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Executive Summary

The City of Coos Bay and the Oregon International Port of Coos Bay jointly commissioned this
feasibility study to evaluate the potential for residential development on approximately 10 acres of
Port-owned land located on the Eastside of Coos Bay. The study is grounded in two primary objectives:
addressing the region’s persistent housing shortage and identifying viable, revenue-generating uses
for underutilized Port property that support long-term economic sustainability.

This report provides a comprehensive evaluation of the site’s physical characteristics, environmental
constraints, infrastructure requirements, market conditions, and financial feasibility. The analysis
integrates technical engineering data, environmental and regulatory considerations, and detailed
financial modeling, supplemented by a structured community engagement process to ensure that
local perspectives inform the conclusions.

The findings demonstrate that the site is subject to a combination of
significant and interrelated constraints. Subsurface conditions consist of
deep, compressible dredge fill and underlying soft native soils that present
long-term settlement risks and substantial seismic vulnerability. In addition,
a large portion of the property is encumbered by jurisdictional wetlands,
which both reduce the amount of buildable land and introduce complex
regulatory and mitigation requirements. These constraints are compounded
by the need for extensive infrastructure improvements, including
transportation upgrades, utility extensions, and stormwater management
systems.

As a result, development costs substantially exceed what the local housing
market can support. Financial analysis indicates a persistent and material
gap between total development cost and achievable sales prices or rental
revenues. Even under optimistic assumptions, including reduced land costs
or partial public subsidy, the project remains financially infeasible for private
development.

Community input further reinforces these conclusions. Public feedback
consistently raised concerns related to environmental impacts, traffic and
access limitations, and the overall suitability of the site for residential use.
Many participants expressed a preference for lower-impact alternatives
such as open space, recreational uses, or limited commercial development.

Based on this integrated analysis, the study concludes that large-scale
residential development on the Eastside property is not feasible under
current conditions. The report recommends reconsideration of the site’s
residential designation and exploration of alternative development
strategies that better align with site constraints, market realities, and
community priorities.
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1.0 Introduction & Study Purpose

The Eastside Development Feasibility Study evaluates the potential to develop approximately 110
acres of Port-owned land on the Eastside of Coos Bay for residential and complementary uses. This
effort was undertaken jointly by the City of Coos Bay and the Oregon International Port of Coos Bay
(the Port) to determine whether the property can be transformed from a historically underutilized
asset into a productive and community-serving development. The study reflects a long-standing
interest in aligning the City’s housing needs with the Port’s strategic objective of generating revenue
from non-performing land holdings while supporting broader economic development goals.

At its core, this analysis is intended to provide a clear, data-driven understanding of whether
residential development on the Eastside property can be achieved in a manner that is physically
feasible, environmentally responsible, financially viable, and supported by the community. Each of
these dimensions represents a critical component of overall feasibility, and the absence of any one
would significantly undermine the likelihood of successful implementation. Accordingly, this study
integrates engineering analysis, environmental evaluation, market assessment, financial modeling,
and stakeholder input to provide a comprehensive and balanced assessment.

The purpose of this work extends beyond determining whether housing can be constructed on the site.
It is designed to inform policy decisions, guide future public and private investment, and support long-
term land use planning for both the City and the Port. By evaluating the full range of opportunities
and constraints associated with the property, this study establishes a framework for aligning housing
objectives with economic development priorities, while also identifying the risks and tradeoffs inherent
in pursuing redevelopment.

The study also builds upon a broader vision for the Eastside property that has evolved over several
decades. The Eastside Development Strategy was originally conceived as an opportunity to transform
a long-held, low-value Port asset—approximately 110 acres within the larger 312-acre Eastside
holding—into a vibrant mixed-use waterfront district capable of generating both economic return
and community benefit. Historically, the site

was zoned for water-dependent industrial

uses and functioned as a dredged material
disposal area. However, over time, it has become
increasingly clear that industrial redevelopment
is impractical given the site’s physical limitations,
surrounding land uses, and lack of direct
deepwater access. As a result, previous planning
and market analyses have identified residential
development, potentially complemented

by selective commercial, recreational, and
environmental enhancements, as the highest
and best use for long-term value creation. This
study reexamines that assumption in light of
updated technical, market, and financial data.

The Eastside property itself consists of
approximately 110 acres of largely undeveloped
land situated east of the Coos Bay estuary. The
site is characterized by a complex combination
of dredged fill materials, jurisdictional
wetlands, and limited areas of upland terrain.
Its history as a disposal area has resulted in
subsurface conditions that are highly variable
and often unstable, while the presence of
wetlands introduces additional regulatory and
environmental considerations.
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Access to the property is constrained and is
currently provided primarily by existing bridge
infrastructure, which raises both capacity and
reliability concerns. These physical and locational
characteristics are central to understanding

the site’s development potential and serve as a
primary focus of the feasibility analysis.

The study is further guided by a set of long-
standing objectives established by the Port
Commission, which emphasize the importance
of transforming underperforming assets into
productive uses, generating sustainable revenue
streams to support Port operations, and
ensuring that redevelopment efforts provide
tangible benefits to the surrounding community.
These objectives underscore the need for a
development strategy that not only achieves
financial returns but also enhances public access,
supports local economic activity, and integrates
compatibly with adjacent neighborhoods.

Within this context, the primary objective of

the feasibility study is to identify development
approaches that maximize public value and
attract private investment while minimizing
long-term cost and risk. This includes a detailed
evaluation of site constraints such as soils,
wetlands, and topography, as well as the
identification of necessary mitigation measures.
The study also assesses the infrastructure
improvements required to support development,
including water, sewer, stormwater, and
transportation systems, and evaluates the
associated costs and implementation challenges.
In parallel, it examines local housing market
conditions to determine the types of residential
products that could be supported, and it
develops alternative development scenarios

to test financial feasibility under realistic
assumptions.

Ultimately, this analysis is intended to provide
clear and actionable guidance to the City and
the Port regarding the future of the Eastside
property. By integrating technical, financial,

and community considerations into a single
framework, the study supports informed decision-
making and helps ensure that any future actions
are grounded in a realistic understanding of both
the opportunities and limitations associated with
the site.
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1.1 Background

11.1 Housing Need & Context

Coos Bay has a demonstrated and persistent
shortage of housing that spans ownership

and rental sectors and affects a broad range

of household incomes. Historical market work
completed for the Eastside site (Hobson Johnson
& Associates) showed substantial annual demand
in the regional market during the late 1990s/
early 2000s planning horizons — roughly 400-
440 income qualified ownership households

per year and more than 1,100 annual rental unit
demand from structural growth and turnover.
Those studies concluded there was clear
absorption potential for both for sale and rental
homes and recommended a mix of small lot
single family, attached ownership (townhomes/
duplexes), and market-rate rental housing,

plus limited waterfront commercial to support

a neighborhood center. While these numeric
projections are dated, they establish that the
Coos Bay/North Bend market has historically
been undersupplied relative to household growth
and turnover, and that sizable near term demand
can be expected when the product, price, and
location align.

The City’s housing shortfall is compounded

by constrained land supply for residential
development and by rising costs for developing
marginal sites. The Port owned Eastside property
represents an unusually large opportunity for
new housing, but it is encumbered by wetlands,
deep, compressible dredge fill, and infrastructure
limitations.

Those physical constraints substantially raise
development costs and compress feasible
product types. In practice that reduces the kinds
of lower cost, ground plane housing forms that
would best serve workforce and moderate income
households unless mitigation, infrastructure
funding, or subsidy strategies are pursued.

04

Demographic and affordability considerations
indicate the community needs a balanced
portfolio of housing choices. The prior market
analysis and the Port/City objectives point

to demand for: small lot and standard single
family homes that serve local ownership market
entrants and families; moderate density attached
ownership and townhome products to efficiently
use limited developable land; and market rate
rental housing (including workforce and age
restricted options) to serve younger households,
renters displaced by limited supply, and seniors
seeking lower maintenance units. A meaningful
share of new units should be targeted at price
points affordable to households in the lower

half of the income distribution to address local
workforce needs.

Because the earlier demand estimates are

now two decades old and development costs
(especially for ground improvement and
wetland mitigation) have changed significantly,
this evaluation provides an update on these
conditions.
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1.1.2 How the Eastside Residential Project Advances Port Strategic Goals

The Oregon International Port of Coos Bay’s
Strategic Business Plan frames the Port’s primary
role as a facilitator of maritime commerce and
regional economic development while also
serving as a steward of coastal and estuarine
resources. The Plan emphasizes protecting

and maintaining water dependent and water
related uses, diversifying the Port’s revenue
base, leveraging Port assets to support regional
job creation, and coordinating investments in
facilities and infrastructure (including dredging,
rail, and marine terminals) that sustain long
term economic value. The Eastside Port owned
property sits squarely within that policy context:
it is a large, underutilized parcel that was
historically used for dredged material disposal
and is identified in the Strategic Business Plan as
likely suited to housing or other non commercial
uses. Any proposal to redevelop the site must
therefore be evaluated not only for housing
supply outcomes but also for how it advances the
Port’s broader strategic objectives.

A thoughtfully planned residential redevelopment
of the Eastside site can advance multiple Port
goals. First, by converting a non operational,
marginal upland asset into a revenue generating
use the Port can use to diversify its income sources
and strengthen its ability to fund core maritime
capital needs—supporting investments called

out in the capital facilities plan (e.g., Charleston
and North Spit improvements, dredging reserves,
and rail investments). Second, providing new,
attainable housing near Port facilities can help
retain and recruit workers for maritime, processing,
and rail related businesses that the Port supports;
this aligns with the Plan’s economic development
and community support objectives and can help
stabilize the local labor pool for Port tenants and
the broader regional economy. Third, redeveloping
the Eastside parcel for housing (rather than
industrial conversion) is consistent with the Plan’s
recognition that some Port properties are best
used for non commercial purposes and with the
community oriented vision advanced through the
Port’s public engagement findings.
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At the same time, the Port’s Strategic

Business Plan makes clear that any Eastside
redevelopment must comply with state and

local environmental and planning requirements
(including Estuary Management Plan/Goal 16
designations and Shorelands/Coastal Shorelands
Goal 17 and Ocean Resources Goal 19 policies)
and must be coordinated with the Port’s dredging
and upland disposal responsibilities. The site’s
history as dredge disposal and its estuarine/
wetland features mean redevelopment will involve
wetland mitigation, dredged material permitting
and disposal considerations, and strict estuarine
management classifications. These constraints
are central to the feasibility conclusions:
environmental compliance and mitigation, ground
improvement needs, and infrastructure upgrades
materially affect project costs and timing and
therefore must be integrated into any strategy to
advance Port objectives.

To maximize alignment with the Strategic
Business Plan, the feasibility work recommends
that the Port and City approach the Eastside
project as a coordinated, phased initiative that
simultaneously: (a) protects and does not displace
or diminish adjacent water dependent uses; (b)
incorporates an environmental stewardship plan
consistent with the Port’s environmental policies
and Goal 16/17/19 requirements; (c) captures
financial value for the Port that can be invested
back into priority maritime projects (dredging
reserves, rail and Charleston improvements); and
(d) leverages public funding, mitigation banking,
or targeted subsidies to address the high upfront
costs associated with wetland mitigation and
geotechnical ground improvement so the project
can deliver housing that meets local workforce
needs. In short, a well designed Eastside
residential development can be a strategic

tool to diversify Port revenues, support the local
workforce, and free Port capacity to invest in its
core maritime infrastructure—provided the project
is advanced in full coordination with the Port’s
environmental, operational, and capital priorities.
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1.2 History of Past Feasibility Efforts

The Eastside property has been the subject of multiple technical and planning studies over several
decades. These prior efforts provide an important foundation for the current analysis, as they
consistently identified a set of constraints that continue to define the site’s development potential.
While methodologies and data have evolved over time, the core findings have remained largely
unchanged, reinforcing the reliability of the conclusions presented in this report.

1.2.1 Geotechnical Findings

Previous geotechnical investigations have consistently documented the
presence of deep layers of compressible fill and native material underlying
much of the site. These materials, which are largely the result of historic
dredging activities, exhibit low strength and high settlement potential. As
a result, any structural loading associated with development would induce
long-term consolidation, leading to gradual ground subsidence over time.

In addition to settlement concerns, earlier studies identified a significant risk
of soil liquefaction during seismic events. This condition, which occurs when
saturated soils temporarily lose strength under shaking, can result in sudden
and uneven ground displacement. The combination of long-term settlement
and seismic vulnerability presents a complex engineering challenge that
must be addressed through costly and technically demanding mitigation
measures.

1.2.2 Environmental Constraints

Wetland delineation studies conducted across the site have consistently
shown that a substantial portion of the property qualifies as jurisdictional
wetlands under state and federal regulations. These areas are subject to
strict protections, limiting the extent to which they can be altered or filled
for development purposes.

The presence of wetlands not only reduces the amount of land available for
construction but also introduces a layered regulatory process that includes
permitting, mitigation, and increased stormwater treatment requirements.
These requirements add both cost and uncertainty to any development
scenario and must be carefully considered when evaluating overall
feasibility.

1.2.3 Planning Efforts

Past planning efforts have explored a range of potential land uses for

the Eastside property, including residential, commercial, and mixed-use
concepts. These studies have generally concluded that only limited portions
of the site may be suitable for development without significant intervention.

Importantly, previous analyses have emphasized that development
feasibility is highly sensitive to both site-specific constraints and broader
market conditions. Even in scenarios where physical challenges could be
addressed through engineering solutions, the associated costs often exceed
what the market can support. This finding has remained a consistent theme
and is reaffirmed by the current study.
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Collectively, prior efforts consistently identified three persistent constraints
that have driven subsequent feasibility thinking: (1) substantial geotechnical
risk due to deep, compressible deposits and localized liquefiable sands;

(2) extensive wetland mosaics that constrain buildable area and require
mitigation; and (3) offsite infrastructure and transportation improvements
needed to support significant new residential development. Those
constraints directly informed the alternatives and financial modeling
undertaken in the present feasibility analysis.

This study was commissioned to provide an updated assessment of the
Eastside property's development feasibility in the context of the current
permitting and regulatory environment, to review development cost
feasibility under present-day conditions, and to identify any additional
highest and best use opportunities for the site. AKS was not engaged

to perform new geotechnical investigations, land surveying, or natural
resource fieldwork, including wetland delineation or biological assessments.
Accordingly, all site-specific findings related to subsurface conditions, soil
characteristics, settlement and seismic performance, and wetland/upland
boundaries referenced in this report are derived solely from previously
completed study materials. Additionally, the prior geotechnical report was
prepared for planning purposes only and is not intended for final design,
and the wetland delineation and any associated DSL concurrence may

no longer be current and would likely require re-verification before permit
applications can be submitted. Any recommendations or conclusions
presented herein that rely on the prior studies carry the same limitations,
assumptions, and caveats stated in those original documents.

Sa——————— - - ==
Photo by Kathy Munsel, Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife
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2.0 Study Approach & Methodology

This feasibility study is based on a comprehensive and integrated methodology that combines prior
technical investigations, updated analysis, and stakeholder input to evaluate the development
potential of the Eastside property. The study was structured around two objectives. The primary
objective was to evaluate the feasibility of a full buildout development scenario, including site
preparation, infrastructure, environmental permitting, market viability, and financial performance, and
to gather neighborhood feedback on that concept through a structured public outreach process. The
secondary objective, pursued with remaining time following completion of the full buildout analysis,
was to explore a range of reduced-footprint alternatives at a preliminary level to determine whether
any warrant further evaluation. The approach was designed to ensure that relevant factors influencing
feasibility, including physical conditions, environmental constraints, infrastructure requirements, market
dynamics, and financial performance, were considered holistically rather than in isolation.

The study began with a thorough review of existing background materials and prior investigations
related to the site. Key source documents included the Eastside Geotechnical Investigation (Foundation
Engineering, 2000), the Eastside Wetland Delineation Report (Stuntzner/Ron Bruce, 2003), and
previous Eastside Development Strategy planning efforts. These materials provided a foundational
understanding of site conditions and constraints, which were then validated and expanded upon
through updated analysis and synthesis.

Technical evaluation relied on existing fieldwork and reporting completed during previous study efforts.
Subsurface conditions were characterized using previously completed borehole data, laboratory testing
results, and geotechnical analyses to assess soil strength, compressibility, and settlement potential.
Wetland conditions were evaluated using available delineation reports and hydrologic indicators to
identify jurisdictional boundaries and regulatory implications. Infrastructure capacity was assessed
through review of existing utility systems, transportation network conditions, and applicable master
planning documents to determine the extent of improvements required to support development.

Building on this technical foundation, the study first developed and evaluated a full buildout
development scenario representing the maximum development potential of the site under current

and anticipated zoning. This scenario served as the primary basis for evaluating physical feasibility,
infrastructure requirements, environmental impacts, development costs, and financial performance. The
full buildout analysis established the baseline understanding of the site's feasibility gap and provided
the framework against which community feedback was gathered.

Following completion of the full buildout analysis and public outreach process, several reduced-footprint
alternatives were developed and evaluated at a preliminary level. These alternatives included varying
residential densities, waterfront commercial configurations, and lower-impact options such as parks

and open space. Each was assessed in terms of its physical feasibility, infrastructure requirements, and
general cost implications. This secondary analysis was intended to identify whether any alternative
development approach could meaningfully improve feasibility or better align with community
preferences and was not carried to the same level of engineering detail as the full buildout scenario.

In parallel with the full buildout analysis, a market and financial analysis was conducted to determine
whether potential development outcomes could be supported under current economic conditions.

The market analysis examined local housing demand, pricing trends, and comparable development
patterns within Coos Bay and similar coastal communities. These findings were used to establish realistic
assumptions for achievable sales prices and rental rates. Comparing the cost analysis to anticipated
home development costs provides clarity on whether the full buildout development is feasible.

The financial analysis translated these market assumptions into detailed cost and revenue models.
Development costs were estimated for site preparation, infrastructure improvements, wetland
mitigation, and vertical construction. These costs were then compared against projected revenues to
evaluate overall feasibility. Sensitivity testing was conducted to assess how changes in key variables -
such as construction costs, development density, or subsidy levels - would influence project viability. This
step was critical in identifying the magnitude and persistence of the feasibility gap.
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Community engagement was a central component of the methodology and directly informed

both study objectives. A structured outreach process, including public open houses, stakeholder
meetings, and written comment opportunities, was implemented to gather input from residents,

local stakeholders, and decision-makers. This process was designed to ensure transparency and to
incorporate community perspectives into the evaluation. Feedback was systematically reviewed and
integrated into the analysis. Community input on the full buildout scenario, particularly concerns related
to traffic generation, neighborhood compatibility, and preferred land uses, directly shaped the selection
of reduced-footprint alternatives evaluated under the secondary objective.

Overall, the study methodology reflects a multidisciplinary and iterative process that integrates
technical analysis, market realities, financial modeling, and community input into a unified framework.
The two-objective structure ensures that the full buildout scenario received detailed evaluation while
also providing the City and Port with a preliminary understanding of alternative approaches that may
warrant further study. This approach ensures that conclusions are grounded in both data and practical
considerations, providing a reliable basis for informed decision-making regarding the future of the
Eastside property.

HOW WE DETERMINE FEASIBILITY
Cost to mitigate geotechnical issues
+ Cost to mitigate wetland impacts

+ Cost to design, permit, and construct on-
site streets and other public infrastructure

+ Cost to construct homes

- Grants and other outside revenue support

Feasibile if Total Cost to provide new homes and < Market rate for new single-
associated infrastructure = family and rental homes
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3.0 Site Conditions & Constraints

This section builds upon the foundation of prior work while incorporating updated data, refined
analytical tools, and a comprehensive evaluation framework. The assessment integrates technical
engineering analysis, environmental and regulatory considerations, and detailed financial modeling to
provide a complete understanding of the site's development constraints and opportunities

3.1 Geotechnical Analysis

The geotechnical conditions of the Eastside property represent a primary barrier to development and
a significant driver of project cost and risk. The site was filled in the early 1980s with dredged material
from the Coos Bay shipping channel and sits above the 100-year flood elevation (13 feet), with finished
grades typically at or above 30 feet. The property is bounded by the Coos River and Catching Slough
on the east, Isthmus Slough on the west and south, and extensive tidal flats surrounding much of the
shoreline. Interior grades are predominantly level, with steeper slopes limited to exterior berm faces

that originally contained dredged fill.

3.1.1 Subsurface Conditions

The site is capped with dredged fill material that
was placed over deep alluvial deposits. Dredge
fill extends to depths of 4 to 15 feet in available
borings on site. Comparison of the ground surface
elevations along the filled western edge of the
site to the adjacent mud flats suggests the
dredge fill thickness may be up to 19 feet thick

in that area. Beneath the dredge fill lies alluvial
deposits that include layers of very soft to soft silt
and clayey silt and very loose to medium dense
sand. Soft and loose soil extends to depths of up
to 155 feet in the available borings. The very soft
to soft soil is characterized by low shear strength,
high compressibility, and significant spatial
variability. The very loose to medium dense sand
is potentially liquefiable during seismic loading.
Such conditions are inherently unstable when
subjected to structural loads and ground sharking
from a design-level earthquake and require
careful engineering consideration.
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3.1.2 Settlement Risks

The presence of loose dredge sand and soft,
compressible soil creates pervasive settlement
risk across the development area. Long-term
settlements from applied new loads could
potentially continue to develop for a decade or
more without preconsolidation. This settlement
would not occur uniformly, increasing the risk
of differential movement that could damage
buildings, roads, and utility systems. The long-
term nature of this process complicates design,
as infrastructure must accommodate ongoing
ground movement.

Mitigation of settlement due to loose dredge
sand may be accomplished through excavation,
moisture-conditioning, and recompaction using
vibratory rollers. Excavation and recompaction
depths ranging from 2 to 5 feet are anticipated
at the boring locations in the central portion of
the site where the dredge fill is 4 to 7 feet thick.
Deeper excavation and reprocessing may be
required along the northern and western portions
of the site where the dredge fill appears to be
thicker. Surcharging is the preferred approach for
mitigating long-term consolidation settlement of
the soft alluvial soil. A rolling surcharge program is
recommended to limit imported fill volumes and
associated hauling costs. Wick (vertical) drains
may be installed to accelerate pore-pressure
dissipation and shorten surcharge durations,
though installation costs are substantial
(estimated at $100,000 per acre).
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3.1.3 Seismic Considerations

The presence of loose, saturated sandy soils
introduces high potential for liquefaction during
seismic events which is a critical concern in
coastal Oregon. Loose sand lenses encountered in
borings completed within the northern half of the
site (notably BH-2, BH-3, BH-4) are susceptible

to liquefaction under even moderate seismic
shaking with peak ground accelerations (PGAs)

of O.1g or higher. Liquefaction of the loose sand
can result in several inches of seismic-induced
settlement in affected zones. Liquefaction could
result in rapid ground deformation, posing serious
threats to structural stability and public safety.

The elevations of loose sand layers in BH-2, BH-
3, and BH-4 suggest a loose sand stratum may
extend west and north toward the shoreline,
creating a lateral spread hazard (lateral
displacement of the ground towards a free
face because of liquefaction from a design-
level earthquake). Avoiding development in
those areas is the most cost-effective option. If
development proceeds, more extensive deep
soil measures, such as specialized deep ground
improvement (e.g. deep soil mixing) may be
required to improve liquefaction resistance and
reduce lateral displacements.

3.1.4 Mitigation Requirements
& Foundation Design

Addressing geotechnical challenges requires a
combination of ground improvement techniques
and deep foundation systems. Deep foundations
(piles or drilled shafts) extending to competent
strata are a practical approach for buildings. Pile
lengths may exceed 160 feet in some locations.
Driven piles are anticipated to be the most
economical deep foundation option given deep,
soft soil conditions. Alternatively, deep soil mixing
(mixing soil with cement) may be considered

to improve liquefaction resistance. Rammed
aggregate piers are not recommended as the
weight of aggregate columns and depth of
compressible and liquefiable soils would likely
exacerbate settlement issues. Installation depths
would also be challenging for aggregate piers.

Utilities are vulnerable to both long-term
settlement and seismic deformation. Force mains,
sanitary laterals, and buried services should be
designed with appropriate ductility, flexible
joints, redundant routing where feasible, and
detailing to allow for post-settlement adjustment
or localized regrading. All of which add to
construction and design costs for this site.

The southeastern portion of the site (vicinity of
BH-5) exhibits the most favorable soil conditions,
without apparent deep liquefaction or lateral
spread hazards. However, that location is
underlain by deep, soft alluvial soil deposits and
development of that area would still require
extensive earthwork with reprocessing of dredge
sand and surcharging to reduce long-term
settlement in the underlying soft alluvial soil.

If a preferred development area is identified, a
targeted geotechnical investigation (borings,
CPTs, groundwater/tide monitoring, and
laboratory testing) will be required to quantify
settlement magnitudes, liquefaction layers,

and deep soil mixing/foundation sizing so that
realistic schedules and order-of-magnitude costs
can be developed. The costs identified within this
study should not be considered to serve this same
purpose.

A rough mapping of lateral spread hazard across
the site has been overlayed onto the existing
site map (Appendix A). See below for anticipated
ground improvements required for each area:

» Zone 1 - Soft soil, possible liquefaction,
lateral spread unlikely

» Zone 2 - Soft soil, possible
liquefaction and lateral spread

» Zone 3 - Soft soil, likely liquefaction
and lateral spread
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3.2 Wetlands & Environmental Constraints

Historic wetland delineations document a wetland mosaic across the property with wetland plant
communities (OBL/FACW species such as Carex obnupta and Salix spp.), hydric soils (Udorthents and
Fluvaquent-Histosol complexes), and surface saturation in depressional areas. Substantial portions
of the parcel qualify as jurisdictional wetlands under state and federal regulations. Any significant
redevelopment will trigger state and federal permitting requirements and the need for wetland

mitigation.

3.2.1 Wetland Coverage & Classification

Two predominant wetland types are located

on the site: PEM/PSS Flats wetlands and E2EM
Estuarine Fringe wetlands. Potential wetlands are
distributed throughout the site in low depressions
and along the perimeter, with approximately
46.3 acres of the site potentially encumbered

by wetland habitats (see Appendix B). Most
wetlands are identified as hydrologically isolated
Flats wetlands with no connection to other waters
of the State; however, Estuarine Fringe wetlands
are hydrologically connected to the Isthmus
Slough and Coos River. A full and updated
wetland delineation (not a part of this study)
would be required to confirm wetland boundaries,
classifications, and jurisdictional status to
advance development opportunities further.

3.2.2 Regulatory Framework
& Mitigation Options

Development within or adjacent to wetlands
requires coordination with multiple regulatory
agencies and compliance with permitting
requirements. This process can be lengthy and
uncertain, particularly for large or complex
projects. Mitigation strategies reviewed in prior
work include onsite preservation/integrated
design, purchase of mitigation bank credits, and
potential use of Department of State Lands (DSL)
programs; each has cost and timing implications
and some regulatory uncertainty for larger
impacts.

The acreage of wetlands impacted by the chosen
development will determine whether onsite
mitigation is adequate or whether additional
payment-in-lieu options must be utilized. Due

to the scattered nature of wetlands across the
site, limiting wetland impacts will be difficult.
Outside of onsite mitigation, two primary options
exist: the DSL payment-in-lieu (PIL) program and
purchasing wetland bank credits.
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The DSL PIL program is in the approximate range
of $132,000 per acre of wetland impacts, though
this is not a flat rate and increases for each
additional acre impacted. DSL has not recently
been supportive of projects using the PIL program
for impacts greater than 0.5 acres, significantly
limiting its usefulness for this site.

Purchasing wetland bank credits is a potential
alternative, though challenges exist. No current
wetland banks in the area cover the site; the
nearest is the Wilbur Island Mitigation Bank.

Use of these credits may not be accepted by
agencies. If the site were able to utilize these
credits, the approximate cost would be $175,000
per acre based on current pricing at the Wilbur
Island Mitigation Bank, with typical annual
increases of £8 percent and does not include
$25,000 of wetland fill permitting that would
be needed on top of this fee. For the basis of
cost estimating within this study, $225,000 per
acre was utilized as the cost per acre of wetland
impact with each alternative option.

3.2.3 Implications for Development

The combined effect of wetland coverage and
regulatory requirements is a significant reduction
in buildable land area and an increase in both
cost and project risk. These factors must be
considered alongside geotechnical constraints
when evaluating the site's overall suitability for
residential development. Substantial portions of
the parcel provide important ecological functions
and are protected under state and federal
regulations, limiting the extent to which they can
be altered or filled for development purposes
without appropriate mitigation.
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3.3 Infrastructure Considerations

3.3.1 Water Supply

Water infrastructure is managed by the Coos
Bay-North Bend Water Commission. Existing
Eastside water connection points are located to
the south and east of the site on B Street and
McKay Street. B Street currently has a two-inch
PVC water line stubbed at the end of the street
with a 1-inch blowoff assembly. McKay Street has
a six-inch AC water line.

If development were to occur on the site,
connections to the existing water system would
be made at B Street and McKay Street. The
water system will need to be looped to ensure the
required water volume and pressure utilization
will be met for the site as there are already
pressure and flow limitations with the existing
dead end configuration. Discussions with the Coos
Bay - North Bend Water Board have indicated
that adequate pressure and flow could be
feasible if the water system is looped.

3.3.2 Sanitary Sewer

The subject site is located within Basin EE per the
City of Coos Bay Wastewater Collection System
Masterplan. Current Eastside service averages
353 gpm via one pump station (No. 18) serving
142 dwellings. Planned improvements per the
City's wastewater master plan for this pump
station include conversion from a suction lift
station to a submersible station using pumps
sized for 300 gpm at 90 feet total dynamic head,
a valve and meter vault, and new electronics and
control upgrades as required. Pump Station No.
18 routes flow to Pump Station No. 17, which then
flows to downtown Coos Bay via a force main
installed in 2019.

TABLE 3-1: EXISTING PUMP STATION CAPACITY

Existing sanitary sewer depths to the south and
east of the site will necessitate a new onsite
pump station and force main to be installed

to the City's existing Pump Station No. 18 if
development improvements extend too far from
the existing street stubs. Additionally, as noted in
the 2018 Preliminary Engineering Report - Pump
Station No. 17 Improvements (Appendix C), Pump
Station No. 17 will need to be reevaluated to
determine if upgrades are needed for additional
capacity. Pump Station No. 18 will also need to
be upgraded to provide additional capacity
depending on the final lot density of the site and
available capacity at the time of development.

To determine the capacity of Pump Station No.
17 and 18, several key parameters were used from
the 2018 Preliminary Engineering Report - Pump
Station No. 17 Improvements. Flows based on
equivalent dwelling unit were assumed to be
358 gallons per day. Commercial buildings were
assumed to be 0.5 gallons per day per square
foot. See below for the assumed existing pump
station capacities and expected sewer flows for
each proposed layout.

CAPACITY PUMP STATION 17* PUMP STATION 18*
Current Capacity (gpm) 1,867 400
Current Flow Rate (gpm) 1,655 353
Available Capacity (gpm) 212 47

*Capacity/flow rate based on Preliminary Engineering Report - Pump Station No. 17 Improvements.

**Capacity based on City of Coos Bay Wastewater Master Plan. Flow rate based on
Preliminary Engineering Report - Pump Station No. 17 Improvements.
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TABLE 3-2: EXPECTED SANITARY SEWER DEMAND

Site Layout Total Residential

Dwellings
Full Build Out 450
Small Lot Residential 68
Large Lot Residential 44
Multifamily/Commercial 164*

Proposed Additional Available Capacity
Flow (gpm) (Pump Station 17/18)

1,119 No No

169 Yes No

1O Yes No

523 No No

*Layout includes total commercial building areas of 33,500 square feet.

3.3.3 Stormwater Management

Flat site grades drain slowly via historic channels
to wetlands. No existing storm facilities or
infrastructure are currently located on the study
site, and no known storm outfalls discharge onto
the site from adjacent development.

City of Coos Bay design standards require
detention of stormwater. Additionally, with

the number of wetlands on the site, additional
stormwater treatment requirements will likely be
needed for any wetland fill permits through DEQ/
DSL. Future design would need to integrate piped

conveyance, open swales, and detention facilities.

A critical factor for onsite storm design will be the
need to retain the functionality and hydrology
patterns of existing wetlands where possible.

3.3.4 Transportation & Access

The site is isolated; transportation routes are
limited by geography to one primary connection
between the Coos Bay Eastside and major travel
corridors serving the rest of the city. Immediate
access into the site today is via unimproved
segments of First Avenue connecting to D Street
and Coos River Highway (OR 241). While there are
other routes that connect north to US 101 north
of the McCullough Bridge and south to US 101
near the junction with OR 42, the site is critically
dependent on the US 101/OR 241 corridor
capacity.
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The full build out development will generate
approximately 200-400 vehicle trips during
peak hours, depending on final residential unit
count and commercial use. A preliminary review
of four key intersections along the primary access
corridors identifies potential traffic impacts
requiring mitigation:

US 101/ OR 241/ Bunker Hill Intersection
Complex: The current highway junction involves
multiple, closely spaced intersections and a
coordinated signal system to serve major highway
movements that is complicated by steep grade
and numerous local road connections. Congestion
and queuing at the signals can extend through
multiple intersections and block local street
access. Reports of severe congestion and backup
during morning peak hour was a repeated theme
at neighborhood meetings.

Traffic volumes through the highway junction are
estimated at more than 30,000 vehicles per day
with peak volumes of 2,400 to 2,600 vehicles per
hour. Project traffic will increase demand through
this intersection and exacerbate left-turn delays

and queue storage constraints.

Despite the concerns about congestion and
queuing, the highway junction and nearby
intersections are not identified as a safety priority
(i.e., a section of roadway ranked in the worst 15
percent based on crash frequency, crash severity,
and crash rates) in the Oregon Department

of Transportation (ODOT) Safety Priority Index
System (SPIS).

Major improvements, such as lane additions or
geometric redesign are likely to be very expensive
given the topography, nearby railroad viaduct,
and abutting development. Improvements are
likely limited to signal timing optimization and
possible turn-lane extensions with an estimated
cost $500K-$1M.
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Olive Barber & OR 241 Intersection: With priority
given to the highway through traffic and stop-
control for Olive Barber Road, left-turn turn
movements from Olive Barber Road to OR 241
westbound can experience long delays. The

site traffic is most likely to be traveling on the
highway through this intersection, which will
contribute to longer delays for traffic on Olive
Barber Road but will not affect most travelers.

The Coos County Transportation System Plan
(TSP) identifies a future traffic signal at this
intersection as a medium priority project. Current
costs for a signal and approach improvements
typically range from $1M-$1.5M.

Ist Street & D Street Offset Intersection:
Substandard geometry and grade separation
create operational challenges; current traffic
volumes are low. Project traffic may warrant
geometric or traffic control modifications,
but feasibility and cost are uncertain pending
detailed analysis.

D Street & 6 Avenue: With the Coos Bay
Eastside development, the current traffic control
(3-way stop at a 4-leg intersection) will need

to be revisited. It does not conform with current
practices and conflicts will increase with the
addition of project traffic. Current volumes

(600 trips/peak hour) are below signal warrant
thresholds; however, project-generated traffic
(200-400 trips) may approach 800-1,000 trips
during the peak hours.

Potential traffic control changes could involve

a change to all-way stop with intersection
approach modification; it is unlikely that a signal
would be warranted. Intersection improvement
costs are likely to be below $200K.

Proportionate Share Assumption. Based on project-generated trips as a percentage of total
intersection volumes (25-40 percent at key intersections), the developer can expect responsibility for
approximately $1M in off-site intersection improvements, with the understanding that final obligations
will be determined through traffic impact analysis and coordination with the City of Coos Bay and
ODOT. Signal warrant analysis, queuing studies, and coordination with any concurrent city/county
transportation master plan updates are recommended before final design. Additionally, this assumes
larger scale improvements (bridge replacement) would be a shared cost with other partners.

3.3.5 Public Services

Public services of note located near the site include the Millicoma Middle School and the Eastside

Boat Ramp and Parking facility.
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4.0 Public Outreach & Community Feedback

4.1 Outreach Process

The study included a comprehensive outreach process designed to engage the community and
gather meaningful input. This process ensured that residents and stakeholders had an opportunity
to understand the project and provide feedback. Public outreach combined structured public

events, stakeholder meetings, and written comment collection to ensure transparency and to gather
community priorities and concerns. Outreach activities documented in project records included two
public open houses, a project stakeholder meeting with City/Port officials and the consultant team,
distribution of presentation materials, and collection of written comments and public testimony. Key
outreach records reviewed for this section include the Open House #1 summary and public comments
(March 11, 2026), the Open House #2 draft agenda (March 26, 2026), meeting minutes (March 19,
2026), and compiled public comment forms.

411 Attendance & Participation

Open House #1(March 11, 2026) drew approximately 70-80 attendees, with 23 written comment
submissions collected at or shortly after the event. The project team also held a stakeholder

meeting documented in the March 19, 2025 minutes and conducted follow-up briefings with Port
Commissioners and City representatives. The outreach sequence continued into late March 2026,
where approximately 50 attendees gathered at a second open house focused on detailed offsite cost
analysis and scenarios.

4.1.2 Key Themes from Public Comments & Meetings Top Issues Identified by

Community feedback revealed several consistent themes: Community Feedback
» Infrastructure and Traffic Safety Concerns. The most frequently Lack of Public Services
expressed concern related to transportation capacity and 12%

safety, particularly congestion on local roads and capacity
constraints at US 101/0OR 241 intersections. The Isthmus Slough
Bridge was repeatedly called out as structurally near end-of-
life and a critical constraint to increased development traffic.

» Public Services and Emergency Response. Residents
noted perceived deficiencies in local police and fire
services and raised concerns about emergency access
during peak school-related traffic periods.

» Environmental and Site Condition Worries. Many commenters
expressed objections to residential development due to the

site’s history as dredge fill, groundwater and flooding concerns, Ir':;?ifiiizfe e
tsunami risk, and the prevalence of wetlands. Questions 47%
about the technical stability of the fill and the need for
deep foundations or ground improvement were common.

» Preference for Alternative Uses or Partial Development. A )
large share of the public expressed interest in non-residential Public comments focused
alternatives such as parks, trails, sports fields, a community primarily on infrastructure
center, dog park, or limited waterfront commercial uses and traffic, with additional
(restaurants, trail access, fishing docks) that would generate concerns related to public
revenue while minimizing traffic and service demands. services and emergency

» Support for Housing with Conditions. Several commenters access. Together, these .
supported housing development to address community themes reflect community
housing shortages but emphasized the need for concerns about whether
infrastructure investments, protections against short- existing systems can
term rentals (Airbnb conversions), and designs that support future change.

minimizes impacts on existing neighborhoods.

16 EASTSIDE DEVELOPMENT - CITY OF COOS BAY | Feasibility Report AKS



4.1.3 Quantitative Sentiment
Public Sentiment on

Materials presented at the first open house indicated that roughly Residential Development

79% of respondents were opposed to residential development

while about 21% were in favor, based on event comment tallies.
Written public comments and recorded meeting questions reflect For
substantial local opposition and a diverse set of alternative 21%
recommendations.

4.1.4 How Outreach Informed the Feasibility Analysis

Public input directly influenced the scope of alternatives analyzed
in the feasibility study. Specifically, concerns about traffic and
emergency access prompted a deeper assessment of intersection-
level offsite costs and staging scenarios that reduce peak-trip
generation. Environmental concerns reinforced the need to Against
preserve significant wetland acreage and to evaluate mitigation 79%
options thoroughly. Community preference for recreational or

limited commercial uses led the project team to include lower-

impact alternative scenarios (parks, trails, small waterfront

commercial) as potential Port uses should residential development

prove infeasible.

ois

Alternative )
: ) community Center [ R
Recommendations Provided .
. sports Fields [ NG
by the Community
pog Park |
park [

Restaurants -
Alternative Energy -
Frisbee Golf -
Playground -

Indoor Sports Arena -
Water Park -

Fishing Dock -

0 1
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5.0 Full Development Scenario & Market Analysis

The feasibility analysis demonstrates that the Eastside property is constrained by a combination

of physical, regulatory, infrastructure, and economic factors that collectively limit its development
potential. While the site represents one of the largest remaining undeveloped land resources within
the Coos Bay urban areq, these constraints drive development costs to levels that substantially exceed
what the local market can support. Findings from the Johnson Economics market study reinforce this
conclusion and provide critical context regarding achievable pricing, demand conditions, and realistic

development expectations.

5.1 Full Development Residential Buildout

This scenario represents a comprehensive evaluation of full residential development with
neighborhood-serving commercial space. It most closely reflects the site layout and development
concept originally prepared in the early 2000s and represents the maximum development intensity
evaluated in this study. As such, it also carries the highest infrastructure improvement requirements
and the greatest exposure to the site's geotechnical, environmental, and regulatory constraints. See

Appendix D for site layout.

5.1.1 Site Constraints & Opportunity

Geotechnical conditions across the site are not
conducive to full development without significant
ground improvement. Risk of soil liquefaction and
lateral spread increases with proximity to the
shoreline, with major cost implications for any
development extending beyond the southeastern
corner. Existing sanitary sewer depths adjacent to
the site can serve the southeast corner by gravity;
any development deeper into the site will require
construction of an onsite pump station.

The scattered distribution of wetlands across the
site makes it difficult to avoid impacts regardless
of layout configuration, increasing mitigation
costs and regulatory complexity. Higher-

density residential development further reduces
opportunities to retain wetlands within individual
lot limits, increasing per-unit wetland mitigation
expenses.

5.1.2 Infrastructure Requirements

Water service will require a looped main
connection to the existing system at B Street and
McKay Street, with offsite improvements necessary
to connect into the existing distribution network.

Sanitary sewer service will require a new onsite
pump station and force main to connect to last
manhole onsite that can be gravity-served, and
capacity upgrades needed to Pump Stations

No. 17 and 18 depending on final development
density. Eight-inch gravity mains will serve the site
internally.
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Stormwater conveyance piping, water quality
treatment facilities, and detention facilities will be
needed to meet City stormwater requirements.

The current City of Coos Bay Transportation
System Plan (TSP) does not identify any street
classification higher than Local immediately
adjacent to the site. Local streets will be

designed per City of Coos Bay standards. Offsite
transportation improvements will likely be required
at four intersections: US 101/0OR 241, Olive Barber/
OR 241, D Street/OR 241 (T-intersection), and the
local hillside exit north of US 101.

Ground improvements will be extensive and
time-consuming. The entire site will require

a ground surcharge program along with
recompaction of the top 5 feet of dredge soil.
Development within Geotechnical Zones 2 and 3
will additionally require deep soil improvements
to mitigate liquefaction concerns, increasing costs
dramatically relative to the southeastern corner.

Current zoning allows single-family residential
use. Rezoning to a Low-Density Residential (LDR)
overlay would be required to accommodate
multifamily components.
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5.1.3 Cost Estimation Methodology

The full buildout scenario presents significant
challenges for cost estimation. The scale of site
preparation, the volume of onsite earthwork and
infrastructure quantities, and the uncertainty
associated with the rolling soil compaction
program outlined in the geotechnical report
collectively make a comprehensive site-wide

cost estimate highly dependent on assumptions
that may not hold if a developer were to
proceed. Specifically, a full-site estimate would
require assumptions regarding soil consolidation
timelines, compaction phasing sequences, and
the interdependency of grading operations across
the entire property, variables that cannot be
reliably quantified at a feasibility level of analysis.

It is important to note that this study did not
attempt to quantify all street improvement, lot
development, and site preparation costs across
the entire subdivision. Instead, a more strategic
and defensible approach was adopted, as
described below.

A targeted first-phase development area was
identified within the southeastern corner of the
site, representing the most constructible and
infrastructure-accessible portion of the property.
This area was selected because it benefits from
the most favorable geotechnical conditions, the
shortest utility extension distances, and the most
compact and efficient lot layout achievable on
the site. The cost analysis was then structured to
answer a specific question: what is the per-lot
development cost for the best-case portion of the
site, inclusive of that area's proportional share of
site-wide and offsite infrastructure obligations?
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The per-lot cost estimate for the targeted
first-phase area incorporates the following
components:

» Street and utility infrastructure
construction within the first-phase area

» Wetland fill and mitigation costs attributable
to the first-phase area. It is assumed that
overall, 50% of the wetlands onsite would
need to remain in place as part of the full
build out scenario. Based on the assumed
wetlands to be saved, it was determined
that there would be approximately 45.6
acres of disturbed land on the site.

» Earthwork and ground improvement
costs specific to this portion of the site

» A proportional allocation of offsite
infrastructure obligations, including sanitary
sewer pump station improvements, intersection
improvements, and other system-level
upgrades required to serve the full buildout

Offsite infrastructure costs - including

traffic improvements, sanitary sewer pump
station upgrades, and geotechnical ground
improvements beyond the first-phase

boundary - are sized to serve the full buildout

of approximately 450+ residential units. The
proportional share allocated to the first-phase
area therefore reflects a conservative assumption,
as these system-level costs would ultimately be
distributed across all development phases rather
than borne solely by the initial phase.

This approach provides a practical and
conservative test of feasibility. If the per-lot
development cost for the most efficient and
compact portion of the site does not meet
market thresholds, it is reasonable to conclude
that subsequent phases - which face greater
geotechnical constraints, longer infrastructure
extensions, and higher per-lot improvement
costs - would be equally or more challenging to
justify financially. Conversely, this method avoids
overstating costs by not requiring speculative
assumptions about the full rolling compaction
schedule, phasing interdependencies, or
simultaneous development of the entire site.
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TABLE 5-1: STREET & UTILITY CONSTRUCTION ESTIMATE WITHIN FIRST PHASE AREA

COST BASE ITEMS? TOTAL COST
Mobilization and Demolition $200,000
Streets and Paths $234183
Storm Drainage $131,473
Sanitary Sewer $91,475
Water $112,405
Franchise Utilities $170,000
Erosion and Sediment Control $50,000
Ground Improvements $3,353,400*
Pump Station Improvements $102,700*
Off-site Transportation Improvements $40,800*
Wetland Mitigation $594,000
Soft Costs $232,047
Total $5,312,483
Cost Per Unit without Contingency $312,499

* See Table 5-2 for further clarification regarding line item cost.

TABLE 5-2: PROPORTIONAL ALLOCATION OF COSTS OUTSIDE OF PHASE 1 APPLIED PER LOT

COST ESTIMATE SCHEDULE QUANTITY UNIT PRICE TOTAL COST NOTES

Ground Improvements $3,353,400

Ground Surcharge 2.7 acres $ 315,000 $850,500 1

Dredge Sand Recompaction 2.7 acres $ 41,000 $110,700

Deep Soil Mixing 2.7 acres $ 886,000 $2,392,200 2

Pump Station Improvements $102,700

Pump Station No. 17 Upgrade 17 lots $ 800 $ 13,600 3

Pump Station No. 18 Upgrade 17 lots $ 800 $13,600 3

New On-site Pump Station 17 lots $ 4,444 $75,500 3

Traffic (offsite) $40,800

Proportionate Share of Intersection Lump Sum $ 37,800 $ 37,800 4

Improvements

600 feet of Roadway and Sidewalk Lump Sum $ 3,000 $3,000 4
Notes:

1. Unit price for ground surcharge is based on an assumed rolling surcharge program that will split the entire
project site into three phases (45.6 acres developed following wetland preservation divided into 3 phases),
moving fill from one phase to the next. All fill for the surcharge program is expected to be imported fill.

2. Unit price for deep soil mixing is based on a $40,000,000 estimate for the entire proposed development site.
The price was then divided across the assumed disturbed area of the site to obtain a per acre cost of the site.
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3. Pump station improvement costs are based on City provided bid data and a CPI adjusted pump station
upgrade estimate from the Wastewater Master Plan. New onsite pump station was assumed to be
$2,000,000 based on recent bids provided to the City for Pump Station No. 27 and then divided across the
total number of lots to get a per lot cost basis. Pump station upgrade costs were obtained by adjusting the
stated improvement costs for Pump Station No.17 in the Wastewater Master Plan from 2006 to 2026 pricing
(CPI data - 62%). Similarly, the upgrade costs were then divided across the total number of lots to obtain a
per lot cost. It was assumed for this exercise that the upgrades for both stations would be similar in cost.

4. Offsite traffic improvements costs are based on the proportionate share expected for the entire site
($1,000,000) and then adjusted to represent the proportionate share for the 17 lots looked at in this scenario.

5.2 Market Analysis Summary & Implications

The Johnson Economics market study (Appendix E) confirms that the Coos Bay and Coos County
housing markets are characterized by persistent supply constraints and steady demand, but also by
moderate pricing levels that are closely tied to local income conditions. The rental housing market, in
particular, reflects a long-standing imbalance between supply and demand. Very limited multifamily
construction has occurred over the past two decades, resulting in consistently low vacancy rates

that have generally remained below five percent and are currently estimated at approximately 3.2

to 3.3 percent. Periods of strong rent growth, particularly between 2021 and 2023, demonstrate the
market’s responsiveness to constrained supply; however, rents have since stabilized at levels averaging
approximately $1.27 to $1.28 per square foot. These conditions indicate clear unmet demand for rental
housing but also highlight that achievable rent levels remain insufficient to offset the unusually high
development costs associated with the Eastside site.

Conditions in the for-sale housing market similarly reflect a combination of demand strength and
pricing limitations. Median home prices are approximately $314,000 within the City of Coos Bay

and $337,000 across Coos County as of 2025. While newly constructed homes typically command

a premium over the broader market, often in the range of 40 to 50 percent, this still translates to
expected new-home pricing generally in the range of approximately $450,000 to $500,000. The
supply of new homes remains extremely limited, accounting for only a small share of total transactions,
which suggests that demand exists but is constrained by development feasibility rather than market
absorption. Homes that are delivered to the market tend to sell within relatively short time frames,
further reinforcing the presence of underlying demand. However, these pricing levels establish a clear
ceiling on what the market can support and are significantly below the revenue levels required to
offset development costs on the Eastside property.

The commercial market analysis indicates relatively stable but modest demand conditions. Recent
development activity has been limited and largely concentrated along established commercial
corridors, particularly near Highway 101. Vacancy rates in retail and commercial spaces are

generally low, typically ranging between two and four percent, which reflects stable occupancy

but not necessarily strong expansionary pressure. While the market appears capable of supporting
neighborhood-serving commercial uses such as small-scale retail or restaurants, it does not
demonstrate sufficient depth to support large-format or speculative commercial development at this
location. As a result, any commercial component on the Eastside site would likely need to be limited in
scale and carefully aligned with local demand.
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5.3 Feasibility Gap

When these market conditions are compared to the cost structure associated with developing the
Eastside property, a substantial and persistent feasibility gap becomes evident. Detailed cost analysis
indicates that a typical single-family home on the site would need to be sold at approximately
$788,000 to achieve financial feasibility under standard private development assumptions.

This required price point is significantly higher than the estimated market-supported range of
approximately $450,000 to $500,000 for new homes in Coos Bay. The resulting gap, on the order of
$250,000 to $350,000 per unit, reflects a fundamental mismatch between development costs and
achievable market values.

This disparity is driven primarily by site-specific cost factors that are largely unavoidable. Extensive
geotechnical mitigation is required to address the presence of deep, compressible soils and seismic
risks, necessitating ground improvement techniques and deep foundation systems. Wetland

impacts further constrain development and introduce substantial mitigation costs, in addition to
regulatory complexity and permitting timelines. Infrastructure requirements, including transportation
improvements, utility extensions, and stormwater management systems, represent another major cost
component. Together, these factors create a cost structure that is significantly higher than that of
typical residential development sites and that cannot be reconciled with prevailing market conditions.

5.4 Subsidy & Financial Sensitivity

Financial sensitivity testing demonstrates that even substantial public investment would be
insufficient to fully close the feasibility gap under current conditions. A subsidy equal to approximately
30 percent of per-lot development and infrastructure costs would reduce overall project costs but
would still leave a large gap between required sale prices and market-supported values. When a

30 percent subsidy is applied to total development costs, including both infrastructure and vertical
construction, the gap narrows considerably but remains meaningful. Under this scenario, required sale
prices would still exceed typical market levels, indicating that additional subsidy, cost reductions, or
revenue enhancements would be necessary to achieve feasibility.

Further analysis suggests that closing the gap entirely would likely require subsidy levels in the

range of approximately 35 to 40 percent of total development cost, or alternatively, a combination
of strategies that reduce costs and increase achievable revenues. Potential approaches could
include reducing unit sizes, simplifying construction methods, increasing development density

where feasible, or introducing alternative housing types such as rental units supported by public
financing mechanisms. However, each of these strategies presents practical limitations and does not
fundamentally alter the underlying cost challenges associated with the site. As a result, the analysis
indicates that private market delivery of housing on the Eastside property is not feasible without an
extraordinary level of public intervention.

5.5 Overall Conclusion

The combined technical, market, and financial analyses lead to a consistent and well-supported
conclusion. Although the Coos Bay housing market exhibits clear demand for additional housing,

the price points that the market can support are not compatible with the cost structure required

to develop the Eastside site. The site’s geotechnical conditions, environmental constraints, and
infrastructure requirements create a structural cost burden that cannot be offset through market
revenues alone. This mismatch persists across all development scenarios evaluated in this study,
indicating that it is not a function of a particular design approach but rather an inherent characteristic
of the site. Accordingly, large-scale residential development on the Eastside property is not financially
feasible under current conditions, nor are conditions expected to shift substantially enough to support
future development of this type.
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6.0 Alternative Development Scenarios

In addition to the full-buildout scenario, four lower impact alternatives were explored, including
residential scenarios at varying densities, waterfront commercial options, and lower-impact
alternatives such as parks and open space. These alternatives respond to public feedback, particularly
concerns raised about traffic generation, neighborhood compatibility, and other community-scale
impacts associated with full buildout. Our analysis of these alternatives represents a concept level
evaluation that is intended to identify options that may warrant further evaluation.

6.1 Residential Development Scenarios

6.1.1 Small-Lot Single-Family Residential

This scenario focuses on small-lot single-family homes concentrated in the southeastern corner of the
site, where geotechnical conditions are most stable and infrastructure connections are most feasible.
The approach prioritizes lower-density development that reduces site disturbance and infrastructure

burden while serving the local ownership market. See Appendix F for the preliminary site layout.

Site Constraints and Opportunities

Geotechnical conditions improve with

distance from the water's edge, making the
southeastern corner optimal for minimizing
ground improvement costs. Positioning
development along the south and east edges
reduces earthwork requirements and maintains
proximity to existing utilities. The scattered
nature of wetlands across the site limits the
ability to develop large contiguous areas without
impacts; however, lower density reduces the
per-lot footprint and may allow greater wetland
preservation within individual lot limits. Overall,
small-lot development reduces site disturbance
and infrastructure demand compared to higher-
density alternatives. Existing sanitary sewer
depths adjacent to the site limit the developable

area without construction of a new pump station.
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Infrastructure Requirements

A looped water main connection to the existing
system is required, with offsite improvements
needed to ensure adequate capacity. Offsite
sanitary sewer pump station improvements will
also be required; information provided by the City
indicates that nearby pump stations are currently
operating at maximum capacity. Stormwater
conveyance piping, water quality treatment
facilities, and detention facilities will be needed
to meet City stormwater requirements.

The current City of Coos Bay Transportation
System Plan (TSP) does not identify any street
classification higher than Local immediately
adjacent to the site. Local streets will be
designed per City of Coos Bay standards. Ground
improvements for this alternative will be limited
to surcharging and recompaction of dredge
soil. Utility infrastructure and street construction
will need to incorporate flexible connections to
accommodate potential soil settlement and
liquefaction.

Current zoning allows single-family residential
use; no rezoning is anticipated for this alternative.
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TABLE 6-1: ALTERNATIVE 1- SMALL LOT COST ASSUMPTION

COST BASE ITEMS TOTAL COST NOTES

Streets and Paths $751,698 Development within footprint shown

Storm Drainage $495,433 Development within footprint shown

Sanitary Sewer $362,970 Development within footprint shown

Water $391,955 Development within footprint shown

Mobilization and Demobilization $510,000

Franchise Utilities $810,000 Assuming £12,000 cost per lot

Wetland Mitigation $2,332,000  Wetland fill and permitting for 10.6 acres of
impact

Ground Stabilization $3,809,200 | Assumed recompaction and surcharge
improvements

Erosion and Sediment Control $107,000 Lump Sum proportion of development cost

Pump Station Improvements $360,000 It is assumed $360,000 is the total share of pump
station improvements for the project.

Off-site Transportation Improvements $ 153,000 Assumed offsite proportion of traffic costs

Soft Costs $ 710,020 Assumed to be 20% of estimate*

Total Cost of Base Items $10,793,276

Cost per Lot Without Contingency $158,725

*20% of construction cost does not include ground surcharge, wetland
mitigation, dredge sand recompaction, or deep soil mixing.

Market Conclusion

A per-lot site development cost of $158,725 does not produce a financially viable residential
development under current Coos Bay market conditions.

Understanding the Full Cost to Deliver a Home

The per-lot figure represents only the hard costs of site development: streets, storm drainage, sanitary
sewer, water, earthwork/ground improvements, wetland mitigation, pump station improvements,
offsite traffic improvements, and soft costs (Table 6.1). It does not include the additional costs
required to deliver a finished, sellable home to a buyer. The table below builds from the per-lot site
development cost to a total estimated cost per home, using a typical 1,500 SF single-family home
consistent with the assumptions in the Johnson Economics market study (April 2026). It should be
noted that these cost numbers do not include any allocation for land acquisition.
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TABLE 6-2: ESTIMATED MINIMUM HOME SALE PRICE, EXCLUDING COST OF LAND

COST CATEGORY PER LOT/HOME BASIS
Site Development Hard Costs (from Table 6.1) $158,725 AKS Estimate, 68 lots
Home Construction (1,500 SF at $220/SF) $330,000 Johnson Economics, mid-density scenario
H o,

Builder Oyerheod & Profit (10% of $33,000 Johnson Economics assumption

construction)

Building Permits & Plan Review Fees $48,000 Johnson Economics/City of Coos Bay fee
schedule

Landscaping, Driveway, & Finished Site $15,000 Typical allowance, small-lot SFR

Improvements

Land Acquisition Cost Not included Including cost oflgnd will increase total lot
and home sale prices

Subtotal: All-In Cost to Deliver a Home $584,725

Developer Profit (15% of subtotal) $87,709 Industry standard return for development risk

Estimated Minimum Home Sale Price $672,434

Local Market Realities

The Johnson Economics market study provides
the following data points for the Coos Bay for-
sale housing market:

» Median home sale price, Coos
Bay (2025): $314,000

» Achievable new home price, 1,500 SF
SFR: approximately $472,000

» New home premium over median:
approximately 50%, already
reflected in the $472,000 figure

» Average market time, Coos Bay: 59
days (indicating healthy demand,
but a price-sensitive market)

» Annual price growth (past two years):
1.6% per year, indicating a flattening
trend after post-COVID gains

» New home sales volume, Coos Bay:
approximately 5 per year since 2020,
representing only 1.5% of total home sales

The limited volume of new home sales in Coos
Bay confirms that the market is small and price
sensitive. Buyers have demonstrated willingness
to pay a premium for new construction, but that
premium is already captured in the $472,000
achievable price. There is no market evidence to
support pricing significantly above this level.

Feasibility Gap

Although the 68-lot layout reduces the per-lot
site development cost by nearly 50% compared
to the Johnson Economics 17-lot scenario
($158,725 vs. $313,004), the improvement is

not sufficient to close the viability gap. This is
because home construction, builder overhead,
fees, and developer profit represent the majority
of total development cost, and these figures do
not change with lot count. The site development
cost would need to be reduced to approximately
$46,000 per lot to bring total costs in line with
achievable pricing at a 15% developer margin - a
reduction of over 70% from the current estimate.

Alternatively, homes would need to sell for
approximately $672,000 each to support the
current cost structure. This is 43% above the
achievable new home price identified by Johnson
Economics and more than double the Coos Bay
median home price. There is no market evidence
to support this pricing level.

The Johnson Economics study concludes: "The
unusually high site development costs make
either residential program unviable under
current or anticipated achievable pricing... We
would not expect this project to proceed under
either scenario, or any other likely scenario

for the foreseeable future without significant
public subsidy." The 68-lot alternative, while a
meaningful improvement in per-lot efficiency,
does not change this fundamental conclusion.
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Recommendation

This development scenario does not support further pursuit as a market-rate residential project. Every
home sold under current conditions would result in an estimated loss of approximately $200,000,
before accounting for land acquisition costs. No rational private developer or homebuilder would

proceed under these terms.

If the City wishes to advance residential development on this portion of the Eastside site, the following

steps would be necessary:

1. ldentify and quantify available public subsidy sources (e.g., urban renewal,
CDBG, state housing infrastructure grants, ARPA funds) to determine whether the
approximately $200,000 per-lot viability gap can be feasibly bridged.

2. Evaluate alternative land uses or phasing strategies for portions of the broader 110-acre
site where geotechnical conditions and infrastructure costs may be more favorable.

3. Consider alternative housing typologies such as rental apartments or attached
housing that may achieve higher density and distribute site development costs
across more units, though these would require their own feasibility analysis.

Without significant public investment or a fundamental change in site development costs, this
scenario is not recommended for further engineering or design investment.

6.1.2 Small-Lot Multifamily Residential (High-Density) & Commercial

This scenario combines single-family residential homes with a multifamily component consisting

of 3-story walk-up apartments or similar mid-rise housing, also concentrated in the southeastern
corner of the site. The approach maximizes housing units per acre while maintaining a mixed-density
character. See Appendix F for the preliminary site layout.

Site Constraints and Opportunities

Geotechnical conditions improve with distance
from the water's edge, supporting the

southeastern corner for multifamily development.

Positioning development along the south and
east edges reduces earthwork and maintains
proximity to existing utility infrastructure.
However, multifamily development compounds
wetland constraints by requiring additional
parking and circulation area, increasing the total
area of disturbance. Higher density also reduces
opportunities to retain wetlands within lot limits,
increasing per-unit mitigation costs.

Infrastructure Requirements

A looped water main connection to the existing
system is required, with offsite improvements
necessary. Sanitary sewer service will require

a new onsite pump station and force main to
Pump Station No. 18 for portions of the site

Utility infrastructure and street construction
will need to incorporate flexible connections to
accommodate potential soil settlement and
liquefaction.

The current City of Coos Bay TSP does not
identify any street classification higher than
Local immediately adjacent to the site. Local
streets will be designed per City of Coos Bay
standards. Stormwater conveyance piping,
water quality treatment facilities, and detention
facilities will be needed to meet City stormwater
requirements.

Current City zoning does not allow multifamily
residential use beyond duplexes; rezoning to a
higher-density overlay (e.g., LDR overlay) would
be required to accommodate apartments or
similar multifamily housing.

where gravity-based service cannot be achieved.
Parking lots meeting applicable City requirements
must be constructed for the multifamily portion.
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Market and Economic Considerations

Multifamily development can generate higher revenue per acre than single-family alternatives;
however, elevated vertical construction costs and parking requirements may make unit economics
challenging on a constrained site. A detailed rent-level analysis and demand assessment for 3-story
walk-up product in the Coos Bay market is required to determine feasibility. A comprehensive pro
forma analysis is necessary to evaluate whether achievable rents can support the cost structure of this
product type.

TABLE 6-3: ALTERNATIVE 2 - MULTIFAMILY & COMMERCIAL COST ASSUMPTION

COST BASE ITEMS TOTAL COST NOTES
Streets and Paths $1,446,141 Development within footprint shown
Storm Drainage $634.,871 Development within footprint shown
Sanitary Sewer $397,760 Development within footprint shown
Water $474,285 Development within footprint shown
Multi-family and Commercial** $4,031,871 Site development within multifamily/commercial

footprint. Does not include vertical building costs

Mobilization and Demobilization $1,340,000

Franchise utilities $560,000 Lump sum estimate

Wetland mitigation $2,970,000 13.5 acres of impact

Ground Stabilization $10,501,200  Assumed compaction and surcharge improvements

Erosion Control $177,000 Lump Sum of Construction Cost

Pump Station Improvements $2,720,000 It is assumed $720,000 is the offsite share of pump
station improvements and a new pump station is
required for commercial portion of development

Traffic (offsite) $368,000 Assumed offsite proportion of traffic costs

Soft cost* $2,429,986 Assumed to be 20% of estimate

Total Base Cost $28,051,114

Cost per Unit Without $171,043

Contingency

*  20% of construction cost does not include ground surcharge, wetland
mitigation, dredge sand recompaction, or deep soil mixing.

** Assumed site development cost for multifamily/commercial portions
of the site was $15/12 per square foot, respectively.

Market Conclusion Understanding the Cost Estimate

At a per-unit site development cost of $171,043, The feasibility-level cost estimate for Scenario
total development costs substantially exceed 6.1.2 totals $28,051,114 across 164 housing units,
achievable revenues across all three project yielding a per-unit site development cost of
components. The project-wide viability gap $171,043. This figure includes streets and paths,
makes this scenario unviable as a market-rate stormwater, sanitary sewer, water, multifamily
development without significant public subsidy. and commercial site infrastructure, earthwork/

ground surcharge, offsite traffic improvements,
and engineering soft costs.
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This estimate does not include:

» Home construction costs (SFR or » Landscaping, driveways, and
multifamily vertical construction) finish improvements
» Land acquisition » Additional cut/fill grading, signage,

» Builder/developer overhead and profit striping, compaction testing

» Jurisdictional fees

The sections below build the full development cost and compare it to achievable market revenues for
each of the three project components.

For-sale Small-Lot Single-Family Homes (56 Lots, 1,500 SF Homes)
Using the Johnson Economics mid-density assumptions and a typical 1,500 SF home:

TABLE 6-4: ALTERNATIVE 2 - MULTIFAMILY & COMMERCIAL COST ASSUMPTION

COST CATEGORY PER HOME SOURCE / BASIS

Site Development Hard Costs (pro-rata share) $171,043 | AKS estimate ($28.05M / 164 units)

Home Construction (1,500 SF x $220/SF) $330,000 | Johnson Economics, mid-density scenario
Builder Overhead and Profit (10% of construction) $33,000 | Industry standard

Building Permits / Plan Review $48,000 | Johnson Economics, Coos Bay fee schedule
Landscaping, Driveway, and Finish Improvements $15,000 | Typical allowance, small-lot SFR

Land Acquisition TBD Not included; increases gap further
Subtotal - All-In Cost $597,043

Developer Profit (15%) $89,556 Industry standard return for risk

Estimated Minimum Home Sales Price $686,599

TABLE 6-5: SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL VIABILITY SUMMARY

METRIC VALUE
Total Cost to Deliver a Finished Home $686,599
Achievable Sale Price (Johnson Economics) $472,005
Shortfall Per Home ($214,594)
Value as % of Cost 68.7%
Total SFR Shortfall (56 homes) ($12,017,266)

Even without developer profit, the all-in cost of approximately $569,543 per home exceeds the
achievable price by +$97,500 (value as % of cost = 82.9%). A viable project typically requires value as a
percent of cost at or above 100% before developer profit, and approximately 115% when a reasonable
developer return is included.

Multifamily Rental Apartments (9 Buildings, 108 Units)

The Johnson Economics market study indicates new rental units in Coos Bay could command a 50-
60% premium over the current average lease rate of $1.27/SF, yielding approximately $1.91 to $2.03/SF
for new product. The study's achievable rent range is $1,321to $2,096 per month, with an average unit
size of 830 SF.
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TABLE 6-6: REVENUE ANALYSIS (PER BUILDING, 12 UNITS)

REVENUE ITEM MONTHLY ANNUAL
Average Achievable Rent/Unit (midpoint: $1,709) $1,709 $20,508
Gross Potential Rent (12 units) $20,508 $246,096
Less: Vacancy (5%) ($1,025) ($12,305)
Less: Operating Expenses (35% of EGI) ($6,819) ($81,827)
Net Operating Income (NOI) $12,664 $151,964
Total NOI (108 units) $113,973 $1,367,679

TABLE 6-7: COST ANALYSIS (PER BUILDING)

COST CATEGORY PER BUILDING SOURCE / BASIS
Vertical Construction $3,000,000 Estimate
Pro-Rata Site Development ($171,043 x 12 units) $2,052,516 AKS estimate
Permits (12 units x $20,500) $20,500 Coos Bay fee schedule
Developer Overhead (10% of construction) $300,000 Industry standard
Total Development Cost Per Building $5,373,016

TABLE 6-8: REVENUE ANALYSIS (ALL 9 BUILDINGS)

COST CATEGORY TOTAL (9 BUILDINGS) SOURCE / BASIS
Vertical Construction $27,000,000 $3,000,000 x 9 buildings
Pro-Rata Site Development $18,472,644 $171,043 x 108 units
Permits $5,184,000 $48,000 x 108 units
Developer Overhead $2,700,000 10% of construction
Total MF Development Cost $53,356,644

TABLE 6-9: MULTIFAMILY CAPITALIZED VALUE VS. COST

METRIC PER BUILDING ALL 9 BUILDINGS
Annual NOI $151,964 $1,367,679
Capitalized Value at 6.5% Cap Rate $2,337,908 $21,041,215
Total Development Cost $5,928,516 $53,356,644
Shortfall ($3,590,608) ($32,315,429)
Value as % of Cost 39.4% 39.4%

At a 6.5% capitalization rate (typical for a secondary/rural Oregon market), the stabilized value of
the entire multifamily component is roughly 43.5% of the cost to build it. A developer would lose
approximately $3.0 million per building, or $27.3 million across all nine buildings. Even at an aggressive
5.0% cap rate, the total capitalized value would be short of targets.

Rents would need to reach approximately $3,500 to $4,000 per month per unit to support the cost
structure at a 6.5% cap rate. This is 67-91% above the Johnson Economics achievable range and well
outside the Coos Bay rental market.
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Commercial Component (6 Buildings, 33,500 SF)

The Johnson Economics study recommends only small-scale, neighborhood-serving commercial
(coffee shop, small grocery, professional office) and explicitly advises against larger or speculative
retail. Achievable lease rates are estimated at $3,900 to $4,033 per month (NNN) for small
commercial spaces.

TABLE 6-10: COMMERCIAL REVENUE ANALYSIS

REVENUE ITEM MONTHLY ANNUAL
Achievable Lease Revenue (6 spaces, avg. $3,967/mo) $23,800 $285,600
Less: Vacancy (5%) ($1,190) ($14,280)
Effective Gross Income $22,610 $271,320
Less: Management/Reserves (10% of EGIl, NNN lease) ($2,261) ($27,132)
Net Operating Income $20,349 $244,188

TABLE 6-11: COMMERCIAL CAPITALIZED VALUE

METRIC VALUE
Annual NOI $244188
Capitalized Value at 7.0% Cap Rate $3,488,400

While the commercial component adds some project value, the Johnson Economics study cautions
that the Eastside site does not benefit from highway access and is in a primarily residential
neighborhood. Speculative retail is not recommended. The commercial component is best viewed as a
neighborhood amenity that supports residential demand rather than a significant revenue driver.

It is worth noting that the Teakwood Plaza, built in 2024 along Highway 101, already has vacancies.
The Eastside site's interior neighborhood location, without highway visibility or pass-through traffic,
limits the achievable commercial tenant base to neighborhood-serving uses only. Filling 33,500 SF
of commercial space in this location represents a significant absorption challenge for the Coos Bay
market.

TABLE 6-12: PROJECT WIDE VIABILITY SUMMARY

COMPONENT UNITS/BUILDINGS EST. TOTAL COST EST. TOTAL VALUE GAP
For-sale SFR 56 homes $38.4M $26.4M ($12.0M)
Multi-family 108 units / 9 bldgs $53.4M $21.0M ($32.3M)
Commercial 6 bldgs / 33,500 SF Incl. in site costs $3.5M Nominal
Project Total gsriri’;':‘;; ~$91.8M ~$50.9M ~($40.8M)
Value as % of Cost 55%

The project-wide value-to-cost ratio of 59.8% means that for every dollar invested in this
development, only 60 cents of value is created. This is before any allocation for land acquisition, which
would widen the gap further.
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Feasibility Gap

All three revenue components—single-family
homes, apartments, and commercial space—fail
to cover their respective development costs.

This shortfall cannot be resolved simply by
changing the product mix among for-sale homes,
multifamily, and commercial uses; the gap is
structural rather than a matter of allocation.

The per-unit site development cost of $171,043,
while 45% lower than the $313,000 per-lot figure
in the Johnson Economics 17-lot scenario, does
not close the gap. Vertical construction, extensive
earthwork within the commercial area, overhead,
and developer profit constitute the majority of
total development cost, so lower site costs alone
are insufficient to reach financial viability.

On the for-sale side, home prices would need

to exceed $686,000 for a 1,500 SF residence to
attract private investment in the single-family
component. This is approximately 45% above
the achievable market price and well outside
the range supported by current Coos Bay market
data. For multifamily, rents would need to be in
the $3,500-%$4,000 per month range to support
the cost structure, which is nearly double the
Johnson Economics achievable range and not
supportable in the local market.

The commercial component also carries
substantial risk: 33,500 SF of interior-location
retail without highway access presents significant
absorption concerns, particularly given existing
vacancy at highway-fronting properties such as
Teakwood Plaza. Additionally, required rezoning
for multifamily beyond duplexes introduces
regulatory risk and timeline uncertainty, and 13.5
acres of wetland within the development area
add mitigation cost exposure and permitting
complexity. Given these factors, private
developers and lenders would not proceed with

a project whose stabilized value is only 59.8% of
total development cost, whereas typical lender
thresholds require value-to-cost ratios of 100% or
higher before allowing developer profit.
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Recommendation

This development scenario does not warrant
further pursuit as a market-rate residential and
commercial project. Every home/apartment sold
under the current market conditions would result
in a loss of $215,000 per lot and $3,035,000 per
multifamily apartment building. The viability gap
across the project is too large to bridge through
product mix optimization alone.

If the City wishes to advance a mix of residential
single/multifamily and commercial development
on this portion of Eastside site, the following steps
would be necessary:

1. Identify and quantify available public subsidy
sources (e.g., urban renewal, CDBG, state
housing infrastructure grants, ARPA funds)
would be required to bridge the viability
gaps of $215,000 and $3,035,000.

2. Evaluate alternative land uses or phasing
strategies for portions of the broader 110-
acre site where geotechnical conditions and
infrastructure costs may be more favorable.

Without significant public investment or a
fundamental change in site development costs,
this scenario is not recommended for further
engineering or design investment.

6.1.3 Large-Lot Single-Family Residential

This scenario explores large-lot (2 to 5+ acre)
single-family homes with lot frontage extending
to the waterfront and homes clustered in the
southeastern corner of the site. The approach
prioritizes lower density and preservation of open
space while targeting the high-end ownership
market. See Appendix F for the preliminary site
layout.

Site Constraints and Opportunities

Geotechnical conditions improve with distance
from the water's edge, supporting this location for
residential construction. Positioning development
along the south and east edges reduces
earthwork and maintains infrastructure proximity.
Lower density increases opportunities to retain
wetlands within lot limits, reducing per-unit
wetland mitigation costs. However, large homes
and reduced lot yield increase development cost
per lot, potentially limiting market feasibility.
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Infrastructure Requirements

A looped water main connection to the existing system is required, with offsite improvements
necessary to reach existing connection points. Gravity sanitary sewer mains will be adequate to service
the entire site; no new onsite pump station is required. However, capacity improvements to Pump
Stations 17 and 18 will be required. Stormwater conveyance piping, water quality treatment facilities,
and detention facilities will be needed to meet City stormwater requirements.

The current City of Coos Bay TSP does not identify any street classification higher than Local
immediately adjacent to the site. Local streets will be designed per City of Coos Bay standards.
Current City zoning does not allow lots exceeding 7,500 square feet; rezoning to a lower-density
overlay (e.g., LDR overlay) would be required to accommodate larger lot sizes.

TABLE 6-13: ALTERNATIVE 3 - LARGE LOT COST ASSUMPTION

COST BASE ITEMS TOTAL: TOTAL COST NOTES

Streets and Paths $918,985 Development within footprint shown

Storm Drainage $580,127 Development within footprint shown

Sanitary Sewer $384,240 Development within footprint shown

Water $462,475 Development within footprint shown

Mobilization and Demobilization $670,000 Lump sum estimate

Franchise Utilities $440,000 Lump sum estimate

Wetland Mitigation $2,948,000 13.5 acres of impact

Ground Stabilization $6,236,400 Assumed compaction and surcharge
improvements

Erosion and Sediment Control $130,000 Lump sum estimate

Pump Station Improvements $360,000 Proportional pump station improvements of
$360,000 assumed

Traffic (offsite) $103,000 Assumed offsite proportion of traffic costs.

Soft Cost $809,765 Assumed to be 20% of estimate

Total cost base estimate $14,042,992

Cost per unit without contingency $319,159

* 20% of construction cost does not include ground surcharge, wetland
mitigation, dredge sand recompaction, or deep soil mixing.

Market Conclusion

At a per-unit site development cost of $319,159,
total development costs substantially exceed
achievable revenues. The viability gap makes this
scendario unviable as a market-rate development
without significant public subsidy.

Understanding the Cost Estimate

The feasibility-level cost estimate for Scenario
6.1.3 totals $14,042,992 across 44 housing units,
yielding a per-unit site development cost of
$319,159. This figure includes streets and paths,
stormwater, sanitary sewer, water, earthwork/
ground surcharge, offsite traffic improvements,
and engineering soft costs.
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This estimate does not include:

» Home construction costs » Landscaping, driveways, and

> Land acquisition finished improvements

» Additional cut/fill grading, signage,

» Builder/developer overhead and profit o . -
striping, compaction testing

» Jurisdictional fees
The sections below build the full development cost and compare it to achievable market revenues.

Key Takeaway

At a per-lot site development cost of $319,159, total development costs exceed achievable sale
prices across both the large-lot estate tier and the standard-lot tier. The project-wide viability gap
of approximately $7.5 million, combined with unproven demand for $2M+ homes in Coos Bay, makes
this scenario financially unviable without significant public subsidy or a fundamental shift in the local
luxury market.

TABLE 6-14: SCENARIO PARAMETERS

PARAMETER VALUE
Total Lots 44
Large Lots (2+ acres) 18
Standard Lots (1/4+ acre) 26

Total Developed Area Per site layout
Total Hard Cost (Site Development) $14,042,992
Cost Per Lot (without contingency) $319,159

Large-Lot Estate Homes (18 Lots, 2+ Acres Each)

These lots target the premium ownership market with waterfront or near-waterfront positioning. Using
the Johnson Economics low-density assumptions (3,000 SF home, $1,132,800 achievable price):

TABLE 6-15: SCENARIO PARAMETERS

COST CATEGORY PER HOME SOURCE / BASIS
Site Development Hard Costs $319,159 AKS estimate ($14.04M / 44 lots)
Home Construction (3,000 SF x $275/SF) $825,000 Premium construction, estate-quality

finishes

Builder Overhead and Profit (10%) $82,500 Industry standard
Building Permits/Plan Review $90,667 Johnson Economics, low-density scenario
Landscaping, Driveway, and Finish $45,000 Large-lot allowance, extended driveways
Improvements
Land Acquisition TBD Not included; increases gap further
Subtotal - All-In Cost $1,362,326
Developer Profit (15%) $204,349 Industry standard return for risk
Estimated Minimum Home Sales Price $1,566,675
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TABLE 6-16: VIABILITY CHECK - LARGE LOTS

METRIC VALUE
Total Cost to Deliver a Finished Home $1,566,675
Achievable Sale Price (Johnson Economics) $1132,800
Shortfall Per Home ($433,875)
Value as % of Cost 72.3%

Even without developer profit, the all-in cost of £$1,362,326 exceeds the achievable price by $229,526
(value as % of cost = 83.1%). Additionally, Johnson Economics’ achievable price of $1,132,800 is itself
aspirational for the Coos Bay market. Key risk factors are discussed further within the Economic Study.

Standard-Lot Single-Family Homes (26 Lots, 1/4+ Acre Each)

These lots target the mid-density ownership market. Using the Johnson Economics mid-density
assumptions (1,500 SF home, $472,005 achievable price):

TABLE 6-17: VIABILITY CHECK - LARGE LOTS

COST CATEGORY PER HOME SOURCE / BASIS
Site Development Hard Costs $319,159 AKS estimate ($14.04M / 44 lots)
Home Construction (1,500 SF x $220/SF) $330,000 Johnson Economics, mid-density scenario
Builder Overhead and Profit (10%) $33,000 Industry standard
Building Permits/Plan Review $48,000 Johnson Economics, Coos Bay fee schedule
Landscaping, Driveway, and Finish $15,000 Typical allowance
Improvements
Land Acquisition TBD Not included; increases gap further
Subtotal - All-In Cost $745,159
Developer Profit (15%) $111,774 Industry standard return for risk
Total Required Revenue Per Home $856,933

TABLE 6-18: VIABILITY CHECK - STANDARD LOTS

METRIC VALUE
Total Cost to Deliver a Finished Home $856,933
Achievable Sale Price (Johnson Economics) $472,005
Shortfall Per Home ($384,928)
Value as % of Cost 55.1%

The standard-lot tier performs worse than the large-lot tier on a value-to-cost basis because the
$319,159 per-lot site development cost represents a much larger share of the total cost for a smaller,
less expensive home. Even without developer profit, the all-in cost exceeds the achievable price..
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TABLE 6-19: SCENARIO-WIDE SUMMARY

COMPONENT LOTS EST. TOTAL COST  EST. TOTAL VALUE GAP
Large-Lot Estate Homes (2+ acres) 18 $28.2M $20.4M ($7.8M)
Standard-Lot SFR (1/4+ acre) 26 $22.3M $12.3M ($10.0M)
Project Total 44 $50.5M $32.7M ($17.8M)
Value as % of Cost 64.8%

Note: Total cost includes developer profit at 15%. Total value uses Johnson
Economics achievable pricing. No land acquisition cost is included.

Sensitivity Analysis

TABLE 6-20: LARGE-LOT TIER BREAK EVEN TABLE 6-21: STANDARD-LOT TIER BREAK EVEN
(INCLUDING 15% DEVELOPER PROFIT) (INCLUDING 15% DEVELOPER PROFIT)

SCENARIO REQUIRED CHANGE SCENARIO REQUIRED CHANGE
Increase home sale Homes must sell at $1,566,675 Increase home sale Homes must sell at $856,933
prices each (38% above achievable) prices each (82% above achievable)
Reduce per-lot site | Must drop to £$103,000/lot Reduce per-lot site Must drop below $0/lot
development cost (68% reduction from $319,159) development cost (mathematically impossible at

current construction costs)
Reduce home Must drop to $131/SF (52%
construction cost reduction; not realistic)

The standard-lot tier cannot achieve viability through site development cost reductions alone. Even
at $0 per-lot site development cost, home construction costs, fees, overhead, and profit ($537,774) still
exceed the achievable price of $472,005 when developer profit is included.

Comparison of Scenarios
The table below compares the large-lot scenario to the mid- and low-density scenarios.

TABLE 6-22: COMPARISON OF THREE RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT SCENARIOS

METRIC MID-DENSITY (17 LOTS) LOW-DENSITY (9 LOTS) SCENARIO 6.1.3 (44 LOTS)
Lots 17 9 44
Site Development Cost/Lot $313,004 $591,229 $319,159
Total Development Cost/Home $724,004 $1,367,562 $745159 - $1,362,326
Achievable Home Price $472,005 $1,132,800 $472,005 - $1,132,800
Value as % of Cost 65.2% 82.8% 55.1% - 72.3%

Feasibility Gap

Neither the large-lot nor the standard-lot component achieves financial viability. The project-wide
value-to-cost ratio of 64.8% means that for every dollar invested, only $0.65 of value is created,
leaving a substantial shortfall against typical lender and developer thresholds.

The large-lot estate market in Coos Bay is unproven and presents particular risk. Absorption of 18
homes priced above $1.1 million in a market where the median home price is $314,000 would represent
a significant mismatch between product and prevailing demand.

Given the magnitude of the value gap and the unproven high-end demand, the project as
currently configured carries elevated market and financial risk and would not attract typical private
development or lending without material changes.
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Recommendation

This development scenario does not warrant further pursuit as a market-rate residential and
commercial project. Every home sold under the current market conditions would result in a loss of
$385,000 per standard lot and $434,000 per large lot. The viability gap across the project is too large

to bridge through product mix optimization alone.

If the City wishes to advance a mix of residential this portion of Eastside site, the following steps would

be necessary:

1. ldentify and quantify available public
subsidy sources (e.g., urban renewal, CDBG,
state housing infrastructure grants, ARPA
funds) would be required to bridge the
viability gaps of $385,000 and $434,000.

2. Evaluate alternative land uses or phasing
strategies for portions of the broader 110-
acre site where geotechnical conditions and
infrastructure costs may be more favorable.

3. A targeted luxury market study would be
required before any further investment
in the large-lot concept. Johnson
Economics notes that demand for homes
in the $2M to $3M range at this location
"is uncertain and requires validation."

6.2 Waterfront Commercial Development

The City has expressed interest in waterfront commercial development that could generate revenue
while serving community needs. This scenario positions commercial uses along the waterfront to
attract tenants such as restaurants and comparable small-scale commercial operators.

6.2.1 Site Constraints and Opportunities

Geotechnical conditions for waterfront
commercial development are challenging.
Proximity to the water's edge increases soil
stabilization risks and lateral spread hazards,
necessitating extensive ground improvements and
deep foundation systems for larger commercial
buildings. The current commercial zoning area is
located at a lower elevation and represents one of
the primary locations for potential onsite wetland
mitigation.

Restricting potential tenants to restaurants and
other comparable small-scale commercial uses
helps avoid high-traffic generators. Community
feedback consistently opposed large-format
retailers such as Costco and Home Depot due to
traffic and neighborhood impacts. Small-scale
restaurants have off-peak traffic profiles and
lower infrastructure and parking demand, making
them more compatible with the site's constraints
and community preferences.
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6.2.2 Infrastructure and Zoning Requirements

With development located at the northwest
corner of the site, a pump station will be

required to provide sanitary sewer service. Water
infrastructure will require a longer connection
from existing lines, potentially necessitating a
booster pump to provide adequate pressure.
Local streets will be provided per City of Coos Bay
design standards.

Current City zoning allows commercial uses;
however, it is recommended that development
occur farther east of the existing commercial
zoning area to retain potential wetland
mitigation areas and reduce geotechnical risks
by positioning development farther from the
shoreline.

EASTSIDE DEVELOPMENT - CITY OF COOS BAY | Feasibility Report AKS



6.2.3 Market and Economic Considerations

Local leadership has expressed interest in
grocery anchors, with WinCo (requiring 9 to 11
acres) identified as potentially feasible. Large-
format retailers such as Costco and Home Depot
are flagged as infeasible due to traffic and
neighborhood concerns. Small-scale restaurants
have off-peak traffic profiles and lower
infrastructure and parking demand.

Detailed economic analysis is required to assess
rent per square foot, tenant demand, and the
revenue tradeoff versus non-revenue options such
as parks and trails. The commercial market in
Coos Bay is characterized by stable but modest
demand, with low vacancy rates (2 to 4 percent)
indicating stable occupancy but not necessarily
strong expansionary pressure. Any commercial
component should be carefully aligned with
demonstrated local demand and designed to
minimize traffic impacts.

6.2.4 Recommendations

Waterfront commercial development on the
Eastside site is not recommended under current
or reasonably foreseeable market conditions.
Standalone commercial construction would

not achieve financial viability at this location
without a significant residential community or
marina facility already in place to provide both
a built-in customer base and a mechanism for
sharing the substantial site development costs.
The geotechnical conditions documented in the
Foundation Engineering investigation indicate
that ground improvement costs, including
surcharge and deep soil mixing, would apply

to commercial parcels in the same manner as
residential areas.
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Without an adjacent residential population or
active waterfront use to absorb a proportional
share of those infrastructure costs, the per-
square-foot burden on commercial tenants would
far exceed what the Coos Bay lease market can
support.

The original feasibility study from the 2000’s
recognized this dependency and recommended
that commercial development occur only after
a marina was established and at least fifty
percent of the residential units were constructed
and occupied. Those preconditions do not exist
today, and based on the findings of this study,
residential development itself is not viable
without public subsidy. Absent a funded and
committed residential or marina project that
would generate both foot traffic and shared
infrastructure investment, there is no reasonable
basis to pursue commercial entitlements or site
preparation for this use.

If a future public-private partnership or grant-
funded effort advances residential construction
or marina development on the Eastside property,
the waterfront commercial parcel should be
reevaluated at that time. Any future commercial
program should be limited to neighborhood-
serving uses, such as small-scale food service,
convenience retail, or marine services, that

are scaled to the actual resident and visitor
population rather than speculative demand. Until
those conditions are met, this alternative should
be set aside.
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6.3 Parks, Open Space, & Recreational Uses

Public outreach feedback consistently indicated strong community support for parks, trails, and open
space on the Eastside property. This section evaluates the feasibility and implications of dedicating
the site or significant portions of it to recreational and environmental conservation uses.

6.3.1 Site Constraints & Opportunities

Given the challenging geotechnical and
infrastructure constraints of the site, several
community members suggested that lower-
impact uses such as parks, open space, and trails
may represent a more appropriate alternative.
These uses would minimize the need for extensive
ground disturbance, deep foundations, and
infrastructure investment while providing public
amenities and environmental benefits.

Parks and open space uses are compatible

with the site's wetland resources and could

be designed to enhance rather than diminish
ecological function. Trails and recreational
facilities could provide public access to the
waterfront while avoiding intensive development
in areas with poor soil conditions or significant
environmental constraints.

6.3.2 Infrastructure & Zoning Requirements

Open space and related uses demand significantly
lower infrastructure investment relative to
residential and other urban uses. Stormwater
management, utilities, and site access can be
designed at a scale appropriate to recreational
use rather than intensive development. However,
the current zoning is designed for small-lot
residential development and would need to be
changed to accommodate predominant use of
the site for parks and open space.

6.3.3 Alignment with City Priorities
& Financial Constraints

The City of Coos Bay Parks Master Plan and FY
2025-2026 Adopted Budget provide critical
context for evaluating the feasibility of parks and
open space as a primary use for the Eastside
property. The Parks Master Plan documents

the City's vision for recreational amenities and
identifies priorities for park development and
maintenance across the community. However,
the Adopted Budget indicates that the City does
not have resources to acquire, design, permit,
construct, or maintain a park or open space
facility on the Eastside site.
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This funding constraint is significant. The City's
budget reflects limited discretionary resources
available for capital projects beyond essential
services. The Parks Improvement Fund, which
historically has been used to accumulate
donations and match grant funds for park
improvements, currently carries restricted
balances of approximately $51,000 for Choshi
Gardens improvements. While the City has
successfully leveraged grants (such as the $2
million ODOT Safe Routes to School Program
match), the scale of investment required to
develop, permit, and maintain a comprehensive
parks facility on the Eastside property - including
site preparation, ground improvement, trail
construction, and long-term maintenance -
substantially exceeds available City resources.

Additionally, a parks-only use does not align

with the Port's primary objectives for the site.

The Oregon International Port of Coos Bay's
Strategic Business Plan emphasizes the Port's role
in diversifying its revenue base and generating
sustainable income streams to support core
maritime capital needs. A parks-only use would
not generate revenue for the Port and would
represent an opportunity cost relative to the Port's
strategic priorities for transforming underutilized
assets into productive, revenue-generating uses.

However, parks and open space could be
incorporated as complementary elements within
a mixed-use development strategy. A scenario
that combines limited residential or commercial
uses with significant open space, trails, and
recreational amenities could provide community
benefits while generating sufficient revenue

to support Port objectives and offset public
investment in site preparation and infrastructure.
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6.4 Wetland Mitigation Banking

6.4.1 Concept Overview

As part of this feasibility evaluation, wetland
mitigation banking was reviewed as a potential
alternative use of the Eastside property. Under
this concept, the Port would restore, enhance, or
preserve wetland areas on the site to generate
mitigation credits that could be sold to third-
party developers within the service area who
are required to offset wetland impacts as a
condition of their permits. Alternatively, the Port
could retain credits for use on its own future
projects, providing a banked asset that reduces
permitting costs and timelines for Port-sponsored
development elsewhere in the Coos Bay estuary
system.

The site contains approximately 78 acres of
retained wetland within the site boundary, with
additional wetland and tidal areas under Port
ownership outside the development footprint.
The 2003 wetland delineation (WD2003-0300)
documented obligate and facultative wetland
plant communities, hydric soil indicators, and
shallow water tables ranging from 8 to 12 inches
across multiple data plots. These conditions
suggest that portions of the site could, in concept,
support wetland restoration or enhancement
activities eligible for credit generation under
Oregon Division of State Lands (DSL) and U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) mitigation
banking programes.

6.4.2 Preliminary Feasibility Assessment

A high-level review of this alternative was
conducted based on professional experience with
wetland mitigation bank sites in the region and

a general comparison of regional credit pricing
against the anticipated costs of establishing a
bank at this location. A detailed cost estimate

or formal banking prospectus was not prepared;
however, several factors were identified that raise
significant concerns regarding viability.

Regulatory and Credit Generation Challenges.
Oregon's DSL mitigation banking program has
become increasingly rigorous, requiring a formal
banking instrument, multi-agency review team
coordination, and demonstration of ecological lift
above baseline conditions.
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This process is time-intensive, costly, and
approval is not guaranteed. Credits generated

at this site would need to match the Cowardin
and Hydrogeomorphic (HGM) classification of

the wetland being impacted by a purchasing
party. Given the site's estuarine context and
dredge spoil history, the credit type would likely
be classified as estuarine, which narrows the pool
of eligible purchasers. Regional demand for this
credit type in the Coos Bay area is limited relative
to higher-growth markets in the Willamette Valley
or Portland metro region. Additionally, Oregon's
function-based framework ties credit generation
to demonstrated functional uplift rather than
simple acreage ratios, requiring detailed
functional assessment work that adds cost and
time to the process.

Cost and Revenue Timing. Restoration work

on dredge spoil soils would require substantial
earthwork, including grading, material removal
or import, and soil amendments to establish
target wetland hydrology and plant communities.
Trucking costs for spoil removal from this
relatively isolated location represent one of the
more significant cost drivers for this alternative.
Beyond construction, DSL and USACE banking
requirements include an extensive monitoring
period with annual vegetation and hydrology
reports, performance standard evaluations, and
adaptive management. Credit release is tied to
milestone achievement, meaning most credits
are not available for sale until performance
standards are demonstrated over multiple
monitoring cycles, delaying revenue realization
by an estimated six to ten years from initial
construction. Long-term stewardship obligations
extending in perpetuity add further ongoing cost
and administrative responsibility.

When upfront construction, permitting,

annual monitoring and reporting, adaptive
management, and long-term stewardship costs
are considered together, the total investment
required to establish and maintain a permitted
bank at this location would likely exceed the
revenue recoverable through credit sales at
current southern Oregon coast pricing levels.
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6.4.3 Recommendation

Wetland mitigation banking is not recommended as a standalone use of the Eastside property.

The combination of high upfront restoration and earthwork costs, a six-to-ten-year timeline before
meaningful credit revenue is realized, limited regional demand for the credit type this site would
generate, and the ongoing burden of annual monitoring and long-term stewardship does not
support the required investment. In comparison to other wetland bank sites evaluated in the region,
the Eastside property presents a less favorable cost-to-credit ratio due to its dredge spoil substrate,
isolated location, and the relatively modest pace of development activity in the Coos Bay area that
would drive credit demand. A full financial feasibility analysis was not conducted for this alternative;
however, the preliminary indicators are sufficiently unfavorable that further expenditure on detailed
analysis is not recommended at this time.

If a significant development project were to move forward on the Eastside property in the future, there
may be an opportunity to incorporate wetland restoration or enhancement into that larger effort as
advance mitigation, sharing site development and monitoring costs across multiple uses. Under that
scenario, the Port could potentially generate a limited number of credits for use on its own future
projects or in coordination with a designated partner entity. This approach would be more financially
defensible than a standalone bank and warrants consideration if and when a development program

is defined. However, as a standalone alternative, wetland mitigation banking does not represent a
viable path forward for this property.
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7.0 Summary of Findings, Next
Steps, & Final Statement

7.1 Summary of Findings

The Eastside property represents one of the largest undeveloped land holdings within the Coos Bay
urban area. However, the convergence of geotechnical constraints, extensive wetland encumbrances,
infrastructure limitations, and local market conditions renders large-scale residential development
financially infeasible under current conditions.

This conclusion holds across all development scenarios evaluated in this study.

TABLE 7-1: SCENARIO COMPARISON SUMMARY

SCENARIO UNITS VIABILITY
Not viable largely due to expanded geotechnical impacts when
Full Development 400+ lots extending into zones 2 and 3 and offsite transportation costs
Small Lot Residential 68 Lots Not viable even with reduced per lot development cost due to vertical
Southeast Corner (Sec. 6.1.1) construction cost overall and wetland impacts
Mixed Use - MFR & MFR units + | Not viable. Largely due to cost of vertical construction, wetland impacts,
Commercial (Sec. 6.1.2) commercial | and added geotechnical impacts for the commercial development
Large-Lot Residential Not viable due to similar reasons above. Wetland impacts, and viability of
44 lots . T
(Sec. 6.1.3) vertical cost of construction is limiting
Waterfront Commercial N/A Not viable due to geotechnical impacts within zones 2 and 3 as well as
(Sec. 6.2) infrastructure cost to extend sewer to this portion of the site
Parks and Open Space N/A Funding not available for acquisition from the city and has long term
(Sec. 6.3) maintenance challenges

Key findings that drive these conclusions:

» Geotechnical costs dominate. Ground improvement (surcharging, recompaction, and deep
soil mixing) accounts for 40-65% of site development costs depending on the scenario. These
costs are driven by the site's history as a dredge disposal area and cannot be meaningfully
reduced without limiting development to the southeastern corner of the property.

» Wetland mitigation adds significant cost and regulatory risk. Approximately 46.3 acres
of the site are potentially encumbered by wetland habitats. At an estimated mitigation
cost of $225,000 per acre of impact, wetland-related expenses range from $594,000
(smaller impact) to nearly $3.0M for larger development footprints. DSL's reluctance to
approve payment-in-lieu for impacts greater than 0.5 acres and the absence of a local
mitigation bank with confirmed service area coverage introduce additional uncertainty.

» Infrastructure requirements are substantial. All scenarios require water system
looping, sanitary sewer pump station upgrades (Stations 17 and 18), new onsite pump
station construction for development beyond the southeast corner, stormwater
facilities, and offsite transportation improvements at up to four intersections.

» Market pricing cannot absorb the cost structure. The median home price in Coos Bay is
$314,000. Achievable new-home pricing ranges from approximately $472,000 (mid-density,
1,500 SF) to $1,132,800 (low-density, 3,000 SF estate). In every scenario, the all-in cost to deliver
a finished home exceeds the achievable sale price by 18% to 82%. Multifamily rental economics
show a similar gap, with stabilized property values reaching only 39% of development cost.

» Commercial uses are limited. The site's interior neighborhood location, lack of
highway visibility, and existing vacancy at highway-fronting retail (Teakwood Plaza)
suggest limited commercial potential to small-scale, neighborhood-serving uses only.
Commercial revenue is insufficient to materially offset residential viability gaps.
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7.2 Feasibility Conclusion

Large-scale residential development on the Eastside property is not financially feasible under current
market conditions, cost structures, or reasonably foreseeable near-term changes in either.

This conclusion is not driven by any single constraint but by the cumulative effect of all constraints
acting together. Even the most favorable portion of the site (the southeastern corner, Geotechnical
Zone 1) produces a value-to-cost ratio of only 65%, well below the 100%+ threshold required to attract
private investment. Scenarios that extend development into Zones 2 and 3 perform worse due to
escalating ground improvement costs and longer infrastructure extensions.

The viability gap cannot be closed through product mix changes alone. Shifting between single-
family, multifamily, and commercial uses redistributes costs but does not reduce them. The
fundamental issue is that site preparation costs - which are largely fixed regardless of product type -
consume a disproportionate share of total development budget, leaving insufficient margin for vertical

construction, overhead, profit, and land acquisition.

7.3 Recommendations

The recommendations below are organized into three tiers based on timeline and decision sequence.
All recommendations are presented as recommended actions only for Port and City consideration.

7.3.1Tier 1: Near-Term Actions (O-6 Months)

These actions require no significant capital investment and are intended to establish a decision

framework for the property's future.

TABLE 7-2: NEAR-TERM ACTION RECOMMENDATIONS
NO. ACTION

11 Formally evaluate whether the Eastside
property's residential land use designation
should be reconsidered through the City's
comprehensive plan update or a plan
amendment process.

1.2 Conduct a highest-and-best-use
workshop with Port staff, City staff, and
key stakeholders to identify and screen
alternative use concepts based on the
findings of this studly.

13 Quantify the subsidy gap in terms that
funding agencies can evaluate. Prepare a
summary table showing the per-unit and
total subsidy required for each scenario,
cross-referenced to eligible funding
sources (urban renewal, CDBG, state
housing infrastructure grants, ARPA, USDA
Rural Development, Oregon Housing and
Community Services programes).

PURPOSE

Current zoning assumes residential
viability that this study does not support.
Aligning the plan designation with actual
site conditions avoids misdirecting future
planning resources.

Redirect planning energy toward uses
that are compatible with site constraints
rather than continuing to test residential
scenarios that have been shown to be
infeasible.

If the City or Port wishes to preserve

a residential option, the subsidy
requirement must be clearly defined
before pursuing grant applications. The
current gap ranges from approximately
$125,000 to $434,000 per lot/unit
depending on scenario.
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7.3.2 Tier 2: Medium-Term Actions (6-18 Months)

These actions involve targeted investigation or planning work and should be pursued only after Tier 1
decisions are made.

TABLE 7-3: MEDIUM-TERM ACTION RECOMMENDATIONS

NO.

21

22

2.3

24

43

ACTION

If residential development remains under
consideration, commission a targeted
geotechnical investigation within the
southeastern corner to refine settlement
magnitudes, liquefaction potential, and
ground improvement costs for that specific
area.

Commission an updated wetland delineation
for the full property or if cost prohibitive, focus
on the SE portion of the property.

If a parks/open space alternative advances,
identify potential funding sources (Oregon
Parks and Recreation Department grants,
Land and Water Conservation Fund, private
conservation easements) and estimate long-
term maintenance obligations.

Coordinate with ODOT and the City's TSP
update process to determine whether planned
transportation improvements (US 101/0OR

241, Olive Barber/OR 241, D Street/OR 241)
could be advanced independently of Eastside
development, potentially reducing the
proportional cost burden on future site users.

LEAD
Port/AKS

Port/AKS

City Parks/

Port

City / ODOT

PURPOSE

Current cost estimates are based

on prior studies and feasibility-level
assumptions. Refined data could
narrow the cost range and either
confirm or adjust the viability gap for
the most favorable portion of the site.

The existing delineation data is
dated. An updated delineation is
required to confirm jurisdictional
boundaries, support any future
permitting, and determine whether
onsite mitigation banking is a viable
strategy.

Community preference for parks

and trails was strong, but the City's
current budget does not support
acquisition, development, or
maintenance of a new park on this
site. A funding strategy must precede
any commitment.

Offsite transportation costs are
allocated proportionally to Eastside
development in all scenarios. If these
improvements are funded through
other mechanisms, the per-unit cost
burden decreases.
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7.3.3 Tier 3: Contingent Actions (18+ Months, Condition-Dependent)

These actions should be pursued only if specific preconditions are met.

TABLE 7-4: CONTINGENT ACTION RECOMMENDATIONS

Strategic Considerations for the Port

NO.

31

3.2

33

ACTION

Develop a phased development
master plan for the southeastern
corner (Phase 1 area) with refined
cost estimates, a grading and
surcharge schedule, and a
permitting timeline.

Initiate rezoning and plan
amendment applications for
the preferred development or
alternative use concept.

Issue an RFQ/RFP for a
development partner if a
subsidized residential scenario is
pursued.

PRECONDITION

Tier 2.1 geotechnical data
confirms costs within a viable
range, AND a committed public
subsidy source is identified that
closes the per-unit gap.

Tier 11 and 1.2 are complete,
and a preferred use has been
selected by the Port and City.

Subsidy commitments are
secured, geotechnical and
wetland data are updated,
and a phased master plan is
complete.

PURPOSE

A phased approach starting with
the most favorable area is the
only development strategy with
potential to reach viability, but
only with confirmed subsidy and
refined cost data.

Regulatory approvals have long
lead times. Initiating this process
early avoids delays if a viable use
concept is identified.

Private developer engagement
should not occur until the
project's financial structure is
defined and the subsidy gap is
addressed. Premature market
outreach risks reputational
damage and developer fatigue.

The Port's Strategic Business Plan identifies the Eastside property as suited to housing or other non-
commercial uses and emphasizes revenue diversification, workforce support, and environmental
stewardship. The feasibility findings do not eliminate the property's strategic value but do reframe
how that value can be realized.

»

»

»

Revenue generation through residential development is not achievable
in the near term. The Port should not plan capital budgets or maritime
investment strategies around anticipated Eastside residential revenue.

Workforce housing objectives may be better served at other locations. If
the Port's goal is to support housing for maritime, processing, and rail-related
workers, partnering with the City on housing initiatives at sites with lower
development costs may produce more units per public dollar invested.

The property remains a long-term asset. Market conditions, construction costs,
available subsidies, and regulatory frameworks will change over time. Preserving
optionality by avoiding irreversible commitments (e.g., long-term leases for
incompatible uses) while pursuing low-cost interim uses is a prudent strategy.
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7.3 Limitations & Disclaimers

This study was commissioned to provide an
updated assessment of development feasibility
under current conditions. AKS was not engaged
to perform new geotechnical investigations, land
surveying, or natural resource fieldwork. All site-
specific findings related to subsurface conditions,
soil characteristics, settlement and seismic
performance, and wetland/upland boundaries
are derived solely from previously completed
study materials.

Cost estimates presented in this report are
feasibility-level and are intended to support
planning-level decision-making. They should not
be used for budgeting, financing, or construction
procurement without further refinement through
detailed design and updated site investigation.

Market analysis and achievable pricing are based
on the Johnson Economics market study (April
2026) and reflect conditions as of that date.
Market conditions are subject to change, and
any future development decisions should be
informed by updated market data at the time of
implementation.

All recommendations are presented as
recommended actions. Final approval of any
development strategy, land use change, or public
investment rests with the Port Commission, City
Council, and other applicable decision-making
authorities.
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7.4 Final Statement

The Eastside property remains one of the largest
undeveloped land holdings within the Coos Bay
urban area and a significant long-term asset for
both the City and the Port. This study confirms
that large-scale residential development is not
financially viable under current conditions, with
value-to-cost ratios ranging from 55% to 83%
across all scenarios evaluated. The viability gap
is structural, driven by the cumulative effect of
geotechnical remediation, wetland mitigation,
and infrastructure costs that exceed what the
local housing market can absorb, and it cannot
be closed through changes in product type,
density, or site layout alone.

These findings do not diminish the property's
strategic value. They do, however, reframe how
that value should be pursued. The path forward
requires the City and the Port to align on a
realistic land use direction, whether that involves
targeted alternative uses, long-term preservation
of development optionality, or a combination

of both. Decisions should be guided by the
tiered action framework outlined in Section 7.2,
beginning with a joint work session to establish
shared priorities and a formal evaluation of the
property's comprehensive plan designation.

The community engagement process reinforced
that residents value the Eastside property and
have clear preferences for its future, including
environmental stewardship, public access, and
compatibility with the surrounding neighborhood.
Any strategy that moves forward should reflect
those priorities while remaining grounded in the
financial and physical realities documented in this
report.

This study provides the technical, financial, and
community-informed foundation needed to make
that decision with confidence. The next step
belongs to the City and the Port.
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