
Cusumano Real Estate Group 

July 18, 2006 

Via hand delivery 

Ms. Tracy S teinkruger 
Planning Division 
City of Burbank 
275 East Olive Avenue 
Burbank, California 91502 

Re: Burbank 2035 Plan 

Dear Tracy: 

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

I) I 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? 

2) 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 if I have accurately 
reflected the new constraints that you propose? 

3) 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. 

4) 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 
this0 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, is 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 tenn impacts of development restrictions that make Burbank much 
less competitive with surrounding communities. 
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5) [raise the same questions regarding residential densities. We recently had a discussion 
about developing the South San Fernando site at Santa Anita with an at10rdable 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 Cafe on page 3-15 identifies the land use as Corridor Commercial when it 
is 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 transportation modes and 
pedestrians." 

• Page 31 under Zoning Ordinance heading: 

"Consider creating a public/acilities zone. " 

Section 4 - Mobility 

• Page 3. Goal 2 -Sustainability 

Policy 2.4: 
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"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 trips, incentivizing transit use, promoting non-motorized 
transportation, fostering adaptive reuse of underperforming commercial development, and 
improving housing ajfordability. " 

• Page 30, M-3: Transportation Management 
Districts 

"This program estahlishes a new commercial and mixed-use development standard to limit 
a huilding 's FAR hased on its geographical location, trip generating characteristics, and 
other transportationjactors. " 

"Trip generation ofa given huilding or land use type would be defined by the Institute 
of Transportation Engineers' "Trip Generation Handhook" or a similar source, but adjusted 
to accountfor travel behavior and patterns particular to urban settings in Burbank that 
exhibit mixed-use development, transit availability, and otherfactors. " 

• Page 31, Bullet Point 3 in First Section: 

"Develop an administrative .Iystem for reviewing applications, exceptions. and adjustments 
to the OE-FAR/or 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 rales to account for Burbank's unique local conditions . ., 

• Page 35, Program M-lO: Transportation Demand Management 
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"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~ards, 

/ / 
ano 
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Burbank 2035 

Residential Density Residential Height Limit Commercial Density Commercial Height Limit 2008 Proposal 

Low Density Residential 0-14 units per acre 2 story not permitted N/A N/A 

Medium Density Residential 14-29 units per acre 2 story not permitted N/A N/A 

High Density Residential 29-43 units per acre 2 story not permitted N/A N/A 

Corridor Commercial- adjacent to residentail 27 units per acre 2 story 0.5 FAR 2 story 1.00 FAR 

Corridor Commercial-not adjacent to residentail 43 units per acre 3 story 0.75 FAR 3 story 1.00 FAR 

Regional Commercial 58 units per acre 5 story 1.25 FAR 5 story 1.00 FAR 

Industrial 

Open Space 

Institutional 

Airport 

Downtown Commercial 58 units per acre none 2.50 FAR none 2.00FAR 

South San Fernando Commercial 43 units per acre none 1.0 FAR none 1.00 FAR 

North Victory Commercial/Industrial 27 uits per acre none 0.80 FAR none 1.50 FAR 

Rancho Neighborhood 27 units per acre none 0.40 FAR none .60 FAR 

Media District Commercial 58 units per acre none 1.10 FAR none 1.10 FAR 

Golden State Commercial/Industrial none none 0.6 FAR none .50 FAR 

Industrial 27 units per acre none 0.75 FAR none 



OE FAR and Other Use Examples 

Geographic Office Media Office Medical Office Retail Low Turnover High Turnover I Light Residentl8ll 
Area (OE baseline) Restaurant Restaurant I Industrial equivalent 

(for reference 
onlv) 

City Center 2.00 2.66 0.98 1.41 1.30 0.46 3.20 235 dulac 
(Downtown) 
City Center 1.50 2.00 I 0.74 1.06 0.98 0.35 2.40 176 dulac 
Lake t I , 
City Center 1.00 1.33 0.49 0.70 0.65 0.23 

1 
1.60 117 dulac 

I West I , . , t South San 1.00 1.33 0.49 0.70 0.65 I 0.23 1.60 117 dulac I ! 
Fernando ! ! . , 
Media District 1.10 I 1.46 

I 
0.54 0.77 0.72 I 0.25 1.76 129 dulac 1 

_______ L I 
I 

-f-
Rancho I 0.60 0.80 I 0.29 0.42 0.39 I 0.14 0.96 ~dufac I 

I 

I 
--j I. 

Golden State 0.50 0.67 0.25 0.35 0.33 0.12 I 0.80 . --I 58 dulac l I I 
-+ I I 

Empire ! 1.00 1.33 I 0.49 0.70 0.65 0.23 1.60 c:d

"" 
All other areas I I I 

.~~ 117 dulac I 1.00 

I 
1.33 I 0.49 0.70 0.65 0.23 1.60 

i 

totes: 
• This table is not a comprehensive list of all use categories and shows a sampling of the most common use types 
• All 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 
• 0.60 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 DaR or TOR when approved) 

EXHIBIT B 

'reliminary Draft May 6,2008 



Cusumano Real Estate Group 

August 26,2011 

Via Hand Delivery 

Ms. Tracy Steinkruger 

Planning Division 

City of Burbank 
275 E. Olive Avenue 
Burbank, CA 91502 

Re: Burbank 2035 Plan 

Dear Tracy: 

fltAHHfHG DIVISttH 

10" AUG 2b p 3: "b 

Thank you for meeting with us to review the Burbank 2035 Plan. To follow up, we have a 
few observations and suggestions: 

Commercial Densities: 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. Further, uses are now reviewed for 
density compatibility under the FAR review part of the land use section and for traffic 

impact compatibility under an OEFAR analysis under the mobility section. It seems to me 

that the proposed densities are so low as to make redevelopment of most sites not viable. 
And I question why certain targeted redevelopment areas, which are near transportation 
and away from residential neighborhoods are given such low density limits. For example, 
Bormann Steel site is within a redevelopment zone, is adjacent to the transportation hub, 
and is zoned to allow up to 18 stories in height in the City Centre Specific Plan, but receives 
a 0.80 FAR density allocation. 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 a long term impacts of development 

restrictions that make Burbank much less competitive with surrounding communities. 

Further, all elements incorporated in to the 2035 plan should include an economic impact 
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analysis and its affect on the financial resources potential (or lack of) to' the City of 

Burbank as it relates to the mature level of service delivery and e~kfAHHlf'IG <fiI'WSJIN 
community's citizens. Suggestion: First, we propose that the Maximum F~ for the North 
Victory Commercial Area (with some ofthe best access in the City to massWJn4iW~~s3= 4b 
Chandler bike path, etc.) should be increased from 0.8 to 1.1. Secondly, we propose that the 
plan include provisions whereby the "by rights" benchmark densities provided for in the 
land use element may be increased by up to 100% through the use of the P.D. process, 
which would include public hearings and discretionary approval by the Planning Board and 
Council. This will allow for exceptional projects to go forward with higher densities if they 
are able to demonstrate their overall value to the community. 

Residential Densities: I raise the same questions regarding residential densities. We 
recently had a discussion about developing the South san Fernando site of Santa Anita with 
an affordable housing project. The plan 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 density. Does the City want to forgo those opportunities in 
the future? Since higher densities in downtown area does not negatively impact traffic, why 
not encourage it? Suggestion: We propose that the plan include provisions whereby the "by 
rights" benchmark densities provided for in the land use element may be increased by up 
to 100% through the use of the P.D. process, which would include public hearings and 
discretionary approval by the Planning Board and Council. This will allow for exceptional 
projects to go forward with higher densities if they are able to demonstrate their overall 
value to the community. Also, we wanted to confirm that the FAR caps applied exclusively 
to the non-residential uses and the per unit density caps apply exclusively to the residential 
uses, and that they are address independently of each other. For example, a South San 
Fernando Commercial site would be entitled to develop up to 43,560 sf of commercial 
space (the 1.0 FAR) and 43 units of residential use on the same site as a mixed use 
development, with the FAR limit applying only to the commercial use and the units per acre 

limit applying only to the residential use. 

Bike Facilities: Regarding the suggestion that the Plan require most of new development 
projects to incorporate bicycle parking areas, showers, lockers and other facilities and 
amenities that support non-motorized transportation modes and pedestrians, we believe 
this is good as long as it is structured in a such a way as to not adversely impact smaller 

developments. We suggest smaller projects (less than 50,000 square feet) consider 



.----------------------------------------------------

providing bicycle parking areas, while larger projects ,c.on~iR~; : i !1~!p.d,irg ~ower and 
lockers as welL ., w 'J' •• ,' { .:. "" ... l 

dv1:[ cl dS ~ .. ~t., li,:i 
Future Development: In regards to the General Plan Forecast Development Sites (dated 
April, 2008), we assume this will be the basis for traffic and EIR studies that will take place 
in conjunction with the adoption of Burbank 2035. Accordingly, we suggest that we revisit 
that document and update it to take into consideration what can reasonably be expected to 
be built over the next 24 years, given what we know today that we did not 3 years ago. For 
example, [ don't think that the Menasco campus will be developed with 872,238 square feet 
of office, and we should check with Jim O'Neil to confirm what their more recent plans are; 
likewise, it appears to me to be unlikely that Opportunity site 68 will be developed to 
362,552 square feet, nor will the 8-6 site be developed into more than a million square feet 
of industrial space. 

In closing, we believe that these subtle, but important modifications to the Plan will 
provide all of the protections that were contemplated under the draft, but will allow the 
flexibility for economic development in the future for projects that are well conceived and 
well mitigated. The changes being contemplated in this plan needs to maintain a macro 
vision that manages the needs of a mature community's quality of life issues as well as the 

support the financi7urces required by the municipality to provide for those needs. 

Best regar, ~ 

cc: Michael Forbes, David Kriske 



Hogan 
Lovells 

ALLEN W. HUBSCH 
(310) 785-4741 
allen.hubsch@hoganlovells.com 

August 30,2011 

PlANNING erVISiN 

2(11 AUG 3 I PI: 35 

VIA E-MAIL AND OVERNIGHT DELIVERY 

Tracy Steinkruger, Senior Planner 
Community Development Department 
City of Burbank 
150 North Third Street 
Burbank, California 91502 
E-mail: tsteinkruger@ci.burbank.ca.us 

Re: Burbank General Plan Update 

Ladies and Gentlemen: 

Hogan Love ll s US LLP 
1999 Avenue of the Stars 
Suite 1400 
Los Angeles , CA 90067 
T + 1 3 10 7854741 
F + I 310 785 460 I 
www.hoganlovells.com 

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the draft Burbank General Plan. 

I am a member of the Land Use Coalition of Public Counsel's Early Care and Education 
Law Project. Public Counsel is the nation's largest pro bono law firm. One of the missions of 
the Land Use Coalition is to engage planning agencies in collaborative efforts to improve the 
child care infrastructure in Los Angeles County. 

The Office of Child Care of the Chief Executive Office of Los Angeles County 
periodically conducts comprehensive child care needs assessments within the County of Los 
Angeles. The needs assessment for the City of Burbank shows a substantial shortfall of childcare 
services in all three reported categories: infant childcare, pre-school childcare and school age 
(i.e. , after-school) childcare. See attached spreadsheet and the website of the Office of 
Childcare, County of Los Angeles, http: //gismap.co.la.ca.us/childcare. 

Childcare is not only extremely important to working families , it is important to the 
communities in which they live and work. In January 2008, the County of Los Angeles 
partnered with several other agencies to author "The Economic Impact of the Early Care 
Education Industry in Los Angeles County". 
http ://ceo.lacounty.gov/ccp/pdf/LA%20Economic%20Impact%2OReport-Jan08.pdf. I have 
included a copy of this report about the importance of childcare to our communities, and I urge 
you to review it. 

http://gismap.co.la.ca.us/childcare
http://ceo.lacounty.gov/ccp/pdf/LA%20Economic%20Impact%20Report-Jan08.pdf


Tracy Steinkruger 
August 30, 2011 
Page 2 

In December 2007, the County of Los Angeles Child Care Planning Committee adopted a 
strategic plan entitled "Forging the Future: The Strategic Plan for Child Care and Development 
for Los Angeles County". http ://ceo.lacounty.gov/ccp/pdf/Strategic%20Planl-%20Web­
final.pdf. The Planning Committee serves as the local child care planning council for Los 
Angeles County as mandated by AB 2141 ; Chapter 1187, Statutes of 1991. One of the pertinent 
objectives adopted by the Planning Committee in the Strategic Plan are: 

"Continue working to reduce barriers due to zoning regulations and 
expensive permit requirements in cities throughout the County"; 

A word search of the Land Use Plan reveals that the only reference to childcare in the 
Land Use Plan is in the context of small daycare facilities in residential areas, for which state law 
exempts local regulation in any event. While small residential daycare is valuable, these 
facilities are not sufficient to serve the needs of a community as large as Burbank. I would 
suggest some small, but very important, revisions to the Land Use Element. See the handwritten 
comments and Insert "A" which are attached to this letter. 

I would welcome the opportunity to discuss further with you in person or by telephone. 

cc: Karla Howell, Esq. , Public Counsel (via e-mail, w/encl. ) 

http://ceo.lacounty.gov/ccp/pdf/Strategic%20Plan1-%20Web-final.pdf


INSERT "A" 

Policy 6.8: Encourage the development of a range of childcare facilities in commercial land use 
designations, including infant care, pre-school care and after-school care, to promote economic 
development and serve the needs of working families. 

Policy 6.9: Reduce barriers to childcare services due to zoning regulations and expensive permit 
requirements. 



:::Hild Care Needs Assessment Reporting Tool Page 1 of] 

~llll!U @llli@ 
SERVI CEJNTEGR4TIONBRANCH 

2006 Child C Needs A tR f 
0 

Tool 
Step 1: Select a Report Type Step 2: Select a Zip Code Help and Information 

(i Option 1: Report by Zipcode Enter a Zip Code : I I~] Explanation and sources of the data 

r Option 2: Report by Census Tract Clicking on the How to Print the Report 

r Option 3:Report by SPA Start Over I Select a Community : I Select from List 3 map will also add a How to Copy the Report to a Spreadsheet 
tract. 

Contact us: 

2004 Data 

Infant Estimates Pre-School Estimates School A~e Estimates 

Use by Type Licensed Surplus or Use by Type Licensed Surplus or Use by Type Licensed Surplus or 
Capacity Shortfall Capacity Shortfall Capacity Exempt Shortfall 

Number With lFamily Family ~amily Number With Family Family Family Number With Family ~amily Capacity Family 
of Working Child License Child Child of Working Child License Child Child of working Child License Lie. Child (some zip Child 

Remove ZipCode Children Parents Center Care ~xempt Center Care Center Care Children Parents Center Care Exempl Cente Care Center Care Children Parents Center Care Exempt Center Care codes) Center Care 

Remove 91501 446 242 36 50 156 14 31 -21 -19 923 478 303 63 11 2 374 55 71 -8 1676 1192 236 80 876 ~6 35 70 -120 -45 

Remove 91502 310 231 34 ~8 149 0 23 -34 -25 634 384 243 51 90 161 39 -82 -11 1173 757 150 51 557 37 26 0 -113 -25 

Remov~ 91 504 599 ~03 59 84 260 42 ~2 -18 -41 1208 709 ~49 94 166 303 79 -146 -15 2322 1614 320 108 1186 35 ~5 100 -184 -63 

Remove 91505 745 ~57 67 95 295 83 66 16 -29 1494 942 597 124 220 681 126 84 2 2497 1905 377 128 1400 91 69 275 -12 -59 

Remove 91506 427 275 40 57 177 37 38 -3 -20 863 509 322 67 119 396 68 74 1 1614 1105 219 74 812 116 ~ 1 140 37 -33 
Total: 2527 1608 236 334 1037 176 200 -60 -134 5122 3022 1914 399 707 1915 367 1 -31 9282 6573 1302 ~41 4831 325 216 585 -392 -225 

Ittp:llgismap.eo. la.ea.us/ehildeare/Seareh. asp 7/1812011 
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Steinkruger, Tracy 

Subject: 
Attachments: 

FW: General Plan 
P1040820.JPG; P1040819.JPG 

From: Staci Armao [sarmao@sbcglobal.net] 
Sent: Monday, September 12, 2011 8:35 PM 
To: City of Burbank, Planning Division 
Subject: General Plan 

H ' I 1. 

I received the mailing about the Burbank General Plan and wanted to contribute to the process. I bought a 
condo 15 months ago in the Lake-Alameda area, an area of high density and mainly renters. We've had some 
gang issues and other neighborhood issues that we've been working on and thought the general plan would be 
another way to partner with the city to make improvements in our area (West Spazier, West Elm particularly, 
West Linden, etc.) 

There are a handful of dilapidated multi-units on the north side of West Elm and we would love to submit the 
idea that one or more of these be considered for re-development, possibly for low-income. The renters next 
door to us run an illegal scrap metal business and the units next to that run recycling businesses out of their 
homes. Aside from noise issues, the public land between the street and sidewalk is really unattractive and the 
residents throw trash there. I thought maybe if the city partnered with us to make the area look better, it might 
help with some of our other issues. 

We are grateful for the greenway project and some of the neighbors are trying to do clean-ups and have a 
neighborhood watch to help out, but we still think our area could use some love and attention, especially so the 
homeowners in our building have more of a reason to stay and invest in the neighborhood. 

Attached are a couple of photos of the grassy area. We also thought if t~e streets were slated to be re-done 
sometime down the line, that would also improve the aesthetics of the neighborhood and decrease the chances 
of people littering and treating the area like a dumping ground. 

This area also is in need of a place for the kids to play nearby, supervised. I went to the Y and some of the 
parks and they seemed pretty inaccessible to extremely low-income. Material not easily available in Spanish 
and connecting low-income with scholarship information presented some roadblocks. This community values 
soccer hugely and need low-income options. I contact A YSO Burbank and they didn't have any material in 
Spanish or access to scholarship info. A year-round soccer league for at-risk youth would be amazing and 
would go a long way as a crime prevention program. 

Lastly, is there a way to regulate the produce and ice cream trucks that come down West Elm every day blaring 
loud music, as well as illegal snow cone vendors honking horns? They come upwards of 10-15 times a day, as 
late as lOpm. Any chance our permitting can be changed to no later than 8:30pm and limit the number oftimes 
a truck can hit a street? Just putting it out there in hopes of a change:) 

Thank you so much for allowing resident input. 

Sincerely, 
Staci Armao 
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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-2035 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 
―Developers 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? 
 
―The 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 ―high-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 ―contract‖ 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.  It is 
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 
―complete 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 ―vehicle miles traveled‖ and 
will irreparably destroy the single family character of the impacted neighborhood.  The favored 
―sustainable‖ 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, ―infill‖ 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 ―complete 
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 ―current desires‖ or to ―create 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 ―new 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, ICLEI, 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 ―complete 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 ―trip 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’ 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. 
 

 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. 
 

 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. 

 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. 

 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. 

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

 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 



 

  

 

 
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: 

 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 1.251 
 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: 

 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: 

 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 

 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 

                                                           
1
 In 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 yields 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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At your request, 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 resulting 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 General 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 

1 Site 10 was analyzed under two different zoning designations. 
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economic impact that a TIMS implementation would 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 proposed under existing 

zoning requirements, projects that would be permitted under the TIMS implementation 

and, in some cases, altemative 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 to the Proposed 

Projects. KMA's analysis resulted 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 evaluated 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 8 and 

10- BCP Downtown Commercial reflected 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 could generate. In its analysis of the three highest 
City public 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. 
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(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: 

Appendix D - 1 

Appendix D - 2 

AppendiX D - 3 

Appendix D - 4 

Appendix D - 5 

Appendix D - 6 

General Appendices 
Appendix A-1 Summary of Economic 

Analysis 
. Appendix A-2 

Appendix A-3 
Public Revenue Analysis 
Comparative Illustrations 
(Graphs) 

Appendix B Analysis Sites I Conceptual 
Development Projects 

Appendix C Map of Analysis Sites 

Appendix D 
Economic Analyses 

Site 1 Pro Formas 
Proposed Use 
TIMS Use 
Alternative TIMS Use 

Site 2 Pro Formas 
Proposed Use 
TIMS Use 
Alternative TIMS Use 

Site 3 Pro Formas 
Proposed Use 
TIMS Use 
Alternative TIMS Use 

Site 4 Pro Formas 
Proposed Use 
TIMS Use 
Alternative TIMS Use 

Site 5 Pro Formas 
Proposed Use 
TIMS Use 
Alternative TIMS Use 

Site 6 Pro Formas 
Proposed Use 
TIMS Use 
Alternative TIMS Use 

Appendix D - 7 

Appendix D - 8 

Appendix D - 9 

Appendix D - 10 

Appendix D - 11 

Appendix D - 12 

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 fol/owing information: 

1. The Site street address or intersection / location; 

2. The Site'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 (Altemative TIMS Use). 

The Projects reflected the following 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 retail / rental residential; and 

8. Mixed-use retail/ ownership residential. 
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KMA prepared a summary table containing the above information. KMA also conducted 
Site visits to 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 (RL V) methodology. This approach 
requires the preparation of individual pro forma analyses based on the various land uses 
proposed for each Site. The RL V 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 (NOI). The income approach was utilized for 
Projects that generate recurring monthly or annual income (i.e., 
commercial 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 NO!. 

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 NOI 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 calculation. 

a. Commercial or residential rental RLV is calculated as the difference 
between the supportable investment and the total construction costs. 
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b, The residential ownership RL V 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 land uses identified above, 

Based on its initial research and, working closely with the City staff, KMA refined the final 

Projects that would be used in the analyses, subject to what would be permitted under 

the proposed TIMS implementation, KMA then prepared prototypical Project 

development programs and preliminary RL V 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 com parables 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 
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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 leasable 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. 

6. 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. 

2. Permits and fees were estimated based on fees provided by City staff and 
previous KMA analyses of Burbank projects. 

3. Commercial taxes, insurance, legal, accounting was generally estimated to be 
2% of direct costs. 

4. Residential rental taxes, insurance, legal and accounting was estimated to be 3% 
of direct costs. 

5. Residential ownership taxes, legal, and accounting was set 2% of direct costs. 

6. Residential ownership insurance was set at $15,000 per unit. 
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7, Leasing commissions were generally set at 25% of the first year's base rental 
income (ranging from $7 to $1 ° per square foot of GLA), 

8, The development management fee was set at 3% of direct costs, 

9, 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, Projects were assumed to finance 85% of the development costs, 

2, The construction interest rate was set at 7% annually, 

3, The construction periods ranged from 10 to 15 months, 

4, The average outstanding loan balance was set at 65%, 

5, Loan points and fees were assumed to be 2,0 points, based on a 75% loan to 
value, 

6, 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 I Revenue Assumptions 

1, Residential ownership revenues were based on a weighted average sales price 
of $433 per square foot. 

2, 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. 

3, 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. 

4, 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. 

5, Parking income ranged from $60 to $115 per parking space per month, reflective 
of unreserved and reserved spaces, dependent upon location, The pro forma 
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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 (ROI). 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 lower 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 Gobs 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 land 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 
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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 results 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 left vacant. In 

this case, the reduction in land value was so significant, that a prudent owner would 

possibly consider another use for the land. 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 
light 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 RL V 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 RL V 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 resulting in a 
RLVof $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 d·lstrict that reflects 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 Altemative TIMS Use for this 

Site comprised of approximately 6,200 square feet of retail space. The Altemative 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 economies. 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 
Altemative 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 RL V 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 Altemative 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 Alternative TIMS Uses generate annual public revenues of $28,000 
and $14,000, respectively. 

Application of a TIMS irnplementation significantly reduces Site Ts land 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 291,000 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 land 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 value 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 Altemative TIMS Use, respectively. 

Public Revenues. The Proposed Use generated public revenues of approximately $1.17 

million compared to the Altemative 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 RL V 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 RL V 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 tumover restaurant space. The Alternative TIMS Use resulted 

in a RL V 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 Altemative TIMS Uses reduced the 

number of jobs from 146 to 46 and 33, respectively. 

Public Revenues. The Altemative 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 
Altemative TIMS Use (restaurant) results in public revenues approximating that of the 

Proposed Use. 
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83,951 Square Feet of Land Area· Downtown Commercial 
(1 st 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 alternative use for 

this Site. 

Employrnent. Ernployment 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 (1 st and Olive Streets) 

Residual Land Valuation. The Proposed 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 Alternative 

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 RL V 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 land value 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 TI MS Use, the Project's RLV increases to $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.2 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 to 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 

($0) 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 

2 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 

eliminated) 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 analysis, 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 jobs 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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PPENDIX A-l 

UMMARY OF PROTOTYPE DEVELOPMENT PRO FORMAS 
IMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS 
ITY OF BURBANK 

BURBANK, CALIFORNIA 

Site 1 - General Industrial Site 2 - Media District Commercial Site 3 - Media District Commercial 
Proposed Use TIMS Use Ait. TIMS Use Proposed Use TIMS Use All. TIMS Use Proposed Use TIMS Use All. TIMS Use 

Office I Office I 
H.T. Rests. H.T. Resls. LgJ. Induslrial Medical Office Medical Office None H.T.Rest. H.T.Rest. Office 

Project Descril2tion 
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 

Tolal Parking 237 70 175 1,135 350 0 200 43 48 

T olal Construction Cost $5,556,000 $1,612,000 $7,087,000 $91,660,000 $21,008,000 N/A $13,316,000 $1,969,000 $3,035,000 
Total Cost ($/SF) $234 $230 $81 $404 $300 N/A $277 $190 $191 

Income I Sales Revenue 1 

Retail I Res!. Renl ($/Sf) $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 $1.15 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 
Office Rent ($/Sf) N/A N/A N/A $3.00 $3.00 N/A $3.00 $3.00 $3.00 
Residential Renl ($/SF) N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 
Parking ($/Space/Mo.) 2 N/A N/A N/A $115 $115 N/A $115 $115 $115 

Net Ollerating Income $1,044,000 $309,000 $1,106,000 $10,014,000 $3,086,000 N/A $1,498,000 $323,000 $473,000 
Return on Investment J 8.00% 8.00% 8.00% 8.50% 8.50% N/A 8.21% 8.00% 8.00% 
Residential Sales ($/Unit) N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 
Return on Sales N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

Supportable Proiect Value $13,050,000 $3,663,000 $13,625,000 $117,812,000 $36,329,000 N/A $18,250,000 $4,038,000 $5,913,000 

SUllllortable 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 

Emilloyment 4 

Number of Jobs 56 17 106 649 200 N/A 122 26 39 
Sf I Employee 420 420 830 350 350 N/A 394 395 410 

Stabilized Pub. Revenues 5 $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-l; 4/17/2007; de Page 1 of 5 



PPENDIX A-1 - CONTINUED 

UMMARY OF PROTOTYPE DEVELOPMENT PRO FORMAS 
IMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS 
ITY OF BURBANK 

BURBANK, CALIFORNIA 

Site 4 - Nei!!hborhood Center Site 5 - Boulevard Commercial Site 6 - Mixed Commercial Industrial 
Proposed Use TIMS Use AI!. TIMS Use Proposed Use TIMS Use AI!. TIMS Use Proposed Use TIMS Use AI!. TIMS Use 

MF I Relail MF I Retail None Office Office Retail Office Office L!;!t. Industrial 
Project Descrilllion 
Lot Size (SF) 19,474 19,474 19,474 11,659 '11,659 11,659 86,459 86,459 86,459 
Gross Building Area 17,915 17,915 N/A 19,300 8,000 6,256 158,202 27,811 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 I Sales Revenue 1 

Retail I Rest. Rent ($/Sf) $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 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A $1.15 
Office Rent ($/Sf) N/A N/A N/A $2.10 $2.10 N/A $3.00 $2.50 N/A 
Res. Rent ($/Sf I Mo) $1.76 $1.76 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 
Parking I Misc. Income 2 

($/Space/Mo, or UniliMo.) $15 $15 N/A $0 $0 N/A $65 $0 N/A 

Net Ollerating Income $335,000 $335,000 N/A $319,000 $132,000 $155,000 $4,284,000 $582,000 $530,000 
Return on Investment 3 8.00% 8.00% N/A 8.00% 8.00% 9,00% 8.50% 8.25% 8.00% 
Residential Sales ($/Unit) N/A N/A N/A N/A 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 Proiect 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 

SUllllortable Land Value $646,000 $646,000 N/A ($633,000) ($25,000) $434,000 $4,374,000 $2,394,000 $3,232,000 
Land Value ($/SF) $33 $33 N/A ($54) ($2) $37 $51 $28 $37 

Employment 4 

Number of Jobs 40 40 N/A 47 20 14 452 68 51 
Sf I Employee 450 450 N/A 410 410 450 350 410 830 

Stabilized Pub, Revenues 5 $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-l; 4/17/2007; de Page 2 of 5 



PPENDIX A-1 - CONTINUED 

UMMARY OF PROTOTYPE DEVELOPMENT PRO FORMAS 
IMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS 
ITY OF BURBANK 
URBANK, CALIFORNIA 

Site 7 - Mixed Commercial Industrial Site 8 - Mixed Commercial Industrial Site 9 - Mixed Commercial Industrial 
Proposed Use TIMS Use All. TIMS Use Proposed Use TIMS Use All. TIMS Use Proposed Use TIMS Use All. TIMS Use 

P. Prod.lFlex P. Prod.lFlex Lgt. Industrial Shop.Cntr.lOff. Shoe·Cntr.lOff. Shop. Cntr. Office Office L.T. Rest. 
Project DescriRtion 
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 23,606 26,900 395,472 296,072 287,500 60,000 18,9aO 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 0 

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 I Sales Revenue 1 

Retail I Rest. Rent ($/SI) N/A N/A N/A $2.50 $2.50 $2.50 N/A N/A $3.25 
Light Industrial ($/SI) $1.80 $1.80 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 
Office Rent ($/SI) 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 $60 $60 N/A $60 $0 N/A 

Net Ol1erating Income $1,179,000 $463,000 $338,000 $9,892,000 $7,506,000 $7,876,000 $946,000 $232,000 $384,000 
Return on Investment 3 8.00% 8.00% 8.00% 9.24% 9.24% 9.50% 8.50% 8.00% 8.50% 
Residential Sales ($/Unit) N/A 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 Proiect 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 

SUl1l1ortable 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 I Employee 410 410 830 649 649 820 410 410 330 

Stabilized Pub. Revenues 5 $72,000 $28,000 $14,000 $1,166,000 $876,000 $1,036,000 $63,000 $18,000 $64,000 

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. 
Filename: TIMS Analysis; App . ..)\-1; 411712007; de Page 3 of 5 



APPENDIX A-l - 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 All. TIMS Use Proposed Use TIMS Use All. TIMS Use Proposed Use TIMSUse All. TIMS Use 

Condos I Relail Condos I Retail None Office I Retail Office I Retail None Office Offic:~e 19t Industrial 
Project Descrietion 
lot Size (SF) 83,951 83,951 83,951 83,951 83,951 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 0 0 N/A 128 127 N/A 191 113 114 
Above Grade 0 0 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 0 360 113 114 

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 $4,620,000 
Total Cost ($/SF) $277 $277 N/A $287 $284 N/A $244 $166 $81 

Income I Sales Revenue 1 

Retail 1 Rest. Rent ($/SI) $4.00 $4.00 N/A $4~00 $4~00 N/A N/A N/A N/A 
light Industrial ($/SI) N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A $1.15 
Office Rent ($/SI) N/A N/A N/A $2.60 $2.60 N/A $2.25 $2.00 N/A 
Residential Sales ($/SF) $433 $433 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 
Parking Income 

($/Space/Mo.) 2 N/A N/A N/A $82 $82 N/A $65 $65 N/A 

Net O~erating 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 3 N/A N/A N/A 8.50% 8.50% N/A 8.50% 0.25% 8~00% 

Sales Revenue 
Residential Sales $62,896,000 $62,896,000 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 N/A 

Sueeortable 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 $10,546,000 $10,546,000 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 
Return on Sales 3 15.00% 15.00% N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

SU[1[1ortable 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 $111 N/A $36 $40 N/A ($11) $16 $38 

Employment" 24 24 N/A 340 324 N/A 343 92 69 
Sf 1 Employee 450 450 N/A 414 414 N/A 350 410 830 

Stabilized Pub. Revenues 5 $171,000 $171,000 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 5 



PPENDIX A-1 - CONTINUED 

lUMMARY OF PROTOTYPE DEVELOPMENT PRO FORMAS 
riMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS 
;ITY OF BURBANK 
~URBANK. CALIFORNIA 

I Retail rents are triple net; general office rents are full service gross. 
Parking rates represent a blended monthly rate for reserved/unreserved spaces. Does not consider valeVtransient parking income. 

I May reflect a blended return on investment / sale for projects containing a mix of uses with differing return requirements. 

Employmenl projections are based on data from the Southern California Association of Governments, 2001 Employment Density Study, Los Angeles data, prepared by The Natelson 
Company, Inc., the U.S. Energy Information Administration, 1995 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 property tax revenues. 

Prepared by; Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. 
Filename: TlMS Analysis; App._A-1; 4/1712007; de Page 5 of 5 
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Public Revenue Analysis 



APPENDIX A·2 

STABILIZED YEAR ESTIMATED ANNUAL MAJOR PUBLIC REVENUES 
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS 
CITY OF BURBANK 
BURBANK, CALIFORNIA 

Land Use 

Site 1 
Proposed Use H.T. Rests. 
TIMS Use H.T. Rests. 
Alternative TIMS Use Light Industrial 

Site 2 
Proposed Use Medical Office 
TIMS Use Medical Office 
Alternative TIMS Use None 

Site 3 
Proposed Use OfficelH.T. Rest. 
TIMS Use OfficelH.T. Rest. 
AHemative TIMS Use Office 

Site 4 1 

Proposed Use Apts.lRetail 
TIMS Use Apts.lRetail 
Alternative TIMS Use None 

Site 5 
Proposed Use Office 
TIMS Use Office 
AHemative TIMS Use Retail 

SITe 6 
Proposed Use Office 
TIMS Use Office 
Alternative TIMS Use Light Industrial 

Site 7 
Proposed Use Post Prod.lFlex 
TIMS Use Post ProdJFlex 
Alternative TIMS Use Light Industrial 

Site 8 2 

Proposed Use Shop.Cntr.lOffice 
TIMS Use Shop.Cntr.lOffice 
Alternative TIMS Use Shopping Center 

Site 9 
Proposed Use Office 
TIMS Use Office 
Alternative TIMS Use L. T. Restaurant 

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. 

Filename: TIMS Analysis; App._A·2; 4/17/2007; de 

Estimated 
Sales Tax 

SF Revenues 

23,695 $113,000 
7,017 $33,000 

87,700 $0 

227,000 $0 
70,000 $0 

0 $0 

48,040 $38,000 
10,354 $8,000 
15,909 $0 

17,915 $13,000 
17,915 $13,000 

0 $0 

19,300 $0 
8,000 $0 
6,256 $16,000 

158,202 $0 
27,811 $0 
42,000 $0 

60,000 $0 
23,606 $0 
26,900 $0 

395,472 $808,000 
296,072 $605,000 
292,420 $799,000 

60,000 $0 
18,980 $0 
28,300 $51,000 

Estimated Estimated Utility Total 
Property Tax User Tax Estimated 

Revenues 1 Revenues Revenues 

$32,000 $6,000 $151,000 
$10,000 $2,000 $45,000 
$34,000 $15,000 $49,000 

$285,000 $159,000 $444,000 
$88,000 $49,000 $137,000 

$0 $0 $0 

$45,000 $26,000 $109,000 
$10,000 $6,000 $24,000 
$15,000 $10,000 $25,000 

$10,000 $2,000 $25,000 
$10,000 $2,000 $25,000 

$0 $0 $0 

$10,000 $12,000 $22,000 
$4,000 $5,000 $9,000 
$4,000 $1,000 $21,000 

$122,000 $95,000 $217,000 
$17,000 $17,000 $34,000 
$16,000 $7,000 $23,000 

$36,000 $36,000 $72,000 
$14,000 $14,000 $28,000 
$10,000 $4,000 $14,000 

$253,000 $105,000 $1,166,000 
$192,000 $79,000 $876,000 
$194,000 $43,000 $1,036,000 

$27,000 $36,000 $63,000 
$7,000 $11,000 $18,000 

$11,000 $2,000 $64,000 



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 1 Revenues Revenues 

Site 10 3 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 
Alternative TIMS Use 0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

Site 10 - Burbank Center Plan 4 

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 
Alternative 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 $0 $20,000 $23,000 $43,000 
Alternative TIMS Use Light Industrial 57,200 $0 $22,000 $10,000 $32,000 

1 Projections assume the parcels are not located in redevelopment project areas. The projections are shown for illustrative purposes 
only 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 
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Comparative Illustrations (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 CommerciallIndustriaI 
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Site 7 - Mixed CommerciaIlIndustrial 
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Site 8 - Mixed CommerciaIlIndustrial 
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Site 9 - Mixed CommerciallIndustrial 
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Site 10 - Downtown Commercial 
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Site 10 - BCP - Downtown Commercial 
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Site 11 - Mixed CommerciallIndustrial 
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APPENDIX B 

ANALYSIS SITES I PROJECTS 
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS 
CITY OF BURBANK 
BURBANK, CALIFORNIA 

Site No Name Address 

A-1 North 2555 N Hollywood Way 

2 Burbank Medical Plaza 201 S Buena Vista St 

3 Office/Restaurant Project 4001-4017 Riverside Dr 

4 Mixed Use Project 1701 Verdugo Ave 

5 Office Building 4201 W Magnolia Blvd 

6 M. David Paul Avon 3435 Empire Ave 
Parcel 

7 Westwind Media 100 W Alameda Ave 

8 Crown-Menasco San Fernando Blvd & 
Alameda Ave 

9 D'Argenzio Property 1204 W Burbank Blvd 

10 Opportunity Site 5 1st St & Olive St 

10 Opportunity Site 5 - 1 st St & Olive St 
Burbank Center Plan 

11 Borman Steel 110 W Olive Ave 

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. 
Filename: TIMS Analysis; App._B; 4/17/2007; de 

Zip Code Land Area - Sf 

91505 193,406 

91505 19U,957 

91505 21,360 

91505 19,474 

91506 11,659 

91504 86,459 

91502 55,166 

91502 953,544 

91506 59,014 

91502 83,951 

91502 83,951 

91502 117,023 

----_._-- -----

Current Use Proposed Use TIMS Use Alt. TIMS Use 

Vacant H.T. Hests. H.T. Rests. Lgt. Industrial 

SF I MF Res. Medical Office Medical Office None 

Strip Comm. Office / H.T.Rest. Office 1 Office 
II.TRes!' 

SF Res. MF 1 Retail MF 1 Retail None 

Comm.l Pkng. Office Office Retail 

Vacant Office Office Lgt. Industrial 

P.Prod.llnd. P. Prod.lFlex P. Prod.lFlex Lgt. Industrial 

Vacant Ind. / Shop.Cntr.lOff. Shop.Cntr.lOff. Shop. Cntr. 
Storage 

Lgt. Industrial Office Office L.T. Rest. 

Pkng.lComm / Condos I Retail Condos 1 None 
Office Retail 

Pkng.lComm I Office I Retail Office 1 Retail None 
Office 

Heavy Ind. Office Office Lgt. Industrial 
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Map of Analysis Sites 



Appendix C 
Burbank TIMS Proiect Sites 
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General Plan Update Land Use Control Economic Analysis 
Sites Studied by Keyser Marston Associates 

Site I 
A-I North 
2555 N. Hollywood Way 

EXHIBIT 8 II 



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: Proposed Project parcel 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 Stndied by Keyser Marston Associates 

Site 4 
Mixed Use Project 
1701 Verdugo Ave. 



General Plan Update Land Use Control Economic Analysis 
Sites Studied by Keyser Marston Associates 

Site 5 
Office Building 
4201 W. Magnolia Blvd. 



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 
Sites Studied by Keyser Marston Associates 

Site 7 
Westwind Media 
100 W. Alameda Ave. 



General Plan Update Land Use Control Economic Analysis 
Sites Studied by Keyser Marston Associates 

Site 8 
Crown-Menasco 
Southwest Quadrant of San Fernando Blvd. and Alameda Ave. 



General Plan Update Land Use Control Economic Analysis 
Sites Studied by Keyser Marston Associates 

Site 9 
D' Argenzio Property 
1204 W. Burbank Blvd. 



General Plan Update Land Use Control Economic Analysis 
Sites Studied by Keyser Marston Associates 

Site 10 
Opportunity Site 5 
Southeast Corner First St. and Olive Ave. 

Note: Site does not include existing bank building but does include (and replaces) the 
bank parking area. 



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. 



APPENDIX D-1 

Site 1 



TABLE 1 

ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COSTS 
SITE 1 - GENERAL INDUSTRIAL 
PROPOSED USE - 23,695 SF HIGH TURN OVER RESTAURANT PROJECT 
TlMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS 
BURBANK, CALIFORNIA 

I. Direct Costs 1 

Off Site Improvements Allowance 
On Site Improvements 
Parking Costs 2 

193,406 Sf of Land $5 ISf Land 
237 Spaces $1,500 ISpace 

Building Shell Costs 
High Traffic Restaurant 15,470 SfofGBA $85 ISfGBA 
Fast Food - Drive Thru 5,875 Sf of GBA $80 ISfGBA 
Fast Food 2,350 Sf ofGBA $80 ISfGBA 

Tenant ImQrovement Costs 
High Traffic Restaurant 15,470 Sf of GLA $30 ISfGLA 
Fast Food - Drive Thru 5,875 SfofGLA $20 ISfGLA 
Fast Food 2,350 Sf ofGLA $20 ISfGLA 

Contingency 5% of Other Direct Costs 

II. 

Total Direct Costs 

Indirect Costs 

Arch., Eng. & Consulting 
Public Penmits & Fees 3 

Taxes, Ins., Legal & Acctng. 
Marketing 

23,695 Sf of GBA 

6% of Direct Costs 
23,695 Sf of GBA 

2% of Direct Costs 

23,695 Sf of GLA 
3% of Direct Costs 

$174 ISfGBA 

$9 ISf GBA 

$10 ISfGLA Leasing Commissions 
Development Management 
Contingency' 5% of Other Direct Costs 

Total Indirect Costs 

III. Financing Costs 
Construction Loan 5 

Loan Points & Fees 

Total Financing Costs 

$5,556,000 Financed @ 

$13,050,000 Supp. Value 
7.8% Interest 
2.0 Points 

IV. Total Construction Costs 23,695 Sf of GBA $234 ISfGBA 

1 Assumes prevailing wage payments are not required. 
2 Assumes cost for surface parking. 

3 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 65%. 

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. 
File name: TIMS Analysis; Site 1_Proposed; de 4/17/2007 

$0 
967,000 
355,000 

1,315,000 
470,000 
188,000 

464,000 
118,000 
47,000 

196,000 

$247,000 
213,000 

82,000 

237,000 
124,000 
39,000 

$233,000 
261,000 

$4,120,000 

942,000 

494,000 

$5,556,000 



TABLE 2 

ESTIMATED STABILIZED NET OPERATING INCOME 
SITE 1 - GENERAL INDUSTRIAL 

PROPOSED USE - 23,695 SF HIGH TURN OVER RESTAURANT PROJECT 
TlMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS 
BURBANK, CALIFORNIA 

I. Rental Income 1 

Base Rental Income 23.695 Sf of GLA $48 ISfGLA 

Potential Gross Income 

(Less) Vacancy & Collections 5% Potential Gross Income 

Effective Gross Income 

II. Operati n9 Expenses 

Management 

$1,137,000 

$1,137,000 

(57,000) 

$1,080,000 

($32,000) 
Operating & Capital Reserves 

3% ofEGI 
23,695 Sf of GBA $0.15/SfGBA __ -..l:(4!!:,0~0::::0)~ ___ _ 

Total Expenses (36,000) 

III. Stabilized Net Operating Income $1,044,000 

Restaurant rents are based on KMA Burbank 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 l_Proposed; de 4/1712007 



TABLE 3 

RESIDUAL LAND VALUE CALCULATION 

SITE 1 - GENERAL INDUSTRIAL 

PROPOSED USE - 23,695 SF HIGH TURN OVER RESTAURANT PROJECT 
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS 
BURBANK, CALIFORNIA 

I. Supportable Private Investment 

Net Operating Income 

Threshold Return on Investment 

Supportable Private Investment 

II. Residual Land Value Calculation 

Supportable Private Investment 

(Less) Total Construction Costs 

III. Residual Land Value 

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. 

See TABLE 2 

See TABLE 1 

193,406 Sf of Land 

File name: TIMS Analysis; Site 1_Proposed; de 4/17/2007 

$39 ISf Land 

$1,044,000 

8.0% 

$13,050,000 

(5,556,000) 

$13,050,000 

$7,494,000 



TABLE 1 

ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COSTS 
SITE 1 - GENERAL INDUSTRIAL 
TIMS USE -7,017 SF HIGH TURN OVER RESTAURANT PROJECT 
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS 
BURBANK, CALIFORNIA 

I. Direct Costs 1 

Off Site Improvements Allowance 
On Site Improvements 2 48,352 Sf of Land 
Parking Costs 3 70 Spaces 
Building Shell Costs 

High Traffic Restaurant 4,581 Sf ofGBA 
Fast Food - Drive Thru 1,740 Sf of GBA 
Fast Food 696 SfofGBA 

Tenant Imgrovement Costs 
High Traffic Restaurant 4,581 Sf of GLA 
Fast Food - Drive Thru 1,740 Sf of GLA 
Fast Food 696 Sf of GLA 

$5 ISf Land 
$1,500 ISpace 

$85 ISfGBA 
$80 ISfGBA 
$80 ISfGBA 

$30 ISfGLA 
$20 ISf GLA 
$20 ISfGLA 

Contingency 5% of Other Direct Costs 

II. 

Total Direct Costs 

Indirect Costs 

Arch., Eng. & Consulting 
Public Permits & Fees 4 

Taxes, Ins., Legal & Acctng. 
Marketing 

7,017 SfofGBA 

6% of Direct Costs 
7,017 Sf of GBA 

2% of Direct Costs 

7,017 SfofGLA 
3% of Direct Costs 

$167 ISfGBA 

$9 ISfGBA 

$13 ISf GLA Leasing Commissions 
Development Management 
Contingency 5 5% of Other Direct Costs 

Total Indirect Costs 

III. Financing Costs 
Construction Loan 6 

Loan Points & Fees 

Total Financing Costs 

$1,612,000 Financed @ 

$3,863,000 Supp. Value 
7.8% Interest 
2.0 Points 

Iv.ITotal Construction Costs 7.017 Sf of GBA $230 ISfGBA 

1 Assumes prevailing wage payments are not required. 
2 Assumes development requires 114 of the land area; remaining land would be undeveloped. 
3 Assumes cost for surface parking. 
4 Estimated based on prior TIMS analysis and discussions with City staff. 
5 Excludes Development Management. 
6 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 1JIMS; de 4/1712007 

$0 
242,000 
105,000 

389,000 
139,000 
56,000 

137,000 
35,000 
14,000 
56,000 

$70,000 
63,000 
23,000 

91,000 
35,000 
12,000 

$68,000 
77,000 

$1,173,000 

294,000 

145,000 

$1,612,000 I 



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 

I. Rental Income 1 

Base Rental Income 7,017 Sf of GLA 

Potential Gross Income 

$48 ISfGLA $337,000 

$337,000 

(Less) Vacancy & Collections 5% Potential Gross Income (17,000) 

Effective Gross Income 

II. Operating Expenses 

Management 
Operating & Capital Reserves 

Total Expenses 

III. Stabilized Net Operating Income 

3% ofEGI 
4,581 Sf of GBA 

$320,000 

($10,000) 
$0.15 I Sf GBA __ --'-(1"".0:;,;:0""0)'--___ _ 

(11,000) 

$309,000 

Restaurant rents are based on KMA Burbank 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: TlMS Analysis; Site l_TIMS; de 411712007 



TABLE 3 

RESIDUAL LAND VALUE CALCULATION 
SITE 1 • GENERAL INDUSTRIAL 

T1MS USE ·7,017 SF HIGH TURN OVER RESTAURANT PROJECT 
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS 
BURBANK, CALIFORNIA 

I. Supportable Private Investment 

Net Operating Income 
Threshold Retum on Investment 

Supportable Private Investment 

II. Residual Land Value Calculation 

Supportable Private Investment 
(Less) Total Construction Costs 

III. Residual Land Value 

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. 

See TABLE 2 

See TABLE 1 

193,406 Sf of Land 

File name: TIMS Analysis; Stte 131MS; de 4/1712007 

$12 ISf Land 

$309,000 
8.0% 

$3,863,000 
(1,612,000) 

$3,863,000 

$2,251,000 



TABLE 1 

ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COSTS 
SITE 1 - GENERAL INDUSTRIAL 
ALTERNATIVE TlMS USE - 87,700 SF OF LIGHT INDUSTRIAL 
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS 
BURBANK, CALIFORNIA 

I. Direct Costs ' 

Off Site Improvements 2 

Parking Costs 3 

Allowance 

175 Spaces 
87.700 Sf of GBA 

8.770 Sf of GLA 

$1.500 ISpace 
$50 ISfGBA 
$15 ISfGLA 

Building Shell Costs 

Tenant Improvement Costs 

Contingency 5% of Other Direct Costs 

Total Direct Costs 

II. Indirect Costs 

Arch .• Eng. & Consulting 
Public Permits & Fees 4 

Taxes, Ins .. Legal & Acctng. 

Marketing 

87,700 Sf of GBA 

6% of Direct Costs 
87,700 Sf of GBA 

2% of Direct Costs 

87.700 Sf of GLA 
3% of Direct Costs 

ISfGBA 

$6 ISf GBA 

$4 ISfGLA Leasing Commissions 
Development Management 
Contingency 5 5% of Other Direct Costs 

Total Indirect Costs 

III. Financing Costs 
Constnuction Loan 6 

Loan Points & Fees 

Total Financing Costs 

Iv.ITotal Construction Costs 

$7,087,000 Financed @ 
$13,825,000 Supp. Value 

87,700 Sf of GBA 

, Assumes prevailing wage payments are not required. 
2 City staff should estimate this cost. 
3 Assumes surface parking. 
4 Estimated based on discussions with City staff. 

5 Excludes Development Management. 

7.8% Interest 

2.0 Points 

$81 ISf GBA 

6 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 l_AIt; de 4/17/2007 

$0 

263.000 

4.385.000 
132.000 
239.000 

$301.000 

526.000 
100,000 

351,000 
151,000 

64.000 

$298,000 

277,000 

$5.019,000 

1,493,000 

575,000 

$7,087,000 I 



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 

I. Rental Income 

Base Rental Income ' 87,700 Sf of GLA 

Potential Gross Income 

$14 ISfGLA $1,210,000 

$1,210,000 

(Less) Vacancy & Collections 5% Potential Gross Income (61,000) 

Effective Gross Income 

II. Operating Expenses 

Management 
Operating & Capital Reserves 

Total Expenses 

III. I Stabi Iized Net Operating Income 

3% ofEGI 
87,700 Sf of GBA 

$1,149,000 

($34,000) 
$0.101 Sf GBA __ ~(9~,0~D~0)!..-___ _ 

(43,000) 

$1,106,000 I 

Based on KMA's Burbank industrial rent survey and the San Fernando Valley & Ventura County Industrial Market Report, 
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 



TABLE 3 

RESIDUAL LAND VALUE CALCULATION 
SITE 1 - GENERAL INDUSTRIAL 

ALTERNATIVE TIMS USE - 87,700 SF OF LIGHT INDUSTRIAL 
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS 
BURBANK, CALIFORNIA 

I. Supportable Private Investment 

Net Operating Income 
Threshold Return on Investment 

Supportable Private Investment 

II. Residual Land Value Calculation 

Supportable Private Investment 
(Less) Total Construction Costs 

III. Residual Land Value 

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. 
File name: TIMSAnalysis; Site 1_Alt; de 4/17/2007 

See TABLE 2 

See TABLE 1 

193,406 Sf of Land $35 ISf Land 

$1,106,000 
8.0% 

$13,825,000 
(7,087,000) 

$13,825,000 

$6,738,000 



APPENDIX D-2 

Site 2 



TABLE 1 

ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COSTS 
SITE 2 - MEDIA DISTRICT COMMERCIAL 
PROPOSED USE - 227,000 SF MEDICAL CENTER 
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS 
BURBANK, CALIFORNIA 

I. Direct Costs 1 

Off Site Improvements 
On Site Improvements 
Parking Costs 2 

190,957 
1,135 

227,000 
221,893 

Allowance 
Sf of Land $5 ISf Land 
Spaces $15,000 ISpace 
Sf of GBA $155 ISf GBA 
Sf of GLA $65 ISfGLA 

Building Shell Costs 
Tenant Improvement Costs 
Contingency 5% of Other Direct Costs 

Total Direct Costs 

II. Indirect Costs 

Arch., Eng. & Consulting 
Public Permits & Fees 3 

Taxes, Ins., Legal & Acctng. 
Marketing 

227,000 Sf of GBA 

6% of Direct Costs 
227,000 Sf of GBA 

2% of Direct Costs 

221,893 SfofGLA 
3% of Direct Costs 

$313 ISf GBA 

$9 ISfGBA 

$10 ISf GLA Leasing Commissions 
Development Management 
Contingency , 5% of Other Direct Costs 

Total Indirect Costs 

III. Financing Costs 
Construction Loan 5 

Loan Points & Fees 

Totat Financing Costs 

$91,660,000 Financed @ 

$117,812,000 Supp. Value 
7.8% Interest 
2.0 Points 

Iv.ITotal Construction Costs 227,000 Sf of GBA $404 ISfGBA 

1 Assumes prevailing wage payments are not required. 
2 Assumes costs for above ground parking structures. 
3 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_Proposed; de 4/17/2007 

$0 
955,000 

17,025,000 
35,185,000 
14,423,000 
3.379,000 

$4,258,000 
2,043,000 
1,419,000 

2,219,000 
2,129,000 

497,000 

$5,772,000 
2,356,000 

$70,967,000 

12,565,000 

8,128,000 

$91,660,000 I 



TABLE 2 

ESTIMATED STABILIZED NET OPERATING INCOME 
SITE 2 - MEDIA DISTRICT COMMERCIAL 

PROPOSED USE - 227,000 SF MEDICAL CENTER 
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS 
BURBANK, CALIFORNIA 

I. Rental Income 1 

Base Rental Income 2 

Parking Income 
Transient Income 

Monthly Income 

Potential Gross Income 

221,893 SfofGLA 

734,913 VisitslYr 

170 Spaces 

$36 ISfGLA 

$4 Nisit 
$115 ISp,/Mo. 

$7,988,000 

2,940,000 
235,000 

$11,163,000 

(Less) Vacancy & Collections 5% Potential Gross Income (558,000) 

Effective Gross Income 

II. Operating Expenses 3 

Parking Expenses $500 IS pace ($568,000) 

$10,605,000 

Op. & Capital Reserves 
1 ,135 Spaces 

227,000 Sf of GBA $0.10 I SfGBA __ ....l!:(2~3,c:OO~0~) ____ _ 

Total Expenses 

III. Stabilized Net Operatin Income 

1 Based on KMA's experience with similar projects and discussions wrth medical project developers. 
2 Rents equate to $3.00 per square foot per month. 
3 Based on discussions with medical project developers. 

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. 
File name: TIMS Analysis; Site 2_Proposed; de 4/1712007 

(591,000) 

$10,014,000 



TABLE 3 

RESIDUAL LAND VALUE CALCULATION 
SITE 2 - MEDIA DISTRICT COMMERCIAL 
PROPOSED USE - 227,000 SF MEDICAL CENTER 
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS 
BURBANK, CALIFORNIA 

I. Supportable Private Investment 

Net Operating Income 
Threshold Return on Investment 

Supportable Private Investment 

II, Residual Land Value Calculation 

Supportable Private Investment 
(Less ) Total Construction Costs 

III, Residual Land Value 

See TABLE 2 

See TABLE 1 

190,957 Sf of Land 

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc_ 
File name: TIMS Analysis; Site 2_Proposed; de 4/17/2007 

$137 ISf Land 

$10,014,000 
8.50% 

$117,812,000 
(91,660,000) 

$117,812,000 

$26,152,000 



TABLE 1 

ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COSTS 
SITE 2 - MEDIA DISTRICT COMMERCIAL 
TIMS USE - 70,000 SF MEDICAL CENTER 
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS 
BURBANK, CALIFORNIA 

I. Direct Costs ' 

Off Site Improvements 
On Site Improvements 
Parking Costs 2 

190,957 
350 

70,000 
68,425 

Allowance 
Sf of Land $5 ISf Land 
Spaces $1,500 ISpace 
SfofGBA $130 ISfGBA 
Sf of GUI $65 ISfGUI 

Building Shell Costs 
Tenant Improvement Costs 
Contingency 5% of Other Direct Costs 

Total Direct Costs 

II. Indirect Costs 

Arch., Eng. & Consulting 
Public Permits & Fees 3 

Taxes, Ins., Legal & Acctng. 
Marketing 

70,000 Sf of GBA 

6% of Direct Costs 
70,000 Sf of GBA 

2% of Direct Costs 

68,425 Sf of GUI 
3% of Direct Costs 

$225 ISfGBA 

$9 ISfGBA 

$10 ISfGUI Leasing Commissions 
Development Management 
Contingency 4 5% of Other Direct Costs 

Total Indirect Costs 

III. Financing Costs 
Construction Loan 5 

Loan Points & Fees 

Total Financing Costs 

$21,008,000 Financed @ 

$36,329,000 Supp. Value 
7.8% Interest 
2.0 Points 

Iv.ITotal Construction Costs 70,000 Sf of GBA $300 ISfGBA 

1 Assumes prevailing wage payments are not required. 
2 Assumes surface parking. 
3 Estimated based on prior TIMS analysis and discussions with City staff. 
, Excludes Development Management. 
5 Assumes a 15-month constnuction 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 

$0 
955,000 
525,000 

9,100,000 
4,448,000 

751,000 

$947,000 
630,000 
316,000 

684,000 
473,000 
129,000 

$1,323,000 
727,000 

$15,779,000 

3,179,000 

2,050,000 

$21,008,000 I 



TABLE 2 

ESTIMATED STABILIZED NET OPERATING INCOME 
SITE 2 • MEDIA DISTRICT COMMERCIAL 

TIMS USE - 70,000 SF MEDICAL CENTER 
TlMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS 
BURBANK, CALIFORNIA 

I. Rental Income 1 

Base Rental Income 2 

Parking Income 
Transient Income 
Monthly Income 

Potential Gross Income 

68,425 Sf of GLA 

226,625 VisitslYr 
53 Spaces 

$36 ISfGLA 

$4 Nisit 

$115 ISp.lMo. 

$2,463,000 

907,000 
72,000 

$3,442,000 

(Less) Vacancy & Collections 5% Potential Gross Income (172,000) 

Effective Gross Income 

II. Operating Expenses 

Parking Expenses $500 ISpace ($175,000) 

$3,270,000 

Op. & Capital Reserves 3 

350 Spaces 
70,000 Sf of GBA $0.10 I Sf GBA __ ---'("'7"",0.::;00"') ____ _ 

Total Expenses 

III. Stabilized Net Operating Income 

1 Based on KMA's experience with similar projects and discussions with medical project developers. 
2 Rents equate to $3.00 per square foot per month. 

3 Based on discussions with medical project developers. 

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. 
File name: TIMS Analysis; Site 2_T1MS; de 4/1712007 

(182,000) 

$3,088,000 



TABLE 3 

RESIDUAL LAND VALUE CALCULATION 
SITE 2 - MEDIA DISTRICT COMMERCIAL 
TIMS USE - 70,000 SF MEDICAL CENTER 
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS 
BURBANK, CAUFORNIA 

I. Supportable Private Investment 

Net Operating Income 

Threshold Return on Investment 

Supportable Private Investment 

II, Residual Land Value Calculation 

Supportable Private Investment 
(Less) Total Construction Costs 

III. Residual Land Value 

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. 
File name: TIMS Analysis; Site 2_TIMS; de 4/1712007 

See TABLE 2 

See TABLE 1 

190,957 Sf of Land $80 ISf Land 

$3,088,000 
8.5% 

$36.329.000 
(21.008.000) 

$36,329,000 

$15,321,000 



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 
TlMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS 
BURBANK, CAUFORNIA 

I. Direct Costs 1 

Off Site Improvements 2 

On Sije Improvements 
Parking Costs 

Surface Spaces 
Selow Grade Spaces 3 

Suilding Shell Costs 

Office 

Restaurant 

Tenant Improvement Costs 

Office 

Restaurant 

Contingency 

Total Direct Costs 

II. Indirect Costs 

Arch., Eng. & Consulting 
Public Penmits & Fees 4 

Taxes, Ins .. Legal & Acctng. 
Mari<.eting 

leasing Commissions 

Development Management 
Contingency 5 

Total Indirect Costs 

III. Financing Costs 
Construction Loan 6 

Loan Points & Fees 

Total Financing Costs 

IV. Total Construction Costs 

Allowance 
21,360 Sf of Land $5 ISfLand 

22 Spaces $1,500 ISpace 
178 Spaces $27,500 ISpace 

40,000 Sf of GSA $80 ISfGSA 
8,040 SfofGSA $80 ISfGSA 

39,100 SfofGLA $20 ISfGLA 
8,040 Sf of GLA $30 ISfGLA 

5% of Other Direct Costs 

48,040 Sf of GSA 

6% of Direct Costs 
48,040 Sf of GSA 

2% of Direct Costs 

47,140 SfofGLA 

3% of Direct Costs 

$217 ISfGSA 

$6 ISfGSA 

$10 ISfGLA 

5% of O1her Direct Costs 

$13,318,000 Financed @ 

$18,250,000 Supp. Value 

48,040 Sf of GSA 

7.8% Interest 

2.0 Points 

$277 ISfGSA 

1 Assumes prevailing wage payments are not required. 
2 City staff should estimate this cost. 

$0 

107,000 

33,000 

4,890,000 

3,200,000 

643,000 

800,000 

241,000 

496,000 

$625,000 

288,000 

208,000 

471.000 

312,000 

80,000 

$559,000 

365,000 

$10,410,000 

1,984,000 

924,000 

$13,318,000 

3 Reflects a blended cost for below grade parking of $20,000 and $30,000, respectively. Site plan reflected 166 required 
parking spaces, rather than the 200 spaces utilized in this analysis. 

4 Estimated based on prior TIMS analysis and discussions with City staff. 
S Excludes Development Management. 

6 Assumes a 100month construction period and an average outstanding loan balance of 65%. 

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. 
File name: TIMS Analysis; Site 3_Proposed : de 4/17/2007 



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 

I. Rentallncome 

Base Rental Income 1,2 

Office Income 
Restaurant Income 

Parking Income 
Monthly Income 3 

Potential Gross Income 

(Less) Vacancy & Collections 

Effective Gross Income 

II. Operating Expenses 

Unreimbursed Off. Expenses 
Parking Expense' 

Management 

39,100 Sf GLA 

8.040 SfGLA 

132 Spaces 

$36 ISf GLA 
$48 ISfGLA 

$115 ISp.lMo. 

5% Excludes Reslaurant 

$6.00 I Sf GLA 
$500 ISpace 

$1,408,000 

386,000 

181,000 

$1,975,000 

(79,000) 

($240,000) 
(89,000) 
(57,000) 

$1,896,000 

Operating & Capital Reserves 

40,000 Sf of GLA 
178 Spaces 
3% ofEGI 

48,040 Sf of GBA $0.25 I Sf GBA ___ ("'1=2,c:.00::..:0;,c) ____ _ 

Tolal Expenses (398,000) 

III. Slabilized Net Operating Income $1,498,000 

1 Based on KMA Burbank office rent survey, October 2006 and T ri Cities Office Market Report, Colliers International, 
30/06; CBRE MarketView, Los Angeles Office. 30/06; interviews with real estate leasing broker. Restaurant rents are 
based on KMA Burbank retail survey and KMA's experience with similar projects. 

2 Office and restaurant rents equate to $3.00 and $4.00 per square foot per month, respectively. 

3 Monthly parking income based on rental of 110% of office spaces. Assumes a blended rate for reserved and unreserved 
spaces. Assumes no income for restaurant parking. 

4 Reflects parking expense for below grade structure. 

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. 
File name: TIMS Analysis; Site 3_Proposed ; de 4/1712007 



TABLE 3 

RESIDUAL LAND VALUE CALCULATION 
SITE 3 - MEDIA DISTRICT COMMERCIAL 
PROPOSED 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 
Threshold Retum on Investment 1 

Supportable Private Investment 

II. Residual Land Value Calculation 

Supportable Private Investment 
(Less) Total Construction Costs See TABLE 1 

III. Residual Land Value 
21,360 Sf of Land $231 ISf Land 

$1,498,000 
8.2% 

$18,250,000 
(13,318,000) 

1 Represents a blended 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 

$18,250,000 

$4,932,000 



TABLE 1 

ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COSTS 
SITE 3 - MEDIA DISTRICT COMMERCIAL 
TlMS USE - 8,485 SF OFFICE BUILDING AND 1,674 SF RESTAURANT 
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS 
BURBANK, CALIFORNIA 

I. Direct Costs 1 

Off Site Improvements 2 Allowance 
On Site Improvements 21.360 Sf of Land $5 
Parking Costs 

Surface Spaces 33 Spaces $1,500 
Below Grade Spaces 10 Spaces $20,000 

Building Shell Costs 
Office 8,680 Sf ofGBA $80 
Restaurant 1,674 Sf ofGBA $80 

Tenant Improvement Costs 
Office 8,485 Sf ofGLA $20 
Restaurant 1,674 SfofGLA $30 

Contingency 5% of Other Direct Costs 

Total Direct Costs 10,354 Sf of GBA $142 

II. Indirect Costs 

ISf Land 

ISpace 
ISpace 

ISfGBA 
ISfGBA 

ISfGLA 
ISfGLA 

ISfGBA 

Arch., Eng. & Consulting 
Public Permits & Fees 3 

Taxes, Ins., Legal & Acctng. 
Marketing 

6% of Direct Costs 
10,354 Sf of GBA $6 ISf GBA 

2% of Direct Costs 

10,159 Sf of GLA $9 ISfGLA 
3% of Direct Costs 

Leasing Commissions 
Development Management 
Contingency 4 5% of other Direct Costs 

Total Indirect Costs 

III. Financing Costs 
Construction Loan 5 

Loan Points & Fees 

Total Financing Costs 

$1,969,000 Financed @ 

$4,038,000 Supp. Value 
7.8% Interest 
2.0 Points 

Iv.ITotal Construction Costs 10,354 Sf of GBA $190 ISfGBA 

1 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. 
4 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 3_TIMS; de 411712007 

$0 
107,000 

50.000 
200,000 

694,000 
134,000 

170.000 
50,000 
70,000 

$89,000 
62,000 
30,000 

91,000 
44,000 
14,000 

$83,000 
81,000 

$1,475,000 

330,000 

164,000 

$1,969,000 I 



TABLE 2 

ESTIMATED STABILIZED NET OPERATING INCOME 

SITE 3 - MEDIA DISTRICT COMMERCIAL 

TIMS USE - 8,485 SF OFFICE BUILDING AND 1,674 SF RESTAURANT 
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS 

BURBANK, CALIFORNIA 

I. Rental Income 

Base Rental Income 1. 2 

Office Income 

Reslaurant Income 

Parking Income 3 

Uncovered Spaces 
Covered Spaces 

Potential Gross Income 

(Less) Vacancy & Collections 

Effective Gross Income 

II. Operating Expenses 

Unreimbursed Off. Expenses 
Parking Expense 4 

Management 

8,485 SfGLA 

1,674 SfGLA 

18 Spaces 

17 Spaces 

$36 ISfGLA 
$48 ISfGLA 

$115 ISp.lMo. 
$0 ISp.lMo. 

5% Excludes Restaurant 

$6.00 1 Sf GLA 
$500 ISpace 

$305,000 

80,000 

25,000 
o 

$410,000 

(15,000) 

($52,000) 

(5,000) 
(12,000) 

$395,000 

Operating & Capital Reserves 

8,680 Sf of GLA 
10 Spaces 
3% ofEGI 

10,354 Sf of GBA $0.25 1 Sf GBA __ ---->("'3,c=,00::..;0"') ____ _ 

Total Expenses (72,000) 

III. \ Stabilized Net Operating Income $323,000 I 

Based on KMA Burbank office rent survey, October 2006 and Tri Cities Office Market Report. Colliers International, 
30/06; CBRE MarketView, Los Angeles Office. 30/06; interviews with real estate leasing broker. Restaurant rents are 
based on KMA Burbank retail survey and KMA's experience with similar projects. 

, Office and restaurant rents equate to $3.00 and $4.00 per square foot per month, respectively. 

3 Office spaces are rented at 110% of capacity. Assumes a blended rate for reserved and unreserved spaces. Assumes 
no income for restaurant parking 

4 Refiects parking expense for below grade parking structure. 

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. 
File name: TIMS Analysis; Site 3_TlMS; de 411712007 



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, CAUFORNIA 

I. Supportable Private Investment 

Net Operating Income See TABLE 2 
Threshold Retum on Investment 

Supportable Private Investment 

II. Residual Land Value Calculation 

Supportable Private Investmenl 

(Less) Total Construction Costs See TABLE 1 

III. Residual Land Value 
21,360 Sf of Land 

$323,000 
8.0% 

$4,038,000 
(1,969,000) 

$97 ISf Land 

, 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 4117/2007 

$4,038,000 

$2,069,000 



TABLE 1 

ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COSTS 
SITE 3 - MEDIA DISTRICT COMMERCIAL 
ALTERNATIVE TlMS USE -15,909 SF OFFICE BUILDING 
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS 
BURBANK, CALIFORNIA 

I. Direct Costs 1 

Off Site Improvements 2 

On Site Improvements 
Parking Costs 

Surface 
Below Grade 

Allowance 
21,360 Sf of Land 

27 Spaces 
21 Spaces 

15,909 Sf of GBA 
15,551 SfofGLA 

$5 ISf Land 

$1,500 ISpace 
$20,000 ISpace 

$80 ISfGBA 
$20 ISf GLA 

Building Shell Costs 

Tenant Improvement Costs 
Contingency 5% of Other Direct Costs 

Total Direct Costs 

II. Indirect Costs 

Arch., Eng. & Consulting 
Public Permits & Fees 3 

Taxes, Ins., Legal & Acctng. 
Marketing 

15,909 Sf of GBA 

6% of Direct Costs 
15,909 Sf of GBA 

2% of Direct Costs 

15,551 Sf of GLA 

3% of Direct Costs 

$142 ISfGBA 

$6 ISfGBA 

$11 ISf GLA Leasing Commissions 
Development Management 
Contingency 4 5% of Other Direct Costs 

Total Indirect Costs 

III. Financing Costs 
Construction Loan 5 

Loan Points & Fees 

Total Financing Costs 

$3,035,000 Financed @ 

$5,913,000 Supp. Value 
7.8% Interest 
2.0 Points 

Iv.ITotal Construction Costs 15,909 Sf of GBA $191 ISf GBA 

1 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. 
4 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 3_AIt.; de 4/17/2007 

$0 
107,000 

41,000 
415,000 

1,273,000 
311,000 
107,000 

$135,000 
95,000 
45,000 

171,000 

68,000 
22,000 

$127,000 
118,000 

$2,254,000 

536,000 

245,000 

$3,035,000 I 



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 

I. Rental Income 

Base Rental Income 1 

Office Income 

Parking Income 

Uncovered Spaces 

Covered Spaces 

Potential Gross Income 

(Less) Vacancy & Collections 

Effective Gross Income 

II. Operating Expenses 

Unreimbursed Off. Expenses 
Parking Expense 2 

Management 

Operating & Capilal Reserves 

Total Expenses 

IIl.lStabilized Net Operating Income 

15,551 Sf GLA 

52 Spaces 

o Spaces 

5% PGI 

15,909 SfofGBA 

21 Spaces 

3% ofEGI 

15,909 Sf of GBA 

$36 ISfGLA 

$115 ISp.lMo. 
$0 ISp.lMo. 

$6.00 I Sf GBA 

$500 ISpace 

$560,000 

72,000 

o 

$632,000 

(32,000) 

($95,000) 

(10,000) 

(18,000) 

$600,000 

$0.25 I Sf GBA __ --'(.:;4,"'00"'0:.1..) ____ _ 

(127,000) 

$473,000 I 

1 Based on KMA Burbank office rent survey, October 2006 and Tn Cities Office Market Report, Colliers International, 
30/06; CBRE MarketView, los Angeles Office, 30/06; 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_AIt.; de 411712007 



TABLE 3 

RESIDUAL LAND VALUE CALCULATION 

SITE 3 • MEDIA DISTRICT COMMERCIAL 

ALTERNATIVE TIMS USE ·15,909 SF OFFICE BUILDING 

TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS 

BURBANK, CALIFORNIA 

I. Supportable Private Investment 

Net Operating Income 

Threshold Return on Investment 

Supportable Private Investment 

II, Residual Land Value Calculation 

Supportable Private Investment 

(Less) Total Construction Costs 

III. Residual Land Value 

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. 
File name: TIMS Analysis; Site 3_AIt.; de 411712007 

See TABLE 2 

See TABLE 1 

21 ,360 Sf of Land $135 ISf Land 

$473,000 

8.0% 

$5,913,000 

(3,035,000) 

$5,913,000 

$2,878,000 



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 29 UNITS I ACRE 
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS 
BURBANK, CALIFORNIA 

I. Direct Costs ' 

Off Site Improvements 2 

On Site Improvements 
Parking Costs 3 

Surface Parking 
Below Grade Parking 

Building Shell Costs 
Tenant Improvement Costs 
Contingency 

Total Direct Costs 

II. Indirect Costs 

Arch., Eng. & Consulting 
Public Penmits & Fees 4 

Residential 
Retail 

Taxes, Ins., Legal & Acctng. 
Marketing 

Residential 
Leasing Commissions 

Development Management 
Contingency 5 

Total Indirect Costs 

III. Financing Costs 
Construction Loan 6 

Loan Points & Fees 

Total Financing Costs 

Iv.ITotal Construction Costs 

Allowance 
19,474 Sf of Land $5 ISf Land 

20 Spaces $15.000 ISpace 
25 Spaces $20.000 ISpace 

17,915 Sf of GBA $90 ISfGBA 
4,915 SfofGLA $15 ISfGLA 

5% of Other Direct Costs 

17,915 SfofGBA $151 ISfGBA 

6% of Direct Costs 

13 IUnit $9,000 I Unit 
4,915 SfofGBA $9 ISfGBA 

3% of Direct Costs 

13 Unit $1,000 I Unit 
4,915 Sf of GLA $10 ISfGLA 

3% of Direct Costs 
5% of Other Direct Costs 

$3,542,000 Financed @ 7.8% Interest 
$4,188,000 Supp. Value 2.0 Points 

17,915 Sf of GBA $198 I Sf GSA 

1 Assumes prevailing wage payments are not required. 
2 City staff should estimate this cost. 

$0 
97.000 

297.000 
500,000 

1,612,000 
74,000 

129,000 

$163,000 

117,000 
44,000 
81,000 

13,000 
49,000 
81,000 
23,000 

$178,000 
84,000 

3 Reflects a blended cost for surface and below grade parking of $15,000 and $20,000, respectively. 
4 Estimated based on prior TIMS analysis and discussions with City staff. 
5 Excludes Development Management. 
6 Assumes a 12-month construction penod and an average outstanding loan balance of 65%. 

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. 
File name: TIMS Analysis; Site_ 4_Proposed; de 4/1712007 

$2,709,000 

571,000 

262,000 

$3,542,000 I 



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 I ACRE 
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS 
BURBANK, CALIFORNIA 

I. Residential Net Operating Income 
Residential Income 1.2 

Laundry & Miscellaneous 

Potential Gross Income 
(Less) Vacancy & Collections 

Effective Gross Income 

Operati ng Expenses 
General Operating Expenses 
Real Estate Taxes 
Operating & Capital Reserves 

Total Operating Expenses 

I Residential Net Operating Income 

II. Retail Net Operating Income 

Retail Income 
Potential Gross Income 
(Less) Vacancy & Collections 

Effective Gross Income 

Operati ng Expenses 
Management 
Operating & Capital Reserves 

Total Operating Expenses 

IRetail Net Operating Income 

111.1 Project Net Operating Income 

13 Units 
13 Units 

13 Units 
5% 

13 Units 

$1,500 IUnltlMo. $234,000 
$15 IUnit/Mo. ___ ~2,.::.30:..:0,-

$1,515 !Unit/Mo. 

$3,800 I Unit IVr 

$236,300 

(11,800) 

$224,500 

($49,400) 

1.1 % Supportable Value (26,400) 

13 Units $200 I Unit IVr (2,600) 
13 Units $6,000 I Unit IVr ---(='7':'8,""400~) 

4,915 Sf of GLA $42 I SF GLA _--,::2::=0'0'6,,,,40::0,­
$206,400 

5% Potential Gross Income (10,300) 

3% ofEGI 
4,915 Sf of GSA 

$196,000 

($5,900) 

$0.15 I Sf GSA ___ -'(7"-0::.:0:!-) 
(6,600) 

2 

3 

Residential and retail rents are based on KMA's market survey and its experience with similar projects. 
Average unrt size is 850 square feet. The market rent equates to $1.76 per square foot per month. 
Retail rents equate to $3.50 per square foot per month. 

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. 
File name: TIMS Analysis; Site_ 4_Proposed; de 4117/2007 

$146.000 I 

$189.000 I 
$335,000 I 



TABLE 3 

RESIDUAL LAND VALUE CALCULATION 
SITE 4 - NEIGHBORHOOD CENTER 

PROPOSED USE -13 RENTAL RESIDENTIAL UNITS AND 4,915 SF OF RETAIL 
DENSITY OF 29 UNITS I ACRE 
TlMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS 
BURBANK, CALIFORNIA 

I. Supportable Private Investment 

Net Operating Income See TABLE 2 
Blended Threshold Return 1 

Supportable Private Investment 

II. Residual Land Value Calculation 

Supportable Private Investment 
(Less) Total Construction Costs See TABLE 1 

III. Residual Land Value 

19,474 Sf of Land $33 ISf Land 

$335,000 
8.00% 

$4,188,000 
(3,542,000) 

1 Reflects blended return 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 

$4,188,000 

$646,000 



APPENDIX 0-5 

Site 5 



TABLE 1 

ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COSTS 
SITE 5 - BOULEVARD COMMERCIAL 
PROPOSED USE - 19,300 SF OFFICE BUILDING 
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS 
BURBANK, CALIFORNIA 

I. Direct Costs 1 

Off Site Improvements' 

On Site Improvements 
Parking Costs 

11,659 
Allowance 
Sf of Land $5 ISf Land 

LevelBl 
Level B2 
LevelB3 

24 Spaces $20,000 ISpace 

Building Shell Costs 
Tenant Improvement Costs 
Contingency 

Total Direct Costs 

/I, Indirect Costs 

Arch" Eng. & Consulting 
Public Permits & Fees 3 

Taxes, Ins., Legal & Acctng. 
Marketing 

Leasing Commissions 
Development Management 
Contingency 4 

Total Indirect Costs 

III. Financing Costs 
Construction Loan 5 

Loan Points & Fees 

Total Financing Costs 

Iv.ITotal Construction Costs 

24 Spaces $30,000 ISpace 
10 Spaces $30,000 ISpace 

19,300 Sf of GSA $80 ISfGSA 
18,866 SfofGLA $20 ISfGLA 

5% of Other Direct Costs 

19,300 Sf of GSA 

6% of Direct Costs 
19,300 SfofGBA 

2% of Direct Costs 

18,866 Sf of GLA 
3% of Direct Costs 

$189 ISfGSA 

$6 ISfGBA 

$8 ISfGLA 

5% of Other Direct Costs 

$4,621,000 Financed @ 

$3,988,000 Supp. Value 

19,300 Sf of GSA 

7.8% Interest 
2.0 Points 

$239 ISfGSA 

1 Assumes prevailing wage payments are not required. 
, City staff should estimate this cost. 
3 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 65%. 

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. 
File name: TIMS Analysis; Site 5_Proposed; de 4/1712007 

$0 
58,000 

480,000 
720,000 
297,000 

1,544,000 
377,000 
174,000 

$219,000 
116,000 
73,000 

151,000 
110,000 
28,000 

$194,000 
80,000 

$3,650,000 

697,000 

274,000 

$4,621,000 I 



TABLE 2 

ESTIMATED STABILIZED NET OPERATING INCOME 

SITE 5 - BOULEVARD COMMERCIAL 

PROPOSED USE - 19,300 SF OFFICE BUILDING 

TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS 

BURBANK, CALIFORNIA 

I. Rental Income 

Base Rental Income 1,2 18,866 Sf ofGLA 

Potential Gross Income 

$25 ISfGLA 

(Less) Vacancy & Collections 5% Potential Gross Income 

Effective Gross Income 

11. Operating Expenses 

Unreimbursed Op, Expenses 

Management 

Operating & Capital Reserves 

Total Expenses 

111.1 Stabilized Net Operating Income 

18,866 Sf of GLA 

3% ofEGI 

19,300 SfofGBA 

$6,00 1 SfGLA 

$0,25 1 Sf GBA 

$475,000 

$475,000 

(24.000) 

($113,000) 

(14,000) 

(5,000) 

$451,000 

(132,000) 

$319,000 I 

Based on KMA Burbank office rent survey. October 2006 and Tri Cities Office Market Report, Colliers International, 
30/06; CBRE MarketView, Los Angeles Office, 30/06; interviews with real estate leasing broker. Rents based on $1.75 
per square foot plus 20% new construction premium. 

2 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 5 - BOULEVARD COMMERCIAL 

PROPOSED USE -19,300 SF OFFICE BUILDING 

TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS 
BURBANK, CALIFORNIA 

I. Supportable Private Investment 

Net Operating Income 

Threshold Retum on Investment 

Supportable Private Investment 

II, Residual Land Value Calculation 

Supportable Private Investment 

(Less) Total Construction Costs 

III, Residual Land Value 

See TABLE 2 

See TABLE 1 

11,659 Sf of Land 

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. 
File name: TlMS Analysis; Site 5_Proposed; de 4/1712007 

($54) ISf Land 

$319,000 
8.0% 

$3,988,000 
(4,621,000) 

$3,988,000 

($633,000) 



TABLE 1 

ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COSTS 
SITE 5 - BOULEVARD COMMERCIAL 
TlMS USE - 8,000 SF OFFICE BUILDING 
TlMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS 
BURBANK, CALIFORNIA 

I. Direct Costs ' 

Off Site Improvements 2 

On Site Improvements 
Parking Costs 

Surface Spaces 

11,659 

5 
19 

8,000 
7,820 

Allowance 
Sf of Land $5 ISf Land 

Spaces $1,500 ISpace 
Spaces $20,000 ISpace 
Sf of GBA $80 ISfGBA 
Sf of GLA $20 ISfGLA 

Below Grade Spaces 
Building Shell Costs 
Tenant Improvement Costs 
Contingency 5% of Other Direct Costs 

Total Direct Costs 

II. Indirect Costs 

ArCh .• Eng. & Consulting 
Public Permits & Fees 3 

Taxes, Ins., Legal & Acctng. 
Marketing 

8,000 Sf of GBA 

6% of Direct Costs 
8,000 Sf of GSA 

2% of Direct Costs 

7,820 Sf of GLA 
3% of Direct Costs 

ISfGBA 

$6 ISf GBA 

$8 ISfGLA Leasing Commissions 
Development Management 
Contingency 4 5% of Other Direct Costs 

Total Indirect Costs 

III. Financing Costs 
Construction Loan 5 

Loan Points & Fees 

Total Financing Costs 

$1,675,000 Financed @ 
$1,650,000 Supp. Value 

7.8% Interest 
2.0 Points· 

IV. Total Constnuction Costs 8,000 Sf of GSA $209 ISfGSA 

1 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. 
4 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_TIMS; de 411712007 

$0 
58,000 

7,000 
384,000 
640,000 
156,000 
62,000 

$78,000 
48,000 
26,000 

63,000 
39,000 
11,000 

$70,000 
33,000 

$1,307,000 

265,000 

103,000 

$1,675,000 



TABLE 2 

ESTIMATED STABILIZED NET OPERATING INCOME 

SITE 5 - BOULEVARD COMMERCIAL 

TIMS USE - 8,000 SF OFFICE BUILDING 

TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS 

BURBANK, CALIFORNIA 

I, Renlallncome 

Base Rental Income " 2 7,820 Sf of GLA 

Potential Gross Income 

$25 ISfGLA $197,000 

$197,000 

(Less) Vacancy & Collections 5% Potential Gross Income (10,000) 

Effective Gross Income 

II, Operating Expenses 

Unreimbursed Op, Expenses, 

Management 

Operating & Capital Reserves 

T alai Expenses 

1II,ISlabilized Net Operating Income 

7,820 Sf of GLA 

3% ofEGI 

8,000 Sf of GBA 

$6,00 I Sf GLA ($47,000) 

(6,000) 

$187,000 

$0.25 I Sf GBA __ --'(""2,"'0"'00'-1.) ____ _ 

(55,000) 

$132,000 I 

1 Based on KMA Burbank office rent survey, October 2006 and Tri Cities Office Market Report, Colliers International, 
30/06; CBRE MarketView, Los Angeles Office, 30/06; interviews with real estate leasing broker. Rents based on $1,75 
per square foot plus 20% new construction premium. 

2 Rent equate to $2,10 per square foot per month. 

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. 
File name: TIMS Analysis; Site 5_ TIMS; de 4/1712007 



TABLE 3 

RESIDUAL LAND VALUE CALCULATION 
SITE 5 - BOULEVARD COMMERCIAL 
TIMS USE - 8,000 SF OFFICE BUILDING 
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS 
BURBANK, CAUFORNIA 

I. Supportable Private Investment 

Net Operating Income 
Threshold Return on Investment 

Supportable Private Investment 

II. Residual Land Value Calculation 

Supportable Private Investment 
(Less) Total Construction Costs 

III. Residual Land Value 

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. 
File name: TlMS Analysis; Site 5_TIMS; de 4/17/2007 

See TABLE 2 

See TABLE 1 

11,659 Sf of Land ($2) ISf Land 

$132,000 

8.0% 

$1,650,000 
(1,675,000) 

$1,650,000 

($25,000) 



TABLE 1 

ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COSTS 
SITE 5· BOULEVARD COMMERCIAL 
ALTERNATIVE TIMS USE· 6,256 SF OF RETAIL 
TIMS LAND VALUA nON ANALYSIS 
BURBANK, CALIFORNIA 

I. Direct Costs ' 

Off Site Improvements 2 

On Site Improvements 
Parking Costs 3 

11,659 

Surface Parking 9 

Allowance 

Sf of Land $5 ISf Land 

Spaces $1,500 ISpace 
Below Grade Parking 

Building Shell Costs 

Tenant Improvement Costs 
Contingency 

12 Spaces $20,000 ISpace 
6,256 SfofGBA $80 ISfGBA 
6,256 Sf of GLA $20 ISf GLA 

5% of Other Direct Costs 

Total Direct Costs 

II. Indirect Costs 

Arch .. Eng. & Consulting 
Public Permits & Fees 4 

Taxes, Ins .. Legal & Acctng. 
Marketing 

6,256 Sf of GSA 

6% of Direct Costs 

6,256 Sf of GBA 
2% of Direct Costs 

6,256 Sf of GLA 
3 % of Direct Costs 

ISfGSA 

$9 ISf GBA 

$8 ISfGLA Leasing Commissions 

Development Management 
Contingency 5 5% of Other Direct Costs 

Total Indirect Costs 

III. Financing Costs 
Constnuction Loan 6 

Loan Points & Fees 

Total Financing Costs 

$1,288,000 Financed @ 
$1,722,000 Supp. Value 

7.8% Interest 

2.0 Points 

Iv.ITotal Construction Costs 6,256 Sf of GBA $206 ISfGBA 

1 Assumes prevailing wage payments are not required. 
2 City staff should estimate this cost. 
3 Assumes surface parking. 

, Estimated based on prior TIMS analysis and discussions with City staff. 
5 Excludes Development Management. 

6 Assumes a 10-month constnuction period and an average outstanding loan balance of 65%. 

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates. Inc. 
File name: TIMS Analysis; Site 5_Alt; de 4/17/2007 

$0 
58,000 

14,000 
233,000 
500,000 
125,000 

47,000 

$59,000 
56,000 

20,000 

50,000 
29,000 

9,000 

$54,000 
34,000 

$977,000 

223,000 

88,000 

$1,288,000 I 



TABLE 2 

ESTIMATED STABILIZED NET OPERATING INCOME 
SITE 5 - BOULEVARD COMMERCIAL 

ALTERNATIVE TIMS USE - 6,256 SF OF RETAIL 
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS 
BURBANK, CALIFORNIA 

I. Rental Income 

Base Rental Income 1 6,256 Sf of GLA 

Potential Gross Income 

$27 ISfGLA $169,000 

$169,000 

(Less) Vacancy & Collections 5% Potential Gross Income (8,000) 

Effective Gross Income 

II. Operating Expenses 

Management 
Operating & Capital Reserves 

Total Expenses 

11I.IStabilized Net Operating Income 

3% ofEGI 
6,256 Sf of GBA 

$161,000 

($5,000) 

$0.15 I Sf GBA __ ---'("'1 ,"'0"'00'"-) ____ _ 

(6,000) 

$155,000 I 

1 Based on discussions with Staff and KMA Burbank retail rent survey, October 2006. Rents equate to $2.25 per square 
foot per month. 

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. 
File name: TIMS Analysis; Site 5_Alt; de 4/1712007 



TABLE 3 

RESIDUAL LAND VALUE CALCULATION 
SITE 5 - BOULEVARD COMMERCIAL 
ALTERNATIVE TIMS USE - 6,256 SF OF RETAIL 
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS 
BURBANK, CALIFORNIA 

I. Supportable Private Investment 

Net Operating Income 
Threshold Return on Investment 

Supportable Private Investment 

II. Residual Land Value Calculation 

Supportable Private Investment 
(Less) Total Construction Costs 

III. Residual Land Value 

See TABLE 2 

See TABLE 1 

11,659 Sf of Land 

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. 
File name: TIMS Analysis; Site 5_Alt; de 4/17/2007 

$37 ISf Land 

$155,000 
9.0% 

$1,722,000 
(1,288,000) 

$1,722,000 

$434,000 



APPENDIX 0·6 

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 

On Site Improvements 
Parking Costs 3 

Surface Spaces 
Level B 1 Spaces 

Level B2 Spaces 
Level B3 Spaces 

86,459 

54 
179 

179 
61 

158,202 
154,642 

Allowance 

Sf of Land $5 

Spaces $1,500 
Spaces $20,000 
Spaces $30,000 
Spaces $30,000 
Sf of GBA $110 
Sf of GLA $30 

Building Shell Costs 
Tenant Improvement Costs 

Contingency 5% of Other Direct Costs 

Total Direct Costs 158,202 Sf of GBA $221 

II. Indirect Costs 

ISf Land 

ISpace 
ISpace 

'Space 
'Space 
ISfGBA 
ISfGLA 

ISfGBA 

Arch .. Eng. & Consulting 
Public Permits & Fees 4 

Taxes. Ins., Legal & Acctng. 
Marketing 

6% of Direct Costs 
158,202 Sf of GBA $9 ISfGBA 

2% of Direct Costs 

154,642 Sf of GLA $10 ISf GLA 
3% of Direct Costs 

Leasing Commissions 
Development Management 
Contingency 5 5% of Other Direct Costs 

Total Indirect Costs 

III. Financing Costs 
Construction Loan 6 

Loan Points & Fees 

Total Financing Costs 

$46,026,000 Financed @ 

$50,400,000 Supp. Value 
7.8% Interest 

2.0 Points 

Iv.ITotal Construction Costs 158,202 Sf of GBA $291 ISfGBA 

1 Assumes prevailing wage payments are not required. 
2 City staff should estimate this cost. 
3 Site plan reflected all below grade parking. 

4 Estimated based on prior TIMS analysis and discussions with City staff. 
S Excludes Development Management. 

6 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 4/1712007 

$0 
432,000 

82,000 
3,588,000 
5,370,000 

1,830,000 
17,402,000 
4,639,000 
1,667,000 

$2,101,000 

1,424.000 
700,000 

1,546,000 
1,050,000 

289,000 

$2,898,000 
1,008,000 

$35,010,000 

7,110,000 

3,906,000 

$46,026,000 I 



TABLE 2 

ESTIMATED STABILIZED NET OPERATING INCOME 

SITE 6 - MIXED COMMERCIAL I INDUSTRIAL 

PROPOSED USE - 158,202 SF OFFICE BUILDING 

TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS 

BURBANK, CALIFORNIA 

I. Rental Income 

Base Rental Income 1 

Parking Income 2 

Uncovered Spaces 
Covered Spaces 

Potential Gross Income 

154,642 Sf of GLA 

60 Spaces 

461 Spaces 

$36 ISfGLA 

$0 ISp.lMo. 
$65 ISp.iMo. 

(Less) Vacancy & Collections 5% Potential Gross Income 

Effective Gross Income 

11_ Operating Expenses 

Unreimbursed Op. Expenses 
Parking Expenses 3 

Management 

$6.00 I Sf GLA 

$500 ISpace 

$5,567,000 

o 
360,000 

$5,927,000 

(296,000) 

($928,000) 
(210,000) 
(169,000) 

$5,631,000 

Operating & Capital Reserves 

154,642 Sf of GLA 

419 Spaces 
3% ofEGI 

158,202 Sf of GBA $0.25 I Sf GBA __ --'('-'4"'0,::::.00"'0:1.) ____ _ 

Total Expenses (1,347,000) 

111.1 Stabilized Net Operating Income $4,284,000 I 

1 
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. 
3 Reflects expenses for below grade spaces. 

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. 
File name: TIMS Analysis; Site 6_Proposed; de 4/1712007 



TABLE 3 

RESIDUAL LAND VALUE CALCULATION 
SITE 6 - MIXED COMMERCIAL I INDUSTRIAL 
PROPOSED USE -158,202 SF OFFICE BUILDING 
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS 
BURBANK, CALIFORNIA 

I. Supportable Private Investment 

Net Operating Income 
Threshold Return on Investment 

Supportable Private Investment 

II. Residual Land Value Calculation 

Supportable Private Investment 
(Less) Total Construction Costs 

III. Residual Land Value 

See TABLE 2 

See TABLE 1 

86,459 Sf of Land 

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. 
File name: TIMS Analysis; Site 6_Proposed; de 4/1712007 

$51 ISfLand 

$4,284,000 
8.5% 

$50,400,000 
(46,026,000) 

$50,400,000 

$4,374,000 



TABLE 1 

ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COSTS 
SITE 6 - MIXED COMMERCIAL I INDUSTRIAL 
TIMS USE - 27,811 SF OFFICE BUILDING 
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS 
BURBANK, CALIFORNIA 

I. Direct Costs ' 

Off Site Improvements 2 

On Site Improvements 
Parking Costs 3 

Building Shell Costs 

86,459 
83 

27,811 
27,185 

Allowance 
Sf of Land $5 ISf Land 
Spaces $1,500 ISpace 
Sf of GBA $80 ISfGBA 
Sf ofGLA $20 ISfGLA T enantlmprovement Costs 

Contingency 5% of Other Direct Costs 

Total Direct Costs 

II. I ndirect Costs 

Arch., Eng. & Consulting 
Public Permits & Fees 4 

Taxes, Ins., Legal & Acctng. 
Marketing 

27,811 Sf of GBA 

6% of Direct Costs 
27,811 SfofGBA 

2% of Direct Costs 

27,185 SfofGLA 
3% of Direct Costs 

$126 ISfGBA 

$6 ISf GBA 

$9 ISfGLA Leasing Commissions 
Development Management 
Contingency 5 5% of Other Direct Costs 

Total Indirect Costs 

III. Financina Costs 
Construction Loan S 

Loan Points & Fees 

Total Financing Costs 

Iv.ITotal Construction Costs 

$4,661,000 Financed @ 

$7,055,000 Supp. Value 

27,811 Sf of GBA 

1 Assumes prevailing wage payments are not required. 
2 City staff should estimate this cost. 
3 Assumes surface parking. 

7.8% Interest 
2.0 Points 

$168 ISfGBA 

4 Estimated based on prior TIMS analysis and discussions with City staff. 
5 Excludes Development Management. 
S 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 6_ TIMS; de 4117/2007 

$0 
432,000 
125,000 

2,225,000 
544,000 
166,000 

$210,000 
167,000 
70,000 

245,000 
105,000 
35,000 

$196,000 
141,000 

$3,492,000 

832,000 

337,000 

$4,661,000 I 



TABLE 2 

ESTIMATED STABILIZED NET OPERATING INCOME 
SITE 6 - MIXED COMMERCIAL I INDUSTRIAL 
TIMS USE - 27,811 SF OFFICE BUILDING 
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS 
BURBANK, CALIFORNIA 

I. Rental Income 

Base Rental Income 1 27,185 Sf of GLA 

Potential Gross Income 

$30 ISfGLA 

(Less) Vacancy & Collections 5% Potential Gross Income 

Effective Gross Income 

II. Operating Expenses 

Unreimbursed Expenses 
Management 

$6.00 I Sf GLA 

$816,000 

$816,000 

(41,000) 

($163,000) 
(23,000) 

$775,000 

Operating & Capital Reserves 

27,185 Sf of GLA 
3% ofEGI 

27,811 Sf of GBA $0.25 I Sf GBA __ --'(-'"7,"'00;;,:0:£,) ____ _ 

Total Expenses (193,000) 

1II.IStabilized Net Operating Income $582,000 I 

1 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_nMS; de 4/17/2007 



TABLE 3 

RESIDUAL LAND VALUE CALCULATION 

SITE 6 - MIXED COMMERCIAL I INDUSTRIAL 

TIMS USE - 27,811 SF OFFICE BUILDING 
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS 

BURBANK, CALIFORNIA 

I. Supportable Private Investment 

Net Operating Income 

Threshold Return on Investment 

Supportable Private Investment 

II. Residual Land Value Calculation 

Supportable Private Investment 

(Less) Total Construction Costs 

III. Residual Land Value 

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. 

See TABLE 2 

See TABLE 1 

86,459 Sf of Land 

File name: TIMS Analysis; Site 6_ TIMS; de 4/1712007 

$582,000 

8.25% 

$7,055,000 

$7,055,000 

(4,661,000) 

$2,394,000 

$28 ISf Land 



TABLE 1 

ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COSTS 
SITE 6 - MIXED COMMERCIAL I INDUSTRIAL 
ALTERNATIVE TIMS USE - 42,000 SF OF LIGHT INDUSTRIAL 
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS 
BURBANK, CALIFORNIA 

I. Direct Costs ' 

Off Site Improvements 2 

Parking Costs 3 

Allowance 

84 Spaces 
42.000 Sf of GBA 

4.200 Sf of GLA 

$1.500 ISpace 

$50 ISfGBA 
$15 ISf GLA 

Building Shell Costs 
Tenant Improvement Costs 
Contingency 5% of Other Direct Costs 

Tolal Direct Costs 

II. Indirect Costs 

Arch., Eng. & Consulting 
Public Permits & Fees 4 

Taxes. Ins., Legal & Acctng. 
Marketing 

42,000 Sf of GBA 

6% of Direct Costs 
42,000 Sf of GBA 

2% of Direct Costs 

42,000 Sf of GLA 
3% of Direct Costs 

ISfGBA 

$6 ISfGBA 

$4 ISfGLA Leasing Commissions 
Development Management 
Contingency 5 5% of Other Direct Costs 

Tolallndirect Costs 

III. Financing Costs 
Construction Loan 6 

Loan Points & Fees 

Tolal FinanCing Costs 

Iv.ITotal Construction Costs 

$3,393,000 Financed @ 

$6,625,000 Supp. Value 

42,000 Sf of GBA 

1 Assumes prevailing wage payments are not required. 
2 City staff should estimate this cost. 
3 Assumes surface parking. 

4 Estimated based on discussions with City staff. 
5 Excludes Development Management. 

7.8% Interest 
2.0 Points 

$81 ISf GBA 

6 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 6_Alt; de 411712007 

$0 
126.000 

2,100,000 
63,000 

114.000 

$144,000 
252,000 

48,000 

168,000 
72,000 
31,000 

$142,000 
133,000 

$2,403.000 

715,000 

275,000 

$3,393,000 I 



TABLE 2 

ESTIMATED STABILIZED NET OPERATING INCOME 
SITE 6 - MIXED COMMERCIAL / INDUSTRIAL 
AL TERNATNE TIMS USE - 42,000 SF OF LIGHT INDUSTRIAL 
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS 
BURBANK, CALIFORNIA 

I. Rentallncome 

Base Rental Income 1 42,000 Sf of GLA 

Potential Gross Income 

$14 ISfGLA $580,000 

$580,000 

(less) Vacancy & Collections 5% Potential Gross Income (29,000) 

Effective Gross Income 

II. Operating Expenses 

Management 
Operating & Capital Reserves 

Total Expenses 

III. I Stabilized Net Operating Income 

3% ofEGI 
42,000 Sf of GBA 

$551,000 

($17,000) 
$0.10 1 Sf GBA __ --'(.-"4,"'-00::.;0:L) ____ _ 

(21,000) 

$530,000 I 

Based on KMA's Burbank industrial rent survey and the San Fernando Valley & Ventura County Industrial Market Report, 
Colliers International, 2Q106. Rents equate to $1.15 per square foot per month. 

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. 
File name: TIMS Analysis; Site 6_Aft; de 4/17/2007 



TABLE 3 

RESIDUAL LAND VALUE CALCULATION 

SITE 6 - MIXED COMMERCIAL I INDUSTRIAL 
ALTERNATIVE TIMS USE - 42,000 SF OF LIGHT INDUSTRIAL 
TlMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS 
BURBANK, CALIFORNIA 

I. Supportable Private Investment 

Net Operating Income 
Threshold Retum on Investment 

Supportable Private Investment 

II, Residual Land Value Calculation 

Supportable Private Investment 
(Less) Total Construction Costs 

III, Residual Land Value 

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. 
File name: TIMS Analysis; Site 6_Alt; de 4/17/2007 

See TABLE 2 

See TABLE 1 

86,459 Sf of Land $37 ISf Land 

$530,000 
8,0% 

$6,625,000 
(3,393,000) 

$8,625,000 

$3,232,000 



APPENDIX D·7 

Site 7 



TABLE 1 

ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COSTS 
SITE 7 - MIXED COMMERCIAL I INDUSTRIAL 
PROPOSED USE - 60,000 SF POST PRODUCTION FACILITY - FLEX 
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS 
BURBANK, CALIFORNIA 

I. Direct Costs 1 

Off Site Improvements 2 

On Site Improvements 

Parking Costs 

Allowance 
55,166 Sf of Land $0 ISf Land 

Surface Spaces 73 Spaces $1,500 ISpace 
Below Grade Spaces 

Building Shell Costs 

Tenant Improvement Costs 
Contingency 

107 Spaces $20,000 ISpace 
60,000 Sf ofGBA $50 ISf GBA 
60,000 Sf of GLA $15 ISfGLA 

5% of Other Direct Costs 

Total Direct Costs 

II. Indirect Costs 

Arch., Eng. & Consulting 
Public Permits & Fees 3 

Taxes, Ins., Legal & Acctng. 
Marketing 

60,000 Sf of GBA 

6% of Direct Costs 
60,000 Sf of GBA 

2% of Direct Costs 

60,000 Sf of GLA 

3% of Direct Costs 

$108 ISfGBA 

$9 ISf GBA 

$6 ISfGLA Leasing Commissions 
Development Management 
Contingency , 5% of Other Direct Costs 

Total Indirect Costs 

III. Financing Costs 
Construction Loan 5 

Loan Points & Fees 

Total Financing Costs 

IV. I Total Constnuction Costs 

$8,803,000 Financed @ 
$14,738,000 Supp. Value 

60,000 Sf of GBA 

1 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. 
4 Excludes Development Management. 

7.8% Interest 

2.0 Points 

$147 ISfGBA 

5 Assumes a 1 O-month constnuction period and an average outstanding loan balance of 65%. 

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. 
File name: TIMS Analysis; Site 7_Proposed; de4/17I2Q07 

$0 

0 

110,000 
2,140,000 
3,000,000 

900,000 

307,000 

$387,000 

540,000 
129,000 

360,000 
194,000 
71,000 

$370,000 

295,000 

$6,457,000 

1,681,000 

665,000 

$8,803,000 I 



TABLE 2 

ESTIMATED STABILIZED NET OPERATING INCOME 

SITE 7 - MIXED COMMERCIAL I INDUSTRIAL 

PROPOSED USE - 60,000 SF POST PRODUCTION FACILITY - FLEX 
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS 

BURBANK, CALIFORNIA 

I. Rentallncome 

Base Rental Income 1 60,000 Sf of GLA 

Potential Gross Income 

$22 ISfGLA $1,296,000 

$1,296,000 

(Less) Vacancy & Collections 5% Potential Gross Income (65,000) 

Effective Gross Income 

II. Operating Expenses 

Unreimbursed Expenses 
Management 
Operating & Capital Reserves 

Total Expenses 

1II.IStabilized Net Operating Income 

60,000 Sf of GLA 
3% ofEGI 

60,000 Sf of GBA 

$0.00 I Sf GLA $0 
(37,000) 

$1,231,000 

$0.25 I Sf GBA ___ (",1",5,c:,00;:..:0:.c) ____ _ 

(52,000) 

$1,179,000 I 

Based on KMA's Burbank industrial rent survey and the San Fernando Valley & Ventura County Industrial Market Report, 
Colliers International, 2Q/06. Rents equate to $1.80 per square foot per month. 

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. 
File name: TIMS Analysis; Site 7 _Proposed; de 4/1712007 



TABLE 3 

RESIDUAL LAND VALUE CALCULATION 

SITE 7 - MIXED COMMERCIAL I INDUSTRIAL 
PROPOSED USE - 60,000 SF POST PRODUCTION FACILITY - FLEX 

TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS 

BURBANK, CALIFORNIA 

I. Supportable Private Investment 

Net Operating Income 

Threshold Return on Investment 

Supportable Private Investment 

II. Residual Land Value Calculation 

Supportable Private Investment 

(Less) Total Construction Costs 

III. Residual Land Value 

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. 

See TABLE 2 

See TABLE 1 

55,166 Sf of Land 

File name: TIMS Analysis; Site 7 _Proposed; de 411712007 

$1 08 ISf Land 

$1,179,000 
8.0% 

$14,738,000 
(8,803,000) 

$14,738,000 

$5,935,000 



TABLE 1 

ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COSTS 
SITE 7 - MIXED COMMERCIAL I INDUSTRIAL 
TIMS USE - 23,606 SF POST PRODUCTION FACIUTY - FLEX 
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS 
BURBANK, CAUFORNIA 

I. Direc! Costs ' 

Off SITe Improvements 2 

On Site Improvements 
Parking Costs 3 

55,166 

71 
23,606 
23,606 

Allowance 
Sf of Land 

Spaces 
Sf of GBA 
Sf of GLA 

$0 ISf Land 

$1,500 ISpace 
$50 ISfGBA 

$15 ISf GLA 

Building Shell Costs 
Tenant Improvement Costs 

Contingency 5% of Other Direct Costs 

Total Direct Costs 

II, Indirect Costs 

Arch., Eng. & Consulting 
Public Permits & Fees 4 

Taxes, Ins., Legal & Acctng. 
Marketing 

23,606 Sf of GBA 

6% of Direct Costs 

23,606 Sf of GBA 
2% of Direct Costs 

23,606 Sf of GLA 

3% of Direct Costs 

$73 ISfGBA 

$9 ISfGBA 

$7 ISfGLA Leasing Commissions 
Development Management 
Contingency 5 5% of Other Direct Costs 

Totallndirec! Costs 

III. Financing Costs 
Construction Loan 6 

Loan Points & Fees 

Total Financing Costs 

Iv.ITotal Construction Costs 

$2,538,000 Financed @ 
$5,788,000 Supp. Value 

23,606 Sf of GBA 

1 Assumes prevailing wage payments are not required. 

2 City staff should estimate this cost. 
3 Assumes surface parking. 
4 Estimated based on discussions with City staff. 
5 Excludes Development Management. 

7.8% Interest 

2.0 Points 

$108 ISfGBA 

6 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 

$0 

0 
107,000 

1,180,000 
354,000 

82,000 

$103,000 
212,000 

34,000 

165,000 
52,000 

26,000 

$107,000 

116,000 

$1,723,000 

592,000 

223,000 

$2,538,000 I 



TABLE 2 

ESTIMATED STABILIZED NET OPERA nNG INCOME 
SITE 7 - MIXED COMMERCIAL I INDUSTRIAL 

TIMS USE - 23,606 SF POST PRODUCTION FACILITY - FLEX 
TIMS LAND VALUA nON ANALYSIS 
BURBANK, CALIFORNIA 

I. Rental Income 

Base Rental Income' 23,606 Sf of GLA 

Potential Gross Income 

$22 ISfGLA $510,000 

$510,000 

(Less) Vacancy & Collections 5% Potential Gross Income (26,000) 

Effective Gross Income 

II. Operating Expenses 

Unreimbursed Expenses 
Management 
Operating & Capital Reserves 

T olal Expenses 

III, lSlabilized Net Operating Income 

23,606 Sf of GLA 
3% of EGI 

23,606 Sf of GBA 

$0.00 I Sf GLA $0 
(15,000) 

$484,000 

$0.25 I Sf GBA __ ---"(6"",0""0"'0)'--___ _ 

(21,000) 

$463,000 I 

Based on KMA's Burbank industrial rent survey and the San Fernando Valley & Ventura County Industrial Market Report, 
Colliers International, 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 I INDUSTRIAL 

TIMS USE· 23,606 SF POST PRODUCTION FACILITY - FLEX 
TlMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS 
BURBANK, CALIFORNIA 

I. Supportable Private Investment 

Net Operating Income 
Threshold Return on Investment 

Supportable Private Investment 

II. Residual Land Value Calculation 

Supportable Private Investment 
(Less) Total Construction Costs 

III. Residual Land Value 

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. 
File name: TIMS Analysis; Site 7 _TIMS; de 4/1712D07 

See TABLE 2 

See TABLE 1 

55,166 Sf of Land $59 ISf Land 

$463,000 
8.0% 

$5,788,000 
(2,538,000) 

$5,788,000 

$3,250,000 



TABLE 1 

ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COSTS 
SITE 7 - MIXED COMMERCIAL I INDUSTRIAL 
ALTERNATIVE TIMS USE - 26,900 SF OF UGHT INDUSTRIAL 
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS 
BURBANK, CAUFORNIA 

I. Direct Costs 1 

Off Site Improvements 2 

Parking Costs 3 

Building Shell Costs 

Tenant Improvement Costs 

Allowance 

54 Spaces 
26,900 Sf ofGBA 

2,690 Sf of GLA 

$1,500 ISpace 
$50 ISfGBA 

$15 ISf GLA 
Contingency 5% of Other Direct Costs 

Total Direct Costs 

II. Indirect Costs 

Arch., Eng. & Consulting 
Public Permits & Fees' 

Taxes, Ins., Legal & Acctng. 
Marketing 

Leasing Commissions 
Development Management 

26,900 Sf of GBA 

6% of Direct Costs 
26,900 Sf of GBA 

2% of Direct Costs 

26,900 Sf of GLA 
3% of Direct Costs 

ISfGBA 

$6 ISIGBA 

$4 ISf GLA 

Contingency 5 5% of Other Direct Costs 

Total Indirect Costs 

III. Financing Costs 
Construction Loan 6 

Loan Points & Fees 

Total Financing Costs 

Iv.ITotal Construction Costs 

$2,173,000 Financed @ 
$4,225,000 Supp. Value 

26,900 SI of GBA 

1 Assumes prevailing wage payments are not required. 
2 City staff should estimate this cost. 

3 Assumes surface parking. 
, Estimated based on discussions with City staff. 
5 Excludes Development Management. 

7.8% Interest 
2.0 Points 

$81 lSI GBA 

6 Assumes a la-month construction period and an average outstanding loan balance of 65%. 

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. 
File name: TIMS Analysis; Site 7_Alt; de 4/17/2007 

$0 
81,000 

1,345,000 

40,000 
73,000 

$92,000 
161,000 

31,000 

108,000 

46,000 
20,000 

$91,000 

85,000 

$1,539,000 

458,000 

176,000 

$2,173,000 I 



TABLE 2 

ESTIMATED STABILIZED NET OPERATING INCOME 
SITE 7 - MIXED COMMERCIAL I INDUSTRIAL 

ALTERNATIVE TIMS USE - 26,900 SF OF LIGHT INDUSTRIAL 
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS 
BURBANK, CALIFORNIA 

I. Rentallncome 

Base Rental Income 1 26,900 Sf of GLA 

Potential Gross Income 

$14 ISf GLA $371,000 

$371,000 

(Less) Vacancy & Collections 5% Potential Gross Income (19,000) 

Effective Gross Income 

II. Operating Expenses 

Management 
Operating & Capital Reserves 

Total Expenses 

1II.IStabilized Net Operating Income 

3% ofEGI 
26,900 Sf of GBA 

$352,000 

($11,000) 
$0.10 ISfGBA __ ......l(~3,c::0~00:L) ____ _ 

(14,000) 

$338,000 I 

Based on KMA's Burbank industrial rent survey and the San Fernando Valley & Ventura County Industrial Market Report, 
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 7 _Aft; de 4/17/2007 



TABLE 3 

RESIDUAL LAND VALUE CALCULATION 
SITE 7 - MIXED COMMERCIAL I INDUSTRIAL 
ALTERNATIVE TIMS USE - 26,900 SF OF LIGHT INDUSTRIAL 
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS 
BURBANK, CALIFORNIA 

I. Supportable Private Investment 

Net Operating Income 
Threshold Return on Investment 

Supportable Private Investment 

II. Residual Land Value Calculation 

Supportable Private Investment 
(Less) Total Construction Costs 

III. Residual Land Value 

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates. Inc. 
File name: TIMS Analysis; Site 7_Alt; de 4/17/2007 

See TABLE 2 

See TABLE 1 

55,166 Sf of Land $37 ISf Land 

$338,000 
8.0% 

$4,225,000 
(2,173,000) 

$4,225,000 

$2,052,000 



APPENDIX 0-8 

Site 8 



TABLE 1 

ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COSTS 
SITE 8 - MIXED COMMERCIAL I INDUSTRIAL 
PROPOSED USE - 290,947 SF SHOPPING CENTER AND 104,525 SF OF OFFICE 
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS 
BURBANK, CALIFORNIA 

I. Direct Costs ' 

Off Site Improvements 2 

On Site Improvements 
Parking Costs 

Retail - Surface 
Retail - Stnuctured 
Office - Structured 

Building Shell Costs 
Shopping Center 
Office 

Tenant Improvement Costs 
Shopping Center 
Office 

Contingency 

Total Direct Costs 

II. Indirect Costs 

Arch., Eng. & Consulting 
Public Permits & Fees 3 

Taxes, Ins., Legal & Acctng. 
Marketing 

Leasing Commissions 
Development Management 
Contingency 4 

Total Indirect Costs 

III. Financing Costs 
Construction Loan 5 

Loan Points & Fees 

Total Financing Costs 

Iv.ITDtal Construction Costs 

Allowance 
953,544 Sf of Land $5 ISf Land 

785 Spaces $1,500 I Space 
670 Spaces $15,000 I Space 
314 Spaces $15,000 I Space 

290,947 SfofGBA $80 ISfGBA 
104,525 SfofGBA $110 ISf GBA 

290,947 Sf of GLA $20 ISfGLA 
102,173 Sf of GLA $30 ISfGLA 

5% of Other Direct Costs 

290,947 Sf of GBA 

6% of Direct Costs 
395,472 Sf of GBA 

2% of Direct Costs 

393,120 SfofGLA 
3% of Direct Costs 

$232 ISfGBA 

$9 ISfGBA 

$9 ISfGLA 

5% of Other Direct Costs 

$89,370,000 Financed @ 
$107,106,000 Supp. Value 

395,472 Sf of GBA 

7.8% Interest 
2.0 Points 

$226 ISf GBA 

1 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. 
4 Excludes Development Management. 
5 Assumes a 12-month constnuction period and an average outstanding loan balance of65%. 

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. 
File name: TIMS Analysis; Site 8_Proposed; de 4/1712007 

$0 
4,768,000 

1,178,000 
10,046,000 
4,704,000 

23,276,000 
11,498,000 

5,819,000 
3,065,000 
3,218,000 

$4,054,000 
3,559,000 
1,351,000 

3,538,000 
2,027,000 

625,000 

$4,502,000 
2,142,000 

$67,572,000 

15,154,000 

6,644,000 

$89,370,000 I 



TABLE 2 

ESTIMATED STABILIZED NET OPERATING INCOME 

SITE 8 - MIXED COMMERCIAL I INDUSTRIAL 

PROPOSED USE - 290,947 SF SHOPPING CENTER AND 104,525 SF OF OFFICE 

TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS 
BURBANK, CALIFORNIA 

I. Rental Income 

Base Rental Income " 2 

Retail Income 

Office Income 
Office Parking Income 3 

Potential Gross Income 

(Less) Vacancy & Collections 

Effective Gross Income 

II. Operating Expenses 

Unreimb. Office Op. Expenses 
Parking Expenses' 

Management 

290,947 Sf of GLA 
102,173 Sf of GLA 

345 Spaces 

$30 ISf GLA 
$30 ISf GLA 
$60 {Sp.lMo. 

5% Potential Gross Income 

$6.00 {Sf GLA 

$500 {Space 

$8,728,000 

3,065,000 
248,000 

$12,041,000 

(602,000) 

($613,000) 
(492,000) 
(343,000) 

$11,439,000 

Operating & Capital Reserves 

102,173 SfofGLA 
983 Spaces 

3% ofEGI 
395,472 Sf of GBA $0.25 {Sf GBA ___ ("'9"'9,"'00"'0:L,) ____ _ 

Total Expenses (1,547,000) 

III. I Stabilized Net Operating Income $9,892,000 I 

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, Coliiers Intemational, 3Q/06; CBRE 
MarketView, Los Angeles Office, 30106; interv',ews with real estate leasing broker. 

2 

3 

, 

Retail rents assume an average across shopping center tenants. 
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 ali structured parking spaces. 

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. 
File name: TIMS Analysis; Site B_Proposed; de 4/1712007 



TABLE 3 

RESIDUAL LAND VALUE CALCULATION 
SITE 8 - MIXED COMMERCIAL I 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 

II. Residual Land Value Calculation 

Supportable Private Investment 

(Less) Total Construction Costs See TABLE 1 

III. Residual Land Value 

953,544 Sf of Land $19 ISf Land 

$9,892,000 

9.24% 

$107,106,000 
(89,370,000) 

1 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 B_Proposed; de 4/1712007 

$107,106,000 

$17,736,000 



TABLE 1 

ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COSTS 
SITE 8 - M[)(ED COMMERCIAL I 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 
On Site Improvements 953,544 Sf of Land $5 ISf Land 
Parking Costs 

Retail Surface Spaces 785 Spaces $1,500 I Space 
Retail Above Grade Spaces 304 Spaces $15.000 I Space 
Office Above Grade Spaces 235 Spaces $15,000 I Space 

Building Shell Costs 

Shopping Center 217,819 SfofGBA $80 ISf GBA 
Office 78,253 SfofGBA $110 ISf GBA 

Tenant ImRrovement Costs 
Shopping Center 217.819 Sf ofGLA $20 ISfGLA 
Office 76,492 SfofGLA $30 ISfGLA 

Contingency 5% of Other Direct Costs 

Total Direct Costs 

It. Indirect Costs 

Arch .• Eng. & Consulting 
Public Permits & Fees 3 

Taxes. Ins., Legal & Acctng. 
Marketing 

Leasing Commissions 
Development Management 

217,819 SfofGBA 

6% of Direct Costs 
296,072 Sf of GBA 

2% of Direct Costs 

294,311 Sf of GLA 

3% of Direct Costs 

$225 ISfGBA 

$9 ISfGBA 

$9 ISfGLA 

Contingency , 5% of Other Direct Costs 

Total Indirect Costs 

Itl. Financing Costs 
Construction Loan 5 

Loan Points & Fees 

Total Financing Costs 

$65,126,000 Financed @ 
$81,272,000 Supp. Value 

7.8% Interest 
2.0 Points 

Iv.ITotal Construction Costs 296,072 Sf of GBA $220 ISfGBA 

1 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 12-month construction period and an average outstanding loan balance of 65%. 

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. 
File name: TIMS Analysis; Site B_TIMS; de 411712007 

$0 
4,768,000 

1,178,000 

4,561,000 
3,521,000 

17,426.000 
8,608,000 

4,356,000 
2,295.000 
2,336.000 

$2,943,000 

2,665,000 
981,000 

2,649,000 
1,471,000 

462,000 

$3,281,000 
1.625,000 

$49,049,000 

11,171,000 

4,906,000 

$65.126.000 I 



TABLE 2 

ESTIMATED STABILIZED NET OPERATING INCOME 

SITE 8 - MIXED COMMERCIAL I INDUSTRIAL 

TIMS USE - 217,819 SF SHOPPING CENTER AND 78,253 SF OF OFFICE 
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS 
BURBANK, CALIFORNIA 

I. Rentallncome 

Base Rental Income 1. 2 

Retail Income 

Office Income 
Office Parking Income 3 

Potential Gross Income 

(Less) Vacancy & Collections 

Effective Gross Income 

II. Operating Expenses 

Unreimb. Office Expenses 
Parking Expenses 4 

Management 

217,819 SfofGLA 

76,492 Sf of GLA 
258 Spaces 

$30 ISfGLA 
$30 ISf GLA 

$60 ISp.lMo. 

5% Potential Gross Income 

$6.00 I Sf GLA 
$500 ISpace 

$6,535,000 

2,295,000 
186.000 

$9,016,000 

(451,000) 

($459,000) 
(269,000) 

(257,000) 

$8,565,000 

Operating & Capital Reserves 

76,492 Sf of GLA 

539 Spaces 
3% olEGI 

296,072 Sf of GBA $0.25 / Sf GBA ___ (71:....:,4,"'0"'00'-1.) ____ _ 

Total Expenses (1,059,000) 

111.1 Stabilized Net Operating Income $7,506,000 I 

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, 30/06; CBRE 
MarketView, Los Angeles Office, 30106; interviews with real estate leasing broker. 

Retail rents assume an average across shopping center tenants. 

2 Office and retail rents equate to $2.50 and $2.50 per square loot per month, respectively. 

3 Office spaces are rented at 110% of capacity. 
4 Reflects parking expenses for all structured parking spaces. 

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. 
File name: TIMS Analysis; Site 8_TIMS; de 411712007 



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 

I. Supportable Private Investment 

Net Operating Income See TABLE 2 
Threshold Return on Investment 1 

Supportable Private Investment 

II. Residual Land Value Calculation 

Supportable Private Investment 
(Less) Total Construction Costs See TABLE 1 

III. Residual Land Value 

953,544 Sf of Land $17 1St Land 

$7,506.000 
9.24% 

$81,272,000 
(65,126,000) 

1 Represents a blended return on investment of 8.50% 9.50% for office and retail respectively. 

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. 
File name: TIMS Analysis; Site 831MS; de 4/1712007 

$81.272,000 

$16,146,000 



TABLE 1 

ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COSTS 
SITE 8 - MIXED COMMERCIAL I INDUSTRIAL 
ALTERNATIVE TIMS USE - 287,500 SF SHOPPING CENTER 
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS 
BURBANK, CALIFORNIA 

I. Direct Costs ' 

Off Site Improvements 2 

On Site Improvements 
Parking Costs 

Surface Spaces 

953,544 

1,440 
287,500 
287,500 

Allowance 
Sf of Land 

Spaces 
SfofGBA 
SfofGLA 

$5 ISf Land 

$1,500 ISpace 
$80 ISfGBA 
$20 ISfGLA 

Building Shell Costs 
Tenant Improvement Costs 
Contingency 5% of Other Direct Costs 

Total Direct Costs 

II. Indirect Costs 

Arch., Eng. & Consulting 
Public Permits & Fees 3 

Taxes, Ins., Legal & Acctng. 
Marketing 

287,500 Sf of GBA 

6% of Direct Costs 
287,500 Sf of GSA 

2% of Direct Costs 

287,500 Sf of GLA 
3% of Direct Costs 

$130 ISfGSA 

$9 ISf GSA 

$9 ISfGLA Leasing Commissions 
Development Management 
Contingency 4 5% of Other Direct Costs 

Total Indirect Costs 

III. Financing Costs 
Construction Loan 5 

Loan Points & Fees 

Total Financing Costs 

Iv.ITotal Constnuction Costs 

$51,511,000 Financed @ 

$82,905,000 Supp. Value 

287,500 Sf of GSA 

, Assumes prevailing wage payments are not required. 
2 City staff should estimate this oost. 

7.8% Interest 
2.0 Points 

$179 ISfGSA 

3 Estimated based on prior TIMS analYSis and discussions with City staff. 
4 Excludes Development Management. 
5 Assumes a 12-month construction period and an average outstanding loan balance of 65%. 

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. 
File name: TIMS Analysis; Site 8_AII; de 4f1712007 

$0 
4,768,000 

2,160,000 
23,000,000 
5,750,000 
1,784,000 

$2,248,000 
2,588,000 

749,000 

2,674,000 
1,124,000 

413,000 

$2,595,000 
1,658,000 

$37,462,000 

9,796,000 

4,253,000 

$51,511,000 I 



TABLE 2 

ESTIMATED STABILIZED NET OPERATING INCOME 
SITE 8 - MIXED COMMERCIAL I INDUSTRIAL 
ALTERNATIVE TIMS USE - 287,500 SF SHOPPING CENTER 

TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS 
BURBANK, CALIFORNIA 

I. Rental Income 

Base Rental Income ' 287,500 Sf of GLA 

Potential Gross Income 

$30 ISfGLA 

(Less) Vacancy & Collections 5% Potential Gross Income 

Effective Gross Income 

II. Operating Expenses 

Management 

$8,625,000 

$8,625,000 

(431,000) 

$8,194,000 

($246,000) 
Operating & Capital Reserves 

3% ofEGI 
287,500 Sf of GBA $0.25 I Sf GBA __ -,1Jc..2",,:;:00::.:0:.L) ____ _ 

Total Expenses 

III. I Stabilized Net Operating Income 

, Retail rents are based on KMA Burbank retail survey and KMA's experience with similar projects. 
2 Rents equate to $2.50 per square foot per month 

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. 
File name: TIMS Analysis; Site 8_Alt; de 4/17/2007 

(318,000) 

$7,876,000 I 



TABLE 3 

RESIDUAL LAND VALUE CALCULATION 
SITE 8 - MIXED COMMERCIAL I INDUSTRIAL 
ALTERNATIVE TIMS USE - 287,500 SF SHOPPING CENTER 

TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS 
BURBANK, CALIFORNIA 

I. Supportable Private Investment 

Net Operating Income 
Threshold Return on Investment 

Supportable Private Investment 

II. Residual Land Value Calculation 

Supportable Private Investment 
(Less ) Total Construction Costs 

III. Residual Land Value 

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. 
File name: TIMS Analysis: Site a_All; de 4/1712007 

See TABLE 2 

See TABLE 1 

953,544 Sf of Land $33 ISf Land 

$7,876,000 
9.5% 

$82,905,000 
(51,511,000) 

$82,905,000 

$31,394,000 



APPENDIX D-9 

Site 9 



TABLE 1 

ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COSTS 
SITE 9 - MIXED COMMERCIAL I INDUSTRIAL 
PROPOSED USE - 60,000 SF OFFICE BUILDING 
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS 
BURBANK, CALIFORNIA 

I. Direct Costs 1 

Off Site Improvements' 

On Site Improvements 
Parking Costs 

59,014 

Surface Spaces 82 

Allowance 
Sf of Land $5 ISf Land 

Spaces $1,500 ISpace 
Below Grade Spaces 

Building Shell Costs 
Tenant Improvement Costs 
Contingency 

98 Spaces $20,000 ISpace 

60,000 Sf of GBA $80 ISfGBA 

58,650 Sf of GLA $20 ISfGLA 
5% of Other Direct Costs 

Total Direct Costs 

II. Indirect Costs 

Arch., Eng. & Consulting 
Public Permits & Fees 3 

Taxes, Ins., Legal & Acctng. 
Marketing 

60,000 Sf of GBA 

6% of Direct Costs 
60,000 Sf of GBA 

2% of Direct Costs 

58,650 Sf of GLA 
3% of Direct Costs 

$146 ISfGBA 

$6 ISfGBA 

$7 ISfGLA Leasing Commissions 
Development Management 
Contingency 4 5% of Other Direct Costs 

Total Indirect Costs 

III. Financing Costs 
Constnuction Loan 5 

Loan Points & Fees 

Total Financing Costs 

$11,274,000 Financed@ 

$11,153.000 Supp. Value 
7.8% Interest 
2.0 Points 

Iv.ITotal Construction Costs 60,000 Sf of GBA $188 ISfGBA 

, Assumes prevailing wage payments are not required. 
, City staff should estimate this cost. 

3 Estimated based on prior TIMS analysis and discussions with City staff. 
4 Excludes Development Management. 

5 Assumes a 10-month constnuction period and an average outstanding loan balance of 65%. 

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. 
File name: TIMS Analysis; Site 9_Proposed; de 4/17/2007 

$0 
295,000 

123,000 
1,960,000 

4,800,000 
1,173,000 

418,000 

$526,000 

360,000 
175,000 

411,000 

263,000 
74,000 

$473,000 
223,000 

$8,769,000 

1,809,000 

696,000 

$11,274,000 I 



TABLE 2 

ESTIMATED STABILIZED NET OPERATING INCOME 

SITE 9 - MIXED COMMERCIAL /INDUSTRIAL 
PROPOSED USE - 60,000 SF OFFICE BUILDING 
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS 
BURBANK, CALIFORNIA 

I. Rental Income 

Base Rental Income 1 

Office Income 

Parking Income 2 

Monthly Income - Covered 
Monthly Income - Uncovered 

Potential Gross Income 

(Less) Vacancy & Collections 

Effective Gross Income 

II. Operating Expenses 

Unreimb. Operating Expenses 
Parking Expense 3 

Management 
Operating & Capital Reserves 

Total Expenses 

",.IStabilized Net Operating Income 

58.650 Sf GLA 

108 Spaces 
90 Spaces 

5% ofPGI 

58,650 Sf of GLA 
98 Spaces 
3% ofEGI 

SO,OOO Sf of GBA 

$23 /SfGLA 

$60 ISp.lMo. 
$60 ISp.lMo. 

$6.00 I Sf GLA 
$500 ISpace 

$0.25 I Sf GBA 

$1,337,000 

78,000 
65,000 

$1,480,000 

(74,000) 

($352,000) 
(49,000) 
(42,000) 
(15,000) 

$1,406,000 

(458,000) 

$948,000 I 

1 Based on KMA Burbank office rent survey, October 2006 and Tn Cities Office Market Report, Colliers Intemational, 
30/06; CBRE MarketView, Los Angeles Office, 30/06; interviews with real estate leasing broker. Rents based on $1.60 
plus a 20% new construction premium which equates to $1.90 per square foot per month. 

2 Assumes spaces rent at 110% of capacity at a blended reserve/unreserved rate of $60 per month. 
3 Assumes pal1<ing expense for structured spaces only. 

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. 
File name: TIMS Analysis; Site 9_Proposed; de 4/1712007 



TABLE 3 

RESIDUAL LAND VALUE CALCULATION 

SITE 9 - MIXED COMMERCIAL I INDUSTRIAL 
PROPOSED USE - 60,000 SF OFFICE BUILDING 

TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS 
BURBANK, CALIFORNIA 

I. Supportable Private Investment 

Net Operating Income 
Threshold Return on Investment 

Supportable Private Investment 

II. Residual Land Value Calculation 

Supportable Private Investment 
(Less) Total Construction Costs 

III. Residual Land Value 

See TABLE 2 

See TABLE 1 

59,014 Sf of Land 

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. 
File name: TIMS Analysis; Site 9_Proposed; de 4/1712007 

($2) ISf Land 

$948,000 
8.5% 

$11,153,000 
(11,274,000) 

$11,153,000 

($121,000) 



TABLE 1 

ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COSTS 
SITE 9 • MIXED COMMERCIAL I INDUSTRIAL 
TIMS USE· 18,980 SF OFFICE BUILDING 
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS 
BURBANK, CALIFORNIA 

I. Direct Costs ' 

Off Site Improvements 2 

On Site Improvements 
Parking Costs 3 

59,014 
57 

18,980 
18,553 

Allowance 
Sf of Land $5 ISf Land 
Spaces $1,500 ISpace 
SfofGBA $80 ISfGBA 
Sf of GLA $20 ISf GLA 

Building Shell Costs 
Tenant Improvement Costs 
Contingency 5% of Other Direct Costs 

Total Direct Costs 

II. Indirect Costs 

Arch., Eng. & Consulting 
Public Permits & Fees 4 

Taxes, Ins., Legal & Acclng. 
Marketing 

18,980 Sf of GSA 

6% of Direct Costs 
18,980 SfofGBA 

2% of Direct Costs 

18,553 SfofGLA 
3% of Direct Costs 

$126 ISfGBA 

$6 ISfGBA 

$6 ISf GLA Leasing Commissions 
Development Management 
Contingency S 5% of Other Direct Costs 

Total Indirect Costs 

III. Financing Costs 
Construction Loan 6 

Loan Points & Fees 

Total Financing Costs 

$3,077,000 Financed @ 

$2,900,000 Supp. Value 
7.8% Interest 
2.0 Points 

Iv.ITotal Construction Costs 18,980 Sf of GSA $162 ISfGSA 

1 Assumes prevailing wage payments are not required. 
2 City staff should estimate this cost. 
3 Assumes surface parking. 
4 Estimated based on prior TIMS analysis and discussions with City staff. 
S Excludes Development Management. 
6 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 9_TIMS; de 4/17/2007 

$0 
295,000 

85,000 
1,518,000 

371,000 
113,000 

$143,000 
114,000 
48,000 

111,000 
71,000 
21,000 

$129,000 
58,000 

$2,382,000 

508,000 

187,000 

$3,077,000 I 



TABLE 2 

ESTIMATED STABILIZED NET OPERATING INCOME 
SITE 9 - MIXED COMMERCIAL I INDUSTRIAL 
TIMS USE -18,980 SF OFFICE BUILDING 
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS 
BURBANK, CALIFORNIA 

I. Rental Income 

Base Rental Income 1 

Office Income 

Potential Gross Income 

(less) Vacancy & Collections 

Effective Gross Income 

II. Operating Expenses 

Unreimb. Oper. Expenses 
Management 
Operating & Capital Reserves 

Total Expenses 

III. I Stabilized Net Operating Income 

18.553 SfGLA 

5% ofPGI 

18.553 Sf of GLA 
3% ofEGI 

18.980 Sf of GBA 

$20 ISfGLA 

$5.98 I Sf GLA 

$378.000 

$378.000 

(19.000) 

($111.000) 

(11.000) 

$359.000 

$0.25 I Sf GBA __ ......l(""5.c::,00:..;0:£,) ____ _ 

(127.000) 

$232,000 I 

1 Based on KMA Burbank office rent survey. October 2006 and Tri CITies Office Market Report. Colliers International. 
3QJ06; CBRE MarketView. Los Angeles Office. 30/06; 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 9_ TIMS; de 4/1712007 



RESIDUAL LAND VALUE CALCULATION 
SITE 9 - MIXED COMMERCIAL [INDUSTRIAL 
TIMS USE -18,980 SF OFFICE BUILDING 
TlMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS 
BURBANK, CALIFORNIA 

I. Supportable Private Invesbnent 

Net Operating Income 
Threshold Return on Investment 

Supportable Private Investment 

II. Residual Land Value Calculation 

Supportable Private Investment 
(Less) Total Construction Costs 

III. Residual Land Value 

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates I Inc. 

See TABLE 2 

See TABLE 1 

59,014 Sf of Land 

File name: TIMS Analysis; S~e 9_TIMS; de 4/1712007 

($3) ISf Land 

$232,000 
8.0% 

$2,900,000 
(3,077,000) 

$2,900,000 

($177,000) 



TABLE 1 

ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COSTS 
SITE 9 - MIXED COMMERCIAL I INDUSTRIAL 
ALTERNATIVE TIMS USE -10,750 SF RESTAURANT PROJECT 
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS 
BURBANK, CALIFORNIA 

I. Direct Costs 1 

Off Site Improvements 

On Site Improvements 
Parking Costs 2 

Building Shell Costs 

59,014 

108 

10,750 

10,750 

Allowance 

Sf of Land 

Spaces 

Sf of GBA 

Sf ofGLA 

$5 ISf Land 

$1,500 ISpace 

$85 ISfGBA 

$30 ISfGLA 

Sit Down Restaurant 

Tenant Improvement Costs 

Sit Down Restaurant 

Contingency 5% of Other Direct Costs 

Total Direct Costs 

II. Indirect Costs 

Arch., Eng. & Consulting 
Public Permits & Fees 3 

Taxes, Ins., Legal & Acctng. 

Marketing 

10,750 Sf of GBA 

6% of Direct Costs 

10,750 Sf of GBA 

2% of Direct Costs 

10,750 Sf of GLA 

3% of Direct Costs 

$165 ISfGBA 

$9 ISf GBA 

$11 ISf GLA Leasing Commissions 

Development Management 
Contingency , 5% of Other Direct Costs 

Total Indirect Costs 

III. Financing Costs 
Construction Loan 5 

Loan Points & Fees 

Total Financing Costs 

$2,398,000 Financed @ 
$4,518,000 Supp. Value 

7.8% Interest 

2.0 Points 

Iv.ITotal Construction Costs 10,750 Sf of GBA $223 ISfGBA 

1 Assumes prevailing wage payments are not required. 

2 Assumes cost for surface parking. 

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. 
File name: T1MS Analysis; Site 9_Aft._Rest.; de 4/17/2007 

$0 

295,000 

161,000 

914,000 

323,000 

85,000 

$107,000 

97,000 

36,000 

118,000 

53,000 

18,000 

$101,000 

90,000 

$1,778,000 

429,000 

191,000 

$2,398,000 I 



TABLE 2 

ESTIMATED STABILIZED NET OPERATING INCOME 

SITE 9 - MIXED COMMERCIAL I INDUSTRIAL 

ALTERNATIVE TIMS USE -10,750 SF RESTAURANT PROJECT 

TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS 

BURBANK, CALIFORNIA 

I. Rental Income 1 

Base Rental Income 10,750 Sf of GLA 

Potential Gross Income 

$39 ISfGLA $419,000 

$419,000 

(Less) Vacancy & Collections 5% Potential Gross Income (21,000) 

Effective Gross Income 

II. Operating Expenses 

Management 

Operating & Capital Reserves 

Total Expenses 

1II.IStabilized Net Operating Income 

3% ofEGI 

10,750 SfofGBA 

$398,000 

($12,000) 

$0.15 I Sf GBA __ ---'(2"',,;:;00::,:0"-) ____ _ 

(14,000) 

$384,000 I 

1 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 9_AIt._Rest; de 4/17/2007 



TABLE 3 

RESIDUAL LAND VALUE CALCULATION 
SITE 9 - MIXED COMMERCIAL I INDUSTRIAL 
ALTERNATIVE TlMS USE - 10,750 SF RESTAURANT PROJECT 
TlMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS 
BURBANK, CALIFORNIA 

I. Supportable Private Investment 

Net Operating Income See TABLE 2 
Threshold Retum on Investment 1 

Supportable Private Investment 

II. Residual Land Value Calculation 

Supportable Private Investment 
(Less) Total Construction Costs See TABLE 1 

III. Residual Land Value 
59,014 Sf of Land 

1 Retum on investment is due to the site's high traffic location. 

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. 
File name: TIMS Analysis; Site 9_AIt._Rest.; de 4/1712007 

$384,000 
8.5% 

$4,518,000 

$4,518,000 
(2,398,000) 

$2,120,000 
$36 ISf Land 



APPENDIX 0-10 

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 

I. Direct Costs 1 

Off-Site Improvements 2 

On-Site Improvements 

Parking 

Residential (Subterranean) 

Commercial (Subterranean) 

Building Shell 

Residential 3 

Commercial 

Tenant Improvements 

Total Direct Costs 

II. Indirect Costs 

Architecture. Engineering & Consulting 

Public Permits & Fees 4 

Residential 

Commercial 

Taxes, Legal & Accounting 

Insurance 

Residential 

Commercial 

Marketing/Leasing 

Residential Marketing 

Residential Models 

Commercial Commissions 

Development Management 5 

Soft Cost Contingency Allowance 

Total Indirect Costs 

III. Financing/Closing Costs 

Interest & Loan Origination Fees 6 

Resid Closing, Comm & Warranties 7 

Total Financing/Closing Costs 

Allowance 

83,951 Sf Land $5 

262 Spaces $24,500 

38 Spaces $31,500 

171,200 SfGBA $134 

10,930 SfGBA $121 

10,930 SfGLA $32 

182,130 SfGBA $179 

6.0% Direct Costs 

119 Units $14,400 

10,930 Sf GBA $9 

2.0% Direct Costs 

119 Units $15,000 

10,930 SfGBA $5 

119 Units $5,000 

2 Models $50,000 

10,930 SfGLA $27 

3% Revenues 

5% Other Indirect Costs 

75.0% Financed 

3.9% Residential Revenues 

/Sf 

/Space 

/Space 

ISf 
ISf 
ISf 

ISf 

IUnit 

ISf 

IUnit 

ISf 

IUnit 

IModel 

ISf 

IV. ITotal Construction Costs 182,130 Sf GBA $277 /Sf 

$0 

441,000 

6,420,000 

1,205,000 

22,943,000 

1,320,000 

344,000 

$1,960,000 

1,714,000 

98,000 

653,000 

1,785,000 

55,000 

595,000 

100,000 

297,000 

2,109,000 

363,000 

$5,585,000 

2,439,000 

$32,673,000 

$9,729,000 

$8,024,000 

$50,426,000 I 
These costs assume Type V with Subterranean Parking construction, a 5% direct cost contingency allowance; and assumes 
no prevailing wage requirements are imposed. 

2 

3 

4 

S 

6 

7 

City staff should estimate this cost 
Includes common area improvements and furniture, fixtures and equipment. 
Estimated based on prior TIMS analysis and discussions with City staff. 

Excludes Development Management 
A 7.0% interest cost for debt; an 18 month constnuction period; a 12 unit/month absorption rate; 30% of the units are presold 
and close during first month after completion; and 2.0 points for loan origination fees. 
See TABLE 2 for residential sales revenue estimates. Assumes 2.0% and 1.5% of residential sales revenues for commissions 
and closing costs, respectively. Also includes $2,000/unit for warranties. 

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. 
File name: TIMS Analysis; PCS,e1O_Proposed; 4/1712007; de 



TABLE 2 

REVENUE PROJECTIONS 

SITE 10 - DOWNTOWN COMMERCIAL 

119 RESIDENTIAL OWNERSHIP UNITS & 10,930 SF OF RETAIL SPACE 

DENSITY OF 62 UNITS I ACRE 

TIMS VALUATION ANALYSIS 

BURBANK, CALIFORNIA 

I. Residential Sales Revenues 1 

Plan 1 -l-Bdrms- 1,000 Sf - Flat 25 Units $454,000 

Plan 2 -2-Bdrms - 1,100 Sf - Flat 30 Units $4BB,OOO 

Plan 3 -3-Bdrms - 1,300 Sf - Flat 44 Units $554,000 

Plan 4 -3-Bdrms - 1,500 Sf - Flat 20 Units $625,000 

Model Premium 2 Units $15,000 

Total Residential Sales Revenues 119 Units $528,500 

II, Commercial Sales Revenues 2 10,930 SfGLA $678 

III. ITotal Project Sales Revenues 

fUnit $11,350,000 

fUnit 14,640,000 

fUnit 24,376,000 

fUnit 12,500,000 

IUnit 30,000 

IUnit $62,896,000 

ISf $7,413,000 

$70,309,000 I 

Based on KMA market survey. Assumes sales prices ranging from $417 to $454/51, with a weighted average of $433/51. 

2 Assumes a $481,B16 NOI and a 6.5% capitalization rate. 

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. 
File name: TIMS Analysis; PCStte10]roposed; 4/1712007; de 



• 

TABLE 3 

RESIDUAL LAND VALUE CALCULATION 

SITE 10 - DOWNTOWN COMMERCIAL 

119 RESIDENnAL OWNERSHIP UNITS & 10,930 SF OF RETAIL SPACE 

DENSITY OF 62 UNITS I ACRE 

TIMS VALUAnON ANALYSIS 

BURBANK, CALIFORNIA 

I. Sales Revenues 

II. Development Costs 

Construction Costs 

Threshold Developer Profit 

Total Development Costs 

III. Residual Land Value 

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. 

See TABLE 2 

See TABLE 1 

15.0% Sales Revenues 

119 Units 

83,951 Sf Land 

$78,500 IUnit 

$111 ISfLand 

File name: TIMS Analysis; PCSile10]roposed; 4/1712007; de 

$50,426,000 

10,546,000 

$70,309,000 

$60,972,000 

$9,337,000 



APPENDIX 0-11 

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. 

II. 

Direct Costs 1 

Off Site Improvements 2 

On Site Improvements 
Parking Costs 

Surface 
Level Bl 
Level B2 

Building Shell Costs 
Office 
Retail 

Tenant Imgrovement Costs 
Office 
Retail 

Contingency 

Total Direct Costs 

Indirect Costs 

Arch., Eng. & Consulting 
Public Permits & Fees 3 

Taxes, Ins., Legal & Acctng. 
Marketing 

Leasing 
Development Management 
Contingency , 

Total Indirect Costs 

III. Financing Costs 
Construction Loan 5 

Loan Points & Fees 

Total Financing Costs 

Iv.ITotsl Construction Costs 

Allowance 
83,951 Sf of Land $5 ISf Land 

128 Spaces $1.500 ISpace 
174 Spaces $20,000 ISpace 
191 Spaces $30,000 ISpace 

125,927 Sf ofGBA $110 ISf GBA 
15,000 SfofGBA $110 ISf GBA 

123,094 Sf ofGLA $30 ISfGLA 
15,000 SfofGLA $20 ISfGLA 

5% of Other Direct Costs 

140,927 Sf of GBA 

6% of Direct Costs 
140,927 Sf of GBA 

2% of Direct Costs 

138,094 SfofGLA 
3% of Direct Costs 

$219 ISfGBA 

$9 ISfGBA 

$9 ISfGLA 

5% of Other Direct Costs 

$40,464,000 Financed @ 
$43,518,000 Supp. Value 

140,927 Sf of GBA 

7.8% Interest 
2.0 Points 

$287 ISfGBA 

1 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 IS-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 4/1712007 

$0 
420.000 

191.000 
3,484.000 
5,742.000 

13,852,000 
1,650,000 

3,778,000 
300,000 

1,471,000 

$1,853,000 
1,268,000 

618,000 

1,243,000 
927,000 
249,000 

$2,548,000 
870,000 

$30,888,000 

6,158,000 

3,418,000 

$40,464,000 I 



TABLE 2 

ESTIMATED STABILIZED NET OPERATING INCOME 

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. Rental Income 

Base Rental Income 1 

Office Income 

Retail Income 

Parking Income 2 

Covered Spaces 
Uncovered Spaces 

Potential Gross Income 

(Less) Vacancy & Collections 

Effective Gross Income 

II. Operating Expenses 

Unreimb. Office Expenses 
Parking Expense 3 

Management 

123.094 Sf GLA 
15,000 Sf GLA 

403 Spaces 
82 Spaces 

5% PGI 

$31 ISfGLA 
$48 ISfGLA 

$82 ISp./Mo. 
$82 ISp./Mo. 

$6.00 I Sf GLA 
$500 ISpace 

$3,641.000 
720,000 

396,000 
81.000 

$5.038.000 

(252,000) 

($739,000) 

(183,000) 
(144,000) 

$4,786.000 

Operating & Capitel Reserves 

123.094 Sf of GLA 
366 Spaces 

3% ofEGI 
140,927 Sf of GBA $0.15/SfGBA __ -'(>::2"'1,.::.00::.:0"') ____ _ 

Total Expenses (1.087.000) 

1II.IStabilized Net Operating Income $3,699,000 I 

Based on KMA Burbank office rent survey, October 2006 and Tn Cities Office Market Report, Colliers International, 
30/06; CBRE MarketView, Los Angeles Office, 30/06; interviews with real estate leasing broker. Retail rents are based 
on KMA Burbank retail survey and KMA's experience with similar projects. Rents ecuate 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 I unreserved 
spaces. 

3 Assumes parking expense for structured spaces only. 

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. 
File name: TIMS Analysis; Site 10_BCP _Proposed; de 411712007 



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 
Threshold Return on Investment 1 

Supportable Private Investment 

II. Residual Land Value Calculation 

Supportable Private Investment 
(Less) Total Construction Costs See TABLE 1 

III. Residual Land Value 
83,951 Sf of Land $36 ISf Land 

$3,699,000 
8.5% 

$43,518,000 
(40,464.000) 

1 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: TlMS Analysis; Site 10_BCP _Proposed; de 411712007 

$43,518,000 

$3,054,000 



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 

I. Direct Costs ' 

Off Sile Improvemenls 2 Allowance 
On Site Improvements 83,951 Sf of Land $5 
Parking Costs 

Surface Spaces 127 Spaces $1,500 
Level B1 174 Spaces $20,000 
Level B2 168 Spaces $30,000 

Building Shell Costs 
Office 119,764 Sf ofGBA $110 
Relail 14,266 Sf of GBA $110 

Tenant ImQrovement Costs 
Office 117,069 Sf ofGLA $30 
Relail 14,266 SfofGLA $20 

Contingency 5% of Other Direct Costs 

Total Direct Costs 134,030 Sf of GBA $217 

II. Indirect Costs 

ISf Land 

ISpace 
IS pace 
ISpace 

ISfGBA 
ISfGBA 

ISfGLA 
ISfGLA 

ISfGBA 

Arch., Eng. & Consulting 
Public Permits & Fees 3 

Taxes, Ins., Legal & Acctng. 
Marketing 

6% of Direct Costs 
134,030 Sf of GBA $9 ISf GBA 

2% of Direct Costs 

Leasing 131,335 SfofGLA $9 ISfGLA 
3% of Direct Costs Developmenl Managemenl 

Contingency 4 5% of Other Direct Costs 

Total Indirect Costs 

III. Financing Costs 
Constnuction Loan 5 

Loan Points & Fees 

Total Finane; ng Costs 

Iv.ITotal Construction Costs 

$38,104,000 Financed @ 
$41,435,000 Supp. Value 

134,030 Sf of GBA 

1 Assumes prevailing wage payments are not required. 
2 City staff should estimate this cost. 

7.8% Interest 
2.0 Points 

$284 ISfGBA 

3 Estimated based on prior TIMS analysis and discussions with City staff. 
4 Excludes Development Management. 
5 Assumes a 15-month constnuction period and an average outstanding loan balance of 65%. 

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. 
File name: nMS Analysis; Site 10_BCP _TIMS; de 4/17/2007 

$0 
420,000 

191,000 
3,484,000 
5,037,000 

13,174,000 
1,569,000 

3,512,000 
285,000 

1,364,000 

$1,743,000 
1,206,000 

581,000 

1,182,000 
872,000 
236,000 

$2,399,000 
829,000 

$29,056,000 

5,820,000 

3,228,000 

$38,104,000 I 



TABLE 2 

ESTIMATED STABILIZED NET OPERATING INCOME 

SITE 1Q· DOWNTOWN COMMERCIAL· BURBANK CENTER PLAN 

TIMS USE .119,764 SF OFFICE BUILDING AND 14,266 SF OF RETAIL 

TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS 
BURBANK, CALIFORNIA 

I. Rental Income 

Base Rental Income 1 

Office Income 
Retail Income 

Parking Income 2 

Covered Spaces 
Uncovered Spaces 

Potential Gross Income 

(Less) Vacancy & Collections 

Effective Gross Income 

II. Operating Expenses 

117,069 SfGLA 
14,266 Sf GLA 

382 Spaces 

79 Spaces 

5% PGI 

$31 ISf GLA 
$48 ISfGLA 

$82 ISp.lMo. 

$82 ISp.lMo. 

Unreimbursed Off. Expenses 
Parking Expense 3 

$6.00 I Sf GLA 
$500 ISpace 

Management 

$3,653,000 
685,000 

376,000 
78,000 

$4,792,000 

(240,000) 

($702,000) 
(171,000) 
(137,000) 

$4,552,000 

Operating & Capital Reserves 

117,069 Sf of GLA 
342 Spaces 

3% ofEGI 

134,030 Sf of GBA $0.15 I Sf GBA ___ (,;::2"'0,c:.00::..;0"") ____ _ 

Total Expenses 134,030 Sf of GBA $7.66 I Sf GBA (1,030,000) 

IIl.lStabilized Net Operating Income $3,522,000 I 

Based on KMA Burbank office rent survey, October 2006 and Tri Cities Office Market Report, Colliers International, 
3Q/06; CBRE MarketView, Los Angeles Office, 30106; 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 reserved/unreserved 
spaces. 

3 Assumes parking expense for structured spaces only. 

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. 
File name: TIMS Analysis; Site 10_BCP _ TlMS; de 4/17/2007 



TABLE 3 

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 

I. Supportable Private Investment 

Net Operating Income 
Threshold Return on Investment 1 

Supportable Private Investment 

II. Residual Land Value Calculation 

Supportable Private Investment 

(Less) Total Construction Costs 

III. Residual Land Value 

See TABLE 2 

See TABLE 1 

83,951 Sf of Land $40 ISf Land 

$3,522,000 

8.5% 

$41,435,000 

(38.104,000) 

1 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: nMS Analysis; S~e 10_BCP _nMS; de 4117/2007 

$41,435,000 

$3,331,000 



APPENDIX 0-12 

Site 11 



TABLE 1 

ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COSTS 
SITE 11 - MIXED COMMERCIAL I INDUSTRIAL 
PROPOSED USE -120,000 SF OFFICE BUILDING 
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS 
BURBANK, CALIFORNIA 

I, Direct Costs 1 

Off Site Improvements 2 

On Site Improvements 
Parking Costs 3 

117,023 
360 

120,000 
117,300 

Allowance 
Sf 01 Land $5 ISf Land 
Spaces $10,200 IS pace 
Sf 01 GBA $110 ISfGBA 
Sf of GLA $30 ISfGLA 

Building Shell Costs 
Tenant Improvement Costs 
Contingency 5% of Other Direct Costs 

Tolal Direct Costs 

II. Indirect Costs 

Arch., Eng. & Consulting 
Public Permits & Fees 4 

Taxes, Ins., Legal & Acctng. 
Marketing 

120,000 Sf of GBA 

6% of Direct Costs 
120,000 Sf of GSA 

2% of Direct Costs 

117,300 Sf of GLA 
3% of Direct Costs 

ISfGBA 

$9 ISf GSA 

$10 ISIGLA Leasing Commissions 
Development Management 
Contingency S 5% 01 Other Direct Costs 

Tola"ndirect Costs 

III. Financing Costs 
Construction Loan 6 

Loan Points & Fees 

TOlal Financing Costs 

Iv.ITOIaI Construction Costs 

$29,310,000 Financed @ 

$28,047,000 Supp. Value 

120,000 Sf of GSA 

, Assumes prevailing wage payments are not required. 
2 Assumes to be estimated by City staff. 

7.8% Interest 
2.0 Points 

$244 ISIGBA 

$0 
585,000 

3,672,000 
13,200,000 
3,519,000 
1,049,000 

$1,322,000 
1,080,000 

441,000 

1,173,000 
661,000 
201,000 

$1,846,000 
561,000 

3 Reflects a blended cost lor sutiace and one level below grade of $1,500 and $20,000 respectively. 
4 Estimated based on prior TIMS analysis and discussions with City staff. 
S Excludes Development Management. 
6 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 1 CProposed; de 4/17/2007 

$22,025,000 

4,878,000 

2,407,000 

$29,310,000 I 



TABLE 2 

ESTIMATED STABILIZED NET OPERATING INCOME 

SITE 11 - MIXED COMMERCIAL I INDUSTRIAL 
PROPOSED USE - 120,000 SF OFFICE BUILDING 

TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS 

BURBANK, CALIFORNIA 

I. Rentallncome 

Base Rental Income 1 

Parking Income 2 

Covered Spaces 

Uncovered Spaces 

Potential Gross Income 

117,300 Sf of GLA 

186 Spaces 
210 Spaces 

$27 ISfGLA $3,167,000 

$65 ISpacelMo 145,000 

$65 ISpacelMo __ .:.;164=,0::.:0:.:0,-

$3,476,000 

(Less) Vacancy & Collections 5% Potential Gross Income (174,000) 

Effective Gross Income 

II. Operating Expenses 

Unreimbursed Oper. Exp. 
Parking Expenses 3 

Management 
Operating & Capital Reserves 

Total Expenses 

IIl,lStabilized Net Operating Income 

117,300 Sf of GLA 
169 Spaces 
3% ofEGI 

120,000 Sf of GBA 

120,000 Sf of GBA 

$6.00 ISf GLA 
$500 ISpace 

$0.25 I Sf GBA 

$7.65 I Sf GBA 

($704,000) 
(85,000) 
(99,000) 
(30,000) 

$3,302,000 

(918,000) 

$2,364,000 I 

Based on KMA Burbank office rent survey, October 2006 and Tri Crties 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. 
3 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 I INDUSTRIAL 
PROPOSED USE - 120,000 SF OFFICE BUILDING 
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS 
BURBANK, CALIFORNIA 

I. Supportable Private Investment 

Nel Operating Income 
Threshold Return on Investment 

Supportable Private Investment 

II. Residual Land Value Calculation 

Supportable Private Investmenl 
(Less) Total Construction Costs 

III. Residual Land Value 

See TABLE 2 

See TABLE 1 

117,023 Sf of land 

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. 
File name: nMS Analysis; Site 11_Proposed; de 4/1712007 

$2,384,000 
8.5% 

$28,047,000 

$28,047,000 
(29,310,000) 

($1,263,000) 
($11) ISfland 



TABLE 1 

ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COSTS 
SITE 11 - MIXED COMMERCIAL I INDUSTRIAL 
TIMS USE - 37,644 SF OFFICE BUILDING 
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS 
BURBANK, CALIFORNIA 

I. Direct Costs 1 

Off Site Improvements 2 

On Site Improvements 
Parking Costs 3 

117.023 
113 

37,644 
36,797 

Allowance 
Sf of Land $5 
Spaces $1,500 
Sf of GBA $80 
Sf ofGLA $20 

Building Shell Costs 
Tenant Improvement Costs 
Contingency 5% of Other Direct Costs 

Total Direct Costs 37,644 Sf of GBA 

II. Indirect Costs 

6% of Direct Costs 

ISf Land 
ISpace 
ISfGBA 
ISfGLA 

ISfGBA 

Arch., Eng. & Consulting 
Public Penmits & Fees 4 

Taxes, Ins., Legal & Acctng. 
Marketing 

37,644 Sf of GBA $6 ISf GBA 
2% of Direct Costs 

Leasing Commissions 
Development Management 
Contingency 5 

36,797 Sf of GLA $8 ISf GLA 
3% of Direct Costs 
5% of Other Direct Costs 

Total Indirect Costs 

III. Financing Costs 
Construction Loan 6 

Loan Points & Fees 

Total Financing Costs 

$6,239,000 Financed @ 
$8,158,000 Supp. Value 

7.8% Interest 
2.0 Points 

Iv.ITotal Construction Costs 37,644 Sf of GBA $166 ISfGBA 

1 Assumes prevailing wage payments are not required. 
2 To be estimated by City staff. 
3 Assumes surface parking. 
4 Estimated based on prior TIMS analysis and discussions with City staff. 
5 Exdudes Development Management. 
6 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 11_TIMS; de 4/17/2007 

$0 
585,000 
170.000 

3,012,000 
736,000 
225,000 

$284,000 
226,000 

95,000 

294,000 
142,000 
45,000 

$262,000 
163,000 

$4,728,000 

1,086,000 

425,000 

$6,239,000 I 



TABLE 2 

ESTIMATED STABILIZED NET OPERATING INCOME 

SITE 11 - MIXED COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL 
TIMS USE - 37,644 SF OFFICE BUILDING 

TlMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS 

BURBANK, CALIFORNIA 

I. Renlallncome 

Base Rental Income 1 36,797 Sf of GLA 

Parking Income 124 Spaces 

Potential Gross Income 

$24 ISfGLA $883,000 

$65 ISpacelMo __ .....::.97,-".::.00::..;0,-

$980,000 

(Less) Vacancy & Collections 5% Potential Gross Income (49,000) 

Effective G ross Income 

II. Operating Expenses 

Unreimbursed Office Exps. 
Management 
Operating & Capital Reserves 

Total Expenses 

III.!Slabilized Net Operating Income 

36,797 Sf of GLA 

3% of EGI 
37,644 Sf of GBA 

$6.00 I Sf GLA 

$0.25 I Sf GBA 

($221,000) 
(28,000) 

(9,000) 

$931,000 

(258,000) 

$673,000 ! 

Based on KMA Burbank office rent survey, October 2006 and Tri Cities Office Market Report, Colliers International, 
30106; CBRE MarketView, Los Angeles Office, 30106; interviews with real 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 11JIMS; de 411712007 



TABLE 3 

RESIDUAL LAND VALUE CALCULATION 
SITE 11 . MIXED COMMERCIAL I INDUSTRIAL 
TIMS USE· 37,644 SF OFFICE BUILDING 
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS 
BURBANK, CALIFORNIA 

I. Supportable Private Investment 

Net Operating Income 
Threshold Retum on Investment 

Supportable Private Investment 

II. Residual Land Value Calculation 

Supportable Private Investment 
(Less) Total Construction Costs 

III. Residual Land Value 

See TABLE 2 

See TABLE 1 

117,023 Sf of Land 

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. 
File name: TIMS Analysis; Site 11_TIMS; de 4/17/2007 

$16 ISf Land 

$673,000 
8.25% 

$8,158,000 
(6,239,000) 

$8,158,000 

$1,919,000 



TABLE 1 

ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION COSTS 
SITE 11 - MIXED COMMERCIAL I INDUSTRIAL 
ALTERNATIVE TIMS USE - 57,200 SF LIGHT INDUSTRIAL BUILDING 
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS 
BURBANK, CALIFORNIA 

I. Direct Costs 1 

Allowance Off Site Improvements' 

Parking Costs t t4 Spaces $1,500 ISpace 
57,200 SfofGBA $50 ISfGBA 
5,720 SfofGLA $15 ISfGLA 

Building Shell Costs 

Tenant Improvement Costs 
Contingency 5% of Other Direct Costs 

Total Direct Costs 57,200 Sf of GBA $57 ISfGBA 

II. Indirect Costs 

6% of Direct Costs Arch., Eng. & Consulting 
Public Permits & Fees 4 

Taxes, Ins., Legal & Acctng. 
Marketing 

57,200 Sf of GBA $6 ISf GBA 
2% of Direct Costs 

Leasing Commissions 
Development Management 
Contingency 5 

57,200 Sf of GLA $4 ISf GLA 

3% of Direct Costs 

5% of Other Direct Costs 

Total Indirect Costs 

III. Financing Costs 
Construction Loan 6 

Loan Points & Fees 

Total Financing Costs 

Iv.ITotal Construction Costs 

$4,620,000 Financed @ 

$9,013,000 Supp. Value 

57,200 Sf of GBA 

1 Assumes prevailing wage payments are not required. 
, To be estimated by City staff. 
3 Assumes surface parking. 
4 Estimated based on discussions with City staff. 
5 Exctudes Development Management. 

7.8% Interest 
2.0 Points 

$81 ISfGBA 

6 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 11_AIt.; de 411712007 

$0 
171,000 

2,860,000 
86,000 

156,000 

$196,000 
343,000 

65,000 

229,000 
98,000 
42,000 

$194,000 
180,000 

$3,273,000 

973,000 

374,000 

$4,620,000 I 



TABLE 2 

ESTIMATED STABILIZED NET OPERATING INCOME 

SITE 11 - MIXED COMMERCIAL I INDUSTRIAL 

ALTERNATIVE TIMS USE - 57,200 SF LIGHT INDUSTRIAL BUILDING 

TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS 

BURBANK, CALIFORNIA 

I. Rental Income 

Base Rental Income 1 57.200 Sf of GLA 

Potential Gross Income 

$14 ISfGLA 

(Less) Vacancy & Collections 5% Potential Gross Income 

Effective Gross Income 

II. Operating Expenses 

Management 

Operating & Capital Reserves 

Total Expenses 

1II.!Stabilized Net Operating Income 

3% ofEGI 

57,200 Sf of GBA $0.10 I Sf GBA 

$789.000 

$789.000 

(39.000) 

($23,000) 

(6,000) 

$750,000 

(29,000) 

$721,000 ! 

Based on KMA's Burbank industrial rent survey and the San Fernando Valley & Ventura County Industrial Market 
Report, 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 11_Alt.; de 4/1712007 



TABLE 3 

RESIDUAL LAND VALUE CALCULATION 
SITE 11 - MIXED COMMERCIAL I INDUSTRIAL 
ALTERNATIVE TIMS USE - 57,200 SF LIGHT INDUSTRIAL BUILDING 
TIMS LAND VALUATION ANALYSIS 
BURBANK, CALIFORNIA 

I. Supportable Private Investment 

Net Operating Income See TABLE 2 
Threshold Return on Investment 

Supportable Private Investment 

II. Residual Land Value Calculation 

Supportable Private Investment 
(Less) Total Construction Costs See TABLE 1 

III. Residual Land Value 
117,023 Sf of land 

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. 
File name: TIMSAnalysis: Soe l1_All: de 4117/2007 

$721,000 
8.0% 

$9,013,000 

$9,013,000 
(4,620,000) 

$4,393,000 
$38 1Sf Land 



Cusumano Real Estate Group 

October 21, 2011 

Via Hand Delivery 

Mr. Michael Forbes 
Ms. Tracy Steinkruger 

Planning Division 
City of Burbank 
275 E. Olive Avenue 

Burbank, CA 91502 

Re: Burbank 2035 Plan 

Dear Michael &Tracy: 
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Thank you for your letter of September 27, 2011. For the most part, we believe that your 
suggested revisions to the details of the Burbank 2035 Plan are well considered. There is, 
however, one major issue requ iring furth er consideration, and in our opinion, further 
revision. The major concern is how the plan proposes to address FAR limits a nd dwelling 
units per acre calculations in mixed use projects. After reviewing your most recent letter, 

this concern is now not only related to mixed use projects, but to res id ential only projects in 
non-residentially zoned areas. 

Firstly, there are no FAR density limits in the community with the exception of the Media 

Distri ct. In the Media District, the FAR limits a re OEFAR adjusted, so there are actually no 
strict FAR limits in the com munity now. So the proposed FAR limits city wide equate to a 

massive down zoning of the entire City. When we initially reviewed the draft plans, it was 
our assumption the dwelling units per acre limits and FAR limits were add itive and not 
parall e l because such an approach would strongly discourage mixed use projects, which we 
all agree are more urban and traffic friendly than s ingle use projects. Secondly, we did not 

believe any recommendation would be made to establish density restrictio ns so severe as 
to effectively preclude virtually any new development within the city; and, if in place 
currently, would have not allowed any of the most recently consid ered projects to be 

developed. Further, the impact of the draft provisions, if enacted, would be a major 
departure from and would effectively re-write the Media District and Downtown Specific 

Plan. 

For example, the Burbank Media Diamond Site (the prior Platt site which we now own) 
consists of approximate ly 3.6 acres of land in the Burbank Media Area. In 2006 the City 

approved a 220 unit mixed use development for the si te consisting of 501,462 square feet of 
residenti al and commercia l uses and is strictly compliant with the MDSP. The plan was 

101 South f irst Street, Suite 400 Burbank, California 91502 telephone (8 18) 84 1-5800 telefax (8 181 845-8945 



meticulously reviewed under the required discretionary approval process by the Planning 
Board and City Council. and since the City Council subsequently approved the plan, it is 
presumed it was and is the type of project the City seeks to promote. However, under the 
proposed Burbank 2035 guidelines, development of the site would be reduced from 501,462 
square feet to a maximum permitted size of 172,497 gross square feet, or a reduction in 
density by a staggering 2/3rds under your scenario, as the previously approved at! M;!!SP 
compliant project would exceed the newly permitted development constraints ~ n(~rly 
300%. q ::!:: 

N :z: 
c;, 

In a similar situation, consider the Burbank Eco Village Project proposed by my fitpjl f<E=he 
development on the corner of Verdugo and South San Fernando. The project was pro~ed 

- en 
to be the first LEED certi fied residential project built in the City and would bcff tii1sit 
oriented, affo rdable project catering to the middle and lower income households 6T13u~nk 
residents. The design was well received by staff as it relates to land use and density, and was 
comprised of 96 units and ground level commercial space totaling 82,520 square feet on a 
site of 41,125, producing an FAR density that exceeds 2. Under the proposed guidelines, the 
project could not be built, as the density would exceed the permitted FAR density by more 
than 60% 

One of the wonderful things about creating a new general plan is that it can and should be 
especially tailored to the needs, goals and objectives of our community. One of the objectives 
promoted for future development in Burbank and around the world is the future 
developments of well thought out "mixed use" development which is traffic sensitive. The 
concept is, of course, develop a project that has, say, a "Fresh and Easy" market, a bank 
branch, a Starbucks and a restaurant on the ground level, and maybe, some office space on 
the second floor, with housing above that creating a synergistic environment where a 
resident can live and work in the same neighborhood or even the same building and get by 
without having to use a car. In spite of our desire to promote mixed lise development, the 
draft of the Burbank 2035 Plan precludes this opportunity for most of the commun ity. For 
example, the one acre site in the South San Fernando area cited as an example in your letter 
is a prime example of why this methodology won't work because of its restrictiveness. 
Another example - the Senior Artist Colony is 141 units comprising 125,355 square feet on 
1.45 acres. This is a density of 97 units per acre (twice what the proposed code would 
permit) with an FAR of 2.00, vs. the 43 units per acre and 1.25 FAR as proposed. 

A similar impact would have precluded the development of the Olive Court Senior 
Apartments at 1100 East Olive Avenue. The Olive Court Senior Apartments provide 
affordable senior housing predominantly to Burbank residents, and provides affordability to 
low income and very low income senior households. The project has had a waiting list si nce 
the day it opened and offers a truly outstanding qua li ty of life for active, lower income, 



senior citizens. However, the project is comprised of 163 units in 125,374 square feet of 
housing on a 50,340 square foot (1.16 acre) site. Under the proposed guidelines, this 
commercial corridor site would be limited to 31 units (27 units to the acre) and 50,340 gross 
square feet making the existing project 526% larger than the proposed guide lines would 
allow. This makes no sense. This project was developed under a Disposition and 
Development Agreement with the Agency. The Agency Board had complete control over the 
project and could have selected ANY size project they wanted, and they decided this density 
and configuration was the best possible use for the site. Why would we consider a General 
Plan that absolutely precludes such a project. And, why is such a use deemed undesirable 
when it provides so much tangible benefit to our residents, with no negative impacts 
whatsoever. Has anyone EVER complained about this project or indicated it was anything 
other than a great project? I could go on and on and cite other outstanding projects that 
would not be permitted under the proposed plan, but I think the pOint is made. 

The question this all leads to is this: when there are no FAR limits in the entire city of 
Burbank, why would we consider such restrictive FAR limits to essentially make 
redevelopment impossible? And, why would we contemplate FAR levels that are so low, 
compared to comparable cities who routinely adopt much more mainstream density 
restrictions? The Broadway Center District of Downtown Glendale plan has an FAR limit of 
7.0; the proposed Burbank 2035 Plan has FAR limits that range from 0.75 to 2.50. The City 
staff uses the regional real estate data to gauge Burbank's standing as it relates to vacancy 
and lease rates. The limits contemplated in this plan will send Burbank into a downward 
spiral competitively. The economic impact to this City will be devastating and the service 
levels the citizens of Burbank are accustomed to will be harmed enormously. 

Of course, the follow up question is, who is driving this plan and these levels of restrictions? 
From our understanding, it is not the Council who is calling for a massive City wide "down 
zoning." We don't see many residents storming the Council meetings calling for this . The 
business community certainly does not want a massive down zoning, and it doesn't make 
any sense staff would be supporting this as it will put most of Community Development 
Department out of work. Is it "consultant driven"? If so, we need to intensely look at the 
potential impacts this plan will likely have on the community's "long term" outcomes and 
make changes to the plan that more clearly provides for the type of projects we want to 
attract to our community. Can we get together again to address these concerns? 

Best regards, \ 

dcP~ 
Michael Cusumano 



 

  

 

 
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 25th meeting at which time they will receive a report on the public 
input received for Burbank2035.  The intent of the meeting on the 25th 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. 
 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 
150 North Third Street P.O. Box 6459  Burbank, California  91510 
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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: 
 

 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. 
 

 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? 

 
 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 27th letter) are reflective of past City Council direction and community 
sentiment regarding both long range plans and individual development projects. 
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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 13th 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 1st. 
 
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, i.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, I 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 
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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 I 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 
FAR 

Staff Recommengatioo' Staff RecommendatiQn' 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 

Corridor Commercial-not adjacent to reSidential 43 units per acre 1.0 FAR 2.0 FAR 

Regional Commercial 58 units per acre 1.25 FAR 2.0 FAR 

Downtown Commercial 58 units per acre 2.50 FAR 3.5 FAR 

South San Fernando Commercial 43 units per acre 1.25 FAR 2.0 FAR 

North Victory Commercial/Industrial 27 units per acre 1.0 FAR 2.0 FAR 

Rancho Neighborhood 27 units per acre 0.75 FAR 0.75 FAR 

Media District Commercial 58 units per acre 1.10 FAR 3.0 FAR 

Golden State Commercial/Industrial None 1.25 FAR 2.0 FAR 

Industr'lal 27 units per acre 0.75 FAR 2.0 FAR 

Option 3 

EM 
Suggestion 

1.25 FAR 

1.25 FAR 

1.5 FAR 

2.5 FAR 

1.5 FAR 

1.25 FAR 

0.75 FAR 

1.6 FAR 

1.5 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 Department 
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. 'vVe 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 disciiss any issues of concern to each entity. At that meeting, we noted a concel'll 
about the noise exposure limits fGl' residential uses and indicated that we would provide comments to the 
City regarding that provision illld other provisions by the City's requested deadline of October 14,2011. 

As we undertook our review of the noise exposure limits for residential uses, we also reviewed all other 
sections of the Elemellt and noted only a few additional items for the City's consideration. The issues and 
potential solutions to them were then vetted intel'llally 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 
cOillpleted that process mtd have enclosed a list of comments and suggestions for revision to the proposed 
Noise Element. 

If you have any questions or would like to discuss our comments, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

;!J;;"ij •.....• 
Dan F{g';;Y ~. 
Executive Director 

Eliclosure 

cc: Michael Flad, City Manager 
Greg Hermann, Community Development Director 
Michael Forbes, Assistant Community Development Director/City Planner 

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 

(1) Comments on GoalS 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 tlu'ough 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 CNELlLdn 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 - TranspOliation 
Sources, provides a 60 dBA CNELlLdn 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 
CNELlLdn standard. 
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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 comi in Baker v. 
Burbank-Glendale-Pasadena Ail1JOrt 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." 
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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 
Designation 

Dwelling units per 
acre 

To be determined on 
an individual basis 

To be determined on 
an individual basis 

Non-Residential 
Land Use 
Designation 

Dwelling units per 
acre 

FAR FAR for non-
residential square 
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. 
 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 
150 North Third Street P.O. Box 6459  Burbank, California  91510 
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Mr. Michael Cusumano 
November 7, 2011 
Page 2 
 

   

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 
Commercial 

0-43 1.25 

North Victory Commercial/ 
Industrial 

0-27 1.0 

Rancho Commercial 0-27 0.75 

Media District Commercial 0-58 1.1 

Golden State 
Commercial/Industrial 

0-27 1.25 

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 draft. 
 
Sincerely, 
Community Development Department 
 

 
 
Michael D. Forbes 
Assistant Community Development Director / City Planner 
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Burbank Association of Realtors® 
"Over 80 Years of Serving The Community and Its Real Estate Needs." 

City Manager, Michael Flad 
OfIice 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 ofBurbank2035. 

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 specific 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 oflicial response is that we do not support the plan as presented. We welcome a revised 
draft that is more specific 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 welI as 

[H 
REALTOR ® 
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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, 

/ /F>' 

i /t i \ (: --<. ( (IC-\'{ 
.~--·A.....~i.""'.r\ '- i J 
- 'x '" - ! 

Alexandra Kelly, President 
Burbank Association of REALTORS® 
2006 W. Magnolia Blvd. 
Burbank, CA 91506 
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