
GOLDEN GATE V ILLAGE
E C O N O M I C ,  S O C I A L ,  A N D  P H Y S I C A L  A N A L Y S I S

July 2017



AGENDA
1. Welcome and Introductions

Recap of process to date

Wish Poem update

2. Physical
Review of Physical Needs Assessment 

3. Economic
Financial Scenarios:

Scenario 1 – Historic Preservation

Scenario 2 – Mixed Income

4. Social
A Portrait of Marin

5. Next Steps



Recap





 Project Goals:

 IDENTIFY a feasible strategy to ensure the sustainability of the Golden Gate Village site and 

the preservation of affordable housing in Marin County

 MAXIMIZE the engagement of residents and other stakeholders in order to incorporate a 

variety of perspectives, opinions, and priorities into the analysis

 CONSIDER the architectural significance and historicity of the existing Golden Gate Village 

site

 CONTEMPLATE ways in which revitalization of the Golden Gate Village site can help catalyze 

further development and growth within the surrounding community

 ENSURE that MHA continues to meet its housing, fiduciary, and other regulatory obligations 

and responsibilities to HUD, site residents, and the citizens of Marin County

Recap



 Meetings to Date:

Recap

Community Meetings (2009-2016)

 Grew out of an advisory board convened in 2009 where guiding 

principals were developed.

 Groups made up of residents and stakeholders

 Surveyed resident preferences and attitudes toward revitalization

 Recommended MHA hire a feasibility consultant to explore the 

feasibility of both mixed-income and historic preservation revitalization 

options

CVR Listening Session (June 2017)

 Met with residents, stakeholders, and members of the public the week of 

June 5th

 Meetings explained CVR’s task and allowed attendees to raise questions, 

comments, and concerns 

 Included a public meetings, as well as small group meetings with the 

Resident Council,  Government Officials, Social Service providers, the 

Marin Community Foundation, and the Marin Community Development 

Agency



Who We Met With in June

Meetings

Golden Gate Village Resident Council

Golden Gate Village Residents

Nonprofit and Service Provider Stakeholders

Attendees: Women Helping All People (WHAP), Fair Housing Advocates of 

Northern California (FHANC), Legal Aid of Marin, Bay Area Legal Aid, NESTS, 

Architects, Bridge the Gap, First Baptist Church

Local Government Officials

Attendees: Marin County Sheriff’s Office (MCSO), Marin Health and Human 

Services, County of Marin, Willow Creek Charter, Marin City Library

Marin Community Foundation

MHA Board of Commissioners

Marin Community Development Agency



Website
http://kgrafixprojects.com/future4ggv/

http://kgrafixprojects.com/future4ggv/


I Wish Golden Gate Village…

“…becomes a model community of 

diversity, economic stability, and 

serves the community well into the 

future.”

“…blossom so their residents would 

flourish for generations.”

“…will be beautiful, affordable, proud, respected, 

renewed, autonomous, sustainable, inspirational, a 

model for public housing.”

“…would provide unity in Marin 

City.”

“…would convert into a Community 

Land Trust. The Board would be 

made up from the Community and 

the property would be maintained by 

the Community. Permanent 

affordability. Revenues would be 

cycled back into the trust. The big 

picture is equity.”

“…to be renovated, 

remodeled, and have home 

ownership.”

“…had financial literacy with 

economic avenues to greater 

access for social and job 

readiness.”

“…stands in the consciousness of 

empowerment, self-determination, 

and love.”

“…had a flea market for residents 

at Golden Gate Village.”

“…that we could get an 

allocation of funds to 

handle our business and be 

left alone.”



Plan for July Meetings

 CVR plans to meet with the same groups to continue the listening session 

process

 CVR will meet with the following groups:

 Golden Gate Village Resident Council

 Golden Gate Village Residents and the General Public

 Nonprofit and Service Provider Stakeholders

 Local Government Officials and MHA Board Members

 Follow up meeting with the Golden Gate Village Resident Council 

 Marin Community Foundation

 Marin Community Development Agency 



Physical





Economic



Option 1-Historic Preservation

Includes: 
 The conversion to a community land trust/limited equity co-op

 The historic designation and preservation and revitalization of buildings 

using 21st century green technology 

 Renovations funded through the use of historic tax credits and 

anticipates a variety of grants and low-interest loans

 Also considers the incorporation of Manufacturing Communities 

Partnership designation from the U.S. Dept. of Commerce to build and 

operate an “Institute of Manufacturing and Innovation”





 The CVR Team reviewed a wide range of funding sources to finance the 

implementation of Option 1, including 9 funding sources provided by GGVRC. 

 The CVR team conducted a high-level review of these sources to assess: 

 Appropriateness of the source for the proposed use

 Congruence with the team’s understanding of Option 1 or the Resident 

Plan

 Compatibility with other proposed sources

 The review of these sources is summarized within the following slides 

Source Review



 Source Summary: 

 More commonly referred to as Historic Tax Credits

 Encourages private investment for the rehab or reuse of historic 

structures using a 20% income tax credit 

 Findings: 

 Historic tax credits typically yield low equity raises from private investors, 

meaning that this source would need to be supplemented with other 

sources

 The rehabilitation scope would have to meet certain threshold 

requirements to be eligible 

 The use of historic credits would require that an equity investor hold a 

certain percentage of ownership interest in the property, which would 

require disposition approval from HUD

 Historical tax credits will increase the construction costs.

 Historic designation not needed for tax credits.

 This source seems conditionally viable for utilization in implementing 

Option 1, but its ownership structure requirements may not have been 

contemplated and would require additional HUD approvals

1) Federal Historic Preservation Tax Incentive Program



 Source Summary: 
 Provided by California Strategic Growth Council

 Offers competitive grants and affordable housing loans for compact, green, and 

transit-oriented affordable housing development. 

 Focuses on projects that reduce greenhouse gases, incorporate green 

infrastructure improvements, and increase housing access to employment centers 

and key destinations

 Findings: 
 These funds appear to be typically awarded to affordable housing developments 

that are part of a broader transformative community development effort, whereby 

alternative transportation and green improvements are part of the overall strategy

 Awardees are required to report measurable outcomes on how the funds are 

being used for the reduction of emissions

 Public housing properties are not allowed to take on debt, so a change in 

ownership would be required and would necessitate HUD disposition approval

 A HACLA redevelopment effort was recently awarded $11.9 M to be spread over 

multiple years

 The lack of a broad and existing green and transit-oriented community 

revitalization strategy makes an award from this funding source unlikely, 

unless other local partners become part of a broader revitalization strategy

2) Affordable Housing and Sustainable Communities 

Grants



 Source Summary: 
 The California Energy Commission offers multiple grants and programs primarily 

for research and energy conservation

 The concept of EcoDistricts is less a funding source and more of a framework for 

creating community partnerships to equitably and greenly redevelop urban spaces

 Findings: 
 While an EcoDistrict could be an effective planning tool, it  will not provide funding 

to Option 1

 A CED program called Enhanced Infrastructure Financing Districts (EIFD), 

however, could be beneficial to this Plan

 EIFD is a tax increment financing tool that redirects local property taxes toward a 

number of prioritized activities including affordable housing, mixed-use 

development, transit projects, etc. 

 This program requires voter approval prior to the issuance of bonds

 While the use of this program could prove beneficial it would likely need to be 

utilized in conjunction with other sources 

3) California Energy Commission EcoDistricts



 Source Summary: 
 Specialized tax credit equal to 39% of investment paid out over seven years

 Aims at incentivizing economic and community development in distressed 

communities through tax credits for the purpose of financing small businesses, 

community facilities, grocery stores, daycare centers, retail, etc.  

 Findings: 
 Residential rental property does not qualify for New Markets Tax Credits, so 

therefore rehabilitation of the Golden Gate Village site is not an allowable use of 

this funding source

 These funds can be used for a planned commercial or non-residential component 

of a revitalization, but this has not been clearly defined to date within the Resident 

Plan

4) New Markets Tax Credits



 Source Summary: 
 An innovative approach to finance social welfare programs

 Uses private funders to front funds for programs. Funders are repaid with interest 

by local governments as programs deliver on intended goals  

 Findings: 
 Rehabilitation of an existing structure would be an atypical use of Social Impact 

Bonds (SIB), as a measurable social impact resulting from unit rehabilitation is 

unclear

 Typical uses include short-term activities that can produce clear and measurable 

objectives, such as homelessness, public health, and/or education

 This source could be used for a single resident program at a revitalized Golden 

Gate Village site, but likely would not produce funds for the revitalization itself. 

 This technique is new in the U.S. and results vary nationally

5) Social Impact Bonds



 Source Summary: 
 ArtPlace provided funding through the Community Development Investments 

(CDI) program for community planning and development activities that have not 

previously incorporated arts and cultural strategies

 Program includes flexible funding of up to $3M over three years to provide 

technical assistance for planning for creative place-making and collaboration on 

identifying financing

 Findings: 
 This program is no longer active according to an ArtPlace representative 

 This program, when active, did not provide monies for rehabilitation

 ArtPlace does provide similar funds under their National Creative Placemaking 

Fund program, which MHA and Golden Gate Village resident groups should seek 

as a secondary source to provide additional support for revitalization planning and 

the incorporation of art into revitalization efforts. 

6) ArtPlace Community Development Grants



 Source Summary: 
 CVR was provided with a Congressional Budget Office cost estimate dated 

08/06/15

 The document makes reference to H.R. 3114, which is a bill to provide funds to 

the Army Corps of Engineers to hire veterans and members of the armed forces to 

assist the Corps in curation and historic preservation activities

 This resolution became Public Law 114-189

 Findings: 
 The Act is clear to state that funds under this law are to be used to train and hire 

veterans or members of the armed services  to preserve, catalogue, and process 

artifacts within the care of federal agencies

 The connection between Option 1 and these funds is not entirely clear

 The only assumed applicable use would be to offset labor costs by using veterans 

or service members to complete the rehabilitation work

 If so, any investors would likely find issue with unskilled laborers assisting in the 

rehabilitation

 Given the wording of the public law and its age, it seems highly unlikely that these 

funds could be utilized in the implementation of Option 1

7) Curation and Historic Preservation Funds



 Source Summary: 
 The California Enterprise Development Authority (CEDA) provides 501(c)(3) 

revenue bonds to facilitate land and building acquisition, building construction, and 

refinancing of prior debt for capital projects. 

 Interest on bonds is tax-exempt, therefore carrying a lower interest rate than those 

held by conventional lenders

 Findings: 
 Awardees must be credit-worthy registered 501(c)(3) organizations

 The site is not currently owned and operated by an eligible 501(c)(3) organization. 

This change in ownership would require HUD disposition approval. 

 If the site was transferred to a third party 501(c)(3), the credit worthiness of that 

organization would likely not be such that it would be eligible for this program

 The high physical needs of the property would mean that, if awarded, this source 

would not be a sole-source solution and would need to be layered with other 

capital sources

8) Tax-Exempt Financing for Non-Profits/501(c)(3) 

Revenue Bonds



 Source Summary: 
 The Marin Community Foundation has historically provided investment in capital 

projects and revenue-producing ventures known as PRIs for areas of interest 

including arts, education, public health, housing, human services, and community 

development

 PRIs are typically used to supplement existing grant programs and have been 

provided by MCF as interim financing for housing development projects

 Findings: 
 In meeting with MCF in June, CVR learned that MCF is not offering PRI funding at 

this point in time, therefore, this funding source is not available for utilization for 

either Option. 

9) Program Related Investment



 No sources provided, in and of themselves, provide enough funding to meet 

the estimate rehabilitation needs

 Sources found to be at least conditionally eligible when layered probably still 

would not meet the estimated rehabilitation needs for the property

 A written plan would likely provide additional documentation for how these 

sources could be used for the implementation of Option 1

 Options outside of the list provided to CVR should be explored to aid in 

facilitating an option similar in scope to Option 1. 

Source Review Summary





Option 2- Mixed Income

 Includes: 
 The rehab or redevelopment of the site using private debt, tax credit 

equity, grants or other sources

 The introduction income diversity to the site, adding additional market 

rate and other affordable units subsidized by federal housing programs

 Promotion of deconcentration of poverty, provision of social services 

and community programs, coordination with broader community 

revitalization efforts, and expansion and preservation of available 

affordable housing







Social

























THANK YOU


