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INTRODUCTION

In December 2015, Pat West, City Manager for the City of Long Beach, California, was 

preparing to present to the City Council the final plans, Supplemental Environmental Impact 

Report, and Project Agreement for the Long Beach Civic Center Project. If approved by City 

Council, the motion would authorize a $531mm public-private partnership to redevelop a 

large swath of downtown Long Beach. The project would include a new City Hall, Port of Long 

Beach headquarters, and main library, and a redeveloped Lincoln Park, in addition to proposed 

residential and retail buildings. It had been nine years since building inspections found seismic 

problems and significant deterioration in the city’s existing City Hall, where the City Council 

meeting was about to take place. Facing an immediate need, and no funding to pay for a new 

facility, West and his staff had spent years transforming the liability of the decaying Civic 

Center into an opportunity to reinvest in Downtown Long Beach. But first, West needed the 

Council’s approval. “No city manager wants to try to build a new City Hall,” said West, “It’s 

usually the fastest way to get yourself fired.” 

THE LONG BEACH CIVIC CENTER

Long Beach is the seventh most populous city in California. In 2013, the city’s total budget was 

nearly $3 billion. The old civic center consisted of the city hall, library building, Lincoln Park, 

and parking facilities. The 15-story city hall housed most city functions and government offices. 

The original 1977 civic center and library project, along with Lincoln Park, was intended to 

attract other, private development to the downtown area, but much of the anticipated private 

investment hadn’t materialized in the years following the opening of the civic center. With the 

relocation of the Long Beach Courthouse in 2013 to a nearby site, the City Hall and library sat 

on a parcel that was otherwise largely undeveloped or unutilized.  

The old civic center 
consisted of the 15-story 
city hall, the library 
building, the Lincoln 
Park, and parking 
facilities.
Image: Google Earth. City Hall

Lincoln Park

Library
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In the runup to the Civic Center redevelopment project, the City of Long Beach was 

recovering financially from the global financial crisis and recession but was generally in 

good financial condition due to conservative fiscal management and an economy supported 

by local infrastructure projects and the Port of Long Beach. The port was investing in new 

harbor projects in addition to the Gerald Desmond Bridge replacement project. The city had 

maintained a strong credit rating and balanced budgets by reducing costs when revenues 

fluctuated. While the city was growing, investment in the downtown area was slow to pick up. In 

an effort to revitalize the city’s downtown and to encourage new development, the City Council 

directed preparation of a new Downtown Plan, which included an environmental review. The 

final Environmental Impact Report for the Downtown Plan was published in 2012.

 

CONDITIONS OF THE OLD CITY HALL AND LIBRARY

In 2006, a building inspection found significant deterioration in both the city hall and the main 

library. The inspection also raised concerns regarding each buildings’ stability in the event of 

an earthquake. At the time, the city completed a cost estimate which determined that a seismic 

retrofit to bring the city hall back to code would cost $119 million. 

Rather than immediately starting a complete retrofit or rebuild, the city completed minor 

maintenance for several years, and in 2013, commissioned a second study to reassess the 

facility conditions. The second study found significant additional deterioration in both the city 

hall and library. As the city was considering a seismic retrofit, staff were increasing the cost 

estimate by 5 percent annually, or from $119 million to $170 million between the 2006 seismic 

report and the reinspection in 2013. The 2013 inspection found additional deterioration due to 

a lack of sufficient maintenance of the major systems within the buildings, bringing the retrofit 

estimate to $194 million. In other words, the facilities were deteriorating even faster than city 

officials expected. 

The city also estimated the Facility Conditions Index (FCI) for both buildings in 2013. The FCI, 

which is the ratio of the total cost to repair a building to the building’s replacement value, is a 

common metric used to evaluate building conditions. An FCI of 0 percent represents a building 

in perfect condition. Generally, an FCI below 15 percent represents a building in good condition, 

and an FCI between 30 and 45 percent represents a building in poor condition. An FCI above 

45 percent indicates that the building should be completely replaced. By the 2013 inspection, 

the city calculated that the city hall had an FCI of 52 percent and the city library an FCI of 73 

percent. “It was a classic combination of stretched maintenance budgets and a facility that was 

‘built by the lowest bidder,’” said West. “Of course, the contractor who originally built the old 

civic center was long gone by the time these serious issues were found.”
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The civic center’s accelerating deterioration and seismic deficiency pressured the city to act 

quickly to replace or significantly rehabilitate the facility. The city manager and elected officials 

were concerned, however, that voters would reject a ballot measure or tax increase to pay for a 

new civic center. 

With the need for a new civic center growing increasingly dire, and a lack of state or federal 

funding to pay for a new facility, City Manager Pat West and his staff began examining 

alternative ways for the city to replace its civic center. They decided to form a public-private 

partnership (P3) to develop the civic center and surrounding parcels. This would allow the city 

to build and maintain a new public facility on land it already owned without additional city 

funding. The original city hall and library sat on a large parcel of relatively under-developed 

city-owned land. A large portion of the parcel consisted of the old courthouse site, which sat 

vacant after the courthouse project relocated the facility.

PUBLIC-PRIVATE PARTNERSHIPS FOR SOCIAL INFRASTRUCTURE

Urban social infrastructure includes facilities like city halls, civic centers, justice facilities, 

and libraries. The vast majority of social infrastructure facilities in the United States are 

financed with municipal bonds that are backed by the general city or state budgets or future 

revenue streams from the property tax or other taxes. Cities generally maintain and operate 

the facilities using a combination of public agencies and maintenance contracts. In 2017 

approximately 65 percent of U.S. cities performed general facility maintenance with city staff, 

with the remainder using a combination of city staff and private contractors.

Aerial view of the old civic center construction site (1974).
Source: Long Beach Public Library.
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A public-private partnership (P3) is an alternative contracting method for public infrastructure.  

In general, the procurement model entails a long-term concession contract with a private 

partner to Design, Build, Finance, Operate, and Maintain (DBFOM) a project. This procurement 

model is unique in several ways. First, financing for the project is recourse only to the project, 

rather than to the government sponsor, which effectively means that the project, rather 

than the city, is borrowing money. Second, there is a single concession contract used for 

the entire project lifecycle, rather than many small contracts for various phases such as 

design, construction, and maintenance contracts. Finally, to the extent possible, contracts 

are performance-based, rather than specification-based. In other words, where possible, 

the contract specifies project outcomes, rather than tasks or methods for achieving those 

outcomes.

It is worth noting that “public-private partnership” is a bucket-term that is often used to 

describe a wide range of contracting arrangements between a government and a private 

contractor or developer. Not all of these partnerships entail the full spectrum of the DBFOM 

project life cycle. In some cases, governments contract to design, build, and finance a project 

with a private contractor, and later take over operations and maintenance of the project. In 

other cases, a government may design and build a facility under separate contracts, finance 

the facility by issuing municipal bonds, and lease or sign an operating agreement with a private 

contractor for long-term operations and maintenance. In any of these examples, governments 

may refer to the project as a P3. 

The main reason governments use P3s is to transfer some of the risks of project execution to 

the private partner. The DBFOM procurement model is often used for large, complex projects 

that involve significant risk. 

Infrastructure development entails many risks. Projects may fall behind schedule or cost much 

more than originally anticipated. Those risks generally increase with the size and complexity 

of the project. Projects may also be much more expensive to operate and maintain than 

expected. In some cases, this is because long-term maintenance and replacement costs aren’t 

incorporated in initial cost estimates.  For large projects, these risks are compounded by the 

interfaces between the many contracts delivering small parts or phases of a project. Delays 

from one contractor often impact many other contractors, causing delays and cost increases to 

compound. 

For infrastructure projects that generate funding from operations, notably toll roads or airports, 

the private partner may be remunerated from all or a portion of revenues from operations. 

For projects without a dedicated funding source, which is common in the social infrastructure 

sector, the private partner is often remunerated by a regular Availability Payment (AP). The 

AP is often calculated using a complex formula in the concession contract, but generally 

represents a regular payment during operations based on the amount of the facility that is 
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“available” to the public sector sponsor during the preceding operating period. Thus, if part 

of the facility is closed by the private partner due to maintenance or rehabilitation, that 

portion is “unavailable” and the public sector’s payment is reduced. For social infrastructure 

projects, maintenance performance requirements are often included in AP calculations. If the 

concessionaire allows the facility to deteriorate or does not respond to maintenance requests 

in a timely manner, their payment for that period is reduced. 

DBFOM P3s have rarely been used in the United States to develop social infrastructure. 

Originating in the United Kingdom, the practice is much more common in commonwealth 

countries. Today many large social infrastructure projects in the U.K., Australia, and Canada are 

developed using a DBFOM procurement. The province of Ontario, Canada, has developed five 

courthouses and many other public buildings using DBFOM procurement, almost all funded with 

Availability Payments. 

The procurement process for a P3 differs significantly from a traditional public construction 

bidding process. Under the normal public bidding process, governments work with staff and 

consultants to design and permit a project, then take bids for the construction of that project 

from construction companies. In a P3, governments work with advisors and staff to manage 

the procurement process, which balances competition and coordination while the terms of 

proposals are negotiated. 

The procurement process typically begins with a Request for Qualifications, which gives an 

early overview of the government’s need and asks potential partners to explain their relevant 

qualifications. Respondents are typically consortia of firms which partner to meet the various 

project requirements of construction, maintenance, design, and financing. During this time, the 

government also typically engages legal, financial, and technical advisors to assist in drafting 

project documents, evaluating proposals, and negotiating on their behalf. 

Once the public sector has evaluated the submitted qualifications, a shortlist of bidders is 

selected for the proposal process. The shortlist generally consists of two to five potential 

partners. This step limits competition for the final proposal process to incentivize each potential 

partner to invest the considerable time and resources necessary to complete a detailed 

proposal for the project. 

The Request for Proposals is then released to the shortlisted bidders. While bidders develop 

their final proposals, the public sector may modify the project in response to bidder comments 

or questions. The public sector then reviews the final proposals and selects a bidder. The 

process concludes with the government finalizing and signing a Project Agreement with the 

preferred bidder (commercial close). The winning bidder then has a set period of time to finance 

the project (financial close) and begin construction.
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INFRASTRUCTURE AND CONTIGUOUS PROPERTY DEVELOPMENT

 
Infrastructure projects have broad long-term economic benefits, many of which are 

regional. Improved transportation access or the relocation of municipal jobs create positive 

externalities for the surrounding area. Transportation projects may improve job or housing 

access, and social infrastructure facilities may generate secondary benefits for surrounding 

businesses such as increased employee spending and foot traffic. As a result, the land around 

infrastructure projects often appreciates in value. This can start when a project is announced 

and continue after a project is completed. 

When an infrastructure project is expected to increase the desirability of an area, cities may 

have an opportunity to incorporate property development that benefits the community into 

the project. For example, a local government might allow a private developer to develop 

excess, contiguous properties as part of an infrastructure project. The proceeds from the 

development of contiguous properties can then be used by the developer to offset the capital 

costs of the infrastructure project. In exchange for the rights to develop the excess land, 

the city can also ask the developer to provide community amenities such as open space and 

affordable housing. Synergies between the commercial developments and the public work 

may allow the city to create additional value relative to simply selling that public land before 

the project is developed. 

THE LONG BEACH COURTHOUSE PROJECT

The City of Long Beach benefited from its experience as a participant in the similar Long 

Beach Courthouse Project, which was initiated by the State of California just a few years prior 

in 2010. The State replaced the courthouse, located adjacent to the city hall and within the 

boundaries of the civic center block, due to similar seismic issues. The project was the first 

public building P3 in the United States.

 

While the courthouse replacement was a State project, the city provided the land for the new 

facility. In a prescient land deal with the State, the city exchanged the land for the new facility 

for the land the old courthouse occupied. This land swap allowed the city to consolidate its 

holdings within the civic center boundaries. 

In 2010, the Administrative Office of the Courts (AOC), on behalf of the State of California, 

entered into a 35-year DBFOM concession with a private partner to construct and maintain 

the new courthouse facility. Construction began one year later, and the facility opened in late 

2013. Under the contract, the AOC pays the private partner a regular availability payment, 

under the condition that the contractor meets maintenance performance requirements. 

THE LONG BEACH, CALIFORNIA, CIVIC CENTER PROJECT: A PUBLIC-PRIVATE PARTNERSHIP TO REHABILITATE MUNICIPAL INFRASTRUCTURE                   CASE STUDY
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While the courthouse project was not managed by the city, it would prove to be an important 

precursor to the Civic Center project. Amy Bodek, then director of development services for 

the city, participated in the courthouse design and planning meetings. “We were watching 

what they were planning to do with the courthouse contract at the same time we were facing 

all of these challenges maintaining the Civic Center. I think that was what started us down the 

path of considering including facility maintenance in the Civic Center project through a P3.” 

THE EARLY PLANNING AND PROCUREMENT

After observing the Long Beach courthouse project, the city began exploring how to develop 

a new civic center without additional funding, looking to the excess city land surrounding 

the civic center for possible leverage. Mike Conway, then economic development director, 

suggested that the city accept proposals from development partners for both the new civic 

center and for commercial or residential development on the excess property. 

The city realized early on that expanding the scope of the project might make the project 

more attractive to large developers. The city incorporated plans for the replacement of the 

city library into the project and also asked that designs include a new public park. 

To determine the “no additional funding” for the project, city staff calculated what they were 

spending on the old civic center and library: each year, the city was spending $7.8 million 

on maintenance and operations of the old facilities, $2.6 million on debt service for the 

old facilities, and an additional $2.1 million on leases for other city offices, which would be 

consolidated in a new civic center. The total annual costs were estimated at $12.6 million; the 

city set that amount, indexed to inflation, as the maximum annual Availability Payment they 

would be willing to make in the procurement. 

The new Long Beach Courthouse, completed in 2013. 
Source: AECOM, www.aecom.com. 
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Up until this point, the city had planned the project with limited feedback from the market. The 

next key step, and the initiation of the procurement process, was for city staff to draft and 

publish a Request for Qualifications (RFQ) targeted at potential private partners. This would 

give the city its first indication of the appetite for the project and whether the envisioned 

project was economically viable as planned. In February 2013, while the city was completing 

its second seismic study of the old civic center, the City Council authorized staff to begin 

developing an RFQ for the project. In this process, one key question surfaced: would the Port 

of Long Beach partner with the city on this project?

THE PORT OF LONG BEACH

The Long Beach Board of Harbor Commissioners oversees the Port of Long Beach, which is 

the second most-trafficked container port in the United States, after the port of Los Angeles. 

Annual port traffic amounts to more than $100 billion of imports or exports per year. Despite 

its size and economic importance to the city, the port was facing its own facilities crisis in 

2013: the port’s headquarters was determined to be seismically vulnerable and in need of 

significant additional repairs. 

At the time, the port headquarters building was located at the port itself, a few blocks south 

and across the Queensway Bridge from the civic center. Established in 1911, the Port of Long 

Beach has consistently been a driver of the city’s economy. Traffic at the port increased 

substantially as trade increased between the U.S. and China in the 1990s and 2000s. The port 

operates semi-autonomously from the city. It is governed by a Harbor Commission, but the 

Commission’s members are nominated by the mayor and approved by the City Council, which 

also approves the port’s annual budget. The timing of the Port’s need for a new headquarters 

building spurred city staff to consider incorporating the Port project into the development. 

Unlike the case of the civic center, the poor conditions of the port’s headquarters were 

a result of the building being outdated, rather than a lack of maintenance.  The old 

headquarters was built in 1960, long before the civic center, and, in addition to facing seismic 

issues, was simply too small for the port’s current needs. 

City officials saw an opportunity to increase the scale of the P3 by incorporating an additional 

building for the port headquarters into the proposed project. The addition of the port 

headquarters would nearly double the square footage of the public facilities to be developed, 

which could make the project more attractive to investors. 

Getting the port onboard could complicate the procurement, however, as the circumstances 

and needs of the port differed from those of the city. First, the port had done a better job of 
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maintaining their existing facilities, and thus was more reluctant to cede maintenance tasks to 

a private partner. Second, unlike the city, the port was not land-rich and cash-poor; the port 

could likely raise the financing to pay for its new facility regardless of procurement model and 

was more concerned with finding a suitable location for any replacement headquarters. “We 

knew getting the port onboard would be a negotiation,” said West. “The city council approves 

their budget every year, but they were always wary of the city using the port as its piggy bank. 

When we started negotiations, we knew they would be wary of being on the hook to pay for 

the city’s portion of the project.”

Following brief but intense negotiations with city staff, port leadership agreed to participate in 

the project RFQ, with the stipulation that they would not formally commit to the project until 

they evaluated any proposals the city received.  City staff knew that they could always adapt 

if the port decided not to participate, but the city was concerned that a lack of commitment 

from the port would make the city appear uncommitted to seeing the project through and 

dampen market demand for the project.

For the RFQ, the city decided to describe the port’s participation as tentative. Responders 

were asked to consider the inclusion of a port headquarters in their responses, should the port 

choose to commit in the future. For its part, the port agreed to participate in the procurement 

process and evaluate proposals alongside city staff.

Aerial view of containers in the Port of Long Beach, California.
iStock / Getty Images Plus / adamkaz
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THE REQUEST FOR QUALIFICATIONS

The city published the RFQ in April 2013 and scheduled an industry day in June to present 

the project to potential respondents. The city did not publish detailed evaluation criteria for 

respondents at this stage; initial evaluations were based solely on the qualifications of the 

teams making proposals. An evaluation committee made selections based on each consortia’s 

experience with Performance Based Infrastructure and P3s, design and construction 

experience, track record or demonstrated capability to finance the project, and experience 

with long-term building maintenance.

The city included both fixed and open-ended project details in the RFQ, and explicitly stated 

its goal to limit expenses of any availability payment to $12.6 million annually. The RFQ 

also specified the special needs of the city, port headquarters, park, and public library. The 

amount or density of private or commercial development that would be allowed on the excess 

property was left open-ended.1 The city also left the term of the concession open-ended, 

though it specified that the concession would be at least 30 years. 

Most of the terms of the desired project agreement included in the RFQ are typical of a P3 

project agreement. The winning partner would finance the project and take on construction 

risk. Availability payments wouldn’t start until the public facilities were complete and 

operational, and they would be subject to maintenance performance requirements. Other 

terms were potentially problematic. The fact that the port’s commitment was not confirmed 

meant that the project size could fluctuate significantly. The RFQ also stated that the private 

partner would be responsible for all permitting and environmental review, which is generally 

considered a significant risk. Finally, the RFQ specified that any availability payments would 

be subject to annual appropriation by the City Council. This term is common in public sector 

leases but could be a point of contention for potential bidders concerned that the city would 

have the option to stop making payments in the future. 

The release of the RFQ gave the city its first indication of the economic viability of the project.  

The city held an industry meeting shortly after the RFQ’s publication, with more than 80 

companies in attendance. “That was a real big moment for us,” said West. “It was the first time 

we realized that we might be able to pull this off.”

“It was also a wake-up call,” said Amy Bodek. “We put the RFQ together on our own, and it 

was clear at that point that we would need to bring in additional expertise to manage the 

procurement going forward. After the RFQ, we knew things were going to get much more 

complex.” The city closed the RFQ in July 2013 and received qualifications from seven private 

partners. After a review by the evaluation committee, the city shortlisted three firms to 

1      In 2013, when the RFQ was issued, Long Beach did not have a formal affordable housing requirement for property developments. In 2020 the 
city council adopted a mandatory inclusionary zoning policy.  
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Evaluation Criteria Weight 

Team Members demonstrated management experience with Performance-Based Infrastructure 
(PBI) and Public-Private Partnerships (PPP):
• Prior successful experience in alternative project delivery arrangements including PBI or PPP, 

or projects similar to this Project including performance-based payment mechanisms and 
long-term partnership arrangements;

• Experience incorporating facilities management into project design and development;
• Experience in managing and maximizing commercial opportunities in mixed-use projects; and
• Experience working with other Team Members in previous projects

25%

Team Members’ strength and demonstrated architecture and engineering design ability, experience 
and capacity to develop a large Civic Center campus in an urban setting including prior experience 
of the architect on projects of similar scale and complexity

20%

The Team Members demonstrated construction experience including:
• The technical and financial capacity to plan, construct, and commission a large Civic Center 

project in an urban setting with the timeframe envisioned;
• Prior experience of the constructor members of the team on projects of similar scale and 

complexity;
• Prior experience utilizing construction and financial resources in the Long Beach market and 

in working relationships with local officials

20%

Team members demonstrate financing experience, including:
• Prior experience in providing financing for similar project(s) within specified financial closing 

times parameters and ability to provide financing for the Project; and
• Ability and demonstrated experience with Taxable and/or Tax-Exempt financing;
• Ability and demonstrated experience with alternative financial delivery methods, including 

New Market Tax Credits, 501(c)(3) bonds or 63-20 bond financing (Revenue Ruling 63-20 / 
Revenue Procedure 82-26)

20%

Team Members’ strength demonstrated ability, experience and financial capacity to operate and 
maintain City Hall, library and parking facilities with a high volume of public use

15%

Total
100%

Table 1: Civic Center Project Qualifications Selection Criteria

participate in the procurement: Related California, Long Beach CiviCore Alliance, and 

Plenary-Edgemoor Civic Partners. 

In October, city staff updated the council on their progress and shared the results of the 

second seismic study of the old civic center. The building was deteriorating at a faster rate than 

originally anticipated, and the city needed to act soon to either repair the old civic center or 

build a replacement. The council asked staff to significantly accelerate the project timeline and 

develop a Request for Proposals (RFP) by the following February.
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RFP DEVELOPMENT

City staff knew that developing an RFP would require significantly more effort than had been 

expended on the RFQ and qualifications evaluations. The staff immediately accepted proposals 

and started interviewing consultants to assist with the procurement process and develop 

the RFP. The city also hired a law firm to assist with the development of the draft project 

agreement, which would be included as an appendix in the RFP. The city eventually selected 

Arup, as well as several subconsultants, to serve as financial advisor to the city. In December 

2013, the city council approved a $1 million budget for advisory costs and a $750,000 budget 

for legal fees for the procurement. 

The RFP required more detail than the RFQ, with specific requirements for proposals. However, 

the city aimed to not be too prescriptive, in order to give bidders some room to propose 

innovative solutions. For instance, rather than specify what aspects of building maintenance the 

private partner would cover, the city outlined the general tasks the private partner would be 

responsible for, such as building HVAC and elevator maintenance, and asked bidders to provide 

their suggested maintenance plans for those areas.

The city did not place constraints on private property development in the RFP and urged 

proposers to estimate a scale of development necessary to make the project economically 

viable. The RFP did, however, specify that permitting and entitlement risk would remain with 

the private partner. Before issuing the RFP, the city had completed a Downtown Plan and a 

Programmatic Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) under the California Environmental Quality 

Act (CEQA), which means some development of the area had already been studied. To the 

extent the selected proposal increased environmental impacts beyond those studied in the 

Downtown Plan PEIR, the private partner would be responsible for obtaining relevant permits. 

The city offered to complete an initial environmental study of the winning proposal, if required, 

while the development agreement was under negotiation. Ultimately, the new development plan 

for the civic center would require approval by the city Planning Commission and eventually the 

City Council.

The city specified that private development could only start after all public sector components 

of the project were completed, including the demolition of the old civic center. This stipulation 

would ensure that the private partner prioritized the public works construction and reduce 

the number of entitlements required for initial construction to begin. In addition to submitting 

design and maintenance proposals, the competing developers were required to submit a full 

financial model for the project, including projected equity returns and debt terms. Developers 

each submitted two proposals – one that incorporated the port into their plans and one that did 

not. Given the significant time and effort developers were required to put into their proposed 

THE LONG BEACH, CALIFORNIA, CIVIC CENTER PROJECT: A PUBLIC-PRIVATE PARTNERSHIP TO REHABILITATE MUNICIPAL INFRASTRUCTURE                   CASE STUDY
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designs and maintenance plans, the city included a stipend provision for the three competing 

developers. Each developer would have to submit their itemized proposal costs to the city for 

review, and the winning bidder would be required to reimburse each of the losing bidders for 

costs incurred up to $500,000. 

Since the RFP selection would lead to a construction contract award, the city’s staff and 

consultants created objective and transparent selection criteria. A selection committee 

comprised of both city and port officials would still evaluate the proposals, but unlike a typical 

construction contract, which is awarded based on the lowest cost alone, the P3 would also be 

evaluated based on design criteria and other factors. 

The city created a point scoring table that included minimum requirements for each proposal in 

addition to evaluation criteria and possible point values. Evaluation criteria included somewhat 

subjective technical factors such as the park design’s potential to promote safety. The 

evaluation of the buildings was based on scores for functional support solutions and creative 

solutions to improve city workforce productivity. For environmental performance, the city 

set a minimum design requirement of LEED Gold, with additional points awarded for higher 

certifications. Another set of criteria compared the developers’ financial plans, including the 

amount of risk transferred from the city and the soundness of assumptions. 

While developing the RFP, the city held two public community meetings, during which city staff 

outlined a timeline for the project. The city committed to additional public outreach with the 

preferred bidder once a design and project plan were accepted. A project website was also 

created, on which the public could review all project documents and submit input. City staff and 

consultants issued the RFP in February 2014. 

THE BID PROCESS

Because of the complexity of the project, city staff knew that the RFP would not be perfect. 

Their goal was to ensure proposals met the city’s requirements, while also giving each bid team 

the flexibility to propose innovative solutions.  The city did this by allowing for some flexibility 

and maintaining open communication with proposers. 

“The goal was to allow for some flexibility to adjust the procurement while still maintaining a 

level playing field,” said Orion Fulton, associate principal in the Transaction Advisory Group at 

Arup, who was hired as the financial advisor for the project.

The city gave bidders a short period to submit written clarifying comments or questions, and 

also hosted a series of meetings with each of the proposers to discuss the proposals and 
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ask clarifying questions. After five weeks, the city published any addenda to the original RFP, 

and then answered additional clarifying questions for another month. In order to ensure a 

level playing field and avoid last-minute changes, the city published answers to any clarifying 

questions one month before final proposals were due. Each bidder made a final presentation to 

the selection committee a week after the proposal due date. 

The city communicated clarifying questions and responses to all bidders to avoid repetition 

and maintain a level playing field. Any clarifications made during in-person meetings were also 

shared with all teams. Of course, the competing bidders were prohibited from communicating 

with each other during the process, and the city did not discuss competing proposals with 

teams during the in-person meetings. 

“Since the proposals would be evaluated based on technical and design criteria in addition 

to financial criteria, we needed to be as specific as possible with the criteria up front and the 

evaluations afterward,” said Fulton. “It was a matter of striking a balance between managing 

a fair, transparent procurement with the city’s desire for selection criteria beyond just the 

financials.” 

At this stage, the city staff faced a key question: at what point in the process should the city 

select a preferred proposal and bidder and begin directly negotiating the project agreement? 

While city staff wanted to select a proposal as early as possible to move the project forward, 

competition from multiple bidders was the city’s main source of leverage. Competition gave 

the bidders a strong incentive to keep costs low and assume project risks. If the city selected 

a bidder and proceeded to direct negotiation too early, it could get a worse deal. On the other 

hand, prolonging the competitive bid process would increase costs and delay key decisions 

around project planning and entitlements. 

Source: LBCC City Council, 2014

Long Beach Civic Center Procurement Timeline
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In this case, the city opted to quickly select a preferred bidder. The city asked that final 

proposals be submitted in early June 2014 and planned to select a preferred bidder by the 

beginning of July – a total proposal timeline of just four months. The city would then allow for 

17 months of development agreement negotiations, detailed planning, and permitting.

THE PROPOSALS

The city received two final proposals in response to the RFP, one from LBCCA and another 

from PECP. Because the port’s involvement with the project was still undecided each proposal 

included one design that incorporated the port headquarters, and a second design that did not 

include the port headquarters.

The LBCCA Proposal. The LBCCA proposal included a City Hall and Port Headquarters 

facility with underground parking and a community plaza for both facilities. At the other side of 

the main parcel, the Lincoln Park would envelop both sides of a central Library facility. LBCCA 

proposed that the majority of its private development fall between the two public spaces. The 

private development included 61,000 square feet of retail, dining, and service properties, a 

250-room boutique hotel, and 765 housing units in three separate buildings.

The PECP Proposal. The PECP proposal included two parallel, separate buildings for the 

Port Headquarters and the City Hall, with a plaza that ran the entirety of the city block. PECP 

proposed that Lincoln Park be in the same area as in the LBCCA proposal; however, PECP 

created one large park rather than parks on both sides of the Library. The private portion of 

the proposed development also included three buildings. Two of the buildings combined for 

412 residential units and under 20,000 square feet of retail space. The proposal for the third 

building included multiple scenarios. The first scenario, based on current market conditions, 

would include 182 residential units and 45,000 square feet of retail space. The second scenario, 

based on the potential market conditions once the public sector facilities are completed, 

included 380 residential units and 26,000 square feet of retail space, or 250 residential units 

and 200 hotel rooms.

Each of the proposals met the RFP’s administrative requirements. The review panel also 

awarded scores based on the technical proposals and financial proposals for both the public 

facilities and the private developments.  

Both proposals complied with the requirement that the city pay no more than $12.6 million 

per year. The city found the assumptions reasonable for both proposals but, through stress 

testing and sensitivity analysis, found the LBCCA financial proposal to be more well-defined and 

conservative. As a result, the LBCCA proposal received a slightly higher financial score. 
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LBCCA’s proposal, with their version of City Hall sitting front and center. 
Source: Long Beach Post 

However, the PECP proposal scored higher on the technical evaluation. The panel found the 

PECP proposal to enhance the interconnectivity between the park, private development, and 

public building areas of the project and to be more in keeping with the intent of the Downtown 

Plan. They also found that PECP’s overall design aesthetic more effectively framed the civic 

center as the center of the city’s democratic activities, and determined that the floor plans for 

the City Hall and Port Headquarters provided enhanced flexibility. 

PECP’s proposal included two parallel buildings for the Port Headquarters and the City Hall. 
Source: Plenary Edgemoor Civic Partners
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Criteria Category Potential 
Score

LBCCA 
Score

PECP 
Score

Administrative Proposal Scoring N/A Pass Pass

Technical Proposal Scoring - Civic Center 118 83 107

Technical Proposal Scoring - Civic Center Facility Management 18 18 18

Technical Proposal Scoring - Private Development 43 30 40

Financial Proposal Scoring - Civic Center 50 41 38

Financial Proposal Scoring - Private Development 38 32 29

Total Proposal Score 267 204 232

Table 2: LBCC Proposal Evaluation Criteria and Scoring (Port In Alternative)

Criteria Category Potential 
Score

LBCCA 
Score

PECP 
Score

Administrative Proposal Scoring N/A Pass Pass

Technical Proposal Scoring - Civic Center 110 73 100

Technical Proposal Scoring - Civic Center Facility Management 18 18 18

Technical Proposal Scoring - Private Development 43 29 40

Financial Proposal Scoring - Civic Center 50 37 32

Financial Proposal Scoring - Private Development 38 31 32

Total Proposal Score 259 118 222

Table 3: LBCC Proposal Evaluation Criteria and Scoring (Port Out Alternative)
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Of a total potential score of 267 across all of the evaluation categories, the review panel gave 

the LBCCA proposal a score of 204 and the PECP proposal a score of 232. In a December 

2014 City Council meeting, city staff and consultants presented their findings and the Council 

moved forward to select PECP as the preferred bidder for the project. 

VOTE OR WAIT?

After selecting PECP as the preferred bidder, the city was prepared to negotiate and finalize 

the project agreement. However, city staff and the consulting team were faced with new 

uncertainty. Just a month before PECP was selected, in 2014, the city elected a new mayor, 

Mayor Robert Garcia, and four new City Council members. By the time the Project Agreement 

was finalized, the majority of the key decision makers for the project would be replaced. The 

election raised questions about whether the project would be approved under new leadership. 

To avoid this uncertainty, the current City Council could hold a vote on the project before the 

new City Council took office, even though the agreement had not been finalized. 

“That was one of the more difficult debates we had,” said City Manager Pat West. “There were 

many who worried that the new administration would see this deal as the outgoing mayor’s 

baby and undo the deal.” 

Even if the project was brought to a vote before the new City Council took office, approval of 

the project was uncertain, especially because the agreement had not been finalized. “I thought 

that we would probably have a 6-3 vote in approval of the project with the current Council,” 

said West, “but the new one would definitely be a wildcard.”

In the end, city staff opted to not rush the approval vote for the outgoing City Council. “We had 

to accept the risk and take a long-term perspective,” said West. “If we held a vote early, we 

ran the risk that the new administration would see it as rushed and be less supportive of the 

project. They would need to own it for the project to be a success, so we rolled the dice with 

the new administration.” 

FINAL NEGOTIATIONS

After selecting the PECP proposal and authorizing the additional work necessary to reach a 

project agreement and a fully entitled project, the project team moved forward with drafting 

the necessary agreements. 

The SEIR 

Because of the scope of the development and the fact that the city had already completed 

a PEIR for the Downtown Plan, it was unclear what additional environmental analysis and 

permitting would be required. The main permitting question that arose during the city’s 
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outreach process regarded historic designations: were the old courthouse and civic center 

buildings eligible for designation as historic buildings? This posed an obvious problem for the 

project team, as the city planned to demolish both buildings to allow for the new development. 

If any structures were designated as historic buildings, the city would have to undertake a 

rehabilitation project rather than the planned project. Some members of the community 

supported this option. 

Litigation or a historic designation could cause long delays, and the city was negotiating with 

the concessionaire on the transfer of permitting risk. “It was becoming clear that this would 

be an issue for the concession, so we wanted to do what we could to address that risk before 

the project agreement was completed. That was the primary driver of our decision to prepare 

a Supplemental EIR,” said Amy Bodek, who led the effort to complete the supplemental 

environmental study during final planning. “The Supplemental EIR was very focused on the 

historic preservation question for the old public buildings.”

The draft SEIR would designate the alternative of a seismic retrofit as insufficient as the retrofit 

was still estimated to cost $194 million and the building would remain functionally obsolete 

afterwards. 

The city also studied the climate impacts of the proposed project in the SEIR, determining that 

the development and construction would generate additional Greenhouse Gas (GHG) emissions, 

but that those emissions would not exceed the existing thresholds already studied in the 

Downtown Plan PEIR. As a result, no additional mitigation measures would be required. The city 

noted that traffic from the development would generate carbon emissions, but that emissions 

were not projected to exceed existing city standards for any intersection, and the impacts from 

the project itself would not exceed those studied as part of the Downtown Plan. 

Many of the additional environmental impacts of the proposed project involved the demolition 

of the existing buildings; city staff incorporated mitigation measures to address these impacts. 

The draft SEIR determined that, after mitigation, the significant adverse environmental impacts 

were similar to those already included in the original Downtown Plan PEIR. Furthermore, the 

city determined that the current zoning included in the Downtown Plan met the needs of the 

PECP proposal, so no zoning changes would be required for the commercial or residential 

components of the project. 

The city posted a draft of the SEIR in August 2015 and hosted public study sessions over the 

next two months. In November, the city Planning Commission recommended approval of the 

study. “There is no question that having the Downtown Plan PEIR completed ahead of time was 

instrumental in getting our approvals for the Civic Center,” said Bodek. “Everyone involved in 

the project, including the concessionaire, was doing regular public outreach throughout the 

project to keep the community informed and get feedback.”
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The Port MoU

The port still retained the option of withdrawing from the project, and city staff were eager 

to find a way to include the port in the deal. The objectives of the port’s leadership, especially 

those related to long-term maintenance and funding, differed from those of the city. The port 

was able to pay for the headquarters building upfront and less interested in a high long-term 

availability payment. Unlike the city, the port also preferred to keep facility maintenance in 

house. 

The city staff decided to address these differences by tailoring the agreement to meet the 

port’s needs. The agreement would allow the port to conduct most maintenance internally and 

leave only major maintenance and rehabilitation responsibility to PECP. The port would also 

make milestone payments for their facility upon completion of facility construction. 

PECP was amenable to this plan and agreed to structure the financing for the project 

accordingly. PECP would arrange long-term project financing for the city facilities and a 

shorter-term construction loan to cover the costs of building the port headquarters. 

State Legislation

Late in the project, another possible obstacle emerged—it was unclear whether, under state law, 

the city was able to sign a long-term lease agreement with a 40-year operating concession. 

The city decided to explore whether an exemption was possible in Sacramento. 

The city’s lobbyist suggested a bill to clarify that cities could sign agreements like the civic 

center deal for up to 50-year terms. The special legislation would also protect the city from 

liability were the agreement to be challenged in court. There was little opposition in the state 

legislature, and the governor signed legislation in August 2015 enabling cities to sign project 

agreements with private partners with up to a 50-year duration. 

Negotiating Community Benefits

The city needed to negotiate a balanced transfer of risk between itself and PECP for the 

private developments. PECP had proposed residential, retail, and hotel development, but much 

of the private development would not be built until after the public facilities were completed, 

which would take years. Market conditions could change, or differing site conditions could 

be discovered. The city also wanted to ensure the private developments went through all 

necessary Planning Commission and other permitting processes used for private developments. 

The city would need to strike a balance between maximizing the benefits for the community 

and transferring the development risk to PECP, as the concessionaire would partner with 

property developers to build the envisioned private developments.
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Two sites within the broader project were designated for private development: the Pacific Site 

and the Mid-Block Site. The city allowed the Pacific Site to be conveyed and developed at 

the same time as the new public facilities, while requiring that the development of the larger 

Mid-Block Site wait until the completion of the new Civic Center and Port Headquarters. For 

both sites, the city included some key requirements and a guaranteed value for the sites in 

the Project Agreement, while giving PECP flexibility to develop the properties based on future 

conditions. 

PECP agreed to effectively guarantee a value of $8 million for the Pacific Site and $13.7 million 

for the Mid-Block Site. When those sites were eventually conveyed to a developer, PECP would 

put the proceeds into a fund for the project. If the proceeds ended up being lower than those 

values, PECP would contribute any shortfall. Any proceeds in excess of that amount would still 

be used to fund the project company. The arrangement essentially established a “floor” of $21.7 

million for the combined commercial development properties, which PECP would contribute to 

the project. 

In exchange, the city required that the private developments:

• Conform with the city’s SEIR; 

• Allocate 10 percent of units to affordable housing;

• In the case of a hotel being built, establish a labor agreement with a union of hospitality 

employees; and

• Contribute to the project’s overall LEED Gold certification.

The City also required that the Mid-Block Development include the construction of two planned 

streets and a loading dock for the library.

The city would convey the private development sites “as is,” transferring the risk of differing 

site conditions to the concessionaire. While the planned developments were included in the 

SEIR, any private development would need to go through the Planning Commission process 

and, like all other private developments, secure any additional required permits.

The Final Project Agreement

The final lynchpin document was the Project Agreement itself. City staff knew the document 

would be complex and would need to encompass the needs of various city departments and 

stakeholders. The project team began meeting with stakeholders, departments, the Parks 

& Recreation Commission, and PECP to define the details of the agreement. City staff and 

consultants hosted over 100 meetings, including community meetings, throughout the final 

stages of project planning. 
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Beyond the construction specifications, the city prioritized the facility maintenance 

requirements. PECP would be responsible for delivering the facilities fully operational and 

maintaining the facilities in good working condition for the 35-year operating concession. The 

city would appoint an Independent Building Expert to inspect the facilities and certify they met 

the requirements of the contract. PECP also developed a maintenance plan and schedule with 

major component replacements over the 35-year term. At the end of the concession, PECP 

would be required to hand the building back at a maximum FCI of 20 percent. Five years prior 

to the handback, the city and port would conduct a full facility inspection and develop a punch 

list of deficiencies to be addressed prior to the handback. “We liked the maintenance terms 

for more than the guarantee and handback requirements,” said Pat West. “It also ensured 

the buildings would be built to last. The contractor wouldn’t cut corners during construction 

because they’ve got to maintain it afterwards.”

Service times for maintenance requests vary by the nature of the repair. The city outlined 

expected service times for each type of maintenance request. Routine maintenance 

requests require a response within 24 hours and must be remedied in five days, while urgent 

maintenance requests require a response within two hours (if a request is submitted during the 

workday) and must be remedied within 8 hours. Infractions on maintenance response times or 

insufficient maintenance performance would translate to deductions in the Availability Payment 

for that month. If portions of any facility were unavailable due to maintenance issues, the 

Availability Payment for that portion of the facility would accordingly be reduced. 

Other maintenance requirements were based on surveys of departments and stakeholders. For 

example, city staff were particularly concerned with elevator maintenance and thus included 

stiff penalties for any broken elevators. If an elevator was out of service for a time exceeding 

the allowed response time, PECP would receive a $1,000 deduction per day, and, if 3-4 

elevators were out of service, the city would deduct $10,000 per day.

The project would be financed via a $21 million equity investment by PECP, the construction 

loan for the port headquarters facilities, and a $237 million long-term private placement loan 

arranged by PECP. The conveyance of city land to PECP for the private development and 

to the port for their facility would also yield approximately $30 million for the city to offset 

early project costs. The private property development would start once the city facilities were 

completed and the old civic center demolished. The city also included a provision in the event 

of a project refinancing by PECP for the city to share a portion of the gainshare from the 

refinancing. Finally, PECP was required to retain financial records for the project company and 

make them available to the city for periodical reviews or spot checks. 

The city also prioritized affordable housing, and, even though the final design of the commercial 

components of the project would not be completed until later in the process, the city included 

THE LONG BEACH, CALIFORNIA, CIVIC CENTER PROJECT: A PUBLIC-PRIVATE PARTNERSHIP TO REHABILITATE MUNICIPAL INFRASTRUCTURE                   CASE STUDY



  23     LINCOLN INSTITUTE OF LAND POLICY

an affordable housing requirement. In the agreement, PECP committed to making at least 10 

percent of residential units in the future development affordable. 

The final months of the agreement negotiations coincided with the city’s other efforts to finish 

the SEIR, present the project to the community, and sign the MoU with the port. “At that point 

we were in negotiations all day, every day, until we addressed every item for the agreement,” 

said Fulton. The final step was to get city council approval. 

THE CITY COUNCIL VOTE

With the project documents complete, city staff prepared to present the project in its entirety 

for city council approval in December 2015. The city staff prepared a summary memorandum 

detailing their two years of work to prepare the project to this point. At the council meeting, 

the city would be asking the council to approve the SEIR for the development, the MoU with the 

port, the project agreement with PECP, the appropriation of additional funds for initial project 

costs, and PECP’s private development plans. If approved, PECP was prepared to finance the 

project the next month, and construction could be underway in the spring. If all went according 

to plan, in a few years, downtown Long Beach could look like a very different place. 
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