Cusumano Real Estate Group

July 18, 2006

Via hand delivery

Ms. Tracy Steinkruger
Planning Division

City of Burbank

275 East Olive Avenue
Burbank, California 91502

Re: Burbank 2035 Plan

Dear Tracy:

[ have made a cursory review of the Burbank 2035 Plan, and have a couple of questions, as
follows:

1)

2)

3)

4)

[ see no reference to any sort of discretionary “Development Opportunity Reserve” that
would allow future Councils to exceed the height/density limits for certain projects; is
this something that you think could or should be a part of a plan?

In trying to understand the FAR limitations outlined in the Plan, I have created a chart to
reflect the proposed new limits; can you review and let me know it | have accurately
reflected the new constraints that you propose?

Do you suggest that the density limitations be on a strict “FAR” basis or an “OEFAR”
basis? There seems to be references to both, but it appears that the caps are referenced in
a strict FAR basis.

The densities proposed for most areas in the City are drastically below the current
permitted densities, and are well below the densities proposed by the City in the May 6,
2008 report to the City Council (copy of exhibit B — density summary attached). Why is
this? It seems to me that the proposed densities are so low as to make redevelopment of
most sites not viable. And [ question why certain targeted redevelopment areas, which are
near transportation and away from residential neighborhoods, are given such low density
limits. For example, the Bormann Steel site is within a redevelopment zone, 1s adjacent to
the transportation hub, and is zoned to allow for up to 18 stories in height in the City
Centre Specific Plan, but receives a 0.80 FAR density allocation. Why is that? The whole
idea of good planning should be to put density near transportation and away from
residential neighborhoods, but in many instances, this plan does the opposite. Look at the
Westwind site. Again, part of the South San Fernando Redevelopment project area, right
on the freeway off ramp; a great site for denser development, but limited to a 1.0 FAR.
Westwind cannot ever redevelop that site if they are limited to a strict 1.0 FAR. We need
to consider the long term impacts of development restrictions that make Burbank much
less competitive with surrounding communities.
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5} Traise the same questions regarding residential densities. We recently had a discussion
about developing the South San Fernando site at Santa Anita with an atfordable housing
project. The plan that we developed was for 100 units (in three stories — not overly dense)
on 66,700 square feet of land, or a density of 65 units per acre. The plan doesn’t
recognize that downtown, affordable and senior housing projects are often better fits in
the community at higher densities. Our Olive Plaza Senior Apartments is probably the
best senior community in the entire county, but has a density of 143 units per acre,
Further, this complex has 46 units that are rent and income restricted in perpetuity, and
was developed without financial participation from the City or Agency, and was still
economically viable because of the density. Does the City want to forgo those
opportunities in the future?

6) Many of the photographs in the report are mislabeled as to the current and proposed zone
in which they exist, which gives the reader the false impression that the noted projects
could be developed in those proposed zones, when in fact, they can’t. For example, the
photo of the Burbank Collection on page 3-14 identifies the land use as “High Density
Residential™ when in fact, that particular land use for that project is “Downtown
Commercial” and the project as developed could not be built under either designation
under the proposed plan as its density exceeds either proposed limits. Further, the photo
of Market City Café on page 3-15 identifies the land use as Corridor Commercial when it
15 in fact “Downtown Commercial”, and is silent to the fact that such a project could not
be built on virtually any of the proposed Corridor Commercial sites.

The following are other areas of concern within the draft that we would like to have further
explanations of:

Section 3 - Land Use

¢ Page 8, Policy 7.6:
“Require new development projects to incorporate bicycle parking areas, showers, lockers,
and other facilities and amenities that support non-motorized transporiation modes and
pedestrians.”

s Page 31 under Zoning Ordinance heading:

“Consider creating a public facilities zone.”

Section 4 - Mobility

e Page 3, Goal 2 -Sustainability

Policy 2.4



"Require new development to contribute to the City’s transit and/or non-motorized
transportation network in proportion to its expected traffic generation to offset congestion
impacts.”

Page 5. Goal 5 Bicycle and Pedestrian Mobility

Policy 5.2:

]

“Implement the Bicycle Master Plan.’
Policy.5.4:

“Ensure that new commercial and residential developments integrate with Burbank's bicycle
and pedestrian networks.”

Page 6, Goal 7 - Parking

Policy 7.4:

“Revise commercial and residential parking requirements to support the City's objectives
of limiting new vehicle Irips, incentivizing transit use, promoting non-motorized
transportation, fostering adaptive reuse of underperforming commercial development, and
improving housing affordability.

Page 30, M-3: Transportation Management
Districts

“This program establishes a new commercial and mixed-use development standard to limit
a building's FAR based on its geographical location, trip generating characteristics, and
other transportation factors.”

“Trip generation of a given building or land use type would be defined by the Institute

of Transportation Engineers’ " Trip Generation Handbook™ or a similar source, but adjusted
to account for travel behavior and patterns particular to urban settings in Burbank that
exhibit mixed-use development, transit availability, and other factors.”

Page 31, Bullet Point 3 in First Section:

“Develop an administrative system for reviewing applications, exceptions, and adjustments
to the OFE-FAR for projects that can demonstrate actual impacts on the street network that
may be higher or lower than standard rates. Develop systematic adjustments to standard
trip generation rates to account for Burbank's unigue local conditions. ™

Page 35, Program M-10: Transportation Demand Management




“Burbank will continue to use TDM strategies to reduce peak-period demand on the street
network as an alternative to adding transportation capacity. The city will expand current

programs to wider geographic areas and use parking pricing to optimize use of scarce
transportation resources.”

“Expand the City's employer-based TDM Ordinance to include the Golden State and Empire
Corridor areas, and other areas with high employment concentration.”

I would ideally like to work with City staff to revise a General Plan that could be universally
endorsed by the entire community. Such a plan would need to include provisions that would

encourage economic development and the support the long term financial stability of the City
and the community.

A sub-committee of the Board of Directors of the Burbank Chamber of Commerce would like
meet with City Planning Staff to further discuss these issues so that we can develop revisions to
the plan that provide for long term strategic planning that includes consideration for economic
development. There is much in the plan that is well thought out and will be beneficial to the

community if we are able to also recognize the long term economic goals of the community as
well,

Best 1ﬁgards,

/|




Burbank 2035

Low Density Residential

Medium Density Residential

High Density Residential

Corridor Commercial - adjacent to residentail
Corridor Commercial -not adjacent to residentail
Regional Commercial

Industrial

Open Space

Institutional

Airport

Downtown Commercial

South San Fernando Commercial

North Victory Commercial/Industrial

Rancho Neighborhood

Media District Commercial

Golden State Commercial/Industrial
fndustrial

Residential Density

(-14 units per acre

14-29 units per acre

29-43 units per acre
27 units per acre
43 units per acre
58 units per acre

58 units per acre
43 units per acre
27 uits per acre
27 units per acre
58 units per acre
none
27 units per acre

Residential Height Limit

2 story
2 story
2 story
2 story
3 story
5 story

nonea
none
none
none
none
none
none

Commercial Density

not permitted

not permitted

not permitted
0.5 FAR
(.75 FAR
1.25 FAR

2.50 FAR
1.0 FAR
0.80 FAR
0.40 FAR
110 FAR
0.6 FAR
0.75 FAR

Commercial Height Limit

N/A

N/A

N/A
2 story
3 stary
5 story

nane
none
nohe
none
none
none
none

2008 Proposal

N/A

N/A

N/A
1.00 FAR
1.00 FAR
1.0G FAR

2.00fAR
1.00 FAR
150 FAR
.60 FAR
1.10 FAR
.50 FAR



OE FAR and Other Use Examples

Geographic Office Media Office Medical Office Retaif Low Turnover | High Turnover Light Residential
Area {OE baseling) Restaurant Restaurant Industrial equivatent
{for reference
_ only)
City Center 2.00 2.68 0.98 - 1.41 1.30 0.46 3.20 235 dufac
{Downtown)
City Center 1.50 2.00 0.74 1.06 0.98 0.35 2.40 176 du/ac
Lake
City Center 1.00 1.33 .49 0.70 0.65 0.23 1.60 117 dufac
West
South San 1.00 1.33 0.49 0.70 0.65 0.23 1.60 117 du/ac
Fernando
Media District 1.10 1.46 0.54 077 0.72 0.25 1.76 129 du/ac
Rancho 0.60 0.80 0.26 0.42 0.39 0.14 0.96 70 dufac
" Golden State —0.50 0.67 0.25 .35 0.33 0.12 0.80 58 dufac
Empire 1.00 1.33 0.49 0.70 0.65 0.23 1.60 117 dufac
All other areas 1.00 1.33 0.49 Q.70 0.65 0.23 1.60 117 dufac

[otes:

+ This table is not a comprehensive list of all use categories and shows a sampling of the most common use types

« Ali other areas includes Magnolia, Burbank, West Victory, South Victory, Hollywood Way, portions of Alameda, Olive, and North San
Fernando, Glenoaks, and any other area not included in another geographic category
« Each FAR could be increased by up to 30 percent for projects incorporating Transit Demand Management strategies, pedestrian amenities,
transit access, etc. '
+ 1.10 FAR in the Media District is consistent with current Media District Specific Plan
» (.60 FAR in the Rancho area and 1,00 in all other areas {i.e. corridors) assumes any new development would generally be of equivalent
intensity to existing development, with no increase in intensity (except through use of DOR or TDR when approved)

reliminary Draft

EXHIBIT B

May 6, 2008
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BACKGROUND

THE ECONCOMIC IMPACT OF THE EARLY CARE AND EDUCATION INDUSTRY
INLOS ANGELES COUNTY

The Insight Center for Community Economic Development is a national research, consulting
and legal organization dedicated to building economic health and opportunity in vulnerahle
communities,

We work in collaboration with foundations, nonprofits, educational institutions and businesses to
develop, strengthen and promote programs and public policy that:

Lead to good jobs—jobs that pay enough to support a family, offer benefits and
the opportunity to advance

Strengthen early care and education systems so that children can thrive and
parents ¢an work or go to school

Enable people and communities to build financial and educational assets

The insight Center was formerly known as the National Economic Development and Law Center,



This report was commissioned by a unique partnership of three agencies in Los Angeles; the County of
Los Angeles, Child Care Planning Commitiee; Los Angeles Universal Preschool; and the City of Los

Angeles Workforce investment Board. Together, these agencies appointed an advisory board

consisting of leaders in the fields of business, government, ECE and economic development. It was

the hard work of this board that provided the vision, direction and expertise needed for the
development of this report.
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o EeCLOn uwne

INntroauction

The formal early care and education (ECE) industry in Los Angeles County encompasses a range
of service options designed to nurture, support, enrich and educate children from birth through age
12, outside of traditional K-12 education.,

A previous economic impact report in 1999 demanstrated that ECE is a critical component for any
comprehensive plan for sustained economic development of Los Angeles County.' This new report
aims to bridge the gap between current economic development planning and ECE by
demonstrating that ECE remains a critical component of Los Angeles County’s current and future
economy. Policymakers, business leaders, urban ptanners and a host of other community leaders
are already discussing ways to improve the economic vitality and quality of life for families in Los
Angeles County. Despite its importance in the county's economy, ECE is often left out of these
discussions and plans. To complement the work of existing ECE stakeholders in Los Angeles
County (including school districts throughout the county; local workforce investment boards;
resource and referral networks; colleges and universities; Los Angeles Universal Preschool; First 5
LA; the County of Los Angeles, Child Care Planning Committee; parents; and members of the ECE
workforce), this report shows that nontraditional stakeholders have a vested interest in ensuring that
there is a high-quality and affordable ECE system in Los Angeles County.

This report uses the term “early care and education” throughout this report to reflect the variety of
education and care service options which parents typically access. These service options include
child care and child development pregrams and licensed home providers for children under age 12,
preschool programs, after-school, latchkey, and other out-of-school time programs.

The county's ECE service options can be broken down into three main categories: licensed family
child care programs, licensed child care centers and license-exempt service options and providers.
Service options include licensed child care centers (e.g., infant/toddler, preschool and school-age
service options in private for-profit and non-profit licensed child care centers, including Head Start
programs), public Pre-K programs, and license-exempt before- and after-school service options for
children ages 6 to 12 (e.g., 21% Century and After School Education and Safety programs). These
service options vary widely in content, organization, sponsorship, source of funding, and
relationship to public school and government regulations. For a diagram depicting these programs,
please see Appendix A.

The definition of high-quality ECE varies. Establishing a single definition for high-quality ECE is not
a goal of this report. However, the report does highlight several studies of high-quality service
options (as defined by each study’s authors) that have yielded positive long-term outcomes and
have generated significantly higher economic benefits than their initial costs. Early ¢care and
education literature generally focuses on three factors which can help determine program quality.
First is the quality of the teacher {e.g., experience, training and educational attainment), second is
the quality of the facility and third is the involvement of parents. Local ECE leaders note that the
quality of ECE in Los Angeles County varies, but voluntary efforts to assess the quality of ECE are
currently underway at the local level (see Section Five).

' National Economic Development and Law Center. (1999). Economic Impact of the Child Care Industry in Los Angeles
County.
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KEY FINDINGS FROM THIS ANALYSIS

This study captures the benefits and functions of the ECE industry in economic terms. The industry
has two main functions that link the industry to the economy.

1.

High-quality ECE enables parents to maintain employment and/or access education and
training that lead to employment advancement. Today, the majority of children in Los
Angeles County live in families in which all parents work. Together, these working families
with children ages birth through 12 earn nearly $22.3 billion annually in the county.?

High-quality ECE also provides safe, stimulating age-appropriate learming opportunities that
support the healthy development of children so that they are ready to succeed in school and
life. For children from birth through age five, quality service options help them develop core
skills and competencies that prepare them for future success in traditional K-12 classrooms.
* For children ages 5 through 13, before- and after-school service options ensure children's
safety while providing enriching educational activities that support the traditional school
curriculumn.*

As a result of the demand for ECE services, the industry has become a part of the county’s
“economic infrastructure,” and as an economic driver, it provides financial benefits in three main

ways:

The early care and education industry serves two main purposes:
B Provides stimulating, age-appropriate early learning opportunities that support

" Enables parents to maintain employment and/or obtain education and training

healthy development so that children are ready to succeed in K-12 classrooms

1.

Quality ECE service options ensure a strong future workforce. Recent research on
early brain development supports the conclusion that high-quality ECE for children from birth
through age five is a vital service, improving children’s health, school readiness and
eventual economic contribution to society.”> The quality of early education opportunities is
linked to posifive outcomes in school for children in all income brackets though most studies
have shown particularly striking findings in children from low-income families.® Three
separate longitudinal studies of targeted, intensive intervention service options for low-
income children have indicated significant and positive long-term outcomes in areas such as
grade repetition and special education needs, higher educational attainment and

home ownership in aduithood. Many of the outcomes reduce future public spending, in such
areas as K-12 education, criminal justice and welfare assistance, which resuits ina 12

2 This number was developed by the Insight Center using data from the 2005 American Communily Survey on children
and income.

3 Shonkoff, J. and Phillips, D. Eds. (2000). From Neurans fo Neighborhoods: The Science of Early Childhaod
Developmant. Washington, D.C., National Academies Press.

4 National Institule on Qut-of-School Time. (2005). Making the Case: A Fact Sheet on Children and Youth in Qui-of-
School Time. Center for Research on Women at Wellesley Centers for Women, Wellesley College, Wellestey, Mass.

% Shonkeff. J. and Phillips, D. Eds. (2000).

% Coley, R. (2002). An Uneven Stant. Educational Testing Service, Princeton, N.J. As cited in Kids Cant Wait to Learn:
Achieving Voluntary Preschool for All in California, Preschool California.
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percent rate of public return on investment.”

2. ECE is a critical support for the current workforce. The ECE industry plays a significant
role in enabling employers to attract and retain employees and to increase productivity by
reducing employee turnover and absenteeism. Similar to transportation and housing,
without accessible and affordable ECE, employees may experience barriers to working, and
their employers and the economy as a whole suffer.®

3. ECE is a major industry in the county in its own right. Research presented in this report
demonstrates that ECE service options generate an estimated $1.9 billion in gross receipts.
This compares 1o other significant industries in the county. it is also a job-creating industry,
employing over 65,000 full-time equivalent jobs.

As an “economic driver,” the early care and education industry:

B Supports a strong future economy by preparing children to enter K-12 education
ready to learn the skills necessary to succeed in school and become productive
workers

®  Enables employers to attract and retain employees and increase their productivity

®  Provides a significant number of jobs and generates considerable revenue in its
own right

LOS ANGELES COUNTY'S EARLY CARE AND EDUCATION UNIVERSE

The economic analyses in this report (e.g., gross receipts and direct employment) focus on the
county’s formal ECE industry. The formal ECE industry includes business owners—many of whom
are wamen and/or people of color—who provide an important service to the community. The formal
service oplions that are included in this report include;

® Licensed child care centers
® Licensed family child care homes (iarge and small)

= License-exempt care providers who provide care with government funding {e.g.,
relatives)

= |icense-exempt before- and after-school service options
All of the service options in the county’s formal ECE industry are either a) required Dy law to meet
minimum health and safety standards set by the state legislature and regulated by the California
Department of Social Serviges, through the Community Care Licensing Division, or b) legally
license-exempt. These formal service options also have data that are tracked and updated regularly
(see Appendix A}.

" Rolnick, A. and Grunewald, R. (2003). Early Childhood Development: Economic Development with a High Public Returmn.
Fedgazetie. Minneapolis, Minn., Federal Reserve Bank of Minneapolis. Analysis was based on the High/Scope Perry
Preschool Project in Michigan,

¥ Chase, R. and Shelton, E. {2001). Chitd Care Use in Minnesota: Report of the 1999 Statewide Household Child Care
Survay. Wilder Research Center; Minneapolis. Almost 25 percent of parents with children from birth to age five
responded that problems with child care in the last 12 months prevented them from keeping or accepling the kind of job
they wanied.
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ticensed Child Care Centers

A variety of center-based ECE service options are licensed by the California Department of Social
Services, through the Community Care Licensing Division including:

" Private for-profit and non-profit licensed child care centers
" Head Start and Early Head Start programs

» Before- and after-school service options run by private providers in public schogl
facilities

®  Faith-based programs
=  Employer-sponsored centers and back-up care
"  On-campus college early care and education centers

®  California Department of Education, Child Development Division-funded child
development programs. such as State Preschool

® Service options located and/or funded by school districts

®  Los Angeles Universal Preschool (LAUP) programs
Licensed Family Child Care Homes

Small family child care homes are independent small businesses that provide care for no more than
eight children at one time, while large family child care homes are those that can care for no more
than 14 children at one time. Family child care homes are licensed by the California Department of
Social Services, through the Community Care Licensing Division. Some family child care service
oplions operate Los Angeles Universal Preschool (LAUP) programs.

Subsidized Relative and In-Home Care Providers Receiving Vouchers

Relative and in-home care providers are those providers who are not required to be licensed,
but have been authorized to receive government paymenis through parent voucher payments.

License-Exempt Programs

While many license-exempt before- and after-school service options do not collect accurate funding
and usage data, three options for serving school-age children outside of the regular school day are
publicly-funded, and therefore their funding information can be captured. They are included in this
report:

*  21% Century programs
= After School Education and Safety service options (ASES)
* Beyond the Bell®

¥ Beyond the Bell is a program of the Los Angeles Unified School District.
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ECE Providers and Service Options NOT INCLUDED in this Report

Care provided by friends, neighbers and relatives who do Unregulated care providers

not receive vouchers is not regulated in Los Angeles (e.g., care provided by friends,
County and therefore there is very little data on how many | neighbors and relatives who do
of these providers there are, how much they charge and not receive vouchers) are not
how many children they serve. Although these ECE included in this analysis
arrangements are widely used and also add much tc the because very little data is
economy, it is difficult to ascertain their impact because of | available.

a lack of collected data.

Park and Recreation license-exempt befere- and after-school programs, and some license-exempt
before- and after-school service options in public schools {not 21% Century, ASES and Beyond the
Bell) have been excluded because data aren't available about their comprehensive economic
impacts. By excluding these types of ECE programs, this report's findings are conservative
estimates of ithe total impact that ECE has on the economy.

OUTLINE OF THE REPORT

Following this introduction, Section Two explores the economic effects that ECE has on the current
economy by enabling parents to work and update their skills. Section Three analyzes the long-term
econamic benefits that high-quality ECE service options create. Section Four highlights the direct
economic effects of the ECE industry, including revenue, direct employment and government
investment. Section Five analyzes barriers to maximizing the benefits of the ECE industry. Lastly,
Section Six considers future implications for Los Angeles County’s economy.
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Section 1wo
A7) P e ara saracl »)
Linking early Care and education, Business and

the Current Economy

This section describes the role that early care and education (ECE) plays in supporting the current
workforce and driving labor force productivity.

By creating opportunities for tabor force participation and promoting career development, the ECE
industry plays a vital role in supporting Los Angeles County’s overall economy. Through its support
of the workforce, the ECE industry contributes to increased profitability among local businesses.
The availability of ECE promotes a healthy botiom line by driving productivity, by decreasing
turnover and absenteeism, and increasing the pool of potential new employees. This section
presents a variety of cost-effective ECE strategies for employers.

ECE SUPPORTS THE CURRENT WORKFORCE

The ECE industry plays an important role in supporting Los Angeles County's existing [abor force.
it

B Sustains labor farce participation of parents

" Promotes career development and educational advancement

Before exploring the ways in which the ECE industry is linked to the current workforce,
understanding the characteristics of the county’s workforce is key.'® Currently, the public sector
employs 16 percent of the county’s workforce, followed by professional and business services (14
percent); manufacturing (12 percent); and retail trade (10 percent; see Figure 1)."" The health and
social services industry, which includes data about ECE, employs 9 percent of the county’s
workforce (see Figure 1).%

"% |ndustry employment data is based upon information from the California Employment Development Department. A brief
summary of each industry is summarized here. For more detailed definilions, please visit the Califoernia Employment
Development Depanment (hitp:ffwww.labormarketinfo.edd.ca.gov/) or the North American Industry Classification Sysiem
wabsite (hitp/fwww census.goviepcdiwwwinaics.html). Construction includes industries such as residential and
nonresidential building construction and specialty contracting. Manufacturing includes creation of durable goods such as
computers and furniture, as well as nondurable goods such as food and apparel. Trade, Transporation ang Utilities
includes air and ground transportation.  Information includes publishing, motion picture and sound recording, radio and
television broadcasting, and internet service provision. Professional and Business services includes legal services,
accounting, and scientific research. Education and health services includes elementary and secondary schools as well as
colleges and universities. Health and Social Services includes hospitals, residential care facilities, and child day care
services. Leisure and Hospitality includes performing arts, and accommodation and food services. Finance includes
credit intermediation and insurance carriers. Other services includes repair and maintenance and religious organizations,
Government inctudes federal, state and local agencies.

" California Employment Development Depaniment. (2006a). industry Employment and Labor Force—By Annual
Average, March 2005 Benchmark. Retrieved February 2, 2007 from hitp:/Awww.labormarketinfo.edd ca.gov/

1* California Employment Development Depanment. (2006a).
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Figure 1
Los Angeles County, Employment by Industry, 2005
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‘Source: California Employment Development Department, 2005

An estimated 4.7 million Los Angeles County residents participate in the labor force.” In fact, Los
Angeles County workers account for more than one in four of California’s workers.’ Between 1990
and 2005, Los Angeles County's labor force grew by nearly 7 percent, adding more than 297,000
people.” By the year 2020, the number of Los Angeles County residents between the ages of 20
and 64 (the age group that makes up the majority of the labor force) is expected to be more than
6.4 million strong, an increase of 13 percent since 2000.’® In 2005, the county’s average annual
seasonall7y adjusted unemployment rate was 5.3 percent, similar to the statewide average of 5.4
percent.'” Although the manufacturing industry employs more than 470,000 people, it is clear that
Los Angeles County is still in the midst of an economic shift from a manufacturing economy to a
knowledge-based economy." Jobs in the manufacturing industry have decreased more than 23

' 1U.8. Census Bureau. (2008). 2005 Amenican Community Survey. Retrieved January 25, 2007 from
http:/ffactiinder.census.gov. The labor force includes those who are employed and those seeking employment,

" California Budget Project. (2006). Left Behind: Workers and Their Families in a Changing Los Angeles. Retrieved Apiil
23, 2007 from hitp:Hwww.cbp.org/pdis/2006/0609_{areport.pdf

13 California Employment Development Depanment. (2006a).

'® State of California, Department of Finance. (2004). Poputation Projections by Race/Ethnicily, Gender and Age for
California and Its Counties 2000-2050. Retrieved February 2, 2007 from

http:/iwww dof ca.gov/HTML/DEMOGRAP/ReportsPapers/Projections/P3/P3.asp

' California Employment Development Depanment. (2006d). Unempioyment Rates (Labor Force). Retrieved February 2,
2007 from hip:#www labormarkelinfo.edd.ca.gov

® Califorma Employment Development Depariment. {2006a).
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percent since 2000, representing a loss of more than 140,000 manufacturing jobs.™ Education
services (98,000 employees), health and social services (371,700 employees), and construction
(148,200 employees), have been among the county's fastest growing industries, increasing more
than 10 percent per industry between 2000 and 2005.%

A 2006 study by the California Budget Project (CBP) found that "workers tend to have lower wages,
families tend to have lower incomes, and residents have a higher rate of poverty in Los Angeles
than in the rest of the state.”?' According to CBP, job growth in the county has lagged behind the
rest of the state, and the gap between the wazges earned by Los Angeles County workers and
workers in the rest of the state has widened.* In addition to shifting away from the county’s
traditional manufacturing base, the composition of the labor force has changed dramatically ® A
2007 report by United Way of Greater Los Angeles found similar conclusions. Additionally, the
United Way of Greater Los Angeles found that Los Angeles County has the most undereducated
workforce in the country.**

The Underground Economy

The fastest-growing segment of the Los
Angeles economy is its underground
economy.®® According to the Economic
Roundtabie, informal jobs in 2004 accounted
for 15 percent of all jobs in Los Angeles
County and 16 percent in the City of Los
Angeles, or approximately 679,000 informal
workers in the county and 303,800 informal
workers in the city.*® Employees in the underground economy are clustered in the following
industries: domestic labor, restaurants, construction, independent artists, landscaping and apparel
manufacturing.?’

Implications for Early Care and Education

Many industries in the underground economy
require workers during nontraditional hours;
therefore, these workers need ECE service
options during nontraditional hours.

ECE Sustains Labor Force Participation

Many children in Los Angeles County live in families where all parents work. In particular, an
overall average of nearly 51 percent of children {i.e., nearly 47 percent of infants, 50 percent of
toddlers, and 52 percent of school-age children) live in households where all parents participate in
the workforce (see Figure 2).® This data accounts for single parents who work, as well as dual
parent families where both parents participate in the labor force. However, this data does not
account for parents who are in school. A shortage of affordable and high-quality ECE
arrangements may inhibit labor force participation. Female labor force participation, an indicator of

' Catifornia Employment Developrnent Department. (2006a).

2 ¢ anfornia Employment Development Depariment. (2006a).

2! california Budget Project. (2006}.

! California Budget Project. (2006).

3 California Budget Project. (20086).

2 United Way of Greater Los Angeles. (2007). Quality of Life in Los Angeles: 2007 State of the County Repori. Retrieved
ASpriI 26, 2007 from http:/fwww.unitedwayla.org

% Flaming, D. et al. (2005). Hopeful Workers, Marginal Jobs: LA;s Off-The-Books Labor Force. Retnieved March 19, 2007
fram http://www.economicrt.org/pub/hopeful_workers_marginal_jobs/hopeful_workers_marginal_jobs.pdf

* Flaming, D. et al. {2005).

7 Flaming, D. et al. {2005).

8 County of Los Angeles, Office of Child Care, within the Service Integration Branch of the Chief Administrative Office.
(20086). 2006 Child Care Needs Assessment Reporting Tool. Retrieved March 19, 2007 frem
http://gismap.co.la.ca.us/childcare/
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ECE need and accessibility, is on par with the statewide average. Approximately 56 percent of
women in Los Angeles County and the state of California participate in the labor force.?®

Fgure 2
Percentage of Children with All Parents in the Workforce,
Los Angeles County, 2006
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Source: County of Los Angeles, Office of Child Care, Service Inlegration Branch, 2006

Working families make up a noticeable share of the total labor force at any one time. Approximately
15 percent of the labor force {or approximately 729,000 workers) live in households with children
under the age of thirteen and where all parents work.®® In total, these families earn nearly $22.3
billion annually in Los Angeles County.”’

Not all families use formal ECE. Some may arrange work schedules so that one parent is home
with children. Others may place children in informal care arrangements. For example, nearly
300,000 grandparents in Los Angeles County live in the same households as their grandchildren,
and many help take care of their grandchildren.:‘2 Furthermore, technelogy advances have enabled
more people to work from home, expanding ECE options for families, and approximately 4 percent
(over 168,000 individuals) of the tabor force work from home in Los Angeles County.®® For parents
who must use ECE services, investing in the county’s ECE infrastructure gives these parents
affordable, high-guality options.

ECE and the Family Budget
ECE is a significant expense for families in most income brackets. In Los Angeles County, the

average annual cost for full-time, licensed, center-based ECE is $10,327 for an infant; $7,226 for a
preschooler; and $5,781 for a school age child (for a complete breakdown of ECE costs, see Table

*? U.S. Census Bureau. (2006).

This number was developed by the Insight Center using dats from the 2005 Amencan Community Survey on chidren,
income.

1 This number was developed by the Insight Center using data from the 2005 American Community Survey on children,
income.

.8, Census Bureau. (2006).

¥ U.8. Census Bureau. {2005).
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1).%* Full-time, unsubsidized ECE costs significantly more than undergraduate tuition at California
State University, Los Angeles {$3,773 for the 2007-2008 academic year).® For a family earning the
county's median income of $48,248 in 2005, ECE for one infant in a licensed child care center
accounts for more than 21 percent of the household expenses.*®

Table 1
Average Annual Unsubsidized Cost for Early Care and Education
Based on 2005 Market Rate Survey, Los Angeles County

. . [ Infants and | Preschaol Age | School Age
Type of ECE Service Option l Toddlers (0-2) | (2-5) (5-12)
Licensed Child Care Center ; $10,327 $7.226 $5.781
}
Licensed Family Chiid Care Home [ $7,292 $6.776 $5,034

|
Source: California Department of Education, Child Development Division, 2005

While ECE is a considerable expense for all families, it is particularly difficult for low-income
families. In a study of long-term employment after welfare, researchers found that two factors
determined a working mother's ability to sustain employment after leaving wefifare: job quality and
the availability of ECE.> Women with access to safe and affordable center-based ECE and with
access to quality jobs (positions with higher wages and affordable health insurance) were more
likely to be stably employed two years after leaving welfare. >

Similar barriers to employment were found at the local level. A 2002 survey by the Economic
Roundtable sought to learn directly from working welfare parents and other poor families in Los
Angeles about the problems they face and the kinds of help they need to become self-sufficient.*
Researchers found that a lack of ECE access and affordability stood out as the most significant
barrier to employment for CalWORKSs recipients; in fact, 44 percent of survey respondents stated a
lack of ECE during the day or night as a barrier to employment.”® According to the study, “.. .for all
mothers, regardless of whether they are in one- or two-parent households, whether or not they have
strong labor force connections, and whether or not they have any college education, lack of child
care is by far the most frequent barrier to employment.”*' Although ECE enables parents to access
further education or participate in the workforce, the availability of subsidized ECE is net sufficient
to meet the need. A 2003 study by the Economic Roundtable found that access to CalWORKs-
subsidized ECE is associated with earnings progress.*” The researchers also found, however, that

¥ California Department of Education. (2008d). Reimbursement Ceilings for Subsidized Child Care: Average Rale in This
County. Retrieved January 26, 2007 from hittp:/fwww.cde.ca.govifgiaalcdiaplindex.aspx

% California State University, Los Angeles. (2007). Schedule of Fees: 2007-2008. Retrieved August 13, 2007 from
hitp:/icatalog.caistatela.edu/NXT/gateway. dli?f=templates$fn=default. tm$3 0vid=calstate current

** U.S. Census Bureau. {2008). Analysis based on a median household income of $48,248, with ECE expenses of
$10,327,

¥ Boushey, H. (2004). Staying Employed After Weffare: Work Supports and Job Quality Vital to Emplayment Tenure and
Wage Growth. Retrieved August 30, 2006 from http:/fwww.epinet.org/content.cfm/fbriefingpapers_bp128

33 Boushey, H. (2004).

¥ Flaming, D. et al. (2002). Running Qut of Time: Voices of Parenis Struggling to Move from Welfare to Work. Relrieved
February 9, 2007 from www.economicr.org

* Flaming, D. et al. {2002).

* Flaming, D. et al. (2002).

“2 Burns, P. et al. (2003). Prisoners of Hope: Welfare fo Work in Los Angeles. Relrieved February 9. 2007 from
www.economicrt.org
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each month, approximaiely 30,000 welfare families in Los Angeles County receive ECE assistance,
but this represented as little as one in fourteen families that needed assistance.

An evaluation of Early Head Start (EHS), a child development program that serves low-income
infants and toddlers and their families, suggests that these service options have a significant impact
on improving the self-sufficiency of parents. Of EHS participants, 60 percent participated in
education or job training versus 51 percent of non-participants. Also, 87 percent of EHS parents
were employed at some time during the first 26 months compared to 83 percent of parents not
participating in EHS (unless randomly assigned).*

The Self-Sufficiency Standard measures the amount of income needed for a family to adeguately
meet its needs without government assistance. In Los Angeles County, an adult with two young
children needs $46,670 to meet the family's most basic needs (for more family types, please see
Appendix B). *® Waorking full-time at minimum wage offers an annual salary of $14.040—less than
one-third of the self-sufficiency wage.*®

Los Angeles County residents are increasingly challenged by
the shrinking supply of affordable housing.”” As of December
20086, the median price of a home in Los Angeles County was
$522,000, compared to a statewide median price of
$474,000.*® Although the number of housing sales fell in
20086, housing costs continue to rise, increasing nearly 6.5 percent since December 2005.*° More
than half of first-time homebuyers in the United States can afford {o purchase a local median-priced
home and 24 percent of California first-time buyers can afford to purchase a median-priced home,
but fewer 20 percent Los Angeles County first-time buyers can afford a median-priced home.®

The high cost of housing leaves
families with less money for
early care and education costs.

According to the State of California, Department of Housing and Community Development, renters
face the greatest affordability challenges.®' More than half of Los Angeles County’s households are
renter households, and Fair Market Rent for a two-bedroom apartment was approximately $1,269 in
20086, compared to the statewide average of approximately $1,189 for a comparable unit.>? tn fact,
fair market rents for a two-bedroom apartment in the county have increased nearly 60 percent since
2000.5° Due to the high housing costs, the overall cost of living is increasingly cumbersome,
particularly on low-income families. In Los Angeles County, a full-time worker must eam $24.40 per

** Burns, P, et al. (2003).

“ Love, et al. (2004). Making a Difference in the Lives of Infanis and Toeddlers and Their Families: The Impacts of Early
Head Start, Volume: Final Technical Report. Washington, DC: U.5. Department of Health and Human Services, xvii.

* pearce, D. (2003). The Seff-Sufficiency Wage for California 2003. Retrieved January 22, 2007 from

hittp:fAwwew sixstrategies.org/files/2003% 20CA%20Full%20Repart%20with % 20Map. pdf

* California Child Care Resource & Referral Network. (2005). The 2005 California Child Care Porifolio. Retrieved January
25, 2007 from http:/fwww.rimetwork.org

47 according to the National Low Income Housing Coalition, affordable housing represents the generally accepled
standard of spending no more than 30% of one’s income on housing.

* DataQuick Information Systems. (2007). California December Home Sales. Retrieved January 25, 2007 from
http:/Avww.dqnews.com and Haddad, A. (2007, January 16). Home Prices Climb in County. Los Angeles Times.

“® Haddad, A. (2007, January 16). Home Prices Climb in County. Los Angefes Times.

% California Association of Reaflors. (2007). Housing Affordabiiity at 24 Percent for First-Time Buyers in Cafifornia. CAR
defines the affordabiiity index as the percentage of households that can afford to purchase a median-priced home,

*! State of California, Depariment of Rousing and Community Development. (2006). California’s Deepening Housing
Crists. Retrieved from www.hcd.ca.gov/hpd/hc021506. pdf

32 National Low Income Housing Coalition. (2006) Out of Reach 2006. Retrieved January 22, 2007 from
http:/fwww.nlihc.orgfoorfoor2006/2CF10=72284808 CF TOKEN=66759624

33 National Low [ncome Housing Coalition. {20086)
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hour ($50,760 annually) in order to afford a fair market rate, two-bedroom apartment, more than
tripte the minimum wage.>

ECE Promotes Career Development and Educational Advancement

A shortage of highly skilled and educated workers in Los Angeles County undermines the county’s
ability to attract new businesses with higher paying jobs and thus, impedes the county's long-term
economic prosperity. Approximately 25 percent of county residents do not have high school
diplomas and fewer than 28 percent have college degrees.”® Statewide, approximately 20 percent
of residents lack high school diplomas, and approximately 30 percent have a bachelor's degree or
higher.’® A strong ECE industry gives working parents the flexibility they need to broaden their
skills and encourage their participation in the labor force. A more educated and skilled workforce
builds economic prosperity by attracting employers that pay higher wages and offer greater
benefits. Challenged by factors including an under-skilled labor force, Los Angeles County
businesses are limited in their growth and are losing ground to high-skill and high-wage business
clusters in Orange and Ventura counties.®’ Los Angeles

County’s ability to foster entrepreneurial growth threugh Subsidized on-campus early care

development of the workforce is critical 1o fulure economic and education service options

growth enable working parents to update
their skills.

Accessible ECE can enable parents seeking additional

training and education to attend courses. A more educated workforce benefits:
®  Parents through higher incomes

8 Government through larger tax revenues, decreased parental reliance on government
programs ang lower unemployment

B  Businesses through a more skilled workforce and increased productivity

Educational advancement for parents also enables them to eam higher incomes and reduces the
likelihood of their needing various forms of government support. In a national study investigating
higher education opportunities for individuals transitioning from welfare to work, researchers found
that 88 percent of welfare recipients who obtained four-year college degrees discontinued
participation in welfare after earning their degree.®

Higher education also decreases the likelihcod of unemployment. Nationwide, while the average
annual unemployment rate was 5.1 percent in 2005, unemployment rates varied according to level
of education: those who did not graduate from high scheool (7.6 percent); those with high school

* National Low Income Housing Coalition. {2006). As of January 1, 2007, the state minimum wage increased to $7.50
gser hour from $6.75 per hour.

U.S. Census Bureaw. {2006).
*® U.S. Census Bureau. {2006).
T Klowden, K. et al. (2005). Los Angeles Economy Project: Executive Summary and Recommendations. Retrieved
February 23, 2007 from http./fwww.laeconomyproject.com/lagp_exec_summary pdf
* Klowden, K. et al. (2005).
% Karier, T. (2003). Weffare Graduates: College and Financial independence. Levy Economics institute of Bard College,
as cited in Grassrools fo Gradualion: Low-income Women Accessing Higher Education. Boston: Wellesley College for
Research on Women and Women's Institute for Housing and Economic Development.
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diplomas (4.7 percent); those with some college or associate’s degrees (3.9 percent); and those
with bachelor's degrees or higher (2.3 percent).®

In addition to private, nonprofit, and public sector programs that support family members who need
training and education, subsidized ECE ¢n college and university campuses enables parents to
update their skills. Policies that enable parents {(especially those with limited incomes) to pursue
higher education benefit the econamy. Research demonstrates that student parents who use on-
campus ECE:

" Have higher grade point averages
" Are more likely to remain in school and graduate in fewer years

® Have higher graduation rates than student parents who do not have access to affordable
and high-quality ECE service options®’

Similarly, student parents indicate that the availability of ECE is critical to their decision to enroll in
college %% Limited capacity in ECE service options offered during non-traditional hours prevents
parents from enrolling in classes or service options that are offered cutside of the traditional
workday.

The Child Development Center at Los Angeles Valley College

A number of community colleges and universities in the county have on-campus ECE service
options. The Child Development Center at Los Angeles Valley College serves more than 100
preschool and school-age children, who are primarily the children of student parents. For student
parents attend classes in the evenings and may work during the day, the college offers services for
school age children during non-traditional hours. By providing convenient, affordable and high-
quality care, the college offer student parents the opportunity to accomplish their academic goals.
Without this service, many parenis would not be able to attend classes (perscnal correspondence
with Terry Teplin, Director, March 6, 2007).

ECE DRIVES LABOR FORCE PRODUCTIVITY

Like other components of a strong economic infrastructure, the ECE industry supports businesses
by increasing employee productivity. The availability of affordable, accessible, quality ECE has
positive effects on businesses’ bottom lines,

Natienally and locally, businesses realize that they can increase their profitability by working to
ensure that high-quality ECE options exist for their employees. For individual businesses, ECE:

B  Increases employee retention

¥ U.S. Depariment of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics. {2006). Household Data Annual Averages. Retrieved July 2008
frorn http:ffwww.bls.gov

# The National Coalition for Campus Children's Centers (1999). impact of Campus-based Child Care on Academic
Success, Student Parents at SUNY Community Colfeges, 1989 and Child Development Center Parlicipani Analyses,
Bronx (New York City) Communily College, 1934. As cited by The Nalional Coatition for Campus Children's Cenlers in
their policy brief: Campus Child Care Bill: Child Care Means Parents in School Act, S1151 and H.R. 3936.

82 National Coalition for Campus Children’s Center. (1999). Policy Brief entitled Campus Child Care Bill: Child Care
Access Means Parents in School Act, S11571 and H.R. 3936.
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B Reduces absenteeism
B  Enhances recruitment of the most skilled workers

® Increases on-the-job productivity
ECE Increases Employee Retention

Particularly for companies that rely on highly skilled workers or staff with specialized training,
retaining existing staff is a priority. Employees with young children may consider discontinuing work
or moving to a more family-friendly company if they are not able to find suitable ECE solutions.
Those who feel supported in their new family roles or feel that their workplaces offer a balance
between work and home obligations are less likely to have unscheduled absences or leave their
jobs.®® When employees do leave because of ECE problems or transfer to a company with better
ECE options, companies lose human capital and incur high turnover costs.

A national study of companies that offer on-site child care to their employees found that turnover
was nearly 50 percent lower for those who used the center when compared {o other workers.® The
survey afso found that more than half of the center's users had been with their company for more
than five years, and nearly half had been with their company for more than ten years.®® Another
nationat survey found that 19 percent of employees at companies with ECE service options
indicated that they have turned down other job opportunities rather than lose work-site ECE.%®

While the number of employers offering ECE benefits as a means to attract and retain quality
employees grows, most employers miss out on this opportunity. [n a survey of businesses by the
U.S. Chamber of Commerce, only 32 percent reported actively assisting “their employees in
addressing challenges such as child or dependent care, transportation or housing.”®” Another
survey of employees confirmed this disconnect between employers and employees. While caring
for dependents was one of the top six benefits employees desire, employers in a similar survey did
not find it essential %

A meta-analysis of 15 different turnover cost studies found that the average turnover costs for a full-
time employee eaming $8 per hour are over $9,000, 56 percent of the annual wages for that
employee.® For salaried employees, costs are at least 150 percent of the base salary, and
increase for higher-paid and more valued staff.” '

Representing nearly 50,000 workers in Los Angeles County, SEIU Local 721 is the result of the
merger of seven separate unions. Members include county public employees (covered by a
contract negotiated under SEIU Local 660). Recognizing challenges with recruitment and retention,
union leaders negctiated changes to existing dependent care accounts (also known as flexible
spending accounts). Union leaders focused an dependent care accounts because single women

®Blue Cross Blue Shield of Massachusetts. (2003). Biue Cross Biue Shield of Massachusetts Names One of the 100 Best
Companies for Working Mothers Nationwida. Retrieved from hitp/ibchsma.com.

& Bright Horizons Family Solutions, (2003). The Real Savings from Employer-sponsored Chiid Care: Invesiment impact
Study Results. Boston, MA: Bright Horizons.

€ Bright Horizons Family Solutions. (2003).

% Simmons College. (1897). Benefits of Work-Site Child Care as cited by Bright Horizons Family Solutions

5 1.8, Chamber of Commerce, Center for Workforce Preparation. (2001), Keeping Compelitive: Hiring, Training, and
Retaining Qualified Workers.

59 Merk. {1999). Using Benefits to Attract and Retain Employees. As cited on hitp:/fwww.probenefits.com.

 Sasha Corporation. (2003). Turnover Costs in 15 Different Studies. Retrieved from hitp://www.sashacorp.com.

0 Bliss, W. (1999). The Business Cosl and Impact of Employee Turnover. Relineved from hitp://blissassociates.com.
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with children and employees with aging parents made up a significant portion of union members,
and dependent care accounts provided maximum flexibility. With the support of its members, the
union was able to negotiate favorable terms with employers, so based on a sliding scale, the
County now make contributions to the dependent care accounts of many county employees.
County employers hope that these enhanced benefits will help them recruit and retain the most
qualified and dedicated workers (personal phone conversation with Lilian Coral, Research
Associate, April 26, 2007).

ECE Reduces Absenteeism

Nationally, unscheduled absenteeism in 2005 cost businesses an average of $660 per employee,
costing large employers up to $1 million per year.”' More than one-fifth of all unscheduled
absences are due to family issues, which include ECE breakdowns (see Figure 3). On-site ECE
and emergency back-up ECE are amang the most effective work-life programs that reduce
unscheduled absenteeism.”

— = - = — .,

Figure 3
Reasons for Unscheduled Absences by Employees, 2005
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.Sarce: CCH In;orp_orated‘ 2006.

Nationwide, approximately 16 percent of major employers offer sick or emergencgy back-up ECE to
reduce employee absenteeism.” These programs have a significant return on investment. For
example, J.P. Morgan Chase found that operating a back-up child care center, as well as providing
employees with resource and referral consulting to help them find stable quality care, had an annual
savings of $800,000, a 112 percent return on the company’s investments in ECE benefits.”

' CCH Incorporated. (2005). 2005 CCH Unschedufed Absence Survey. Retrieved July 2006 from
hitp:/iwww.cch.comipress/news/2005/200510121h.asp

2 CCH Incorporated. (2005).

™ Hewitt Associates. (2001). Hewitt Study Shows Work/Life Benefits Continue to Grow Despile Slowing Economy.
Retrieved from http./fiwww was. hewitt.com

™ Bright Horizons Family Solutions. (2003b). Refurn on investmen!. Presentation.
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ECE Enhances Recruitment

The accessibility of quality, affordable ECE, on site or in the community, is a strong recruitment tool
for businesses. A knowledge-based economy depends almost exclusively on skilled workers who
have numerous choices for where they want to live, and employers are beginning to realize how
they can address the quality of life. Family-friendly policies indicate a company’s commitment to
the well-being of potential new employees and their personal lives, and make the company more
attractive in a competitive workforce market. Particularly for highly specialized workers, company
values are critical to attracting the best of the labor pool, with ar without young children.

Nurses are among the most difficult groups of healthcare workers to recruit and retain,”® These
challenges are due to work-related pressures, including extended work hours, dire staffing
shortages, and frequent avertime.” These chalienges make it difficult for healthcare workers to find
ECE soldtions that meet their needs. According to a study by Bright Horizons Family Solutions,
twenty-four percent of nurses have seriously considered leaving their jobs due to ECE issues, and
nurses with young children miss an average of 9 days per year due to a child’s illness, breakdowns
in ECE, or mismatches between ECE and work schedules.”” Among health care centers that offer
on-site ECE, Bright Horizons Famity Selutions found that voluntary turnover among child care
center users reduced by nearly 90 percent, offering more than $1 million in savings in replacement
costs alone.”

Childrens Hospital Los Angeles offers an on-site child
development center. The center's programs are
designed to accommodate the busy schedules of staff
members, and parents are encouraged to attend the
center's special events and lunchtime seminars.”

“Having an on-site facility makes
working at CHLA [Childrens
Hospital Los Angeles] a much more
attractive option for many parents.”

Dr. Anita Britt, Executive Director,

In addition to offering on-site services, Childrens Child Development Center, CHLA

Hospital Los Angeles encourages employees to
establish Dependent Care Reimbursement Accounts
(also commonly known as Flexible Spending Accounts), which allow employees to use pre-tax
dollars on dependent care expenses.’® The funds set aside in these accounts are exempt from
federal, state and social security taxes, so using the plans decreases the employer’s payroll taxes
and the employee’s taxable income. In addition to attracting employees with young children, these
accounts allow employers to offer ECE solutions without increasing salary expenses.

ECE Increases Productivity

Working parents who know their children are in high-quality care and education settings are better
able to focus on their jobs. Employees with inadequate ECE are more likely 1o be late for work,
absent or distracted than parents who are confident about their children’s ECE arrangements.®'

™ Brigit Horizons Family Solutions. (2003a). The Businass Impact of Employer-Sponsored Child Care in Hospitals.
Retrieved September 2006 from hilp://wwav.brighthorizons.com/site/pages/Hospital%20Study FINAL pdf

" Bright Horizons Family Solutions. (2003a).

"7 Bright Horizons Family Solutions. (2003a).

" Bright Horizons Family Solutions. (2003a).

™ Children’s Hospital Los Angeles. (1998). Chifd Davelopment Center at Childrens Hospital Los Angeles Wins National
Child-Care Award from Parents Magazing. Retrieved March 14, 2007 from http./fwww.childrenshospitalla.org

® Childrens Hospital Los Angeles. (2007). Reimbursement Programs. Retrieved March 14, 2007 from

http:/fwww. childrenshospital 1a.org

8 Brown, J. (2002). How Does High-quality Child Care Benefit Businass and the Local Economy. Seatlle: Economic
Policy Institute.
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Working parents often worry about their school-age children during the time period between the end
of the school day and when parents get home. This effect has been named Parental After-School
Stress (PASS). Parents with high levels of PASS are more likely to experience negative
productivity-related patterns than parents with fow PASS, including job distractions, missed work,
making errors and missing meetings and deadlines. Parents are more at risk for PASS when their
children spend more time unsupervised after school and their jobs are less flexible.®

The Van Nuys Civic Center Child Development Program is the first Los Angeles County-supported
facility to be built from the ground up. Supported by the Superior Court and several county
departments {Children and Family Services, District Attorney, Probation, Public Defender, and
Public Social Services), the center serves approximately 70 children, ages six weeks to six years.
In addition to supporting the center's operations, these county departments also established a
schelarship fund to ensure that services are accessible to a broad spectrum of families. Zev
Yaroslavsky, County of Los Angeles Supervisor representing the Third District, believes that this
project promotes school readiness among participating children; boosts the workplace productivity
of their parents; and supports the count's commitment to service excellence.®

Business leaders throughout the state are realizing the tangible benefits of ECE. With a consortium
of other businesses, Gap Inc. offers on-site ECE at its San Francisco headquarters. In addition to
helping employees with young children address their ECE needs, on-site ECE has had a positive
rate of return for Gap Inc. As Bill Tompkins, V.P. of Gap Inc.'s Total Rewards highlights:

We have experienced quite positive returns on our investment in child care.
Turnover rates for employees who use our supported child care center are
significantly less than the rest of our emptoyee population, which saves real
dollars and boosts productivity (phone conversation, May 2005).

Early Care and Education Options for Businesses of All Sizes

A national study by the Center for Work-Life Policy found that small business employers generally
offered work-life solutions (including ECE solutions) on an informal or case by case basis.?* The
lack of formal policies led to confusion and turnover among employees as well as a lack of
understanding (among employers) about the cost savings and productivity gains that can be
achieved through simple strategies to balance work and life.®

In Los Angeles County, approximately one-half of employees wark for companies that employ fewer
than 100 people.® While many companies are challenged by the rising costs of fringe benefits,
small firms in particular struggle to provide benefits such as health care and ECE benefits.
However, there are cost-efficient ways that smaller employers can support the ECE needs of their
employees. Smaller businesses have access to a number of innovative strategies that rely on their

®2 The Community, Families & Work Program. (2004). Parental After-School Siress Project.

%3 (2004). Van Nuys Child Care Update. Relrieved March 21, 2007 from

http://cao lacounty govicep/pdiVan%20Nuys % 20Newsletter%20-%20Dec, % 202004 pdf

¥ Center for Work Life Policy. (2008). Work Life Batance in Small Business. Retrieved September 5, 2006 from
http:/www worklifepolicy org/documents/initiatives-smallbusiness.pdf

* Center for Work Life Policy. (2006},

8 California Employment Development Department. (2005). Number of Employees by Size Calegory, Classified by
County for California, Third Quarter, 2005. Retrieved January 2007 from http:/fwww labormarketinfo.edd.ca.gov/
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ability to be flexible and help every employee soive his or her ECE issues individually.¥ For
example, in a 2005 survey of employers, small employers (those with fewer than 100 employees),
were significantly more likely to offer a range of benefits related to improved work flexibility than
employers with more than 100 employees. For example, 66 percent of small employers allow
employees to return to work gradually after child birth, in comparison to just 49 percent of large
employers.®

Family-Friendly Options for Employers®
" On- or near-site ECE
B Company-purchased spaces in local child care centers
B Back-up ECE
B E£mployer-contracted ECE for mildly ill children
®  Dependent care financial assistance
®  Flextime, flexi-place, compressed work weeks, and job sharing
®  Sick/personal leave to meet dependeni care needs
®  Dependent care resource and referral agency partnerships
B Cafeteria-style benefit plan or a dependent care pre-tax account

®  Educational events for employees around ECE and other work-life issues

Bank of America addresses the ECE needs of their employees by offering all employees flexible
spending accounts for ECE expenses as well as access to resource and referral services.
Additionally, Bank of America subsidizes income-eligible employees up to $175 per month per child
for ECE expenses.®

ECE benefits do not just benefit employees with children. Based on data compiled from more than
140,000 employees at various companies nalionwide, 78 percent of workers feel their work
environment would improve if their co-workers’ ECE needs were addressed.®!

According to Dr. Sandra Burud, co-author of the book, Leveraging the New Human Capital:
Adaptive Strategies, Results Achieved, and Stories of Transformation, the business environment
has undergone significant structural changes, including reliance upon “dual focus” workers who
manage work and significant personal respensibilities simultaneously.® In this new era,

%7 gusan Smith Hendrickson. (2006). Helping employees with child care isn't hopelessly expensive. San Francisco
Business Times.

5 Bond, et al. (2005). National Study of Employers. Families and Work Institule.

5 United Way of the Bay Area and One Small Step. (2002). Choosing Care: An Employers Guide to Child Care Oplions.
% Bank of America. (2006). Retrieved from on November, 10, 2006 from

http:/iwww bankofamerica.com/careersfindex.cim?template=bw_w_programs

% Burud, $. (2002). As cited by the United Way of the Bay Area and Cne Small Step in Choosing Care: An Employers’
Guide to Child Care Options.

%2 Casey J. and Corday, K. (2005). Leveraging the New Human Capital: An Interview with Sandra Burud. The Network
News. Volume 7(12). Relrieved February 23, 2007 from

hitp:/iwfnetwork be.edu/The_Network_News/18/The_Network_News_Interview18.pdf

The Economic Impact of the Early Care and £ducalion Induslry in Los Angetes County. January 2008 Page 18



customization, flexibility, and versatility in managing employees drive business success, “So, varied
work schedules, virtual work, and customized people practices bring better business results.”®

SECTION SUMMARY

Innovative ECE solutions not only meet the needs of working families, but they also support
productivity and profitability among businesses. Throughout Los Angeles County and the state of
California, employers of all sizes are implementing creative and cost-effective solutions for the ECE
needs of their employees. Their efforts are rewarded with a quality workforce and a healthier
bottom line. The next section explores how the ECE industry shapes the future workforce.

3 Casey, J. and Corday, K. (2005).
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Los Angeles County's Future Workforce

In addition fo strengthening the current workforce, ECE is an essential component of the education
system that cultivates the future workforce and offers a significant public financial return.

Quality ECE lays the foundation for strong academic performance, social skills, and disciptine—key
elements for continued success. Recent research points to significant gains to Los Angeles
County’s K-12 system by better preparing children to start school. Advocacy efforts have focused
around the critical importance of preschool in this effort.

Research by James Heckman, Nobel Laureate in Economics, confirms that a chiid’s early vears
provide the foundation for a full range of human competencies including cognitive, linguistic. social
and emotional.**

According to James Heckman, “Both the mastery of skills that are essential for economic success
and the development of their neural pathways follow hierarchical roles...such that later attainments
build on foundations that are laid down earlier;” in other words, as he puts it, “skill begets skill.”®®

Heckman's findings are further supported by Harry T. Chugani, Chief of Pediatric Neurology and
Development Pediatrics at Children’s Hospital of Michigan. Chugani found that at birth, only 25
percent of neural connections responsible for seeing, hearing, speech production and receptive
tanguage are formed, but by the age of three, 90 percent of these connections are developed.”®
These findings indicate that quality ECE is a critical step in developing skills for successful adult
outcomes.*’

ECE PREPARES CHILOREN FOR SUCCESS IN SCHOOL AND BEYOND

In Los Angeles County, 28 percent of second grade students scored “below basic” or “far below
basic” on the California Standards Test in English-Language Arts, and 21 percent of second grade
students scored “below basic” or “far below basic” in mathematics.®® |n addition, only 30 percent of
third grade students were reading at or above the national average.*® While no ECE program can
guarantee lifelong success for its participants, guality early care and education can increase
children's ability to enter traditional K-12 schooling ready to continue learning, which better
prepares them for future oppoﬂunities.100 Decades of research have sought to understand the
effects of ECE on young children. A number of large surveys and leng-term studies have

¥ Heckman, J. (2006). The Technology and Neuroscience of Skill Formation. PowerPoint presantation for the Invest in
Kids Warking Group.

¥ Heckman, J_ (2008).

* Madrid, Q. (2006). Brain Network Forms Early, Research Says. The Arizona Republic.

% Heckman, J. (2006).

% California Depanment of Education. {2006h). Catifornia Standardized Testing and Reporting. Retneved February 2,
2007 from htip:/fstar.cde.ca.gov

¥ United Way of Greater Los Angeles. (2007).

% Brooks-Gunn, J. (2003). Do You Believe in Magic? What We Can Expect from Early Childhood Intervention Programs,
Social Poficy Report. 17 (1).
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consistently found that high-quality ECE service oplions are beneficial to young children’s growth
and development, and contribute to their success later in life. These studies have also found that
quality ECE offers financial returns, surpassing the effects of traditional economic development
investments.

A national survey found that in comparison to peers in lower-quality care settings, young children
who attend higher-quality and more stable ECE service options had the following characteristics
through elementary school:

" Jmproved math and language ability
®  Enhanced cognitive and social skills

¥ Fewer behavioral issues'®"

The National Academy of Sciences brought together a committee of experts to synthesize research
on early childhood development. They agreed that “the effects of child care derive not from its use
or nonuse but from the quality of the experiences it provides to young children.”"% Schools and
universities receive public and private investments because their role in educating and better
preparing children for the future labor market is clear. While more research will enable a better
understanding of the long-term effects of high-quality ECE for all children, current findings indicate
that investments in early education have greater returns than educational investments in later life
because younger pecple have more time to generate returns on investments and because “skill
begets skill.”'"

The Committee for Economic Development (CED), a national nonpartisan research and policy
organization, made up of CEOs and University presidents, highlights the need for an inclusive
education system. They urged the nation:

...ta view education as an investment, not an expense, and to develop a
comprehensive and coordinated strategy of human investment. Such a

strategy should redefine education as a process that begins at birth

and encompasses all aspects of children's early development, including
their physical, social, emotional, and cognitive growth. %

Other business leaders also recognize the link between high-quality ECE and a strong future
economy. James E. Rohr, Chairman and CEO of PNC Financial Services Group, has spoken
widely about the return on investment from quality preschool, “The day-to-day reality of succeeding
in an increasingly competitive marketplace demands skilled and educated workers. Investing in the

1% peisner-Feinberg, E. S. et al. (2001). The Relation of Preschool Child-Care Quality to Children's Cognitive and Social
Deveiopment Trajectories through Second Grade. Child Development. 72 (5): 1534-1553. Quality was assessed in this
study using the following criteria: classrcom quality measures using the Early Childhood Environment Raling Scale
{ECERS). teacher sensitivily using lhe Caregiver Inieraction Scale (CIS), child-centered teaching siyle using Early
Childhood Observation Form (ECOF), \eacher responsiveness using Adult Involvement Scale {(AIS). In addition, teacher-
child relationship ang child assessment measures were used.

%2 Shonkoff, J. and Phillips, D.A., Eds. (2000). from Neurons to Neighborhoods: The Science of Early Chitdhood
Development. Washinglon, D.C.: National Academies Press, 307.

%3 Heckman, J.J. and Wildavsky, A.W. (1999). Policies to Foster Human Capital. Joint Center for Poverty Research
working paper. Chicago: Northweslern University/University of Chicago, 39.

%4 commitiee for Economic Development {2004). As cited from Exceplional Relurns by the Economic Policy Institute.
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ac&tdemi{gz5 success of our children directly contributes to the overall economic health of our
nation.”

HIGH-QUALITY EARLY CARE AND EDUCATION'S SIGNIFICANT PUBLIC RETURN

While no long-term studies have specifically focused on the children of Los Angeles, there are three
long-term studies from other parts of the country that provide evidence of the potential long-term
benefits of guality ECE in Los Angeles.

Cost-benefit analyses of three long-term, high-quality early education intervention programs
indicate that there are significant future public savings when money is invested in high-quality ECE,
particularly for low-income children. In the three studies discussed below, common quality
elements include qualified staff comprised of teachers with specific training in early education, fow
teacher turnover rates, and classrooms with low child-to-teacher ratios, %

In the Abecedarian Study, 3 group of low-income
children was randomly assigned to an early
intervention program that lasted from birth through
age four and a second group of participants was not
offered the program. The investigators found that
children who participated in the early intervention
program were, at age 21, significantly more likely to

Los Angeles Area Chamber of
be in a high-skilled job or in higher education {see Comr:grcees rea
Figure 1)."%

“In a city as diverse as Los
Angeles, quality preschool helps
level the playing field so that when
children enter kindergarten, they
are ready to learn.”

In 2006, the Los Angeles Area Chamber of Commerce endorsed Proposition 82, which would have
funded a program of voluntary, high-quality preschool for every four-year-old in California. Although
the proposition did not pass, the Chamber was clear in its support for ECE. In addition to
recognizing the importance of high-quality ECE for improving school readiness, the Chamber aiso
recognized the long term benefits of investments in ECE, “We can continue to pay the high costs of
remedial education, high scheol dropouts, and juvenile crime—or we can make an investment in
preventing those problems before they start.”'%

1% a5 quoted in Committee for Economic Development. (2006). The Economic Promise of Invesling in High-Quality
Praschool. Retrieved April 2007 from hitp:/fwww.ced.org/docs/reportireport_prek_econpromise.pdf

%8 while experts differ on the precise definition of what constitutes “high-quality” early care and education programs, there
is?general agregment that programs with these three elements qualify.

"7 see The Frank Porier Graham Child Development Institule at the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, Early
Learning, Later Success: The Abecedarian Study. Available oniine at hitp:/fiwww fpg.unc.edu/~abe/

108 | os Angeles Area Chamber of Commerce. (2006). Yes on 82 P-12 for a Stronger California. Retneved April 26, 2007
from http:fiwww.wliinc2.com/cgiffoxweb difwix/csfwixenews ?cc=LOSANG&action=DISPLISTDET&docid=225
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Figure 1
Cutcomes of the Abecedarian Project,
at Age 21
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In s study of Chicago Child-Parent Centers (CPCs), low-income children in a high-quality, child-
focused intervention program were less likety than their peers to drop out of high schogl, be in
special education, repeat a grade, or be arrested as juveniles.'® In particular, the Chicago CPC
study found that children who did not participate in the program were 70 percent more likely to be
arrested for a violent crime by the age of 18 than those children who did.*"®

The High/Scope Perry Preschool Project compared adults at age 40 who received high-quality ECE
as young children with peers who did not. The study found that the group of adults who had
received early childhood education instruction earned more money, were more likely to have a
savings account, and were less likely to be repeat criminal offenders than their peers who were not
randomly assigned to the program as children. Cost-benefit analyses of these differences reveal
that the hiqh—quality service options returned as much as $17 for every $1 spent in early
childhood.""'!

Economists have analyzed the overall costs and benefits of these three ECE programs, revealing
significant returns on investment in each program (see Table 1 for summary).'"?

109 Reynolds, A.J. et al. (2001). Long-term effects of an eany childhood intervention on educational achievement and
juvenile arrest—A 15-year follow-up of low-income children in public schools. Jowrnal of American Medical Association.
285 (18): 2239-2346.

"% Fight Crime: Invest in Kids California. {2008). Paying the Price for the High Cost of Preschool in California. Retrieved
from hitp://www fightcrime.org/ca

"1 Sechweinwart, L.J. et al. {1993). Significant Benefits: The High/Scope Perry Preschool Study Through Age 27,
Monographs of the High/Scope Educational Research Foundation. Ypsilanti, Ml: High/Scope Press, 10.

Reynolds, A.J. et al. (2006). Reynolds, A.J. and Temple, J.A. (2008). “Economic Returns of Investrments in Preschool
Education.” A Vision for Universal Preschool Education; pp 37-88. The Chicago CPC and the Perry Preschool Project
were both half-day programs. The Abecedarian was a full-day projecl. Values are in constant dolars and based on a 3%
discount rate.
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Table 1
Summary of Costs and Benefits per Participant in 2002 Doliars for
Three Early Care and Education Programs

Ages of Number  Average Total Cost of Lifetime
Children in of Years  Annual Program Per Benefit to
Program Childisin  Cost Per Chitd Socigty Per
Program  Child Chilg
Chicago CPC Study 3 through 9 2 $4,856 $7,384 $74,981
Perry Prescheol
Project Jand 4 2 $9,759 $15,844 $138,486
Abecedarian Project 0 through 4 5 $13,900 $35,864 $135,546

Source: Reynoids, A.J. and Temple, J.A., 2006,

ECE Increases School Readiness for Children at All Income Levels

These findings demonstrate the economic value of investing in quality ECE, especially for Jow-
income children. However, children in middle- and high-income families also experience academic
problems, including significant grade retention and high school dropout rates. Nationally, 12
percent of middie-income children are held back at some point during school, and 11 percent drop
out before graduating high school."™* A third of middle-income children and a fourth of upper-
middie-income children lack “key pre-literacy skills” when they enter kindergarten.'" These findings
provide evidence that high-quality early education service options may be cost-effective for children
across most income brackets. As economist W.S. Barnett noted, “If you were to get one-tenth the
public savings from high-quality preschool for middie-income children (as you do for low-income
children), high-guality preschool programs would still be cost effective.”"'®

In a recent rigorous evaluation of the Arkansas Beiter Chance Program {(ABC), a state-funded
preschool program, researchers found that ABC has significantly increased school readiness
indicators, including early language, literacy and mathematical development.'”” These findings are
consistent with findings from rigorous evaluations of state-funded preschool service options in other
states, including New Jersey’'s Abbott Preschool Program and Oklahoma's Early Childhood Four-
Year-Old Program. "*®"°

'3 Children frequently did not attend the program for the intended number of years, so the total cost of program per child
did not equal the number of years in the program multiplied by the average annual cost of the program per child.
" Caley, R. J. (2002). An Uneven Start. Princeton, New Jersey: Educational Testing Service. As ciled in Kids Can'l Wait
ﬂ?sl_gam: A;hiew’ng Voluntary Preschool for All in California, Preschool California 2004,

oley, R.J.
"1 Barnett, W.S. (2004). Preschool-for-all Hearing, Sacramento, CA.
" Hustedt, J.T. et al. (2007). The Effects of the Arkansas Better Chance Program on Young Children’s School
Readiness. Retrieved on February 15, 2007 from. http:/nieer.orgfresources/research/ ArkansasYear1.pdf.
"€ Lamy, C. et al. {2005). Giant Steps for the Littlest Children: Progress in the Sixth Year of the Abbott Preschool
Program. Year Three Initial Update, 2004-2005. Early Learning Improvement Consortium, Available at
hllp:/www. nif. gov/njdediece/abbott/giantsteps/.
"9 Barnett, W.S. et al. (2005). The Effects of State Prekindergarien Programs on Young Children's School Readiness in
Five Siales. Retrieved on February 20, 2007 from: hitp:/nieer.orgfresources/research/multistateffullreport. pdf
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Other studies have noted a connection between a lack of school readiness and school dropout
rates. A study by Melissa Roderick of the University of Chicago found that repeating a grade
between kindergarten and sixth grade substanhally increased the odds of dropping out of school
during middle school and high school." In one cohort of public school youths, nearly 80 percent of
students who repeated a grade dropped out of school, compared fo only 27 percent of students
whao had never repeated a grade.*' The Los Angeles Unified School District has struggled to find
ways to keep students in school. According to the Los Angeles Times, “Although the Los Angeles
Unified School District has ramped up its efforts to keep students in school...thousands are still
skipping class routinely...and students typically begin skipping school sporadically before dropping
out altogether."'?

High-Quality Early Care and Education for Los Angeles County’s Diverse Populations

Studies indicate that rates of enroliment and the quality of center-based ECE vary by ethnicity.'®
Evidence suggests that increases in Latino and African-American enrollment in high-quality
preschool has the potential to decrease existing school readiness gaps.'** Additionally.
approximately 46 percent of kindergarten students in Los Angeles County public schools are
English language learners, compared {o approximately 40 percent of kindergarten students
statewide.'” The vast majority of Los Angeles’s English language learners speak Spanish (89
percent), and many of the others speak Cantonese, Korean, and Armenian.'*

Continued success in school varies by race and ethnicity. Disparities in academic achievement
become ctear in analyzing the 2006 results for the California High School Exit Exam. While 78
percent of white/non-Hispanic students passed the math portion of the exam, only 48 percent of
Hispanic/Latino students and 38 percent of African-American/Black students passed the math
section. ¥ Even if these studenis had fulfilled their course requirements, the inability to pass the
California High School Exit Exam prevented them from receiving their high school diplomas, further
challenging their future economic prospects. Evidence suggests that high-quality and culturally
appropriate ECE service options ¢an help close the achievement gap.'®

Returns on Public Investment
A study by economists at the Federal Reserve Bank in Minneapolis used the High/Scope Perry

Preschool Project findings to estimate the returns on public investment from reduced spending and
increased tax payments resulting from quality ECE. Quality early childhood development service

2% Roderick, M. {1994). Grade Retention and School Dropout: Investigating the Association. American Educational

Research Journal. 31(4). 729-758.
! ., Roderick. M. (1994).
Landsberg M. (2007). LAUSD Grapples with Dropout Rate. Retrieved March 20, 2007 from http://www.latimes. com
Magnuson K.A. and J. Waldfogel. (2005). Early Childhood Care and Education: Effects on Ethnic and Racial Gaps in
School Readiness. Future of Children. 15{1). 169-196. Although African American children are more likety than white
children to attend preschool, they may experience lower-quality care. Lalino children are less likely than whites to attend
reschool. However, African American and Latino children are more likely than whites to attend Head Start.
2 , Magnuson, KA. and J. Waldfogel. (2005).
** California Department of Education. (2006c). Number of English Language Learners by Language and County
Enrofiment by Grade. Retrieved February 2, 2007 from http://dalal.cde.ca.gov/dataquest
1% Caiifornia Depariment of Education. (2006¢).
17 California Depariment of Education. (2006a). California High School Exit Examn (CAHSEE) Resuits. Retrieved February
2, 2007 from http://cahsee.cde.ca.gov
2 The Woodrow Wilson School of Public and International Affairs at Princeton University and The Brogkings Institution.
(2005). The Future of Children; Schoof Readiness: Closing Racial and Ethnic Gaps. Vol 15, No. 1.
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Figure 2
Return on a $1,000 investment,
High Scope/Perry Preschool Program
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options for low-income children generate a 16 percent rate of return on investment, 12 percent of
which is a public rate of return.'® Researchers found that, “Most of the numerous projects and
initiatives that state and local governments fund in the name of creating new private businesses and
new jobs result in few public benefits. In contrast, studies find that well-focused investments in
early childhood development yield high public as well as private returns.”™® They demonstrate that
the High/Scope Perry Preschool Program’s 16 percent return on investment (when adjusted for

inflation) is considerably higher than the long-tem return on U.S. stocks, 7 percent (see Figure 2)."*

According to Ben Bernanke, Chairman of the Federal Reserve Board, “Although education and the
acquisition of skills is a lifelong process, starting early in life is crucial. Recent research...has
documented the high returns that early childhood programs can pay in terms of subsequent
educaticnal aftainment and in lower rates of social problems, such as teenage pregnancy and
welfare dependency. The most successful early childhood programs appear to be those that
cultivat?gfognitive and noncognitive skills and that engage families in stimulating learning at
home.”

After-school service options for school-age children also save public sector dollars. A review of
muitiple research studies to evaluate the effects of after-school service options showed significant
gains to school engagement, school attendance, academic performance and positive youth
development.™ A cost-benefit analysis found that financial benefits from improved school

'2% Rotnick, A and Grunewald, R. (2003). Early Childhood Development: Economic Development with a High Public

Return. Fedgazefte. Minneapolis, MN: Federal Reserve Bank of Minneapolis.

"% Rofnick, A and Grunewald, R. (2003).

'3 Rolnick, A and Grunewald, R. {2003).

132 Barnanke, B. {2007). The Level and Distribution of Economic Wefl-Being. Speech before the Greater Omaha Chamber
of Commerce on February 6, 2007. Retrieved from

htip:/Awww . federalreserve.gov/BoardDocs/Speeches/2007/20070206/default.him

133 Rolnick, A. and Grunewald, R. (2003).

The Economic Impacl of the Early Care and Educalion [ndustry in Los Angeles County, January 2008 Page 26




performance, increased compensation, reduced juvenile and adult criminal activity, and reduced
welfare costs outweighed the costs of increased attendance at school and the cost of programs. ™

Quality of life is affected by after-school service options as well. At least 50 percent of youth crime
accurs in the hours after school.”®® A study of eighth graders found that children caring for
themselves for 11 hours or more per week were fwice as likely to smoke cigarettes, drink alcohol or
use drugs.’® Risk behaviors during adolescence predict a future of increased criminal behavior and
health problems in adulthood. In a George Mason University study, 91 percent of police chiefs
surveyed nationwide agreed that “If America does not make greater investments in after-school and
educational child care programs to help children and youth now, we will pay more later in ¢crime,
welfare and other costs.” '

“Keeping kids waiting in line for

Seventy-three percent of publicly-funded preschool preschool multiplies the
service options in Los Angeles County have waiting likelihood that | will see them in
lists."® In"response to this statistic, Los Angeles County a police line-up later in life.”

Sheriff Leroy Baca said, “Keeping kids waiting in line for
preschool multiplies the likelihood that | will see them in a Leroy Baca, Los Angeles
police line-up later in life. The research shows quality County Sheriff

preschool programs really work to keep kids from
becoming criminals—and that saves money and saves lives. It's just common sense that
eliminating these long preschaool waiting lists will lead to a safer California.”"*®

As the Committee for Economic Development states, "Money invested today in high-quality, early
education will help children develop the social, emotional, and academic foundations that will serve
them throughout life.”*°

Long-term Qutcomes

In a study exploring the effectiveness of Early Head Start in meeting the needs of low-income
families, researchers at the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services found that Early Head
Start “dramatically increased the percentage of children who were in good quality care,” and
evidence suggests that quality center-hased care is associated with positive developmental
outcomes.*" Furthermore, an evaluation of Early Head Start by the U.S. Department of Health and
Human Services indicates that Early Head Start significantty and positively impacted infant and
toddlers by:

> Brown, W.0. et al. (2002). The Costs and Benefits of After-school Programs: The Estimated Effects of the After School
Education and Safely Program Ac { of 2002. Claremont, CA: The Rose Institute.

5 .S, Department of Justice (1897} as cited by the Massachusetts Executive Office of Public Safety. Cops & Kids Fact
Sheet, 2000.

6 D. A. Farbman, (2003). The Forgoiten Eighly Percent: The Case for Making the Most out of Children's Time out of
Schoo!, Boston.

B g ight Crime, Invest in Kids. (1999). Poll of Police Chiefs conducted by George Mason University Professars Stephen
D. Mastrofski and Scoit Keeter.

138 Fight Crime: Invest in Kids California. (2005). Law Enforcement Report Finds: Los Angeles Praschoof Shorfage
Threstens Public Safety. Retrieved March 14, 2007 from hiip:/fwww.fighcrime orgireleases

3% Eight Crime: Invest in Kids California. (2005).

2 Committee for Economic Development, (2006). The Economic Promise of Investing in High-quality Preschool.
Retrieved August 2008 from hitp./fwww.ced.org/docsfrepon/report_prek_econpromise. pdf

1 LLove, et al. (2004). The Role of Early Head Start in Addressing the Child Care Needs of Low-income Families with
Infanis and Toddlers: influences on Child Care Use and Quality. Washington, DC: U.S Department of Health and Human
Services, xvii.
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® Increasing cognitive development and reducing the number of children at-risk for
developmental delays

" |mproving language development

"  Strengthening parenting skills of participants’?

There are significant long-term cost-saving associated with the outcomes achieved by Early Head
Start programs, but long-term research is needed to quantify the exact cost-benefit ratio from
investing in Early Head Start.

According to Janet L. Yellen, President and CEO, Federal Reserve Bank of San Francisco, “...skill
acquisition is a cumulative process that warks most effectively when a solid foundation has been
provided in early childhood. As such, programs to support early childhood development...not only
appea:}g have substantial payoffs early but also are likely to continue paying off throughout the life
cycle.”

In 2005, the RAND Corporation, a nonprofit research organization, analyzed the costs and benefits
of a universally accessible preschocl program in California, Using a very conservative
methodology, they found that universaf preschool, if implemented throughout California, would
generate a return on investment of $2.62 for every dollar spent.”** Among the report's conclusions,
RAND found that universal preschool would lead to a 19 percent reduction in juvenile crime and
significant reductions in the number of children who were abused and neglected.™ RAND
highlighted that this investment provides a higher return than other investments made by local and
state governments in the name of economic development. According to RAND,

Notably, in the case of early childhood investments, the net gains to
government and society as a whaole are not zero sum but constitute

real benefits in terms of lower government outlays, a more skilled future
workforce, and a more responsible citizenry. Moreover, these conclusions
rest on scientific evidence that these outcomes are attributable to the
investment in preschool education itself and would not occur under the
status quo.’*®

The RAND study also highlights the indirect benefits that a universal preschool program would have
on California's economy through enhanced quality of life, increased labor force participation, and
reduced productivity drags, such as turnover and absenteeism.™’

142 Love, et al. (2004). Making a Difference in the Lives of Infants and Toddfers and Their Families: The Impacis of Early
Head Start, Violume: Final Technical Report. Washington, DC: U.S. Depantment of Health and Human Services, xvi-xvii.
"3 Federal Reserve Bank of San Francisco. (2008). Economic inequalily in the United States. Retrieved from
hitp:/ffrbsf. orginews/speeches/2006/1106.html

" RAND Corporation. (2005). Labor and Population: The Economics of investing in Universal Preschool Education in
California. Retrieved from http:/fwww.rand.org

45 Fight Crime: (nvest in Kids California. (2005). Paying the Price for the High Cast of Preschool in California. Relrieved
from http:ffwww fightcrime.orgfca

% RAND Corporation. (2005). Labor and Popuiation: The Economics of Investing in Universal Preschool Education in
California. Retrieved from hilp:/fiwww.rand.org

7 RAND Corporation. (2005},
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SECTION SUMMARY

ECE and Los Angetes County’s future economic success are critically linked in many ways.
Investments in buitding and maintaining a high-quality ECE systern reduces future public
expenditures and helps Los Angeles County develop a skilled, productive and competitive
workforce. In the same way that tocal government and the private sector collaborate to increase
the availability of affordable housing and quality transportation systems, they mutually benefit from
investing together in an ECE system as it too is vital to the county’s economic development.
investing in quality ECE becomes a catalyst for Los Angeles County’s economic success:

B Taxpayers benefit when costs for criminal justice, remedial education, unemployment

and welfare decline as a result of high-quality ECE

®  Communities benefit when high-quality ECE enhances quality of life by improving
outcomes for youth

®  Children benefit because they enter the K-12 s¢hool system socially, emotionally and
academically prepared to continue learning

®  Businesses benefit from the cultivation of the county’'s future workforce and their future
employees
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Carly Care and education industry

The early care and education (ECE) industry includes a range of service options that serve children
ages birth through 12, ocutside K-12 education. This section highlights the direct economic benefits
that the ECE industry generates for Los Angeles County's economy. To assess these economic
characteristics, this section gquantifies:

" The size and characteristics of the ECE market

Supply
Parental Need
=+ Demand
+ Los Angeles County's children

. The size of the industry, as reflected in output or gross receipts
. The total full-time equivalent employment of the industry
u The {otal public investment in ECE

THE EARLY CARE AND EDUCATION MARKET

Supply

Part- and full-time ECE service options offer approximately 230,000 spaces at one time."*® There
are 13,796 licensed ECE establishments in Los Angeles County, including:

= 7,631 small licensed family child care homes
. 3,633 large licensed family child care homes
* 2,532 licensed child care centers'*®

Additionally, there are over 3,595 license-exempt in-home and relative providers receiving vouchers
in Los Angeles County, and these providers serve more than 11,900 children. '

¥ California Child Care Resource & Referral Network. {(2005). The 2005 California Child Care Portfolio. Retrieved Apri
10. 2007 from http:/fwww. itnetwork.org/publications/2005-portfolio-losangeles-data.pdf. The number of children served is
greater than the number of spaces because service oplions may serve different children in the morning and in the
afternoon,

% Data provided by lhe State of California, Community Care Licensing Division.

"¢ Data provided by Child Care Alliance of Los Angeles.
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Demand

Demand for the industry relies on these key factors: ™

® Parental Need: Given the high labor force participation rates of parents in the county, the
need for some form of ECE to enable parents to work and obtain training and education is
strong. In Los Angeles County, there are more than one million children ages 0 to 12 with all
parents in the labor force, but, as
mentioned, only 230,000 licensed ECE
spaces.”™ ' That means licensed ECE
is only available for approximately 22

In Los Angeles County, spaces for infants
and toddlers represent just 6 percent of all

) ! - licensed ECE center spaces, but infants
percent of children with all parents inthe | 5.4 yoddlers account for 23 percent of the
labor force—slightly higher than the

- county’s population of children ages zero
statewide average of 20 percent,'*'%° through twelve.

" Quality: Parental demand for quality
increases as more parents understand its educational importance and how to identify quality
service options. The provision of quality ECE is a function of several interrelated factors
including caregiver qualifications and experience, market demand, wages, leadership,
business management, parent relations, and the physical plant in which care is provided.
Ultimately though, both the availability and quality of ECE hinge on two key factors; qualified
nurturing caregivers and a healthy, safe, and developmentally stimulating physical
environment. Simply put, you need the people and the place.

B Affordability: Demographic and economic trends indicate that more families will be
challenged by affording the service options they desire for their children as wages rise more
slowly than the cost of living in the county.

® Accessibility: Location, hours of operation and transitions between part-day service options
all affect parents’ ability to use formal ECE.

These four factors are interrelated, thus making it difficult to quantify market demand from an
economic standpoint. In the book Child Care Quality, Deborah Vendell and Barbara Wolfe note that
there are two reasons why the ECE industry cannot meet the demand for guality ECE on its own.
One, parents lack accurate information about quality ECE. Two, the benefits of quality ECE “accrue
not just te the parents and to the child but to society in general.” However, the market dogs not
recognize these external benefits, and parents are primarily responsible for the cost."®

In Los Angeles County's ECE centers, preschool spaces represent approximately 75 percent of all
ECE center spaces and infant spaces represent just 6 percent of all center spaces.' However,
infants and toddlers account for 23 percent of the county’s population of children from birth through

¥ Smith, E. (2004), Understanding Child Care Supply and Demand in the Community, Columbia, Md., The Enterprise
Foundation.

%2 County of Los Angeles, Office of Child Care, within the Service integration Branch of the Chief Administrative Qffice.
{2008). All parents in the {abor force accounts far single parents who are working and dual parent households where
both parents are in the werkforce.

** California Child Care Resource & Referral Network (2005).

*** County of Los Angeles, Office of Child Care, within the Service Integration Branch of the Chief Administrative Office.
(2006)

133 california Child Care Resource & Referral Network. (2005).

38 vandell, D. and Wolfe, B. (2003), Child Care Quality: Does it Matter and Doss it Need to Be improved? As cited in J.
Lombardi. Time To Care: Redesigning Child Care fo Promote Education, Support Families, and Build Communilies.

%7 Calitornia Child Care Resource & Referral Network, (2005).
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age 12, and the California Child Care Resource & Referral Network notes that parental requests for
information about infant care represent one-third of all information requests.”™ ' As discussed in
Section Two, many infants and toddlers live in households where all parents work; for example, in
2006 nearly 47 percent of infants and toddlers live in households where all parents work."® While
there is already a shortage of ECE services for infants, demographers estimate that births in Los
Angeles County will increase by approximately 3 percent between 2005 and 2015, further straining
service provision.'®’

Los Angeles County’s Children

ECE service options serve children ages from birth through age 12. To further define the needs of
these children, ECE advocates generally use the following subcategories: infant/toddler (ages 0
through 2); preschool-age (ages 2 through 5); and school-age (ages 5 through 12). In 2004, there
were over 2 million children from birth through age 12 in Los Angeles County, representing nearly
20 percent of the county’s population (see Figure 1).'%?

Population projections indicate that the number of residents in Los Angeles County will remain
virtually stagnant. By 2020, Los Angeles County's overall population is projected to grow to nearly
10.9 million residents, an increase of only 7 percent since 2004."% Over the same period, the
population of children in the age range served by ECE service options is projected to decrease
slightly to 1.9 miilion, a 3 percent decrease since 2004.'®* While the population served by ECE is
projected to decline, there is already a considerable gap between need and capacity, and the
population decrease will not be sufficient to —— -
cover the gap. According to a series of needs | /mplications for Early Care and Education
assessments conducted by the County of Los _ - _
Angeles, Office of Child Care, Service ECE is on_e_faotor that famllles consider
Integration Branch, the number of children when deciding where to live.

with working parents has actually increased. Improvements in the affordability and

For example, the number of infants and quality of ECE service options may help
toddlers living in households where all attract and retain families with children.

parents work increased nearly 10 percent
between 2004 and 2006."%

Although Los Angeles County has been the dominant county in the region (defined by the Scuthern
California Association of Governments as Imperial, Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, San
Bernardino, and Ventura counties), the lack of developable land in Los Angeles County and rapid
development in surrounding counties has contributed to relatively staghant population growth in Los

I*® State of California, Departiment of Finance. {2004a). Estimated Race/Ethnic Population with Age and Sex Detail,
2000-2004. Retrieved from http:/www.dof .ca gov/HTML/DEMOGRAP/ReportsPapers/ReportsPapers.asp

3% Calitornia Child Care Resource & Referral Network, (2005).

'3 County of Los Angeles, Office of Child Care, Service Integration Branch, (2008).

6" State of California, Department of Finance, Demographic Research Unit. (2008). Historical and Projecied Births By
County, 1990-2015 with Actuaf and Projected State Births and Fertilily Rates by Mother's Age and Race/Elwicily.
Retrieved April 11, 2007 from hitp:fhwww.dof ca gowHTMU/DEMOGRAP/ReporisPapers/ReponsPapers.asp

%2 Siale of California, Departiment of Finance. (2004a).

'%? Siate of California, Department of Finance. (2004b). Popufation Projections by Race/Ethnicity, Gender and Age for
California and its Counties 2000-2050. Retrieved from

hitp:www. dof ca.gow HTML/DEMOGRAP/ReportsPapers/ReportsPapers.asp

% State of California, Depariment of Finance. {2004b).

183 County of Los Angeles, Office of Child Care, Service Integration Branch, (2006).
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Angeles County.'®® While Los Angeles County is still projecied to be the most populous county in

the region, the county’s percentage of the total regional population “will continue to edge
downward.”®

T Figure 1,

Population by Age, Los Angeles County, 2004
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According to the Public Policy Institute of Implications for Early Care and Education
California, Los Angeles County has one ) ) ) _
of the most diverse populations in the The increasing diversity of Los Angeles
world."® Demographics indicate a County’s child population requires ECE service
continuing increase in racial and ethnic options to have staff that are cuiturally and
diversity, particularly for young children linguistically competent. In addition, ECE
(see Figure 2). Far example, service options that involve parental
approximately 62 percent of the 760,000 engagement are critical in serving English
children between birth and age four are language learners.

Hispanic/Lating, compared to the
countywide Hispanic/Latino population of 46 percent.’®

Studies have found that Hispanic/Latino children start kindergarten well behind non-Hispanic/white
students in reading and math skills.'”® The National Task Force on Early Childhood Education for

' Southern California Association of Governments. (n.d.} Population Growth irr the SCAG Region, 1950-2025. Retrisved
April 12, 2007 from www.scag.ca.govllivable/download/pdfiGV1950 2025 pdf

"7 southern California Association of Governments. (n.d.)

'*¥ pyblic Policy Institute of California. (2005). Just the Facts: Los Angeles County. Retrieved April 16, 2007 from
htip:/www . ppic.org/content/pubs/jitifJTF _LACountyJTF.pdf

% state of California, Depaniment of Finance. (2004b).

The Economic Impacl of the Early Care ang Ecucation Industry in Los Angeles County, January 2008 Page 33



Hispanics brings together policymakers, business and community leaders, early childhood
educatoers, and researchers to develop recommendations for expanding and improving early
education for Hispanic children.”™" To close this achievement gap, this task force recommends
increasing access to infant/toddler, prekindergarten, and after-school service options for
Hispanic/Latino children, especially those with from low-income families and/or those who are
English language learners.'’

Figure 2
Race and Ethnicity, General Population and Children Ages 0-4,
| Los Angeles County, 2004
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Source: Stale of California, Depantment of Finance, 2006

MEASURING INDUSTRY QUTPUT OR GROSS RECEIPTS

Qutput, also known as gross receipts, measures the size of an industry in terms of the overall value
of the goods and services produced by that industry over the course of a given year. For the ECE
industry, gross receipts are equal to the total amount of dollars flowing into the sector in the form of
payments for care, including both parent fees and private and public subsidies.

State and naticnal surveys do include “child day care services” as an industry classification, but
they underestimate the size of the industry because of its diversity of establishments, which
includes self-employed individuals, service options run by religious or social organizations, and not-
for-profit and for-profit small businesses and chains.”™ This study uses a more accurate method of
measuring the size of the ECE industry, primarily relying upon data frem the Child Care Planning
Committee of Los Angeles County, Child Care Alliance of Los Angeles, and the 2006 California
Early Care and Education Workforce Siudy by Marcy Whitebook et al.

"7 National Task Force on Early Childhood Education for Hispanics. (2007). Para Nuestros Nifos: Expanding and
Improving Early Education for Hispanics, Execulive Report. Retrieved March 2007 from
http:/fwww.ecehispanic.orgfworkiexpang_ExecRepor.pd!

""" National Task Force on Early Childhood Education for Hispanics. {2007).

' National Task Force on Early Childhood Education for Hispanics. (2007).

" The North American Industry Classification System (NAICS) is the most used classification system, separating
industries into 20 major sectors, and 1,196 industry subsectors. “Child Day Care Services” is NAICS code 624410,
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Fer licensed family child care homes and classrooms in licensed child care centers that are not fully
funded by the California Department of Education-Child Development Division (CDE-CDD) or Head
Start, gross receipts were calculated by multiplying average yearly consumer price by usage.
Usage was defined as full-time equivalent enrollment. For family child care homes and child care
centers, full-time equivalent enrollment was estimated by directly surveying providers.’™ To ensure
that gross receipts were accurately captured, rates and usage information were broken down by
type of establishment (licensed child care ¢centers and licensed family child care homes). Price and
usage were further broken down by age of child (infant and toddler, pre-school age and school age;
see Appendix C far more details on the methodology).

Annual government expenditure information was used for all Head Start classrooms (Head Start
and Early Head Stant), all classrooms that are funded by the CDE-CDD, {e.g., state preschool,
general child development, and latchkey service options) and license-exempt in-home and relative
care providers receiving vouchers.

Based on the methedology briefly described above, the estimated value of annual gross receipts for
the formal ECE industry in Los Angeles County is $1.9 billion:

= $1.1 billion for licensed child care centers, including CDE-CDD funded service options
and excluding Head-Start-funded service

options The ECE industry generates $1.9
*  $198.8 million for Head Start and Early billion in gross receipts in Los
Head Start Angeles County.

. $366.6 million for licensed family child
care homes (small and targe)

. $45.2 million for license-exempt providers who receive voucher payments

. $267.6 million for After School Education and Safety (ASES) service aptions, 21%
Century, and Beyond the Bell license-exempt before- and after-school service options
in public schools™™

A previous child care economic impact report in 1999 found that the child care industry generated
$1.38 billion in gross receipts.'”® Although it is difficult to determine the exact cause of the nearly
43 percent increase, potential factors include: a change in the methodology which now captures
more facets of the industry, an increase in ECE costs, the impact of welfare reform, and
investments related to Proposition 10 {e.g., Los Angeles Universal Preschool) and Proposition 49
(e.q., license-exempt before and after-school programs).

4 we used the Whitebook et al. 2006 ECE workforce study to estimate encollment in Tamily child care. A separate
survey (sent out by the County of Los Angeles, Office of Child care) will be used to estimate enrollment in licensed child
care centers.

78 ASES/21% Century numbers represent funding for fiscal year 2005-2008. Once Proposition 49 is fully implemented,
this number will increase significantly.

78 National Economic Development and Law Center. (1999).
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GROSS RECEIPTS COMPARED WITH OTHER INDUSTRIES

The ECE industry plays a key role in Los Angeles
County's economy, and to demonstrate its significance,
the following section compares ECE to other key
industries in the county (see Figure 3). The ECE
industry generates approximately 36 percent as many
gross receipts as the fast food industry ($4.9 billion), 38
percent of television broadcasting, and it generates approximately the same amount as soft drink
manufacturing ($1.8 billion). The ECE industry generates more gross receipts than fitness and
recreational sports centers ($666.6 million) and nursing homes {$1.6 billion)."””

The ECE industry generates
approximately 38 percent as
many gross receipts as television
broadcasting.

Figure 3
Gross Receipts by Various Indusiries, |
Los Angeles County, 2006
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Source: U.S. Census Bureauy, 2002

"7 Based on the U. S. Census Bureau's 2002 Economic Census, and adjusted to 2005 values using the Consumer Price
index (CPI).
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DIRECT EMPLOYMENT

Direct employment for ECE in 2005 in Los Angeles County is estimated to be 65,139 full-time
equivalent jobs (FTEs) including:'™®

u 33,544 FTEs for licensed child care centers, including CDE-CDD funded service
options and excluding Head Start

" 2,827 FTEs for Head Start and Early Head The ECE industry directly
Start supports 65,139 full-time

equivalent jobs.

= 21,058 FTEs for licensed family child care
homes {small and large)

n 3,593 FTEs for license-exempt providers who receive voucher payments

u 4,115 FTEs for 21> Century, ASES, and Beyond the Bell license-exempt before- and
after-school service aptions in public schools

A previous economic impact study in 1999 found that the ECE industry generated approximately
34,700 jobs.'™ Although it is difficult to determine the exact cause of the 88 percent increase,
similar to the increase in gross receipts, potential factors include: a change in the methodology
which now captures more facets of the industry, the impact of welfare reform, and the investments
refated to Propositions 10 and 49.

The direct employment estimate is derived from the number of children in different types of service
options, assuming compliance with minimum staffing requirements imposed by licensing laws for
different age groups, and minimal support staffing in centers (for specific staff-to-child ratios please
refer to Table 2 in Appendix C). Direct employment figures for all Head Start service options were
derived by estimates from administraters from the various service options, Based on typical staffing
patterns, for the licensed centers with a capacity of more than 50 children at any one time, we
assumed that there were four additional non-teaching staff at the centers (please see Appendix C
for a detailed methodology).

The total number of people working in the ECE industry is most likely higher because so many ECE
professionals work part-time."® Also, some ECE operators choose to maintain higher staff-to-child
ratios than required by state law in order to improve program quality or to achieve specific quality
goals that increase their business’ competitiveness.

8 Full-iime equivalent employees include those who work at least 40 hours per week.

9 National Economic Development and Law Center. (1999).

8% Whitebook, M. et al, (2003). The Caiifornia Chitd Care Workforce Study: 2001 Preliminary Resuits and Future Plans.
This study analyzed the workforce of seven counlies in California {Alameda, Kern, Monterey, San Francisco, San Mateo,
Santa Clara, and Santa Cruz). The survey found thal only a slight majority of assistant teachers work full-time (48 percent
to 65 percent) and the percentage of teachers who work full-time ranged from {72 percent to 78 percent).
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DIRECT EMPLOYMENT COMPARED WITH OTHER INDUSTRIES

To put employment findings in context, the number of FTEs in ECE is compared to employment in
other industries (see Figure 4). The number of FTEs in ECE is 61 percent of the number of
employees in fast food restaurants, and there are more FTEs in ECE as there are lawyers in Los
Angeles County (45,488 employees).'®

There are more FTEs in ECE in Los Angeles County than there are workers in television
broadcasting (8,832 empioyees) and hotels and motels {37,085 employees).'®

e e = N ————

Figure 4
Direct Employment by Various Industries,
‘ Los Angeles County, 2005
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81 0.8, Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics. (2005). Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages. Retrieved
Agn‘l 2007 from hitp://data.bls.gov
82 1J.8. Depanment of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics. (2005).
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LOCAL, STATE AND FEDERAL PUBLIC INVESTMENTS

Public investments in young children enable Los Angeles County’s families to work, improve the
quality of care and education for Los Angeles County’s children, and help make Los Angeles
County an attractive place for businesses and skilled workers.

The availability of federal, state and local ECE investments plays an important role in supporting
local economic development and the sustained employment of low-income families. Los Angeles
County is in a unique situation where local government and citizens bave recognized the
importance of using local resources to support families with children.

Public investments are provided in three basic forms;

®  Vouchers—including Alternative Payment (AP}, which enable families to choose their own
licensed or license-exempt ECE provider

" State and federal direct contracts with ECE establishments and other providers based on
the number of low-income children they serve and the number of days of care provided

" |nvestments to improve ECE capacity, accessibility and quality, as well as investments to
improve the guality and workplace stability of ECE teachers and providers

Vouchers for Early Care and Education

While CalWORKS (California Work Opportunity and Responsibility to Kids) is the single largest
voucher subsidy program, there are several other ECE voucher service options available to low-
income families. Combined, these voucher service options provide parental choice and flexibility for
a large number of low-income families or families with special circumstances. Low-income families
in Los Angeles County benefit from $45.9 million in ECE vouchers."®®

Direct-Contract Subsidized Early Care and Education

ECE subsidies are public investments that enable parents to work and obtain further training. The
federally funded comprehensive child development service options of Head Start make up a
significant portion of public funding for ECE. Head Start and Early Head Start service options serve
children from birth to age five, pregnant women and their families in child-focused service options
designed to increase school readiness of young children in low-income families. In FY 2005, Los
Angelesﬁounty spent more than $198.8 million in federal funding for all Head Start service
options.

The California Department of Education Child Development Division {(CDE-CDD) supports a
number of ECE and development service options throughout the county. CDE-CDD funds state pre-
schools, general child development centers, and latchkey service options. In FY 2006-2007, CDE-
CDD invested $348.4 million for service options in Los Angeles County,'®®

3 Data provided by Child Care Alliance of Los Angeles.

"% Data provided by the Los Angeles County Office of Egducation.

'8 Data provided by the County of Los Angeles, Office of Child Care within the Service Integration Branch of the Chief
Administralive office
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Federal funding for the 21* Century service options and state funding through the After School
Education and Safety (ASES) service options also support a number of license-exempt service
options throughout Los Angeles County. In FY 2004-2005, 21% Century, ASES and Beyond the
Bell service options represented $267.6 million in investments in Los Angeles County’s ECE
system.'®®

Child Care Food Program
In 2005, Los Angeles County investments from the California Child Care Food Program totaled
$57.7 million.”™” The Child Care Food Program provides meals for income-eligible children in

licensed child care centers and licensed family child care homes throughout the county.

Summary of Investments

In 2004-2005, approximately $318.4 million were invested In 2005, Los Angeles County
in Los Angeles County through federal, state and local ECE investeé approximately

funds. $918.4 million in federal,
.- _ state and local ECE
ECE subsidies benefit Los Angeles County in several investments.

ways, First, they are an important part of workforce
development and enable many people to work who would
otherwise have to stay home to care for their own children or leave their children in unsafe settings,
such as self-care, so they can join the labor force. Second, subsidies bring tax dollars back to the
local economy, which then circulate through various service sectors and stimulate other economic
activity. Third, high-guality ECE service options generate high future public savings in criminal
justice, remedial education, and other areas. Please see Section Three for a more detailed analysis
of the public savings stemming from quality ECE.

The Centralized Eligibility List (CEL) is a list that
determines which assistance-eligible families should
be served first based on factors such as income and
family size, when funding is available. In April 2007,
there were mare than 56,000 income-eligible
children on waiting lists for subsidized ECE
services.'®

In April 2007, there were 56,000
children on waiting lists for
subsidized ECE, which means that
the parents of these children struggle
to provide quality ECE for their
children.

SECTION SUMMARY

The diversity of the ECE system is a vital feature in its ability to meet the needs of families in Los
Angeles County but makes it difficult to analyze and measure. However, using data maintained by
organizations that administer service options and track the supply, market price, and licensure of
ECE facilities, an estimate of its composite size can be derived. This overall size, measured in
terms of gross receipts and employment, is comparable to many other more easily recognizable
industries in Los Angeles County.

% Data provided by the County of Los Angeles, Office of Child Care within the Service Integration Branch of the Chief
Administrative office

"7 California Department of Education, Nuirition Services Division. (2005). Federal FY 2004-05 County Profite for
California Child and Aduit Care Food Program-Child Care and Adulf Care Components, Los Angeles County. Retrieved
Agril 12, 2007 {rom bittp:fiwww.cde.ca govidsishfsnfdocumentsicoprochitd0405. pdf

"% Data provided by the County of Los Angeles, Chilg Care Planning Commitiee.
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The substantial size of the ECE industry means that it not only supports the economy by allowing
parents to work and preparing children for future academic and economic success, but also
contributes to the economy’s vitality by employing significant numbers of workers, generating gross
receipts, and purchasing goods and services from many other industry sectors. The industry also
supports the economy by garnering significant levels of federal, state and local funds available to
support quality improvement and to provide ECE to low-income families, These families represent a
substantial portion of the existing and potential workforce, and are vital to the continued growth of
the economy. Efforts to improve the accessibility, affordability, and quality of ECE service options
will ensure that the ECE industry can meet the needs of the Los Angeles County economy even
more effectively.
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Despite its current strength, the early care and education (ECE) industry faces a number of
challenges in meeting the needs of families, children and employers in the ¢ounty. In the Los
Angeles-Long Beach Metropolitan Statistical Area, the number of jobs for “child care workers” is
expected to increase by 37 percent between 2006 and 20186, and the number of jobs for “preschoo)
teachers” is projected to increase by 36 percent over the same time period.'®® This is based on
recent growth of the industry and expectations that demographic and economic trends contributing
to that growth will continue. There are challenges, however, to the increased demand for quality,
affordable, and accessible service options, and ECE providers alone cannot meet these chaflenges.
If Los Angefes County stakeholders address these challenges and work to strengthen the current
system, they can increase bottom-line returns for Los Angeles County employers and public returns
on government investments. These challenges include but are not limited to:

® A shortage of high-quality, affordable and accessible ECE service options

= A shortage of qualified ECE teachers, administrators and providers to meet Los Angeles
County’s demand for high-quality ECE

* A shortage of high-quality ECE facilities "

Between 2003 and 2008, over $27.8 million in CDE-CDD funds allocated to Los Angeles County
were unspent.'® As a result, these funds were returned to the state. Although ECE providers
desperately needed these funds, they were unable to use them due to insufficient numbers of
qualified staff and long start-up periods for new or expanded facilities. Praviders also cited difficulty
enrolling income-eligible children. Although there are more than 56,000 children on waiting lists for
subsidized ECE, state-funded service options may be cancentrated in certain neighborhoods
making it difficult for families outside of these communities to access care.

188 Economic Modeling Specialists, Inc. {2007). Regional Staffing Patterns. Retrieved from
http:/iwww. economicmodeling.com
Child care workers are defined as those who "attend to children at schools, businesses, and instilutions. Perform variety
of tasks such as dressing, feeding, bathing, and overseeing play. Exclude preschool teachers and teacher aides.” A
preschool leacher is defined as one who “instructs children in actvities designed to promote social, physical, and
intellectual growth needed for pnmary school in preschool, day care cenler, or olher child development facility. Plans
individual and group activities to stimulale growlh in language, social, and motor skills, such as learning to listen 1o
inslruclions, playing with cthers, and using play equipment. May be required to have certification from state.” Source:
QNET. Chitd Care Worker. Retrieved April 10, 2007 from hitp:/iwww._occupationalinfo.org/onet/68038 himt

Y8 For the purposes of this report the term facility is meant to refer to the physical environment of a particular child care
?rogram (the building and the materials within).

% Data provided by the County of Los Angeles, Office of Child Care, Service Integration Branch,
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A SHORTAGE OF HIGH-QUALITY, AFFORDABLE AND ACCESSIBLE ECE
SERVICE OPTIONS

The ECE industry is not currently meeting the demand for high-quality, affordable, accessible ECE
in the county, and the demand is growing. Welfare reform and the rising proportion of low-wage
jobs in Los Angeles County dramatically increased the need for subsidized ECE. Unlike many
other industries, the costs cannot typically be passed on to consumers. As families struggle with
the cost of basic needs, high-quality ECE becomes cost-prohibitive for families in many income
brackets, so relying on parents to pay the full cost of high-quality ECE is not realistic.

From kindergarten to twelfth grades, any parent can choose a local-, state- and federal-
government-funded education programs, and in the higher education system, Institutional funding
and low- or defayed-interest loans help offset costs, but the ECE system lacks significant supports
for families. Although government spending to support the ECE needs of low-income families has
risen dramatically since welfare reform in 1996, many families who are eligible for assistance do not
receive it, and subsidy levels do not reflect the cost to the establishment. As a result, program
quality suffers and investments do not have the maximum returns. In addition, economic
investments that attract and retain a skilled labor force and educate the future workfarce deserve
greater business involvement. While some businesses offer family-friendly benefits to their
employees and some business groups have publicly supported policy advancements in ECE,
greater involvement from business leaders is critical to increasing the supply of high-quality,
affordable and accessible ECE.

Two factors—the number of jobs during nontraditional hours and limited transportation options—
further strain ECE service provision. According to the California Child Care Resource & Referral
Network, 20 percent of Los Angeles County employees work during nontraditional hours.'? These
nontraditional work arrangements, including "evenings, nights, rotating shifts and employer-
arranged irregular schedules” are more common among low-income workers.'® Parents who work
during nontraditional hours struggle to find high-quality service options for their children. Although
the maijority of family child care homes in Los Angeles County offer care during nantraditional
hours, only 6 percent of chiid care centers offer these services.'*

Furthermore, ECE service options and transportation are both critical elements of a strong
economic infrastructure, and both enable families to work and access services. Covering more
than 4,700 square miles, the sheer size of Los Angeles County poses a barrier to effective service
delivery."® Long commutes increase the amount of time children spend with ECE providers and
increase the demand for care during nontraditional hours. In 2005, the average commute time for
Southern California residents was 82 minutes round trip, and these commuters typically travel
approximately 40 miles round trip each workday.™® In 2000, an estimated 440,000 workers
commuted to Los Angeles County from the surrounding counties, and approximately 280,000 Los

'%2 Child Care Resource & Referral Network. (2005).

193 National Women's Law Center. (2003). Raising Work Requirements fo 40 Hours a Week Will Result in a Greater Child
Cara Burden for TANF and Low-income Working Families. Retreved May 31, 2007 from
htip:fiwww.nwlc.org/pdiWorkHoursFaciSheet2003 . pdf

%4 Child Care Resource & Referral Network. (2005).

"% | os Angeles County Economic Development Corporation. (2008). Los Angeles County Profile. Relrieved April 16,
2007 from http:/fwww laedc.org/reports/LACounty.pdf

% Southern California Association of Governments. (2006). State of the Commute Report 2006. Retrieved April 12, 2007
from www.scag.ca.gov/publications/pdf/2007/2006_StateoftheCommute_Report.pdf
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Angeles County residents commuted to jobs outside the county.”” Local public transportation is
not accommaodating to families commuting with small chiidren. Specifically, few public
transportation options exist that are friendiy for children in strollers, especially infant carriers.'®®
Women in Southern California are more likely to use public transportation than men, 11 percent
compared to 5 percent.'®® Lack of access to ECE providers in close proximity to transit corridors
and bus lines places additional strain on commuting parents. In many cases, the daily commute
from home to ECE provider to job and back again is gither impossible, extremely time consuming,
or otherwise very difficult using public transportation.?®® While more research is needed on the ECE
preferences of commuting parents, it is clear that some prefer ECE options close to where they
work rather than near home, increasing the demand for ECE options near business centers.
Commuters may choose to have ECE close to where they work because they want to be close to
their children, especially in the event of an earthquake or other emergency. Other commuting
parents need ECE options that are close to existing transportation corridors, so they can easily
integrate ECE into their daily commutes.

Despite substantial local, state and federal investments in ECE in Los Angeles County, much of the
ECE industry lacks the resources to expand capacity and improve the quality of their programs.
While businesses in many industries face difficult trade-offs between price and quality, those in
ECE feel parlicular pressures. With few exceptions outside of public sector service options, even
the most prosperous, business-savvy ECE establishments persistently operate on tight margins,
with the difference between their revenues and their costs small at best.

A SHORTAGE OF QUALIFIED EARLY CARE AND EDUCATION TEACHERS,
ADMINISTRATORS AND PROVIDERS

To improve guality, increasing the educational credentials of the ECE workforce is critical. Three
key indicators for a quality ECE workforce are education, wages, and tenure in the field. Low
wages, poor benefits, and a shortage of resources for higher education opportunities lead to high
turnover and an unstable and less educated workforce. In the first quarter of 2006, the average
hourly wage of someone classified as a “child care worker” in Los Angeles County was just
$10.05.%°" [f that ECE teacher worked full-time, he/she would earn an annual wage of just
$20,905.% Likewise, “preschool teachers” earned just $13.50 per hour or $28,082 annually.
Annual earnings for child care workers and preschool teachers are in the same range as the mean

7 Califarnia Employment Development Department. (2006b). Los Angeles County to County Commuting. Retneved April
13, 2007 from http:/Awww.calmis.ca.govicommute-mapsfLACommute. pdf

1% The Women's Foundation of California. (2004). Women In Transil: Analyzing Gender and Transportation Justice.
Retrieved from http:./fwww. womensfoundca.org

1% southern California Association of Governments. (2006).

2 Nationat Economic Development and Law Center. (2007). Low-income Car Ownership Programs — 2006 Survey.
Retrieved June 14, 2007 from htip:fwww.nedlc.org

201 california Employment Development Department. {2006¢). Occupalional Employment (May 2005) & Wage (2006 - 1si
Quarter) Dafa. Retrieved April 10, 2007 from http:/fwww.labormarketinfo.edd.ca.govicgi/career/?PagelD=385ublD=152.
Wages dala based on 2008, 1* Quarter. Wages defined for “child care worker.” Child care workers are defined as those
who “attend to children at schools, businesses, and inslitutions. Perform variety of tasks such as dressing, feeding,
bathing, and overseeing play Exclude preschool teachers and teacher aides.” A preschool teacher 1s defined as one who
“instructs children in activites designed to promote sociat, physical, and intellectual growth needed for primary school in
preschool, day care cenler, or other child development faciily. Plans individual and group activities to stimulate growth in
language, social, and molor skills, such as learning to listen 1o instructions, playing with others, and using play equipment.
May be required to have certification from state.” Souwrce: ONET. Child Care Worker. Retrieved Aprt 10, 2007 from
http/Awww occupationalinfo orgfonet/68038. html

22 california Employment Development Department. {2006c).
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annual earnings for fast food cooks ($16,875); janitors ($22,278); and school bus drivers ($30,540g.
In comparison, kindergarten teachers earn an average wage of $49,250 per year (see Figure 1).%°

| Fgure 1
| Average Annual Wages of Various Occupations
in Los Angeles County, 2006
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Source: Caldornia E'n-'laoyment Developr_nent f)eparl?é-nt‘ 2006

In a 2006 study of California’s ECE workforce, annual turnover for child care center teachers was
23 percent statewide. However this turnover rate is double the turnover rate for K-12 education
statewide—11 percent.?®*

Recent research on brain development during the early years has emphasized the importance of
well-qualified teachers who are familiar with appropriate instructional strategies for very young
children.**® Assessing the quality of Los Angeles County’s diverse ECE workforce is difficult.
However, there are tangible indicators that can be used te measure the quality of an ECE
workforce. These include on-the-job experience, specialized training in early childhood, peer
mentoring. turnover and higher educational attainment. There are also intangible indicators for the
quality of the ECE workforce. These include a passion for teaching children, cultural and linguistic
capacity, and strong interpersonal skills. A number of studies demonstrate that teachers with
higher levels of education are more likely to teach ECE in qualified manner. In 2003, Marcy
Whitebook, director of the Center for Child Care Employment, reviewed a number of national
studies on the impact of ECE teacher educational attainment on child development. She found that
especially for preschool-age children, children in settings with teachers whe have bachelor's
degrees have distinct advantage over children with similar backgrounds whose teachers do not
have bachelor's degrees.?®

The 2006 workforce study also assessed the educational attainment of the local ECE workforce.
Approximately 32 percent of licensed family child care providers in Los Angetes County had a high
school diploma or less, and only 13.9 percent had a bachelor's degree or higher.?®” Among center-

2% California Empioyment Development Department. (2006c).
0% Whitebook el al. (2006a). California Early Education Workforce Study: Licensed Family Chitd Care Providers. Los
Angeles Counly 2006. Retrieved April 2007 from hitp:/fwww.iir berkeley edu/cscoe/

> New Jersey Professional Development Center for Early Care and Education. (2001). Core Knowledge Areas and
Compefency Levels. NJPDC, Kean University, Union, N.J.
5 Whitebook, M. {2003a) Bachelor's Degrees Are Best: Higher Qualifications for Pre-Kindergarten Teachers Lead to
Better Learning Environments for Children.
27 whitehook et al. (2006a).
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based tg;achers in Los Angeles County, approximately 26 percent had a bachelor's degree or
higher.

When creating a professional development system to ensure that there are a sufficient number of
qualified ECE teachers to meet the growing ECE demands of Los Angeles County’s children, it is
important to keep in mind that educational attainment is not the only method of preparing qualified
teachers. Qualified teachers also require effective training and peer mentoring and support.

In a 2006 study, Roots of Decline: How Government Policy Has De-Educated Teachers of Young
Children, authors Dan Bellm and Marcy Whitebook found that the ECE field nearly tripled in size
since the late 1970s, but the ECE industry lacked the infrastructure to support this growth > The
sudden demand for new persannel resulted in difficulty in recruiting and retaining staff, but the
shortage did not result in significant wage increases.?™ According to the authors, *...the available
labor pool for ECE programs has shifted steadily from degree holders to relatively untrained and
less educated workers, many of them living in poverty, and many of them recent immigrants to this
country, whether educated or not.”?"*

Another study, Chufes or Ladders? Support Services for Early Childhood Students in Higher
Education, found that ECE students enrolled in higher education lack the support systems
necessary to pursue their academic careers.?’? Many ECE students in college and university
programs are working full-time, and many experience challenges with college-level coursework in
English.2*® In response to these challenges, ECE advocates, in partnership with public officials,
have worked to support ECE students in accessing higher education and to expand the scope of
ECE coursework in colleges and universities.?'*

Qualified Administrators & Providers

Research shows that there is an increasing demand in the ECE field for information about finangcial
planning. ECE owners and directors require specific knowledge about financial management and
budgets, debt capacity and business planning to run financially sustainable small businesses.
Understanding these basic financial tools helps providers become more familiar with financing
packages and enables them to measure their capacity to take on debt. These skills are also
important for securing financing and making a current business more successful, viable and fiscally
solvent. Turnover of establishments from poor business management clearly affects the ability of
the industry to meet the needs of Los Angeles County’s employers. 2'°

With state AB212 funding, Los Angeles County enhanced its efforts to retain ECE staff through the
investing in Early Educators Retention Plan. The program includes stipends for early childhoed
educators o enable them to pursue educational opportunities; additional training for

28 \whitebook et al. (2006b). California Early Education Workforce Study: Licensed Child Care Providers, Los Angefes
County 2006. Retrieved October 2006 from http:/fwww.iir berkeley. edu/csccef

% Belim, D. and Whitebook, M. (2008). Roots of Dacline: How Government Policy Has De-Educaled Teachers of Young
Children. Retrieved June 2007 from hitp:{fwww.iir berketey. edu/csccefindex.html

210 Belim, D. and Whitebook, M. (2006)

2 Bellm, D. and Whitebook, M. {2006}, 6.

2 Dukakig, K. et al. (2007). Chutes or Ladders? Support Services for Early Childhood Students in Higher Education.
Retrieved Jdune 2007 from http:/fwww iir berkeley edu/csceefindex html

13 Dukakis, K. et al. (2007)

" Dukakis, K. et al. (2007)

%3 National Economic Development and Law Center. {2000). Child Care Financial Planning and Facililies Development
Manual.
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supervisory/management staff, data collection and policy development; and collaboration with local
workforce initiatives as well as staff/faculty of local community colleges.?'®

A SHORTAGE OF HIGH-QUALITY EARLY CARE AND EDUCATION FACILITIES

In addition to the overwhelming need for a greater supply of child care facilities, there has been
growing recognition about the importance of the physical environment to the quality of child care.
The impact of the physical environment on the quality of care was documented in a 1995 four-state
comparative study: Cost, Quality and Child Outcomes in Child Care Centers, which determined that
there is a high correlation between the physical environment and quality of care provided.®'” The
adequacy of the facility for care giving and child development, whether home or center-based, is
both immediately apparent and more subtle in its impacts. Immediately apparent is how much
space is provided per child, the presence of outdoor space for gross motor skill development, the
physical condition of the facility in terms of maintenance and upkeep, or the presence or absence of
any hazards for children, staff and families. These baseline requirements for space can be
enhanced greatly in terms of quality if there is an ability to develop the space specifically for the
task of providing ECE, especially for the age group of children to be served and the staff who will
educate them. Quality design features, which may have a less immediate but tangible impact,
inciude:

m Bathrooms and food prep areas off the classroom with clear sight lines
Windows and other features designed specifically for children at their height
Play spaces immediately off the classroom

Teacher break and preparation areas

Space for the provision of one-on-one and group services to children and families including
health, mental health and family support services

These design features can enhance the experiences of children and their development greatly, as
well as the day to day experiences and success of staff in their work.

A more recent study, Constructing Early Childhood Facilities: What States Can Do to Build Supply
and Promote Quality, highlights how the quality of the facility affects the quality of the program. The
authors argue that a quality facility promotes parental involvermnent in their child’s early education
experience. Additionally, the ECE industry faces significant levels of staff turnover, which negatively
affect the quality of programs. The aforementioned study recognizes that quality facilities can
promote staff retention by “creating physically and psycholegically comfortable workplaces, and
faciitating professionally rewarding interactions with young children, parents and coworkers.”*"®

Research has found that children need an appropriate physical environment in order to develop
optimally.?"® Children must be comfortabie with, and secure in, their physical environment in order
to move freely in space, respond to their senses, act independently and develop their identity 2%
Spaces that create these opportunities for children provide the basis for their intellectual

18 Information provided by the County of Los Angeles, Office of Child Care.

27 Cost, Quality, and Child Outcomes Siudy Team (1995). Cost, Qualily, and Child Qutcomes in Child Care Centers
Public Report. Denver: Economics Department, University of Colorado-Denver.

18 sussman, C. and Gillman, A. Constructing Early Childhood Facilities: What States Can Do to Build Supply and
Prornote Quality. Retrieved on May 2, 2007 from: hitp:/inieer orglresourcesfresearchiFacilities pdf

29 Gallagher, S. (1893). The Power of Place: How Our Surrounding Shape Our Thoughts, Emotions and Actions. New
York: Simon and Schuster; Moore, G and Hart, R., Eds. {1989) Child Care Environmants: Policy, Research, Design.
2 O)gs, AR. {1989). Psychological and Physiological Harmony in Chitd Care Center Design. Children’s Environments.
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development. Although there are no studies specifically linking ECE facilities and education
outcomes, school-based studies of K-12 education facilities provide evidence of the importance of
this issue. Researchers report that "Early studies correlated student achievement with better
building quality, newer schaol buildings, better lighting, better thermal comfort and air quality, and
more advanced laboratories and libraries,"2*"

To help families identify high-guality service options, the National Association for the Education of
Young Children (NAEYC) established a voluntary set of professional standards for ECE service
options where local service options can measure themselves against a national set of standards in
both program and facility areas such as child-to-staff ratios and program development.?? While

glere are nearly 2,500 licensed centers in Los Angeles County, only 175 are NAEYC accredited.**®
4

In 1988, The National Association for Family Child Care {NAFCC) established a nationally
recognized accreditation system for family child care providers. Goals of the accreditation program
include increasing providers' professionalism and self-esteem, improving quality of care, and
developing leadership skills.*> While there are approximately 5,000 licensed family child care
homes in Los Angeles County, fewer than 50 of them are NAFCC accredited ?*®

Although ECE service options are part of the
economic infrastructure that enables parents to
work and obtain education and training, they are
often not included in traditional economic
development activities designed to stimulate the
economy. These activities include city and county
workforce development, transportation planning,
and business development.

To mitigate the increasing demand
for ECE service options, the city of
Santa Monica recently imposed child
care linkage fees for commercial and
residential developments to fund the
creation of new ECE spaces.

The Federal Reserve Bank of New York highlights the following barriers that may hinder ECE
service options from accessing loans to build facilities:

. Limited equity because many providers lease or rent their facilities
= A reliance on vouchers as a revenue source

a A shortage of financial expertise

= Political risk associated with government subsidies

21 gchneider, M. (2002). Do School Facilities Affect Academic Outcomes? Natienal Clearinghouse for Educational
Facilities.

22 The National Asscciation for the Education of Young Children. (2007). Accrediled programs in California. Retrieved
Agril 2007 from http:/hwww.naeyc.orgfaccreditation/search/state.asp?state=CA

2 3tate of California, Department of Social Services, Community Care Licensing Division. (2007). /nformation for
Parents. Retrieved April 30, 2007 from htip://www.ccld.ca.gov/idocs/celd_searchfceld_search.aspx

24 The National Associalion for the Education of Young Children. (2007). NAEYC does not collact data by county. The
number of NAEYC accredited service options in Los Angeles County was generated by searching for service options
within a 36 mile radius of zip code 91214,

national Assaciation for Family Child Care. (20073, NAFCC Accreditation Program. Retrieved April 2007 from

http /A, nafce.orgfacereditation/background.asp

2 National Association for Family Child Care. (2007). NAFCC does not collect data by county. The number of NAFCC
accrediled service options in Los Angeles County was generated by searching area codes 323, 213, 818, and 310.
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- Limited ability to raise parental fees*’ -

In 2001, the Building Child Care Project produced a report for the California Legislature entitled,
Child Care Facilities Development and Financing: Barriers and Recommendations. The report
highlights the three major barriers to facility development and financing:

1. Requlatory and Systemic Barriers: Local requirements applied to larger ECE facilities
vary greatly from jurisdiction to jurisdiction, and in some jurisdictions undue barriers
are placed on the development of ECE services. These regulatory and systemic
barriers exist for three reasons: 1) ECE has not been written in as a priority in city
and county general ptans; 2) there is a very high element of risk involved in obtaining
early development approvals; 3) Cutdoor play space, which is vital for the healthy
development of children, and required by licensing, poses additional challenges to
both existing facilities and those in development.

2. The Limited Real Estate and Finance Capacity of the ECE Sector: ECE providers
tend niot to have extensive experience in the field of finance and real estate, and as a
result the ECE sector faces a number of barriers related to these issues.

3. Economic Challenges: The pressures of competing demands for limited resources
financing is a major barrier to the sector.

+ Revenues generated by ECE are often meager, resulting in limited cash flow
to repay loans.

+ ECE providers often present fairly weak collateral.

<« Investing in ECE facilities and incurring related debt may not be a priority for
ECE service options.

Providers often need to find multiple funding sources for any one project and
combine lcans with grants or equity from public and private sources, each
with their cwn expectations or requirements.

Measuring Quality

Citing limitations to current licensing requirements, the State of California, Legislative Analyst's
Office (LAQ) recently recommended implementing a system of safety and quality ratings for the
state's ECE facilities. According io the LAO, a license only measures whether or not a provider
meets the licensing standards, s¢ it cannot be used to compare several licensed providers or
evaluate the quality of the learning environment or the qualifications of the teachers.”® To address
these limitations, the Legislative Analyst’s Office recommended a continuum of options to improve
the dissemination of information about ECE quality, including improving visibility of existing
licensing information; creating a ratings system that summarizes licensing compliance; and
developing a ratings system for elements associated with the quality of care (e.g.. staff-to-child
ratios and staff qualifications).?*®

27 Fitzpatrick, F. (2002). Financing Child-care Centers in New Jersey: innovative Invesiment Partnerships. Federal
Reserve Bank of New York, Office of Regional and Community Affairs, New York.

8 4ill, E. (2007). fssues and Options: Developing Safely and Quality Ratings for Child Care. Retrieved January 5, 2007
from hitp:f'www.lao.ca.gov/2007/childcare/childcare. pdf

29 Hill, E. (2007).
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Similar efforts are underway on a local level. The Los Angeles County Policy Roundtable for Child
Care was established in 2003 to design a voluntary child care rating system for licensed child care
centers and family child care homes. The Steps to Excellence Program bases high guality ratings
on six components: regulatory compliance; teacher/child relationships; learning environment;
identification and inclusion of children with special needs; qualifications and working conditions; and
family and community relationships.?*® Implementing this rating system would inform parents,
stakeholders, and policymakers about the quality service options in Los Angeles County.

SECTION SUMMARY

Meeting the challenges of shortages in high-quality ECE facilities, qualified ECE providers, and
transportation options will ensure that the ECE industry can meet the needs of families and support
Los Angeles County’s overall economic growth. To maximize the economic benefits of high-quality
ECE, a comprehensive workforce development strategy that increase the pool of qualified ECE
professionals and a plan for the financing of quality ECE facilities must be developed. Any
successful professional development system for ECE workers should include comparable
salaries/benefits for employees. Efforts to build a cochesive, inclusive and accessible system need
to include various stakehclders from government, businesses, for-profit and nonprofit providers.

23 Office of Child Care, within the Service Integration Branch of the Chief Administrative Office. (n.d.) Sleps to Excellence
Program: Los Angefes County Qualify Rating Sysfem for Child Care Programs. Retrieved April 18, 2007 from
http:ffcao facounty. goviccp/siep.htm
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o EeCUONn OIX

Conclusion and Recommendations

The findings in this repont are clear: high-quality early care and education (ECE} service options in
Los Angeles County piay a pivotal role in
supporting current and future economic | The term “early care and education” or

growth by: “ECE" reflects the variety of education
) ) and care service options which parents
® Increasing school readiness and typically access for children ages birth
improving K-12 outcomes through 12. These service options
update their skills programs and licensed home providers,

_ _ o _ preschool programs, after-school,
" Directly generating significant jobs [ |atchkey, and other out-of-school time

Los Angeles County's present and future

economy benefits when children participate in high-quality ECE. When parents have access to
high-quality, reliable ECE, workplace productivity is increased, absenteeism is reduced, and
turnover is cut.  Children in high-quality service options are better prepared for kindergarten and
more likely to become life-long learners who are ready to meet the demands of the future global
economy. Children participating in high-quality service options also have reduced likelihoed of
negative outcomes, which saves the government money and increases the quality of life for all the
county’s residents.

Growing diversity among the county’s children indicates a need for culturally and linguistically
competent ECE service options and investments in the ECE industry to meet the increased
demand. In agddition, growth in lower-wage jobs during non-traditional hours highlights the need for
an ECE system that is financially accessible to low- and middle-income families.

The ECE industry in Los Angeles County plays an important role in economic development. |t
generates $1.9 billion in gross receipts annually and provides over 65,000 full-time equivalent jobs.
This puts it on par with other significant Los Angeles County industries such as women’s clothing
stores and nursing care facilities. In addition, the ECE industry aitracts federal and state
investments.

Three main challenges constrain the ECE industry from growing and maximizing the impact of
invesiments by families, employers, and federal, state, and local governments:

® A shortage of qualifie¢d ECE teachers, administrators and providers
® A shortage of affordable and accessible ECE service options

® A shortage of high-quality ECE facilities

The role and importance of ECE as a vital component of Los Angeles County’s short- and long-term
economy must be recognized. Government, business, the ECE industry, and the general public
have the ability to maximize the economic contributions of ECE in Los Angeles County. By
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understanding the links between ECE, working parents and the economy, stakeholders can work in
partnership to strengthen the industry to:

®  Enhance the affordability and accessibility of quality ECE so that children receive the
full benefit of a quality early education experience and so that parents can obtain and
maintain employment

" Develop and implement an industry-wide workforce development agenda

" Increase the supply of quality ECE facilities

Within each of these broad recommendations, there are specific action steps, both short- and long-
term, that the public sector, the private sector, and the ECE industry can take to move Los Angeles
County forward. '

AFFORDABILITY/ACCESSIBILITY

Recommendation Number 1: Enhance the affordability and accessibility of quality ECE so
that children receive the full benefit of a quality early education experience and so that
parents can obtain and maintain employment.

Recommendations for Action by the Public Sector:
Short-Term Recommendations

B Lead by example and offer family-supportive policies, benefits, and other supports that help
pay for employees’ ECE costs

® Encourage unions whose membership includes parents of young children to negotiate ECE
benefits that help reduce the cost of market rate care for members

" Encourage the regional and local planning agencies (e.g., Southern California Association of
Governments, Community Redevelopment Agencies, etc.) to incorporate ECE issues into
their agenda

Long-Term Recommendations

B Offer tax incentives to property owners who offer below-market rent to ECE providers which
helps reduce the cost of care for consumers/parents

B Provide incentives for developers to include ECE into their future development plans,
including housing, schools, industrial parks, andf/or shopping malls

® Increase public investment to expand and improve ECE service options for low-income
families

®  Encourage the City of Los Angeles, Workforce Investment Board to offer ECE to support
those using the WIB-sponsored job training programs

1 As defined by the Advisory Board and Technical Advisory Committee, short-term recommendations include limelines
of a few months to three years. Long-term recommendations include timelines of five to ten years.

The Economic Impact of Ihe Eardy Care and Education Industry in Los Angeles County, January 2008 Page 52




Recommendations for Action by the Business Community:

Shoit-Term Recommendations

Establish and promote ECE benefits, such as on-site care facilities, child care subsidies and
supports, back-up child care, flexible spending accounts, or other benefits appropriate te the
specific workforce

Establish leave policies and employment practices that do not exacerbate the need for
scarce ECE services {e.g., permit the use of paid sick leave to care for a sick child)

Match employees’ flexible spending account contributions

Encourage smatl employers to join group Fiexible Spending Accounts, which reduces costs
by providing an economy of scale, and promote the use of these accounts by parents who
pay for ECE

Provide leadership through groups such as Chambers of Commerce to educate employers
and the public about the provision of and access to ECE as an important public policy issue

Long-Term Recommendations

Advocate for increased public investment in a comprehensive ECE system that provides
high-quality care and education for children ages 0 to 12 in accessible settings that families
can afford regardiess of income

Recommendations for Action by the Early Care and Education Community:

Short-Term Recommendations

Expand availability of ECE during non-traditional hours

Create a public education campaign for businesses about the “business case” for ECE
service options. Bring ECE to the table with businesses

Advocate for ECE at a local level, so that local officials can advocate for more public
investment at all levels of governmert

Encourage families to advocate for early childhood investment and increased quality and
service availability

Create a speakers’ bureau to present the economic benefits of ECE tc various business and
community groups in order to build public support for greater investment

Long-Term Recommendations

Connect new ECE service options to existing transit corriders, so that parents can easily
access ECE using existing transit services
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WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT

Recommendation Number 2: Incorporate ECE into the overall workforce development
agenda for Los Angeles County.

Recommendations for Action by the Public Sector:

Short-Term Recommendations

" Develop a comprehensive strategy for the county's Workforce Investment Boards that
supporis career development and small business development within the ECE industry,
including job training and apprenticeship programs for ECE employers, employees and
potential employees

® Incorporate information about the California Child Development Permit Matrix into training
programs. The Permit Matrix outlines professional requirements for subsidized service
options and voluntary standards for unsubsidized service options

Long-Term Recommendations

B Create and implement professional development supports that provide equitable access to
training and higher education opportunities for individuals at all levels within the ECE
workforce

" Support activities that promote articulation agreements among training programs,
community ¢colleges and 4-year colleges to facilitate clearer career paths and reduce
duplication of coursework

® Develop small learning communities in public high schools with ECE learning themes.
Develop these learning communities in partnership with community colleges and universities
in order to promote and recruit high school students into the ECE workforce

B QOffer loan forgiveness programs for ECE providers and teachers committed to working in
the ECE field upon graduation from college regardless of auspice of employment or age of
children served

¥  Create a college credit-based Infant-Toddler credential by identifying andfor adapting
existing courses; articulate this credential with the Permit Matrix and with ECE degree
programs

B Centralize information and access to training programs, college programs and access to
other technical assistance opportunities that target the potential and existing ECE workforce

Recommendations for Action by the Business Community;

Short-Term Recommendaticons

B |nvite leaders in the private sector to be speakers and/or audience participants at briefings
about these findings and distribute information about the econamic impact of the ECE
industry in Los Angeles County
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Long-Term Recommendations

Advocate for more public investment in a comprehensive ECE system that provides high-
quality care and education for children from birth to age 12 and provides a variety of job
opportunities to thousands of county residents

Recommendations for Action by the Early Care and Education Community:

Short-Term Recommendations

Disseminate information related to ECE careers, including requirements

Work with key organizations, such as Resource and Referral programs, LAUP, and others,
to raise awareness of training and resources that seek to improve the business skills of ECE
providers

Raise awareness of local efforts to train providers on business skilis (e.g., LAUP training
programs)

Promote the existing compensation model as a means to link education and training with fair
compensation and infuse this into all workforce development efforts

Establish policies and procedures that enable staff in ECE settings to take advantage of
workforce incentive and professional development programs

Write and publish articles about the current and future need for an increased ECE workforce
Represent ECE on Workforce Investment Boards

Work with the Los Angeles County Workforce Investment Boards and Chambers of
Commerce to present the results of the economic impact study and the career pathways
report to workforce development system leaders

Long-Term Recommendations

Revise wage scales and personnel policies in alignment with the development of a career
and wage lattice

Align and articulate ECE training systems so that workers can move along a career pathway
as they gain education and work experience

Encourage license-exempt service options to hecome licensed

Expand existing efforts to provide license-exempt providers with specialized training in early
childhcod development

Ensure that professionals working with infants and toddlers, in family child care homes and
in license-exempt settings are included in professional development efforts related to
increasing ECE quality

Focus workforce development strategies on skill/knowledge development, as well as on
formal education and the attainment of units/degrees
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FACILITIES

Recommendation Number 3: Increase the supply of quality ECE facilities.

Recommendations for Action by the Public Sector:

Short-Term Recommendations

Offer business development trainings to, or connect such trainings with, ECE business
owners and family child care home operators through agencies such as the Small Business
Administration and Small Business Development Centers

Ensure that there is specific language that encourages and facilitates the development of
ECE services in the general plans of the county and each city

Provide financial incentives for existing ECE programs to add space or make other
modifications to meet licensing requirements to serve infants and toddlers

Identify available, appropriate land or buildings, including underutilized public property that
could be designated for development of ECE

Partner with park and recreation departments to fully utilize available space

Hold a seminar for real estate agents about the requirements for ECE facilities to increase
their knowledge and skill in assisting individuals and groups seeking space in which to
create licensed facilities

Build on existing systems and link with other public, private and nonprofit agencies to
expand and increase the supply of ECE facilities

Long-Term Recommendations

Encourage mixed use of bond funds or in drafting language for new bond measures, include
language that would allow for comparable uses. For example, if local demographics change,
bonds for park & recreation impravements could be used to develop ECE service options

Provide encouragement and incentives to developers of affordable housing to include ECE
facilities by reducing fees, fast tracking approval processes, and waiving parking
requirements

Educate developers about the need/demand for ECE and work with them to include ECE in
new developments or pay into a ECE fund o be used for facility development and
renovation

Expedite development projects that include ECE

Reduce traffic impact fees for commercial developments that include or are associated with
ECE

Explore reductions in fees for businesses that offer ECE

Identify all potential public and private funding options in the county and make this
information available to the public

Allow ECE providers to rent safe, vacant, government-owned buildings for ECE facilities at a
reduced rate. Provide funding for renovations necessary to meet licensing requirements
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Recommendations for Action by the Business Community;

Short-Term Recommendations
" Include ECE facilities in mixed-use developments

" Assist in the development of additional ECE facilities by providing space or low-cost leases
to ECE providers, including ECE facilities in mixed-use developments, and modifying lease
agreements to allow rental tenants to offer family child care

Long-Term Recommendations

" Provide loan products specifically designed for ECE providers and developers through
financial institutions and banks

Make cluster benefits available when providers purchase goods and services (e.qg., supplies,
payroll, etc.)

" Reduce traffic impact fees for commercial development that include or are associated with
ECE services

Recommendations for Action by the Early Care and Education Community:

Short-Term Recommendations

B Disseminate information about state and local efforts designed to increase the supply of
quality ECE facilities through the provision of technical assistance and/or funding (e.g.,
Constructing Connections, Building Child Care, Child Care Facilities Revolving Loan Fund,
etc.) through technical assistance and or funding

®  Educate real estate developers about the need/demand for ECE and work with them to
include ECE in new developments

Long-Term Recommendations

B Advocate for local government te provide incentives for affordable housing developers to
include ECE into their development projects

B Develop partnerships with the Community Redevelopment Agency to explore ways in which
redevelopment projects can include and support ECE

Recommendations for Broad-based Action at the County level:

®  Convene a county-wide warkforce development task force comprised of ECE providers,
stakeholders, public entities, business, and institufions of higher education to create a
comprehensive strategy that will:

®  Establish a career and wage lattice for ECE

B Standardize job titles, minimum education and experience requirements, and wages as
a means of accurately tracking industry growth and opportunity and to support ECE
workforce development

B Enable the alignment and articulation among and between ECE training and education
systems

®  Encourage recruitment efforts to increase the supply of qualified and
culturally/linguistically competent teachers, administrators, and providers

®  Facilitate adeguate educational opportunities in the public higher education system {o
ensure an appropriately-sized and educated workforce reflective of the languages and
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cultures of Los Angeles County children, recognizing that the field of ECE serves
children from birth to school age

®  Focus workforce development on both skill development as well as formal education

®  Convene a summit of Los Angeles County planners to provide education on the need and
demand for ECE services and to elicit suggestions for ways in which ECE service options ¢an
be incorporated into communities throughout Los Angetes County

SECTION SUMMARY

Ultimately, Los Angeles County’s future economic productivity depends upen investment in quality
ECE as a critical industry. The short-term economic benefits to working families and their
employers are apparent. Equally important are the long-term benefits in human capitai—children,
their school readiness, and the productivity of our future workforce. Los Angeles County can
maximize the economic benefits from its ECE industry by promoting and implementing these
strategies and recommendations. Through building partnerships, stakeholders including
businesses, the public sector and the ECE industry itself will facilitate the development of the ECE
industry and workforce to meet the needs of working families and their children and find solutions to
address the systemic barriers to high-quality, affordable and accessible ECE in Los Angeles
County.
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Appendix A
Los Angeles County's Formal
Early Care and Education Industry
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Table 1
The Self-Sufficiency Standard for Los Angeles County, 2003°%
Adult + 2 Adulis +
Adull + Adult + Infant + 2 Aduits +  Preschooler
Adull + Adull + Infant + Schoolager  Preschooler Infant + +
Monthly Cosls  Adult Infant  Preschooler  Preschooler +Teenager +Schoolager Preschooler  Schoolager
Housing [ $807 | $1.021 §1,021 | $1,021] 81,021  $1378 ] $1.021 | $1.021
_Child Care $0 $e71 8672 $1343  $384  §1727  $1343  $1056
Food $182 $266 %276  $358 %473 3481  $515 $565
Transporiation |  $242 |  $248 | $248 | $248 | $248 | $248 | $475 | $475
Health Care $72 | %207 _$219 $227 | $248 | %246 $265 $276
“Miscellaneous | $130  $241  $244  $320 _ $238 $408 - $362 $339
_Taxes_ | %205 | $453 | " %462 | $640 [ 3354 |  $1,046 | $683 $583
Earned | | |
Income Tax | |
Credit(-) 0| 0| 0 0| $17| 0] 0| 0
Child Care ’ | ' ' |
“Tax Credit (-) 0|  -$60 -$60 | -$100 |  -$65 -$100 | -$100 | -$100
Child Care | [ ' '
Tax Credit (-) 0 l -$83 | -$83 -$167 -3167 -$250 | -$167 | -$167
Self- ! ' |
Sufficiency | |
Wage o o
___________ Hourly | $9.83 | $16.84 |  $17.03 | §2210 |  $1549 | $29.45 |  $12.49" | $11.50*
Monthly | $1,729 $2,964 $2, 998 $3.889 | $2726 $6,183 |  $4.396 $4,049
Annually | $20,751 | $35, 567 _$35077 346,670 $32,713 | $62,199 |  $52,756 _$48,590
| B | i *Per Adult | *Per Adult

2 pearce, D. (2003). The Self-Sufficiency Standard for California 2003. Retrieved January 22, 2007 from

htlp:thwww sixstrategies.org/files/2003%20CA% 20F ull%20Report%20with% 20Map .pdf
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The economic contribution of the early care and education industry is significantly undercounted in
traditional economic accounting tools and alternate methodologies for collecting data are
necessary.

LOS ANGELES COUNTY'S EARLY CARE AND EDUCATION UNIVERSE

The economic analyses in this report (e.g.. gross receipts and direct employment) focus on the
County’s formal early care and education industry as defined below. The following programs are
included in this report:

® Licensed child care centers (including all Head Start and CDE-CDE funded programs)
® Licensed family child care homes {large and small)

" ASES, 21% Century and Beyond the Bell license-exempt after-school programs in public
schools

= License-exempt in-home and relative care providers receiving vouchers

All of the licensed programs in the county’s formal ECE industry are either a) required by law to
meet minimum health and safety standards set by the state legislature and regulated by the
California Department of Social Services, through the Community Care Licensing Division, or b)
legally license-exempt. All of these programs are tracked and updated regularly (see Appendix A
for a flow chart depicting the formal early care and education industry).

The estimates of gross receipts and direct employment represent a “snapshot” of the industry taken
at a particular time. It is important to note that the estimates only capture Los Angeles County's
formal early care and education industry because enroliment and costs are difficult to measure for
the informal care and education sector. Adding these informat arrangements would increase gross
receipts and direct employment figures. For a detailed description of the ECE arrangements that
are not included in the analyses of this report, please see page 5 in Section One.

GROSS RECEIPTS

Licensed Child Care Centers (excluding Head Start and CDE-CDD-funded programs) and Licensed
Family Child Care Homes

Gross receipts estimates for licensed child care centers (excluding all CDE-CDD funded and Head
Start programs) and licensed family child care homes, are based on this calcuiation:

Full-time Equivalent Enrcliment x Average Cost/Child/Year = Gross Receipts
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Full-time equivalent enroliment numbers for licensed child care centers are derived from a Spring
2007 survey conducted by the County of Los Angeles, Office of Child Care, within the Service
Integration Branch of the Chief Executive Office.

For licensed child care centers, full-time equivalent enrcliment was calculated as total capacity (not
including all Head Start and CDE-CDD programs) less reported vacancies.

To determine average annual cost per year, monthly averages from the COE-CDD’s 2005 Market
Survey were used.”” Monthly averages were used to develop an annual average by multiplying by
12. Average annual cost information was broken down by age of child and program type (see Table
1 for a range of county average rates).

Table 1
Average Annual Unsubsidized Cost for Early Care and Education,
Based on 2005 Market Rate Survey, Los Angeles County

Type of ECE Arrangement | Infant and Toddler | Preschool Age | School Age
Licensed Child Care Center $10,326 $7.,226 $5,781
Licensed Family Child Care Home $7.292 $6,775 $5,934

Publicly Funded Programs

Gross receipts for the following publicly funded programs equal the total budget spending in either
2005 or 2006:

® (CDE-CDD funded programs {e.g., state preschool an general child care)
" Head Start Programs (Head Start and Early Head Start)

= ASES, 21% Century, and Beyond the Bell license-exempt after-school programs in public
schools

" |License-exempt in-home and relative care providers receiving vouchers

733 California Department of Education, Child Development Division. (2005). Reimbursement Ceilings for Subsidized Child
Care. Retrieved January 26, 2007 from http:/fwww.cde.ca.govifglaalcdlapfindex.aspx
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Direct Employment

Direct employment is an estimate of the total number of jobs in the ECE industry.

The number of people working in licensed family child care homes was calculated based on
enroliment using licensing requirements. See below for the equation used to estimate full-time

equivalent enroliment

Family Child Care Homes licensed for 6-8
Family Child Care Homes licensed for 12-14

1 FTE Employee
2 FTE Employees

For licensed child care centers {excluding Head Start programs but including CDE-CDD funded
programs), licensing ratios were used, according 1o Table 2, These were applied to licensed
capacity. Based on typical staffing patterns, for the licensed centers with a capacity of more than 50
children at any one time, we assumed that there were four additional non-teaching staff at the
centers. Furthermore, we assumed that for every two CDE-CDD funded programs there was one
family resource worker.

Table 2
Staff-to-Child Ratios Used to Generate Employment Estimates,
By Program, Los Angeles County

School- |
Program Infant Preschthc)Cil- age |
age ch child
Title 22 Centers (not funded directly | 1:4 1:12 1:15
by CDE-CDD)
Title V Centers (funded directly by 1:3 1.8 1:14
CDE-CDD)

Full-time equivalent employment estimates for the following publicly funded programs was based on
reports from the various agencies that oversee the programs:

® Head Start Programs (Head Start, Early Head Start)

= ASES, 21* Century, and Beyond the Bell license-exempt after-school programs in public
schools

® License-exempt in-home and relative care providers receiving vouchers
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Every industry, including early care and education, is linked to the rest of the econemy in a number
of ways, reflecting the fact that establishments purchase supplied from other businesses and the
industry’s employees spend their earnings in part on locally produced goods and services. The
linkages of the ECE industry in Los Angeles County can be measured using an input-cutput model
and iis associated multipliers, a methodology used by some economic development specialists.
While the multiplier methodology is not without controversy, these estimates illustrate that ECE is
an important, integrated component of the Los Angeles County economy, through its direct
employment, output, and economic linkages.

The estimates for the impact of early care and education on indirect and induced effects are based
on the Economic Modeling moduie of Economic Modeling Specialists, Inc. (EMSI). To create its
Input-Output (IO) model, EMSI starts with the national Input-Cutput or “A" Matrix that is comprised
of the industry “Use” and "Make” matrices provided by the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis. They
combine this with the national Total Gross Output (TGO), regional jobs and sales data (which
constitutes regional TGQO), the land area of the subject region, regional Dividends, Interesi, Rent
and Transfers (DIRT) data, and regional infout commuter patterns. They then calculate regional
requirements, imports, and exports. This gives them an estimate of what geods and services are
purchased in the region, This information is useful because the less import dependence a region
has, the more money remains within the region and, subsequently, the more beneficial the ripple
effects of adding jobs in various industries.

Once they have this information, they employ matrix algebra to calculate the regional multiplier.
When a user enters new jobs into the tool, the IO model converts those jobs into sales using
regional sales-per-worker ratios. The sales vector is then multiplied by the regional multiplier matrix,
or “B Matrix.” The resuiting vector is then converted back to jobs or earnings.””*

The multiplier effect estimates the links between an industry and other areas of the economy. For
this analysis, Type Il mutltipliers, which exclude government spending are used {see Table 1).
Estimates for the impact of ECE on the economy are based on three primary types of multipliers:

®  Direct effects: effects introduced into the county’'s economy as a result of spending on
ECE

B |ndirect effects: effects reflecting spending by the ECE industry

B nduced effects: effects on household spending by the ECE industry. These changes
reflect changes in the county’s economy caused by increases or decreases in spending
patterns as a result of the direct and indirect activity.

2 £ conomic Modeling Specialists, Inc. (2007). ESM! inpui-Oulpui Mode! Data. Retrieved from
http:/Aiwww.economicmodeling.com
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Table 1: Early Care and Education Industry Type Il Multipliers
Los Angeles County

Type |l Multiplier ]
Sales 2.05
Jobs - 1.16
Earnings 1.62

Source: Economic Modeling Specialists, Inc., 2007

These multipliers may be used to assess indirect and induced effects of these economic indicators.
Based on a direct employment estimate of 65,139 full-time equivalent jobs in early care and
education, 9,510 indirect jobs are sustained by licensed early care and education {see Table 2).
These jobs include retait trade (1,402 jobs); food service and drinking places (1,044 jobs); and real
estate (577 jobs).

| Table 2: Industries with Greatest Job Effects from ECE, Los Angeles County
(i.e., 65,139 Early Care and Education jobs create jobs in the following industries)
Industry Jobs Created
Retail frade 1,402
Food Services and Drinking Places 1,044
Real Estate 577
Wholesaie Trade 565
Employment Services 397
Offices of Physicians, Dentists, and other Health Practitioners 385
Local Government 348
Hosgpitals 285
Construction 234

Source: Economic Modeling Specialists, Inc., 2007
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Public Comments on Preliminary Draft General Plan: Burbank-2035

September 23, 2011
Submitted by: David Gordon
INTRODUCTION
P. 1-1: GP-2035 repeatedly uses the word “sustainability” in different contexts.

What definition for the word “sustainability” is utilized in this document? Does
“sustainability” as used in GP-2035 denote and connote the same thing? Is the use and
intent of the word “sustainability” in GP-2035 equivalent to “sustainability” as used in
the United Nations Agenda 21 Sustainable Development (UN Agenda 21)? If not, how
does its use in GP-2035 differ from its use in the UN Agenda 21?

P. 1-2: The excerpted text below states in part that GP-203S5 is the “City’s official
statement about the extent and types of development needed to achieve the
community’s ...social and environmental....goals.”

What specific “social” goals are being referred to here? Are these in any way related to
the social goals outlined in the United Nations Agenda 21? How, when, and by what
process were the community’s “social and environmental goals” determined? Was any
public poll or vote taken? What public documents are in the City’s possession that would
document how and when these “social and environmental goals” were established?

“Burbank2035 is the City of Burbank’s General Plan. The General Plan is a state
required policy document that provides guidance to City decision makers on allocating
resources and determining the future physical form and character of development. It is
the City’s official statement about the extent and types of development needed to achieve
the community’s physical, economic, social, and environmental goals.” (emphasis added)

P. 1-5: The excerpted text below differs from what the City’s traffic engineers have
historically referenced as the primary purpose of city streets, that is, to allow for the
unimpeded movement of vehicles.

How, and at what point in time, was the VISION FOR THE FUTURE” determined?
What process was employed to include “making city streets better places for people”
part of Burbank’s VISION FOR THE FUTURE?” Was any public poll or vote taken?
Was there any public discussion of or demand by the public to include “making city
streets better places for people” part of the City’s VISION FOR THE FUTURE? If so,
when did this take place and what public documents describe this process? Was this
VISION FOR THE FUTURE in any way patterned after the “complete streets” concept
put forth in UN Agenda 21 or influenced by the recommendations of the International
Council of Local Environmental Initiatives (ICLEI), the implementing organization of
the non-binding recommendations contained in UN Agenda 21?
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VISION FOR THE FUTURE: -In the next 100 years, Burbank’s decisions will center
on growing sustainably within its current boundaries, maintaining and strengthening
existing neighborhoods and business districts, becoming more energy and resource
efficient, and making city streets better places for people, all while maintaining the city’s
character and core values that make Burbank such a desirable place to live, work, and
play.” (emphasis added)

P. 1-6: The excerpted text below is vague. Access to “what” will be equally available
to all members of the community? How are currently available transportation
options denying “equal access to opportunity for all residents?” Have there been
any public complaints of having been denied “equal access to opportunity?” Has
any consideration been given to the financial cost on taxpayers to implement such
plans? What percentage of Burbank’s current population does not currently have
“equal opportunity” and how were they identified?

Mobility: Moving People Forward

—Burbank connects people to jobs, services, and recreation opportunities through a
variety of transportation options. Mobility in the city will not depend on a single mode of
travel. Access will be equally available to all members of the community. The
transportation system will be adapted to maintain Burbank’s high quality of life, secure

its economic position, and promote equal access to opportunity for all residents.”
(emphasis added)

P. 1-6: How has it been determined that “sustainability is embraced” by the
“community?” Was any public poll, discussion, or vote taken to determine how the
“community” feels about sustainability or was some sort of “consensus” reached by
other means?

Open Space and Conservation: Greenprint for a Healthy Community
Burbank is a place where community sustainability is embraced and implemented.

PP. 1-6 & 1-7: How and when did the concept of “complete streets” become part of
GP-2035’s “CORE VALUES?” Was the decision to adopt “complete streets” as one
of the City’s “CORE VALUES” in any way influenced and/or inspired by the
“National Complete Streets Coalition” whose mission is as follows:

Our Mission

Complete Streets are designed and operated to enable safe access for all users. Instead of fighting
for better streets block by block, the National Complete Streets Coalition seeks to fundamentally
transform the look, feel, and function of the roads and streets in our community, by changing the
way most roads are planned, designed, and constructed. Complete Streets policies direct
transportation planners and engineers to consistently design with all users in mind, in line with the
elements of Complete Streets policies.



http://www.completestreets.org/changing-policy/policy-elements/
http://www.completestreets.org/changing-policy/policy-elements/
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P. 1-7: Has any consideration been given to the cost to taxpayers to implement the
proposed sustainability agenda as outlined by the Sustainability CORE VALUE
excerpted below including “complete streets” or if there is any genuine public
support for it in light of the current and on-going grim economic situation and
forecasts?

Sustainability. The City makes prudent decisions about the amount and location of
growth to ensure a high quality of life for present and future generations.
Environmentally sound development is required, with special attention given to water
and energy conservation, recycling, and complete streets.

P1-8: How was it determined that “the content of this plan represents the local values of
Burbank’s residents?” How many of Burbank’s residents participated in communicating
to the authors of GP-2035 that “the content of this plan represents the local values of
Burbank’s residents,” what process was utilized and when was the residents’ expression
of their local values captured? Please answer the same questions for the business
community? Are their public documents in the City’s possession describing and
documenting the procedures, results, and analysis of these processes?

Comment: The unqualified use of the term “public officials” implies a unified and
unanimous acceptance of the so-called “local values,” when in fact not all public
officials embrace the full content of GP-2035. This is misleading and is a
misrepresentation.

PLAN STRUCTURE

Burbank2035 reflects the priorities of the City of Burbank. Although certain plan features
are required of all jurisdictions, the content of this plan represents the local values of
Burbank’s residents, business community, and public officials—namely, preserving and
upgrading Burbank residents’ high quality of life, positive business environment, strong
employment base, and natural resources.

P. 1-12: Please explain the following statement. Has there been any public call or
outcry from Burbank residents for an official policy document “to enhance their
understanding of the effects of their lifestyle choices on the local, regional, and global
atmospheric environment?” How did the authors of GP-2035 conclude that this was
of any importance whatsoever to the residents of Burbank?

Residents
Burbank residents can use Burbank2035 to enhance their understanding of the effects of
their lifestyle choices on the local, regional, and global atmospheric environment.
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P. 1-12: This statement is vague. Please clarify what help the City needs from local
businesses. Has the City assessed and taken into consideration what the economic
costs and other operational impacts would be on local businesses for the “help” it is
seeking?

—Burbank2035 describes future transportation investments; the City needs help from
local businesses to ensure that Burbank’s transportation system, including alternative
modes of transportation, meets the needs of businesses and workers.”

P. 1-13: What is the scientific evidence supporting the climate change and natural
disaster forecasts detailed in the GP-2035 excerpted below:

Developers

—Pevelopers can use Burbank2035 to find out how project- level or specific- plan level
design ideas integrate with and conform to the City’s vision....Preparing for a changing
climate, with increased chances of extreme weather events and natural disasters, is also
necessary to design future projects and plans safely.”

P. 1-13: Do any public records exist that provide substantial justification for the
conclusions put forth in the excerpted statement below from GP-2035?

—Fhe plan paints a picture of what Burbank wants to look like in the future. Its goals and
policies reflect community desires for the future and the vision and values that underlie
those desires. The City will evaluate compliance of future development projects with the
goals and policies set forth in this document.” (emphasis added)

P. 1-13: High density, mixed use development is specifically promoted by UN
Agenda 21 and its implementing arm, ICLEI, through the means of providing “tool
kits” for municipalities to graft these foreign/international concepts into local U.S.
general plans. Have the authors of GP-2035 in any way been influenced or inspired
by the recommendations and/or lobbying efforts of ICLEI or other organizations
with which it is affilitated or by any of the recommendations of UN Agenda 21? Has
there been any call whatsoever by Burbank residents to set a citywide policy of
requiring high-density mixed-use development with reduced parking to get people
out of their motor vehicles and on to other transportation modalities? If so please
provide references.

“Mixed uses are promoted as part of future increased urban development in
Burbank.”

P. 1-16: When did the City review and/or adopt SCAG’s Regional Comprehensive
Plan (RCP) and/or Regional Transportation Plan (RTP)? Was this ever publicly
discussed or presented to the City Council? If so, when? What does the following
statement mean? “The RCP implements SCAG’s Compass Blueprint Growth
Vision, which calls for modest changes to current land use and transportation trends
on 2% of the land area of the region?”
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Southern California Association of Governments Regional Comprehensive
Plan and Regional Transportation Plan

Burbank is one of many member jurisdictions of SCAG. SCAG implements a Regional
Comprehensive Plan (RCP) to address regional issues, goals, objectives, and policies for
the Southern California region into the early part of the 21st century. The RCP
implements SCAG’s Compass Blueprint Growth Vision, which calls for modest changes
to current land use and transportation trends on 2% of the land area of the region.

AIR QUALITY & CLIMATE CHANGE ELEMENT

P. 2-4: Please define and describe the implications of the word “Encourage” as
utilized in Policy 1.10. Have the economic impacts on people, businesses, and
property values been assessed and considered prior to proposing GP-2035 Policy
1.10 excerpted below?

Policy 1.10 Encourage the use of zero emission vehicles, low emission vehicles,
bicycles, and other non motorized vehicles, and car sharing programs by
requiring sufficient and convenient infrastructure and parking facilities in
residential developments and employment centers to accommodate these
vehicles.

P. 2-4: Please define what is meant by the expression, “Give preference...” as used
in GP-2035 Policy 1.11 excerpted below. Have the economic impacts associated with
imposing Policy 1.11, particularly adding to the added costs to the City/taxpayers
been thoroughly assessed and considered prior to making this policy
recommendation? Have potentially impacted businesses been surveyed as to their
desire and/or ability to comply with Policy 1.11?

Policy 1.11 Give preference to contractors using reduced emission equipment for
City construction projects and contracts for services, as well as businesses that
practice sustainable operations.

P. 2-4: Have the economic impacts to the City/taxpayer/businesses associated with
requiring the City and Burbank businesses to provide incentives for their employees
not to drive their single-occupant vehicle to work been assessed and considered?

Policy 1.12 Offer incentives for all City employees to use means other than a
single- occupant

vehicle for their daily work commute. Require Burbank businesses to offer similar
incentives to reduce employee vehicle trips.

P. 2-4: How is limiting emissions from retail food grilling and barbequing indoors
and outdoors going to be monitored and/or regulated? Have the economic impacts
to the City/taxpayer/retail food vendor been assessed and considered prior to
proposing Policy 2-1?
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Policy 2.1 Limit uncontrolled emissions from retail food grilling and barbequing
(indoor and outdoor).

P. 2-5: Policy 3-5 parrots the recommendations contained in UN Agenda 21 and its
implementing arm, ICLEI, as well as a phalanx of similar type national and international
lobbying groups all falling under the “Smart Growth” agenda, almost verbatim,
particularly with respect to the -igh-density, mixed-use” concept, which GP-2035 refers
to as “compact, mixed-use” development. Have the authors of GP-2035 in any way been
influence or inspired or intentionally “cut-and-pasted’ the recommendations, programs,
policies, and/or land use strategies outlined by UN Agenda 21 and any of its affiliated
“partners” such as ICLEI in crafting and proposing any of the policies in GP-2035
specifically including Policy 3-5?

Policy 3.5 Reduce greenhouse gas emissions from new development by
discouraging auto dependent development and dependence on the automobile;
promoting water conservation and recycling; promoting development that is
compact, mixed use, pedestrian friendly, and transit oriented; promoting energy
efficient building design and site planning; and improving the jobs/housing ratio.

P. 2-13: Please specify and provide references to exactly which “Recent studies...”
you were utilized in making the excerpted statement below. Have the economic
impacts of “all possible water conservation efforts” been assessed and considered
prior to making these types of recommendations?

Water Supply

”....Recent studies show that if heat trapping GHG emissions continue unabated, more
precipitation will fall as rain instead of snow, and the snow that does fall will melt earlier,
reducing the Sierra Nevada’s spring snowpack by as much as 70-90% by the end of the
century.”

—Policies and programs in the Open Space and Conservation Element and the Land Use
Element regarding water resources will prepare Burbank for the possible consequences of
climate change on the water supply. Such policies include using native or drought
tolerant plants in landscaping, using recycled water in irrigation, and promoting all
possible water conservation efforts.”

P. 2-14: Was the Climate Action Plan (CAP) ever shown to the Council or the public
to obtain buy-in on this austere policy? Have the economic impacts of this type of
policy on Burbank residents, businesses, and the City’s General Fund/taxpayer
dollars been assessed and considered prior to proposing it? Has any assessment
been made or consideration given to the negative impacts this policy will have in
attracting potential new, or retaining existing, job-producing businesses and
industries to Burbank?
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AIR QUALITY AND CLIMATE CHANGE IMPLEMENTATION

The following programs implement the goals and policies of the Air Quality and Climate
Change Element.

Program AQCC- 1: Climate Action Plan Prepare and adopt a Climate Action Plan
addressing communitywide and municipal sources of GHG emissions identified in the
emissions inventory and projections for 2007, 2020, and 2035. The CAP shall describe
binding, enforceable measures and actions designed to reduce communitywide GHG
emissions. Upon adoption, future projects consistent with the General Plan may tier from
the cumulative GHG analysis provided within the CAP, pursuant to Section 15183.5(b)
of the State CEQA Guidelines. The CAP shall include all of the recommended plan
elements identified in this section including: quantification of existing and projected
GHG emissions for the city through 2035; identification of a 2020 mandatory target (15%
below 2007 emissions) for GHG emissions that is consistent with AB 32 and will achieve
emissions levels below existing conditions, as well as a goal for emissions levels in 2035
(30% below 2007 emissions); identification and analysis of GHG emissions associated
with implementation of the General Plan based on calculation of the emissions
resulting from types of projects that could develop within each land use designation, as
assigned geographically, based on the Land Use Element; substantial evidence,
provided in the form of a substantiated analysis using best practices, that demonstrates
that implementing specific measures (including performance standards) on a project by
project basis will collectively achieve the adopted emission target; a monitoring program
to track progress toward achieving the GHG emission target (amendment of the plan is
required if the GHG emissions target is not achieved); and environmental analysis of the
CAP within the General Plan Environmental Impact Report.

Responsible Agency/Department: Community Development Department
Funding Source: General fund
Time Frame: Concurrently with the General Plan

P. 2-14: Has there been any assessment of the costs to the City/taxpayer, businesses
and/or residents to implement and enforce this policy? Has there been any
consideration given to the public’s sentiment of currently being overtaxed while
simultaneously grappling with a horrific economic downturn?

Program AQCC- 3: Carbon Offset Fee Program

Support carbon offset programs, according to established protocols, and encourage local
application of regional GHG offset fees. Research the feasibility of implementing and
enforcing such programs in Burbank. If Burbank implements a GHG mitigation program
tied to its GHG policies, local GHG fees collected for projects that do not achieve GHG
reduction objectives should mitigate impacts using verified GHG offset programs.
Responsible Agency/Department: Community Development Department

Funding Source: General fund, fee revenue

Time Frame: Ongoing
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P. 2-15: Has any assessment or consideration been given to the economic costs to
project proponents and or consumers as these costs are incorporated into the cost of
doing business? Has there been any public buy-in to this or any similar proposed
policy at any time?

Program AQCC- 4: Health Risk Assessments for Stationary and Mobile Sources
Require project proponents to prepare health risk assessments in accordance with
SCAQMDrecommended procedures as part of environmental review when projects could
have associated air emissions that have been designated by the State of California as a
toxic air contaminant or, similarly, by the federal government as a hazardous air
pollutant. Also require health risk assessments for projects that would place sensitive
land uses near major freeways or arterials. (Major freeways, for these purposes, are those
that carry more than 50,000 vehicles per day.) In general, apply the ARB Air Quality and
Land Use Handbook for recommendations on siting distances for sensitive or noxious
uses.

Responsible Agency/Department: Community Development Department

Funding Source: Development fees

Time Frame: Ongoing

LAND USE ELEMENT

P. 3-1: COMMENT: The economic situation today is dramatically worse than anything
imaginable in 2007 when the United Nations Urban Environmental Accords were
presented to the City Council for consideration. There was no mention at the time, or
since, of the details behind the proposals or clear definitions of the new terminologies
such as “smart growth, smart (utility) meters, sustainability, livability, social equity,
and complete streets.” There was no analysis revealing that there was an international
agenda, UN Agenda 21, that envisioned a new world order of how all people should live
their lives. The strategy adopted was to persuade local governments to alter their general
plans and thereby alter land use, property rights, and values. If scientific opinion
conflicted with the Agenda 21 recommendations, it was to be dismissed and bypassed.
Times have changed. In light of the challenging economic times confronting us,
reconsideration of —sustainability,” the UN Urban Environmental Accords, and the whole
concept of —greening” Burbank is in order. The City and its citizens may simply be
unable to afford these environmental platitudes reliant on controversial environmental
assumptions and not supported by any true consensus of the citizens and businesses of
Burbank. The proposed GP-2035 fails to take into consideration the economic costs and
consequences to imposing the designs of an international organization that has no direct
connection whatsoever to the health, welfare, wishes, and traditions of the people of
Burbank.

P. 3-1: “Climate change has become a major concern and California has mandated
that cities do their part to address the issue. The City Council has embraced
sustainability and is committed to “greening” Burbank, starting with the adoption of
the United Nations Urban Environmental Accords in 2007.”
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P. 3-3: COMMENT: Specific Plans were not designed or intended to be subsequently
reinterpreted to provide for flexibility to accommodate future development. There is a
public process for amending a specific plan that may require modification. But to simply
change the rules in the middle of the game and undermine the environmentally certified
and publicly derived land use —eontract” designed and legally adopted to exchange
project entitlements and certainty for businesses to optimize the value of their property
for agreed upon uses and mitigations that protect and benefit the City and its residents
undermines the very values and protections a specific plan is intended to memorialize.

Policy 1.8 should be eliminated.

Policy 1.8 Build flexibility into specific plans and the Zoning Ordinance where
practical to provide options for meeting City development requirements.

P. 3-3: COMMENT: Considering “sustainability” as a “foundation for all land use
and transportation decisions, policies, regulations, and projects,” is inconsistent in
practical terms with current and ever changing economic, technology, and business
conditions. Sustainability, more appropriately, should be considered as an important
factor in making land use decisions. But codifying and enshrining sustainability as
Burbank’s fundamental policy mantra for the next quarter century is a threat to private
property rights and the way it is being incorporated into the City’s future land use and
development plans is akin to embracing a new religion.

Policy 2.1 Should be eliminated.

Policy 2.1 Consider sustainability as a foundation for all land use and
transportation decisions, policies, regulations, and projects.

P. 3-4: Policy 2.5 has not been routinely practiced by the City. What new
mechanism(s) will be adopted to ensure that this policy is meaningful and will be
enforced?

Policy 2.5 Require that project applicants pay the full cost of municipal
infrastructure improvements and services when funding sources have not been
previously identified. Ensure that needed infrastructure and services are available
prior to project completion or will be provided concurrently.

P. 3-4: COMMENT: Policy 2-10 is a threat to the protection and integrity of existing
residential development in both single family and multifamily zones. It is crafted in such
a vague and ambiguous way as to render it susceptible to manipulation and abuse. Itis
a textbook example of UN Agenda 21’s recommendations and one of ICLEI’s choice
approaches to dramatically alter the type of development common to many built out
cities such as Burbank. It would enable decision-makers to reduce parking
requirements, increase project density and alter design, for example with reduced open
space, at the expense of existing residents and nearby property owners. Such a policy
will inevitably be profit-driven and degrade the subject neighborhood’s quality of life.

Policy 2-10 should be eliminated.
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Policy 2.10 Allow for the density and intensity limits specified in this Land Use
Element to be exceeded as an incentive for projects that incorporate sustainable
design features, promote affordable housing, and advance the City’s
sustainability objectives, subject to discretionary approval.

P. 3-13: COMMENT: Policy 12.1 There is no definition provided but may be related to
—amplete streets” that are being proposed by national lobbying groups intricately linked to UN
Agenda 21 and ICLEI recommendations. Policy is vague and ambiguous.

Policy 12.1 must be clarified and “complete” neighborhoods must be defined. Otherwise,
this policy should be deleted.

P. 3-13: COMMENT: Policy 12.4 is an immediate and direct threat to all existing single-family
neighborhoods in Burbank. It will provide a strong incentive for developers to tear down the
existing, generally older, single family homes, assemble adjacent parcels of land, then build a big,
dense, multifamily housing project with reduced parking in exchange for building a —sustainable”
project designed to force people out of their automobiles to reduce —ehicle miles traveled” and
will irreparably destroy the single family character of the impacted neighborhood. The favored
—ustainable” developer will be the big time winner.....the remaining residents and property
owners will be financially harmed with declining property values and a congested, underparked,
degradation of their quality of life.

Policy 12.4 MUST BE ELIMINATED!

Policy 12.4 Use tiered densities such that maximum densities are achievable only
when multiple lots are assembled into a single project site.

P. 3-16: COMMENT: Policy 14-5 is another mechanism for implementing UN Agenda 21
recommendations for high-density, mixed-use, —ifill” development that will greatly add density
along with inadequate parking with the thought being that residents will be persuaded to abandon
their automobiles and hop on bicycles for their transportation needs along the new —emplete
streets.” This is very poor planning if the intent is to preserve Burbank’s traditional —small town”
feel. Many “Corridor Commercial” areas are immediately adjacent to R-1, single-family
residential neighborhoods. The spill over of people, cars, and noise from the proposed high-
density, mixed-use, infill housing projects will be an unmitigated disaster for the adjoining R-1
neighborhoods.

Policy 14-5 Should be eliminated.

Policy 14.5 Maintain existing residential units and integrate new residential units
in Corridor Commercial areas as an important housing resource and customer
base for local businesses. Adapt existing commercial buildings for residential
reuse where appropriate.

P. 3-17: Policy 15-1 is vague and ambiguous and wide open to manipulation and abuse.
The —established development standards” that may be exceeded by requests, MUST be
specified for this policy to have any merit or meaningful use.

Policy 15-1 MUST be made clear and specific or should be eliminated.
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Policy 15.1 Provide special consideration for requests to exceed established
development standards, considering regional commercial centers’ role in the local
economy.

P. 3-17: COMMENT:: Projections for bike utilization in Burbank by the year 2035 have
reportedly been revised downward from an initial 5% to 2%. However, even at 5%,
traditional motor vehicles will likely be the primary means of transportation for most
people in Burbank from now through 2035. Without any assessment or consideration of
the costs involved for the City, taxpayers, or businesses, it seems both unwise and
imprudent to implement Policy 15-3 as a developer’s project guidebook for the next
quarter century.

Policy 15-3 should be eliminated.

Policy 15.3 Provide clear and direct pedestrian and bicycle access into regional
commercial centers. Give pedestrian and bicycle access equal priority to vehicle
access.

P. 3-17: COMMENT: Policy 15-6 sounds like more UN Agenda 21 high-density, mixed-
use, housing projects to urbanize our community and somehow stimulate the economy
by doing so.

Policy 15-6 Should be eliminated.

Policy 15.6 Future projects with housing shall be subject to a discretionary review
process to ensure that the property is being put to its highest and best use and in
a manner compatible with citywide objectives for economic development.

P. 3-24: COMMENT: Redevelopment and Housing: In light of the current uncertainty of
the California Supreme Court determining the fate of California’s Redevelopment
Agencies, this section ought to be set aside until the matter is legally clarified.

P. 3-31/32: COMMENT: Program LU-3 Specific Plans and Special Plans: The City’s
three specific plans should not be revised — .to ensure that they reflect current desires for
each of the three areas.” Specific plans were established to protect both businesses/
developers and residents by exchanging requested entitlements tied to specific uses or
needs for mitigations and protections to minimize any environmental impacts that may be
created by granting certain entitlements such as increased density or building heights.
Specific plans should not be changed based on —eurrent desires” or to —ereate a sense of
place.” If there is a need or wish to amend any of the specific plans, such an amendment
must only be considered in the context of a comprehensive updated environmental impact
report (EIR) to include a complete and thorough traffic study.

Program LU-3 Specific Plans and Special Plans should be eliminated.
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Program LU- 3: Specific Plans and Special Plans

A specific plan is a planning tool authorized by California law that implements the
General Plan by establishing detailed development goals and policies for a specific
geographic area. In Burbank, the term —specific plan” has been applied generally to any
planning document that focuses on a particular area of the city. Burbank’s specific plans
include the Media District Specific Plan, Rancho Master Plan, and Burbank Center Plan.
All of these plans were adopted as part of the Land Use Element and provide more
detailed goals and policies for the area covered by the General Plan than what is found in
the rest of the element. Special plans do not deal with an area of the city but rather with a
particular topic. Examples include the Historic Preservation Plan, the Bicycle Master
Plan, and the Pedestrian Master Plan. The City will complete the following actions
related to Specific Plans and Special Plans to implement the updated General Plan:
Review the three existing specific plans through a public process to determine whether
the vision, goals, and policies established by the plans remain applicable and appropriate.
Revise the plans as necessary to ensure that they reflect current desires for each of the
three areas. Consider updating existing and creating new specific plans to create a
sense of place in each of the areas, foster neighborhood identity, and address issues
that are specific to each area. Review the Historic Preservation Plan to ensure that its
goals and policies are consistent with the Land Use Element and revise as appropriate.
Utilize the Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plans to update appropriate City codes,
policies, and procedures to ensure that pedestrians and bicycles are accommodated
throughout the city. Review the plan periodically and revise as appropriate.

Agency/Department: Community Development Department
Funding Source: Grant funds, general fund
Time Frame: Ongoing

P. 3-35: Please define the below referenced Code Enforcement Strategies
terminology:

“Use proactive code enforcement strategies in targeted neighborhoods and consider
using them citywide to achieve increased levels of code compliance and property
maintenance.”
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MOBILITY ELEMENT

P. 4-3: Policy 1-7: How is the City’s current transportation system impeding any of
Burbank’s residents, employees, and visitors from having high levels of accessibility to
economic and social opportunity? What mechanism or approaches will be employed to
ensure that -rew development does not over burden city streets?”

Policy 1.7 Monitor the transportation system to ensure Burbank’s residents,
employees, and visitors continue to have high levels of accessibility to economic
and social opportunity, and that new development does not over- burden city
streets.

P. 4-5: Policy 5-3: How will the overall road network be made more hospitable to
bicycle travel to provide bicycle connections to major employment centers, shopping
districts, and residential areas per Policy 5-3? Has there been any assessment of how
many bicyclists would ride their bicycles to shopping districts? How could they transport
their significant purchases such as groceries/milk/ice cream home by bicycle?

Policy 5.3 Provide bicycle connections to major employment centers, shopping
districts, and residential areas to make the overall road network more hospitable
to bicycle travel.

P. 4-5: COMMENT: Policy 6-4 should be eliminated. Reconfiguring travel lanes will
worsen traffic and cause added diversion through residential neighborhoods.

Policy 6.4 Consider reconfiguring travel lanes as part of comprehensive efforts to
calm traffic.

P. 4-6: COMMENT: Policy 7-4 again appears to be a cut-and-paste insert reflecting
nearly verbatim the regional guidelines set by the Southern California Association of
Governments (SCAG), UN Agenda 21, and ICLEI. No discussion or information is
provided about the costs of implementing these policies to the City, taxpayer, property
owner, or businesses. Were the authors of GP-2035 guided, inspired, or influenced in
any way by SCAG, UN Agenda 21, ICLEI, or any of their related organizations when
crafting Policy 7.4?

Policy 7.4 Should be eliminated.

Policy 7.4 Revise commercial and residential parking requirements to support the
City’s objectives of limiting new vehicle trips, incentivizing transit use, promoting
non- motorized transportation, fostering adaptive reuse of underperforming
commercial development, and improving housing affordability.

P. 4-9 Complete Streets: COMMENT: This is a foreign concept to Burbank and is
inconsistent with our City’s traditional neighborhoods and the context of the way most
residence lead their lives and utilize the public streets. They are not and ought not be
-mixed environments.” Their primary purpose should be to provide a safe means of
traveling by vehicle, motorized or otherwise. Again, Agenda 21, ICLEIL, SCAG inspired.
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Complete Streets

The street system is the primary component of Burbank’s transportation network.
Burbank’s objective is to build and manage —eomplete streets,” serving automobile
traffic, but also enabling other modes that are key components of the system, including
bus transit, on street bicycle facilities, and pedestrian connections. Burbank’s streets also
provide property access and accommodate utilities such as sewer, water, electrical, and
storm drain systems. Finally, streets are land uses themselves; they are integral to
neighborhoods and provide open space for public gatherings and recreation.

Traditional street system planning has focused almost exclusively on providing for
vehicular travel, many times at the expense or neglect of other transportation modes.
The Mobility Plan works to reverse this one sided approach by accommodating and
encouraging other modes of travel to provide balance. Planning Burbank’s streets for
the next 25 years requires a balance between the many competing roles that streets play
in the lives of Burbank residents, businesses, and visitors. Exhibit M 2 presents the
Roadway Circulation Diagram for the City of Burbank, including the city’s street
hierarchy.

Different Streets Provide Different Services

Streets are not equal in function or in their service of different travel modes. Major
arterial streets, like Olive Avenue or Hollywood Way, must move transit vehicles
efficiently and must also allow automobiles to travel efficiently enough to keep drivers
from using adjacent neighborhood streets to avoid traffic. Secondary arterial streets like
Magnolia Boulevard must provide a greater balance to other modes. These streets must
still accommodate vehicles and transit but, due to their neighborhood character, must
give a greater priority to bicycles and pedestrians. Collector streets like Clark Avenue or
Kenneth Road tip the balance even further from vehicle movement and instead support
other modes and uses. Finally, local streets are mixed environments where all users
interact, and the street space can be used for recreation or gathering.

P. 4-15: COMMENT: The following intent should be eliminated from GP-2035. It will
adversely alter the City’s intersection performance characteristics and increase the
likelihood of motorized/non-motorized vehicular accidents.

“The City will evaluate the use of this LOS standard and revise it to reflect all
transportation users.”

P. 4-18: COMMENT: Cut-and-paste policy being imposed on Burbank, directly

implementing the recommendations and policies of UN Agenda 21 and ICLEI, namely
force people out of their cars, into high-density, mixed-use projects, and ride bikes.

This section and approach should be expunged from GP-2035.

“Land use policies in these areas encourage density, provide reduced parking incentives,
encourage better land use connections to walking and biking networks, and offer transit as
potential mitigation for traffic impacts from new development. Promoting transit oriented
design standards in these areas will help reduce the reliance on automobile use.”
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P. 4-20: COMMENT: The excerpt from GP-2035 reflects unsubstantiated advocacy and
defies common sense. It is also downright misleading to suggest that restriping
secondary arterials such as Verdugo Street has little or no effect on the street network.
The bicycle is entirely non-competitive with the automobile for most short trips for most
people. Many disabled individuals can drive motorized vehicles but not bicycles.

“A comprehensive bicycle network, including bicycle routes, convenient bicycle
parking facilities, and overall street designs that make the roadway network more
hospitable to cycling, will make cycling competitive with the private automobile for
short trips. Implementing a bicycle network strives to achieve balance in the
transportation network by providing an affordable alternative to the private automobile
and provides better transportation options for people who cannot drive. Many bicycle
improvements include roadway restriping, minor infrastructure improvements, and
signal modifications that have little to no effect on the street network.”

P. 4-22: Pedestrian Transportation: By 2035, what percentage of Burbank pedestrians
would consider the pedestrian mode of travel a viable alternative to the private
automobile?

“Additional planning is required to restore the pedestrian mode of travel as a viable
alternative to the private automobile. Implementation Program M- 7 describes a
Pedestrian Master Plan for Burbank to outline suggested pedestrian improvements,
design guidelines, and sidewalk standards”.

P. 4-30/31: Program M-3: Transportation Management Districts

COMMENT: The wording in this section is too vague and ambiguous. Please define
what —#ip generating characteristics, and other transportation factors” are. Do not
limit by right development as it adversely affects property owners’ property values.
Exceptions and adjustments to these policies should not be dealt with administratively.

Program M- 3: Transportation Management Districts

This program establishes a new commercial and mixed- use development standard to
limit a building’s FAR based on its geographical location, trip generating
characteristics, and other transportation factors. This action will implement an

OE- FAR intensity limit within the City Zoning Ordinance for each of nine TMDs
identified in Exhibit M- 6. Trip generation of a given building or land use type would be
defined by the Institute of Transportation Engineers’ 7Trip Generation Handbook or a
similar source, but adjusted to account for travel behavior and patterns particular to urban
settings in Burbank that exhibit mixed- use development, transit availability, and other
factors.

Ll Implement a development control, administered via Title 10 of the Burbank

Municipal Code(Zoning Ordinance), that would limit by right development in each
TMD through 2035.
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[ ] Update land use forecasts consistent with the Land Use and Mobility Elements in light

of actual observed development and actual traffic conditions, and revise the OE- FARs,
as needed, to reflect changing conditions over time so that development remains
consistent with the Mobility Plan.

| Develop an administrative system for reviewing applications, exceptions, and

adjustments to the OE FAR for projects that can demonstrate actual impacts on the
street network that may be higher or lower than standard rates. Develop systematic
adjustments to standard trip generation rates to account for Burbank’s unique local
conditions.

] Provide ongoing public information to the development community and other
stakeholders regarding the purpose and administration of TMD development standards.

Agency/Department: Community Development Department
Funding Source: General fund; development fees
Time Frame: Ongoing

P. 4-34 Program M-9: Parking Management: Please identify any areas in the City that
meet this Parking Management Program Description from M-9:

Revise the City’s basic parking requirements to implement General Plan goals and
policies. Concentrate on uses and/or areas where unreasonable parking requirements
contribute to blight, difficult land use turnover, poor urban design, or unaffordable
residential housing.

Program M- 9: Parking Management
The actions below will enable Burbank to better manage its parking supply by providing greater
convenience while minimizing harmful effects on the community.

L1 Revise the City’s basic parking requirements to implement General Plan goals and
policies. Concentrate on uses and/or areas where unreasonable parking requirements
contribute to blight, difficult land use turnover, poor urban design, or unaffordable
residential housing.

L] Expand innovative parking techniques that consolidate parking or make parking more
efficient, such as expanded use of shared parking districts, parking in- lieu fees for creation of
shared parking areas, parking pricing programs, and creation of new parking where appropriate.
L[] Direct the revenues of any new paid- parking districts to local neighborhoods so that residents
and businesses can use parking funds to pay for enhanced local services.

L] Develop parking information systems in Downtown Burbank and other areas to direct
motorists to available parking.

L] Develop comprehensive parking design standards that minimize negative effects on

neighborhoods. Design standards would apply to City- built public parking facilities and parking
for private development projects. Prohibit parking lots within the front setback, require access
from side or rear yards, include street- facing retail for parking structures, and discourage surface
parking lots in Downtown Burbank.
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Agency/Department: Community Development Department; Redevelopment Agency
Funding Source: Redevelopment funds; parking fees
Time Frame: Ongoing
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COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
150 North Third Street « P.O. Box 6459 « Burbank, California « 91510
www.burbankusa.com

September 27, 2011

Michael Cusumano
Cusumano Real Estate Group
101 S. First Street, Suite 400
Burbank, California 91502

Via electronic mail

Re: Burbank2035 General Plan
Dear Michael:

Thank you for the time that you and your colleagues at the Chamber of Commerce have spent
with City staff discussing the proposed Burbank2035 General Plan. We very much appreciate
the input and we hope that our ongoing discussions will ultimately lead to a General Plan that is
supported by the Chamber and will serve the best interests of the community. This letter
responds to your letter of August 26, 2011 and follows up on the issues discussed at our meeting
on September 8§, 2011.

Commercial Densities

As you know, the current draft of the General Plan proposes three different development controls
for non-residential development: 1) building height, 2) Floor Area Ratio (FAR), and 3) Office
Equivalent Floor Area Ratio (OE-FAR). The purpose of the building height and FAR are to
provide limits on the physical intensity of development, while the OE-FAR is intended to
manage the traffic impacts of development by setting a threshold at which cumulative traffic
analysis is required.

The existing General Plan does not include any FAR limits (with the exception of the Media
District) and relies on height limits and zoning controls to regulate development intensity.
California General Plan law requires that cities specify intensity limits in General Plans, and
FAR is generally recognized as the most appropriate method of doing so. OE-FAR limits were
added to earlier drafts of the plan to comply with state law and as directed by the City Council in
an effort to control development based on its traffic impacts and ensure that no development
project contributed more than its “fair share” to the street system capacity. Earlier drafts in 2006
and 2008 included OE-FARs as development limitations and did not include standard FARs. As
we have discussed, upon further review and discussion with our consultant AECOM, we believe
that OE-FARs are better suited to serve as predictors of traffic generation and thresholds for
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cumulative traffic analysis rather than limits on development intensity, while standard FARs are
better predictors of intensity. As such, the current draft relocates the OE-FARs to the Mobility
Element as “Transportation Management Districts” and replaces them in the Land Use Element
with standard FARs to govern development intensity.

Following our earlier meeting, staff reviewed all of the proposed development controls and will
incorporate a number of changes into the next draft. First, we will remove the recommended
height limits. After further review and discussion with AECOM, we believe that height limits
are better suited to be addressed through the specifics of zoning. Further, as you pointed out,
some of the proposed height limits are in conflict with existing General Plan and zoning
requirements including the Burbank Center Plan. We are proposing the following additional
changes:

Changes to FAR in Land Use Element:

e Corridor Commercial increased from split 0.5/0.75 (depending on residential adjacency)
to uniform 1.0 (further limits for residentially adjacent properties could be imposed
through zoning)

South San Fernando Commercial increased from 1.0 to 1.25'
North Victory Commercial/Industrial increased from 0.8 to 1.0
Rancho increased from 0.4 to 0.75

Golden State Commercial/Industrial increased 0.6 to 1.25

We believe that these changes will provide additional flexibility for future development and
encourage the types of development that are appropriate for the corresponding area of the city.
These changes also make the FARs more consistent with the amount of development that could
be accommodated under the proposed OE-FARs.

Changes to OE-FAR in Mobility Element:
e Regional Commercial increased from 1.0 to 1.25

We believe that this change better recognizes the regional role of properties in the Regional
Commercial Transportation Management District and the need for them to be developed
accordingly.

Changes to Land Use Designations:

e Burbank Town Center Mall changed from Regional Commercial to Downtown
Commercial to recognize the area as an extension of downtown by allowing for higher
intensity development

e Olive Avenue corridor from Lake Street to downtown changed from North Victory
Commercial/Industrial to Downtown Commercial to recognize the area as an extension of

Yin your letter you reference the proposed redevelopment of the Westwind site. The originally proposed FAR of
1.0 would have accommodated the project that Westwind intended to build as provided by Westwind
representatives to staff in 2006. That anticipated development was confirmed as part of the 2008 development
forecast.
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downtown and acknowledge its proximity to the train station by allowing for higher
intensity development

Properties with Industrial land use designation south of Vanowen near the Airport and
north of the Empire Center changed to either Regional Commercial or Golden State
Commercial/Industrial as appropriate to better connect land use designation with location
and provide additional flexibility in how properties can be developed

We believe these changes better reflect the intended role of these areas in Burbank’s
development pattern and economy and will ultimately lead to development that is of greater
benefit to the community.

Residential Densities

In response to your comments about density, we have revisited the proposed maximum densities
and will include the following changes in the next draft:

Corridor Commercial changed from split 27/43 units per acre (depending on residential
adjacency) to uniform 27 units per acre

Downtown Commercial increased from 58 units per acre to 87 units per acre to remain
consistent with Burbank Center Plan

Golden State Commercial/Industrial changed from unspecified to 27 units per acre

Mixed-Use Projects

For mixed-use projects, dwelling units per acre and FAR would apply in parallel and would not
be additive as your letter suggests. We will add text to the next draft to clarify this application.
To use your example:

1 acre property in South San Fernando area, 1.25 FAR (proposed increase from 1.0)

1.25 FAR x 43,560 square foot property = 54,450 square feet of total development
including residential and non-residential

43 dwelling units per acre x 1 acre = 43 maximum units

Estimate 1,110 square feet per unit overall average (925 rentable space plus 20% for
corridors and common areas) x 43 units = 47,730 total residential square footage

54,450 square feet allowed — 47,730 square feet for residential = 6,720 square feet
available for commercial space

Project summary: one acre at 1.25 FAR vyields 43 units and 6,720 square feet of
commercial (each unit reduced would yield another 1,110 square feet of commercial
space in this example)

We believe that this approach is the simplest to understand and administer, and provides more
predictable development patterns. It is not uncommon in other communities for the residential
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square footage to be counted toward the total FAR. As proposed, the FAR would also be applied
to residential-only projects on properties with non-residential land use designations.

Exceeding FAR and Density Limits

Your letter suggests that maximum FARs and residential densities should be allowed to be
exceeded for exceptional projects. The current draft of the Land Use Element includes several
policies in this regard, including:

Policy 1.3 Where appropriate, increase residential densities and non-residential
intensities in areas within one-quarter mile of transit centers. Provide for
transit-oriented development projects in these areas to exceed the density and intensity
limits specified in this Land Use Element with discretionary approval to ensure projects
are adequately buffered from single-family residential neighborhoods.

Policy 2.10 Allow for the density and intensity limits specified in this Land Use Element
to be exceeded as an incentive for projects that incorporate sustainable design features,
promote affordable housing, and advance the City’s sustainability objectives, subject to
discretionary approval.

Policy 15.1 Provide special consideration for requests to exceed established
development standards, considering regional commercial centers’ role in the local
economy.

Based on the conversation at our last meeting, we will revise Policy 2.10 to better reflect the
intent to accommodate exceptional projects that will be of extraordinary value to the community.
We believe it is preferable not to state a maximum amount by which the limits can be exceeded
so as not to provide an expectation of what could be approved. Further, specific project benefits
or characteristics would be more appropriately included in the zoning through the
implementation process rather than in the General Plan itself.

Bike Facilities

As we discussed, we will clarify in the policies and implementation measures that different sizes
of projects will be expected to provide different degrees of amenities. Because of the broad
policy nature of the General Plan, we will not include specific square footage limits; specific
limits can be included in the zoning through the implementation process.

Future Development

The development forecast was developed in conjunction with the Chamber of Commerce in 2008
through a process of identifying sites that were anticipated to redevelop and then assuming
maximum development of those sites pursuant to the proposed OE-FAR limits. We recognize
that the economy and the ability to finance development was very different at that time than it is
today. However, this plan sets policies for the development pattern expected over the next 25
years. Since there is no way to predict the direction of the economy and the real estate market
over that time period, we do not believe it would be appropriate to lower the development
forecast in reaction to current economic conditions.
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Further, the development forecast is hypothetical for long-term planning purposes. Some of the
identified sites may not develop to the full intensities anticipated or may not recycle at all.
However, it is likely that other properties not included in the forecast will redevelop over the
next 25 years, and that other unforeseen development will occur. Therefore, we believe it would
not be prudent to decrease the assumed intensity of development. Because the forecast is used to
determine what infrastructure improvements will be required to accommodate increases in traffic
and other impacts, which in turn is used to set development impact fees, it is important that the
forecast be realistic but conservative, and not underestimate the amount of future development.

Economic Analysis

At our last meeting you asked whether any economic analysis of the proposed General Plan
development forecast had been completed. Keyser Marston Associates prepared an economic
analysis of several specific development projects based upon the proposed development forecast
in 2006. Although the study is now outdated and the development forecast has been revised for
some sites, a copy of that study is attached for your review.

Thank you again for your input and participation in this process. We are looking forward to
continuing our discussion with you.

Sincerely,
Community Development Department

Michael D. Forbes

Michael D. Forbes
Assistant Community Development Director / City Planner

Attachment
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MEMORANDUM

To: Ms. Susan Georgine, Community Redevelopment Director
City of Burbank

From: Calvin Hollis
Desiree Estrada

cc: N Michael D. Forbes, Senior Planner

Date: April 19, 2007

Subject: Proposed TIMS Implementation Land Valuation Analysis

At your reguest, Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. (KMA) prepared an economic analysis
of the potential impact the proposed Trip-Based Intensity Measurement Standard (TIMS)
zoning amendment could have on new by-right development within the City of Burbank
(City). KMA analyzed 12 development sites and 30 prototypical development projects.’

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The City is studying its traffic and transportation patterns in order to update the Mobility
Element of its General Plan. A major objective of the General Plan update is to tightly
integrate the transportation policy and long-term street improvements such that they are
correlated to the City’s land use policies and to future by-right development. As part of
that evaluation, City staff developed zoning standards that could be applied to new by-
right development resuiting in new projects that would be consistent with the goals of the
City's Preferred Reduced Growth Forecast and the Land Use and Mobility Elements of
the General Plan. A traffic model was conceived that would, through zoning
administration, set development guidelines supportive of the Preferred Reduced Growth
Forecast and ultimately the Generai Plan amendments. The traffic application that
would achieve this objective is referred to as TIMS, a model that standardizes vehicle
trip generation based on specific land uses. The City is interested in evaluating the

' Site 10 was analyzed under two different zoning designations.

500 SOUTH GRAND AVENUE, SUITE 1480 » LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90071 » PHONE 213 622 3095 » FAX 213 622 5204

WWW . KEYSERMARSTON.COM

EXHIBIT B 2
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economic impact that a TIMS implementation wouid have on future by-right development
and has requested that KMA perform that analysis.

The City provided KMA with 12 potential development sites (Sites) to analyze (Site 10
was to be analyzed under two different zoning designations). Those Sites included
approximately 20 projects representing projects that were propesed under existing
zoning requirements, projects that would be permitted under the TIMS impiementation
and, in some cases, alternative TIMS implementation projects. KMA worked closely with
the City to refine the projects that would be evaluated. The refinements resulted in 30
prototypical development projects on the 12 Sites (Projects).

KMA prepared a high level conceptual economic analysis utilizing the residual land
valuation methodology to compare the results of a project evaluated under the current
Zoning Ordinance to those analyzed under the future TIMS requirements. Sites 4 and
10, however, were analyzed, but not compared to a TIMS implementation because the
Project characteristics under the TIMS requirements were identical fo the Proposed
Projects. KMA's analysis resulied in a negative impact on land values in seven of the 10
Sites analyzed. The degradation in land value appears to be caused by: (1) the
decreased density resulting in an efficient use of the land area; (2) construction and
parking costs that do not support the land values; and (3) in some cases, the ability of
the Project to generate income sufficient to support the land values. For those Sites in
which the TIMS Use drastically reduced the land values, KMA avaluated an Alternative
TIMS land use that would be permitted by zoning but that was different from the
Proposed Use. The Alternative TIMS Use somewhat improved the effect the TIMS Use
had on Project economics (refer to Sites 1, 3, 5, 6, 8, 9 and 11). Although Sites & and
10 — BCP Downtown Commercial refiected decreased land values after the TIMS
analysis, the changes were relatively minor since the development permitted under the
TIMS program was only slightly less than that permitted under the existing zoning
designations.

KMA also analyzed the impact the TIMS zoning would have on employment and public
revenues for the Sites provided. In 10 of the 12 Sites, TIMS reduced the number of jobs
the prototypical development Project couid generate. In its analysis of the three highest
City pubiic revenue sources (sales, property and utility user tax revenues}, KMA's
analysis consistently revealed that the TIMS Projects substantially reduced the potential
public revenues that could be generated by a Site, as compared to the public revenue
generation of the Projects proposed under the current zoning regulations.

KMA concluded that, in the majority of cases, the TIMS implementation has a negative
impact on the value of the Sites analyzed. it reduces the potential land value, the
number of jobs that could be generated and the amount of potential City revenues.

0704016, BUR:CEH:DE:gbd
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April 19, 2007

(Refer to Appendices A-1 through A-3 for an economic summary and graphic illustration

of the analyses.)

ANALYSIS ORGANIZATION

KMA's analysis is organized is follows:

General Appendices

Appendix A-1 Summary of Economic
Analysis

Appendix A-2  Public Revenue Analysis

Appendix A-3  Comparative lllustrations
(Graphs)

Appendix B Analysis Sites / Conceptual
Development Projects

! Appendix C Map of Analysis Sites

Appendix D
Economic Analyses

Appendix D — 1

Appendix D -2

AppendixD -3

Appendix D - 4

Appendix D -5

Appendix D -6

Site 1 Pro Formas Appendix D -7
Proposed Use
TIMS Use
Alternative TIMS Use

Site 2 Pro Formas Appendix D - 8
Propesed Use
TIMS Use
Alternative TIMS Use

Site 3 Pro Formas Appendix D - 9
Proposed Use
TIMS Use
Alternative TIMS Use

Site 4 Pro Formas Appendix D - 10
Proposed Use
TIMS Use
Alternative TIMS Use

Site 5 Pro Formas Appendix D - 11
Proposed Use
TIMS Use
Alternative TIMS Use

Site 6 Pro Formas Appendix D - 12
Proposed Use
TIMS Use
Alternative TIMS Use

Site 7 Pro Formas
Proposed Use
TIMS Use
Alternative TIMS Use

Site 8 Pro Formas
Proposed Use
TIMS Use
Alternative TIMS Use

Site 9 Pro Formas
Proposed Use
TIMS Use
Alternative TIMS Use

Site 10 Pro Formas
Proposed Use
TIMS Use
Alternative TIMS Use

Site 10 Burbank Center
Plan Pro Formas
Proposed Use
TIMS Use
Alternative TIMS Use

Site 11 Pro Formas
Proposed Use
TIMS Use
Alternative TIMS Use
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ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY

Site/Project Selection

The City provided KMA with 12 development Sites (Site 10 would be evaluated under
two different zoning designations) that were located throughout the City. Many of the
Sites included conceptual site plans and/or conceptual development programs. Most
(or, in some cases, all) of the Sites included the following information:

1. The Site street address or intersection / location;

2. The S‘fte's current zoning designation;

3. The existing land use;

4, The proposed land use that would be permitted under the existing zoning

designation (Proposed Use);

5. The proposed land use that would be allowed under the TIMS implementation
(TIMS Use); and

6. An alternative proposed land use that would be permitted under the TIMS
implementation (Alternative TIMS Use),

The Projects reflected the foilowing land uses:
1. Street / neighborhood serving retail;

2. A shopping center;

3. Restaurant pads;
4. Light industrial;
5. Industrial flex / office;

6. Office (Low-, Mid-, and High-rise);
7. Mixed-use retall / rental residential; and

8. Mixed-use retail / ownership residential.

0704016 BUR:CEH:DE: gbd
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KMA prepared a summary table containing the above information. KMA also conducted
Site visits fo review the Sites’ physical characteristics, the surrounding land uses and
circulation patterns. (Refer to Appendix B - Analysis Sites / Projects; and Appendix C -
Map of TIMS Project Sites.)

Economic Analysis Approach

KMA'’s evaluation utilized the residual land valuation (RLV) methodology. This approach
requires the preparation of individual pro forma analyses based on the various land uses
proposed for each Site. The RLV was derived by the following process:

1. Estimation of construction costs. Construction costs were estimated based on
benchmarks and industry standard metrics.

2. Estimation of income or revenue.

a. Net operating income {NQI!). The income approach was utilized for
Projects that generate recurring monthly or annual income (i.e.,
commerciat and residential rental projects). Estimating the NOI involved
collecting data on area rents and other income, and subtracting from that
income any ongoing operating expenses. The result represents the
annual NOI.

b. Residential sales revenue was calculated by reviewing market data for
comparable sales projects. Using that data, the sales were aggregated to
derive the total sales revenue.

3. Calculation of the supportable investment.

a. The supportable investment for a commercial or residential rental project
is calculated by dividing a Project’s NO! by a market-based, risk adjusted
return on investment (ROI).

b. The supportable investment for a residential ownership project is the
value of the total sales revenue.

4. Residual land valuation calcutation.

a. Commercial or residential rental RLV is calculated as the difference
between the supportable investment and the total construction costs.

0704016.BUR:CEH:DE:gbd
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b. The residential ownership RLV is calculated by subtracting a Project’s
total construction costs, inclusive a developer profit, and from the
supportable investment.

in order to prepare the pro forma analyses, KMA conducted research, per typology, on
the construction costs, income projections, expenses and returns that would be applied
to each of the fand uses identified above.

Based on its initial research and, working closely with the City staff, KMA refined the finai
Projects that would be used in the analyses, subject to what would be permitted under
the proposed TIMS implementation. KMA then prepared prototypicai Project
development programs and preliminary RLV analyses for each land use per Site. As
indicated above, the land uses are identified as (1) the Proposed Use; (2) the TIMS Use;
and (3) the Alternative TIMS Use. A few of the analyses resulted in land valuation
changes so reduced that a second or third Alternative TIMS Use was analyzed in order
to achieve the most highest TIMS land value that would ultimately be included in the
evaluation.

Economic Analysis Assumptions

KMA's research involved canvassing developers, real estate brokers and leasing agents.
KMA reviewed economic/market conditions and a variety of national and local real estate
industry publications. KMA also reviewed rental rates for the various land uses and sale
comparables for the residential ownership Project. Based on the data collected from
these activities and the limited land sale comparables available for the Burbank area,
KMA employed the assumptions listed below in its pro forma analyses.

Construction Costs

KMA assumed that the Projects were by-right development that would not be required to
pay prevailing wage rates to contractors and subcontractors constructing the Projects.
Other construction cost assumptions are discussed below:

Direct Costs

1. Off-site improvements. The analyses do not include allowances for off-site
improvements as these improvements are assessed on a case-by-case basis
dependent largely upon the site-adjacent infrastructure improvements required
by various City departments.

2. On-site improvements were generally set at $5 per square foot of land area, with
the exception of the light industrial uses which combine the on-site improvement

0704(E.BUR:CEH:DE:gbd
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costs with the building shell costs. The on-site improvement costs for the Site 1
restaurant pad Project TIMS Use, were reduced to reflect the Project’s
significantly reduced coverage area.

3. Parking costs:

a. Surface parking costs were set at $1,500 per space;

b. Above grade structured parking costs were set at $15,000 per space; and

c. Below grade structured parking costs were set at $20,000 per space for
the first below-grade level and $30,000 per space for below-grade levels
beyond the first level.

4, Building shell costs ranged from $50 to $155 per square foot of gross building
area (GBA) dependent upon the building typology and land use.

5. Commercial tenant improvement costs ranged from $15 to $30 per square foot of
gross ieasable area (GLA), with the exception of the high-rise medical office
Project. KMA utilized $65 per square foot of GLA for the medical office tenant
improvement allowance.

G. A direct cost contingency of 5% of all direct costs was applied.

indirect Costs

indirect costs were estimated as follows:

1.

Architecture, engineering and consulting fees were estimated at 6% of direct
costs.

Permits and fees were estimated based on fees provided by City staff and
previous KMA analyses of Burbank projects.

Commercial taxes, insurance, legal, accounting was generally estimated to be
2% of direct costs.

Residential rental taxes, insurance, legal and accounting was estimated to be 3%
of direct costs.

Residential ownership taxes, legal, and accounting was set 2% of direct costs.

Residential ownership insurance was set at $15,000 per unit.

0704016 BUR:CEH:DE:gbg
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Leasing commissions were generally set at 25% of the first year's base rental
income (ranging from $7 tc $10 per square foot of GLA).

The development management fee was set at 3% of direct costs.

An indirect contingency of 5% of indirect costs, exclusive of development
management, was allowed.

Financing Costs

The following financing assumptions were made to facilitate the analysis:

1.

2.

Projects were assumed fo finance 85% of the development costs.
The construction interest rate was set at 7% annually.

The construction periods ranged from 10 to 15 months.

The average outstanding loan balance was set at 65%.

Loan points and fees were assumed to be 2.0 points, based on a 75% loan to
vaiue.

Residential ownership closing costs, sales commissions and home warranty
costs were set at 1.5% and 2.0% of sales revenue, and $2,000 per unit,
respectively.

Income / Revenue Assumptions

1.

Residential ownership revenues were based on a weighted average sales price
of $433 per square foot.

Triple net retail and restaurant rents ranged from $2.25 to $4.00 per square foot
of GLA, dependent mainly upon the Site’s location and the type of retail.

Full service gross office rents ranged from $2.10 to $3.00 per square foot of GLA,
dependent upon location, building typology and the intended tenant.

Triple net light industrial rent was set at $1.15 per square foot of GLA, with the
exception of the post production industrial flex rents that were set at $1.80 per
square foot of GLA.

Parking income ranged from $60 to $115 per parking space per month, reflective
of unreserved and reserved spaces, dependent upon location. The pro forma

0704016 BUR.CEH:DE gbz
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analyses do not consider the potential income that could be realized from valet
parking and transient visits, with the exception of the medical office building.

6. Structured parking expenses were set at an annual rate of $500 per space.
7. Management expenses were set at 3% of effective gross income.

8. Capital reserve funds ranged from $0.10 to $0.25 per square foot.

Returns

KMA also researched market-based, risk adjusted returns for each of the land uses and
building typologies employed in the analyses. The returns were benchmarked against
the market returns for the Burbank area. The following returns were utilized:

1. Return on investment (RO[). ROls ranged from 8.0% to 9.5% dependent upon
the land use, the Project characteristics and the risks associated therewith. The
returns were also adjusted downward if the Project could potentially be occupied
by the owner. Owner-occupied properties are typically perceived to experience
relatively iower market risk due to lower turnover resulting in a more secure
income stream. Additionally, owners tend to pay premium sales prices for these
properties which, in turn, serve to reduce capitalization rates (the ratio of a
Project's income to its sales price). This may be particularly true for Burbank
given the small company segment of the entertainment market.

2. Return on sales (ROS). KMA applied a 15% ROS to the ownership residential
Project based on its experience with similar Projects.

Other Assumptions

KMA estimated the employment densities (jobs created per square foot of GBA) based
on its experience in the real estate industry and on data reflected in the Employment
Density Study prepared for the Southern California Association of Governments, dated
October 31, 2001, by The Nattelson Company, Inc.

KMA estimated the City's three highest sources of annual public revenues based on its
research and experience with similar Projects.

ECONOMIC ANALYSIS RESULTS

The RLV approach was used to compare the residual iand values of the Sites under two
or three scenarios. The first scenario analyzed a Site with a Project proposed under the
existing zoning requirements (Proposed Use). The second scenario analyzed a Site

0704016 BUR:.CEH:DEgbcg
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assuming Project characteristics that would be permitted under a TIMS implementation
(TIMS Use). The third scenario, if required, analyzed a Site assuming a land use
different from the TIMS Use (Alternative TIMS Use). Refer to Appendices A-1 and A-3
for a summary of the resuilts discussed below.

Site 1: 193,400 Square Feet of Land Area - General Industrial
(2555 North Hollywood Way)

Residual Land Valuation. The Proposed Use for this Site was approximately 23,700
square feet of GBA, inclusive of three high turnover restaurant pads. Under the
Proposed Use, the Site reflected a RLV of approximately $7.50 million or $39 per square
foot of land area. When analyzed under the TIMS Use at 7,017 square feet of GBA, the
Site’'s RLV was reduced to $2.25 million or $12 per square foot of land area. The TIMS
Use significantly reduced Project density, resulting in over 50% of the Site |eft vacant. In
this case, the reduction in land value was so significant, that a prudent owner would
possibly consider another use for the fand. Thus, KMA evaluated an Alternate TiMS
Use — 87,700 square feet of light industrial GBA. Under the Alternate TIMS Use, the
Site reflects a RLV of $6.74 million or $35 per square foot of land area, an improvement
over the TIMS Use.

Employment Generation. The Alternative TIMS Use (light industrial) generated 106 jobs,
the largest number of jobs among the three uses, compared to 56 and 17 for the
Proposed and TIMS Uses, respectively.

Public Revenues. The annual public revenues were highest under the Proposed Use of
three restaurants at $151,000, compared to $45,000 for the TIMS Use and $49,000 for
the Alternative TIMS Use.

Site 1 was significantly impacted by the application of the TIMS zoning. The alternative
tight industrial use improves the Project’s economics, but is still below the RLV reflected
by the Proposed Project. The public revenues are highest in the Proposed Use, but
employment generation is greatest in the Alternative TIMS Use.

Site 2: 190,957 Square Feet of Land Area — Media District Commercial
(201 S. Buena Vista Street)

Residual Land Valuation. The Proposed Use evaluates a Project comprised of 227,000
square feet of medical office GBA. Under that scenario, the RLV equates to $26 million
or $137 per square foot of land area. Implementing a TIMS Project reduces the GBA to
70,000 square feet with a resulting RLV of $15.3 million or $80 per square foot of land
area. KMA did not analyze the Site under an Alternative TIMS Use.
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Employment Generation. Under the TIMS Use, the jobs generated were reduced from
649 to 200.

Public Revenues. The TIMS Use reduced the annual public revenues from $444,000 to
$137,000.

The Site 2 analysis indicates that the TIMS implementation has a negative effect on the
RLV, employment and public revenue generation.

Site 3; 21,360 Square Feet of Land Area — Media District Commercial
(4001-17 Riverside Drive)

Residual Land Valuation. The Proposed Use is comprised of 40,000 square feet of
office and an 8,000 square foot high turnover restaurant. This Project results in a $4.93
million land value or $231 per square foot of land area. KMA assumes that the
extraordinary land value is the result of the Site being located in a high-rent business
district combined with the relatively small land area. When the TIMS zoning is applied,
the RLV is reduced to $2 million or $97 per square foot of land area. Analyzing an
Alternate TIMS Use comprised of approximately 16,000 square feet of office space
(without a restaurant), increases the RLV to $2.88 million or $135 per square foot of land
area.

Employment Generation. Employment generation is highest under the Proposed Use
and is reduced from 122 jobs to 26 and 39 jobs under the TIMS and Alternative TIMS
Uses, respectively.

Public Revenues. The annual public revenues are highest under the Proposed Project
at $109,000. The TIMS Use and Alternate TIMS Use reduce those revenues to $24,000
and $25,000, respectively.

The results of the Site 3 analyses indicate that both the TIMS and the Alternative TIMS
Use are detriments to the Site’'s RLV, employment and public revenue generation.

Site 4: 19,474 Square Feet of Land Area — Neighborhood Center
(1701 Verdugo Avenue)

Residual Land Valuation. The Proposed Use for Site 4 is a mixed-use project comprised
of 13 residential rental units and 4,900 square feet of street-serving retail resuiting in a
RLV of $646,000 or $33 per square foot of land area. The TIMS Use equaled the
Proposed Use, so there was no comparative analysis performed for the Site.

Employment. The Proposed Use is estimated to produce approximately 40 jobs.
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Public Revenues. Public revenues are estimated at $25,000 annually.

Site 5: 11,659 Square Feet of Land Area - Boulevard Commercial
{4201 Magnolia Boulevard)

Residual Land Valuation. The Project Proposed for this Site is a 19,300 square foot
office building. The Site is located in a commercial district that refiects relatively low
rents. Consequently, the RLV for this Site under the Proposed program is a negative
$633,000 or essentially $0. Evaluating the Site under the TIMS program reduced the
building size to 8,000 square feet which also significantly reduced the construction costs.
The resulting RLV for the TIMS program increased to a negative $25,000, but still
essentially equals to a land value of $0. KMA prepared an Alternative TIMS Use for this
Site comprised of approximately 6,200 square feet of retail space. The Alternative TIMS
program resulted in a RLV of $434,000 or $37 per square feet of land area.

Employment. Site 5’s employment is maximized under the Proposed office use at 47
jobs compared to the TIMS Use at 20 jobs. The Alternative TIMS Use (retail) results in
14 jobs.

Public Revenues. The public revenues are decreased from $22,000 in the Proposed
Use to 9,000 under the TIMS Use. The Alternative TIMS Use decreases the public
revenues for the Proposed Use to $21,000.

In this case, a TIMS Use actually improves the economics of the Project because a
smaller project improved the overall Project economics. Due to Site 5's location and
size, an office use appears to be infeasible. The Alternative TIMS program results in a
somewhat feasible project.

Site 6: 86,459 Square Feet of Land Area — Mixed Commercial Industrial
(3435 Empire Avenue)

Residual Land Valuation. The Proposed Project is a 158,000 square foot office building
located near the Burbank Airport. The analysis of this Project resulted in a RLV of $4.37
million or $51 per square foot of land area. The TIMS Use reduces the Project to
approximately 28,000 square feet which results in a RLV of $2.39 million or $28 per
square foot of land area. KMA analyzed the Project as a 42,000 square foot light
industrial facility, the Alternative TIMS Use. That analysis also reduced the land value to
$3.23 million RLV or $37 per square foot of land area.

Employment. The Proposed Use created 452 jobs, while the TIMS and Alternative TIMS
Uses reduced the jobs to 68 and 51, respectively.
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Public Revenues. The Proposed Use generated the highest amount of annual public
revenues at $217,000 compared to $34,000 for the TIMS Use and $23,000 for the
Alternative TIMS Use,

This analysis indicates that Site 6's land value, employment generation and public
revenues are negatively impacted under either TIMS scenario.

Site 7: 55,166 Square Feet of Land Area - Mixed Commercial Industrial
(100 W. Alameda Avenue)

Residual Land Valuation. The Proposed Use for Site 7 is a 60,000 square foot post
production/flex facility. KMA’s analysis of the Proposed Use resulted in a RLV of
approximately $5.94 million or $108 per square foot of land area. The TIMS Use
reduces the size of the facility to approximately 23,600 square feet and the resulting RLV
to $3.25 million or $59 per square foot of land area. An analysis of an Alternative TIMS
Use of 26,900 square feet of light industrial space resulted in a RLV of $2.05 million or
$37 per square foot of land area.

Employment. The greatest number of jobs was created with the Proposed Use. The
TIMS Use and the Alternative TIMS Use reduce the number of jobs from 146 to 58 and
32, respectively.

Public Revenues. The Proposed Use generates annual public revenues of $72,000
while the TIMS and Altemnative TIMS Uses generate annual public revenues of $28,000
and $14,000, respectively.

Application of a TIMS implementation significantly reduces Site 7’s iand value,
employment and public revenue generation.

Site 8: 953,544 Square Feet of Land Area - Mixed Commercial Industrial
(San Fernando Boulevard and Alameda Avenue)

Residual Land Valuation. The Proposed Use for this Site is a 201,000 square foot
shopping center and a 105,000 square foot office building. The Proposed Use results in
a RLV of $17.74 million or $19 per square foot of land area. The TIMS implementation
slightly reduces the GBA of the Project resulting in a RLV of $16.15 million or $17 per
square foot of iand area. KMA analyzed the Site assuming a smaller shopping center
without any office space (the Alternative TIMS Use). The Alternative TIMS Use resulted
in a significantly higher land vaiue than both the Proposed and TIMS Uses at $31.40
million or $33 per square foot of land area.
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Employment. The greatest number of jobs was created by the Proposed shopping
center / office Project with employment estimated at 610 jobs, compared to 456 and 351
jobs for the TIMS Use and Alternative TIMS Use, respectively.

Public Revenues. The Proposed Use generated publiic revenues of approximately $1.17
million compared to the Alternative TIMS Use and the TIMS Use which generated public
revenues of $1.04 million and $876,000, respectively.

The Alternative TIMS Use improved Site 8's economics by eliminating the office
component which significantly reduced the parking construction costs. Thus, the
Alternative TIMS Use increased the RLV beyond that of the Proposed and the TIMS
Uses. Implementation of either TIMS project negatively impacts both the number of jobs
and the public revenues generated by the Site.

Site 9: 59,014 Square Feet of Land Area - Mixed Commercial Industrial
(1204 W. Burbank Boulevard})

Residual Land Valuation. The Proposed Use for Site 9 is a 60,000 square foot office
Project which results in a RLV of negative $121,000 or essentially $0. The TIMS Use
reduces the building size to approximately 19,000 square feet resulting in a RLV of
negative $177,000 (or $0). KMA analyzed the Site with an Alternative TIMS Use of
10,750 square feet of low turnover restaurant space. The Alternative TIMS Use resulted
ina RLV of $2.12 million or $36 per square foot of land area.

Employment. The greatest number of jobs was generated by the Proposed Use of
60,000 square feet of office space. The TIMS and Alternative TIMS Uses reduced the
number of jobs from 146 to 46 and 33, respectively.

Public Revenues. The Alternative TIMS Use produced annual public revenues of
$64,000 compared to the Proposed Use and TIMS Use with public revenues of $63,000
and $18,000, respectively.

The Proposed Project appears infeasible for this Site due to location, market rents and
below grade parking costs. The implementation of a TIMS Use makes the Project even
less feasible. Changing the land use, however, improves the Project economics such
that the RLV is positive. While office uses are the largest generator of jobs, the
Alternative TIMS Use (restaurant) results in public revenues approximating that of the
Proposed Use.
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Site 10: 83,951 Square Feet of Land Area - Downtown Commercial
(1st and Olive Streets)

Residual Land Valuation. The Proposed Use and the TIMS Use are identical for Site 10.
The Proposed Project is comprised of 119 ownership residential units and approximately
10,900 square feet of ground floor retail space. This Use results in a RLV of $9.34
million or $111 per square foot of land area. KMA did not analyze an aiternative use for
this Site.

Employment. Employment is estimated at 24 jobs.
Public Revenues. Public revenues are projected to be $171,000 annually.

Site 10: 83,951 Square Feet of Land Area - Burbank Center Plan, Downtown
Commercial (1st and Olive Streets)

Residual Land Valuation. The Froposed Use under the Burbank Center Plan is 126,000
square feet of office and 15,000 square feet of ground floor retail. Analysis of the
Proposed Use results in a RLV of $3.05 million or $36 per square foot of land area. The
TIMS Use analysis reduces the office and retail resulting in a slightly improved RLV of
$3.33 million or $40 per square foot of land area. KMA did not analyze an Aiternative
TIMS Use for this Site.

Employment. Employment generation was equal under both scenarios.

Public Revenues. Public revenues decreased slightly from $218,000 to $208,000 under
the TIMS analysis.

The Site’'s RLV is somewhat improved under the TIMS Use due to the decrease in the
number of below-grade parking spaces that would be required under the Proposed Use.
The reduction in the GBA, however, reduces the public revenues the Site could
generate.

Site 11: 117,023 Square Feet of Land Area - Mixed Commercial / Industrial
(110 W. Olive Street)

Residual Land Valuation. The Proposed Use of a 120,000 square foot office building
results in a RLV of negative $1.26 million or essentially $0. The TIMS Use reduces the
Project to approximately 37,600 square feet which improves the economics to a RLV of
$1.9 million or $16 per square foot of land area. KMA analyzed the Site with an
Alternative TIMS Use of 57,200 square feet of light industrial use. At that Use, the Site's
RLV equates to $4.39 million or $38 per square foot of land area.
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Employment. The Proposed Use generated the greatest number of jobs (343). The
TIMS Use and the Alternative TIMS Use reduced the number of jobs to 92 and 69,
respectively.

Public Revenues. The Proposed Use resulted in annual public revenues of $140,000
compared to $43,000 and $32,000 for the TIMS Use and the Alternative TIMS Use.

The Proposed Use is for a mid-rise office building located in a commercial/retail area as
opposed to a higher rent business district. As such, the Proposed Use does not
generate office rents sufficient to support the land value and the resulting Project is
infeasible. Reducing the size of the office building to a size compatible with an owner-
occupied Project improves the Project’s economics such that it supports a fand vaiue of
approximately $1.9 million. Changing the use to light industrial significantly improves the
Project’s economics due to reduced construction costs and the market's demand for
industrial space. Under the Alternative TIMS Use, the Project’s RLV increases o $4.4
million.

ANALYSIS EVALUATION

KMA performed a high level, conceptual economic analysis for the purpose of analyzing
the impact that a TIMS implementation would have on future by-right development in the
City. This analysis was based on 12 development Sites provided by the City and 30
Projects refined by the City and KMA.* The TIMS Use for two of the Sites (4 and 10 -
Downtown Commercial) was not comparatively analyzed because the TIMS Use exactly
matched the Project permitted under the existing zoning regulations. KMA’s analysis of
the remaining 10 Sites indicates, in a majority of cases, that the TIMS implementation
could have a negative impact on City land values and hence future development. In
seven of the 10 Sites that were compared to TIMS permitted land uses, the TIMS
program decreased the Project density such that there was a reduction in land value
from that reflected under the existing zoning regulations. The degradation in land value
appears o be caused by: (1) decreased density resulting in an inefficient use of the land
area; (2) construction and parking costs that do not support the land values; and (3) in
some cases, the ability of the Project to generate income sufficient to support the land
values. KMA’s analysis of the Proposed Use for Sites 5, 9 and 11 resulted in negative
(80) land values, an indication that the Proposed Use is infeasible given the assumptions
utilized in the analysis. It is conceivable, however, that these Sites could be developed
by an owner intending to occupy the Project. Owner-occupants may accept returns that
are lower than those required by the real estate capital markets because the Project has

? Site 10 was analyzed under two zoning programs: Downtown Commercial and Burbank Center
Plan - Downtown Commercial, resulting in a total of 12 Sites.
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utility to them as specific use with an investment return that is not paramount to their
objectives. Therefore, an owner user could perceive a Project to be viable while other
real estate investors would be disinterested in such a development.

KMA performed additional analyses for the Sites that drastically decreased (or
efiminated) land value. For those analyses, KMA evaluated an Alternative TIMS land
use that was completely different from the Proposed Use. The Alternative TIMS Use
somewhat improved the Project economics over the TIMS Use results (Sites 1, 3, 5, 6,
8, 9 and 11). Although Sites 8 and 10 — BCP Downtown Commercial reflected
decreased land values after the TIMS anaiysis, the changes were minor since the
development permitted under the TIMS program was only slightly less than that
permitted under the existing zoning designations.

KMA estimated the number of johs that would be created under the TIMS
implementation compared to Proposed Projects and Alternate TIMS Projects.
Employment density factors (the number of employees generated per square foot of
GBA) are highest for those Projects with office uses. Employment was estimated for all
12 Sites. In 10 of the 12 Sites evaluated, the number of jobs declined significantly with
the imposition of the TIMS requirements.

KMA also projected the public revenues that could be generated based on the City’s
three highest revenue sources: sales tax, property tax and the utility user tax. In each
of the Sites analyzed under the TIMS zoning requirements, the public revenues
decreased from those that would be generated by the Proposed Project.

CONCLUSION

KMA's economic analysis indicates that implementation of the TIMS requirements
significantly reduces land value in a majority of the Sites analyzed. This finding appears
to be consistent for the number of jobs and public revenues that the Sites could produce
under the TIMS Use compared to the existing zoning.

We hope this analysis is helpful to you and are available to discuss it at your
convenience.
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APPENDIX A-1

5UMMARY OF PROTOTYPE DEVELOPMENT PRO FORMAS
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS

CITY OF BURBANK

BURBANK, CALIFORNIA

Site 1 - General Industrial Site 2 - Media District Commercial

Site 3 - Media District Commercial

Proposed Use TIMS Use Alt. TIMS Use Proposed Use TIMS Use  Alt. TIMS Use Proposed Use TIMS Use  Alt. TIMS Use
Office / Office /
H.T. Rests. H.T. Rests. Lgt Industrial  Medical Office  Medical Office None H.T.Rest. H.T.Rest. Office
Project Description
Land Area (SF) 193,406 193,406 193,406 190,957 190,957 190,957 21,360 21,360 21,360
Gross Building Area 23,695 7,017 87,700 227,000 70,000 N/A 48,040 10,354 15,909
Parking
Surface 237 70 175 0 350 N/A 22 33 27
Above Grade 0 0 0 1,135 0 N/A 0 0 0
Below Grade 0 0 0 0 0 N/A 178 10 21
Total Parking 237 70 175 1,135 350 0 200 43 48
Total Construction Cost $5,556,000 $1,612,000  $7,087,000 $91,660,000 $21,008,000 N/A $13,318,000  $1,969,000  $3,035,000
Total Cost ($/SF) $234 $230 $81 $404 $300 N/A $277 $190 $191
Income / Saies Revenue '
Retail / Rest. Rent ($/5f) £4.00 $4.00 N/A N/A N/A N/A $4.00 $4.00 N/A
Light industrial ($/Sf) N/A N/A 51.15 N/A N/A, N/A N/A N/A N/A
Office Rent ($/5f) N/A N/A N/A $3.00 $3.00 N/A $3.00 $3.00 $3.00
Residential Rent ($/SF) N/A N/A N/A N/A, N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Parking ($/Space/Mo.) N/A N/A N/A $115 $115 NiA $115 $115 $115
Net Operating Income $1,044,000 $309,000 $1,106,000 $10,014,000 $3,088,000 N/A $1,498,000 $323,000 $473,000
Return on Investment® 8.00% 8.00% 8.00% 8.50% 8.50% N/A 8.21% 8.00% 8.00%
Residential Sales ($/Unit) N/A N/A N/A N/A, N/A N/A N/A N/A NiA
Return on Sales N/A N/A, N/A, N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Supportable Project Vaiue $13,050,000 $3,863,000 %13,825,000 $117,812,000 $36,329,000 N/A $18,250,000  $4,038,000  $5,913,000
Supportable Land Value $7,494,000 $2,251,000 $6,738,000 $26,152,000 $15,321,000 N/A $4,932,000 $2,069,000 $2,878,000
Land Value ($/SF) $39 $12 £35 $137 $80 N/A $231 $97 $135
Employment*
Number of Jobs 56 17 106 649 200 N/A 122 26 39
Sf/ Employee 420 420 830 350 350 N/A 394 395 410
Stabilized Pub, Revenues ° $151,000 $45,000 $49,000 $444,000 $137.000 N/A $109,000 $24,000 $25,000
Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
Filename: TIMS Analysis; App._A-1; 4/17/2007; de Page 1 of 5




APPENDIX A-1 - CONTINUED

SUMMARY OF PROTOTYPE DEVELOPMENT PRO FORMAS
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS

CITY OF BURBANK

BURBANK, CALIFORNIA

Site 4 - Neighborhood Center

Site 5 - Boulevard Commercial

Site 6 - Mixed Commercial Industrial

Proposed Use TIMS Use  Alt. TIMS Use Proposed Use TIMS Use  Alt. TIMS Use Proposed Use TIMS Use  Alt TIMS Use
MF / Relail MF / Retail None Office Office Retail Office Office Lgt. Industrial
Project Description
Lot Size (SF) 19,474 19,474 19,474 11,659 11,659 11,659 86,459 85,459 86,459
Gross Building Area 17,916 17,915 N/A 19,300 8,000 6,256 158,202 27811 42,000
Parking
Surface 0 0 N/A 0 5 9 54 83 84
Above Grade 20 20 N/A 0 0 0 0 0 0
Below Grade 25 25 N/A 58 19 12 419 0 0
Total Parking 45 45 0 58 24 21 474 83 84
Total Construction Cost $3,542,000 $3,542,000 N/A $4,621,000 $1,675,000 $1,288,000 $46,026,000  $4,661,000  $3,393,000
Total Cost ($/SF) $198 $198 N/A $239 $209 $206 $291 %168 $81
Income / Sales Revenue '
Retail / Rest. Rent (3/5f) $3.50 $3.50 N/A N/A N/A $2.25 N/A N/A N/A
Light Industrial ($/Sf) N/A N/A NIA N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A $1.15
Qffice Rent {$/5f) N/A N/A N/A $2.10 $2.10 N/A $3.00 $2.50 N/A
Res. Rent ($/Sf /7 Mo) 51.76 $1.76 N/A N/A N/A N/A NIA NIA N/A
Parking / Misc. Income 2
($/Space/Mo. or UnittMa.) 315 $15 NIA $0O $0 N/A $65 %0 N/A
Net Operating Income $335,000 $335,000 N/A $319,000 $132,000 $155,000 $4,284,000 $582,000 $530,000
Return on investment® 8.00% 8.00% N/A 8.00% 8.00% 9.00% 8.50% 8.25% 8.00%
Residential Sales ($/Unit) N/A N/A N/A N/A NiA N/A N/A N/A N/A
Return on Sales N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Supportable Project Value $4,188,000 $4,188,000 N/A $3,988,000 $1,650,000 $1,722,000 $50,400,000  $7,055,000 $6,625,000
Supportable Land Value $646,000 $646,000 N/A {$633,000) ($25,000) $434,000 $4,374,000 $2,394000 $3,232,000
Land Value ($/SF) $33 $33 N/A {554) ($2) $37 $51 $28 $37
Emglo][merlt4
Number of Jobs 40 40 N/A 47 20 14 452 68 51
Sf/ Employee 450 450 N/A 410 410 450 350 410 830
Stabilized Pub. Revenues ° $25,000 $25,000 N/A $22 000 $9,000 $21,000 $217,000 $34,000 $23,000
Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
Filename: TIMS Analysis; App._A-1, 4/17/2007; de Page 2 of 5




APPENDIX A-1 - CONTINUED

SUMMARY OF PROTOTYPE DEVELOPMENT FRO FORMAS

'IMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS
ITY OF BURBANK
SBURBANK, CALIFORNIA

Site 7 - Mixed Commercial industrial

Site 8 - Mixed Commercial Industrial

Site 9 - Mixed Commercial Industrial

Proposed Use TIMS Use  Alt. TIMS Use Proposed Use TIMS Use  Alt. TIMS Use Proposed Use TIMS Use Al TIMS Use
P. Prod./Flex P. Prod./Flex Lgt. Industrial  Shop.Cnir./Off. Shop.Cntr /Off. Shop. Cntr. Office Office L.T. Rest.
Project Description
Lot Size (SF) 55,166 55,166 55,166 953,544 953,544 953,544 59,014 59,014 59,014
Gross Building Area 60,000 23,608 26,900 395,472 296,072 287,500 60,000 18,980 10,750
Parking
Surface 73 71 54 785 785 1,440 82 57 108
Above Grade 0 0 0 983 539 0 0 0 0
Below Grade 107 0 0 0 0 0 98 0 8]
Total Parking 180 71 54 1,768 1,324 1,440 180 57 108
Total Construction Cost $8,803,000 $2,538,000 $2,173,000 $89,370,000 $65,126,000 $51,511,000 $11,274,000  $3,077,000  $2,398,000
Total Cost ($/SF) $147 $108 $81 $226 $220 $179 $188 $162 $223
Income / Sales Revenue '
Retail / Rest. Rent ($/5f) N/A N/A N/A 32.50 $2.50 $2.50 N/A N/A $3.25
Light Industrial ($/5f) $1.80 $1.80 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Office Rent ($/Sf) N/A N/A $1.15 $2.50 $2.50 N/A $1.90 $1.70 N/A
Residential Rent ($/SF) N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Parking ($/Space/Mo.) 2 $0 $0 N/A 360 $60 N/A $60 $0 N/A
Net Operating Income $4,179,000 $463,000 $338,000 $9,892,000 $7,506,000  $7,876,000 $948,000 $232,000 $384,000
Return on Investment 8.00% 8.00% 8.00% 9.24% 9.24% 9.50% 8.50% 8.00% 8.50%
Residential Sales ($/Unit} NIA N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Return on Sales N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Supportable Project Value $14,738,000 $5,788,000  $4,225,000 $107,106,000 $81,272,000 $82,905,000 $11,153,000  $2,900,000  $4,518,000
Supportable Land Value $5,935,000 $3,250,000  $2,052,000 $17,736,000 $16,146,000 $31,394,000 ($121,000) ($177,000) $2,120,000
Land Value ($/SF) $108 $59 $37 $19 $17 $33 ($2) ($3) $36
Employment *
Number of Jobs 146 58 32 610 456 351 146 46 33
Sf/ Employee 410 410 830 649 649 820 410 410 330
Stabilized Pub. Revenues ° $72,000 $28,000 $14,000 $1,1686,000 $876,000  $1,036,000 $63,000 $18,000 $64,000
Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
Filename: TIMS Analysis; App._A-1; 4/17/2007; de Page 3 of 5




APPENDIX A-1 - CONTINUED

SUMMARY OF PROTOTYPE DEVELOPMENT PRO FORMAS
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS

CITY OF BURBANK

BURBANK, CALIFORNIA

Site 10 - Downtown Commercial

Site 10 - BCP - Downtown Commercial

Site 11 - Mixed Commercial / Industrial

Proposed Use TIMS Use Alt. TIMS {Jse Proposed Use TIMS Use  Alt. TIMS Use Proposed Use TIMS Use Alt. TIMS Use
Condos / Retail Condos / Retail None Office / Retail  Office / Retail None Office Office 1.gt. Industrial

Project Description
Lot Size (SF) 83,951 83,951 83,951 83,951 83,851 83,951 117,023 117,023 117,023
Gross Building Area 182,130 182,130 N/A 140,927 134,030 N/A 120,000 37,644 57,200
Parking

Surface o] 0 N/A 128 127 N/A 191 113 114

Above Grade 0 o N/A 0 0] N/A 0 0 0

Below Grade 300 300 N/A 366 342 N/A 169 0 0
Total Parking 300 300 0 493 469 o 360 113 114
Total Construction Cost $50,426,000 $50,426,000 N/A $40,464,000 $38,104,000 N/A $29,310,000  $6,239,000 $4,620,000

Total Cost ($/3F) $277 $277 N/A $287 $284 N/A $244 $166 $81
Income / Sales Revenue '

Retail / Rest. Rent ($/5f) $4.00 $4.00 N/A, $4.00 $4.00 N/A N/A N/A N/A

Light Industrial ($/SH N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A $1.15

Office Rent ($/Sf} N/A N/A N/A $2.60 $2.60 N/A $2.25 $2.00 N/A

Residential Sales {$/5F) $433 $433 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Parking Income

($/Space/Mo.) ? N/A N/A N/A $82 $32 N/A $65 $65 N/A
Net Operating Income N/A N/A N/A $3,699,000 $3,522,000 N/A $2,384,000 $673,000 $721,000

Return on Investment® N/A N/A N/A 8.50% 8.50% N/A 8.50% 8.25% 8.00%
Sales Revenue

Residential Sales $62,896,000 362,896,000 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Retail Sale $7,413,000 $7.413,000 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A NIA
Supportable Project Value $70,309,000 $70,309,000 N/A $43,518,000 $41 435,000 N/A $28,047,000 $8,158,000 $9,013,000

Profit on Sale $10,546,060 $10.546,000 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Return an Sales * 15.00% 15.00% N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Supportable Land Value $9,337,000 $9,337,000 N/A $3,054,000 $3,331,000 N/A ($1,263,000) $1,919,000  $4,393,000

Land Value ($/SF) $111 3111 N/A $36 $40 N/A (311 %16 $38
Employment* 24 24 N/A 340 324 N/A 343 92 69

St/ Employee 450 450 iN/A 414 414 N/A 350 410 830
Stabilized Pub. Revenues ° $171,000 3171,000 N/A $218,000 $208,000 N/A $140,000 $43,000 $32,000

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc,
Filename: TIMS Analysis; App._A-1; 4/17/2007; de Page 4 of §




\PPENDIX A-1 - CONTINUED

UMMARY OF PROTOTYPE DEVELOPMENT PRO FORMAS
IMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS

ATY OF BURBANK

JURBANK, CALIFORNIA

Retlail rents are triple net; general office rents are full service gross,

~ Parking rates represent a blended monthly rate for reservediunreserved spaces. Does not consider valet/transient parking income.

- May reflect a blended return on investment / sale for projects containing a mix of uses with differing return requirements.

| Employment projeclions are based on data from the Southern California Association of Governments, 2001 Employment Density Study, Los Angeles dala, prepared by The Natelson
Company, Inc., the U.S, Energy Information Administration, 1985 Commercial Buildings Energy Consumption Survey Report, Released 2000, and other KMA projects. Employment
for residential components is not projected.

~ Public revenue projections are comprised of estimated stabilized sales, property and utility user revenues. The projections are provided for illustrative purposes only and do not
consider the impact of Burbank Redevelopment Agency properly tax revenues.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
Filename: TIMS Analysis; App._A-1, 417/20(7; de Page 5 of 5




APPENDIX A-2

Public Revenue Analysis



APPENDIX A-2

STABILIZED YEAR ESTIMATED ANNUAL MAJOR PUBLIC REVENUES
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS

CITY OF BURBANK

BURBANK, CALIFORNIA

Estimated Estimated  Estimated Utility Total
Sales Tax Property Tax User Tax Estimated
Land Use SF Revenues Revenues ' Revenues Revenues
Site 1
Proposed Use H.T. Rests. 23,695 $113,000 $32.000 $6,000 $151,000
TIMS Use H.T. Rests. 7,017 $33,000 £10,000 $2,000 $45,000
Alternative TIMS Use Light Industrial 87,700 30 $34,000 $15,000 $49,000
Site 2
Proposed Use Medical Office 227,000 $0 $285,000 $159,000 $444,000
TIMS Use Medicai Office 70,000 $0 $88,000 $49,000 $137.,000
Alternative TIMS Use None 0 $0 30 $0 $0
Site 3
Proposed Use Office/H.T. Rest. 48,040 $38,000 $45 000 $26,000 $109,000
TIMS Use Office/H.T. Rest. 10,354 $8,000 $10,000 $6,000 $24,000
Alternative TIMS Use Office 15,008 $0 $15,000 $10.000 $25,000
Site 4"
Proposed Use Apts /Retail 17,815 $13,000 $10,000 $2.000 $25,000
TIMS Use Apts./Retail 17,915 $13,000 $10,000 $2,000 $25,000
Alternative TIMS Use None 0 $0 $0 %0 $0
Site 5
Proposed Use Office 19,300 $0 $10,000 $12,000 $22.000
TIMS Use Office 8,000 $0 $4,000 $5,000 $9,000
Alernative TIMS Use Retail 6,256 $16,000 $4,000 $1,000 $21,000
Site 6
Proposed Use Office 158,202 30 $122,000 $95,000 $217,000
TIMS Use Office 27,811 $0 $17.000 $17,000 $34,000
Alternative TIMS Use Light industriat 42 000 $0 $16,000 $7.000 $23,000
Site 7
Proposed Use Post Prod./Flex 60,000 $0 $36,000 $36,000 $72,000
TiMS Use Post Prod . /Flex 23,606 30 $14,000 $14,000 $28,000
Alternative TIMS Use Light Industrial 26,900 30 $10,000 $4,000 $14,000
Site 8 2
Proposed Use Shop.Cnir./Office 395,472 $808,000 $253,000 $105,000 $1,166,000
TIMS Use Shop.Cntr./Office 286,072 $605,000 $192,000 $79,000 $876,000
Alternative TIMS Use Shopping Center 292,420 $793,000 $194,000 $43,000 $1,0356,000
Site 8
Proposed Use Office 60,000 $0 $27,000 $36,000 $63,000
TIMS Use Office 18,980 $0 $7.000 $11,000 $18,000
Alternative TIMS Use L. T. Restaurant 28,300 $51,000 $11,000 $2,000 $64,000

Prepared by. Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.

Filename: TIMS Analysis; App._A-2; 4/17/2007; de



APPENDIX A-2

STABILIZED YEAR ESTIMATED ANNUAL MAJOR PUBLIC REVENUES
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS

CITY OF BURBANK
BURBANK, CALIFORNIA

Estimated Estimated  Egtimated Utility Total
Sales Tax Property Tax User Tax Estimated
Land Use SF Revenues Revenues ' Revenues Revenues
Site 10 * Condos/Retail
Proposed Use Condos/Retail 200,930 $26,000 $130,000 $15,000 $171,000
TIMS Use None 200,930 $26,000 $130,000 $15,000 $171,000
Altemative TIMS Use 0 $0 50 $0 %0
Site 10 - Burbank Center Plan*
Proposed Use Office/Retail 140,927 $35,000 $105,000 $78,000 $218,000
TIMS Use Office/Retail 134,030 $34,000 $100,000 $74,000 $208,000
Alernative TIMS Use None 0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Site 11
Proposed Use Office 120,000 $0 $68,000 $72,000 $140,000
TIMS Use Office 37,643 30 $20,000 $23,000 $43,000
Alternative TIMS Use Light Industrial 57,200 $0 $22,000 $10,000 $32,000

1

oniy and do not consider the impact of Burbank Redevelopment Agency property tax increment revenues.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, inc.
Filename: TIMS Analysis; App._A-2; 4/17/2007; de

Projections assume the parcels are not located in redevelopment project areas. The projections are shown for illustrative purposes
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Comparative lllustrations (Graphs)



Site 1 - General Industrial
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Site 2 — Media District Commercial
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Site 3 — Media District Commercial
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Site 4 — Neighborhood Center
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Site 5 — Boulevard Commercial
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Site 6 — Mixed Commercial/Industrial
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Site 7 — Mixed Commercial/Industrial
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Site 8 — Mixed Commercial/Industrial
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Site 9 - Mixed Commercial/Industrial
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Site 10 — Downtown Commercial

120%

100% -

80% -

40%

20% -

0% -

Land Value Jobs Public Revenues

Proposed (Condos/Retail) TIMS (Condos/RetaiI) 1

Appendix A-3: Comparative Illustrations




Site 10 - BCP - Downtown Commercial
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Site 11 — Mixed Commercial/Industrial
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APPENDIX B

ANALYSIS SITES / PROJECTS
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS

CITY OF BURBANK
BURBANK, CALIFORNIA

Site No Name

1 A-1 Naorth

2 Burbank Medical Plaza

3 Office/Restaurant Project

4 Mixed Use Project

5 Office Building

6 M. David Paul Avon

Parcel

7 Westwind Media

g Crown-Menasco

9 D'Argenzio Property

10 Opportunity Site 5

10 Opportunity Site 5 -
Burbank Center Plan

1M Borman Steel

Address
2555 N Hollywood Way

201 S Buena Vista Gt

4001-4017 Riverside Dr

1701 Verdugo Ave
4201 W Magnolia Blvd
3435 Empire Ave

100 W Alameda Ave
San Fernando Blvd &

Alameda Ave

1204 W Burbank Blvd

1st St & Olive St

1st St & Olive St

110 W Olive Ave

Zip Code
91505

91505

91505

91505
91506

91504

91502

91502

91506

91502

91602

91502

Land Area - 5f

Cuirent Use

Proposed Use

193,406

190,957

21,360

19,474
11,659

86,459

55,166

953,544

59,014

83,951

83,951

117,023

Vacant

SF / MF Res.

Strip Comm.

SF Res.
Comm./ Pkng.

Vacant

P.Prod./Ind.
Vacant Ind. /
Storage

Lgt. Industrial

Pkng./Comm /
Office

Pkng./Comm /
Office

Heavy Ind.

H.T. Resis.

Medical Office

Office /{ H.T.Rest.

MF / Retait
Office

Office

F. Prod./Flex

Shop.Cntr fOff.

Office

Condos / Retail

Office / Retail

Office

TIMS Use

Alt. TIMS Use

H.T. Rests.

Medical Office

Office /
H.T.Rest.

MF / Retail
Office

Office

P. Prod./Flex

Shop.Cntr JOff.

Office

Condos /
Retail

Office / Retail

Office

Lgt. Industrial

None

Office

None
Refail

Lgt. Industrial

Lgt. Industrial

Shop. Catr.

L.T. Rest.

None

None

Lgt. Industriat

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
Filename: TIMS Analysis; App._B; 4/17/2007; de
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Map of Analysis Sites



Appendix C
Burbank TIMS Project Sites
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General Plan Update Land Use Control Economic Analysis
Sites Studied by Keyser Marston Associates

2555 N. Hollywood Way

A-1 North

Site 1

-

EXHIBIT B



General Plan Update Land Use Control Economic Analysis
Sites Studied by Keyser Marston Associates

Site 2
Burbank Medical Plaza
201 S. Buena Vista St.




General Plan Update Land Use Control Economic Analysis
Sites Studied by Keyser Marston Associates

Site 3
Office/Restaurant Project
4001-4017 Riverside Dr.

Note: Propose rojét pareel area does not include single “holdout” parcel depicted in
the aerial photo above. Proposed project places all square footage and subterranean
parking on the larger parcel to the west and a surface parking lot on the smaller parcel to
the east.









General Plan Update Land Use Control Economic Analysis

Sites Studied by Keyser Marston Associates

Site 6

M. David Paul Avon Parcel

3435 Empire Ave.







General Plan Update Land Use Control Economic Analysis
Southwest Quadrant of San Fernando Blvd. and Alameda Ave.

Sites Studied by Keyser Marston Associates

Crown-Menasco

Site §

* Currently used for media production vehicle storage






General Plan Update Land Use Control Economic Analysis
Sites Studied by Keyser Marston Associates

Southeast Comer First St. and Olive Ave.

Opportunity Site 5

Site 10

Site does not include ex1st1n bank building but does include '(and replaces) the

arki

Note

ng area

bank p



General Plan Update Land Use Control Economic Analysis
Sites Studied by Keyser Marston Associates

Site 11
Borman Steel
110 W Olive Ave,

Note: This site should be contrasted to the BCP office project shown on Site 10 above.
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Site 1



TABLE 1

ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COSTS
SITE 1 - GENERAL INDUSTRIAL

PROPOSED USE - 23,695 SF HIGH TURN OVER RESTAURANT PROJECT

TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS
BURBANK, CALIFORNIA

|. Direct Costs’

Off Site Improvements Allowance 30
On Site Improvements 183,406 Sf of Land $5 /SflLand 967,000
Parking Costs 2 237 Spaces $1,500 /Space 355,000
Building Shell Costs
High Traffic Restaurant 15,470 Sfof GBA $85 /SfGRA 1,315,000
Fast Food - Drive Thru 5875 Sfof GBA $80 /SfGBA 470,000
Fast Food 2,350 Sfof GBA $80 /SfGBA 188,000
Tenant Improvement Costs
High Traffic Restaurant 15,470 Sfof GLA $30 /SfGLA 464,000
Fast Food - Drive Thru 5,875 Sfof GLA $20 /STGLA 118,000
Fast Food 2,350 Sfof GLA 320 /STGLA 47,000
Contingency 5% of Other Direct Costs 196,000
Total Direct Costs 23,685 Sfof GBA $174 /5f GBA $4,120,000
Il. indirect Costs
Arch., Eng. & Consulting 6% of Direct Costs $247.000
Pubiic Permits & Fees ® 23,695 Sfof GBA $8 /SfGBA 213,000
Taxes, Ins., Legal & Accing. 2% of Direct Costs 82,600
Marketing
Leasing Commissions 23,685 Sfof GLA $10 /SfGLA 237,000
Development Management 3% of Direct Costs 124,000
Contingency * 5% of Other Direct Costs 39,000
Total Indirect Costs 942 000
{{. Financing Costs
Construction Loan ° $5,556,000 Financed @ 7.8% interest $233,000
Loan Points & Fees $13,050,000 Supp. Value 2.0 Points 261,000
Total Financing Costs 494 000
IV{Total Construction Costs 23,695 Sfof GRA $234 /SfGBA $5,556,000 |

Assumes cost for surface parking.

Excludes Development Management.

L2 B O I . Y

Assumes a 10-month construction period and an average outstanding loan balance of 65%.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.

File name: TIMS Analysis; Site 1_Proposed; de 4/17/2607

Assumes prevailing wage payments are not required.

Estimated based on prior TIMS analysis and discussions with City staff.



TABLE 2

ESTIMATED STABILIZED NET OPERATING INCOME

SITE 1 - GENERAL INDUSTRIAL

PROPOSED USE - 23,695 SF HIGH TURN OVER RESTAURANT PROJECT
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS

BURBANK, CALIFORNIA

. Rental Income

Base Rental Income 23,695 Sfof GLA P48 /STGLA $1,137,000
Potential Gross income $1,137,000
(Less) Vacancy & Collections 5% Potential Gross Income (57,000)
Effective Gross Income $1,080,000
Il. Operating Expenses
Management : 3% of EGI ($32,000)
Operating & Capital Reserves 23,695 5f of GBA $0.15 / SfGBA (4,000)
Total Expenses (36,000)
IIl.l_Stabilized Net Operating income $1,044,000 I

! Restaurant rents are based on KMA Burbarnk retail survey and KMA's experience with similar projects. Rents equate to

$4.00 per square foot per month.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, inc.
File name: TIMS Analysis; Site 1_Proposed; de 4/17/2007



TABLE 3

RESIDUAL LAND VALUE CALCULATION
SITE 1 - GENERAL INDUSTRIAL

PROPOSED USE - 23,695 SF HIGH TURN OVER RESTAURANT PROJECT

TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYS!S
BURBANK, CALIFORNIA

. Supportabie Private Investment

Net Operating Income See TABLE 2 $1,044,000
Threshold Return on Investment 8.0%
Supportable Private investment $13,050,000
Il. Residual tand Value Calculation
Supportable Private Investment $13,050,000
(Less) Total Construction Costs See TABLE 1 (5,556,000}
Residual Land Value $7,494,000

193,406 Sfof Land

$39 /Sfland

Prepared by: Keyser Marsion Associates, Inc.
File name: TIMS Analysis; Site 1_Proposed; de 4/7/2007




TABLE 1

ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COSTS
SITE 1 - GENERAL INDUSTRIAL

TIVIS USE - 7,017 SF HIGH TURN QVER RESTAURANT PROJECT

THVS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS

BURBANK, CALIFORNIA

IH,

Direct Costs

Off Site Improvements Allowance $0
On Site Improvements * 48352 Sfof Land $5 /Sfland 242,000
Parking Costs 8 70 Spaces $1,500 /Space 105,000
Building Shell Costs
High Traffic Restaurant 4581 5f of GBA $85 /SfGBA 389,000
Fast Food - Drive Thru 1,740 Sf of GBA 80 /Sf GBA 139,000
Fast Food 696 Sfof GBA $380 /SfGBA 56,000
Tenant Improvement Costs
High Traffic Restaurant 4581 5fof GLA $30 /SiGLA 137,000
Fast Food - Drive Thru 1,740 Sfof GLA $20 /SfGLA 35,000
Fast Food 696 Sfof GLA $20 /SfGLA 14,000
Contingency 5% of Other Direct Costs 56,000
Total Direct Costs 7,017 Sfof GBA $167 /SfGBA $1,173,000
Indirect Costs
Arch., Eng. & Consulting 6% of Direct Costs $70,000
Public Permits & Fees * 7,017 Sfof GBA $9 /SfGBA 63,000
Taxes, Ins., Legal & Accing. 2% of Direct Costs 23,000
Marketing
Leasing Commissions 7.017 Sfof GLA 313 /STGLA 21,000
Development Management 3% of Direct Costs 35,000
Contingency 5% of Other Direct Costs 12,000
Total Indirect Costs 294,000
Financing Costs
Construction Loan ® $1,612,000 Financed @ 7.8% Interest $68,000
Loan Points & Fees $3,883,000 Supp. Value 2.0 Points 77,000
Total Financing Costs 145,000
lv.ﬁotal Construction Costs 7.017 Sfof GBA $230 /Sf GBA $1,612,000 I

ot A W N

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.

Assumes prevailing wage paymenfs are not required.

Assumes development requires 1/4 of the land area; remaining land would be undeveloped.
Assumes cost for surface parking.

Estimated based on prior TS analysis and discussions with City staff.

Excludes Development Management.
Assumes a 10-month construction period and an average outstanding loan balance of 65%.

File name: TIMS Analysis; Site 1_TIMS; de 4/47/2007



TABLE 2

ESTIMATED STABILIZED NET OPERATING INCOME

SITE 1 - GENERAL INDUSTRIAL

TIMS USE - 7,017 SF HIGH TURN OVER RESTAURANT PROJECT
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS

BURBANK, CALIFORNIA

l. Rental Income '

Base Rental income 7,017 SfofGLA $48 /SfGLA $337.000
Potential Gress Income $337,000
{Less) Vacancy & Collections 5% Potential Gross Income (17,000)
Effective Gross Income $320,000
Ii. Operating Expenses
Management 3% of EGI {$10,000)
Operating & Capital Reserves 4,581 Sfof GBA $0.15 / 5T GBA {1,000)
Total Expenses {11.000)
N1l. [Stabilized Net Operating Income $309,000 |

1

$4.00 per sguare foot per month.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File name: TIMS Analysis; Site 1_TIMS; de 4/17/2007

Restaurant rents are based on KMA Burbank retail survey and KMA's experience with similar projects. Rents equate to



TABLE 3

RESIDUAL LAND VALUE CALCULATION

SITE 1 - GENERAL INDUSTRIAL
TIMS USE - 7,017 SF HIGH TURN OVER RESTAURANT PROJECT
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS
BURBANK, CALIFORNIA

Ht.

Supportable Private Investment

193,406 Sfof Land

$12 /5fLand

Net Operating Income See TABLE 2 $309.000
Threshold Retum on Investment 8.0%
Supportable Private investment $3.863,000
. Residual Land Value Calculation
Supportable Private Investment $3,863,000
{Less) Total Construction Costs See TABLE 1 (1,612,000)
Residual Land Value $2,251,000

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.

File name: TIMS Analysis; Site 1_TIMS; de 4/17/2007




TABLE 1

ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COSTS
SITE 1 - GENERAL INDUSTRIAL

ALTERNATIVE TIMS USE - 87,700 SF OF LIGHT INDUSTRIAL

TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS
BURBANK, CALIFORNIA

|. Direct Costs '

Off Site Improvements 2 Aliowance $0
Parking Costs * 175 Spaces $1,500 /Space 263,000
Building Shell Costs 87,700 Sfof GBA $50 s/SfGBA 4,385,000
Tenant Improvement Costs 8,770 Sfof GLA 315 /SFGLA 132,000
Contingency 5% of Other Direct Costs 239,000
Tota! Direct Costs 87,700 Sfof GBA IST GBA $5,019,000
Il. Indirect Costs
Arch., Eng. & Consulting 6% of Direct Costs $301,000
Public Permits & Fees * 87,700 Sfof GBA $6 /5f GBA 526,000
Taxes, Ins., Legal & Accing. 2% of Direct Cosis 100,600
Marketing
Leasing Commissions 87,700 5Sfof GLA 54 /SFGLA 351,000
Deveiopment Management 3% of Direct Costs 151,000
Contingency ° 5% of Other Direct Costs 64000
Total indirect Costs 1,483,000
Ill. Financing Costs
Construction Loan ® $7,087,000 Financed @ 7.8% Interest $298.000
Loan Points & Fees $13,825,000 Supp. Value 2.0 Points 277,000
Total Financing Costs 575,000
IV.[Total Construction Costs 87,700 Sfof GBA $81 /St GBA $7,087,000 |

City staff should estimate this cost.
Assumes surface parking.

Excludes Development Management.

[ I S B R N

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.

Assumes prevailing wage payments are not required,

Estimated based on discussions with City staff.

File name: TIMS Analysis; Site 1_Alt; de 4/17/2007

Assumes a 10-month construction pericd and an average outstanding loan balance of 65%.



TABLE 2

ESTIMATED STABILIZED NET OPERATING INCOME

SITE 1 - GENERAL INDUSTRIAL

ALTERNATIVE TIMS USE - 87,700 SF OF LIGHT INDUSTRIAL
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS

BURBANK, CALIFORNIA

. Rental income

Base Rental Income ' 87,700 Sfof GLA $14 /SFGLA $1.,210,000
Potential Gross Income $1,210,000
(Less) Vacancy & Coliections 5% Potential Gross Income {61,000)
Effective Gross Income $1,149,000
H. QOperating Expenses
Management 3% of EG! {$34,000)
Operating & Capital Reserves B7,700 Sfof GBA $0.10 / ST GBA {9,000)
Total Expenses (43,000)
. @abilized Net Operating Income $1 ,106,001]

1

Colliers International, 2Q/06. Rents equate to $1.15 per square foot per month.

Prepared by, Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File name: TIMS Analysis; Site 1_Alt; de 4/17/2007

Based on KMA's Burbank industrial rent survey and the San Fernando Valiey & Ventura County Industrial Market Report,



TABLE 3

RESIDUAL LAND VALUE CALCULATION

SITE 1 - GENERAL INDUSTRIAL

ALTERNATIVE TIMS USE - 87,700 SF OF LIGHT INDUSTRIAL
TIMS LLAND VALUATION ANALYSIS

BURBANK, CALIFORNIA

. Supportable Private Investment

Net Operating Income See TABLE 2 $1,106,000
Threshold Return on Investment 8.0%
Supportable Private Investment $13,825,000
il. Residual Land Value Calculation
Supportable Private Investment $13,825,000
(Less) Total Construction Costs See TABLE 1 (7,087,000}
Residual Land Value $6,738,000

193,406 Sfof Land

$35 /Sfland

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, inc.
File name: TIMS Analysis; Site _Alt, de 4/17/2007
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Site 2



TABLE 1

ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COSTS

SITE 2 - MEDIA DISTRICT COMMERCIAL
PROPOSED USE - 227,000 SF MEDICAL CENTER
TIMS LAND VALUATICN ANALYSIS

BURBANK, CALIFORNIA

|. Direct Costs '

Off Site Improvements Allowance $0
On Site Improvements 190,957 Sfof Land $5 /8fLand 955,000
Parking Costs ? 1,135 Spaces $15,000 /Space 17,025,000
Building Shell Costs 227,000 Sfof GBA $155 /SfGBA 35,185,000
Tenant Improvement Costs 221,893 SfofGLA $65 /Sf GLA 14,423,000
Contingency 5% of Other Direct Costs 3,379,000
Total Direct Costs 227,000 Sfof GBA $313 /SfGBA $70,867,000
Il. Indirect Costs
Arch., Eng. & Consulting 6% of Direct Costs $4,258,000
Public Permits & Fees ® 227,000 Sfof GBA $9 /SfGBA 2,043,000
Taxes, Ins., Legal & Accing. 2% of Direct Costs 1,419,000
Marketing .
Leasing Commissions 221,893 Sfof GLA $10 /SfGLA 2,219,000
Development Management 3% of Direct Costs 2,128,000
Contingency * 5% of Other Direct Costs 497,000
Total indirect Costs 12,565,000
lll. Financing Costs
Construction Loan ° $21,660,000 Financed @ 7.8% Interest 35,772,000
Loan Points & Feas $117,812,000 Supp. Value 2.0 Points 2,356,000
Total Financing Costs 8,128,000

IV.{Total Construction Costs 227,000 Sfof GBA $404 /5f GBA

$91,660,000 |

Assumes prevailing wage payments are not required.

Assumes costs for above ground parking structures.

Estimated based on prior TIMS analysis and discussions with City staff.

Excludes Development Management.

Assumes a 15-month construction period and an average outstanding loan balance of 65%.

ToE W N

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File name: TIMS Analysis; Site 2_Proposed; de 4/17/2007



TABLE 2

ESTIMATED STABILIZED NET CPERATING INCOME
SITE 2 - MEDIA DISTRICT COMMERCIAL
PROPOSED USE - 227,000 SF MEDICAL CENTER
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS

BURBANK, CALIFORNIA

I. Rental Income"

2

Base Rental Income 221,893 Sfof GLA $36 /STGLA $7,888,000
Parking Income
Transient Income 734,813 Visits/Yr $4 /visit 2,840,000
Monthly Income 170 Spaces $115 /Sp.Mo. 235,000
Potential Gross income $11,163,000
{Less} Vacancy & Collections 5% Potential Gross Income {558,000)
Effective Gross Income $10,605,000
Il. Operating Expenses $
Parking Expenses 1,135 Spaces $500 /Space (3$568,000)
Op. & Capital Reserves 227,000 Sfof GBA $0.10 / Sf GBA (23,000)
Total Expenses (551,000)
IIl.]gtabilized Net Operating Income $10,014,000 ]

' Based on KMA's experience with similar projects and discussions with medical project developers.
% Rents equate to $3.00 per square foot per month.
® Based on discussions with medical project developers.

Prepared by. Keyser Marston Associates, inc.
Fite name: TIMS Analysis; Site 2_Proposed; de 4/17/2007



TABLE 3

RESIDUAL LAND VALUE CALCULATION
SITE 2 - MEDIA DISTRICT COMMERCIAL

PROPOSED USE - 227,000 SF MEDICAL CENTER
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYS!S
BURBANK, CALIFORNIA

Supportable Private Investment

Net Operating Income
Threshold Retum on Investment

Supportable Private Investment

Residual Land Value Calculation

Supportable Private Investment
{Less) Total Construction Costs

See TABLE 2

See TABLE 1

$10,014,000
8.50%

$117,812,000

$117,812,000
{91,660,000)

Residual Land Value

190,857 Sfof Land

$137 /SflLand

$26,152,000

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.

File name: TIMS Analysis; Site 2_Proposed; de 4/17/2007




TABLE 1

ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COSTS
SITE 2 - MEDIA DISTRICT COMMERCIAL
TIMS USE - 70,000 SF MEDICAL CENTER
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS
BURBANK, CALIFORNIA

{. Direct Costs '
Off Site Improvements Allowance 50
On Site Improvements 180,957 Sf of Land $5 /Sfland 955,000
Parking Costs * 350 Spaces $1,500 /Space 525,000
Building Sheli Costs 70,000 Sfof GBA $130 /STGBA 9,100,000
Tenant Improvement Costs 68,425 Sfof GLA $65 ISTGLA 4,448 000
Contingency 5% of Other Direct Costs 751,000
Total Direct Costs 70,000 Sfof GBA $225 /51 GBA $15,779,000
. Indirect Costs
Arch., Eng. & Consulting 6% of Direct Costs $947.000
Public Permits & Fees * 70,000 Sfof GBA $9 /SfGBA 630,000
Taxes, Ins., Legal & Accing. 2% of Direct Costs 316,000
Marketing
} easing Commissions 68,4256 Sfof GLA $10 /SfGLA 584,000
Development Management 3% of Direct Costs 473,000
Contingency 4 5% of Other Direct Costs 129,000
Total Indirect Costs 3,179,000
ill. Financing Costs
Construction Loan ° $21,008,000 Financed @ 7.8% Interest $1,323,000
Loan Points & Fees $36,329,000 Supp. Value 2.0 Points 727,000
Total Financing Costs 2,050,600

IV.[TotaI Construction Costs 70,000 5f of GBA $300 /Sf GBA $21 ,DDB,DDM
' Assumes prevailing wage payments are not required.
? Assumes surface parking.
* Estimated based on prior TIMS analysis and discussions with City staff.
4 Excludes Development Management.
5

Assumes a 15-month construction period and an average outstanding loan balance of 65%.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File name: TIMS Analysis; Site 2_TIMS; de 4/17/2007



TABLE 2

ESTIMATED STABILIZED NET OPERATING INCOME

SITE 2 - MEDIA DISTRICT COMMERCIAL
TIMS USE - 70,000 SF MEDICAL CENTER

TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS
BURBANK, CALIFORNIA

I. Rental Income '

Base Rental Income ? 68,425 Sf of GLA $36 /SFfGLA $2.453,000
Parking Income
Transient Income 226,625 Visits/Yr $4 Nisit 907,000
Monthly Income 53 Spaces $115 /Sp.Mo. 72,000
Potential Gross Income $3,442 000
(Less) Vacancy & Collections 5% Potential Gross Income {(172,000)
Effective Gross Income $3,270,000
ll. Operating Expenses
Parking Expenses 350 Spaces 3500 /Space {$175,000)
Op. & Capital Reserves ° 70,000 Sfof GBA $0.10 / 5f GBA {7,000)
Total Expenses (182,000)
fIl.|Stabilized Net Operating Income $3,088,000 |

' Based on KMA's experience with similar projects and discussions with medical project developers.
¢ Rents equate to $3.00 per square joot per month.
* Based on discussions with medical project deveiopers.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.

File name: TIMS Analysis; Site 2_TIMS: de 4/17/2007



TABLE 3

RESIDUAL LAND VALUE CALCULATION
SITE 2 - MEDIA DISTRICT COMMERCIAL
TIMS USE - 70,000 SF MEDICAL CENTER
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS
BURBANK, CALIFORNIA

[. Supportable Private Investment

Net Operating Income See TABLE 2 $3,088,000
Threshold Return on Investment 8.5%
Supportable Private Investment $36.325,000
. Residual Land Value Calculation
Supportable Private Investment $36,329,000
(Less) Total Construction Costs See TABLE 1 (21,008,000)
lll.|Residual Land Value $15,321,000

190,957 Sf of Land

$80 /Sf Land

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File name: TIMS Analysis; Site 2_TIMS; de 4/17/2007




APPENDIX D-3

Site 3



TABLE 1

ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COSTS

SITE 3 - MEDIA DISTRICT COMMERCIAL
PROPOSED USE - 40,000 SF OFFICE BUILDING AND 8,040 SF RESTAURANT

TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS

BURBANK, CALIFORNIA

[

L.

IH.

Direct Costs ’

Off Site Improvements 2 Allowance $0
On Site Improvements 21,360 Sfof Land $5 /Sfland 107,000
Parking Costs
Surface Spaces 22 Spaces $1,500 /Space 33,000
Below Grade Spaces ® 178 Spaces $27,500 /Space 4,890,000
Building Sheli Costs
Office 40,000 Sfof GBA $80 /SfGBA 3,200,000
Restaurant 8,040 Sfof GBA $80 /SfGBA 643,000
Tenant Improvement Costs
Office 39,100 Sfof GLA $20 /STGLA 800,000
Restaurant 8,040 Sfof GLA $30 /STGLA 241,000
Contingency 5% of Other Direct Costs 486,000
Total Direct Costs 48,040 Sfof GBA $217 /5f GBA $10,410,000
Indirect Costs
Arch., Eng. & Consuiting 6% of Direct Costs $625,000
Public Permits & Fees * 48,040 Sfof GBA $6 /SfGBA 288,000
Taxes, Ins., Legal & Accing. 2% of Direct Costs 208,000
Marketing
Leasing Commissions 47,140 Sfof GLA $10 /SfGLA 471,000
Development Management 3% of Direct Costs 312,000
Contingency ° 5% of Other Direct Costs 80,000
Total Indirect Costs 1,884,000
Financing Costs
Construction Loan ® $13,318,000 Financed @ 7.8% Interest $559,000
Loan Points & Fees $18,250,000 Supp. Value 2.0 Points 365,000
Total Financing Costs 924 D00
IV.|Total Construction Costs 48,040 Sfof GBA $277 /ST GBA $13,318,000 ]

' Assumes prevailing wage payments are not required.

? City staff should estimate this cost,

Reflects a blended cost for below grade parking of $20,000 and $30,000, res
parking spaces, rather than the 200 spaces utilized in this analysis.

4

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc,

Estimaied based on prior TIMS analysis and discussions with City staff,

Excludes Development Management.
Assumes a 10-month construction period and an average outstanding lean balance of 65%.

File name: TIMS Analysis; Site 3_Proposed ; de 4/17/2007

pectively. Site plan reflected 166 required



TABLE 2

ESTIMATED STABILIZED NET OPERATING INCOME

SITE 3 - MEDIA DISTRICT COMMERCIAL

PROPOSED USE - 40,000 SF OFFICE BUILDING AND 8,040 SF RESTAURANT

TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS
BURBANK, CALIFORNIA

. Rental Income

Base Rental Income "2

Office Income 39,100 STGLA $36 /STGLA $1,408,000
Restaurant income 8,040 SIGLA $48 /ST GLA 386,000
Parking Income
Monthly Income * 132 Spaces $115 /Sp.Mo. 181,000
Potential Gross Income $1,975,000
{Less) Vacancy & Collections 5% Excludes Restaurant (79,000)
Effective Gross Income $1,896,000
Il. Operating Expenses
Unreimbursed Off. Expenses 40,000 Sfof GLA $6.00 /SfGLA ($240,000)
Parking Expense * 178 Spaces $500 /Space {89,000)
Management 3% of EGI (57,000)
Operating & Capital Reserves 48,040 Sf of GBA $0.25 / ST GBA (12,000}
Total Expenses (358,000}
Il [Stabilized Net Operating Income $1,498 000 |

! Based on KMA Burbank office rent survey, October 2006 and Tri Cities Office Market Report, Calliers International,
30Q/06; CBRE MarketView, Los Angeles Office, 3Q/06; interviews with real estate leasing broker. Restaurant rents are
based on KMA Burbank retail survey and KMA's experience with similar projects.

(S N

spaces. Assumes no income for restaurant parking.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.

Reflects parking expense for below grade structure.

File name: TIMS Analysis; Site 3_Proposed ; de 4/17/2007

Office and restaurant rents equate to $3.00 and $4.00 per square foot per month, respectively.
Monthly parking income based on rental of 110% of office spaces. Assumes a blended rate for reserved and unreserved



TABLE 3

RESIDUAL LAND YALUE CALCULATION
SITE 3 - MEDIA DISTRICT COMMERCIAL

PROPQOSED USE - 40,000 SF OFFICE BUILDING AND 8,040 SF RESTAURANT

TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS
BURBANK, CALIFORNIA

i. Supportable Private Investment

Net Operating Income See TABLE 2 $1,498,000
Threshold Return on Investment ' 8.2%
Supportable Private Investment $18.250,000
. Residual { and Value Calctilation
Supportabie Private Investment $18,250,000
(Less) Total Construction Costs See TABLE 1 (13,318,000}
ill. |Residual Land Value $4,932 000

21,360 SfofLand

$231 /SflLand

' Represents a biended return on investment of 8.25% and 8.00% for office and restaurant respectively.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File name: TIMS Analysis; Site 3_Proposed ; de 4/17/2007




TABLE1

ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COSTS
SITE 3 - MEDIA DISTRICT COMMERCIAL

TIMS USE - 8,485 SF OFFICE BUILDING AND 1,674 SF RESTAURANT

TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS

BURBANK, CALIFORNIA

L

[

Direct Costs

Off Site Improvements * Allowance $0
On Site Improvements 21,360 Sfofland $5 /Siland 107,000
Parking Costs
Surface Spaces 33 Spaces $1,500 /Space 50,000
Below Grade Spaces 10 Spaces $20,000 /Space 200,000
Building Shell Costs
Office 8,680 Sfof GBA $80 /SfGBA 594,000
Restaurant 1674 Sf of GBA $80 /STGBA 134,000
Tenant improvement Costs
Office 8,485 Sfof GLA $20 /STGLA 170,000
Restaurant 1,674 Sfof GLA $30 /STGLA 50,000
Contingency 5% of Other Direct Costs 70,000
Total Direct Costs 10,354 Sfof GBA $142 /STGBA $1,475,000
Indirect Costs
Arch., Eng. & Consulting 6% of Direct Costs $89,000
Public Permits & Fees * 10,354 Sfof GBA $6 /SfGBA 62,000
Taxes, Ins., Legal & Accing. 2% of Direct Costs 30,000
Marketing
Leasing Commissions 10,159 Sfof GLA $9 /SfGLA 91,000
Development Management 3% of Direct Costs 44,000
Contingency * 5% of Other Direct Costs 14,000
Total Indirect Costs 330,000
Financing Costs
Construction Loan ° $1,869,000 Financed @ 7.8% Interest $83,000
Loan Points & Fees $4,038,000 Supp. Value 2.0 Points 81,000
Total Financing Costs 164,000
IV.[Total Construction Costs 10,354 Sfof GBA $190 /SfGBA $1,969,000 |

o B WM

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.

Assumes prevailing wage payments are not required.

City staff should estimate this cost.

Esfimated based on prior TIMS analysis and discussions with City staff,

Excludes Development Management.
Assumes a 10-month construction period and an average outstanding loan balance of 65%.

File name: TIMS Analysis; Site 3_TIMS; de 4/17/2007



TABLE 2

ESTIMATED STABILIZED NET OPERATING INCOME

SITE 3 - MEDIA DISTRICT COMMERCIAL
TIMS USE - 8,485 SF OFFICE BUILDING AND
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS
BURBANK, CALIFORNIA

1,674 SF RESTAURANT

. Rental Income

Base Rental Income "2

8,485 SfGLA $36 /SEGLA

Office Income $305,000
Restaurant Income 1,674 STGLA $48 /ST GLA 80,000
Parking Income *
Uncovered Spaces 18 Spaces $115 /Sp.Mo. 25,000
Covered Spaces 17 Spaces $0 /Sp.Mo. 0
Potential Gross Income $410,000
(Less) Vacancy & Coliections 5% Excludes Restaurant (15,000)
Effective Gross income $385,000
Il. Operating Expenses
Unreimbursed Off. Expenses 8,680 Sfof GLA $5.00 /SfGLA ($52,000)
Parking Expense * 10 Spaces $500 /Space (5,000)
Management 3% of EGI (12,000)
Operating & Capital Reserves 10,354 Sfof GBA $0.25 / ST GBA (3,000)
Total Expenses (72,000
IIL‘StabiIized Net Operating Income $323,Dlm

' Based on KMA Burbank office rent survey, October 2006 and Tri Cities Office Market Report, Colliers International,
3Q/06; CBRE MarketView, Los Angeles Office, 3Q/06; interviews with real estate leasing broker. Restaurant rents are
based on KMA Burbank retail survey and KMA's experience with similar projects.

? Qffice and restaurant rents equate to $3.00 and $4.00 per sgquare foot per month, respectivaly.
® Office spaces are rented at 110% of capacity. Assumes a biended rate for reserved and unreserved spaces. Assumes

no income for restaurant parking

* Reflects parking expense for below grade parking structure.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Asscciates, inc.
File name: TIMS Analysis; Site 3_TIMS; de 4/17/2007



TABLE 3

RESIDUAL LAND VALUE CALCULATION
SITE 3 - MEDIA DISTRICT COMMERCIAL

TIMS USE - 8,485 SF OFFICE BUILDING AND 1,674 SF RESTAURANT

TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS
BURBANK, CALIFORNIA

[. Supportable Private Investment

Net Operating income See TABLE 2 $323,000
Threshold Retumn on Investment 8.0%
Supportable Private Investment $4,038,000
. Residual Land Vaiue Calcuiation
Supportable Private tnvestment $4,038,000
(Less) Total Construction Costs See TABLE 1 (1,869,000)
1. |Residual Land Value $2,069,000

21,360 &f of Land

$97 /5fLand

1 Represents a blended return on investment of 8.00% and 8.00% for office and restaurant respectively.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File name; TIMS Analysis; Site 3_TIMS; de 4/17/20G7




TABLE 1

ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COSTS

SITE 3 - MEDIA DISTRICT COMMERCIAL

ALTERNATIVE TIMS USE - 15,909 SF OFFICE BUILDING
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS

BURBANK, CALIFORNIA

I. Direct Costs '
Off Site Improvements 2 Allowance $0
On Site Improvements 21,360 Sfofland $5 /SflLand 107,000
Parking Costs
Surface 27 Spaces $1,500 /Space 41,000
Beilow Grade 21 Spaces $20,000 /Space 415,000
Building Shell Costs 15,909 Sfof GBA $80 /SfGBA 1,273,000
Tenant improvement Costs 15,551 Sfof GLA $20 /SfGLA 311,000
Contingency 5% of Other Direct Costs 107,000
Total Direct Costs 15,808 Sf of GBA $142 /STGBA $2,254,000
I.. Indirect Costs
Arch., Eng. & Consulting 6% of Direct Costs $135,000
Public Permits & Fees > 15,908 Sfof GBA 36 /SfGBA 85,000
Taxes, Ins., Lega! & Accing. 2% of Direct Costs 45,000
Marketing
Leasing Commissions 15,551 Sf of GLA %11 /STGLA 171,000
Development Management 3% of Direct Costs 68,000
Contingency * 5% of Other Direct Costs 22,000
Total Indirect Costs 536,000
Ill. Financing Costs
Construction Loan ° $3,035,000 Financed @ 7.8% Interest $127,000
Loan Points & Fees $5,813,000 Supp. Value 2.0 Points 118,000
Total Financing Costs 245,000
IV.[Total Construction Costs 15,909 Sf of GBA $191 /SEGBA $3,035,000 |

' Assumes prevailing wage payments are not required.
2 City staff should estimate this cost.

* Estimated based on prior TIMS analysis and discussions with City staff.

¢ Excludes Development Management.

® Assumes a 10-month construction period and an average outstanding loan balance of 85%.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File name: TIMS Analysis; Site 3_Alt.; de 4/17/2007



TABLE 2

ESTIMATED STABILIZED NET OPERATING INCOME
SITE 3 - MEDIA DISTRICT COMMERCIAL

ALTERNATIVE TIMS USE - 15,909 SF OFFICE BUILDING
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS

BURBANK, CALIFORNIA

. Rental Income

Base Rental Income”

Office Income 15,551 SfGLA $36 /STGLA $560,000
Parking lncome
Uncovered Spaces 52 Spaces $115 /Sp.Mo. 72,000
Covered Spaces 0 Spaces $0 /Sp.Mo. 0]
Potential Gross Income $632,000
{Less) Vacancy & Collections 5% PGI {32,000}
Effective Gross Income $600,000
Il. Operating Expenses
Unreimbtirsed Off. Expenses 15,909 Sfof GBA $6.00 /SfGBA ($95,000)
Parking E)cpertse2 21 Spaces $500 /Space (10,000)
Management 3% of EGI (18,000}
Operating & Capital Reserves 15,908 5f of GBA $0.25 / Sf GBA {4,000)
Total Expenses (127,000)
Iil. [Stabilized Net Operating Income sas,ooﬂ

1 Based on KMA Burbank office rent survey, October 2008 and Tri Cities Office Market Report, Colliers Internaticnal,
3Q/06; CBRE MarketView, Los Angeles Office. 3Q/06; interviews with real estate leasing broker. Rents equate to $3.00

per square foot per month.
2 Reflects parking expense for below grade parking spaces.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File name: TIMS Analysis; Site 3_Alt; de 4/17/2007



TABLE 3

RESIDUAL LAND VALUE CALCULATION

SITE 3 - MEDIA DISTRICT COMMERCIAL

ALTERNATIVE TIMS USE - 15,209 SF OFFICE BUILDING
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS

BURBANK, CALIFORNIA

. Supportable Private Investment

Net Operating Income See TABLE 2 $473,000
Threshold Return on Investment 8.0%
Supportable Private Investment $5,913,000
. Residual Land Value Calculation
Supportable Private Investment $5,913,000
(Less) Total Construction Costs See TABLE 1 (3,035,000)
lil.}Residual Land Value $2,878,000

21,360 SfoflLand

$135 /SflLand

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File name: TIMS Analysis; Site 3_AlL.; de 4/17/2007




APPENDIX D-4

Site 4



TABLE 1

ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COSTS

SITE 4 - NEIGHBORHOOD CENTER

PROPOSED USE - 13 RENTAL RESIDENTIAL UNITS AND 4,915 SF OF RETAIL
DENSITY OF 28 UNITS / ACRE

TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS

BURBANK, CALIFORNIA

I. Direct Costs’
Off Site Improvements 2 Allowance $0
On Site improvements 19,474 Sfofland $5 /5fland 97.000
Parking Costs *
Surface Parking 20 Spaces $15,000 /Space 287,000
Below Grade Parking 25 Spaces $20,000 /Space 500,000
Buitding Shell Costs 17,915 Sfof GBA $90 /SfGBA 1,612,000
Tenant improvement Costs 4915 Sfof GLA $15 /STGLA 74,000
Contingency 5% of Other Direct Costs 128,000
Total Direct Costs 17,915 Sfof GBA $151 /SfGBA $2,709,000
Il. Indirect Costs
Arch., Eng. & Consulting 6% of Direct Costs $163,000
Public Permits & Fees *
Residential 13 Anit $9,000 / Unit 117,000
Retait 4915 Sfof GBA $9 /SfGBA 44 000
Taxes, ins., Legal & Accing. 3% of Direct Costs 81,000
Marketing
Residential 13 Unit $1,000 / Unit 13,000
Leasing Commissions 4,915 Sfof GLA $10 /SfGLA 49,600
Development Management 3% of Direct Costs 81,000
Contingency 5 5% of Other Direct Costs 23,000
Total Indirect Costs 571,000
Hil. Financing Costs
Construction Loan ® $3,542,000 Financed @ 7.8% lnterest $178,000
Loan Points & Fees $4,188,000 Supp. Value 2.0 Points 84,000
Total Financing Costs 262,000
IV.|Total Construction Costs 17,915 Sf of GBA $198 /S5fGBA $3,542,001l

Assumes prevailing wage payments are not required.

City staff should estimate this cost.

Estimated based on prior TIMS analysis and discussions with City staff.
Excludes Development Management.
Assumes a 12-month construction period and an average outstanding loan balanca of 65%.

@ o B N

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File name: TIMS Analysis; Site_4_Proposed; de 4/17/2007

Reflects a biended cost for surface and below grade parking of $15,000 and $20,000, respactively.



TABLE 2

ESTIMATED STABILIZED NET OPERATING INCOME

SITE 4 - NEIGHBORHOOD CENTER

PROPOSED USE - 13 RENTAL RESIDENTIAL UNITS AND 4,915 SF OF RETAIL
DENSITY OF 29 UNITS / ACRE

TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS

BURBANK, CALIFORNIA

|. Residential Net Operating Income

Residential Income "2 13 Units $1,500 /UnitMo. $234,000
Laundry & Miscellaneous 13 Units $15 /Unit'Mo. 2,300
Potential Gross Income 13 Uniis $1.515 /Unit/Mo. $236,300
(Less) Vacancy & Coliections 5% {11,800}
Effective Gross Income $224,500

Operating Expenses

General Operating Expenses 13 Units $3,800 /Unit/Yr ($49,400)
Real Estate Taxes 1.1% Supportable Value {26,400}
Operating & Capital Reserves 13 Units $200 /Unit/Yr (2,600)
Total Operating Expenses 13 Units $6,000 /Unit /YT (78,400)
,Residential Net Opemtinllncome $1 46,00_0_]

Il. Retail Net Operating Income

Retail Income 49815 Sfof GLA $42 /SF GLA 208,400
Potential Gross Income $208,400
(Less) Vacancy & Collections 5% Potential Gross Income (10,300)
Effective Gross Income $196,000

Operating Expenses

Management 3% of EGI {$5,900)

Operating & Capital Reserves 4915 Sf of GBA $0.15 / Sf GBA {700}

Total Operating Expenses {8,600)
|Retail Net Operating Income $189,000 |
. [Project Net Operating Income $335,000 |

Residential and retail rents are based on KMA's market survey and its experiance with simitar projects.
Average unit size is 850 square feet. The market rent equales to $1.76 per square foot per month.

®  Retail rents equate ta $3.50 per square foot per month.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
Fite name: TIMS Analysis; Site_4_Proposed; de 4/17/2007



TABLE 3

RESIDUAL LAND VALUE CALCULATION

SITE 4 - NEIGHBORHOOD CENTER

PROPOSED USE - 13 RENTAL RESIDENTIAL UNITS AND 4,915 SF OF RETAIL
DENSITY OF 25 UNITS / ACRE

TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS

BURBANK, CALIFORNIA

. Supportable Private Investment

Net Operating Income See TABLE 2 $335,000
Blended Threshold Return ' 8.00%
Supportable Private investment %4,188,000

Il. Residual Land Value Calculation

Supportable Private Investment $4,188,000
{Less) Total Construction Costis See TABLE 1 (3,542,000)
1. |Residual Land Value $646,000
19,474 Sfof Land $33 /SflLand

' Reflects blended retumn of 8% and 8% for the residential and retail components, respectively.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, inc.
File name: TIMS Analysis; Site_4_Proposed; de 4/17/2007
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Site 5



TABLE1

ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COSTS

SITE 5 - BOULEVARD COMMERCIAL
PROPOSED USE - 18,300 SF OFFICE BUILDING
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS

BURBANK, CALIFORNIA

{. Direct Costs '
Off Site Improvements 2 Allowance $0
On Site Improvements 11,659 SfofLand $5 /SfLand 58,000
Parking Costs
Level B1 24 Spaces $20,000 /Space 480,000
Level B2 24 Spaces $30,000 /Space 720,000
Level B2 10 Spaces $30,000 /Space 297,000
Buiiding Shell Costs 19,300 Sfof GBA $80 /Sf GBA 1,544 000
Tenant Improvement Costs 18,866 Sf of GLA $20 /STGLA 377,000
Contingency 5% of Other Direct Costs 174,000
Total Direct Costs 18,300 Sf of GBA $189 /SfGBA $3,650,000
il. Indirect Costs
Arch., Eng. & Consulting 6% of Direct Costs $219,000
Public Permits & Fees® 19,300 Sfof GBA $6 /SfGBRA 116,000
Taxes, Ins., Legal & Accing. 2% of Direct Costs 73,000
Marketing
Leasing Commissions 18,866 Sfof GLA $8 ISFGLA 151,000
Development Management 3% of Direct Costs 110,000
Contingency * 5% of Other Direct Costs 28,000
Total Indirect Costs 697 000
ill. Financing Costs
Construction Loan ° $4,621,000 Financed @ 7.8% Interest $194 000
Loan Points & Fees $3,988,000 Supp. Value 2.0 Points 80,000
Total Financing Costs 274,000
N.[Total Construction Costs 19,300 Sf of GBA $239 /5f GBA $4,621,000_]
! Assumes prevailing wage payments are not reguired.
2 City staff should estimate this cost.
* Estimated based on prior TIMS analysis and discussions with City staff.
* Excludes Development Management.
5

Assumes a 10-month construction period and an average outstanding loan balance of 65%.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, inc.
File name: TIMS Analysis; Site 5_Proposed; de 4/17/2007



TABLE 2

ESTIMATED STABILIZED NET OPERATING INCOME
SITE § - BOULEVARD COMMERCIAL

PROPOSED USE - 19,300 SF OFFICE BUILDING
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS

BURBANK, CALIFORNIA

I. Rental Income

Base Rental Income "2 18,866 Sf of GLA $25 /STGLA $475,000
Potential Gross Income $475,000
(Less) Vacancy & Collections 5% Potential Gross income (24,000)
Effective Gross Income $451.,000
ll. Operating Expenses
Unreimbursed Op. Expenses 18,866 Sfof GLA $6.00 /SfGLA {$113,000)
Management 3% of EGI (14,000)
Operating & Capital Reserves 19,300 Sfof GBA $0.25 / ST GBA (5,000)
Total Expenses (132,000)
liL.|Stabilized Net Operating Income $319,000 |

Based on KMA Burbank office rent survey, October 2006 and Tri Cities Office Market Report, Colliers International,

3Q/06; CBRE MarketView, Los Angeles Office, 3Q/06; interviews with real estate feasing broker. Rents based on $1.75

per square foot plus 20% new construction premium,
? Rent equates to 2.10 per square foot per month.

Prepared by. Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File name: TIMS Analysis; Site 5 Proposed: de 4/17/2007



TABLE 3

RESIDUAL LAND VALUE CALCULATION

SITE § - BOULEVARD COMMERCIAL

PROPOSED USE - 19,300 SF OFFICE BUILDING

TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS
BURBANK, CALIFORNIA

. Supportable Private Investment

Net Operating Income See TABLE 2 $310,000
Threshold Return on Investment 8.0%
Supportable Private Investment $3,988,000
i. Residual Land Value Calculation
Supportable Private Investment $3,588,000
{Less) Total Construction Costs See TABLE 1 (4,621,000)
lil.|Residual l.and Value ($633,000)

11,658 Sfof Land

($54) /S Land

Prepared by; Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.

File name: TIMS Analysis: Site 5 Proposed: de 4/17/2007




TABLE 1

ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COSTS
SHTE 5§ - BOULEVARD COMMERCIAL
TIMS USE - 8,000 SF OFFICE BUILDING
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS

BURBANK, CALIFORNIA

Direct Costs '

Off Site Improvements 2 Allowance $0
On Site iImprovements 11,659 Sfof Land $5 /5f Land 58,000
Parking Costs
Surface Spaces 5 Spaces $1,500 /Space 7,000
Below Grade Spaces 19 Spaces $20,000 /Space 384,000
Building Shell Costs 8,000 Sfof GBA $80 /ST GBA 640,000
Tenant improvement Costs 7,820 Sfof GLA $20 /SfGLA 156,000
Contingency 5% of Other Direct Costs 52,000
Total Direct Costs 8,000 Sfof GBA 1S GBA $1,307,000
indirect Costs
Arch., Eng. & Consulting 6% of Direct Costs $78.000
Public Permits & Fees * B.000 5Sfof GBA %6 /5fGBA 48,000
Taxes, Ins., Legal & Acctng. 2% of Direct Costs 26,000
Marketing
Leasing Commissions 7,820 SfofGLA $8 ISTGLA 63,000
Deveiopment Management 3% of Direct Costs 38,000
Contingency * 5% of Other Direct Costs 11,000
Total Indirect Costs 285,000
Ill. Financing Costs
Construction Loan * $1,675,000 Financed @ 7.8% interest $70.000
Loan Points & Fees $1,650,000 Supp. Value 2.0 Points. 33,000
Total Financing Costs 103,000
IV.| Total Construction Costs 8,000 Sfof GBA $208 /5f GBA $1,675,000 |

v oW N =

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.

Assumes prevailing wage payments are not required.
City staff should estimate this cost.

Estimated based on prior TIMS anaiysis and discussions with City staff.
Excludes Development Managament,

Assumes a t0-month construction period and an average outstanding loan balance of 65%.

File name: TIMS Analysis: Site 5 TIMS: de 4/17/2007



TABLE 2

ESTIMATED STABILIZED NET OPERATING INCOME
SITE 5 - BOULEVARD COMMERCIAL

TIMS USE - 8,000 SF OFFICE BUILDING

TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS

BURBANK, CALIFORNIA

. Rental Income
Base Rental Income 2 7,820 Sfof GLA $25 /SfGLA $197,000
Patential Gross Income $197,000
(Less) Vacancy & Collections 5% Potential Gross Income {10,000}
Effective Gross Income $187.000
ll. Operating Expenses
Unreimbursed Op. Expenses. 7,820 Sfof GLA $6.00 /SfGLA ($47,000)
Management 3% of EGI {6,000}
Operating & Capital Reserves 8,000 Sfof GBA $0.25 / Sf GBA {2,000}
Total Expenses {55,000)
In. |Stabilized Net Operating Income $132,000 |

' Based on KMA Burbank office rent survey, October 2006 and Tri Cities Office Market Report, Colliers intermnational,
3Q/06; CBRE MarketView, Los Angeles Office, 3Q/06; interviews with real estate leasing broker. Rents based on $1.75

per square foot plus 20% new construction premium.
? Rent equate to $2.10 per square foot per month.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File name: TIMS Analvsis: Site 5 TIMS: de 4/17/2007



TABLE 3

RESIDUAL LAND VALUE CALCULATION
SITE 5 - BOULEVARD COMMERCIAL
TIMS USE - 8,000 SF OFFICE BUILDING
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS
BUREANK, CALIFORNIA

. Supportabie Private Investment

Net Operating Income See TABLE 2 $132,000
Threshold Return on lInvestment 8.0%
Supportable Private investment $1,650,000
li. Residual Land Value Calculation
Supportable Private Investment $1,650,000
{Less) Total Construction Costs See TABLE 1 (1,675,000}
lil. |Residual Land Value ($25,000)

11,659 Sf of Land

($2) /Sf Land

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc,
File name: TIMS Analysis: Site 5 TIMS; de 4/17/2007




TABLE 1

ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COSTS

SITE 5§ - BOULEVARD COMMERCIAL
ALTERNATIVE TIMS USE - 6,256 SF OF RETAIL
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS

BURBANK, CALIFORNIA

I. Direct Costs '
Off Site Improvements 2 Allowance $0
On Site tmprovements 11,658 Sfof Land $5 /Sfland 58,000
Parking Costs *
Surface Parking 9 Spaces $1,500 /Space 14,000
Below Grade Parking 12 Spaces $20,000 /Space 233,000
Building Shell Costs 6,256 Sfof GBA $80 /SfGBA 500,000
Tenant Improvement Costs 6,256 Sfof GLA $20 /STGLA 125,000
Contingency 5% of Other Direct Costs 47.000
Total Direct Costs 6,256 Sfof GBA 15f GBA $977.,000
1. Indirect Costs
Arch., Eng. & Consulting 6% of Direct Cosis $59,000
Pubiic Permits & Fees * 6,256 Sfof GBA $9 /SfGBA 56,000
Taxes, Ins., Legal & Acctng. 2% of Direct Costs 20,000
Marketing
Leasing Commissions 6,256 Sfof GLA $8 /STGLA 50,000
Development Management 3% of Direct Costs 28,000
Contingency 5 5% of Other Direct Costs 9,000
Tofal indirect Costs 223,000
Ill. Financing Costs
Construction Loan & $1.288,000 Financed @ 7.8% Interest $54,000
Loan Points & Fees $1,722,000 Supp. Vaiue 2.0 Points 34,000
Total Financing Costs 88,000
IV.|Total Construction Costs 6,256 Sfof GBA $206 /Sf GBA $1 ,288,00lﬂ
' Assumes prevailing wage payments are not required.
2 City staff should estimate this cost.
® Assumes surface parking.
“ Estimated based on prior TIMS analysis and discussions with City staff.
® Excludes Development Management.
]

Assumes a 10-month construction period and an average outstanding loan balance of 65%.

Prepared by: Keyser Marsfon Associates, Inc.
File name: TIMS Analysis; Site 5_Alt; de 4/17/2007



TABLE 2

ESTIMATED STABILIZED NET OPERATING INCOME
SITE 5 - BOULEVARD COMMERC!IAL
ALTERNATIVE TIMS USE - 6,256 SF OF RETAIL
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS

BURBANK, CALIFORNIA

. Rental Income

Base Rental Income ' 6,256 Sfof GLA $27 /SfGLA $169,000
Potential Gross Income $162,000
(Less) Vacancy & Collections 5% Poteniial Gross Income (8,000)
Effective Gross Income $161,000
H. Operating Expenses
Management 3% of EGI ($5,000)
Operating & Capital Reserves 6,256 Sfof GBA $0.15 / Sf GBA (1,000}
Total Expenses (6,000)
IIl. |Stabilized Net Operating Income $155,000 |

! Based on discussions with Staff and KMA Burbank retaif rent survey, October 2006. Rents equate to $2.25 per square

foat per month.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc,
File name: TIMS Analysis; Site 5_Alt; de 4/17/2007



TABLE 3

RESIDUAL LAND VALUE CALCULATION

SITE § - BOULEVARD COMMERCIAL
ALTERNATIVE TiMS USE - 6,256 SF OF RETAIL
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS

BURBANK, CALIFORNIA

|. Suppertable Private investment

Met Operating Income See TABLE 2 $155,000
Threshold Return on Investment 9.0%
Supportable Private Investment $1,722,000
Il. Residual Land Value Calculation
Supportable Private investment $1,722,000
{Less) Total Construction Costs See TABLE 1 {1,288,000)
Residual Land Value $434,000

11,659 Siof Land

$37 /Sfiand

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File name: TIMS Analysis; Site 5_Alt; de 4/17/2007




APPENDIX D-6

Site 6



TABLE 1

ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COSTS

SITE 6 - MIXED COMMERCIAL / INDUSTRIAL
PROPOSED USE - 158,202 SF OFFICE BUILDING
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS

BURBANK, CALIFORNIA

I. Direct Costs '
Off Site Improvements 2 Allowance $0
On Site iImprovements 86,459 Sfofland $5 /Sfland 432,000
Parking Costs >
Surface Spaces 54 Spaces $1,500 /Space 82,000
Level B1 Spaces 179 Spaces $20,000 /Space 3,588,000
Level B2 Spaces : 179 Spaces $30,000 /Space 5,370,000
Level B3 Spaces 61 Spaces $30,000 /Space 1,830,000
Building Shell Costs 158,202 Sfof GBA $110 /SfGBA 17,402,000
Tenant Improvement Costs 154,642 Sfof GLA $30 /STGLA 4,639,000
Contingency 5% of Other Direct Costs 1,667,000
Total Direct Costs 158,202 Sf of GBA $221 /SfGBA $35,010,000
H. indirect Costs
Arch,, Eng. & Consulting 6% of Direct Costs $2,101,000
Public Permits & Fees * 158,202 Sfof GBA $9 /STGBA 1,424,000
Taxes, Ins., Legal & Accing. 2% of Direct Costs 700,000
Marketing
Leasing Commissions 154,642 Sfof GLA $10 /STGLA 1,546,000
Development Management 3% of Direct Costs 1,050,000
Contingency ° 5% of Other Direct Costs 289,000
Tetal indirect Costs 7,110,000
L. Financing Costs
Construction Loan © $46,026,000 Financed @ 7.8% Interest $2,898,000
Loan Points & Fees $50,400,000 Supp. Value 2.0 Paints 1,008,000
Total Financing Costs 3,906,000
[V.lTotaI Construction Costs 158,202 Sf of GBA $281 /SfGBA $46,026,000J

Assumes prevailing wage payments are not required.
City staff should estimate this cost.
Site plan refiected all below grade parking.

Excludes Development Management.

Mot s ow R

Assumes a 15-month construction period and an average outstanding loan balance of 65%.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File name: TIMS Analysis; Site 6_Proposed; de 4/17/2007

Estimated based on prior TIMS analysis and discussions with City staff.



TABLE 2

ESTIMATED STABILIZED NET OPERATING INCOME
SITE 6 - MIXED COMMERCIAL / INDUSTRIAL
PROPOSED USE - 158,202 SF OFFICE BUILDING
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS

BURBANK, CALIFORNIA

I. Rental income

Base Rentaf Income ' 154,642 Sf of GLA $36 /SFGLA

$5,567.000
Parking Income 2
Uncovered Spaces 60 Spaces $¢ /Sp.Mo. 0
Covered Spaces 461 Spaces $65 /Sp./Mo. 360,000
Potential Gross Income $5,927,000
{Less) Vacancy & Collections 5% Potential Grass Income (296,000)
Effective Gross Income $5,631,000
il. Operating Expenses
Unreimbursed Op. Expenses 154,642 Sfof GLA $6.00 /STGLA {$928,000)
Parking Expenses 419 Spaces $500 /Space (210,000}
Management 3% of EGI (169,000}
Operating & Capital Reserves 158,202 Sfof GBA $0.25 1 SFGBRA {40,000)
Total Expenses (1,347,000}
II1. [Stabilized Net Operating Income $4,284,000 |

' Based on KMA market rent survey. Rents equate to $3.00 per square foot per month.
2 Assumes covered spaces are rented at 110% of capacity.

? Reflects expenses for below grade spaces.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associales, Inc.
Fite name: TIMS Analysts; Site 6_Proposed; de 4/17/2007



TABLE 3

RESIDUAL LAND VALUE CALCULATION

SITE 6 - MIXED COMMERCIAL / INDUSTRIAL
PROPQOSED USE - 158,202 SF OFFICE BUILDING

TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS
BURBANK, CALIFORNIA

. Supportable Private Investment

Net Operating Income See TABLE 2 $4,284,000
Threshold Return on investment 8.5%
Supportable Private Investment $50,400,000
ll. Residual Land Value Calculation
Supportable Private Investment $50,400,000
(Less) Total Construction Costs See TABLE 1 (46,026,000)
lil.|Residual Land Value $4,374,000

86,459 Sfof Land

$561 /Sfland

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, inc.

File name: TIMS Analysis; Site 6_Proposed; de 4/17/2007




TABLE 1

ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COSTS

SITE 6 - MIXED COMMERCIAL / INDUSTRIAL

TIMS USE - 27,611 SF OFFICE BUILDING
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS

BURBANK, CALIFORNIA

Direct Costs '

Off Site Improvements * Allowance $0

On Site improvements 86,459 Sf of Land $5 /SflLand 432,000

Parking Costs 83 Spaces $1,500 /Space 125,000

Building Shell Costs 27,811 Sfof GBA $80 /STGBA 2,225,000

Tenant improvement Costs 27,185 Sfof GLA $20 /SfGLA 544 000

Contingency 5% of Other Direct Costs 166,000
Total Direct Costs 27,811 Sfof GBA $126 /SfGBA $3,492,000
Indirect Costs

Arch., Eng, & Consulfing 6% of Direct Costs $210,000

Public Permits & Fees * 27,811 Sfof GBA $6 /SfGBA 167,000

Taxes, Ins., Legal & Accing. 2% of Direct Costs 70,000

Marketing

Leasing Commissions 27,185 Sfof GLA $9 /STGLA 245000

Development Management 3% of Direct Costs 105,000

Contingency 5 5% of Other Direct Costs 35,000
Total Indirect Costs 832,000
Financing Costs

Construction Loan ® $4,661,000 Financed @ 7.8% Interest $196,000

Loan Points & Fees $7,055,000 Supp. Value 2.0 Points 141,000
Total Financing Costs 337,000

lV.|Total Construction Costs 27,811 Sfof GBA $168 /SfGBA $4,661,000 ]

ot M W R e

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.

Assumes prevailing wage payments are not required.

City staff should estimate this cost.

Assumes surface parking.

Estimated based on prior TIMS analysis and discussions with City staff,

Excludes Development Management.
Assumes a 10-month construction period and an average outstanding loan balance of 65%.

i

File name: TIMS Analysis; Site 6_TIMS; de 4/17/2007



TABLE 2

ESTIMATED STABILIZED NET OPERATING INCOME
SITE 6 - MIXED COMMERCIAL / INDUSTRIAL

TIMS USE - 27,811 SF OFFICE BUILDING

TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS

BURBANK, CALIFORNIA

. Rental Income

Base Rental Income " 27,185 Sfof GLA $30 /5fGLA $816,000
Poetential Gross Income $815,000
(Less) Vacancy & Collections 5% Potential Gross Income (41,000)
Effective Gross Income $775,000
. Operating Expenses
Unreimbursed Expenses 27,185 Sfof GLA $6.00 /SfGLA {$163,000)
Management 3% of EGI {23,000
Operating & Capital Reserves 27,811 Sfof GBA $0.25 / Sf GBA {7,000)
Total Expenses (193,000}
1Il. |Stabilized Net Operating Income $582,000 |

' Based on KMA Burbank office rent survey. Rent equates to $2.50 per square foot per month.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File name: TIMS Analysis; Site 6_TIMS; de 4/17/2007



TABLE 3

RESIDUAL LAND VALUE CALCULATION
SITE 6 - MIXED COMMERCIAL / INDUSTRIAL
TIMS USE - 27,811 SF OFFICE BUILDING
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS
BURBANK, CALIFORNIA

. Supportable Private Invesiment

Net Operating income See TABLE 2 $582,000
Threshold Retum on Investment 8.25%
Supportable Private Investment $7.,055,000
I.. Residual 1 and Value Calculation
Supportable Private Investment $7,055,000
(Less) Total Construction Costs See TABLE 1 (4,661,000}
IHl. \Residual Land Value $2,394,000

86,459 Sfof Land

$28 /Sfland

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File name: TIMS Analysis; Site 6_TIMS; de 4/17/2007




TABLE 1

ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COSTS

SITE 6 - MIXED COMMERCIAL / INDUSTRIAL
ALTERNATIVE TIMS USE - 42,000 5F OF LIGHT INDUSTRIAL

TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS
BURBANK, CALIFORNIA

I. Direct Costs "

Off Site Improvements * Aliowance $0
Parking Costs > 84 Spaces $1,500 /Space 126,000
Building Shell Costs 42,000 Sfof GBA $50 /Sf GBA 2,100,000
Tenant improvement Costs 4,200 Sfof GLA $15 /SfGLA 63,000
Contingency 5% of Other Direct Costs 114,000
Total Direct Costs 42,000 Sfof GBA $2,403,000
Il. Indirect Costs
Arch., Eng. & Consulting 6% of Direct Costs $144,000
Public Permits & Fees * 42 000 Sfof GBA $6 /SfGBA 252,000
Taxes, Ins., Legal & Acctng. 2% of Direct Costs 48,000
Marketing
Leasing Commissions 42 000 Sfof GLA $4 /SIGLA 168,000
Development Management 3% of Direct Costs 72,000
Contingency ° 5% of Other Direct Costs 31,000
Total Indirect Costs 715,000
Hl. Financing Costs
Construction Loan © $3,393,000 Financed @ 7.8% Interest $142,000
Loan Points & Fees $6,625,000 Supp. Value 2.0 Points 133,000
Total Financing Costs 275,000
lV.Eota! Construction Costs 42 000 Sfof GBA $81 /SfGBA $3,393,DDDJ

City staff should estimate this cost.
Assumes surface parking.

= T I S 7 L

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.

Assumes prevailing wage payments are not required.

Estimated based on discussions with City staff.
Excludes Development Management.
Assumes a 10-month construction pericd and an average outstanding loan balance of 65%,.

File name: TIMS Analysis: Site 6 All de 411772007



TABLE 2

ESTIMATED STABILIZED NET OPERATING INCOME

SITE 6 - MIXED COMMERCIAL / INDUSTRIAL

ALTERNATIVE TIMS USE - 42,000 SF OF LIGHT INDUSTRIAL
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS

BURBANK, CALIFORNIA

I Rental income

Base Rental Income 42,000 Sfof GLA $14 /SfGLA $580,000
Potential Gross Income $580,000
(Less) Vacancy & Coflections 5% Paotential Gross Income {28,000)
Effective Gross Income $551,000
[l. Operating Expenses
Management 3% of EGI ($17.000)
Operating & Capital Reserves 42,000 Sfof GBA $0.10 / Sf GBA (4,000)
Total Expenses (21,000}
1L [Stabilized Net Operating Income $530,000 |

1 Based on KMA's Burbank industrial rent survey and the San Fernando Valley & Ventura County Industrial Market Report,

Colliers International, 2Q/08. Rents equate to $1.15 per sguare foot per month.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, inc,
File name:; TIMS Analysis; Site 6_Alt; de 4/17/2007



TABLE 3

RESIDUAL LAND VALUE CALCULATION

SITE & - MIXED COMMERCIAL / INDUSTRIAL

ALTERNATIVE TIMS USE - 42,000 SF OF LIGHT INDUSTRIAL
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS

BURBANK, CALIFORNIA

. Supportable Private investment

Net Operating Income See TABLE 2 $530,000
Threshold Return on Investment 8.0%
Supportable Private Investment $6,625,000
Il. Residual Land Value Calculation
Supportable Private Investment $6,625,000
(Less) Total Construction Costs See TABLE 1 (3,393,000
I8l. |Residual Land Value $3,232,000

86,459 Sfof Land

$37 /Sfland

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File name: TIMS Analysis; Site 6_Ait; de 4/17/2007




APPENDIX D-7

Site 7



TABLEA1

ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COSTS

SITE 7 - MIXED COMMERCIAL / INDUSTRIAL

PROPOSED USE - 60,000 SF POST PRODUCTION FACILITY - FLEX
TINIS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS

BUREBANK, CALIFORNIA

i. Direct Costs’

Off Site Improvements * Allowance 30
On Site Improvements 55,166 Sfof Land $0 /Sfland 0
Parking Costs
Surface Spaces 73 Spaces $1,500 /Space 110,000
Below Grade Spaces 107 Spaces $20,000 /Space 2,140,000
Building Shell Costs 60,000 Sfof GBA $50 /SfGBA 3,000,000
Tenant improvement Costs 60,000 Sfof GLA $15 /ST GLA 900,000
Contingency 5% of Other Direct Costs 307,000
Total Direct Costs 60,000 Sfof GBA $108 /STGBA $6,457,000
ll. Indirect Costs
Arch., Eng. & Consulting 6% of Direct Costs $387.000
Public Permits & Fees * 60,000 Sfof GBA $9 /SfGBA 540,000
Taxes, Ins., Legal & Accing. 2% of Direct Costs 129,000
Marketing
Leasing Commissions 80,000 Sfof GLA $6 /SfGLA 360,000
Development Management 3% of Direct Costs 194,000
Contingency * 5% of Other Direct Costs 71,000
Total Indirect Costs 1.681,000
tl. Financing Costs
Consfruction Loan ° $8,803,000 Financed @ 7.8% Interest $370,000
Loan Paints & Fees $14,738,000 Supp. Value 2.0 Points 295,000
Total Financing Costs 665,000
IV.|Total Construction Costs 60,000 Sfof GBA $147 /STGBA $8,803,000 |
' Assumes prevailing wage payments are not reguired.
2 City staff should estimate this cost.
® Estimated based on prior TIMS analysis and discussions with City staff.
4 Excludes Development Management.
5

Assumes a 10-month construction period and an average outstanding loan balance of 55%.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
Fite narne: TIMS Analysis; Site 7_Proposed; de 4/17/2007



TABLE 2

ESTIMATED STABILIZED NET OPERATING INCOME

SITE 7 - MIXED COMMERCIAL / INDUSTRIAL

PROPOSED USE - 60,000 SF POST PRODUCTION FACILITY - FLEX
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYS!S

BURBANK, CALIFORNIA

. Rental Income
Base Rental Income * 60,000 Sfof GLA $22 /SfGLA
Potential Gross income
{Less) Vacancy & Collections 5% Potential Gross income

Effective Gress income

. Operating Expenses

Unreimbursed Expenses 60,000 5fof GLA $0.00 /SfGLA
Management 3% of EGI
Operating & Capital Reserves 60,000 Sfof GBA $0.25 1 ST GBA

Total Expenses

$1,286,000
$1,296,000

(65,000)

$0
(37,000)
(15,000)

$1,231,000

(52,000)

il L":‘tabilized Net Operating income

$1,179,000 |

1
Based on KMA's Burbank industrial rent survey and the San Femando Valley & Ventura County industriaf Market Report,

Colliers International, 2Q/06. Rents equate to $1.80 per sguare foot per month.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File name: TIMS Analysis; Site 7_Proposed; de 4/17/2007



TABLE 3

RESIDUAL LAND VALUE CALCULATION
SITE 7 - MIXED COMMERCIAL / INDUSTRIAL

PROPOSED USE - 80,000 SF POST PRODUCTION FACILITY - FLEX

TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS
BURBANK, CALIFORNIA

I. Supportable Private Investment

Net Operating Income See TABLE 2 $1,179,000
Threshold Retumn on investment 8.0%
Supportable Private Investment $14,738,000
II. Residual Land Value Calculation
Supportable Private Investment $14,738,000
(Less) Total Construction Costs See TABLE 1 (8,803,000)
ll. [Residual Land Vaiue $5,935,000

55,166 Sfof Land

$108 /Sfland

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.

File nama: TIMS Analysis; Site 7_Proposed; de 4/17/2007




TABLE1

ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COSTS

SITE 7 - MIXED COMMERCIAL / INDUSTRIAL

TIMS USE - 23,606 SF POST PRODUCTION FACILITY - FLEX
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS

BURBANK, CALIFORNIA

{. Direct Costs '

Off Site Improvements * Allowance 30
On Site Improvements 55,166 5f of Land %0 /Sfland 0
Parking Costs 3 71 Spaces $1,500 /Space 107,000
Building Shetil Costs 23,606 Sfof GBA $50 /SfGBA 1,180,000
Tenant Improvement Costs 23,6068 Sfof GLA $15 /STGLA 354,000
Contingency 5% of Other Direct Costs 82,000
Total Direct Costs 23,606 Sfof GBA $73 /3fGBA $1,723,000
Il. Indirect Costs
Arch., Eng. & Consulting 6% of Direct Costs $103,000
Public Permits & Fees * 23,606 Sfof GBA $9 /SfGBA 212,000
Taxes, Ins., Legal & Accing. 2% of Direct Costs 34,000
Marketing
Leasing Commissions 236058 Sfof GLA $7 /STGLA 165,000
Development Management 3% of Direct Costs 52,000
Contingency 5 5% of Other Direct Costs 26,000
Total Indirect Costs 592 000
lll. Financing Costs
Construction Loan ° $2,538,000 Financed @ 7.8% Interest $107,000
Loan Points & Fees $5,788,000 Supp. Value 2.0 Points 116,000
Total Financing Costs 223,000
IV.[TotaI Construction Costs 23,6068 Sfof GBA $108 /SfGBA $2,538,000_l

' Assumes prevailing wage payments are not reguired.

2 City staff should estimate this cost.

* Assumes surface parking.

4 Estimated based on discussions with City staff.

5 Excludes Development Management.

€ Assumes a 10-month construction period and an average outstanding loan balance of 65%.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File name: TIMS Analysis; Site 7_TIMS; de 4/17/2007



TABLE 2

ESTIMATED STABILIZED NET OPERATING INCOME

SITE 7 - MIXED COMMERCIAL / INDUSTRIAL

TIMS USE - 23,606 SF POST PRODUCTION FACILITY - FLEX
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS

BURBANK, CALIFORNIA

. Rental Income
Base Rental income 23606 Sfof GLA $22 rSfGLA $510,000
Potential Gross Income $510,000
(Less) Vacancy & Collections 5% Potential Gross Income (26,000)
Effective Gross Income $484,000
il. Operating Expenses
Unreimbursed Expenses 23,606 Sfof GLA $0.00 /STGLA $0
Management 3% of EGI (15,000)
Operafing & Capital Reserves 23,606 Sfof GBA $0.25 / 5f GBA (8,000)
Total Expenses {21,000)
llL, |Stabilized Net Operating Income $463,000 |

1
Based on KMA's Burbank industrial rent survey and the San Fernando Valley & Ventura County Industrial Market Repari,

Colliers Intemational, 2Q/06. Rents equate to $1.80 per square foot per month,

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File name: TIMS Analysis; Site 7_TIMS; de 4/17/2007



TABLE 3

RESIDUAL LAND VALUE CALCULATION

SITE 7 - MIXED COMMERCIAL / INDUSTRIAL

TIMS USE - 23,606 SF POST PRODUCTION FACILITY - FLEX
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS

BURBANK, CALIFORNIA

. Supportable Private Investment

Net Operating Income See TABLE 2 $463,000
Threshold Return on Invesiment 8.0%
Supportable Private Investment $5,788,000
Il. Residual Land Value Calculation
Supportable Private Investment $5,788,000
(Less) Total Construction Costs See TABLE 1 (2,538,000)
lll.|Residual Land Value $3,250,000

55,166 Sfofland

$59 /Sf Land

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
Fiie name: TIMS Analysis; Site 7_TIMS; de 4/17/2007




TABLE 1

ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COSTS

SITE 7 - MIXED COMMERCIAL / INDUSTRIAL

ALTERNATIVE TIMS USE - 28,900 SF OF LIGHT INDUSTRIAL
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS

BURBANK, CALIFORNIA

I. Direct Costs '

Off Site Improvements * Allowance 30
Parking Costs * 54 Spaces $1,500 /Space 81,000
Building Shell Costs 26,900 Sfof GBA §50 /SfGBA 1,245,000
Tenant Improvement Costs 28690 Sfof GLA $15 /SfGLA 40,000
Contingency 5% of Other Direct Costs 73,000
Total Direct Costs 26,900 Sfof GBA ISf GBA $1,539,000
Il. Indirect Costs
Arch., Eng. & Consulting 6% of Direct Costs $92,000
Public Permits & Fees * 26,900 Sfof GBA $6 /SfGBA 161,000
Taxes, Ins., Legal & Accing. 2% of Direct Costs 31,000
Marketing
Leasing Commissions 26,900 Sfof GLA $4 /SfGLA 108,000
Development Management 3% of Direct Costs 46,000
Contingency > ' 5% of Other Direct Costs 20,000
Total Indirect Costs 458,000
Iil. Financing Costs
Construction Loan ° $2,173.,000 Financed @ 7.8% Interest $91,000
Loan Points & Fees $4,225,000 Supp. Value 2.0 Points 85,000
Total Financing Costs 176,000
IV.|Total Construction Costs 26,900 Sf of GBA $31 /5f GBA $2,1 73,000_]
' Assumes prevailing wage payments are not required.
2 City staff should estimate this cost.
® Assumes surface parking.
* Estimated based on discussions with City staff.
® Excludes Development Management.
-]

Assumes a 10-month construction period and an average outstanding loan balance of 65%.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
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TABLE 2

ESTIMATED STABILIZED NET OPERATING INCOME

SITE 7 - MIXED COMMERCIAL / INDUSTRIAL

ALTERNATIVE TIMS USE - 26,900 SF OF LIGHT INDUSTRIAL
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS

BURBANK, CALIFORNIA

. Rental Jncome

Base Rental Income ' 26,900 Sfof GLA $14 /STGLA $371,000
Potential Gross Income $371,000
{Less) Vacancy & Collections 5% Potential Gross Income {19,000}
Effective Gross income $352,000
ll. Operating Expenses
Management 3% of EGI ($11,000)
Operating & Capital Reserves 26,900 Sfof GBA $0.10 / ST GBA {3,000)
Total Expenses {14,000}
H1. [Stabilized Net Operating Income $338,000 |

! Based on KMA's Burbank industrial rent survey and the San Femando Valley & Ventura County industrial Market Repart,

Colliers International, 20/05. Rents equate to $1.15 per square foot per month.

Prepared by. Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File name: TIMS Analysis; Site 7_Alt ; de 4/17/2007



TABLE 3

RESIDUAL LAND VALUE CALLCULATION
SITE 7 - MIXED COMMERCIAL / INDUSTRIAL

ALTERNATIVE TIMS USE - 26,200 SF OF LIGHT INDUSTRIAL

TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS
BURBANK, CALIFORNIA

. Supportable Private Investment

Net Operating Income See TABLE 2 $338,000
Thresho!d Retumn on investment 8.0%
Supportable Private investment $4,225,000
Il. Residual Land Value Calculation
Supportable Private investment $4,225,000
(Less) Total Construction Costs See TABLE 1 (2,173,000}
Ill.|Residual Land Value $2,052,000

55,166 Sf of Land

$37 /SfLand

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, inc.
File name: TIMS Analysis; Site 7_Alt ; de 4/17/2007




APPENDIX D-8

Site 8



TABLE 1

ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COSTS

SITE 8 - MIXED COMMERCIAL / INDUSTRIAL

PROPOSED USE - 290,547 SF SHOPPING CENTER AND 104,525 SF OF OFFICE
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS

BURBANK, CALIFORNIA

I. Direct Costs '
Off Site Improvements 2 Allowance 50
On Site Improvements 953,544 Sfof Land $5 /Sfland 4,768,000
Parking Costs
Retail - Surface 785 Spaces $1,500 / Space 1,178,000
Retall - Structured 670 Spaces $15,000 [/ Space 10,046,000
Office - Structured 314 Spaces $15,000 / Space 4,704,000
Building Shell Costs
Shopping Center 290,947 Sfof GBA $80 /SfGBA 23,276,000
Office 104,525 Sf of GBA $110 /Sf GBA 11,498,000
Tenant Improvement Costs
Shopping Center 290,947 Sfof GLA 320 /STGLA 5,819,000
Office 102,173 Sfof GLA $30 /SFGLA 3,065,000
Contingency 5% of Other Direct Costs 3,218,000
Total Birect Costs 290,947 Sfof GBA $232 /SfGBA $67,572,000
{I. Indirect Costs
Arch,, Eng. & Consulting 6% of Direct Costs $4,054,000
Public Permits & Fees® 395,472 Sfof GBA $9 /5f GBA 3.558,000
Taxes, Ins., Legal & Acctng. 2% of Direct Costs 1,351,000
Marketing
Leasing Commissions 393,120 Sfof GLA $9 fSIGLA 3,538,000
Development Management 3% of Direct Costs 2,027,000
Contingency * 5% of Other Direct Costs 625,000
Total indirect Costs 15,154,000

lil. Financing Costs

Construction Loan * $89,370,000 Financed @ 7.8% Interest $4,502,000
Loan Points & Fees $107,106,000 Supp. Vaiue 2.0 Points 2,142,000
Total Financing Costs 6,644,000
lV.|TotaI Construction Costs 395,472 Sfof GBA $226 /Sf GBA $89,370,00£ﬂ

Assumes prevailing wage payments are not required.

City staff should estimate this cost.

Estimated based on prior TIMS analysis and discussions with City staff.

Excludes Development Management.

Assumes a 12-month construction period and an average outstanding loan balance of 65%.

0 B WA =

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File name: TIMS Analysis; Site 8_Proposed; de 4/17/2007



TABLE 2

ESTIMATED STABILIZED NET OPERATING INCOME
SITE 8 - MIXED COMMERCIAL / INDUSTRIAL
PROPQOSED USE - 290,947 SF SHOPPING CENTER AND 104,525 SF OF OFFICE

TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS
BURBANK, CALIFORNIA

I. Rentzl Income

Base Rental Income ™ #

Retail Income 290,847 Sfof GLA $30 /STGLA $8,728,000
Office Income 102,173 Sfof GLA $30 /SIGLA 3,065,000
Office Parking Income * 345 Spaces $60 /Sp./Mo. 248,000
Potential Gross Income $12,041,000
(Less) Vacancy & Collections 5% Potential Gross Income {602,000)
Effective Gross Income $11.430,000
iI. Qperating Expenses
Unreimb. Office Op. Expenses 102,173 Sfof GLA $6.00 /SfGLA ($613,000)
Parking Expenses * 983 Spaces $500 /Space (492,000)
Management 3% of EGI {343,000)
Operating & Capital Reserves 395,472 Sfof GBA $0.25 / 5f GBA {29,000)
Total Expenses (1,547.000)
1R LStabilized Net Operating Income $9,892,000 J

Retail rents are based on KMA Burbank retail survey and KMA's experience with similar projects. Office rents are based

on KMA's Burbank market survey and the Tri Cities Office Market Report, Colliers International, 3Q/06; CBRE
MarkefView, Los Angeles Office, 3Q/086; interviews with real estate leasing broker,

Retail rents assume an average across shopping center tenants.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.

Office and retail rents equate to $2.50 and $2.50 per square foot per month, respectively.
Office spaces are rented at 110% of capacity.
Reflects parking expenses for all structured parking spaces.

File name: TIMS Analysis; Site B_Proposed; de 4/17/2007



TABLE 3

RESIDUAL LAND VALUE CALCULATION
SITE 8 - MIXED COMMERCIAL / INDUSTRIAL

PROPOSED USE - 290,947 SF SHOPPING CENTER AND 104,525 SF OF OFFICE

TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS
BURBANK, CALIFORNIA

I. Supportable Private Investment

Net Operating Income See TABLE 2
Threshold Return on investment

Supportable Private Investment
Il. Residual ! and Value Calcuiation

Supportable Private Investment
{Less) Total Construction Costs See TABLE 1

$9,892,000
8.24%

$107,106,000

$107,106,000
{B9,370,000)

fil.

Residual Land Value

953,544 Sfof Land

$17,736,000
$19 /SfLand

' Represents a blended return on investment of 8.50% and 9.50% for office and retail respectively.

Prepared by, Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File name: TIMS Analysis; Site 8_Proposed; de 4/17/2007




TABLE 1

ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COSTS

SITE 8 - MIXED COMMERCIAL 7 INDUSTRIAL
TIMS USE - 217,819 SF SHOPPING CENTER AND 78,253 SF OF OFFICE

TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS

BURBANK, CALIFORNIA

I

Direct Costs

Off Site Improvements 2 Allowance S0
On Site Improvements 953,544 Sfof Land $5 /SflLand 4,768,000
Parking Costs
Retail Surface Spaces 785 Spaces $1,500 /Space 1,178,000
Retail Above Grade Spaces 304 Spaces $15,000 /Space 4 561,000
Office Above Grade Spaces 235 Spaces $15,000 /Space 3,521,000
Building Shell Costs
Shopping Center 217,819 Sf of GBA $B80 /SfGBA 17,426,000
Office 78,253 Sfof GBA $110 /SfGBA 8,608,000
Tenant improvement Costs
Shopping Center 217,819 Sfof GLA $20 /5fGLA 4 356,000
Office 76,492 Sfof GLA $30 /SFGLA 2,295,000
Contingency 5% of Other Direct Costs 2,336,000
Total Direct Costs 217,815 Sf of GBA $225 /SfGBA $49,048,000
Indirect Costs
Arch., Eng. & Consulting 6% of Direct Costs $2,943,000
Public Permits & Fees ® 296,072 Sfof GBA $9 /STGBA 2,665,000
Taxes, Ins., Legal & Acctng. 2% of Direct Costs 981,000
Marketing
Leasing Commissions 204 311 Sfof GLA 39 /SFGLA 2,648,000
Development Management 3% of Direct Costs 1,471,000
Contingency 4 5% of Other Direct Costs 462,000
Total Indirect Costs 11,171,000
lil. Financing Costs
Construction Loan ° $65,126,000 Financed @ 7.8% Interest $3,281,000
toan Points & Fees $81,272,000 Supp. Vatue 2.0 Points 1,625,000
Total Financing Costs 4,906,000
lV.LTotal Construction Costs 296,072 Sfof GBA $220 /ST GBA $65,126,000 ]

LS I R B L B

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.

Assumes prevailing wage payments are not required.

City staff should estimate this cost.

stimated based on prior TIMS analysis and discussions with City staff.
Excludes Development Management.

Assumes a 12-month construction period and an average outstanding loan balance of 65%.

File name: TIMS Analysis; Site 8_TIMS: de 4/17/2007



TABLE 2

ESTIMATED STABILIZED NET OPERATING INCOME

SITE 8 - MIXED COMMERCIAL / INDUSTRIAL

TIMS USE - 217,819 SF SHOPPING CENTER AND 78,253 SF OF OFFICE
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS

BURBANK, CALIFORNIA

I. Rental Income

Base Rental Incoma ™2

Retail income 217,819 Sfof GLA $30 /SfGLA $6,535,000
Office income 76,492 Sfof GLA $30 /SFGLA 2,295,000
Office Parking income ® 258 Spaces $60 /Sp.Mo. 186,000
Potential Gross Incocme $9,018,000
(Less) Vacancy & Collections 5% Potential Gross Income (451,000)
Effective Gross Income $8,565,000
ll. Operating Expenses
Unreimb, Office Expenses 76,492 Sfof GLA $6.00 /SfGLA ($459,000)
Parking Expenses * 539 Spaces $500 /Space (269,000}
Management 3% of EGI {257,000}
Operating & Capital Reserves 266,072 Sf of GBA $0.25 / SfGBA {74,000)
Total Expenses (1,059,000)
ik |Stabiiized Net Operating Income $7,506,000_|

Retail rents are based on KMA Burbank retail survey and KMA's experience with similar projects. Office rents are based
on KMA's Burbank market survey and the Tri Cities Office Market Report, Colliers International, 3Q/06; CBRE

MarketView, Los Angeles Office, 3Q/08; interviews with real estate leasing broker,
Retail rents assume an average across shopping center tenants.
Office and retail rents equate to $2.50 and $2.50 per squarz foot per month, respectively.

Office spaces are rented at 110% of capacity.
Reflects parking expenses for all structured parking spaces.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc,
File name: TIMS Analysis; Site 8_TIMS; de 4/17/2007



TABLE 3

RESIDUAL LAND VALUE CALCULATION
SITE 8 - MIXED COMMERCIAL / INDUSTRIAL

TIMS USE - 217,819 SF SHOPPING CENTER AND 78,253 SF OF OFFICE

TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS
BURBANK, CALIFORNIA

|. Supportable Private Investment

Net Operating income See TABLE 2 $7,506,000
Threshoid Retum oh lnvestment | 8.24%
Supportable Private investment $81,272,000
ll. Residual Land Value Calculation
Supportable Private nvestment $81,272,000
(Less) Total Construction Costs See TABLE 1 (65,126,000)
IH. |Residual Land Value $16,146,000

953,544 Sf of Land

$17 /SflLand

' Represents a blended return on invesiment of 8 50% 9.50% for office and retail respectively.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File name: TIMS Analysis; Site 8_TIMS; de 4/17/2007




TABLE 1

ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COSTS

SITE 8 - MIXED COMMERCIAL / INDUSTRIAL
ALTERNATIVE TIMS USE - 287,500 SF SHOPPING CENTER
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS

BURBANK, CALIFORNIA

I. Direct Costs '
Off Site improvements 2 Allowance $0
On Site Improvements 953,544 SfofLand $5 /Sfland 4,768,000
Parking Costs
Surface Spaces 1,440 Spaces $1,500 /Space 2,160,000
Building Shell Costs 2B7.500 Sfof GBA $80 /STGBA 23,000,000
Tenant iImprovement Costs 287,500 Sfof GLA $20 /STGLA 5,750,000
Contingency 5% of Other Direct Costs 1,784,000
Total Direct Costs 287,500 Sfof GBA $130 /SfGBA $37,462,000
Il. Indirect Costs
Arch_, Eng. & Consulting 6% of Direct Costs $2,248,000
Pubiic Permits & Fees* 287,500 Sfof GBA $9 /SfGBA 2,588,000
Taxes, Ins., Legal & Acctng. 2% of Direct Costs 749,000
Marketing
Leasing Commissions 287,500 Sfof GLA $9 /SfGLA 2,674,000
Development Management 3% of Direct Costs 1,124,000
Contingency 4 5% of Other Direct Costs 413,000
Total Indirect Costs 9,795,000
L. Financing Costs
Construction Loan ® $51,511,000 Financed @ 7.8% Interest $2,595,000
Loan Points & Fees $82,505,000 Supp. Value 2.0 Points 1,658,000
Tota! Financing Costs 4. 253,000

IV.fTotat Construction Costs 287,500 Sfof GBA $179 /SfGBA $51,51 1,00(_}J
' Assumes prevailing wage payments are not required.
2 City staff should estimate this cost.
3 Estimated based on prior TIMS analysis and discussions with City staff.
* Excludes Development Management.
E

Assumes a 12-month construction period and an average outstanding loan balance of 65%.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
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TABLE 2

ESTIMATED STABILIZED NET OPERATING INCOME

SITE 8 - MIXED COMMERCIAL / INDUSTRIAL
ALTERNATIVE TIMS USE - 287,500 SF SHOPPING CENTER
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS

BURBANK, CALIFORNIA

I. Rental Income
Base Rental Income’ 287,500 Sfof GLA $30 /SfGLA $8,625,000
Potential Gross Income $8,625,000
(Less) Vacancy & Collections 5% Potential Gross income (431,000}
Effective Gross Income $8,194,000
II. Operating Expenses
Management 3% of EGI ($246,000)
Operating & Capital Reserves 287,500 Sfof GBA $0.25 / Sf GBA {72,000}
Total Expenses (318,000)
IIl.[Stabilized Net Operating Income $7,876,000 |

' Retail rents are based on KMA Burbank retail survey and KMA's experience with similar projects.

? Rents equate to $2.50 per square foot per month

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File name: TIMS Analysis; Site B_Alt; de 4/17/2007



TABLE 3

RESIDUAL LAND VALUE CALCULATICN

SITE 8 - MIXED COMMERCIAL / INDUSTRIAL
ALTERNATIVE TIMS USE - 287,500 SF SHOPPING CENTER

TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS
BURBANK, CALIFORNIA

I. Supportable Private Investment

Net Operating Income See TABLE 2 $7,876,000
Threshold Return on Investment 9.5%
Supportabie Private Investment $82,905,000
. Residual Land Value Calculation
Supportable Private Investment $82,9805,000 -
{Less) Total Construction Costs See TABLE 1 (51,511,000)
Residual Land Value $31,394,000

953,544 Sf of Land

$33 /Sfland

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File name: TIMS Analysis; Site 8_Alt; de 4/17/2007




APPENDIX D-9

Site 9



TABLE 1

ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COSTS

SITE 9 - MIXED COMMERCIAL / INDUSTRIAL
PROPOSED USE - 60,000 SF OFFICE BUILDING
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS

BURBANK, CALIFORNIA

. DirectCosts’
Off Site Improvements * Aliowance $0
On Site Improvements 59,014 SfoflLand $5 /Sfland 205 000
Parking Costs
Surface Spaces B2 Spaces $1,500 /Space 123,000
Below Grade Spaces 98 Spaces $20,000 /Space 1,960,000
Building Shell Costs 60,000 Sfof GBA $80 /STGBA 4 800,000
Tenant Improvement Costs 58,650 Sfof GLA $20 /STGLA 1,173,000
Contingency 5% of Other Direct Costs 418,000
Total Direct Costs 60,000 Sfof GBA $146 /SfGBA $8,768,000
il. Indirect Cosis
Arch., Eng. & Consulting 8% of Direct Costs $526,000
Public Permits & Fees ® 60,000 Sfof GBA $6 /STGBA 360,000
Taxes, Ins., Legal & Acctng. 2% of Direct Costs 175,000
Marketing
L easing Commissions 8,650 Sfof GLA $7 /SfGLA 411,000
Development Management 3% of Direct Costs 263,000
Contingency * 5% of Other Direct Costs 74,000
Total Indirect Costs 1,808,000
Ill. Financing Costs
Construction Loan ® $11,274,000 Financed @ 7.8% Interest $473,000
Loan Points & Fees $11,153,000 Supp. Value 2.0 Points 223,000
Total Financing Costs 696,000

lV.[TotaI Construction Costs 60,000 Sfof GBA $188 /SfGBA $11 ,274,000J
! Assumes prevailing wage payments are not required.
2 City staff should estimate this cost.
3 Estimated based on prior TIMS analysis and discussions with City staff.
* Excludes Development Management.
5

Assumes a 10-month construction period and an average outstanding loan balance of 65%.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
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TABLE 2

ESTIMATED STABILIZED NET OPERATING INCOME
SITE 9 - MIXED COMMERCIAL / INDUSTRIAL
PROPOSED USE - 80,000 SF OFFICE BUILDING
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS

BURBANK, CALIFORNIA

i. Rental Income

Base Rental Income '

Cffice Income 58,650 SfGLA $23 /5fGLA $1,337,000
Parking income 2
Monthly Income - Covered 108 Spaces $60 /Sp.Mo. 78,000
Monthly Income - Uncovered 90 Spaces $60 /Sp.Mo. 65,000
Potential Gross Income $1,480,000
{Less) Vacancy & Collections 5% of PGI {74,000)
Effective Gross income $1,406,000
il. Cperating Expenses
Unreimb. Operating Expenses 58,650 Sfof GLA $5.00 /SfGLA ($352,000)
Parking Expense ° 98 Spaces $500 /Space {49,000
Management 3% of EGI (42,000)
Operating & Capital Reserves 60,000 Sfof GBA $0.25 | Sf GBA (15,000)
Total Expenses {458,000}
Hi. [Stabi!ized Net Operating Income $94B,00lﬂ

' Based on KMA Burbank office rent survey, October 2006 and Tri Cities Office Market Report, Colliers International,
3Q/06; CBRE MarketView, Los Angeles Office, 3Q/08; interviews with real estate Jeasing broker. Rents based on $1.60

plus a 209 new construction premium which equates to $1.90 per square foot per month.

2 Assumes spaces rent at 110% of capacity at a hlended reservefunreserved rate of $80 per month.

* Assumes parking expense for structured spaces only.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File name: TIMS Analysis; Site 9_Proposed; de 411772007



TABLE 3

RESIDUAL LAND VALUE CALCULATION

SITE 9 - MIXED COMMERCIAL / INDUSTRIAL
PROPOSED USE - 60,000 SF OFFICE BUILDING
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS

BURBANK, CALIFORNIA

. Supportable Private Investment

Net Operating Income See TABLE 2 $548,000
Threshold Return on Investment 8.5%
Supportable Private Investment $11,153,000
. Residual Land Value Calculation
Supportable Private Investment $11,153,000
{Less) Total Construction Costs See TABLE 1 {11,274,000)
Nl.|Residual Land Value ($121,000)

59,014 Sfof Land

($2) /Sf Land

Prepared by; Keyser Marston Associates, inc.
File name: TIMS Analysis; Site 8_Proposed; de 4/17/2007




TABLE 1

ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COSTS

SITE 8 - MIXED COMMERCIAL / INDUSTRIAL

TIMS USE - 18,980 SF OFFICE BUILDING
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS

BURBANK, CALIFORNIA

Hl.

Direct Costs

Off Site Improvements ° Allowance $0

On Site improvements 59,014 Sf of Land $5 /Sfland 295,000

Parking Costs ® 57 Spaces $1,500 /Space 85,000

Building Shell Costs 18,980 Sfof GBA $80 /STGBA 1,518,000

Tenant Improvement Costs 18,653 Sfof GLA $20 /SfGLA 371,000

Contingency 5% of Other Direct Costs 113,000
Total Direct Costs 18,980 &fof GBA $126 /STGBA $2,382,000
Indirect Costs

Arch., Eng. & Consulting 6% of Direct Costs $143,000

Public Permits & Fees * 18,980 Sfof GBA $6 /STGBA 114,600

Taxes, Ins., Legal & Accing. 2% of Direct Costs 48,000

Marketing

Leasing Commissions 18,553 5Sf of GLA $6 /SfGLA 111,000

Development Management 3% of Direct Costs 71,000

Contingency ° 5% of Other Direct Costs 21,000
Total Indirect Costs 508,000
Financing Costs

Construction Loan ® $3,077,000 Financed @ 7.8% Interest $129,000

Loan Points & Fees $2,800,000 Supp. Value 2.0 Points 58,000
Total Financing Costs 187,000

IV.|TomE Construction Costs 18,980 Sfof GBA $162 ISTGRA $3,077,00!ﬂ

@ ¢ b W N

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Assaciates, Inc.

Assumes prevailing wage payments are not required.

City staff should estimate this cost.

Assumes surface parking.

Estimated based on prior TIMS anafysis and discussions with City staff,

Excludes Development Management.
Assumes a 10-month construction period and an average outstanding loan balance of 85%.
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TABLE 2

ESTIMATED STABILIZED NET OPERATING INCOME
SITE 8 - MIXED COMMERCIAL / INDUSTRIAL

TiIMS USE - 18,980 SF OFFICE BUILDING

TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS

BURBANK, CALIFORNIA

I. Rental income

Base Rental Income '

Office Income 18,553 SfGLA $20 /SfGLA $378,000
Potential Gross Income $378,000
{Less) Vacancy & Collections 5% of PGI (19,000}
Effective Gross incoms $359,000
. Operating Expenses
Unreimb. Oper. Expenses 18,653 Sfof GLA $5.98 /5fGLA ($111,000)
Management 3% of EGI {11,000}
Operating & Capital Reserves 18,980 Sf of GBA $0.25 / ST GBA {5,000)
Total Expenses (127,000}
1. |Stabilized Net Operating Income $232,000 |

1 Based on KMA Burbank office rent survey, October 2006 and Tri Cities Office Market Report, Colliers international,
3Q/06; CBRE MarketView, Los Angeles Office, 3Q/06; interviews with real estate leasing broker, Rents are reduced 10%
from the proposed project rents due to smaller project; rents equate to $1.70 per square foot per month,

TABLE 3

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File name: TIMS Analysis; Site 8_TIMS; de 4/17/2007



RESIDUAL LAND VALUE CALCULATION
SITE & - MIXED COMMERCIAL / INDUSTRIAL
TIMS USE - 18,980 SF OFFICE BUILDING
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS
BURBANK, CALIFORNIA

. Supportable Private Investiment

Net Operating Income - See TABLE 2 $232,000
Threshold Retumn on Investment 8.0%
Supportable Private [nvestment $2,900,000
1. Residual Land Value Calculation
Supportable Private Investment $2,900,000
(Less) Total Construction Costs See TABLE 1 (3,077,000)
Ill.{Residual Land Value ($177,000)

59,014 Sfofland

{$3) /SfLand

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associaies, inc.
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TABLE 1

ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COSTS

SITE 9 - MIXED COMMERCIAL / INDUSTRIAL

ALTERNATIVE TIMS USE - 10,750 SF RESTAURANT PROJECT
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS

BURBANK, CALIFORNIA

I. Direct Costs
Off Site Improvements Aliowance $0
On Site improvements 59,014 Sfofland $5 /5f Land 285,000
Parking Costs 2 108 Spaces $1,500 /Space 161,000
Building Shell Costs
Sit Down Restaurant 10,750 5f of GBA $85 /SfGBA §14,000
Tenant Improvement Costs
Sit Down Restaurant 10,750 Sfof GLA $30 /STGLA 323,000
Contingency 5% of Other Direct Costs 85,000
Total Direct Costs 10,750 Sf of GBA $165 /3fGBA $1.778,000
Il. Indirect Costs
Arch., Eng. & Consulting 6% of Direct Costs $107,000
Public Permits & Fees ® 10,750 5f of GBA $9 /SfGBA 97,000
Taxes, Ins., Legal & Acctng. 2% of Direct Costs 36,000
Marketing
Leasing Commissions 10,750 Sf of GLA $11 /STGLA 118,000
Development Management 3% of Direct Costs 53,000
Contingency * 5% of Other Direct Costs 18,000
Total Indirect Costs 429,000
ill. Financing Costs
Construction Loan ® $2,398,000 Financed @ 7.8% Interest $101,000
Loan Points & Fees $4,518,000 Supp. Value 2.0 Points 90,000
Total Financing Costs 191,000
IV.[Towl Construction Costs 10,750 Sf of GBA $223 /ST GBA $2,398,0004]
' Assumes prevailing wage payments are not required.
* Assumes cost for surface parking.
* Estimated based on prior TIMS analysis and discussions with City staff.
4 Excludes Developrment Management.
5

Assumes a 10-month construction period and an average outstanding loan balance of 65%.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, inc.
File name: TIMS Anatysis; Site 9_Alt._Rest.; de 4/17/2007



TABLE 2

ESTIMATED STABILIZED NET OPERATING INCOME

SITE 9 - MIXED COMMERCIAL / INDUSTRIAL

ALTERNATIVE TIMS USE - 10,750 SF RESTAURANT PROJECT
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS

BURBANK, CALIFORNIA

l. Rental Income '

Base Rental Income 10,750 Sf of GLA $39 /5fGLA $418,000
Potential Gross Income $418,000
{Less) Vacancy & Collections 5% Potential Gross income {21,000)
Effective Gross Income $388,000
Il. Operating Expenses
Management 3% of EGI ($12,000)
Operating & Capital Reserves 10,750 Sf of GBA $0.15 / Sf GBA (2,000
Total Expenses (14,000}
lil. | Stabilized Net Operating Income $384,000 |

' Restaurant rents are based on KMA Burbank retail survey and KMA's experience with similar projects. Rents equate to

$3.25 per square foot per month.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, inc.
File name: TIMS Analysis; Site @_Alt._Rest.; de 4M17/2007



TABLE 3

RESIDUAL LAND VALUE CALCULATION

SITE 9 - MIXED COMMERCIAL / INDUSTRIAL

ALTERNATIVE TIMS USE - 10,750 SF RESTAURANT PROJECT
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS

BURBANK, CALIFORNIA

1. Supportable Private Investment

Net Operating income See TABLE 2 $384,000
‘Threshold Retum on Investment ' 8.5%
Supportable Private Investment $4,518,000
Il. Residual Land Value Calculation
Supportable Private Investment $4.518,000
{Less) Total Construction Costs See TABLE 1 (2,398,000)
. |Residual Land Vaiue $2,120,000

58,014 Sfofland

$36 /Sf Land

' Retum on investment is due to the site's high traffic location.

Prepared by. Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File name: TiMS Analysis; Site 9_Alt._Rest; de 4/17/2007




APPENDIX D-10

Site 10



TABLE 1

ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COSTS
SITE 10 - DOWNTOWN COMMERCIAL

119 RESIDENTIAL OWNERSHIP UNITS & 10,930 SF OF RETAIL SPACE

DENSITY OF 62 UNITS / ACRE
TIMS VALUATION ANALYSIS
BURBANK, CALIFORNIA

{. DirectCosts'

Off-Site Improvements * Allowance 30
On-3ite improvements 83,951 Sf Land $5 rsf 441,000
Parking
Residentiat (Subterranean) 262 Spaces $24 500 /Space 6,420,000
Commercial (Sublerranean) 38 Spaces $31,500 /Space 1,205,000
Building Shelt
Residential * 171,200 SfGBA $134 /S 22,943,000
Commercial 10,830 SfGBA $121 /sf 1,320,000
Tenant Improvements 10,930 SfGLA $32 /sf 344 000
Total Direct Costs 182,130 SFGBA $179 /Sf $32,673,000
1. Indirect Costs
Architecture, Engineering & Consulting 6.0% Direct Costs $1,960,000
Public Permits & Fees *
Residential 119 Units $14,400 /Unit 1,714,000
Commercial 10,930 Sf GBA $9 /Sf 98,000
Taxes, Legal & Accounting 2.0% Direct Costs 653,000
Insurance
Residential 119 Units $15,000 /Unit 1,785,000
Commercial 10,830 SfGBA 5 /5f 55,000
Marketing/Leasing
Residential Marketing 118 Units $5,000 AUnit 595,000
Residential Models 2 Models $50,000 /Model 100,000
Commercial Commissions 10,930 SfGLA $27 /ST 297,000
Development Management ° 3% Revenues 2,109,000
Soft Cost Contingency Allowance 5% Other Indirect Costs 363,000
Total Indirect Costs $9,729,000
fil. Financing/Clgsing Costs
Interest & Loan Origination Fees § 75.0% Financed $5,585,000
Resid Closing, Comm & Warranties ’ 3.9% Residential Revenues 2,439,000
Total Financing/Closing Costs $8,024,000
IV, |Total Construction Costs 182,130 Sf GBA $277 ISf $50,426,000 J

1 These costs assume Type V with Subterranean Parking construction, a §% direct cost contingency allowance; and assumes
no prevailing wage reguirements are imposed.

City staff should estimate this cost

Excludes Development Management

o b oW N

Includes common area improvements and furniture, fixtures and equipment.
Estimated based on prior TIMS analysis and discussions with City staff.

and close during first month after completion; and 2.0 points for [oan origination fees.

and closing costs, respectively. Also includes $2,000/unit for warranties.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.

File name: TIMS Analysis; Pf_Site10_Proposed; 4/17/2007; de

A 7.0% interest cost for debt; an 18 month construction period; a 12 unit/month absorption rate; 30% of the units are presold

See TABLE 2 for residential sales revenue estimates. Assumes 2.0% and 1.5% of residential sales revenues for commissions



TABLE 2

REVENUE PROJECTIONS
SITE 10 - DOWNTOWN COMMERCIAL

119 RESIDENTIAL OWNERSHIP UNITS & 10,930 SF OF RETAIL SPACE

DENSITY OF 62 UNITS / ACRE
TIMS VALUATION ANALYSIS
BURBANK, CALIFORNIA

R Residential Sales Revenues '

Plan 1 -1-Bdrms - 1,000 Sf - Flat 25 Units $454 000 /Unit $11,350,000

Plan 2 -2-Bdrms - 1,100 Sf - Flat 30 Units $488,000 /Unit 14,640,000

Plan 3 -3-Bdrms - 1,300 Sf - Flat 44 Units $554 000 /Unit 24,376,000

Plan 4 -3-Bdrms - 1,500 Sf - Flat 20 Units $625,000 /Unit 12,500,000

Model Premium 2 Units $15,000 /Unit 30,000

Total Residential Sales Revenues 119 Units $528,500 /Unit $62,896,000
. Commercial Sales Revenues * 10,930 Sf GLA $678 ISf $7.,413,000
Ifl. |Totai Project Sales Revenues $70,309,000

Based on KMA market survey. Assumes sales prices ranging from $417 to $454/Sf, with a weighted average of $433/5f.
? Assumes a $481,816 NOI and a 6.5% capitalization rate.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, inc.

Fite name: TIMS Analysis; Pf_Sie10_Proposed; 4/17/2007; de



TABLE 3

RESIDUAL LAND VALUE CALCULATION
SITE 10 - DOWNTOWN COMMERCIAL

119 RESIDENTIAL OWNERSHIP UNITS & 10,930 SF OF RETAIL SPACE

DENSITY OF 62 UNITS / ACRE
TIMS VALUATION ANALYSIS
BURBANK, CALIFORNIA

L Sales Revenues See TABLE 2 $70,309,000
L. Develppment Costs
Construction Costs See TABLE 1 $50,426,000
Threshold Developer Profit 15.0% Sales Revenues 10,546,000
Total Development Costs $60,972,000
Il. |Residual Land Value 119 Units $78,500 /Unit $9,337,000

83,951 Sfland

$111 /Sf Land

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Ing.

File namea: TIMS Analysis; Pf_Site10_Proposed; 4/17/2007; de




APPENDIX D-11

Site 10 — Burbank Center Plan



TABLE 1

ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COSTS

SITE 10 - DOWNTOWN COMMERCIAL - BURBANK CENTER PLAN
PROPOSED USE - 125,927 SF OFFICE BUILDING AND 15,000 SF OF RETAIL
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS

BURBANK, CALIFORNIA

I. DirectCosts '

Off Site Improvements 2 Allowance $0
On Site Improvements 83,851 SfofLand $5 /SflLand 420,000
Parking Costs
Surface 128 Spaces $1,500 /Space 191,000
Level B1 174 Spaces $20,000 /Space 3,484 000
Level B2 191 Spaces $30,000 /Space 5,742,000
Building Shell Costs
Office 125827 Sf of GBA $110 /ST GBA 13,852,000
Retail 15,000 Sfof GBA $110 /SFfGBA 1,650,000
Tenant jmprovement Costs
Office 123,094 Sfof GLA $30 /SFGLA 3,778,000
Retail 15,000 Sfof GLA $20 /SfGLA 300,000
Contingency 5% of Other Direct Costs 1,471,000
Total Direct Costs 140,927 Sfof GBA $219 /STGBA $30,888,000
Il. Indirect Costs
Arch., Eng. & Consulting 6% of Direct Costs $1,853,000
Public Permits & Fees * 140,927 Sfof GBA $9 /SfGBA 1,268,000
Taxes, Ins., Legal & Accing. 2% of Direct Costs 618,000
Marketing
Leasing 138,094 Sfof GLA $9 /STGLA 1,243,000
Development Management 3% of Direct Costs 927,000
Contingency * 5% of Other Direct Costs 249,000
Total Indirect Costs 6,158,000
. Financing Costs
Construction Loan ® $40.464,000 Financed @ 7.8% Interest $2,548,000
Loan Points & Fees $43,5618,000 Supp. Value 2.0 Points 870,000
Total Financing Costs 3,418,000
IV.[TotaI Construction Costs 140,927 3f of GBA $287 /S5fGBA $40,464,000_]
T Assumes prevailing wage payments are not required.
2 City staff should estimate this cost. :
* Estimated based on prior TIMS analysis and discussions with City staff.
4 Excludes Development Management.
&

Assumes a 15-month construction period and an average outstanding loan balance of 65%.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File name: TIMS Analysis; Site 10_BCP_Proposed; de 4/17/2007



TABLE 2

ESTIMATED STABILIZED KET OPERATING INCOME

SITE 10 - DOWNTOWN COMMERCIAL - BURBANK CENTER PLAN

PROPQOSED USE - 125,927 SF OFFICE BUILDING AND 15,000 SF OF RETAIL

TIMS LAND VALUATICN ANALYSIS
BURBANK, CALIFORNIA

. Rental ihncome

Base Rental income '

Office income 123,004 SfGLA $31 /SfGLA $3,841,000
Retail income 15,000 SfGLA $48 /STGLA 720,000
Parking Income *
Covered Spaces 403 Spates $82 /Sp.Mo. 398,000
Uncovered Spaces 82 Spaces $82 /Sp.Mo. 81,000
Potential Gross Income $5,038,000
{Less} Vacancy & Collections 5% PGI (252,000)
Effective Gross Income $4,786,000
Il. Operating Expenses
Unreimb. Office Expenses 123,094 5Sfof GLA $6.00 /SfGLA ($739,000)
Parking Expense * 366 Spaces $500 /Space {183,000)
Management 3% of EGI {144,000}
Operating & Capital Reserves 140,827 Sfof GBA $0.15 /1 Sf GBA {21,000)
Total Expenses (1,087,000)
iil. lﬁabilized Net Operafing Income $3,699,000_l

' Based on KMA Burbank office rent survey, October 2006 and Tri Cities Cffice Market Report, Colliers Intemational,
3Q/08; CBRE MarketView, Los Angeles Office, 3Q/06; interviews with real estate leasing broker. Retail rents are based
on KMA Burbank retail survey and KMA's experience with similar projects. Rents equate to $2.60 and $4.00 for office

and retail, respectively.

2 Excludes retail spaces. Office spaces are rented at 110% of capacity; rates are a blend of reserved / unreserved

spaces.

3 Assumes parking expense for structured spaces only.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.

Fite name: TIMS Analysis; Site 10_BCP_Proposed; de 4/17/2007



TABLE 3

RESIDUAL LAND VALUE CALCULATION

SITE 10 - DOWNTOWN COMMERCIAL - BURBANK CENTER PLAN
PROPOSED USE - 125,927 SF OFFICE BUILDING AND 15,000 SF OF RETAIL
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS

BURBANK, CALIFORNIA

I. Supportable Private Investment

Net Operating Income See TABLE 2 $3,6099,000
Threshoid Return on investment ' 8.5%
Supportable Private Investment $43,518,000

It. Residual Land Value Caiculation

Supportable Private investment $43,518,000
{Less) Total Consfruction Costs See TABLE1 (40,464,000}
lIL. |Residual Land Value $3,054,000
83,951 SfofLand $36 /5flLand

! Represents a blended return on investment of 8.50% and 8.50% for office and retail respectively.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File name: TIMS Analysis; Site 10_BCP_Proposed; de 4/17/2007



TABLE 1

ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COSTS

SITE 10 - DOWNTOWN COMMERCIAL - BURBANK CENTER PLAN
TIMS USE - 119,764 SF OFFICE BUILDING AND 14,266 SF OF RETAIL
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS

BURBANK, CALIFORNIA

1. Direct Costs’

Off Site Improvements 2 Allowance 50
On Siie Improvements 83,851 Sfof Land %5 [Sfland 420,000
Parking Costs
Surface Spaces 127 Spaces $1,500 /Space 191,000
Level B1 174 Spaces $20,000 /Space 3,484,000
Level B2 168 Spaces $30,000 /Space 5,037,000
Building Shell Costs
Dffice 119,764 Sfof GBA $110 /SfGBA 13,174,000
Retail 14,266 Sfof GBA $110 /STGBA 1,568,000
Tenant Improvement Costs
Office 117,069 Sf of GLA $30 /STGLA 3,512,000
Retail 14,266 Sfof GLA %20 /STGLA 285,000
Contingency 5% of Other Direct Costs 1,384,000
Total Direct Costs 134,030 Sfof GBA $217 /ST GBA $29,056,000
. Indirect Costs
Arch., Eng. & Consulting 6% of Direct Costs $1,743,000
Public Permits & Fees ® 134,030 Sfof GBA $9 /SfGBA 1,206,000
Taxes, Ins., Legal & Accing. 2% of Direct Costs 581,000
Marketing
Leasing 131,335 Sfof GLA $9 /SFGLA 1,182,000
Development Management 3% of Direct Costs 872,000
Contingency * 5% of Other Direct Costs 236,000
Total Indirect Costs 5,820,000
[ll. Financing Costs
Construction Loan ° $38,104,000 Financed @ 7.8% Interest $2,399,000
Loan Points & Fees $41,435,000 Supp. Value 2.0 Points 829,000
Total Financing Costs 3,228,000

IV.|TotaI Construction Costs 134,030 Sfof GBA $284 /STGBA $38,104,00ﬂ
T Assumes prevailing wage payments are not required.
2 City staff should estimate this cost.
® Estimated based on prior TIMS analysis and discussions with City staff.
“ Excludes Development Management.
5

Assumes a 15-month construction period and an average outstanding loan balance of 65%.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File name: TIMS Analysis; Site 10_BCP_TIMS; de 4/17/2007



TABLE 2

ESTIMATED STABILIZED NET OPERATING INCOME

SITE 10 - DOWNTOWN COMMERCIAL - BURBANK CENTER PLAN

TIMS USE - 119,764 SF OFFICE BUILDING AND 14,266 SF OF RETAIL

TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS
BURBANK, CALIFORNIA

l. Rental Income

Base Rental Income’

Office income 117,069 SfGLA $31 /SEGLA $3,653,000
Retail Income 14,266 SfGLA $48 /STGLA 685,000
Parking Income 2
Covered Spaces 382 Spaces $82 /Sp.Mo. 376,000
Uncovered Spaces 79 Spaces $82 /Sp.Mo. 78,000
Potential Gross Income $4,792,000
(Less} Vacancy & Coliections 5% PG (240,000)
Effective Gross Income $4,552,000
H. QOperating Expenses
Unreimbursed Off. Expenses 117,069 Sfof GLA $6.00 /SfGLA ($702,000)
Parking Expense ° 342 Spaces $500 /Space (171,000
Management 3% of EGI (137,000)
Operating & Capital Reserves 134,030 Sfof GBA $0.15 / Sf GBA (20,000)
Total Expenses 134,030 Sfof GBA $7.68 / 5T GBA {1,030,000)
ft. |Stabi|ized Net Operating Income $3,522,00CLJ

1

Based on KMA Burbank office rent survey, October 2006 and Tri Cities Office Market Report, Colliers International,
3Q/06; CBRE MarketView, Los Angeles Office, 3Q/06; interviews with real estate leasing broker. Retail rents are based
on KMA Burbank retail survey and KMA's experience with similar projects. Rents equate to $2.60 and $4.00 per square
foot per month for office and retail, respectively.
2 Excludes retail spaces. Office spaces are rented at 110% of capacity; rates are a blended for reservediunreserved

spaces.

8 Assumes parking expense for siructured spaces onty.

Prapared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.

File name: TIMS Analysis; Site 10_BCP_TIMS; de 4/17/2007



TABLE 2

RESIDUAL LAND VALUE CALCULATION

SITE 10 - DOWNTOWN COMMERCIAL - BURBANK CENTER PLAN
TIMS USE - 119,764 SF OFFICE BUILDING AND 14,266 SF OF RETAIL
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS

BURBANK, CALIFORNIA

|. Supportable Private investment

Net Operating Income See TABLE 2 $3,522,000
Threshold Return on Investment 8.5%
Supportable Private Investrent $41,435,000
Il. Residual Land Value Calculation
Supportable Private Investment $41,435,000
(Less) Total Construction Costs See TABLE 1 (38,104,000}
lil. [Residual Land Value $3,331,000

83,951 Sfofliand $40 /5flLand

! Represents a blended return on investment of 8.50% and 8.50% for office and retail respectively.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File name: TIMS Analysis; Site 10_BCP_TIMS; de 4/117/2007
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Site 11



TABLE 1

ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COSTS

SITE 11 - MIXED COMMERCIAL f INDUSTRIAL
PROPOSED USE - 120,000 SF OFFICE BUILDING

TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS

BURBANK, CALIFORNIA

l. Direct Costs ’
Off Site Improvements 2 Allowance $0
On Site Improvements 117,023 Sfofiand $5 /SfLand 585,000
Parking Costs > 360 Spaces $10,200 /Space 3,672,000
Building Shell Costs 120,000 Sfof GBA $110 /STGBA 13,200,000
Tenant improvement Costs 117,300 Sfof GLA $30 /STGLA 3,519,000
Contingency 5% of Other Direct Costs 1,048 000
Tota! Direct Costs 120,000 Sf of GBA /5f GBA $22 025,000
il. Indirect Costs
Arch,, Eng. & Consuliing 6% of Direct Costs $1,322,000
Public Permits & Fees * 120,000 Sfof GBA $9 /Sf GBA 1,080,000
Taxes, Ins., Legal & Acctng. 2% of Direct Costs 441,000
Marketing
Leasing Commissions 117,300 Sfof GLA $10 /STGLA 1,173,000
Development Management 3% of Direct Costs 661,000
Contingency ° 5% of Other Direct Costs 201,000
Total indirect Costs 4 878,000
lil. Financing Costs
Construction Loan ® $28,310,000 Financed @ 7.8% Interest $1,846,000
Loan Points & Fees $28,047,000 Supp. Value 2.0 Points 561,000
Total Financing Costs 2,407,000
IV.ITotaI Construction Costs 120,000 Sfof GBA $244 /SfGBA $29,31 U,DOOJ

[+ I B A N

Prepared by. Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.

Assumes prevailing wage payments are not required.
Assumes to be estimated by City staff.

Reflects a blended cost for stirface and one level below grade of $1,500 and $20,000 respectivaly.
Estimated based on prior TIMS analysis and discussions with City staff. ‘
Excludes Development Management.

Assumes a 15-month construction period and an average outstanding loan balance of 65%.

File name: TIMS Analysis; Site 11_Proposed; de 4/17/2007



TABLE 2

ESTIMATED STABILIZED NET OPERATING INCOME
SITE 11 - MIXED COMMERCIAL / INDUSTRIAL
PROPOSED USE - 120,000 SF OFFICE BUILDING

TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS
BURBANK, CALIFORNIA

I. Rental income

Base Rental Income* 117,300 Sfof GLA $27 /STGLA $3,167,000
Parking Income *
Covered Spaces 186 Spaces $65 /SpaceMo 145,000
Uncovered Spaces 210 Spaces $65 /SpaceMo 164,000
Potential Gross Income $3,476,000
(Less) Vacancy & Collections 5% Potential Gross Income {174,000}
Effective Gross Income $3,302,000
Il Operating Expenses
Unreimbursed Oper. Exp. 117,300 Sf of GLA $6.00 /SEGLA ($704,000)
Parking Expenses 2 169 Spaces $500 /Space (85,000)
Management 3% of EGI (99,000}
Operating & Capital Reserves 120,000 Sfof GBA $0.25 / 5f GBA {30,000)
Total Expenses 120,000 Sfof GBA $7.65 /SfGBA (918,000}
lil. [Stabilized Net Operating Income $2,384,000 |

1

Based on KMA Burbank office rent survey, October 2006 and Tri Cifies Office Market Report, Colliers international,

3Q/06; CBRE MarketView, Los Angeles Office, 3Q/06; interviews with real estate leasing broker. Rents equate to $2.25

per square foot per month.

? Assumes spaces are rented at 110% of capacity at a blended rate for covered and uncovered.
* Assumes parking expense for structured spaces only.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, inc.

File name: TIMS Analysis; Site 11_Proposed; de 4/17/2007



TABLE 3

RESIDUAL LAND VALUE CALCULATION

SITE 11 - MIXED COMMERCIAL / INDUSTRIAL
PROPOSED USE - 120,000 SF OFFICE BUILDING
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS

BURBANK, CALIFORNIA

I. Supportiable Private Investment

Net Operating Income See TABLE 2
Threshold Return on Investment

Supportable Private Investment
. Residual Land Value Calculation

Supportable Private Investment
{Less) Total Construction Costs See TABLE1

$2,384,000
B.5%

$28,047,000

$28,047,000
{29,310,000)

Iil. | Residual Land Value
117,023 Sfof Land

($1,263,000)
($11) /Sf Land

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, inc.
File name: TIMS Analysis; Site 11_Proposed; de 4/17/2007




TABLE 1

ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COSTS

SITE 11 - MIXED COMMERCIAL / INDUSTRIAL
TIMS USE - 37,644 SF OFFICE BUILDING

TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS

BURBANK, CALIFORNIA

.

Direct Costs '

Off Site Improvements Allowance $0

On Site Improvements 117,023 SfofLand $5 /Sfland 585,000

Parking Costs * 113 Spaces 31,500 /Space 170,000

Building Shell Costs 37,644 Sfof GBA $80 /SfGBA 3,012,000

Tenant Improvement Costs 38,797 Sfof GLA $20 /STGLA 736,000

Contingency 5% of Other Direct Costs 225,000
Total Direct Costs 37,644 Sfof GBA /St GBA $4,728,000
Indirect Costs

Arch., Eng. & Consuliing 6% of Direct Costs $284,000

Public Permits & Fees ? 37,644 Sfof GBA $6 /STGBA 226,000

Taxes, ins., Legal & Acctng. 2% of Direct Costs 95,000

Marketing

Leasing Commissions 36,797 Sfof GLA $8 /STGLA 294,000

Developrment Management 3% of Direct Costs 142,000

Contingency 5 5% of Other Direct Costs 45,000
Totat indirect Costs 1,086,000
Financing Costs

Construction Loan ° $6,239,000 Financed @ 7.8% Interest $262,000

Loan Points & Fees $8,158,000 Supp. Value 2.0 Points 163,000
Total Financing Costs 425,000

IV.[TotaI Construction Costs 37,644 Sfof GBA $1686 /SfGBA $6,239,000 |

@ o o W k2

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.

Assumes prevailing wage payments are nof required.

To be estimated by City staff.
Assumes surface parking.

Estimated based on prior TIMS analysis and discussions with City staff.

Excludes Development Management.
Assumes a 10-manth construction period and an average outstanding loan balance of 65%.

File name: TIMS Analysis; Site 11_TIMS; de 4/17/2007



TABLE 2

ESTIMATED STABILIZED NET OPERATING INCOME
SITE 11 - MIXED COMMERCIAL / INDUSTRIAL

TIMS USE - 37,644 SF OFFICE BUILDING

TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYS!S
BURBANK, CALIFORNIA

I. Rental income

Base Rental Income ' 36,797 Sf of GLA $24 /St GLA $883,000
Parking tncome 124 Spaces $65 /SpaceMo 97,000
Potential Gross Income $980,000
{Less) Vacancy & Collections 5% Potential Gross Income (49,000)
Effective Gross income $931,000
il. Operating Expenses
Unreimbursed Office Exps. 38,797 Sfof GLA $6.00 /SfGLA {$221,000)
Management 3% of EGI (28,000}
Operating & Capital Reserves 37,644 5fof GBA $0.25 / SfGBA {2,000)
Total Expenses {258,000}
NI.|Stabilized Net Operating Income $673,000 |

" Based on KMA Burbank office rent survey, October 2006 and Tri Cities Office Market Report, Colliers International,
3Q/06; CBRE MarketView, Los Angeles Office, 3Q/08; interviews with reat estate leasing broker. Rents equate to $2.00
per square foot per month based on §2.25 less 10% for smaller building.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.

File name: TIMS Analysis; Site 11_TIMS; de 417/2007



TABLE 3

RESIDUAL LAND VALUE CALCULATION

SITE 11 - MIXED COMMERCIAL / INDUSTRIAL

TIMS USE - 37,644 SF OFFICE BUILDING

TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS
BURBANK, CALIFORNIA

|. Supportable Private Investment

Net Operating Income See TABLE 2 $673,000
Threshold Retumn on Investment 8.25%
Supportable Private Investment $8,158,000
. Residual Land Value Calculation
Supporiable Private investment $8,158,000
({Less) Total Construction Costs See TABLE 1 (6,239,000}
Ill.|Residual Land Value $1,919,000

117,023 Sf of Land

$16 /SfLand

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.

File name: TIMS Analysis; Site 11_TIMS; de 4/17/2007




TABLE 1

ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COSTS

SITE 11 - MIXED COMMERCIAL / INDUSTRIAL
ALTERNATIVE TIMS USE - 57,200 SF LIGHT INDUSTRIAL BUILDING

TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS
BURBANK, CALIFORNIA

l. Direct Costs '

Off Site Improvements 2 Allowance $0
Parking Costs 114 Spaces $1,500 /Space 171,000
Building Shelt Costs 57,200 Sfof GBA $50 /SfGBA 2,860,000
Tenant Improvement Costs 5,720 SfofGLA $15 /SFGLA 86,000
Contingency 5% of Other Direct Costs 156,000
Total Direct Costs 57,200 Sfof GBA $57 /STGBA $3,273,000
ll. indirect Costs
Arch., Eng. & Consulting 6% of Direct Costs $196,000
Public Permits & Fees * 57,200 Sfof GBA $6 /SfGBA 343,000
Taxes, ins., Legal & Acctng. 2% of Direct Costs 65,000
Marketing 7
Leasing Commissions 57,200 Sfof GLA 34 /STGLA 229,000
Development Management 3% of Direct Costs 98,000
Contingency ° 5% of Other Direct Costs 42,000
Total indirect Costs 973,000
lil. Financing Costs
Construction Loan © $4,620,000 Financed @ 7.8% Interest $194,000
l.oan Points & Fees $9,013,000 Supp. Value 2.0 Points 180,000
Total Financing Costs 374,000
IV.tl'otal Construction Costs 57,200 Sfof GBA $81 /Sf GBA $4,620,000 ]

To be estimated by City staff.
Assumes surface parking.

B ;A W N =

Prepared by: Keyser Marsion Associates, Inc.

Assumes prevailing wage payments are not required.

Estimated based on discussions with City staff.
Excludes Development Management.
Assumes a 10-month construction period and an average outstanding loan balance of 65%.

File name: TIMS Analysis: Site 11_Alt.; de 4/17/2007



TABLE 2

ESTIMATED STABILIZED NET OPERATING INCOME

SITE 11 - MIXED COMMERCIAL / iNDUSTRIAL

ALTERNATIVE TIMS USE - 57,200 SF LIGHT INDUSTRIAL BUILDING
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS

BURBANK, CALIFORNIA

. Rental Income

Base Rental Income 57,200 Sfof GLA $14 /STGLA $785,000
Potential Gross Income $789,000
{Less) Vacancy & Collections 5% Potential Gross Income (39,000)
Effective Gross Income $750,000
Il. Operating Expenses
Management 3% of EGI ($23,000)
Operating & Capital Reserves 57,200 Sfof GBA $0.10 / ST GBA {6,000)
Total Expenses (29,000)
1. |Stabilized Net Operating Income $721,000 |

1

Report, Coliiers International, 2Q/08. Rents equate fo $1.15 per sguare foot per month.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File name: TIMS Analysis; Site 11_Alt.; de 4/17/2007

Based on KMA's Burbank industrial rent survey and the San Fermando Valley & Ventura County Industrial Market



TABLE 3

RESIDUAL LAND VALUE CALCULATICON

SITE 11 - MIXED COMMERCIAL / INDUSTRIAL

ALTERNATIVE TIMS USE - 57,200 SF LIGHT INDUSTRIAL BUILDING

TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS
BURBANK, CALIFORNIA

. Supportable Private Investment

Net Operating Income See TABLE 2 $721,000
Threshold Return on Investment 8.0%
Supportable Private Investrment $9,013,000
. Residual Land Value Calculation
Suppartable Private investment $9,013,000
(Less) Total Construction Costs See TABLE 1 (4,620,000)
lll. |Residual Land Value $4,393,000

117,023 SfofLand

$38 /Sfland

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.

File name: TIMS Analysis; Site 11_Alt.; de 4/17/2007













COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
150 North Third Street « P.O. Box 6459 « Burbank, California « 91510
www.burbankusa.com

October 24, 2011

Michael Cusumano
Cusumano Real Estate Group
101 S. First Street, Suite 400
Burbank, California 91502

Via electronic mail

Re: Burbank2035 General Plan
Dear Michael:

Thank you for your letter dated October 21, 2011 in response to my letter of September 27, 2011.
We are providing an immediate response to your letter and in turn request the same, for reasons
discussed below. Further, the City Council will have the benefit of reading your letter and staff’s
response prior to their October 25" meeting at which time they will receive a report on the public
input received for Burbank2035. The intent of the meeting on the 25" is not to discuss the
substance of our conversation, but just to make the Council aware of the input we have received
from the public and our continuing discussion.

Your letter indicates that your primary outstanding concern is the presence and/or application of
Floor Area Ratios (FARs) as limits on building intensity. The addition of the FARs is intended
to satisfy California General Plan law, which requires that:

The land use element shall include a statement of the standards of population density
and building intensity recommended for the various districts and other territory covered
by the plan. (California Government Code Section 65302(a))

As you know, the 2008 draft of the General Plan included OE-FARs, which would have limited
building intensity based on traffic impacts, to satisfy this requirement. However, it was the
assessment of the City’s consultant AECOM that the intent and spirit of this requirement would
be better fulfilled through the use of traditional FARs, which are commonly used in General
Plans throughout the state. After further consideration, staff concurred and added traditional
FARs to limit building intensity. OE-FARs were retained to assess cumulative traffic impacts,
consistent with previous direction from the City Council.



Mr. Michael Cusumano
October 24, 2011
Page 2

Given the above, staff will continue to recommend that traditional FARs be included in the
General Plan in addition to OE-FARs. The issue then becomes the application of the FARs to 1)
mixed-use projects and 2) residential projects (in non-residential areas). Staff believes there are
three possible approaches to applying FAR limits to the residential portion of mixed-use projects
and to residential projects:

1. Include the residential square footage in the FAR. This would limit the number of units
and the total residential square footage. (This is staff’s currently recommended
approach.)

2. Do not include the residential square footage in the FAR. This would limit the number of
units but not the size. The FAR would still apply to the non-residential square footage in
mixed-use projects.

3. Include only a percentage of the residential square footage in the FAR. This would also
limit both the number of units and the residential square footage, but would allow more
residential square footage than option 1.

Staff seeks input from you on which of these options you believe is most appropriate for
inclusion in the General Plan. Based on your previous input, we suspect that you will prefer
option 2. However, we also would like your input on the other two options. Specifically:

e Regarding option 1, what FAR limits do you believe would be appropriate for each land
use designation to accommodate residential and mixed-use development? It is apparent
that you believe the currently proposed limits are too low, at least for some areas of the
City. Staff seeks input on what limits you believe strike the best balance between
facilitating residential and mixed-use development while preserving community
character. Please be specific.

e Regarding option 2, do you believe that increased FAR limits would still be warranted,
and if so, what FARs would you propose for each land use designation?

e Regarding option 3, what reduced rate do you believe would be appropriate to apply to
residential square footage (e.g. 75 percent, 50 percent, etc.)? Further, do you believe that
increased FAR limits would still be warranted if such a reduction were applied, or would
the currently proposed FAR limits be acceptable?

In considering your input on the above options, please take into consideration the proposed
General Plan policies that would allow FAR and density limits to be exceeded for exceptional
projects, as well as incentives that are available under state density bonus law for projects
providing affordable and/or senior housing. Without responding specifically to each of the
example projects that you mention, staff continues to believe that the proposed FAR and density
limits (per the September 27" letter) are reflective of past City Council direction and community
sentiment regarding both long range plans and individual development projects.



Mr. Michael Cusumano
October 24, 2011
Page 3

Staff is in the process of revising the preliminary draft of Burbank2035 to incorporate the
comments received during the public outreach period. We would like to resolve this FAR issue
so that staff’s final recommendation of the FAR limits and how they are applied is included. On
December 13™ we intend to take the next draft of Burbank2035 to the City Council. What the
City Council endorses at that time is what will be analyzed in the Environmental Impact Report.
As such, staff would appreciate a response to the questions raised in this letter no later than
Tuesday, November 1%

On behalf of Ms. Steinkruger and myself, I would like to thank you and your colleagues at the
Chamber of Commerce in advance for your quick response. The input and discussion with the
Chamber of Commerce has been extremely helpful to staff in developing Burbank2035.

Sincerely,
Community Development Department

Michael D. Forbes
Assistant Community Development Director / City Planner



Cusumano Real Estate Group

October 28, 2011

Mr. Michael Forbes
Planning Division

City of Burbank

275 East Olive Avenue
Burbank, CA 91502

Re: Burbank 2035 Plan

Dear Michael:

In an effort to keep our dialogue moving along, and in the interest of the time frames that
you proposed, we wanted to directly respond to your specific inquiries of October 24. As
a preface, we wanted to respond to the California Government Code Section that you
quote. Nowhere in that section is “Floor Area Ratio™ or “FAR” ever mentioned. Rather
standards of “population density and building intensity” are referenced and would seem
to infer the validity independent two measures of density to us, t.e., density in units per
acre for residential uses and FAR ratios for commercial uses, as we suggest. In any event,
please consider:

FAR Limit Format

Of the three options that you outlined, yes, our Chamber committee would strongly favor
option 2, whereby residential square footage would not be included in the FAR
calculation. The density per acre would apply to the residential portion and the FAR
limits would apply to the commercial component. We understand your suggestion that all
uses need to be included in the FAR calculation, but disagree. Strictly residential
densities (R-3, R-4, etc.) do not take into consideration the FAR, so it doesn’t make sense
to us to include an FAR density calculation for residential uses simply because they are in
commercial zones. Further, we believe that the methodology that we propose is more
consistent with California Government Code section 65302 inasmuch as both population
density and building intensity are considered. Further, we have reviewed the California
Government Code and were unable to find a requirement that FAR be the basis for the
general plan, or any suggestion expressed or implied, that the format that we suggest is
less than appropriate.

The second thought that we have is, what is objectionable to staff about the format that
we suggest (option 2) wherein residential density will be constrained by density per acre
and the commercial component by FAR? In my last letter, | described how the staff
suggestion (option 1) would not work and how projects like the Senior Artist Colony and
Olive Court Senior Apartments could not be built. What would the downside of option 2
be? It would encourage projects like the Senior Artist Colony, Citywalk and The
Collection to be built in areas of South San Fernando; is this bad? It would encourage

101 South First Street, Suite 4000  Burbank, California 91502  telephone (818) 841-5800 telefax (818) 845-8945



rather than discourage mixed projects; is this bad? Would it encourage larger, more
expensive units? Yes. Is that bad? Would it encourage runaway or irresponsible
development? No, it is on its face much more restrictive that the General Plan that has
been in place for decades, so that can’t be the case. What [ would like to identify is what
is the downside to this, and I can’t come up with any.

To respond to your second set of questions, please note:

1) Option 1. if Option 1 was to be adopted, we would suggest that the FAR density
limits would have to be revised per the Option 1 column of the chart below
(which would still be a fraction of the permitted density of our surrounding
neighbors).

2) Option 2: if Option 2 was to be adopted, we would suggest that the FAR density
limits as previously proposed and revised by staff could be acceptable.

3) Option 3: if Option 3 was to be adopted, we would suggest that the residential
densities be calculated at a 30% density as commercial uses, with minor changes
to the staff recommended FAR limits, in column option 3 below.

Option 1 Onption 2
FAR FAR
Staff Recommendation'  Staff Recommendation' Sugeestion Suggestion
Residential Density Commercial Density
Low Density Residential 0-14 units per acre not permitted
Medium Density Residential 14-29 units per acre not permitted
High Density Residential 29-43 units per acre not permitted
Corridor Commercial - adjacent to residential 27 units per acre 1.0 FAR 2.0 FAR 1.25 FAR
Corridor Commercial -not adjacent to residential 43 units per acre 1.0FAR 2.0FAR 1.25 FAR
Regienal Commercial 58 units per acre 1.25 FAR 2.0 FAR 1.5 FAR
Downtown Commercial 58 units per acre 2.50 FAR 3.5FAR 2.5FAR
South San Fernando Commercial 43 units per acre 1.25 FAR 2.0 FAR 1.5 FAR
North Victory Commercial/Industrial 27 units per acre 1.0 FAR 2.0FAR 1.25 FAR
Rancho Neighberhood 27 units per acre 0.75 FAR 0.75 FAR 0.75 FAR
Media District Commercial 58 units per acre 1.10 FAR 3.0FAR 1.6 FAR
Golden State Commercial/Industrial None 1.25 FAR 2.0FAR 1.5 FAR
Industrial 27 units per acre 0.75 FAR 2.0 FAR 1.25 FAR

Michael, I think that any of the options that we have expressed above would have the
effect of providing the restraints to growth that staff is seeking while still providing for
the development of mixed use and residential projects in commercial areas that we think
is important to sustain the long term economic viability of the community. Our Chamber
committee looks forward to meeting with you to review these ideas.




October 31, 2011

Tracy Steinkruger

Senior Planner

Community Development Departient
City of Burbank

150 North Third Street

Burbank, CA 91502

Dear Tracy:

We understand that the City of Burbank is trying to bring closure to its General Plan Update process, and
in that regard, the Burbank-Glendale-Pasadena Airport Authority was afforded the opportunity to meet
with City staff and consultants to review the City’s proposed Noise Element for the Burbank 2035
General Plan. We appreciate the City’s efforts to include the Authority in a review of the Noise Element.

As you know, the Authority staff and City staff met in early October to identify key provisions of the
Noise Element and to discuss any issues of concern to each entity, At that meeting, we noted a concern
about the noise exposure limits for residential uses and indicated that we would provide comments to the
City Jeg,aIdmg that plOVl\lO]] alld othel provisions by the City’s requested deadline of October 14, 2011.

As we undertook our review of th(, noise exposure limits for residential uses, we also reviewed all other
sections of the Element and noted only a few additional items for the City’s consideration. The issues and
potential solutions to them were then vetted internally and with outside consultants so as to come up with
comments and suggested recommendations to address our comments. The Authority did not want to just
raise comments and concerns but to also propose solutions. That process took a couple of weeks longer
than we had initially anticipated and we appreciate the City’s patience in that regard. We have now
cornpleted that process and have enclosed a list of comments and suggestions for revision fo the proposed
Noise Element. ‘

If you have any questions c')1"w0uld like to discuss our comments, please do not hesitate to contact me.
Very truly yours
A %
Exccutive Director
Enclosure
cc: Michael Flad, Ciiv Manager

Greg Hermann, Community Development Director
Michael Forbes, Aqsmtant Community Development Director/City Plannel

2627 Hollywood Way « Burbank, California 91505 + (818) 840-8840 -+ Fax: (818) 848-1173




Comments from Airport Authority to the Draft Noise Element of the Burbank 2035
General Plan

gy Comments on Goal 5 Aircraft Noise (page 5-4):

Proposed Policy No. 5.1 under Goal No. 5 on page 5-4 is neither accurate nor appropriate. First,
this Policy is new to this Element and is not a continuation of existing policy from the 1992
Noise Element. By imposing this new and more stringent standard on Authority actions and
projects, this proposed Policy conflicts with Sections 3.1 and 3.4 of the Development Agreement
between the City and the Authority. Second, it implies that the Los Angeles County Airport
Land Use Commission has some power to review, recommend or impose a curfew. The
implementation of a curfew by a local agency is preempted by federal law and therefore the Los
Angeles County Airport Land Use Commission has no authority over the subject of curfews.
Third, the Airport Authority has exhausted its remedies under current law to legally seek
imposition of a mandatory curfew. at Bob Hope Airport. The Authority has already
unsuccessfully sought implementation of a mandatory curfew through the Part 161 process. For
all these reasons and because Policy 5.1 conflicts with Sections 3.1 and 3.4 of the Development
Agreement between the City of Burbank and the Burbank-Glendale-Pasadena Airport Authority,
Policy 5.1 should be deleted.

(2) Comments on Table N-3 - 60 versus 65 dBA CNEL for exterior spaces in residential
areas:

The Authority notes that the proposed Noise Element states on page 5-7: “Noise exposure limits
for land use compatibility are generally established at 60 dBA CNEL/Ly, for exterior spaces in
most sensitive land use designations (e.g. single-family residential, nursing homes, hospitals).”
We also note that proposed Table N-3 — Maximum Allowable Noise Exposure — Transportation
Sources, provides a 60 dBA CNEL/Lg, maximum allowable noise exposure limit for single-
family residential uses.

We further note that the existing 1992 Noise Element (Figure No. 3) provides that single-family,
multifamily and duplex uses are permitted to have an exterior noise limit of up to 65 CNEL dB.
Thus, proposed Table N-3 is more restrictive than existing Figure 3 with respect to the
requirements on single-family residential uses. The 1992 Noise Element included the following
standard for noise from the Airport: “Any actions that increase the level of noise throughout the
adjacent area beyond the presently defined projected 2000 noise impact boundary indentified in
the FAR Part 150 Noise Compatibility Program, Volume 2, for the airport will be discouraged.”
{Noise Policy No. 5, page 25 of 1992 Noise Element.) The proposed Table N-3 imposes a more
stringent noise standard on the Airport than was in place in 1992 and when the Development
Agreement became effective.

The Authority understands and does not object to the imposition of this standard on developers
of single-family residential units. However, the Authority is concerned that this requirement
could be applied to aircraft operations, Airport Authority actions, and construction projects at the
Bob Hope Airport that otherwise could increase the noise contour boundary within which the
Authority is obligated to provide noise insulation or other measures to meet the 60 dBA
CNEL/Ly, standard.




Further, the Authority also is concerned that by lowering the permitted noise threshold and
increasing the noise contour impact area around the airport, new risk and liability could be
incurred by the Airport for nuisance damages similar to those addressed by the court in Baker v.
Burbank-Glendale-Pasadena Airport Authority, 39 Cal.3d 862 (1985).

(3) Authority proposed changes to the draft Noise Element:

After the deletion of Policy No. 5.1 and the renumbering of Policies 5.2 and 5.3 accordingly, we
also recommend a paragraph or footnote be added to the proposed Noise Element that reads:

“None of the additions, deletions, or modifications to the 1992 Noise Element that are contained
in the Burbank 2035 Noise Element shall be applicable to the projects, actions or operations of
the Burbank-Glendale-Pasadena Airport Authority and/or the Bob Hope Airport.”




COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
150 North Third Street « P.O. Box 6459 « Burbank, California « 91510
www.burbankusa.com

November 7, 2011

Michael Cusumano
Cusumano Real Estate Group
101 S. First Street, Suite 400
Burbank, California 91502

Via electronic mail

Re: Burbank2035 General Plan
Dear Michael:

Thank you for your letter dated October 28, 2011 and your ongoing conversation with us
regarding the Burbank2035 General Plan. In response your latest letter, staff further discussed
the application of Floor Area Ratios (FARs) internally and with our consultant AECOM. After
further consideration, we concur with your recommendation that FAR limits be applied only to
non-residential square footage, and not to residential square footage. Residential projects and
residential portions of mixed-use projects would be regulated by dwelling units per acre, and
non-residential square footage would be regulated separately by FAR. The following table
summarizes the application of FAR and residential densities:

Residential Project

Non-Residential
Project

Mixed-Use Project

Residential Land Use

Dwelling units per

To be determined on

To be determined on

Designation acre an individual basis an individual basis
Non-Residential Dwelling units per FAR FAR for non-

Land Use acre residential square
Designation footage; dwelling

units per acre for
residential units

As we have discussed previously, Office Equivalent Floor Area Ratio (OE-FAR) would continue
to be applied to residential, non-residential, and mixed-use projects in non-residential land use
designations as a threshold for cumulative traffic and environmental impact analysis.



Mr. Michael Cusumano
November 7, 2011
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The following table shows the final proposed densities and FAR limits for each land use
designation as proposed by staff. Please note that these numbers include changes discussed in
my first letter dated September 27 and differ from some of the numbers that you included in your

October 28 letter.

Land Use Designation Dwelling Units Per Acre Maximum Floor Area Ratio
Low Density Residential 0-14 NA
Medium Density Residential 14-29 NA
High Density Residential 29-43 NA
Corridor Commercial 0-27 1.0
Regional Commercial 0-58 1.25
Downtown Commercial 0-87 2.5
South San Fernando 0-43 1.25
Commercial
North Victory Commercial/ 0-27 1.0
Industrial
Rancho Commercial 0-27 0.75
Media District Commercial 0-58 1.1
Golden State 0-27 1.25
Commercial/Industrial
Open Space NA NA
Institutional NA NA
Airport NA NA

Thank you again for all of your help and input on the creation of Burbank2035. We look
forward to your input on the next draft, which will be released for public review by December 1.
Staff will be returning to the City Council on December 13 to seek direction to move forward
with the Environmental Impact Report based on the forthcoming dratft.

Sincerely,

Community Development Department

Michael D. Forbes

Assistant Community Development Director / City Planner
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“Over 80 Years of Serving The Community and Its Real Estate Needs.”

City Manager, Michael Flad
Office of City Manager, City Hall
275 East Olive Avenue

P.O Box 6459

Burbank, CA 91502

November 17, 2011
Dear City Manager Flad:

The Burbank Association of REALTORS® would like to take this opportunity to respond to the City
of Burbank’s request for formal comments to the preliminary draft of Burbank2035.

Our intention was to provide an extensive and detailed response within the time period provided for
public comments; however we found that to be to difficult. As it stands. our studied investigation of
Burbank2035 revealed too many generalities and room for interpretation to the extent that we feel
commenting on them is not possible.

To illustrate our observations, we note that in the Land Use Element section, we read that “Goal #1 is
Quality of Life — Burbank maintains a high quality of life by carefully balancing the needs of residents,
businesses, and visitors.” And then we see a series of policies for that goal. For example. Policy 1.8:
“Build flexibility into specitic plans and the Zoning Ordinance where practical to provide options for
meeting City development requirements.” We wonder what this actually says. What will this mean
when the planning department is considering an application to develop a specific property?

Therefore, our official response is that we do not support the plan as presented. We welcome a revised
draft that is more specitic in all areas. We understand that this is a “general” plan and that the
implementation of the plan is where the details will get worked out, however that is the very concern
that we have. We also understand that this plan is intended as a vision to guide future land use decision
with regards to physical, economic and environmental growth. As such, our desire is to have that
vision be more specific and clear. To that end, we would request inclusion of ““definitions™ or a
“glossary” or an “explanation of terms™, to make the references clear and understandable, as well as

FLLAL TIOUSING
REALTOR (® GPPRRTUNITY

2006 W. Magnolia Blvd., Burbank, CA 91506 Phone: 818-845-7643 Fax: 818-845-1802
Member of the National Association and California Association of REALTORS®




Burbank Association of Realtors®
“Over 80 Years of Serving The Community and Its Real Estate Needs.”

including links for those references.

In the introduction, it is stated that “Burbank2035 consists of individual sections, or

“elements,” each of which addresses a specific topic; however it also embodies a comprehensive and
integrated approach to planning by the City. Burbank2035 clarifies and articulates the City’s intentions
with respect to the rights and expectations of the general public, property owners. community groups.
developers, and businesses.” We would like to see the next draft address that statement in a more

comprehensive and concise manner.

Thank you for your time and for all your efforts in moving the City of Burbank forward. The Burbank
Association of REALTORS® remains committed to the residents of this city with intentions to help
guard and promote our unique and valued lifestyle and community.

Sincerely,
‘\\ - p /;I 5\ /‘/
. /// §/ "%: \7
- : T
T SN /
X N
Alexandra Kelly, Président

Burbank Association of REALTORS®
2006 W. Magnolia Blvd.
Burbank, CA 91506

FOUAL BOUSING

REALTOR ® OPPORTUNITY

2006 W. Magnolia Blvd., Burbank, CA 91506 Phone: 818-845-7643 Fax: 818-845-1802
Member of the National Association and California Association of REALTORS®






















	Public Comments on Website (11.14.11).pdf
	Public Comments on Website (11.3.11).pdf
	Public Comments on Website (10.31.11).pdf
	Public Comments on Website (10.24.11)
	Public Comments on Website (10.13.11)
	Public Comments on Website (10.11.11).pdf
	Public Comments on Website (10.05.11).pdf
	Public Comments on Website (9.26.11)
	Public Comments on Website (9.26.11)
	B2035 Comments 1.pdf
	Burbank2035 comments

	Public Comments on Preliminary Draft General Plan 2035.pdf

	Comments 91211.pdf

	Response to Cusumano Letter

	kmareport

	Second Cusumano letter and response.pdf
	Cusumano Real Estate Letter.pdf
	Response to Second Cusumano Letter.pdf


	GENERIC25BW320111028121255

	City of Burbank Noise Element

	Response to Third Cusumano Letter

	realtor comments

