et al., 2019). After compiling 

data from public and private records it is calculated that the university could share up to $83 

million with the community from the project, disclosed 60% of this total to the community 

during the planning process, and ultimately used 12.5% of this revenue for community benefits 

in a non-traditional CBA.  

This case study confirms findings from past research on CBAs, corroborates theories 

explaining institution-centric behavior of universities and planners, and contributes a new 

dimension to the literature – a framework to measure transparency and outcomes of CBA 

negotiations. Recommendations based on the findings are presented to help local governments 
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and project proponents improve transparency and accountability in the development process, 

balance power in negotiating the division of shareable economic benefits, and focus benefits on 

direct contributions to community equity.  

Literature Review  

The questions addressed in this case study are drawn from previous research on the 

asymmetrical relationship between urban growth interests and residents, universities, and 

neighborhoods, and the tactics and tools prescribed by scholars and practitioners to balance 

power in the planning process.  Below is a review of past research to place the study in context, 

followed by the unique methods used in this case to quantify 1) potential exactions that could be 

shared with the community, 2) transparency in sharing potential exactions with the community, 

and 3) the distribution of exactions through the CBA and other project documents.    

The tension between the power elite and communities 

The economy in the United States is heavily influenced by federal politicians and 

executives of national corporations that C.W. Mill coined the “power elite”  (Mills, 1956). Labor 

and citizens concerned with matters of economic justice struggle with the strength and resiliency 

of this combination that place profits over people (Domhoff, 2017). At the local level, planners 

placed on the front lines of planning and economic development are positioned between 

communities and the local power elite (politicians and land developers) who profit from an 

expanded tax base and land speculation (Molotch, 1976). Local planners, recognizing the power 

imbalance between residents and elites introduced to little success community participation 

strategies throughout the later parts of the twentieth century to inject use-values into the planning 

process (Friedmann, 1987; McCann, 2001; Richardson, 1996). 
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In response to the lack of success in injecting use-values into the local planning process, 

Critical Urban Theory was posited as a framework to address the issue by drawing from the 

fields of education and healthcare where, on occasion, people are placed ahead of profits. The 

objective of the framework is to identify practical tactics for planners to help communities 

establish an equal footing with the power elite (Brenner, 2009; Marcuse, 2009).  Communities 

also respond to inequities in the planning process through local campaigns to demand equitable 

growth without displacement of residents. The New Accountable Development and the 

Investment Without Displacement Movements are two examples of these campaigns (Parks & 

Warren, 2009; SPARCC, 2021). 

The study of community empowerment and local planning also includes research into the 

unique relationship between universities and adjoining neighborhoods. Public and private 

universities are typically well-connected to the power elite of a region with many serving on 

advisory boards and supportive foundations. Universities capitalize on these relationships 

through internal organizations that meet with community members to promote the growth 

objectives of the university (Etienne, 2012; Ross, 2012). Public universities enjoy an additional 

advantage as they are generally exempt from local land-use regulations that impose public 

approval processes for new development (Bromley, 2006). The literature on town and gown 

relations is replete with case studies identifying the negative impact of university growth on 

neighboring communities – many of which identify displacement of residents from communities 

of color – that call for better engagement and transparency with impacted communities (Barnes 

et al., 2009; Dubb & Hodges, 2012; Etienne, 2012; McNall et al., 2008).   
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CBAs as a tool to balance power 

Local governments, universities, and communities – some of which are seeking to inject 

equity into new development approvals or mitigate displacement concerns – are turning to 

formal agreements with impacted and engaged communities. The agreements referred to as 

Community Benefits Agreements (CBAs), are legally binding, “project-specific agreement 

between a developer and a broad community coalition that details the project’s contributions to 

the community and ensures community support for the project” (Community Benefits 101, 2015). 

These agreements can address project-related employment and wages, and mitigation measures 

for project impacts on adjacent communities. Viewed as just one tool, but an important one in 

advancing equity concerns, the first recognized CBA was executed in 2001 for the LA Live 

project in downtown Los Angeles (Marantz, 2015; Saito & Truong, 2015). Numerous CBAs 

followed, primarily in large urban areas for large-scale development projects (Wolf-Powers, 

2010).  

Research on the utility of CBAs has documented the dynamics of negotiations and the 

effectiveness of agreements to advance economic justice goals in communities. A repeated 

finding is that the imposition of a CBA on project developers has balanced the power-process 

dynamics in favor of communities, but that the emphasis on exchange values persists 

(Baxamusa, 2008; Cain, 2014; De Barbieri, 2016). Researchers find significant challenges for 

many communities in mobilizing for negotiations (Fuld, 2018; Gross et al., 2002; Salkin & 

Lavine, 2008) problems with enforceability (Gross, 2007), and limits on the scope of CBA’s to 

address historic disinvestment in communities (Tyson, 2021). Furthermore, as CBAs become 

more common research indicates that elected officials are coopting the negotiating process to 

advance their mutual interests with project proponents, resulting in CBAs that are narrower in 
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scope and negotiated with less transparency (Fuld, 2018; Ho, 2008; Marantz, 2015; Parks & 

Warren, 2009).  

Methods 

A systematic collection and analysis of public and private documents was used to answer 

the primary research question: How does a community know if it received an equitable 

distribution in a CBA?” The case for this study is the CBA for a new satellite campus for the 

University of California, Davis. The document review applies a value capture framework to 

identify economic benefits which could be shared with the community, the portion of those 

benefits that were communicated during community meetings, the process and justification to 

divide the benefits, and the portion of benefits subsequently included in the CBA. A chronology 

of key events was also established from the document review to illustrate the timing of actions 

that shaped the outcomes in the CBA. Below are details on the value capture framework, 

background on the case and the approved Community Benefits Partnership Agreement (CBPA), 

and the process used to collect and review documents.    

A Value Capture Framework 

A value capture framework is used to estimate the shareable economic benefits which 

could be generated by the subject project. Shareable economic benefits for this study are defined 

as revenues generated by a project which can be exacted from the project developers or local 

government and used for community benefits. This includes one-time and repeating exactions. 

To calculate a total value of potential shareable benefits, repeating exactions (i.e., annual 

property tax rebates) are discounted at 5% over 30 years to generate a present value that can be 

combined with one-time exactions. All estimates of potential exactions are based on past practice 
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in California and the Sacramento Region and compiled separately for tax increment, land asset 

appreciation, construction value, and endowments.  

Tax increment financing is one of the most common value capture mechanisms used by 

local governments (ICMA, 2014). Based on long-standing precedent in the State of California, it 

is presumed for this analysis that all incremental (new) property taxes generated by the project 

and collected by the local government, are available to be shared with the community or given to 

project developers to improve the financial feasibility of the project (Klemanski, 1990). 

Furthermore, while it is no longer a requirement, the set-aside of twenty percent of the tax 

increment from a new project for affordable housing is recognized as precedential in the State of 

California ((Blount et al., 2014). 

The increase in land value associated with local planning approvals (entitlements) are 

routinely captured through impact fees imposed on the project.  In the Sacramento region impact 

fees are a popular value capture mechanism for land asset appreciation. These fees directly 

impact the sales price of land to third parties  (Economic & Planning Systems, 2021, 2022; 

Evans-Cowley et al., 2009). However, in this case, UCD does not capture the appreciation in 

land value through the sale of property to a third party but instead captures this value through 

long-term ground leases with third parties.  For this analysis, it is presumed that up to 80% of the 

present value captured through these ground leases can be extracted for public benefits or used 

by UCD to insure the financial feasibility of the project. The other twenty percent (20%) is 

presumed to cover any loss of existing surface parking revenue collected on the proposed 

development site.   
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Fees imposed by local governments based on construction value are relatively minor 

compared to exactions from property taxes and building fees. The fees local governments in the 

Sacramento region exact based on construction costs are typically reimbursements for plan 

reviews and are less than one percent for a project of this magnitude (Mawhorter et al., 2018). 

For this analysis, the estimate of value that can be captured through fees assessed on construction 

costs is .125% of the total costs.  

University endowments are the final category of the value capture framework used in this 

study. Established through organized capital campaigns or unsolicited donations, endowments 

make a significant contribution to financing classrooms and research institutes on many 

university campuses. There is precedent in the UC system to share fundraising revenue with 

neighboring communities. UC San Francisco developed the rationale behind allocating assets 

from its investment portfolio for place-based investments in adjacent neighborhoods 

(Pinderhughes et al., 2019). Based on this precedent, it is presumed that 2.5% of fundraising 

associated with Aggie Square could be allocated to community benefits.   

The Case: Aggie Square, Oak Park, and the Approved CBPA 

 

The Aggie Square project was advanced in a pro-business climate with the full support of 

local elected officials. City leaders sided early with UCD’s objectives, with Sacramento’s Mayor 

appearing with UCD’s Chancellor to introduce the project and launch a site selection process that 

started with an evaluation of several sites, produced an inconclusive report, and ended with the 

project landing on UCD’s Medical Campus  (Topousis, 2017; City of Sacramento + UC Davis 

Opportunity Scan, 2018). By choosing to build a satellite project in Sacramento, UCD avoided 

severe constraints placed on the growth of its main campus through referendums adopted by City 

of Davis voters (Franks, 2021; McDonald et al., 2018). The timing of the Aggie Square project 
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announcement came shortly after the publication of a regional economic strategy that lauded the 

global reach of UCD’s research. That strategy, commissioned by a regional business association 

and prepared by a consulting division of the Brookings Institute, encouraged local leaders to 

leverage UCD’s research capacity to diversify and grow the local economy (Parilla et al., 2018).  

The site chosen for Aggie Square (UCD’s Medical Campus) is located in Sacramento’s 

Oak Park Neighborhood. Like many urban Black neighborhoods across the country, the history 

of Oak Park is marked by a series of State-sponsored economic barriers which severely limited 

residents’ ability to accumulate equity in the post-World War II housing boom (Hernandez, 

2009; Krenn, 2017). Notably, following the selection of Oak Park as the site for Aggie Square, 

UCD’s Center for Regional Change published a report recognizing this history and promoting an 

equity-centered approach to planning the Aggie Square project. The report provides details on 

the historic impacts of redlining and other housing policies on African-Americans in Oak Park 

and a general recommendation that university planners pay “close attention to how the benefits 

and costs of the project’s development are distributed” (Abrams et al., 2019, p. 55).  

The Aggie Square project includes five components spread among seven buildings; 1) 

space for teaching and research funded by the university, 2) housing for faculty and students 

built by a private housing developer, 3) innovation space financed and managed by a third party 

(Wexford, LLC.), 4) the Alice Waters Institute for Edible Education, and 5) the Kindred 

Rehabilitation Center. The development of innovation space, which proved a successful 

development strategy for other universities across the country (Etienne, 2012; Read & 

Sanderford, 2017), was the focus of the early promotion of the project. The Alice Waters 

Institute was a late addition to the project and, with an advisory board full of A-list celebrities, 

provides a potential source of significant donations to the project (The Edible Schoolyards 
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Project/About Us, 2021) . The Kindred project was underway before the Aggie Square 

announcement and was likely drawn into the project boundaries to capture more tax increment 

revenue. The first phase of the project, the subject of the City of Sacramento and University of 

California Regents approval processes, is approximately 1.4 million rentable square feet with a 

construction cost of $808 million (Table 1). 

As a state agency, UCD is not subject to local planning regulations but must negotiate 

with local governments for necessary infrastructure (i.e., water, sewer, storm drainage) and any 

public subsidies. Separately, UCD must comply with the California Environmental Quality Act 

(CEQA) by conducting public hearings to identify and propose mitigation measures to address 

the socio-economic and environmental impacts of the project. A significant socio-economic 

impact identified early in the process by various community organizations was the potential of 

the project to exacerbate already rising housing prices in Oak Park and the resulting 

displacement of residents (Bizjack & Yoon-Hendricks, 2021). During the course of the UCD’s 

public meetings on the project community organizations became frustrated with the lack of 

responsiveness to the displacement issue. Those organizations formed a nonprofit, Sacramento 

Investment without Displacement (SIWD) to represent impacted residents and serve as a 

signatory to a prospective CBA (LSNC, 2020). SIWD patterned its mission after the Strong, 

Prosperous and Resilient Communities Challenge (SPARCC, 2021).  

As the planning process concluded, UCD identified how it would mitigate socio-economic 

and environmental impacts on the community, certified its compliance with CEQA, and struck a 

deal with the City of Sacramento for a public subsidy. SIWD challenged the effectiveness of the 

proposed mitigation measures by filing a lawsuit to block UCD’s CEQA certification 

(Sacramento Investment Without Displacement v. Board of Regents of the University of 
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California, 2021). The City joined UCD in defense of the lawsuit and assisted UCD with 

settlement negotiations.  After the settlement agreement City leaders marketed the resulting 

CBPA as an $88 million investment in the communities surrounding Aggie Square and likened 

the magnitude of the deal to a form of reparations for community members. (Bizjack & Yoon-

Hendricks, 2021; Frederick et al., 2021; Jasso, 2021; Walker, 2021).   

The $88 million in funding identified in the CBPA includes two innovative elements with 

direct economic benefits for the community:  $5.0 million for housing and anti-displacement 

assistance and $3.0 million for community organizing. The CBPA also includes $45 million in 

funding for UCDs and the City’s affordable housing partners to build rental properties in 

adjacent communities. The CBPA also counts $30 million in infrastructure improvements as a 

community benefit (Jasso, 2021). These improvements were identified in the CEQA process to 

mitigate impacts of the project and otherwise were the responsibility of UCD. Indirect benefits 

identified in the CBPA include on-site student housing (marketed as a way to free-up housing in 

adjacent neighborhoods), jobs and workforce development, youth opportunities and education 

support, and community access to space and resources at Aggie Square.  

Data Collection and Analysis 

A systematic analysis was conducted with documents collected from websites and 

through informal and formal public records requests to determine the potential economic benefits 

which could be exacted from the project, the portion of this potential value that was made public 

during community meetings and through the press, the process used to divide the benefits, and 

the value of project-generated benefits included in the CBPA.  The documents reviewed included 

informal agreements, contracts, market studies, feasibility analyses, meeting agendas, staff 

reports, meeting minutes, written public comments, legal filings, and newspaper accounts. Below 
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are the findings from this systematic review. The findings are organized using the value capture 

framework categories discussed above followed by an analysis of documents associated with the 

financial feasibility of the project, the public subsidy granted to the project, and the justification 

provided for the public subsidy.  A chronology of key documents and how they were obtained is 

provided in Table 2.  

Limitations 

 

This study focusses primarily on extracting quantitative information from documents 

while noting content that provides insight into the negotiating dynamics between parties. In some 

cases, documents were obtained and analyzed during the period when settlement negotiations 

between SIWD, UCD, and the City were active.  Therefore, structured interviews were not 

conducted to supplement the document review since participants would rightly be guarded about 

revealing tactics or insights that could become public and potentially alter the outcome of the 

CBA negotiations. The lack of a structured interview component is therefore a limitation of the 

methods used in this study. As with the recent studies of the L.A. Live CBA cited above, it 

would be insightful in the future to conduct grounded ethnographic studies of the Aggie Square 

CBA negotiations (e.g., who participated, limitations on participation based on race, class, 

gender, and residential status) and community perceptions of the implementation of the CBA).     

Findings  

 

Tax Increment Value  

 

This revenue source was quantified for the public in October 2020, almost two years after 

the project was announced in December 2017, after community meetings were concluded, and 

two months before SIWD’s lawsuit in December 2020. The potential value of tax increment 
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financing was identified in a staff report presented to the Sacramento City Council on October 

27, 2020.  The staff report included the projected tax revenue from the project, a request to 

establish a mechanism to potentially capture and return a significant portion of this revenue to 

UCD, and a reference to a feasibility study the City of Sacramento would undertake to determine 

if any tax revenue should be returned to UCD. The documents also included a general discussion 

of the type of benefits desired by the community based on a series of public meetings (i.e., 

employment opportunities, housing opportunities, and traffic improvements), but the City of 

Sacramento did not suggest a mechanism in the report to capture revenue from the project for 

these needs (Jasso, 2020). 

In April 2021, six months following the initial City Council meeting that identified and 

addressed the potential use of tax increment funding, a staff report was released detailing the 

recommended use of those funds.  In this report to City Council, city staff recommended that 

80% of the new property tax ($30 million present value) captured from the project subsidize 

elements of Aggie Square and the remaining 20% ($16 million present value) subsidize housing 

developers building off-site affordable rental housing projects. Based on the difference between 

market rents and affordable rents, the housing subsidy elements nets approximately $2.4 million 

in rent savings for residents.  Private landowners and the selected housing developer will net 

most of the benefit from this portion of the tax increment. The list of eligible projects identified 

for use with the $30 million in lump sum tax increment proceeds for Aggie Square includes 

UCD’s infrastructure obligations identified through the CEQA review, structured parking for 

future phases of Aggie Square and up to $16.3 million for the Alice Waters Institute. (Frederick 

et al., 2021).  
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Land Value  

Land values captured by UCD through ground leases can be extrapolated from data in 

public documents but were never explicitly identified to the public, the Sacramento City Council, 

or the UC Regents. No ground lease revenues are identified as sources for funding projects or 

programs in the final CBPA nor were they included in the subsidy analysis prepared by the City 

of Sacramento. The use of a small portion of these revenues was discussed briefly at one meeting 

of the UC Regents.  

Data indicating the potential land value that UCD could capture from ground leases first 

appears in the City Council meeting staff report (October 2020) where tax increment revenues 

were introduced and discussed in detail.  Land values on a per-building square foot (BSF) basis 

are provided in tables used to estimate property taxes. UCD estimated unit land values of $20 per 

BSF for all buildings except the Rehabilitation Hospital which was assigned a land value of $200 

per BSF.  The supporting documentation for the tax increment calculations indicates UCD 

intended to use ground leases to capture the increased value of the vacant property (Jasso, 2020).  

In May 2021 Chancellor May discussed with the UC Regents how reduced ground lease 

payments for the on-site housing component of Aggie Square would subsidize rents to ten to 

thirty percent below comparable projects in the area (May, 2021b, p. 3).  

A confidential predevelopment agreement between UCD and Wexford (obtained through 

a public records request), while not specifying a specific ground lease payment, refers to the BSF 

land values presented to the City Council (Jasso, 2020) as the basis for calculating ground lease 

payments (Brostrom & Woodruff, 2020). Using these land values, the present value of UCD’s 

ground lease revenue is $37.2 million. For this analysis, it is presumed that $29.8 million (80%) 

of this total can be either captured to fund community benefits or retained by UCD to address 
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project financing needs. The balance (20%) is presumed to be used by UCD to replace lost 

revenue from building on existing income-producing surface parking lots. The reliability of this 

estimate is limited by UCD’s lack of transparency with this revenue source.    

Construction Value 

The value captured from this source was never explicitly identified for the public, the 

Sacramento City Council, or the UC Regents until the execution of the CBPA. The cost of Aggie 

Square buildings appears at the first public presentation to the Sacramento City Council in 

October 2020. The cost estimate for the first phase buildings is $808 million ((Jasso, 2020). This 

results in a potential revenue capture estimate of $1.0 million (.125% x $808 million). Revenue 

from this source was not discussed during community meetings, with the UC Regents, or with 

the City Council before adopting the CBPA. 

In the CBPA there is a benefit associated with the value of building assets. The CBPA 

commits to the “establishment of Ongoing Community Fund paid through rent surcharge” to 

“ensure neighborhood participation and priority setting in use of Community Fund Alignment of 

efforts with Stockton Blvd. businesses and neighborhood.” This will be funded at an annual level 

of $150,000 (Jasso, 2021). For this study, the present value of this contribution is estimated at 

$3.0 million. This exceeds the targeted funding for this category and the capture mechanism 

represents an innovative approach to funding community benefits.  

Endowment Value 

The value capture potential from this revenue source is different from the above three 

categories in that there is no common practice to direct a portion of endowment funding to 

community groups. Therefore, it was not unexpected to find no public discussion of the potential 

capture of revenue from fundraising associated with Aggie Square. Nevertheless, because of the 
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pioneering efforts of UC San Francisco in this regard, documents were reviewed to estimate the 

potential endowment that could be created for Aggie Square.  

Aggie Square project is among 17 initiatives identified in UCD’s $2.0 billion “Expect 

Better/Big Ideas” Capital Campaigns (Big Ideas, 2021; Expect Better, 2021).  In January 2020, a 

specific endowment-funded component of the Aggie Square project was identified with the 

announcement of UCD’s partnership with the Alice Waters Institute for Edible Education (UCD 

School of Education, 2020). No fundraising target was identified in this announcement and two 

confidential agreements between UCD and the Alice Waters Institute executed before the 

announcement did not identify a funding target to house and operate the institute (Hexter, 2020; 

[Redacted], 2019).  

Without specifics available on funding for the Alice Waters Institute, additional 

documents were acquired from the public domain to estimate the endowment requirements for 

the operation of the proposed institute. The endowment size for the institute is estimated based 

on the projected increase in annual operating costs. The current budget of Alice Water’s 

nonprofit is $2.05 million with 15 employees (Chai, 2019). The projected staffing for the Alice 

Waters Institute at Aggie Square is 71 employees - an increase of 56 employees (Frederick et al., 

2021, p. 112). Using the ratio of budget to employees at the current staffing level ($2.05 

million/15 employees =$134,333 per employee), an increase of 56 employees might add $7.5 

million in operating costs to the institute. An endowment of $167 million is needed to fund this 

increased operating cost assuming UCD’s recommended annual draw rate of 4.5 percent for 

endowments (Mercer Investments, LLC, 2019).  
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Based on the endowment funding estimate of approximately $167 million, it is estimated 

that 2.5% or $4.2 million could be captured from this source for community needs. The 

reliability of this estimate is limited by UCD’s lack of transparency with this revenue source.   

And although the CBPA does not tie any community benefits to the Alice Waters Institute 

capital campaign, there are revenues allocated to the community from fundraising activities. The 

CBPA commits to raising $5.0 for housing assistance and anti-displacement funds (Jasso, 2021). 

This total exceeds the estimated amount for this category and represents an innovative capture 

mechanism to fund community benefits. 

Project Feasibility 

 

There were no public presentations explaining why UCD or its partners (i.e., Wexford 

and the Alice Waters Institute) needed any part of the tax increment funding generated by the 

project.  City documents only indicate that a study would be completed to determine if a subsidy 

was warranted (Jasso, 2020). There is also no indication of a need for a subsidy in UCD’s public 

presentations to its governing board. On the contrary, when Chancellor May first appeared 

before a committee of the UC Regents to address the project, he indicated “UC Davis had 

received very positive signals from its market feasibility studies” (May, 2019). In subsequent 

meetings with the Regents May only identified a preference to subsidize the on-site housing 

component of the project to offer students below-market rents. The proposed source of this 

subsidy was a reduction in the ground lease payments UCD would collect from the housing 

developer (May, 2021b). 

Documents that were not disclosed to the public and obtained through formal record 

requests did not provide specific findings supporting UCD’s subsidy from the City of 
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Sacramento. These documents included market and economic feasibility studies conducted by 

UCD, a preliminary subsidy analysis conducted by the City of Sacramento, and confidential 

agreements between UCD and the Alice Waters Institute.   

UCD conducted at least three feasibility studies of the Aggie Square project.  The first 

feasibility study was completed in 2018 shortly after the announcement of the project and 

provided recommendations on the square footage that should be dedicated to apartment units, 

office and lab space, and convenience retail and food and beverage space. This initial study 

foreshadowed the need to subsidize on-site housing, warning UCD about safety concerns with 

adjacent neighborhoods and the importance of “offering a sense of security and safety” to attract 

students, fellows and residents to Aggie Square’s apartments (Geolas, 2018).  A second 

feasibility report prepared a year later in 2019, raised concerns regarding the feasibility of the 

project and suggest several cost-cutting and tax avoidance strategies to improve the viability of 

the project  (Geolas, 2019).  A third UCD feasibility study was requested through a public 

records request but not produced by UCD. This final study was mentioned in a report by 

Chancellor May to the UC Regents seeking final approvals for the office and lab space portion of 

Aggie Square. The report, which followed the City of Sacramento’s approval of a $30 million 

subsidy for the project, did not reference how the City of Sacramento’s subsidy improved the 

feasibility of the project (May, 2021a). 

The City of Sacramento produced two documents in response to a public records request 

associated with the feasibility of the project.  The first document was an agenda (with 

attachments) from a July 2020 Project Financing Working Group meeting between UCD, 

Wexford, and the City of Sacramento. The agenda listed a $42 million funding gap in the project 

(without supporting evidence) and the attachments provided tax increment projections for 
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property, sales, and transient occupancy taxes. The attachments also listed the Alice Waters 

Institute and a parking structure as potential uses of the tax increment funds (City of Sacramento, 

2020).  The second document was a confidential feasibility study prepared for the City of 

Sacramento. This document is dated September 2020, one month before the October 2020 City 

Council meeting where it was referenced prospectively. The study found the project financially 

challenged and appropriate for public financing but did not recommend an appropriate level of 

subsidy. The consultants noted that their “depth of analysis and level of due diligence” was 

limited and suggested additional discussions with UCD that “would further inform appropriate 

levels of public funding” (J. Gomes et al., personal communication, September 30, 2020).  

The rationale for subsidizing the non-market-driven Alice Waters Institute with tax 

increment is not discussed in either of the two confidential agreements between UCD and the 

institute (Hexter, 2020; [Redacted], 2019). The institute, in line to receive up to $16.5 million in 

subsidies from tax increment funding, likely navigated its way to this favorable position with the 

assistance of David Chai, a past advisor to the UC Regents, former executive director of the 

Alice Waters’ Edible Schoolyards nonprofit, agent for the Alice Waters Institute in the MOU 

with UCD, and now the strategic advisor to the UCD School of Education overseeing the Alice 

Waters Institute (Board of Advisors, 2022; Chai, 2019; Hexter, 2020).  

Summary of findings 

Based on a comparison of publicly available data on shareable economic benefits, data 

withheld from the public, and the final distribution of economic benefits from the Aggie Square 

project, the answers to the research questions posed at the outset of this study are as follows:  
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1) What could be shared? Based on past practices, the potential shareable economic benefits 

from the first phase of the Aggie Square project are estimated at $83 million. 

2) What shareable benefits were disclosed? Of the four asset classifications of potential 

shareable economic benefits (tax increment, land value, construction value, and endowments) 

only the tax increment classification was disclosed during public presentations. In the end, 

however, some benefits shared with the community could be assigned to the endowments and 

construction value classifications. The land value classification, which contained 

approximately 40% of the potential shareable economic benefits was not disclosed fully and 

was absent from the City of Sacramento’s analysis of the public subsidy granted to UCD and 

its partners. 

3) How were the benefits divided? There was not a clear and transparent process to quantify and 

allocate the $83 million in shareable economic benefits. UCD, its development partners, and 

the Alice Waters Institute received commitments for most of the shareable economic benefits 

without justification and before SIWD filed suit to have a role in dividing the shareable 

benefits. The funding for the Alice Waters Institute was fixed before SIWD’s involvement 

with the apparent help of a former executive director with ties to the UC Regents and UCD.  

4) What portion of the shareable benefits from Aggie Square was included in the CBA? The 

value of the shareable economic benefits from the Aggie Square project allocated to the 

community is $10.4 million, or 12.5% of the total. Most of this funding came from 

innovative capture mechanisms developed after SIWD filed litigation to challenge the 

distribution of benefits from the project.  The balance of the benefits attributed to the CBPA 

is not generated by the project and would likely have been received by the community in the 

absence of a CBA, or do not benefit the community directly.  
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Table 3 provides a recap of the distribution of economic benefits from the project by asset 

classification.  

Discussion 

This study contributes to existing literature with a case study of a university satellite 

project by pairing a value capture framework with a systematic review of documents to 

determine if a community received an equitable distribution of economic benefits in their CBPA. 

The study identified the scope of potential shareable economic benefits, found a lack of 

transparency in the process to distribute those benefits, and found a limited portion of the project 

benefits accruing to the community. These findings 1) support previous research that suggests 

when there is less transparency during negotiations communities are left with a fraction of 

potential benefits (Fuld, 2018; Ho, 2008; Marantz, 2015; Parks & Warren, 2009), 2) reinforce the 

need for planners and communities to find practical tactics to create equal footing with the power 

elite (Brenner, 2009; Marcuse, 2009), and 3) suggest benefits be evaluated for how they permit 

residents to build equity in communities where historical barriers and disinvestment prevented 

such opportunities in the past (Hernandez, 2009; Krenn, 2017; Tyson, 2021). 

Planners and communities can benefit from observing the results of two practical tactics 

deployed in this case. The first was by the community, through SIWD, to intervene in the 

planning process through litigation. This action gave the community a seat at the negotiating 

table after three years of sitting on the outside of a closed process that distributed benefits among 

UCD and its partners. And while this intervention gave the community only a small portion of 

the benefits relative to those with an inside track, it resulted in two innovative funding sources 

that can be replicated by other communities in the future.  The creation of these two funding 

sources is likely what Mayor Darrell Steinberg of Sacramento had in mind when he told the local 
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press, “We took a lawsuit and created a model for how to do economic growth the right way for 

our city, for California and for the country” (Bizjack & Yoon-Hendricks, 2021).  The second 

tactic of note was for City planners to permit funding from one of the new sources to finance 

community participation in future CBA negotiations – a limitation that has hampered many 

communities in CBA negotiations  (Fuld, 2018; Gross et al., 2002; Salkin & Lavine, 2008).   

Planners and communities can also use the value capture methodology in this study 

prospectively to improve transparency and to create a CBA metric to establish negotiating 

targets.  Planners and communities can use the value capture methodology to identify the 

universe of potential shareable economic benefits from different asset classes early in the process 

– with the caveat that a portion of the benefits may be allocated back to the project (with proper 

justification) to make it financially feasible. Identifying potential benefits early can build trust 

with the community and instill a level of rigor in feasibility studies that follow - prepared by 

project proponents seeking to claim a portion of the shareable economic benefits. The value 

capture framework used in this study can also be distilled into a CBA metric that can be used by 

planners and communities to estimate potential CBA benefits without a detailed discovery 

process.   

Every participant in this case study, except the community, had metrics that shaped the 

division of economic benefits. UCD and its development partner wanted 100% of the tax 

increment and ground lease revenue to use as they determined. Ultimately, they relinquished a 

portion of the tax increment to the community and allocated part of the balance to subsidize the 

Alice Waters Institute and provide below-market rents in their on-site housing project. UCD’s 

development partner had a “Developer Yield” in their partnership agreement and negotiated 

multiple options to change the Aggie Square building program to meet that target. The City of 
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Sacramento borrowed a metric from a repealed redevelopment law to carve out twenty percent 

(20%) of the tax increment revenue for affordable rental housing. In this case, a simple CBA 

metric of 10% of construction costs (10% x $808 million = $81 million) would have served as an 

accurate and early proxy for the estimate of shareable economic benefits that could be included 

in a CBA. Additional case studies are needed to perfect a CBA metric, but creating a metric 

would put communities on the same footing with development interest at the front end of the 

planning process.  

Finally, while the use of funds was not a focus of this study, it is noteworthy that while 

UCD’s Center for Regional Change identified early in the planning process several historic 

barriers that prohibited Oak Park residents from accumulating equity, none of the benefits in the 

CBPA address this problem.  The Aggie Square CBPA offers opportunities for residents to work 

for UCD to build the university’s equity, rent housing that builds equity for third-party real estate 

developers, and diverts property taxes to a non-profit with the potential fundraising capacity to 

accumulate over $100 million in equity to endow its operations.  Planners and communities 

should work together to develop benefits in CBAs that give residents opportunities to build 

equity through ownership of housing and commercial real estate.  
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Figure 

 

Figure 1: Timeline of Key Events 
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Tables 

 

Table 1: Aggie Square Phase I Project Scope and Cost 

Aggie Square Phase I Rentable Square Footage Private Square Footage Public Square Footage Construction Cost 

West Lab Building 235,542 235,542 0 $211,045,632 

East Lab Building 280,898 122,898 158,000 $220,084,608 

Lifelong Learning 

Building 

267,811 104,848 162,963 $173,849,510 

Alice Waters Institute 35,510 0 35510 16,637,554 

Other Commercial 15,790 0 15,790 7,398,112 

Residential (190 units) 137,720 81652 56068 67,724,755 

Kindred Rehab Hospital 53,000 53000 0 60,600,000 

Garage (1) 360,400 360,400 0 50,456,000 

 1,386,671 958,340 428,331 $807,796,171 

Source: EPS Tables A-2 and D-3, 2/25/2021 
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Table 2: Key Reports associated with Aggie Square Project  

Topic & Authors Completed Acquired by Key Findings 

December 2017: Project Announced by UCD Chancellor with City of Sacramento Mayor 

First Market Study 

UCD Consultant 

March 2018 Public Records 

Request 

Luxury apartments for student housing needed on-site to 

draw enrollment due to perception of crime in Oak Park.  

Site Selection Report 
Committee appointed 

by City and UCD. 

April 2018 Public Records 
Request. 

Selection process limited in scope. No site 
recommendation. All sites have good qualities.  

UCD’s project will add value to any community. 

Developing Productive 

and Equitable 

Community-University 
Partnerships for Aggie 

Square 

UCD Center for 
Regional Change 

 

April 2019 Download from 

Center’s website 

Notes historical challenges faced by Oak Park residents 

and recommends close attention to how the benefits and 

costs of Aggie Square’s development are distributed 
 

Market Study Update 
 

May 2019 Public Records 
Request. 

Project not feasible. Recommendations provided to 
change scope of project and to avoid local property tax 

payments.  

Alice Waters LOI 
UCD & Alice Waters 

July 2019 
 

Public Records 
Request 

Parties to “explore strategies for creating an integrated 
and collaborative fundraising plan by October 31, 2019.” 

Alice Waters MOU 

UCD & Alice Waters 

June 2020 Public Records 

Request 

Prepare Philanthropic Plan to raise funds for capital 

expenses, initial costs, and a long-term endowment for 

ongoing programming and operations for the Project. 

June 2020; Sacramento Investment without Displacement (SIWD) Incorporates 

UCD & City Working 

Group Agenda  

 

July 2020 Public Records 

Request 

Tax increment estimated and programmed to support 

project economics and the Alice. No community funding 

identified. 

Project Subsidy 

Analysis 

City Consultant  

September 2020 Public Records 

Request 

Subsidy likely needed but more information and time 

need to male determination. Tax increment capture only. 

No reference to land value capture by UCD though 
ground leases or endowment funding planned for Alice 

Waters. 

Predevelopment 
Agreement 

UCD & Developer 

September 2020 Public Records 
Request 

Identifies several strategies to reduce the scope of the 
project to improve feasibility. These measures were not 

referenced in City analysis of UCD’s for need for tax 

increment subsidies.  

City Council Report 
City Staff 

October 2020 Download from 
City website 

First public discussion of project by local elected 
officials.  Use of tax increment discussed with no details. 

December 2020: SIWD files lawsuit to block project without improved socio-economic mitigation measures 

City Council Report 

City Staff 

April 2021 Download from 

City website 

Tax increment split 80/20 between UCD and CBPA. 

SIWD lawsuit withdrawn. No feasibility study provided 
to justify tax increment subsidy for UCD.  

Project Feasibility 

Study 
UCD 

May 2021 Presentation 

downloaded from 
UC website 

Study requested but 

not released. 

Study referenced during UCD’s Chancellor’s presentation 

to UC Regents in May 2021. No mention in presentation 
that subsidy was needed or granted by the City Council. 

Student apartments to be subsidized by UCD with 

reduced ground lease payments to achieve rents 10% to 
30% below market.  

City Council Report 

City Staff 

September 2021 Download from 

City website 

Final report recommending approval of subsidy to UCD. 
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Table 3: Distribution of Shareable Economic Benefits 

 Asset Classifications (000’s)  
 

Tax 

Increment 
Land Value b 

Endowment 

Value 

Construction 

Value 
Total 

 Total Assets by Classification a $48,000  $ 37,273  $ 167,000  $ 850,433   $ 1,102,706 

 Potential Shareable Benefits (%)  100% 80% 2.5% 0.125% 7.5% 

 Potential Shareable Benefits ($)   $ 48,000   $29,818  $ 4,175  $ 1,063  $ 83,056 

 Distribution of Benefits 

Community Benefit Agreement c  

   Affordable Housing d  

 

 $ 2,353 
   

 

 $ 2,353 

   Housing Assistance     $ 5,000   $ 5,000  

   Partnership Fund      $ 3,000   $ 3,000 

   Subtotal CBA ($000s)  $ 2,353   $        -     $ 5,000  $ 3,000  $ 10,353 

   Percent of Total 5% 0% 121% 282% 12.5% 

UCD & Development Partners e  $ 43,500   $ 29,818   $ (825)  $ (1,936)  $ 72,443  

    Percent of Total 91% 100% -20% -182% 87.3% 

Sources: EPS Economic Impact Assessment, EPS Enhanced Infrastructure District Plan, Community 

Benefit and Partnership Agreement 

 

a) Building costs include construction costs and site improvements. Land values are extrapolated from 

estimates in Economic Impact Assessment. Endowment estimate is based on funding needed to generate 

the projected operating budget for Alice Waters Institute (based on UC endowment guidelines). Local taxes 

represent present value of annual tax revenue estimates (using 5% discount rate) in EPS Economic Impact 

Assessment. 

b) The ability to accurately estimate shareable revenue from land appreciation is limited by UCD’s lack of 

transparency. There are several uses of these funds that could reasonably limit the shareable amount (e.g., 

replace revenue lost from surface parking lot operations or funding programs in the new facilities), but no 

information was provided by UCD to indicate such limits.   

c) Student housing, workforce, youth opportunities, transportation, community access categories in the 

CBA are not assigned a value since these items are either 1) not funded by shareable economic benefits 

from the project or 2) they primarily benefit UCD. 

d) Housing assistance represents the share of rent savings (market rent vs. subsidized rent) accruing to 

residents based on contribution in the CBA towards a housing project being developed by a third-party. The 

rent savings are calculated over a 30-year period and discounted at 5% to produce a lump sum benefit 

estimate.  

e) Partners include Wexford and the student housing and affordable housing developers. Negative amounts 

indicate that funding in the CBA exceeds the typical share of benefits expected from that asset 

classification.  

 

  


