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January 5, 2017

RE: 2017 Alberta Real Estate Challenge

Dear Students,

It is an honor to welcome you to the 2017 Battle of Alberta. The annual competition, now in its third year, is one of the premier 
events held by NAIOP’s Edmonton and Calgary chapters. The competition is an opportunity for students to undertake a 
commercial real estate development project from initial conceptual stages through to completion by leveraging the NAIOP 
network, member expertise, and other industry professionals.

The competition serves as an introduction to the commercial real estate industry, an exciting and fast paced environment, 
that spans a number of disciplines from municipal planning to engineering to brokerage. NAIOP is a commercial real estate 
development association that has become the voice of the industry and represents developers, owners, and investors of 
industrial, office, retail and mixed-use real estate across North America. NAIOP prides itself on operating within three strategic 
pillars: Advocacy, Education, and Networking. Throughout this competition, participants will educate themselves in all aspects 
of the development process and will have an opportunity to create networks in the commercial real estate industry. 

The student teams are to prepare responses to the attached Request for Proposal (RFP) by incorporating the many facets of 
commercial development, and their own ingenuity to ultimately demonstrate a holistic understanding of the commercial real 
estate industry. 

On behalf of the Edmonton and Calgary NAIOP chapters, I would like to thank the University of Calgary and the University 
of Alberta students for their participation in this year’s event and wish them the best of luck in their efforts. I look forward to 
meeting you all in March.

Regards,

Taylor Inglis, MBA 
Chair, Education Committee

Alexander D. Thomson, MRICS 
2017 President – NAIOP Edmonton 
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WHAT IS NAIOP?
Since 1967, NAIOP, the Commercial Real Estate Development Association, has become the leading organization for 
developers, owners, and investors of office, industrial, retail and mixed-use real estate. NAIOP comprises 18,000+ members 
and provides strong advocacy, education, and business opportunities through a powerful North American network.

In the last twelve months in Alberta, NAIOP has represented its members on important issues such as commercial property 
taxation, municipal government relations, and industrial development planning. 

Student members are welcomed and are offered preferred rates for membership. You can find out more information at 
naiopedmonton.com or naiopcalgary.com

WHY DOES NAIOP RUN THE REAL ESTATE CHALLENGE?

As part of our commitment to education and to encourage greater interest in the commercial real estate industry as a career, 
the NAIOP Chapters in Edmonton and Calgary have joined with the leadership of the University of Calgary and the University 
of Alberta to offer an annual development competition. 

Each year, the NAIOP Alberta Real Estate Challenge, also known as the “Battle of Alberta” matches teams from the University 
of Calgary and the University of Alberta real estate programs in a competition focusing on a high profile development/
redevelopment project. While there is a strong element of competition between the students and schools, the spirit of the 
program is to provide relevant market exposure and experience for all involved.

The Challenge is intended to closely replicate the experience of a development team working on a commercial real estate 
opportunity. Teams will need to demonstrate a comprehensive approach that combines financial understanding with market 
knowledge and design skills – the same challenges faced daily by developers and owners of commercial real estate.

By participating in the Challenge, you and your teammates will deepen the lessons you have learned in the classroom by 
applying those skills in a practical situation. Participants can be confident the challenge will provide them with the experience 
and knowledge employers are looking for in today’s market. NAIOP Alberta and Commercial Real Estate (CRE) industry 
members have the opportunity to highlight the challenging, engaging, and dynamic nature of the business to a group of 
talented students and prospective employees. 

WHAT IS INVOLVED?

The context of the Challenge is the acquisition of a new development site by a fictional corporation. The panel of judges 
are the Board of Directors of the corporation and have challenged their development division to put forward a compelling 
program for the new property. The two teams (one from University of Calgary and one from University of Alberta) must prepare 
a comprehensive development plan to persuade the Board of Directors that the team’s vision for the property is the most 
compelling. 

Both teams are provided with this document which sets out certain essential information and some assumptions regarding 
both the property and the objectives of the Corporation. A number of industry professionals have graciously volunteered their 
time as Subject Matter Experts (SMEs) to assist the teams in formulating their development program. A detailed scoring rubric 
is included in this document to guide the teams on the relative importance of the various aspects of their proposals. 

SECTION 1
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Both teams work to formulate a proposed strategy that:

• demonstrates an understanding of the current economy, local market conditions, zoning and land uses that impact the 
property;

• clearly articulates the financial feasibility of the project through detailed modeling, using appropriate costs, inputs and 
timelines;

• identifies a clear path for implementation and successful completion of the project;

• maximizes returns to the owner of the property.

The team must provide a written report, submitted electronically, which offers a comprehensive analysis and conclusion of how 
to maximize the potential of the property from both a quantitative (financial) and qualitative (feasibility) standpoint. 

The climax of the Challenge is in-person presentations by the teams to a small group of industry experts and developers who 
make up the panel of judges. Again, the judges will base their scoring on the rubric attached to this document. A second, 
condensed presentation is made by each team in front of the judges and an audience of NAIOP and industry members, 
following which the winning team is announced. The winning team will be awarded the Graeme Young Gold Shovel. 
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THE 2017 CHALLENGE

CASE STUDY SCENARIO

General Description 

The landowner for the 2017 NAIOP Alberta Real Estate Challenge is a fictional company called YEG Developments. The 
subject site for the 2017 competition is named ‘Jasper Avenue Development Block’, and is centrally located within Downtown 
Edmonton and is located at the northeast corner of Jasper Avenue and 107th Street.

The Jasper Avenue Development Block offers frontage onto Jasper Avenue and could be developed with a variety of retail, 
office or multi-family uses as per the current zoning bylaw that designates it Jasper Avenue Main Street Commercial Zone 
(JAMSC) and Urban Warehouse Zone (UW). It is located immediately adjacent to the Corona LRT station and within walking 
distance of the newly developed ICE District and MacEwan University. It is situated in the Capital City Downtown Plan in the 
Central Warehouse Sub Area 1 and Jasper Avenue area.

Your team is one of two development groups within YEG Developments. Each team has been tasked by the Board of Directors 
to create a development strategy for the site that is appropriate for the lands and the current market and maximizes the returns 
to the owner of the property. The Board of Directors for the company regularly evaluates properties within their portfolio, and 
has a well-defined structure for the information presented. This format has been provided for you in this RFP and your written 
report must adhere to this format. You are free to organize your oral presentation in the format of your choice, however, its 
content must match that of your written report.

The organization committee would like to thank Obam Properties, the actual owners of the site, for graciously agreeing to 
allow us to make their land the subject property. 

Objectives 

The property owner’s objectives for the redevelopment of the property are as follows:

• Maximize the development return from the site

• Create a project that is market appropriate

• YEG Developments places weighted importance on various aspects of your development strategy and the relative 
significance of each section is set out in the scoring rubric attached. 

SITE LOCATION AND CHARACTERISTICS

Photos in Appendix I.

SECTION 2
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DETAILED SITE OVERVIEW

Existing Information & Underwriting Guidelines 

The following information (which includes hypothetical information in respect of value and income) is provided for your use and 
it is assumed to be fact for the purposes of this assignment.

Physical Site

• The site is currently being used as a parking lot, as shown in Figure 3 in Appendix I. 

• There are two separate titles for this site. One title includes three separate lots (Lots 130-132).

• Zoning will inform what uses (i.e. restaurant, dwelling unit, retail, etc.) can be located on the parcel, and where those 
uses can be located. The land use district will also inform your Floor Area Ratio (FAR) calculation which will be based on 
your new and final property line (step 3, identified above). This information is publicly available.

• Site Plan with dimensions is provided in Appendix III.

• There is no geotechnical report required for this site.

• Plan B, Block 6, Lots 130 − 132

• Plan 8222080, Block 6, Lot 133

Existing Income 

• $414,000 per year income from the parking lot (138 stalls x $250 per month x 12 months).

• The existing lease with Impark is a month to month with no interests registered on the title.

Financial Underwriting Criteria

• The value of the property is $7M ($151/ sq. ft.).

• The internal cost of capital typically used for YEG Developments is 6%.

• The return on the project is to be calculated on a 10-year period
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APPENDIX I

Figure 1 – Map of Jasper Avenue Development Block
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APPENDIX I

Figure 2 – Site Plan of Jasper Avenue Development Block 
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APPENDIX I

Figure 3 – Aerial photo of Jasper Avenue Development Block 
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MARKING RUBRIC
Judges will determine a total score out of the 100 total points. The breakdown of tasks will be reflected as follows in the 
weighting of the scores. Use this rubric as a guide, but formulate a consensus between the judges in your room for first  
and second place. 

Judge Name: University Team:

CRITERIA EXCELLENT GOOD FAIR SCORE

20 14 10

M
A

R
K

E
T 

R
E

S
E

A
R

C
H

, Z
O

N
IN

G
 &

 R
E

S
TR

IC
TI

O
N

S

 ¨ Demonstrates a strong 
understanding of the current 
market and economic 
fundamentals of downtown 
Edmonton and Alberta as a 
whole

 ¨ Clear understanding of the 
current improvements of the 
development parcel

 ¨ Students thoroughly 
demonstrate an 
understanding of zoning, 
entitlement, environmental 
issues, etc. 

 ¨ Evaluated public 
restrictions such as zoning, 
building codes, historic 
preservation regulations, 
existing competition and 
environmental controls, 
as well as the private or 
contractual restrictions found 
in deeds and long-term 
leases

 ¨ Students research the 
physical possibility of 
development (ie: size, 
design, condition of 
improvements)

 ¨ Research sources are 
properly cited

 ¨ Students demonstrate a good 
understanding of the market 
fundamentals in downtown 
Edmonton and Alberta

 ¨ Good understanding of the 
current improvements of the 
development piece of land

 ¨ Students have missed critical 
information regarding zoning 
or development permits

 ¨ Research sources are 
partially cited

 ¨ Students evaluated the 
legal implications of the 
development site but have 
missed some information

 ¨ Students miss critical 
information regarding 
the market economics of 
downtown Edmonton or 
Alberta

 ¨ Lack of critical thinking

 ¨ Research sources are 
inadequate and poorly cited

 ¨ Students miss critical 
information regarding 
regulations, controls or other 
contractual restrictions

/20

APPENDIX II
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CRITERIA EXCELLENT GOOD FAIR SCORE

20 14 10

FI
N

A
N

C
IA

L 
FE

A
S

IB
IL

IT
Y

 ¨ Proforma consistent with the 
schematic design

 ¨ Cash flow projection, holding 
costs, operating expenses, 
etc. are detailed and realistic 
and any assumptions are 
market supported and 
explained

 ¨ Proposal accurately 
reflects the current capital 
market conditions and 
is incorporated to the 
development project as a 
whole

 ¨ Analyzed debt and/or equity 
investors 

 ¨ Assumptions for cost of 
capital are realistic based 
on current economic climate 
over the term of the project

 ¨ Proforma produces returns 
that exceed the income 
to satisfy the operating 
expenses and risks are 
minimized

 ¨ Students evaluate maximum 
return

 ¨ Market inefficiencies 
are identified and strong 
solutions presented

 ¨ Proforma requires more 
detail

 ¨ Cash flow projection is 
presented but missing 
information

 ¨ Proposal reflects the current 
capital market conditions

 ¨ Projected returns are 
adequate

 ¨ Appropriate conclusion for 
capital financing

 ¨ Students have considered 
numerous inefficiencies 
and solutions provided are 
adequate

 ¨ Proforma is inadequate and 
does not provide positive 
returns

 ¨ Development program is 
not realistic and does not 
accurately reflect the current 
capital market condition

 ¨ Students have considered 
a few inefficiencies and 
solutions provided are weak

/20
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CRITERIA EXCELLENT GOOD FAIR SCORE

30 20 10

R
E

C
O

M
M

E
N

D
AT

IO
N

, I
M

P
LE

M
E

N
TA

TI
O

N
 &

 C
R

E
AT

IV
IT

Y

 ¨ Students clearly understand 
the holistic approach of 
integrating all the elements in 
the project 

 ¨ Development schedule 
proposed is consistent with 
current approval durations

 ¨ Construction cost 
assumptions are supported 
and consistent with the 
overall design of the project

 ¨ Strong analysis in to each 
stage of development, 
addressing the key 
stakeholders and 
pertinent information is 
easily understood and 
substantiated 

 ¨ Risks are addressed and 
mitigated

 ¨ Students understand the 
Highest and Best Use and 
exemplify due diligence

 ¨ Marketing strategies are 
creative

 ¨ Strategy and design 
is original, unique and 
physically feasible

 ¨ Development plan considers 
the benefit to the greater 
community/environment

 ¨ Recommendation is 
sustainable

 ¨ Staged development 
schedule proposed is 
detailed but more analysis is 
required

 ¨ Construction costs and 
duration are feasible but 
lacking specifics

 ¨ Significant information 
is presented but slightly 
disorganized

 ¨ Risks are identified and 
solutions are presented

 ¨ Marketing strategies are 
discussed

 ¨ Development plan devised 
is relevant but not forward 
thinking

 ¨ Plan has been implemented 
before

 ¨ Recommendation is 
sustainable in the short term

 ¨ Relevant information is 
presented, however more 
synthesis is needed

 ¨ Missing information in the 
development process

 ¨ Recommendation is not 
feasible or economically 
viable

 ¨ Adequate analysis of cash 
flow projection

 ¨ Marketing strategies are 
weak

 ¨ Minimal consideration to the 
greater community

 ¨ Recommendation is not 
sustainable in the long term /30
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CRITERIA EXCELLENT GOOD FAIR SCORE

10 7 5

P
R

E
S

E
N

TA
TI

O
N

 A
N

D
 Q

U
E

S
TI

O
N

S
 &

 A
N

S
W

E
R

 M
A

N
A

G
E

M
E

N
T

 ¨ Team presents to the 
audience as the Board of 
Directors and is engaging 
and persuasive

 ¨ Whole team is poised and 
dressed in proper business 
attire

 ¨ Conclusion presented is 
logical and defensible

 ¨ Presentation is completed 
in the given time and 
presentation slides used 
effectively

 ¨ Responses are balanced 
throughout the team

 ¨ Transitions between 
members are smooth and 
add value/clarity

 ¨ Answers are informative and 
persuasive backing their 
overall solution and strategy 

 ¨ Quick responses to questions 
from judges

 ¨ Team is poised and 
maintains composure

 ¨ Appropriate use of slides with 
minimal errors

 ¨ Delivery was clear

 ¨ Most of the team participates 
in Q & A 

 ¨ Team have some method of 
answering types of questions 

 ¨ Sufficient detail or answers 
attempt to clarify questions 
well 

 ¨ Team members do not cut 
each other or add on to each 
other’s answers more than 
needed or in a obtrusive 
manner

 ¨ Speakers interrupted one 
another

 ¨ Minimal eye-contact

 ¨ Some of the team 
participates and or hesitates 
to answer questions

 ¨ Questions are partially 
answered or not answered at 
all in a convincing manner 

 ¨ Slides contain errors and are 
not used effectively 

 ¨ Team does not have a 
methodology or structure to 
answer questions

 /10

10 7 5

W
R

IT
TE

N
 R

E
P

O
R

T

 ¨ Report is organized, 
professional, detailed and 
readable

 ¨ Report clearly demonstrates 
the students’ ability to 
synthesize and integrate 
all the elements of the 
development project

 ¨ Executive Summary provides 
a clear and concise recap of 
the principal conclusions and 
strategies

 ¨ Minimal fatal flaws and 
grammatical errors

 ¨ Report is organized and 
readable

 ¨ Executive Summary is clear 
but does not provide a 
concise recap of the proposal

 ¨ Minimal missing information 
and details 

 ¨ Report is poorly organized 
and information does not 
provide a clear vision for the 
recommendation

 ¨ Report has numerous fatal 
errors, especially in the 
financial and implementation 
analyses /10
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Subject matter experts will determine a consultation score based on a 5-point scale, which contributes to 10 out of the 100 
total points awarded. The breakdown of tasks will be reflected as follows in the weighting of the scores.

CRITERIA EXCELLENT GOOD FAIR SCORE

5 3 2

Q
U

E
S

TI
O

N
 P

R
E

PA
R

AT
IO

N
 

 &
 P

U
N

C
TU

A
LI

TY

 ¨ Students are organized and 
have come with prepared 
questions for the SMEs

 ¨ Students are proactive, 
professional and 
demonstrate critical thinking 

 ¨ Students are respectful of 
the SME’s time and contact 
them only during the periods 
permitted

 ¨ Students are on time to the 
consultation meetings

 ¨ Questions asked are 
disorganized but still address 
the critical information 

 ¨ Students are occasionally 
late but make good use of 
the time with the SME

 ¨ Questions are have not been 
well researched or prepared 

 ¨ Poor communication 
exchange between the 
students and the SME

 ¨ Procrastination evident  /5

5 3 2

H
O

LI
S

TI
C

 U
N

D
E

R
S

TA
N

D
IN

G

 ¨ The entire team accurately 
understands the holistic 
approach throughout the 
project timeline and asks 
relevant questions

 ¨ Solid understanding of the 
context and constraints 
with the project and market 
economics

 ¨ Successfully coordinates and 
completes all the interrelated 
activities given the time 
constraint

 ¨ Understands the multifaceted 
process but still missing key 
details 

 ¨ A few members of the 
team are evidently leading 
the strategy and a lack of 
coordination is evident 

 ¨ Students have a myopic 
understanding of the 
development process

 ¨ Information presented does 
not accurately reflect the 
current market conditions

 /5

GRAND TOTAL                     /100
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DEADLINES & COMPETITION CALENDAR
Important dates for the competition:

• January 9, 2017 – final RFP sent electronically to professors

• February 2, 2017 – case team names submitted. Teams can contact SMEs

• February 10, 2017 – case competition kick-off and site visit

• March 2, 2017 – no new contact of SMEs

• March 16, 2017 – written report electronically submitted

• March 22, 2017 – NAIOP Alberta Real Estate Challenge, with evening reception

The competition calendar is as follows:

January 9, 2017 RFP Issued 
12:00 PM Guidelines and RFP issued to Dr. David Dale-Johnson and John Fisher

February 10, 2017 Competition Kickoff
1:30 PM – 2:00 PM Introduction to the case and the site specifics
 (University of Alberta)

• Intro from NAIOP Edmonton Chair

• Overview of the case competition and subject site from Chair of the 2017 Battle of Alberta

• Welcoming remarks from U of A representative & explanation of site visit/reception format

2:00 PM – 2:30 PM Site visit
 (Subject site, Downtown Edmonton)

2:30 PM – 3:30 PM Individual team meetings with Subject Matter Experts

March 2, 2017 No new contact of Subject Matter Experts
 Existing questions can be resolved. New questions will not be allowed. 

March 16, 2017 Written Report Submitted Electronically
10:00 PM Deadline for written report submission to NAIOP Executive Director, Anand Pye  
 (anand@naiopedmonton.com) 

 

APPENDIX III
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March 22, 2017 2017 NAIOP Alberta Real Estate Challenge
11:00 AM – 1:00 PM Judges’ meeting, briefing
 (University of Alberta – Enterprise Square)
 •   Facilitated by Chair of the 2017 Battle of Alberta

1:00 PM – 2:00 PM Presentation #1 (20 minute presentation/ 40 minute Q&A)
 (University of Alberta – Enterprise Square)

2:00 PM – 3:00 PM Presentation #2 (20 minute presentation/ 40 minute Q&A)
 (University of Alberta – Enterprise Square)

3:00 PM – 3:30 PM Judges’ break

3:30 PM – 4:30 PM Judges’ deliberations (with input from SMEs)
 (University of Alberta – Enterprise Square)

 Student teams preparation for condensed presentations  
 (University of Alberta – Enterprise Square)

4:30 PM – 4:45 PM Welcoming remarks to guests & introduction to the competition
 (University of Alberta – Enterprise Square)
 •   Introductory remarks from U of A representative
 •   Overview of the case competition and final presentation process from Chair of the 2017
      Battle of Alberta

4:45 PM – 5:30 PM Condensed presentations plus Q&A

5:30 PM – 5:45 PM Judges’ final deliberations

5:45 PM – 6:00 PM Announcement of winner & closing remarks
 • Chair of the 2017 Battle of Alberta

6:00 PM – 7:00 PM Networking reception
 (University of Alberta – Enterprise Square)
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SUBJECT MATTER EXPERTS (SMES)

ROLE

The 2017 NAIOP Alberta Real Estate Challenge Committee (the “Committee”) has identified Subject Matter Experts (SMEs) 
who are current members of the Edmonton NAIOP Chapter or experts in a given area of real estate development. SMEs assist 
teams from the University of Calgary and University of Alberta in their efforts to understand the financial, technical, regulatory 
and planning environments. SMEs are expected to be available for content related questions from both student teams, 
providing a valuable resource for their written proposals.

Having read the written proposals in the week leading up to the competition date (March 22, 2017), SMEs play a key role in 
the evaluation of the proposals by reviewing sections that pertain to relevant experience with current market conditions. Based 
on an analysis of the written proposal, SMEs will complete the related Assumption Review pages (pages 27-34) deemed to be 
relevant to area of expertise.

In addition, SMEs play a role in the judges’ deliberations following the oral presentations from each team. As an interactive 
process, SMEs will provide feedback to judges and discuss the overall evaluation criteria (Appendix II), which will inform the 
judges’ overall scoring.

ATTENDANCE

SMEs are required to attend the following events in order to gain a better understanding of the specific case requirements and 
challenges:

February 10, 2017 Competition Kickoff
2:30 PM – 3:00 PM Site visit (optional)

3:00 PM – 3:30 PM Two (2) meetings, one each with the U of A and U of C teams, with a group of other Subject   
 Matter Experts

March 2, 2017 No new contact of Subject Matter Experts
 Existing questions can be resolved. New questions will not be allowed, and should be ignored. 

March 22, 2017 2017 NAIOP Alberta Real Estate Challenge
11:00 AM – 1:00 PM SME Lunch with Judges to discuss written presentations 
 (University of Alberta – Enterprise Square)
 • Facilitated by Chair of the 2017 Battle of Alberta

(Optional for SMEs) Student Presentations (2 x 20 minute presentation/ 40 minute Q&A)
1:00 PM – 3:00 PM (University of Alberta – Enterprise Square) 

3:30 PM – 4:30 PM Judges’ deliberations (Optional for SMEs)
 (University of Alberta – Enterprise Square)

APPENDIX IV
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4:30 PM – 4:45 PM Welcoming remarks to guests & introduction to the competition
 (University of Alberta – Enterprise Square)
 • Introductory remarks from U of A representative
 • Overview of the case competition and final presentation process from Chair of the 2017
  Battle of Alberta

4:45 PM – 5:30 PM Condensed presentations plus Q&A

5:30 PM – 5:45 PM Judges’ final deliberations

5:45 PM – 6:00 PM Announcement of winner & closing remarks
6:00 PM – 7:00 PM Networking reception

STUDENT INTERACTION

Students are expected to initiate contact with SMEs. SMEs will provide three to four predetermined dates they will be available 
for scheduled calls or meetings. Students are expected to contact the SMEs in advance of these dates to book specific time 
blocks. They are also expected to organize their questions in order to have focused and specific questions. While SMEs 
are encouraged to give detailed responses with the appropriate level of background and context, SMEs are not expected to 
provide “introductory courses” on their subject area. The role of the SME is to answer questions but not provide prompted 
suggestions.

EXPERTISE NAME COMPANY EMAIL / PHONE 

Residential Market − Condo Brad Gingerich CBRE brad.gingerich@cbre.com
Office Market Ian Bradley Colliers International ian.bradley@colliers.com
Retail Market Eric Slatter Omada eric.slatter@omada-cre.com
Hotel Expert & Appraiser Jonas Locke Altus Appraisals jonas.locke@altusgroup.com 
Land Use Law Nancy Macdonald Stantec nancy.macdonald@stantec.com
Finance Brandon Kot Canada ICI BKot@canadaici.ca
Cost Consultant Doug Moller Cuthbert Smith dmoller@cuthbertsmith.com 
Civil Engineer Vaughn Shears WSP Vaughn.Shears@wspgroup.com
Architect Brad Kennedy Kennedy Architecture brad.k@kennedycreate.com
General Contractor Rod Danko PCL rmdanko@pcl.com 

If any problems should arise from student team interaction, the SME should contact the team’s university real estate program 
director.

University of Calgary
JOHN A. FISHER, MBA
Senior Vice President  
CBRE Limited  
403.750.0505 
john.fisher@cbre.com  
www.cbre.com/john.fisher 

University of Alberta
DAVID DALE-JOHNSON
Stan Melton Professor in Real Estate
Alberta School of Business
780.938.3958
dalejohn@ualberta.ca
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SME SCHEMATIC DESIGN ASSUMPTIONS REVIEW BY:

UNIVERSITY:

Please review the student team’s assumptions based on the criteria outlined below:

• Is the Schematic design contemplated in the develop proposal physically feasible?

• Is the massing realistic based on market fundamentals, floor plates, floor to floor heights, vertical conveyance, adjacency 
of uses, loading / back of house, parking count, efficiency (gross to rentable) etc?

• Is the proforma square footage consistent with the schematic design?

• Do design program inefficiencies exist that would impact the economics or marketability? If so, would they dramatically 
impact the value of the asset?

 

• Is there missing information in the proposal that would impact your evaluation? If so please outline:
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• Does the design program respond to opportunities to create meaningful impacts on sustainability and the quality of the 
environment of the real estate consumer?

• Please provide a summary of pros and cons or feedback based on this proposal.
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SME ENTITLEMENT ASSUMPTIONS REVIEW BY:

UNIVERSITY:

Please review the student team’s assumptions based on the criteria outlined below:

• Does the proposed development program conform to bulk zoning regulations and land use restrictions for the site

• Based on the proposed development program, is the development schedule consistent with current approval durations?

• Based on the proposed development program, are the students’ assumptions for mitigation and permit fees realistic?

• Are there any underlying fatal flaws or missed opportunities associated with the land use entitlement of the proposed 
development program?

• Is there missing information in the proposal that would impact your evaluation? If so please outline:

• Please provide a summary of pros and cons or feedback based on this proposal.
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SME CONSTRUCTION ASSUMPTIONS REVIEW BY:

UNIVERSITY:

Please review the student team’s assumptions based on the criteria outlined below:

• Is the proposed design program feasible to construct?

• Are the construction cost assumptions consistent with the Schematic Design and Outline specification information?

• If not, what is the approximate total dollar value adjustment needed to align the construction cost with the design?

• Is the construction duration feasible to build the project?

• If not, what is the duration adjustment in months necessary to build the project?

• Are there any underlying fatal flaws or missed opportunities associated with the students’ constructability assumptions for 
the proposed development program?

• Is there missing information in the proposal that would impact your evaluation? If so please outline:

• Please provide a summary of pros and cons or feedback based on this proposal.
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SME MARKET EXPERT ASSUMPTIONS REVIEW BY:

UNIVERSITY:

Please review the student team’s assumptions based on the criteria outlined below:

• Does the information included in this proposal accurately reflect the current market condition associated?

• Is there current market demand for the development program proposed?

• Does the location, timing, development program, design, and proposed economics position the proposed redevelopment 
at an advantage or disadvantage based on known competition?

• If the assumption for absorption, concessions, and effective rent are not realistic what adjustments are necessary to 
compete with known competition?

• Absorption

• Concessions

• Effective Rent

• Is there missing information in the proposal that would impact your evaluation? If so please outline:

• Please provide a summary of pros and cons or feedback based on this proposal.
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SME CAPITAL MARKETS ASSUMPTIONS REVIEW BY:

UNIVERSITY:

Please review the student team’s assumptions based on the criteria outlined below:

• Does the information included in this proposal accurately reflect the current capital market condition associated with the 
product types included?

• Do the location, timing, development program, design, and proposed economics place this development in a realistic 
position to attract capital?

• Are there debt and equity investors interested in development projects with the returns outlined in this proposal? If not, 
what returns are required to attract capital?

• Are the assumptions for cost of capital and loan to cost / loan to value realistic based on the current macro-economic 
climate over the term of the project?

• Is there missing information in the proposal that would impact your evaluation? If so please outline:
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SME DEVELOPMENT STRATEGY ASSUMPTIONS REVIEW BY:

UNIVERSITY:

Please review the student team’s assumptions based on the criteria outlined below:

• Given the review by the experts in market and capital markets, schematic design, entitlement, and constructability, is the 
development strategy outlined in the proposal realistic?

• Does the phasing and programing of the site maximize risk adjusted returns for the investors?

• Is there information missing from this proposal that is necessary to sell a development opportunity to investment 
committee? If so, what information is missing?

• Are there any underlying fatal flaws or missed opportunities? Are there assumptions that hold up individually but are not 
realistic in the context of the overall development? If so, which assumptions are not compatible?

• Please provide a summary of pros and cons or feedback based on this proposal.
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SME OVERALL SCORE EVALUATION BY:

UNIVERSITY:

Judges: These areas of analysis are listed only for your convenience in providing the student teams with specific feedback and 
are not official evaluation criteria.

Financial Analysis

(Do they articulate the available financing options? Is the recommended financing feasible? Are the projected returns 
adequate? Is the development proforma realistic?)

Property and Market Analysis

(Do they understand the existing improvements and their uses? Do they demonstrate an understanding of relevant economic 
and market conditions and trends? Do they address neighborhood, transportation and governmental issues? Are the proposed 
land uses supported by the data?)

Development Strategy

(Given financing options, market conditions, location, physical issues, and projected returns, does the development strategy 
make sense? Is the solution a creative, relevant response to these issues?)

Zoning, Entitlements, Environmental

(Do they demonstrate an understanding of the applicable zoning, regulatory, entitlement and environmental issues? Is the 
solution feasible given these forces?)

Support for Assumptions and Conclusions

(Is their research adequate? Do they cite all sources? Are their conclusions logical?)

Adequacy of Written Report

(Is the report organized? Professional? Readable? State of the art? Does the Executive Summary provide a clear and concise 
recap of their principal conclusions and strategies?)
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JUDGES

ROLE

To score the student teams’ written proposals and oral presentations, a panel of judges will be assembled for the competition. 
This panel will consist of real estate and development industry professionals who will award an overall score to each team 
based on a combination of the proposal and presentations, in consultation with SMEs.

Having read the written proposals in the week leading up to the competition date, judges will have an opportunity to hear oral 
presentations from each team in the morning of March 22, 2017. Judges’ deliberations will follow the oral presentations from 
each team, and a further interactive process will involve SMEs providing feedback to judges and facilitating discussion around 
the overall evaluation criteria (Appendix II) which will inform the judges’ scoring.

Overall Scoring: This consists of evaluating both the written proposal and the oral presentations. The content discussed in the 
deliberations will inform the overall score, by using the rubric (Appendix II). Judges can also use the discussion sheets (pages 
37-40) to provide additional feedback for the benefit of each team.

Judges will determine a preliminary winner at the conclusion of their afternoon deliberations. Each judge has one vote and the 
winning team will be the one that receives the greater number of votes. Judges vote based on the criteria in the scoring rubric.

Teams will also have an opportunity to increase their score in the condensed presentations. In the event of a close 
competition, the condensed presentation provides the chance for teams to address issues raised during the morning 
presentations and deliver alternatives that could improve the proposed plan.

APPENDIX V
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ATTENDANCE

Judges are required to attend the following events in order to gain a better understanding of the specific case requirements 
and challenges:

March 17, 2017 Written Reports Distributed 
 Judges have one week to review 

March 22, 2017 2017 NAIOP Alberta Real Estate Challenge
11:00 AM – 1:00 PM Judges’ meet each other and SMEs, briefing and initial discussion
 (University of Alberta – Enterprise Square – lunch provided)

• Facilitated by Chair of the 2017 Battle of Alberta

1:00 PM – 2:00 PM Presentation #1 (20 minute presentation/ 40 minute Q&A)
 (University of Alberta – Enterprise Square)

2:00 PM – 3:00 PM Presentation #2 (20 minute presentation/ 40 minute Q&A)
 (University of Alberta – Enterprise Square)

3:00 PM – 3:30 PM Judges’ break

3:30 PM – 4:30 PM Judges’ deliberations
 (University of Alberta – Enterprise Square)

 Student teams preparation for condensed presentations 
 (University of Alberta – Enterprise Square)

4:30 PM – 4:45 PM Welcoming remarks to guests & introduction to the competition
 (University of Alberta – Enterprise Square)

• Introductory remarks from U of A representative

• Overview of the case competition and final presentation process from Chair of the 2017 
Battle of Alberta

4:45 PM – 5:30 PM Condensed presentations plus Q&A

5:30 PM – 5:45 PM Judges’ final deliberations

5:45 PM – 6:00 PM Announcement of winner & closing remarks
• Chair of the 2017 Battle of Alberta

6:00 PM – 7:00 PM Networking reception
 (University of Alberta – Enterprise Square)

JUDGE NOTES

Forms on the following pages will be used by judges and area experts during their review of the proposals. They have been 
included here for reference purposes.
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JUDGES PRESENTATION #1 – DISCUSSION WITH JUDGES ON WRITTEN PRESENTATION 

UNIVERSITY:

Judges: These areas of analysis are listed only for your convenience in providing the student teams with specific feedback and 
are not official evaluation criteria.

Organization

(Did they provide an effective summary discussion of the essential information contained in their written report? Did they 
emphasize their main themes to provide a clear vision for their recommended strategy?)

Discussion Style

(Did they adequately and effectively utilize each of their members in the discussion of their written report?)

Knowledge of Topic

(Did the team effectively explain/defend their primary conclusions? Were their conclusions logical and defensible? Did they 
reference detail in their written material when necessary?)

Use of Discussion Time

(Did they spend adequate time on the important issues and conclusions?)
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Persuasiveness

(Was the team engaging and persuasive in their conclusions and recommendations? Were the members of the team well 
prepared and confident in their answers?)

Responses to Questions

(Did they carefully listen to questions and clarify when necessary? Did they effectively answer all questions?)
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JUDGES PRESENTATION #2 – DISCUSSION WITH JUDGES ON WRITTEN PRESENTATION 

UNIVERSITY:

Judges: These areas of analysis are listed only for your convenience in providing the student teams with specific feedback and 
are not official evaluation criteria.

Organization

(Did they provide an effective summary discussion of the essential information contained in their written report? Did they 
emphasize their main themes to provide a clear vision for their recommended strategy?)

Discussion Style

(Did they adequately and effectively utilize each of their members in the discussion of their written report?)

Knowledge of Topic

(Did the team effectively explain/defend their primary conclusions? Were their conclusions logical and defensible? Did they 
reference detail in their written material when necessary?)

Use of Discussion Time

(Did they spend adequate time on the important issues and conclusions?)
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Persuasiveness

(Was the team engaging and persuasive in their conclusions and recommendations? Were the members of the team well 
prepared and confident in their answers?)

Responses to Questions

(Did they carefully listen to questions and clarify when necessary? Did they effectively answer all questions?)


