AGENDA
SPECIAL MEETING: GLENDALE CITY COUNCIL
COUNCIL CHAMBER, City Hall – 613 E. Broadway, 2nd Floor
Glendale, CA 91206
Welcome to Glendale City Hall. Meetings are broadcast live on cable channel 6 (GTV6) and rebroadcast
throughout the week. Call (818) 548-4013 for program schedules. DVDs of the proceedings are available for
purchase in the City Clerk’s Office. Meetings are also archived on the City Website for viewing anytime at
http://www.glendaleca.gov/government/agendas-minutes. If you have any question about matters on the
agenda, or requests for assistance, please contact the City Clerk at (818) 548-2090 during regular business
hours.
PLEASE TURN OFF CELLULAR PHONES WHILE INSIDE THE COUNCIL CHAMBER.
In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 1990, auxiliary hearing aids, sign language
translation, and Braille transcripts are available upon request. Assisted listening devices are available sameday upon request. At least 48 hours (or two business days) notice is required for requests regarding sign
language translation and Braille transcription services. All documents related to open session items on this
agenda that are received less than 72 hours prior to this meeting, and are public records, will be available for
review in the Office of the City Clerk, 613 E. Broadway, RM 110, Glendale, CA 91206.
Translation services are provided for meetings through the use of bilingual staff for speakers who wish to
utilize the service as available. Speakers should state their request by contacting the City Clerk’s office at 818548-2090, at least 24 hours prior to the scheduled meeting. Please specify the language for which you require
translation. The exclusive use of City provided interpreters is not required and persons are welcome to use
their own interpreter or speak in their native language.
APRIL 30, 2019
ROLL CALL -

3:00 p.m.
Report of the City Clerk of the City Council, re: Posting of Agenda. The
Agenda for the April 30, 2019 Special Public Meeting of the City Council was
posted on Thursday, April 25, 2019 on the Bulletin Board Outside City Hall.

A SPECIAL PUBLIC MEETING of the City Council is hereby called to meet at 3:00 p.m.
on Tuesday, April 30, 2019, in the City Council Chamber, City Hall, 613 E. Broadway, 2nd Floor,
Glendale, CA 91206 to Consider the Following item(s) of Business, to Wit;
1. Director of Community Development, re: Public Hearing: Consideration of
Citywide Inclusionary Housing Ordinance; Amendment to Parks and Libraries
Development Impact Fee Ordinance Pertaining to the Affordable Housing
Exemption; and Commercial Development Impact Fee Ordinance
a. Ordinance for Introduction Amending Section 4.10.050, Chapter 30.35, and
Sections 30.40.010-30.40.040 Related to Establishment of a Citywide Inclusionary
Housing Requirement
b. Ordinance for Introduction Adding Chapter 4.11 Related to Establishment
of Affordable Housing Commercial Development Impact Fee
c. Resolution Establishing an Inclusionary Housing In-Lieu Fee
d. Resolution Establishing an Affordable Housing Commercial Development Impact
Fee
TYPED 4/23/2019 8:42 AM
4 30 19
SP CC
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e. Motion Authorizing an Amendment to the Professional Services Agreement
(C106766) with Keyser Marston and Associates to Extend Term Through June 30,
2019
ADJOURNMENT

Ardashes Kassakhian, City Clerk
ACKNOWLEDGMENT OF SERVICE
Members of the public may address the City Council regarding any item in this notice. Service of
the above Call for a Special Public Meeting of the City Council, at the time and place above
designated, is hereby acknowledged, and the Notice required by Government Code Section
54956 is hereby waived:
Hour:
a.m./p.m., this
day of
, 20 .
By
Title: City Council Member

TYPED 4/23/2019 8:42 AM
4 30 19
SP CC
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April 30, 2019
AGENDA ITEM
Public Hearing: Consideration of Citywide Inclusionary Housing Ordinance; Amendment to
Parks and Libraries Development Impact Fee Ordinance Pertaining to the Affordable Housing
Exemption; and Commercial Development Impact Fee Ordinance.
1. Ordinance for Introduction Amending Section 4.10.050, Chapter 30.35, and Sections 30.40.01030.40.040 Related to Establishment of a Citywide lnclusionary Housing Requirement;
2. Ordinance for Introduction Adding Chapter 4.11 Related to Establishment
of Affordable Housing Commercial Development Impact Fee;
3. Resolution Establishing an Inclusionary Housing In-Lieu Fee;
4. Resolution Establishing an Affordable Housing Commercial Development Impact Fee; and
5. Motion Authorizing An Amendment to the Professional Services Agreement (Cl 06766) with
Keyser Marston and Associates to Extend Term Through June 30, 2019.
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Laura Stotler, Principal Planner
Yvette Neukian, Sr. Assistant City Attorney
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Yasmin K. Beers, City Manager
Reviewed by:
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Michele Flynn, Interim Director of Finance
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Onnig Bulanikian, Director of Community Services and Parks
RECOMMENDATION
The Community Development Department recommends that the City Council adopt a citywide
Inclusionary Housing Ordinance, including an amendment to the Public Use Facilities (“Parks
and Libraries”) Fee sliding scale exemption for affordable housing projects, and an Ordinance
adopting an Affordable Housing Commercial Development Impact Fee, to benefit the
development of affordable housing. Staff also recommends that the City Council adopt a
Resolution Establishing an Inclusionary Housing In-Lieu Fee, a Resolution Establishing an
Affordable Housing Commercial Development Impact Fee, and a Motion Approving An
Amendment to the Professional Services Agreement Cl 06766 with Keyser Marston and
Associates to extend the term through June 30, 2019.
BACKGROUND/ANALYSIS
At the November 13, 2018 City Council meeting, the Council provided staff with direction to
prepare draft ordinances in order to adopt:
•
•
•

An Inclusionary Housing Ordinance with optional In-Lieu Fee;
Amendment to the Affordable Housing Exemption to the Parks and Library Impact Fee;
and
A Commercial Development Impact Fee Ordinance.

Staff prepared the draft ordinances (and accompanying resolutions) and presented them to the
Planning Commission on April 3,2019. Both of the draft ordinances were brought to the
Planning Commission to provide context, but the Planning Commission was only asked to make
a recommendation with respect to the Inclusionary Zoning Ordinance (“IZO”) and optional InLieu Fee as that is under their purview. After conducting a duly-noticed public hearing on the
matter, the Planning Commission recommended that the City Council adopt the lZO and the InLieu Fee, as presented.
One Commissioner also recommended the City Council consider allowing a reduction to the
Parks and Libraries Development Impact Fee for smaller projects. Both the November 13, 2018
Joint City Council / Housing Authority Report and the April 3, 2019 Planning Commission Report
are attached to this staff report for reference.
Inclusionary Zoning
Following Council direction to staff on November 13, 2018, staff has prepared ordinances and
resolutions that will implement an IZO as follows:
Applicability
The
•
•
•

IZO will be applicable:
Citywide;
To both rental and ownership projects; and
To projects with five (5) or more units.

The IZO will not apply to:
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•

Rental or ownership projects that have obtained a validly-issued building permit
prior to the effective date of the IZO; and
Rental or ownership projects that are four (4) units or less.

•

Inclusionary Requirement
•

The
rate
The
rate

•

IZO will require fifteen percent (15%) of the total units in an otherwise marketrental project to be affordable.
IZO will require eleven percent (11%) of the total units in an otherwise marketownership project to be affordable.

Affordability Levels and Duration
•

The IZO will set the affordability level (the income level that households must earn
in order to be eligible to live in the affordable unit) for rental projects at up to eighty
percent (80%) of the Los Angeles County Area Median Income, as defined by
HUD.
The IZO will set the affordability level (the income level that households must earn
in order to be eligible to live in the affordable unit) for ownership projects at up to
one hundred and twenty percent (120%) of the Los Angeles County Area Median
Income, as defined by HUD.
The IZO will require the period during which both rental and ownership inclusionary
units must be maintained as affordable, through deed restriction or affordability
covenants, to be 55 years.

•

•

Size, Design, and Quality of Affordable Units
•

The IZO will require exact comparability with respect to size, bedroom count,
design, quality, workmanship, and finishes between market-rate units and
inclusionary units, except a developer may request and be granted the right to
build smaller inclusionary units (either/both with respect to square footage and/or
bedroom count), in which case the City will require a greater number of
inclusionary units be built/provided.

At the November 13, 2018 joint City Council and Housing Authority meeting, the Council
and Authority discussed potentially offering developers two options (found in Section
30.35.030, subsections (C) and (D)) with respect to unit size (of affordable units) and unit
mix. Consistent with this direction, staff included both options in the IZO as follows:
•

Smaller Unit Option

o

Developer may provide smaller inclusionary units (square footage) than non
inclusionary units provided the developer provides additional inclusionary units
so that the aggregate of the square footage of the inclusionary units meets or
exceeds the inclusionary requirement if not exercising this option, subject to the
approval of the Community Development Director; and
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•

Optional Unit Mix

o

Developer may provide a different unit mix for the inclusionary units than the non
inclusionary units provided the bedroom count of the inclusionary units is 10%
greater or more than the inclusionary requirement if not exercising this option,
subject to the approval of the Community Development Director.

Council may include one or both options in the Ordinance, or may alter the options
as it desires.
Provision of Inclusionary Units Off-Site
•

The IZO will allow a developer of an ownership or rental project the option of
providing the required number of inclusionary units off-site, within one (1) mile of
the project, provided the off-site inclusionary units and the market-rate units are
comparable with respect to size, bedroom count, design, quality, workmanship
and finishes. The inclusionary off-site units must be rental and be constructed
before or concurrently with the market rate project. The off-site inclusionary units
will be allowed only in those areas which are designated for such in the General
Plan and must comply with zoning regulations and standards. Off-site
inclusionary units must be located within one-mile of the housing development
and within the City of Glendale.

Acquisition and Rehabilitation Option
The IZO will allow a developer of a rental or ownership project the option of
providing the required number of inclusionary units through the acquisition and
rehabilitation of an existing residential building, provided the building to be
acquired and rehabilitated must be cited for substantial building code violations;
all of the units must have been vacant for 90 days or longer; and the rehabilitation
of the building must be substantial, such that the after-rehabilitation value must be
at least twenty-five percent (25%) greater than the pre-rehabilitation value of the
building.
In-Lieu Fee Option
•

The IZO will also allow a developer to pay the In-Lieu Fee instead of building the
units on site. The In-Lieu Fee will vary based on the number of units in an
ownership or rental project, based on a dollar amount per gross buildable area.
In-lieu fees may fulfill inclusionary requirements either by payment of the fees for
the entire inclusionary requirement, or by a combination providing some
inclusionary units and paying in-lieu fees to meet the remainder of the
inclusionary requirement.

4

•

As set forth in the November 13, 2018 staff report, and as per previous Council
direction, the In-Lieu Fee is proposed as follows:
Ownership
Housing

Rental
Apartments

In-Lieu Fee Per Square Foot of GSA
Number of Units
5
6
7
8
9
10
11 thru 15
16 thru 20
21+

$10.57
$11.52
$12.63
$13.73
$14.68
$15.78
$21.04
$23.67
$26.30

$22.11
$24.09
$26.40
$28.71
$30.69
$33.00
$44.00
$49.50
$55.00

Interplay with Density Bonus Law
•

Section 30.35.050 clarifies how the inclusionary requirement will be calculated on a project that
involves a density bonus or senior citizen housing. A developer who is required to build very
low income units under the density bonus law to qualify for bonuses or incentives or waivers will
get credit for those units toward the inclusionary requirement but very low income units will be
calculated equivalent to low income units required under the IZO.

Other Minor Proposed Title 30 Amendments
While writing this ordinance staff discovered that several minor amendments in Title 30 related to
application submittal requirements for inclusionary housing and density bonus (e.g., inclusionary
housing plan and agreement) needed updating to accommodate the new IZO (Sections 30.40.01 0,
30.40.020, 30.40.030 and 30.40.040), and are therefore included in the ordinance.
Impact on the Public Use Facilities Development Impact Fees (Park and Library Fee)
At the November 13, 2018 meeting, Council provided staff direction to eliminate or significantly
reduce the sliding scale exemption from the City’s Parks and Libraries development impact fee
for affordable housing projects. Without the Council-directed amendment to Section 4.10.050
(exemption for payment of the Parks and Libraries fee), the IZO, as drafted, would have the
effect of significantly reducing the impact fee revenue. This is because, under the IZO as
amended, all residential projects will be required to reserve 15% of the units as affordable,
which means all residential projects will qualify for a reduction of the full Parks and Libraries
impact fee. The current exemption provides that residential projects that reserve 15% or more
units as affordable are subject to a 75% reduction in the Parks and Libraries fee. This fee
structure was adopted as an incentive for developers to include affordable housing in their
market-rate projects. Upon adoption of the IZO requiring the inclusion of 15% affordable
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housing, there is no need to maintain the incentive. The amendment to Section 4.10.050
removes any fee reduction on residential projects providing affordable housing unless the
project is 100% affordable. Staff recommends the Council maintain the exemption for 100%
affordable projects given their high-level of affordability and because these projects are almost
always City-sponsored projects that often require assistance from the City and/or Housing
Authority.
Commercial Development Impact Fee:
In addition to the IZO, Council also directed staff to draft for Council’s consideration a new
citywide affordable housing commercial development impact fee. The ordinance describes its
purpose and intent as follows: “to facilitate the development and availability of housing
affordable to a range of households with varying income levels within the city through creation
and imposition of a fee on new commercial development, which will partially fund the need for
affordable housing created by the workforce of this new development.” The findings that
precede the text of the ordinance also establish the legally required nexus between the addition
of new commercial development and the jobs/new workers that this development creates, and
the workers’ need for additional housing in proximity to the jobs, a portion of which must be
affordable to low income workers.
Just as in the IZO, there are various exemptions from payment of the fee. First, per Council
directions, commercial projects with a gross floor area of 1,250 square feet or less are exempt
from payment of the fee. Second, also per Council’s direction, hotels and auto dealers are also
exempt (this same exemption exists in the Parks and Libraries DIF ordinance).
Staff also included some exemptions not specifically discussed at the November 2018 meeting,
but consistent with the Council’s policy discussion or consistent with exemptions for the Parks
and Library DIF. First, staff proposes an exemption for reconstruction of any building that was
destroyed by fire, flood, earthquake or other act of nature, as long as the square footage of the
reconstructed building does not exceed the square footage before the loss. Second, staff
proposes an exemption from paying the fee for the residential portion of a mixed-use
development project. Finally, staff proposes an exemption for community land uses which serve
the public (defined in Section 4.11.020 as museums, churches, hospitals, schools, etc., and any
other such institutional uses which serve the public, as determined by the Director of
Community Development). Staff analyzed a number of commercial development impact fee
ordinances from other jurisdictions and found many of them exempted institutional/community
land uses benefiting the public. Moreover, the Parks and Libraries DIF in Section 4.10.050(H)
exempts from the payment of that fee “unique land uses primarily devoted to hospitals,
churches, educational facilities, youth and recreational facilities, and other community uses
which serve the public, similar to those listed, as determined by the director of community
development”. Staff tried to mirror that language as much as possible, and at the same time
tried to make the definition a little more precise. Council may include all or some of these
proposed exemptions in the final adopted ordinance.
One section of the ordinance worth highlighting provides that if a development is exempt from
the fee at initial construction, but later converts to a commercial development project subject to
the fee, the converted square footage will be deemed new gross floor area and the affordable
housing commercial development impact fee shall be paid (at the time of conversion).
The last two sections of the ordinance state that the funds from the fee must be placed in a
separate account (required by law) and used solely for affordable housing. Enforcement
6

options for violations of the ordinance are varied and authorize administrative, civil and criminal
actions.
Keyser Marston Contract Extension
Keyser Marston, the consultant hired to conduct the Jobs-Housing Nexus Study, the Inclusionary
Housing Study, and to assist staff with the development of the Inclusionary Zoning and
Commercial Development Impact Fee program for the City, has met all contractual requirements to
date. There are sufficient funds remaining in the contract to pay for outstanding invoices and all
anticipated future invoices, however the contract expired January 30, 2019. In order to pay
outstanding invoices and future invoices, staff recommends extending their contract to June 30,
2019.
FISCAL IMPACT
The adoption of the Inclusionary Zoning Ordinance and the provision of an In-Lieu fee will
generate some level of funding for the development of affordable housing citywide; however, it
is difficult to estimate the level of funding due to several factors outside the City’s control. These
factors include the level of new residential development activity in Glendale and the developer’s
election to pay the fee versus the development of a physical unit within the project. The
adoption of the Commercial DIF is expected to generate an estimated $125k to $250k annually.
Adoption of an IZO and/or Commercial DIF would necessitate the creation of a new, full-time
equivalent position at the Housing Analyst level. The new position would be tasked with
administering the program(s). Responsibilities would include coordination with Building and
Safety, City Attorney and Planning staff, ensuring the appropriate fees are collected, that
developers are following the program rules and requirements, and to oversee the marketing and
tenant selection process of the newly created affordable units.
The fiscal impact associated with the requested addition of a Housing Analyst position is
estimated to be approximately $112,000 annually. This would not come from the City’s General
Fund but rather 50% from the Affordable Housing Trust Fund and 50% from the Housing
Development Impact Fee Fund. Expected revenue from the adoption of an IZO would be
deposited into the Affordable Housing Trust Fund, and is expected to exceed the fiscal impact
amount. Revenue from the adoption of the Commercial Development Impact Fee would be
deposited into the Housing Development Impact Fee Fund for tracking and legal/reporting
purposes. If approved, staff will return to council in the future for appropriations toward projects.
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW:
Staff conducted environmental review of the ordinances and resolutions that are the subject of this
report and determined that the they are each exempt from further review under CEQA. Staff included
findings for Council’s consideration in each ordinance and resolution. Generally, with respect to the
IZO and the In-Lieu Fee Resolution, the exemption is based upon CEQA Guidelines Section 15305
(minor alterations to land use limitations), Section 15061 (b)(3) (because the IZO does not allow for or
encourage any more development than is already anticipated under the City’s existing General Plan
and as regulated by existing zoning, or otherwise allow for or promote physical changes in the
environment) and Section 15060(c)(3) and 15378(b)(4) (as it is not a project under the Guidelines
because it constitutes a governmental fiscal activity that does not involve any commitment to any
specific project which may result in a potentially significant physical impact on the environment):
Moreover, the IZO is not intended to apply to specifically identified affordable housing projects and as
such it is speculative to evaluate any such future project now. Furthermore, the IZO is not intended to,
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nor does it, provide CEQA clearance for future development-related projects by mere establishment of
an inclusionary requirement or payment of the in-lieu fees; any such projects subject to the IZO will be
subject to appropriate environmental review at such time as approvals for those affordable housing
project are considered.
With respect to the Affordable Housing Commercial Development Impact Ordinance and Fee
Resolution staff determined these actions qualify for an exemption pursuant to CEQA
Guidelines Section 15061 (b)(3) (the Ordinance and Fee Resolution will require payment of a
commercial development impact fee but the Ordinance will not allow for or encourage any more
development than is already anticipated under the City’s existing General Plan and as regulated
by existing zoning, or otherwise allow for or promote physical changes in the environment, and
therefore, it can be seen with certainty that there is no possibility that the Ordinance will have a
significant effect on the environment). Furthermore, staff determined the Ordinance and Fee
Resolution are not a project under CEQA Guidelines Section 15060(c)(3) and 15378(b)(4)
because they constitutes a governmental fiscal activity that does not involve any commitment to
any specific project which may result in a potentially significant physical impact on the
environment; and they are not intended to apply to specifically identified affordable housing
projects and as such it is speculative to evaluate any such future project now. Moreover, the
Ordinance and Resolution are not intended to, nor do they, provide CEQA clearance for future
development-related projects by mere establishment of a commercial development impact fee;
any such projects required to pay the fee imposed by this Ordinance will be subject to
appropriate environmental review at such time as approvals for those project are considered.
ALTERNATIVES
Alternative 1: The City Council may adopt the Inclusionary Zoning Ordinance, the Commercial
Development Impact Fee Ordinance, the In-Lieu Fee Resolution, the Commercial Development
Impact Fee Resolution, and the Motion to Authorize the KMA Contract Amendment as
presented or with modifications;
Alternative 2: The City Council may direct staff to return with additional information or additional
amendments or modifications to the ordinances, resolutions and motion; or
Alternate 3: The City Council may consider any other alternative not currently proposed by staff.
EXHIBITS
Exhibit 1
Exhibit 2
Exhibit 3
Exhibit 4

Exhibit 5

April 3,2019 Planning Commission Staff Report (without exhibits);
Planning Commission Motion Recommending City Council Approval of IZO and
In-Lieu Fee;
Draft Implementation Policies;
Notice of City Council Action Initiating Proceedings by Way of Motion to Amend
the Glendale Municipal Code Including to Amend Title 30 (Zoning Code), to
adopt a Citywide Inclusionary Housing Ordinance (IZO) (published on November
25, 2018);
Various Council Motions Providing Direction Following November 13, 2018
Hearing;
November 13~ 2018 Joint City Council and Housing Authority Staff Report
(without exhibits);
November 1, 2018 Jobs-Housing Nexus Study Prepared by KMA;
August 22, 2018 Commercial Impact Fee Analysis Prepared by KMA;
August 20, 2018 Inclusionary Housing Study Prepared by KMA.
-

Exhibit 6
Exhibit 7
Exhibit 8
Exhibit 9
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ORDINANCE NO.
AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA
AMENDING SECTION 4.10.050, CHAPTER 30.35, AND SECTIONS 30.40.010-30.40.040 OF
THE GLENDALE MUNICIPAL CODE, 1995, RELATING TO ESTABLISHMENT OF A
CITYWIDE INCLUSIONARY HOUSING REQUIREMENT
_________

NOW THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA,
DOES HEREBY FIND, DETERMINE AND DECLARE AS FOLLOWS:
WHEREAS, it is a public purpose of the City to achieve a diverse and balanced
community with housing available for households of all income levels. Economic diversity
fosters social and environmental conditions that protect and enhance the social fabric of the
City and are beneficial to the health, safety, and welfare of its residents. This public
purpose is reflected in, among other places, the City of Glendale’s Housing Element (20142021), Chapter 2, (2.1.6) Goal 1 (“A City with a Wide Range of Housing Types to Meet the
Needs of Current and Future Residents) and Policy 1.2 (“Assure that affordable housing is
dispersed throughout the City while recognizing the potential for the integration of market
rate and affordable units within individual projects”); and
WHEREAS, the City is experiencing an increasing shortage of housing affordable to
very low, low and moderate income households. New residential development frequently
does not provide housing opportunities for very low, low, and moderate income households
due to the high cost of newly-constructed housing in the City. As a result, such households
are de facto excluded from many neighborhoods, creating economic stratification
detrimental to the public health, safety, and welfare. An increasing number of very low, low,
and moderate income persons live in overcrowded or substandard housing and devote an
overly-large percentage of their income to pay for housing. In 2014, the City had 71,510
households and, of those, 18,660 lower income households paid more than 50% of their
monthly income toward housing and 29,600 lower income households paid more than 30%
of their monthly income toward housing, meaning that over 25% of all households were
“severely housing cost-burdened” and that over 40% of all households in the City were
“housing-cost burdened”, according to the U.S. Census Bureau. (City of Glendale Housing
Element 2014-2021 Exhibit 4-1 1A); and
WHEREAS, this shortage of affordable housing is further evidenced by the City of
Glendale Housing Element (2014-2021), which shows that the city has a regional housing
need allocation (“RHNA”) for new construction as follows: 254 units affordable to extremely
low income households, 254 units affordable to very low income households, 310 units
affordable to low income households, and 337 units affordable to moderate income
households; yet, as shown on the city’s 2018 Housing Element Progress Report to State
Housing and Community Development, as of January 1, 2019, the City has not met its
RHNA for these categories and the following deficiencies remain, and will likely remain
before completion of the fifth housing element cycle on September 30, 2021: 252 units
affordable to extremely low income households, 168 units affordable to very low income
households, 213 units affordable to low income households and 327 units affordable to
moderate income households; and
1
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WHEREAS, the amount of land in the City available for residential development is
limited by the City’s General Plan policies and principles embodied in state law pertaining to
general plans and annexation. Scarce remaining opportunities for affordable housing would
be lost by the consumption of this remaining land for residential development without
providing housing affordable to persons of all incomes; and
WHEREAS, the State Legislature, through California Government Code Section
65580, has declared that the availability of housing is of vital statewide importance and that
local governments have a responsibility to use powers vested in them to facilitate the
adequate provision for the housing needs of all economic segments of the community; and
WHEREAS, therefore, to implement the City’s General Plan (Housing Element), to
carry out the policies of state law, and to ensure the benefits of economic diversity to the
residents of the City, it is essential that new residential development in the remaining new
growth areas of the City contain housing opportunities for very low, low, and moderate
income households, and that the City provide a regulatory and incentive framework which
ensures development of an adequate supply and mix of new housing to meet the future
housing needs of al[ income segments of the community; and
WHEREAS, in 2004, the City adopted an inclusionary housing requirement,
contained in Chapter 30.35 of the Glendale Municipal Code, for new construction of
residential units in the San Fernando Road Redevelopment Corridor (“San Fernando
Inclusionary Requirement”); and
WHEREAS, in 2009, the California Court of Appeal ruled in Palmer/Sixth Street
Properties, L.P. v. City of Los Angeles (2009)175 Cal.App.4th 1396 (“Palmer”) that a
requirement that a residential development contain units that are rent-restricted to low
income households violated a provision of Costa-Hawkins that states all residential
landlords may establish the initial rental rate for a dwelling or unit; and
WHEREAS, Palmer had precluded imposition of the San Fernando Inclusionary
Requirement on new rental housing developments; and
WHEREAS, in September of 2017, the California State Legislature passed, and the
Governor signed into law, AB1 505 (otherwise known as “The Palmer Fix”). AB1 505
(amending California Government Code Section 65850 and adding Section 65850.01)
explicitly “supersede[s] the holding and dicta in” Palmer, and authorizes jurisdictions to
adopt ordinances that require rental residential projects to include a defined percentage of
affordable housing units; and
WHEREAS, the City has adopted a citywide housing strategy to implement various
methods to increase and improve the production of affordable housing supply in Glendale,
including consideration of an inclusionary housing ordinance; and

2

WHEREAS, at the direction of the City, Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. prepared
an lnclusionary Housing Study dated August 20, 2018, attached to the Report to Council
dated April 30,2019 and incorporated herein by reference (“Study”), that studied the
impacts created by the imposition of citywide affordable housing requirements and
estimates of the fee amounts that can be supported for projects that are permitted to pay a
fee in lieu of producing affordable housing; and
WHEREAS, the Study found that rents and sales prices in the City have been
escalating rapidly since the City’s recovery from the global great recession, which has
continued to intensify the demand for market rate residential development. The Study also
found that while this fact has assisted the City in meeting its RHNA goals for abovemoderate income (market rate) housing, as rents and sales prices increase, it has become
exponentially more difficult for the City to achieve its RHNA goals very low, low, and
moderate income units (as referenced above); and
WHEREAS, as the California Supreme Court held in California Building Industry
Assn v. City of San Jose (2015) 61 Cal.4th 435, 465, inclusionary housing requirements are
reasonably related to the public health, safety, and welfare if the requirements are not
confiscatory and do not deprive a property owner of a fair and reasonable return, and in
that case, such an ordinance would not amount to a regulatory taking or constitute the
imposition of an exaction for purposes of the unconstitutional conditions doctrine under the
takings clause. Accordingly, the Study includes a financial feasibility analysis that
concluded that the amendments being adopted by this Ordinance are not confiscatory and
do not deprive an owner of a fair and reasonable rate of return; and
WHEREAS, following two joint City Council and Housing Authority meetings of
August 14, 2018 and September 18,2018, during which the Director of Community
Development presented reports and discussions were had with respect to initiation of an
inclusionary zoning ordinance, at a subsequent November 13, 2018 joint meeting, the City
Council initiated the preparation of amendments to the City’s inclusionary housing
ordinance for citywide application, among other amendments, with an in-lieu fee option;
and
WHEREAS, with the passage of AB1 505, and following multiple duly-noticed public
meetings and hearings before the City Council/Housing Authority and the Planning
Commission, at which time amendments to the City’s existing San Fernando Inclusionary
Requirement (contained in Chapter 30.35) were thoroughly discussed with the aid of
various studies, exhibits, staff reports and testimony (all of which are incorporated into
these findings herein by this reference), the City Council wishes to amend Chapter 30.35
to, among other things, expand the existing inclusionary housing requirement citywide with
respect to both rental and ownership projects, with options for an in-lieu payment, the
construction of off-site units, or acquisition and rehabilitation, subject to the provisions
contained in the amendments; and
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WHEREAS, because the amended citywide inclusionary housing ordinance will now
require certain residential development projects to provide a certain percent of the units
affordable to low income households or pay an in-lieu fee, the City Council wishes to eliminate
the sliding scale reduction in the assessment of Public Use Facilities Development Impact Fees
authorized by Chapter 4.10 of the Glendale Municipal Code for affordable housing projects,
other than those that are 100% affordable, thereby requiring those affordable housing projects
to pay the full amount of this fee.
NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA,
DOES HEREBY ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS;
SECTION 1.
follows:

Section 4.10.050 of the Glendale Municipal Code, 1995, is amended to read as

4.10.050 Exemptions.
The provisions of this chapter do not apply to the following:
A.
Taxes for special assessments.
B.
Fees for processing development applications or approvals.
C.
Fees for enforcement of or inspections pursuant to regulatory ordinances.
D.
Fees collected under development agreements adopted pursuant to California
Government Code Section 65864 et seq., except for development agreements which required
development impact fees as enacted by this chapter. However, in the event the aforementioned
development agreements contain specific provisions which conflict with this chapter, the specific
provisions in the development agreement shall be applied.
E.
Fees imposed pursuant to a reimbursement agreement by and between the city
and a property owner or developer for that portion of the cost of a capital improvement paid by
the property owner or developer which exceeds the need for the capital improvement
attributable to and reasonably related to the development.
F.
Fees imposed for the reconstruction of any residential, commercial, or industrial
development project that is damaged or destroyed as a result of a natural disaster, as declared
by the governor. Any reconstruction of real property, or portion thereof, which is not substantially
equivalent to the damaged or destroyed property, shall be deemed to be new construction and
only that portion which exceeds substantially equivalent construction may be assessed a fee.
The term substantially equivalent, as used herein, shall have the same meaning as the term in
Subdivision (c) of Section 70 of the Revenue and Taxation Code, and as amended.
G.
Development impact foes Fees shall be imposed on any new residential
development that provides one-hundred (100) percent of the units as affordable units. ~-housifig
projects pursuant to tho following sliding scab:
1.
Notwithstanding any other provicion containod in this chapter, any new
residential development that provides the percentages of affordable unite within the now
residential development as sot forth below (“affordable housing project’) shall be assessed
dovolopmont impact foes as fellows:
a.
Where at least twenty (20) percent of the units in the now residential
development pro affordable units, the now residential development shall be exempt from the
imposition of the devobepmont impact fees;
b.
Where at least fifteen (15) percent of the units in the new residential
development are affordable units, the new residential development shall be assessed a
dovolepment impact fee in an amount equal to twenty five (25) percent of the dovolcpment
impact fee otherwise imposed on new residential developments;
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Where at Toast ton (10) percent of tho units in the new rosidontial dovolopment
are affordable units, the new rosidontial devolopmont shall be assessed a dovolopmont impact
fee in an amount equal to fifty (50) percent of tho development impact foo othersise imposed on
new residential dovelopmontc;
d.
Whoro at least five (5) poroont of the units in tho now residential development
pro affordablo units, tho new residential dovolepment shall be assossod a development impact
fee in an amount oqual to seventy fivo (75) percent of the development impact fee otherwise
imposed en new residential developments;
As used herein, “affordable units” means: (A) for rental housing, the units shall be made
available, rented and restricted to “lower income households” (as defined in Health and Safety
Code Section 50079.5) at an “affordable rent” (as defined in Health and Safety Cede Section
50053), or (B) for for-sale housing, the units shall be sold to “persons or families of low or
moderate income” (as defined in Health and Safety Cede Section 50093) at a purchase price
that will not cause the purchaser’s monthly housing cost to exceed “affordable housing cost (as
defined in Health and Safety Code Section 50052.5). Affordable units that are rental housing
shall be made available, rented, and restricted to lower income households at an affordable rent
for a period of at least fifty-five (55) years after the issuance of a temporary certificate of
occupancy or certificate of occupancy (whichever is issued first) for new residential
development. Affordable units that are for-sale housing units shall be restricted to ownership by
persons and families of low or moderate income for at least forty-five (45) years after the
issuance of a temporary certificate of occupancy or certificate of occupancy whichever is issued
first) for the new residential development, provided, however, that during such period an
affordable unit may be sold at market rate if the affordable unit is subject to an equity sharing
agreement consistent with the provisions of Government Code Section 6591 5(c)(2), or any
successor provision, and the city retains an equity share pursuant to said agreement. Prior te
the issuance of a building permit for an affordable housing project, the owner of the real
property on which the affordable housing project will be constructed shall execute and cause to
be recorded a covenant in favor of the city agreeing to the affordable housing provisions
required by this subsection G.
H.
Fees imposed on unique land uses primarily devoted to hospitals, churches,
educational facilities, youth and recreational facilities, and other community uses which serve
the public, similar to those listed, as determined by the director of community development.
Fees imposed on applicants who have a valid building permit on the effective
date of the ordinance codified in this chapter, except those who were required to pay
development impact fees as a condition of approval to build, and except where a validly issued
building permit has expired.
J.
Nominal Square Footage Additions. All non-residential uses, excluding auto
dealers and hotel uses, when the total additional square footage is one thousand two hundred
fifty (1,250) square feet or less. This exemption shall apply only when the additional square
footage of new development does not exceed one thousand two hundred fifty (1,250) square
feet. New non-residential development that is larger than one thousand two hundred fifty (1,250)
square feet shall pay a fee for all square footage, including the first one thousand two hundred
fifty (1,250) square feet.
K.
Fees imposed on auto dealers.
L.
Fees imposed on hotels.
p.

5

SECTION 2. The title of Chapter 30.35 of the Glendale Municipal Code, 1995, is hereby
amended to read as follows:
Chapter 30.35 AFFORDABLE INCLUSIONARY HOUSING UNITS REQUIREMENT
SECTION 3. Chapter 30.35 of the Glendale Municipal Code, 1995, is hereby amended to read
as follows;
30.35.010

—

Purpose.

This chaptor provides requiromonts, whore applicablo, for tho development of affordable
housing units in conjunction with other residential dovelopmont projecto. These provisions are
intended to implomont Stato policies statute requiring the production of very low, low, and
moderate income housing, which is integrated, compatible with and complements adjacent
uses, and is located near publis and commercial services.
The requirements ef this Chapter will assist in meeting the cumulative inolusienary production
obligation in fixed 10 year periods. Units that are in excess of the minimum rcquired obligation
may be carried ever te meet the inclusienary obligation in the following 10 year fixed period.
The purpose of this chapter is to enhance the public welfare by enacting a citywide inclusionary
housing ordinance to require the development of housing affordable to households of low and
moderate incomes in coniunction with market-rate housing, or payment of an in-lieu fee. This
ordinance is intended to assist the city in meeting its regional share of housing needs and
implementing the goals and ebiectives of the general plan, including the housing element and
any applicable specific or community plans.
30.35.020

—

Applicability and definitions.

This chapter shall apply citywide to the new construction of all residential housing
developments, as defined in this chapter units in the San Fernando Redevelopment Corridor. It
also applies to residential units that are substantially rehabilitated with Glendale Redevelopment
Agency and/or Reusing Autherity assistance.
A. Spccialized Terms Definitions. The following definitions shall apply to the reguirements of
this chapter.
~Adjusted for hHousehold !Size !Appropriate for the uUnit” means for a household of
one person in the case of a studio unit, two persons in the case of a one-bedroom unit, three
persons in the case of a two-bedroom unit, four persons in the case of a three-bedroom unit,
and five persons in the case of a four-bedroom unit. As used in this chapter, this phrase is a
benchmark used in the calculation of affordable housing cost and is not meant to be, and
shall not be construed to set, an occupancy minimum or maximum.
ZAffordable ~Housing Vrust fFund” shall have the meaning set forth in paragraph D of
section 30.35.060.
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“Affordable hF{ousing £005 means the total hHousing cGosts paid by a qualifying
household, which shall not exceed a specified fraction of their gross income, aAdjusted for
!aMousehold sSize aAppropriate for the uUnit, as follows:
RENTAL RATESRentaI Rates for inclusionary units shall be calculated as follows:
A. Rental tRates for vVery 11=0w i4ncome hHouseholds shall be calculated as follows: thirty
(30) percent of fifty (50) percent of the Los Angeles County area median income adjusted for
household size appropriate for the unit.
B. Rental rRates for 11=0w i4ncome hHouseholds shall be calculated as follows: thirty (30)
percent of sixty (60) percent of the Los Angeles County area median income adjusted for
household size appropriate for the unit.
C. Rental Rates for Moderate Income Households shall bo calculated as follows: thirty (30)
percent of one hundrod and ton (110) percent of the Los Angeles County median income.
FOR SALE UNITS’For Sale Units’ affordable housing cost shall be calculated as fellows:
A. For Vory Low Income Households, the affordable housing cost shall be calculated as
follows: thirty (30) percent of fifty (50) percent of the Los Angeles County median income.
B~A.
Fec-Low linceme hHousehelds, the affordable heusing cost shall be calculated as
fellows: thirty (30) percent of seventy (70) percent of the Los Angeles County area median
income adjusted for household size appropriate for the unit.
07B.
Fec-Moderate i4ncome hl=louseholds, the affordable housing cost shall be
calculated as follows: thirty-five (35) percent of one hundred and ten (110) percent of the
Los Angeles County median area income adiusted for household size apprepriate for the
unjt.
“Density bonus” means a density jncrease ever the otherwise maxjmum allowable
residential density specifically provided for in California Government Code Sections 65915
et seq. and Glendale Municipal Code Chapter 30.36.
“Developer” means any person, firm, partnership, association, joint venture, corporation, or
any entity or combination of entities, which that seeks applies for city approvals, permits or
entitlements for all or part of a Residential housing Development development.
“Housing development” means a development proiect of five (5) or more dwelling units
proposed to be constructed in the city. For purposes of this chapter, “housing development”
also includes a subdivision, planned unit development or common interest development, as
defined in Section 4100 of the Civil Cede, approved by the city, and consists of residential
units or unimproved residential lots.
3mplementation Policies” means the implementation written policies and guidelines
consistent with this chapter, on file with adopted by the City Councilcemmunity development
department, to assist in the implementation and enforcement of this chapter.
“Inclusionary hHousing eRlan” means the plan referenced in paragraph A of section
30.35.080 and further described in the Implementation Policies, which sets ferth the manner
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in which the requirements of this chapter will be implemented for a particular Besi4ec41aI
housing dDevelopment.
“Inclusionary uUnits” or “aAffordable uUnit means a-dwelling unit~ that will be offered
for rent or for sale to v-Very Ihow, ibow and/or ~Moderate iTncome b4ouseholds pursuant to
this chapter.
“Income categories” means the following income levels for households:
A. Very low income households means households whose gross income is equal to fifty
(50%) percent or less of the area median income for Los Angeles County, as defined in
California Health and Safety Code Section 50105.
B. Low income households means households whose gross income does not exceed
eighty (80%) percent of the area median income for Los Angeles County, as defined in
California Health and Safety Code Section 50079.5.
C. Moderate income households means households whose gross income does not exceed
one-hundred and twenty (120%) percent of the area median income for Los Angeles
County, as defined in California Health and Safety Code Section 50093.
Low inGomo households moans households whose gross incomo does not excood eighty
(80%) percent of the_median incomo for Los Angeles County as dotorminod annually by the
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Dovolopment.
“Maximum residential density” means the maximum number of residential units permitted
by the applicable zoning designation. The maximum density for a housing development on a
lot that qualifies for additional density based on lot width, as provided in Section 30.11.030,
shall be the highest allowable density within the zoning designation. In the downtown
specific plan (DSP) area, the maximum number of units shall be calculated by determining
the maximum number of units allowed within the building envelope that would be created by
complying with all of the design standards and guidelines in the DSP. including, but not
limited to, height, number of stories, setbacks, FAR, and minimum unit size. For mixed-use
proiects in the DSP. the maximum residential density shall exclude all square footage
dedicated to nonresidential uses. This definition is intended to be consistent with, and
applied in the same manner as, the same or similar term in California Government Code
Section 65915(o) and Glendale Municipal Code Section 30.36.030.
Moderate income housoholds means households whose gross income does not exceed
one hundred and twenty (120%) percent of the median income for Los Angolos County as
determined annually by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development.
Residential development moans the new construction or substantial rehabilitation of
housing projects.
“Substantial tRehabilitation” or “substantially rehabilitated” means, with respect to a
Glendale Redevelopment Agency and/or Housing Authority assisted project housing
development, work which results in an with a after-rehabilitation value equal to or greater
than twenty4ive (25) percent of the aftec-~j~rehabilitation value of the dwelling housing
development, inclusive of the land value.
S

“Total hl4ousing £GosC means the total monthly or annual recurring expenses required of
a household to obtain shelter. For a rental unit, total housing costs include the monthly rent
payment and utilities. For an ownership unit, total housing costs include the mortgage
payment (principal and interest), utilities, homeowner’s association dues, taxes, mortgage
insurance, and any other related assessments.
Very Low Income Households moans households whoso gross income is equal to fifty
(50) percent or loss of tho median incomo for Los Angeles County as dotorminod annually
by the U.S. Dopartmont of Housing and Urban Development.
30.35.030 Affordable Inclusionary units required.
A7
Non-agency Develop Housing. Whon a new rosidontial development project within the
San Fernando Road Corridor Redevelopment Area is owned, constructed, and dovolopod by
either a public or private developer other than tho Glondale Redevelopment Agonoy or the
Housing Authority, 9% of tho units must be rented or sold to low and modorato income
households at Affordable Housing Coot and 6% must be rontod or cold to vory low income
houcoholds at Affordable Housing Cost.
A.
Rental. All new rental housing developments shall reserve fifteen (15) percent of the
lesser of either the maximum residential density or the number of residential units proposed by
the developer (prior to the grant of any density bonus), as units affordable to low income
households, as defined in this chapter. Subiect to exercise of the options described in
subsection C and D of this section, inclusionary units shall be comparable to non-inclusionary
units with respect to square footage, size, unit mix, design, guality, workmanship and finishes,
and shall be dispersed throughout the housing development and shown on the inclusionary
housing plan to the satisfaction of the community development department. Alternatively, the
developer shall have the option to develop inclusionary units off-site, acguire and rehabilitate
existing market rate units or pay an in lieu fee, as provided elsewhere in this chapter.
B.
Agency Developed Housing. When a now rosidontial development projoot within the
San Fernando Road Corridor Redevelopment Project Area is owned, and constructed or
substantially rehabilitated, and developed by tho Glendale Redovolopmont Agonoy or the
Glendale Housing Authority, without the involvomont of a private or non profit developer, 15% of
tho units dovolopod or substantially rehabilitated must be rented or sold to very low income
households at Affordable Housing Cost and another 15% of the units must be rented or sold to
low and moderate income households at Affordable Housing Cost.
B.
Ownership. All new housing developments offered for sale shall reserve eleven (11)
percent of the lesser of either the maximum residential density or the number of residential units
proposed by the developer (prior to the grant of any density bonus), as units reguired to be sold
to_low_or_moderate_income households. Subiect to exercise of the options described in
subsection C and D of this section, inclusionary units shall be comparable to non-inclusionary
units with respect to square footage, size, unit mix, design, guality, workmanship and finishes
and shall be dispersed throughout the housing development and shown on the inclusionary
housing plan to the satisfaction of the community development department. Alternatively, the
Developer shall have the option to acguire and rehabilitate existing market rate units or pay an
in lieu fee, as provided elsewhere in this chapter.
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C.
Non-agency Developed Housing with Financial Assistance from an Agency. The
new construction and substantial rehabilitation of residontial development projects dovoloped by
a third party private or public developer other than the Glendale Redevelopment Agency er the
Glendale Housing Authority, but with financial assistance from either or both the Glendale
Rodevelepment Agency or the Glendale Housing Authority, shall be subject te the same
requirements as nen agency developed housing projects Section 30.35.030 (A) above.
C.
Inclusionary unit smaller per unit floor area option. Notwithstanding subsections A
and B above, the developer may request to provide inclusionary units with per unit floor area
less than the per unit floor area of non-inclusionary units. If the developer chooses this option,
the developer shall provide additional inclusionary units above and beyond the minimum
number of inclusionary units required, provided the total required floor area of all inclusionary
units remains the same or is greater, consistent with the Implementation Policies and to the
satisfaction of the director of community development.
D.
lnclusionary unit mix option. Notwithstanding subsections A and B above, a
developer may request to provide a different unit mix of the inclusionary units than the unit mix
of the non-inclusionary units. If the developer chooses this option, the developer shall provide
inclusionary units with at least a ten (10) percent increase in bedroom count, consistent with the
Implementation Policies and to the satisfaction of the director of community development.
30.35.040 Affordability period.
A. Owner-Occupied Units. Owner-occupied affordable units shall be restricted to ownership
by qualified1 very-low-low, and or moderate ~income households, as applicable, for a
minimum of 4~—55 years, as secured by recorded covenants.
B. Renter-Occupied Units. Renter-occupied affordable units may only be rented by qualified7
very low, low, and moderate income households, as applicable, for a minimum of 55 years,
as secured by recorded covenants.
30.35.050

—

Calculating the inclusionary obligation.

A.
Affordablo Units within the Redevelopment Project Area and Includod in the
Original Residential Development Project. If the required affordable units are to be provided
as part of the project Residential Development and within the Rodovolopmont Project Area, the
units shall be calculated at 1 5~, as set forth in Section 30.35.030 (A) above. Rental and
ownership housing development. -Any fractional unit resulting from the calculation of the
inclusionary requirement referenced in section 30.35.030 will be rounded up to the next whole
number or the developer may elect to pay the appropriate in-lieu fee for the fractional unit.
B.
Affordable Units outside the Redevelopment Area for Residential Development Projects
within the Redevelopment Area. If the original residential development project is to be located
within the Redevelopment Project Area but the required affordable units are proposed to be
provided outside the Redevelopment Area, the required number of affordable units will be twice
the number of required units sot forth in Sections 30.35.030 (A), or (B), or (C), whiohovor
applicable.
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C.
Affordablo Units within tho Rodovolopment Aroa, separate from the Original Residential
Project, and within the Redevelopment Area. If the number of required affordable units is to be
satisfied by the provision of affordable units within the Redevelopment Project Area, but in a
separate project residential development from the original residential development, the
separated affordable unitc themselvos will be subject to additional incremental affordable
housing requiromonts. In such cases, a two step calculation will be necessary to identify the
total number of affordable units required. The following model may be followed to help with the
calculationc:
Project: The original residential project is to be located on site “A” and within the
Redevelopment Project Area. The developer proposes to provide the required affordable
units on cite “B,” also within the Redevelopment Project Area.
1. The number of required affordable units for site “A” is calculated as set forth in 30.35.030
(A) above. The result will be “X” number of units to satisfy requirements for site “A.”
2. Site “B” will itself be subject to the inclusionarj requirement. So using “X” as the now
base number, following 30.35.030 (A), the number of affordable units required for site “B”
(hereto referred to as number “‘C’) will be calculated (e.g. 15% of “X”) and added to “X,”
resulting in the total number to be built en site “B” (i.e. X I Y).
B.
Senior citizen housing development. Any senior citizen housing development as
defined in Sections 51.3 and 51.12 of the California Civil Code is subiect to the inclusionary unit
requirements contained in this chapter. All inclusionary units within an all senior development
shall remain restricted to seniors, with the exception of the on-site manager’s unit.
C.
Density bonus deed-restricted affordable units. To the extent required by state law,
all deed-restricted affordable units granted a density bonus shall count toward the inclusionary
unit requirement for rental and for-sale units. Very low income density bonus units shall be
calculated as equivalent to low income inclusionary units.
30.35.060 In-lieu fee alternative.
Developers of rocidontial both rental and ownership housing development projects within-the
Redevelopment Project Area may choose to pay a fee, or provide-comply with the requirements
of this chapter throuqh a combination of payment of a fee and the provision of units, in-lieu of
providing the-aH inclusionary units on-site.
A. Amount of Fee. The amount of the in-lieu fee shall be calculated in compliance with the fee
resolution adopted by the city counciltho City’s Fee Schedule.
B. Timing of Payment. The fee required by this section shall be paid to the satisfaction of the
Finance Director director of finance before issuance of a building permit for the approved
project.
C. Basis for Fee Computation. Fees paid to fulfill the requirements of this chapter shall be
computed based on the number and size of the units to be constructed. Unit size shall be
calculated based on gross livable floor area, including private balconies, decks and patios.
D. Affordable Housing Trust Fund. Fees paid to fulfill the requirements of this chapter shall
be placed in the city’s Affordable Housing Trust Fund. The funds shall be used exclusively
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for housing projects which target extremely low, very low, low, and moderate income
households.
30.35.070

—

Off-Site construction of inclusionary units alternative.

Developers of rental housing development proiects may choose to comply with the
reguirements of this chapter by building the reguired inclusionary units off site, at a site other
than the site of the housing development, in lieu of providing the inclusionary units on site. In
addition to all requirements of this chapter, off-site development of required inclusionary
housing, at one or more approved sites, shall be subject to all of the following
findingcreguirements and those contained in the inclusionary housing plan for that housing
development:

I

A. The number of units to be provided off site would—shall_be consistent with the requirements
of this chapter;
B. All off-site inclusionary units will contains on averages the same number of bedrooms as the
non-inclusionary units in the project, and shall be comparable with the non-inclusionary units
in terms of sguare footage of individual units, overall unit mix, appearance, finished quality,
materials, and location withineven distribution throughout the building, subiect to the options
set forth in section 30.35.030(0) and CD);

I

C. All inclusionary off-site units weul4 shall be constructed before or concurrently with the main
project and final approval of the project shall be contingent upon completion and final
approval of the inclusionary units;
D. Off-site inclusionary units shall be allowed only in those areas which are designated in the
General Plan for the densities proposed by the developer and comply with zoning
regulations and standards;
E. Off-site inclusionary units shall be located within one mile of the housing development and
within the City of Glendale; and
F. All off-site inclusionary units shall be rental units.
30.35.075 Acquisition and rehabilitation of existing units.
-

Developers of both rental and ownership housing development proiects may choose to comply
with the reguirements of this chapter through the acquisition and rehabilitation of off-site existing
market-rate units in the city of Glendale for conversion to units affordable to low income
households only, in lieu of constructing inclusionary units on the site of the new housing
development. This option is subject to all of the following requirements and those contained in
the inclusionary housing plan for that housing development:
A. At the time the developer submits the first permit or entitlement application for the new
housing development, the existing market-rate units proposed to be substantially
rehabilitated for conversion into inclusionary units are under citation for substantial building
code violations, as determined by the Building Official;
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B. All of the existing market-rate units proposed to be substantially rehabilitated for conversion
into inclusionary units are and remain vacant for a minimum of ninety (90) days prior to the
date the developer submits the first permit or entitlement application for the housing
development;
C. The existing market-rate units are or will be substantially rehabilitated, as defined in this
chapter, and thereafter comply with all applicable building and housing codes;
D. The substantial rehabilitation of the existing market-rate units to be converted to
inclusionary units is or will be completed prior to or concurrently with the market-rate
housing development;
E. A physical needs assessment is completed, to the satisfaction of the city, with respect to
each market-rate dwelling unit to be acguired and rehabilitated, the property upon which it is
located, and any associated common area; and all items identified in the physical needs
assessment needing repair, replacement and maintenance at the time of the assessment or
that will likely reguire repair or replacement within three (3) years of the assessment, are or
will be completed prior to the approval of each market-rate unit as an inclusionary unit;
F. Environmental review of the site upon which the existing market-rate units are located for
the presence of hazardous materials and geological review of such site for the presence of
geological hazards is completed and shows that the site is clear of all such hazards, to the
satisfaction of the city;
0. The unit mix (in terms of bedroom count) of the substantially rehabilitated inclusionary units
shall be substantially similar to the unit mix in the new market--rate housing development, as
set forth in the Implementation Policies. The substantially rehabilitated inclusionary units
shall also be comparable with the market-rate units located in the new housing development
in terms of sguare footage of individual units, appearance, finished quality, materials, and
even distribution throughout the building, subiect to the options contained in section
30.35.030(C) and (D);
H. The substantially rehabilitated inclusionary units shall be for-rent units, whether or not the
new market-rate housing development is a rental or ownership housing development;
I.

The inclusionary housing restrictions shall be recorded against the market-rate housing
development and the rehabilitated inclusionary units pursuant to this chapter and the
Implementation Policies: and

J. The term of affordability of the substantially rehabilitated inclusionary units shall be fifty-five
(55) years commencing upon initial occupancy of the inclusionary units to the targeted
income group at an affordable housing cost.
30.35.080 Implementation of inclusionary unit provisions.
A. Procedures. In accordance with the standards and procedures set forth in the
Implementation Policies, for any proposed new construction or substantially rehabilitated
residential-housing_development, as defined in section 30.35.020, the developer shall;
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1. Submit an inclusionary housing plan for approval by the director of community
development, setting forth in detail the manner in which the provisions of this chapter
will be implemented. If a density bonus housing plan is also requested, the director of
community_development may elect to combine the inclusionary housing plan and the
density bonus housing plan into one plan;
2. Execute and cause to be recorded an inclusionary housing agreement subiect to
review and approval by the city attorney, -funless &developer elects to comply with
this chapter solely through payment of the in-lieu fee alternative referenced in section
30.35.060 is complying with this chapter pursuant to section 30.35.060 (in lieu foe)].
If a density bonus or incentive(s) pursuant to chapter 30.36 is also requested, the
director of community development may elect to combine the inclusionary housing
agreement and the density bonus housing agreement into one agreement. The
agreement shall at a minimum include:
a. Whether an in-lieu fee is required and the amount;
b. The number of inclusionary units to be provided;
c. The number of units at each applicable sales price or rent level;-and
d. A list of any other incentives or conditions approved for the projeck; and
e.

A requirement to notify the city upon occupancy of each inclusionary unit.

The icnplementatien-lmplementation policies Policies shall give-describe further detail to
the submission and review timelines for the inclusionary housing plan and inclusionary
housing agreement in further detail.
B. Approvals. Prior to issuance of any discretionary approval, including, but not limited to,
planning permits, building permits, and zoning use cortifioates, for all or any portion of a
residential development subject to this chapter, the The developer shall meet all applicable
requirements as follows:
1. Prior to issuance of any discretionary approval, The—the developer shall submit an
inclusionary housing plan for review and approval by the director of community
development;
2. Whenever-requhed1- Prior to issuance of a building permit, the developer shall submit
original documentation that the inclusionary housing agreement has been properly
recorded; and
3. The developer shall submit conclusive evidenco that the approved inelusionary housing
plan has been fully implemented as approved by the Director of Community
eve Ia p m c nt; an d
3. If the developer has elected to pay an in lieu fee is required, the developer shall submit
evidence that the fee is rocordodhas been paid to the eatisfaction of the Finance Director
and-in compliance with the fees resolution adopted by the city council.
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C. Construction Schedule. All inclusionary units in a residential housing development project
shall be constructed concurrently with or before the construction of the non-inclusionary
units.
1. Unit sizo, typo, and location. All inclusionary units:
a.

Shall be roasonably dispersed throughout tho project;

b. Shall contain on average tho same number of bodroems as the non inclusionary
units in the project; and
p. Shall bo comparable with tho non inclusionary units in terms of appoaranco, finishod
quality, and materials, as approvod by tho roview authority.
12T Phasing. In the event a phased project is approved by the city, required affordable
inclusionarv units shall be provided proportionally within each phase.
2.37Occupants. New inclusionary units shall be occupied in the following manner:
If residential rontal units pro boing demolished and tho existing tenants moot the
vory low, low, or modorato income requiromonts as roguirod by tho inclusionary
housing agreement for that residential project, the tenants shall bo givon the right of
first refusal to occupy the inclusionary units;
&

b7a.
If there pro no qualified tenants, or if the qualified tonants choose not to exorcise
tho right of first rofusal, or if no demolition of residential rental units occurs, then tlhe
units shall be offered first to qualified tenants displaced by the activity of the city of
Glendale, the former Glendale redevelopment Redevelopment agency Agency or the
Glendale heusin9-Housing authorityAuthoritv;
s7b.
If inclusionary units remain available after offering units as described above in-a
an4.b, the availability of inclusionary units shall be published in newspapers circulated
widely in the city of Glendale, including nowspapors that reach minority communities.
Tho contents of such publication are explainod in the implementation policies
marketed pursuant to the management plan for the proiect and consistent with the
Implementation Policies.
42._Whenever an inclusionary unit becomes available, the director of community
development shall be notified immediately in writing prior to acting on-pubileatien
tenant selection requirements described in 3c above the management plan for the
proiect.
SECTION 4.

Chapter 30.40 of the Glendale Municipal Code, 1995, is amended to read as

follows:
30.40.010

—

Authorization for Initiation

A. Land Use Permits.
1. Applications for variances, administrative exceptions, conditional use permits,
administrative use permits, parking exceptions, wireless telecommunications facilities
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permits, design review, home occupation permits, density bonus housing plan and
agreement, inclusionary housing plan and agreement, development projects in the SR
special recreation zone, parking reduction permits, and parking use permits may be
initiated by the verified application of the recorded owner or owners of the subject
property or authorized agent thereof.
2. No variance, conditional use permit, administrative use permit, parking exceptions,
wireless telecommunications facilities permit, parking reduction permit or parking use
permit which has been denied in whole or in part shall be filed again within six (6)
months of the date of such denial except upon proof of changed conditions or by
permission of the director of community development.
B. Change of zone, amendment to the zoning ordinance, Text, Amendment to the
General Plan, Special Street Setback Ordinance.
Applications or petitions for a change of zone, amendment to the zoning ordinance text,
amendment to the general plan or a special street setback ordinance may be initiated by
either:
1. The verified application of the recorded owner or owners of the subject property or
authorized agent thereof, pursuant to the provisions of Article XV, Section 2 of the
Glendale Charter; or
2. The council through its own motion.
30.40.20

—

Application Filing

A.
Requests for variances, administrative exceptions, conditional use permits,
administrative use permits, density bonus housing plan/agreement, inclusionary housing
plan/agreement, parking exceptions, wireless telecommunications facilities permits, design
review, development projects in the SR special recreation zone, parking reduction permits, and
parking use permits shall be made on forms prescribed by the director of community
development. Requests for setback ordinances or amendments to the general plan, zoning map
or the text of the zoning ordinance shall be filed with the community development department.
Applications for approval of a precise plan of design and a precise plan of design overlay zone
designation shall indicate the proposed use of the buildings; identify all materials required for
final design review as specified in subsection G., hereinbelow; include an explicit inventory of all
ways in which the proposed project plans and proposed uses deviate from the standards and
restrictions of the underlying zone; and shall provide all other architectural and engineering data
as may be required to ascertain compliance with the provisions of this title. Applications and
accompanying materials for variances, administrative exceptions, administrative use permits,
parking exceptions, conditional use permits, wireless telecommunications facilities permits,
design review, development projects in the SR special recreation zone, parking reduction
permits, and parking use permits shall also be filed with the director of community development.
Requests shall contain all information necessary to evaluate the proposal including but not
limited to maps, drawings to scale of land and existing and/or planned buildings, dimensions,
descriptions and data. No request shall be accepted unless such sufficient information is
provided.
B.

Requests shall also contain:
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1. For variances and administrative exceptions, a statement containing any facts,
arguments or ground in support of the variance or exception which the applicant wishes
to make.
2. For conditional use permits, administrative use permits and wireless
telecommunications facilities permits, all information necessary to demonstrate that all
the required findings of fact exist with respect to the proposed conditional use permit,
administrative use permit or wireless telecommunications facilities permit.
3.
For density bonus housing plans/agreements, any information necessary to
determine the type and amount of affordable or other types of housing units proposed,
whether the applicant can satisfy the replacement obligation set forth in section
30.36.100, and whether and in what amounts the applicant qualifies for any requested
density bonus and/or any concessions or waivers.
4. For inclusionary housing plans/agreements, information reguired pursuant to the
Implementation Policies related to inclusionary housing in effect at the time.
35. For parking reduction permits, parking exceptions and parking use permits, a
statement containing any facts, arguments or grounds in support of the parking reduction
permit, parking exception or parking use permit which the applicant wishes to make.
4~. For general plan amendments, all information necessary to demonstrate that the
proposed general plan amendment is in the public interest of the city.
57. For a change of zone or amendment to the zoning ordinance text, all information
necessary to demonstrate that the proposed change of zone or amendment is in general
conformance with the general plan. Where a proposed zone change is not in
conformance with the general plan, a concurrent application for a general plan
amendment shall also be made.
C.
All applications shall be deemed filed after thirty (30) days unless the director of
community development rejects such application, in writing, within thirty (30) days after
submission, specifying why the application is incomplete.
D.
For zoning use certificates, if a new zoning use certificate has not been obtained within
one hundred eighty (180) days after the initial application fee is paid, a new application shall be
filed and another application fee shall be paid before a zoning use certificate may be issued.
E.
For conditional use permits, administrative use permits, variances, change of zone, or
amendment to the zoning ordinance text or to the general plan, development plans in the SR
special recreation zone, parking reduction permits, or parking use permits, or when a public
hearing is required for a wireless telecommunications facilities permit, applicants shall also
submit certified public notice mailing labels for all owners of real property as shown on the latest
equalized assessment roll within a five hundred (500) foot radius of the exterior boundaries of
the real property that is the subject of the hearing, or in the case of an administrative use permit,
a written decision, except that if such property is owned by the same person or entity, the
owners of contiguous real property to that owned by the applicant shall also be included,
property ownership map keyed to the mailing labels. If additional mailed notice is required, it
shall be the responsibility of the applicant to provide certified public notice mailing labels for all
owners of real property as shown on the latest equalized assessment roll within an area
determined by the director of community development to be directly affected by the request and
to provide a property ownership map keyed to the mailing labels.
F.
Special setback ordinance requests shall also contain certified public notice mailing
labels for all owners of real property as shown on the latest equalized assessment roll within the
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boundaries of the area proposed for special setbacks and a property ownership map keyed to
the mailing labels.
G.
Applications for design review shall be made on forms prescribed by the director of
community development and contain all information required therefore. The director of
community development shall determine whether the applications and materials are complete
prior to review by the review authority. An application may be filed for preliminary or conceptual
review. However, approval can only be obtained by filing a complete application for final review
consideration. For the purposes of this section the term “review authority” shall mean the design
review board, the Glendale Redevelopment Agency (in the event the redevelopment agency is
suspended or eliminated, the review authority shall be the city council), the city council, the
director of community development, or the historic preservation commission, as applicable.
Information to be supplied for preliminary or conceptual review need not show finished details
but shall include: site plan studies; the proposed site plan; reduced-size proposed site plan;
general location of proposed improvements; location of adjoining development including, for
projects in the Ri, Ri R and ROS zones, the location of windows; precise location, type, and
size of existing trees on the site and within twenty (20) feet of the site on adjacent property;
photographs of the site and surrounding properties; all building elevation views, which may be
colored; reduced-size building elevation views, which may be colored; identification of the
architectural style of proposed building or structure; a general description of the materials and
colors to be used; a general description or statement concerning proposed landscaping; a
general description or statement of consistency with applicable city design guidelines; a general
description of compliance with National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
requirements; and, other information as necessary to demonstrate the extent to which the
proposed development is in keeping with the intent, purpose, and standards of design review.
Information to be supplied for final review shall include in addition to requirements specified for
preliminary or conceptual review: a dimensioned site plan; reduced-size site plan; building floor
plans; reduced-size building floor plans; rendered perspective; sight-line studies for hillside
development, complete colored building elevation views; reduced-size colored building elevation
views; samples of primary building materials to be used; certified public notice mailing labels for
all owners of real property a~ shown on the latest equalized assessment roll within a five
hundred (500) foot radius of the exterior boundaries of the real property that is the subject of the
meeting, except that if such property is owned by the same person or entity, the owners of
contiguous real property to that owned by the applicant shall also be included; a property
ownership map keyed to the mailing labels; a landscape plan indicating the type, size (both size
at planting and anticipated size at maturity for new plantings), number, and location of proposed
and existing plants; as well as the materials and texture of all walks, walls and other features;
and, other information as necessary to demonstrate the extent to which the proposed
development is in keeping with the intent, purpose, and standards of design review.

I

Applications for design review pursuant to Chaptor chapter 30.47 involving new dwelling unit
construction in the ROS or Ri R zones shall be required to provide a temporary frame. The
director of community development shall have the discretion to require applications for design
review involving all other projects in the ROS and Ri R zones and construction of enclosed
space above the first floor level in the Ri zone to provide a temporary frame. These applications
shall be deemed incomplete until such a temporary frame is constructed if such frame is
required. The temporary frame shall, at a minimum consist of wood posts or other sturdy and
rigid material at all corners of the structure(s) and at either end of all proposed ridgelines, with a
taut rope of minimum one-twenty-third (1/23) inch diameter marked with triangular flagging
connecting the posts. All framing shall be constructed to the satisfaction of the director of
community development. Temporary frames must remain in place until the end of the appeal
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period for a design review, or variance decision, or, when an appeal has been filed, until the
appeal body has made a design review, conditional use permit, or variance decision, plus any
appeal period for that decision. Temporary frames must be removed within twenty-two (22) days
of an approval, approval with conditions,or denial decision of a design review case unless an
appeal is filed, or within sixty (60) days of a return for redesign decision, unless a new
application based on a return for redesign decision is filed within sixty (60) days. Temporary
frames must be removed within twenty-two (22) days of a decision on a conditional use permit
or variance case, unless an appeal is filed, or within sixty (60) days of a final decision on a
variance case, unless a design review application or variance case is filed within sixty (60) days.
The director of community development may, upon showing of good cause, approve an
alternative method other than the construction of a temporary frame which aids envisioning the
project proposal.
H. Requests for wireless telecommunications facilities permits shall be made on forms
prescribed by the director of community development and submitted to the community
development department. The director of community development shall amend application
requirements from time to time as necessary to comply with applicable laws and regulations, or
to otherwise ensure the provision of information necessary and useful to the evaluation of
wireless telecommunications facility permit applications. In addition to the application submittal
requirements for permits set forth in subsection A., above, the information listed below is
supplemental and required at the time a wireless telecommunications facility permit application
is submitted to the community development department.
1. All Proposed Locations:
a.
An accurate map, compatible with the city’s latest version of GIS mapping
software, indicating the proposed site and detailing existing wireless telecommunications
facility locations owned and operated by the applicant within the city on the date of
application submittal.
b.
An engineering certification demonstrating planned compliance with all existing
federal radio frequency emissions standards, and providing technical data sufficient to
justify the proposed height of the proposed wireless communication facility.
c.
An alternative configuration analysis, assessing the feasibility of alternative
wireless telecommunications facility construction configurations
both at the proposed
site and in the surrounding vicinity which would result in a more visually compatible
antenna(s), as deemed necessary by the director of community development. This
analysis shall include an explanation of why other wireless telecommunications facility
construction configurations were not selected.
—

—

d.
A projection of the applicant’s anticipated future wireless telecommunications
facility siting needs within the city, which information may be used by the city as part of a
master planning effort designed to ensure a more planned, integrated and organized
approach to wireless telecommunications facility siting.
e.
An identification of the geographic service area for the subject installation,
including a map showing all of the applicant’s existing sites in the local service network
associated with the coverage gap the wireless telecommunications facility is meant to
close, and describing how the coverage gap will be filled by the proposed installation.
f.
An accurate visual impact analysis showing the maximum silhouette, viewshed
analysis, color and finish palette and proposed screening for the wireless
telecommunications facility. The analysis shall include photo simulations and other
information as necessary to determine the visual impact of the wireless
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telecommunications facility. A map depicting where the photos were taken shall be
included. The analysis shall include a written description of efforts to blend the wireless
telecommunications facility with the surrounding area.
g.
The height and diameter of the facility, together with evidence that demonstrates
that the proposed wireless telecommunications facility has been designed to the
minimum height and diameter required from a technological standpoint for the proposed
site. If the facility will exceed the maximum permitted height limit, a discussion of the
physical constraints (topographical features, etc.) making the additional height
necessary shall be provided.
h.
A description of the maintenance and monitoring program for the wireless
telecommunications facility and associated landscaping.
A written statement of the applicant’s willingness to allow other carriers to co
locate on the proposed wireless telecommunications facility wherever technically and
economically feasible and aesthetically desirable.

j.

A written description of any good faith efforts to co-locate the proposed wireless
telecommunications facility on another site or building, including a GIS compatible map
of the sites and engineering information or letters from the owners of the site describing
why co-location would not be feasible.
k.
A written description of all accessory wireless equipment for the wireless
telecommunications facility. Describe the function of this ancillary equipment and the
need to locate same on or near the wireless telecommunications facility.
A written description of any requested exceptions to the standards set forth in
Chaptor chapter 30.48 and the reasons therefore.

m.
For applications requiring planning commission review: Certified public notice
mailing labels for all owners of real property as shown on the latest equalized
assessment roll within a five hundred (500) foot radius of the exterior boundaries of the
real property that is the subject of the hearing except that if such property is owned by
the same person or entity, the owners of contiguous real property to that owned by the
applicant shall also be included, property ownership map keyed to the mailing labels. If
additional mailed notice is required, it shall be the responsibility of the applicant to
provide certified public notice mailing labels for all owners of real property as shown on
the latest equalized assessment roll within an area determined by the director of
community development to be directly affected by the request and to provide a property
ownership map keyed to the mailing labels.
n.
An alternative site analysis, assessing the feasibility of alternative sites, including
the potential for co-location, in the vicinity of the proposed site, as deemed necessary by
the director of community development. Said alternative site analysis shall specifically
include an evaluation of the availability and feasibility of potential alternative sites
located outside a ROS, R1R, Ri, R-3050, R-2250, R-1650 and R-1250 zone. Said
alternative site analysis shall include a map that shows other potential stand-alone
locations for the proposed wireless telecommunications facility that have been explored,
and shall describe why the proposed location is superior to other potential locations.
Factors that must be considered in the alternative site analysis include but are not
limited to cost, visual benefits and detriments of alternative sites and proximity to single
family dwellings.
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o.
Noise/acoustical information derived from the manufacturer’s specifications for all
equipment such as air conditioning units and back-up generators, and a depiction of the
equipment location in relation to adjoining properties.
p.
A conceptual landscape plan as determined necessary by the director of
community development. Said plan shall show all existing trees and all proposed
landscaping, concealment, screening and proposed irrigation with a discussion of how
the chosen material at maturity will screen the site as determined by the director of
community development.
q.
The director of community development may require additional information
related to topography, including slopes, contours and proposed grading.
r.
All other information as determined necessary by the director of community
development may be required by the city’s wireless telecommunications facility permit
supplemental application form.
2. Expert Review.
a.
In the event that the director of community development in his or her discretion
determines the need to hire an independent, qualified consultant to evaluate technical
and other aspects of the application, the applicant shall provide the city with written
authorization for the city to do so. Such authorization shall include a written agreement
by the applicant to advance the city for all reasonable costs associated with such
consultation. The city may require the applicant to submit a cash deposit for the
estimated cost of such consultation, and to replenish said deposit if consumed by
reasonable costs associated with such consultation. Such consultation is intended to be
a site-specific review of technical aspects of the proposed wireless telecommunications
facility and shall address all of the following:
i.

Compliance with applicable radio frequency emission standards;

N. The appropriateness of granting any requested exceptions;
Ni. The accuracy and completeness of submissions;
iv. The applicability of analysis techniques and methodologies;
v. The validity of conclusions reached; and
vi. Any specific technical issues designated by the City.

I

3. If a permittee proposes any modifications to any wireless telecommunications facility
permit after said permit is granted, the permittee shall submit an application to the community
development department for consideration by the approval body specified in Soction section
30.48.020; provided, however, that the city and the approval body need not accept and/or
process said application unless and until the permittee: (i) demonstrates the existing wireless
telecommunications facility’s compliance with all applicable local requirements; and (N) certifies
that the existing wireless telecommunications facility complies with all applicable state and
federal requirements. In the case of co-locations, minor structural modifications may be
permitted if necessary to accommodate said co-located facility.
30.40.030

—

Filing Fees

Filing fees in an amount specified by resolution of the city council shall be paid upon the filing of
each application for a variance, conditional use permit, administrative use permit, density bonus
housing plan/agreement, inclusionary housing plan/agreement, parking exception,
administrative exception, home occupation permit, design review, wireless telecommunications
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facilities permit, or amendment to the general plan, text of the zoning ordinance, or zoning map
or special setback ordinance, or an appeal thereof, for the purpose of defraying the expense of
postage, posting, advertising and/or other costs of labor and materials incidental to the
proceedings prescribed herein. One (1) variance application may request relief from more than
one standard or permitted use; in this case one (1) fee shall be charged. However, if another
type of application is submitted in conjunction with a variance, additional fees shall be charged
for each additional application.
30.40.040

I

—

Application Review Procedures

Notwithstanding any other provisions in this title or Titlo title 16 to the contrary, for projects
proposing multiple applications for variances, administrative exceptions, conditional use permits,
administrative use permits, parking exceptions, wireless telecommunications facilities permits,
design review, home occupation permits, density bonus housing plan/agreement, inclusionary
housing plan/agreement, development projects in the SR special recreation zone, parking
reduction permits, or parking use permits, or applications pursuant to Ti1te4Stitlel 6, the director
of community development shall have the authority to combine the review of such applications
by the highest review authority for such applications. The review authority shall make the
required findings for each application
SECTION 5. Severability. This Ordinance’s provisions are severable. If any portion of this
Ordinance or its application to any person or circumstance is held invalid or unconstitutional,
that decision does not affect the validity of the Ordinance’s remaining portions and the
Ordinance’s application to other persons and circumstances. The City Council declares that it
would have passed the remainder of this Ordinance without the invalid or unconstitutional
provision.
SECTION 6. This Ordinance shall not apply to a housing development project that has received
all discretionary land use entitlements and at least one building permit for a structure or
substructure necessary for the construction of the commercial development project, by the City
prior to the effective date of this Ordinance, and shall not apply to any subsequent approvals or
project modifications to a project previously approved by the City.
SECTION 7. The City Council finds and determines the adoption of this Ordinance: (1) is
exempt from further environmental review under the California Environmental Quality Act
(“CEQA”) pursuant to Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations (“CEQA Guidelines”)
Section 15305 (minor alterations to land use limitations), Class 5 Exemption, as the Ordinance
will require new residential development to include a certain percentage of proposed new
residential units as affordable housing units or pay an in-lieu fee, but the Ordinance does not
allow for or encourage any more development than is already anticipated under the City’s
existing General Plan and as regulated by existing zoning, or otherwise allow for or promote
physical changes in the environment; (2) is exempt from further environmental review under
CEQA pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15061(b)(3) because the Ordinance will require
new residential development to include a certain percentage of proposed new residential units
as affordable housing units or pay an in-lieu fee, but the Ordinance does not allow for or
encourage any more development than is already anticipated under the City’s existing General
Plan and as regulated by existing zoning, or otherwise allow for or promote physical changes in
the environment, and therefore, it can be seen with certainty that there is no possibility that the
ordinance will have a significant effect on the environment; (3) is not a project under CEQA
Guidelines Section 15060(c)(3) and 15378(b)(4) because it constitutes a governmental fiscal
activity that does not involve any commitment to any specific project which may result in a
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potentially significant physical impact on the environment; and (4)is not intended to apply to
specifically identified affordable housing projects and as such it is speculative to evaluate any
such future project now. Moreover, the Ordinance is not intended to, nor does it, provide CEQA
clearance for future development-related projects by mere establishment of an inclusionary
requirement or payment of the in-lieu fees; any such projects subject to the Ordinance will be
subject to appropriate environmental review at such time as approvals for those affordable
housing project are considered. Each of the foregoing provides a separate and independent
basis for CEQA compliance and, when viewed collectively, provides an overall basis for CEQA
compliance.
SECTION 8. Effective Date. This ordinance becomes effective on the thirtieth
passage.
Passed by the Council of the City of Glendale on the

_______

day of

(30th)

________,

day after its

2019.

Mayor
ATTEST:
City Clerk

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

SS.
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
I, Ardashes Kassakhian, City Clerk of the City of Glendale, certify that the foregoing
Ordinance No.
was passed by 4/5th vote of the Council of the City of Glendale,
California, at a regular meeting held on the ______day of
2019, and that the
same was passed by the following vote:
_____________

______________,

Ayes:
Noes:
Absent:
Abstain:

APwRQVED AS TO FORM

City Clerk

•_______

Sfnior Assistant City Attorney
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DATE______

ORDINANCE NO.
AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA ADDING CHAPTER 4.11 OF
THE GLENDALE MUNICIPAL CODE, 1995, RELATED TO ESTABLISHMENT
OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEE
NOW THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GLENDALE,
CALIFORNIA, DOES HEREBY FIND, DETERMINE AND DECLARE AS FOLLOWS:
WHEREAS, there is a shortage of affordable housing in the City of Glendale, as
evidenced in the City’s Housing Element; and
WHEREAS, new commercial development creates a variety of new lobs with vairied
degrees of compensation for workers in commercial developments; and
WHEREAS, the addition of new workers in these new commercial developments
generates housing demands for households at extremely low, very low, low, and moderate
incomes; and
WHEREAS, due to housing and market conditions, new market-rate development
prolects in the City have provided a disproportionate quantity of housing units that are not
affordable to all income groups, creating an unbalanced housing stock; and
WHEREAS, there is a low vacancy rate for housing affordable to persons of
extremely low, very low, low, and moderate income households; and
WHEREAS, Los Angeles County has one of the least affordable real estate markets
in the country; and
WHEREAS, due to these factors, workers of extrememly low, very low, low, and
moderate income are experiencing increasing difficulty in locating and maintaining
adequate, safe, and sanitary affordable housing within the City or even near the City; and
WHEREAS, the failure to provide adequate affordable housing for lower-wage
workers can force these workers to live in less than adequate housing within the City, pay a
significantly disproportionate share of their incomes to live in adequate housing within the
City, or commute ever-increasing distances to their jobs from housing located outside the
City; and
WHEREAS, the lack of affordable housing has detrimental impacts on traffic, transit,
and related air quality impacts and the demands placed on the regional transportation
infrastructure; and
WHEREAS, commercial uses in the City benefit from the availability of housing
close to their employees; and
WHEREAS, the City has commissioned the preparation of a Jobs-Housing Nexus
Study, prepared by Keyser Marston Associates, Inc., dated November 1,2018 (“Nexus
1
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Study”), to analyze the relationship between commercial development, job creation, and the
demand for affordable housing, in compliance with the Mitigation Fee Act (California
Government Code Sections 66000 et seq.); and
WHEREAS, according to the Nexus Study (pp. 5-17) and as discussed in detail therein,
a sufficient nexus exists between the addition of new commercial development and the jobs/new
workers that this development creates, and the workers’ need for additional housing in proximity
to the jobs, a portion of which must be affordable to low income workers; and
WHEREAS, more specifically, the Nexus Study documents the linkage between new
and expanded commercial development, the net number of new employees and employee
households generated by businesses occupying these land use buildings, and the housing
demands of these households; and
WHEREAS, as discussed in detail in the Nexus Study, new housing affordable to
persons identified in the Nexus Study is not now being added to the supply in sufficient quantity
to meet the needs of the new employee households associated with new or expanded
commercial development; and
WHEREAS, the Nexus Study quantifies the cost mitigation associated with developing
affordable housing units based on the identified need resulting from employees generated by
new commercial development; and
WHEREAS, the City Council is imposing the fee established by this Ordinance in order
to partially close this gap by using the fee to provide for increased affordable housing; and
WHEREAS, the Glendale Municipal Code does not currently establish an adequate
mechanism to account for the impact that commercial development has on increasing the need
for affordable housing; and
WHEREAS, requiring commercial developers to assist in the production of affordable
housing is also consistent with the City’s long-standing commitment to achieve and maintain a
suitable living environment, including decent housing for all economic levels; and
WHEREAS, this municipal commitment conforms with State and Federal policies and is
an important goal of the City’s current Housing Element; and
WHEREAS, Goal I of Chapter 2.1.6 of the City’s 2014-2021 Housing Element (“A City
with a Wide Range of Housing Types to Meet the Needs of Current and Future Residents”)
states that the City should explore the feasibility of establishing additional housing trust funds as
a means of developing additional affordable housing; and
WHEREAS, this program will benefit the City as a whole since each development which
contributes to affordable housing through the payment of this fee assists in augmenting the
City’s housing mix, helps to increase the supply of housing for all economic segments of the
community, and addresses the affordable housing need generated by the development, thereby
supporting a balanced community which is beneficial to the public health, safety, and welfare of
the City; and
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WHEREAS, the City wishes to impose an affordable housing commercial
development impact fee on commercial development, and to deposit such fees into a
newly-established and stand-alone fund to partially fund development of affordable housing
in the City; and
WHEREAS, the City wishes to exempt from payment of the affordable housing
commercial development impact fee commercial development with a gross floor area of
1,250 square feet or less, hotels, auto dealers, and commercial development with
institutional and community land uses which serve the public, such as hospitals, churches,
museums, educational facilities, youth and recreational facilities, and other such institutional
uses which serve the public; and
WHEREAS, the City has provided the notice required by California Government
Code Sections 66016-66019 and 6062(a).
NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA,
DOES HEREBY ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS:
SECTION 1. Findings.
The City Council finds, determines, and declares that:
1.
The provision of safe and stable housing for households at all income levels
is essential for the public welfare of the City of Glendale. Housing in the City has become
steadily more expensive and housing costs have gone up faster than incomes. Federal and
state government programs do not provide enough affordable housing to satisfy the needs
of very low, low, or moderate income households. As a result, there is a severe shortage of
adequate, affordable-housing for very low, lower, and moderate income households, as
evidenced by the following findings in the City’s 2014-2021 Housing Element:
a.

b.

The City has a regional housing need between 2014 and 2021 to construct 254
extremely low income units, 254 very low income units, 310 low income units and
337 moderate units. (Housing Element 2014-2021, Chapter 4.8 Regional
Housing Needs Assessment, Chapter 4, Page 51). As of January 1, 2019, the
City still needs to construct 252 extremely low income units, 168 very low income
units, 213 low income units and 327 moderate income units. (City’s 2018
Housing Element Progress Report to the State Housing and Community
Development Department). Therefore, the City’s current policies are not sufficient
to generate enough new housing affordable to Extremely Low Income, Very Low
Income, Lower Income and Moderate Income households; and
The City’s population is projected to grow to 209,776 persons by 2035,
generating a need to house this population. (Housing Element 2014-2021,
Exhibit 4-31 and discussion, Chapter 4, page 46). Most jobs in the City are in the
educational, professional and retail sectors, comprising nearly fifty (50) percent of
the city’s employment opportunities and that is where the most employment
growth is anticipated. (2007-2011 American Community Survey; Housing
Element 2014-2021, Exhibit 4-34 and discussion, Chapter 4, page 49).
Therefore, as the City’s population grows, along with corresponding lob growth in
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service and education sectors, which tend to be lower paying jobs, the need for
affordable housing in the City will increase; and
c.

The City’s Housing Element recognizes the need to build “workforce housing”,
which is housing for middle income families such as teachers, policemen, and
nurses, who make up the bulk of the working population. The City recognizes the
need to provide housing for this group, which is the majority of the City’s working
population; but, funding for such groups is very limited. (Housing Element 20142021, ChapterS, Section 4.2.8 Workforce Housing, Pg 18). Therefore, creation of
additional avenues of funding for affordable housing to benefit the City’s
workforce is necessary.

2.
Because new commercial development generates a need for new
employees, of whom a quantifiable number will have extremely low, very low, low, or
moderate incomes, new commercial developments increase the demand for and
exacerbate the shortage of housing available for people at those levels.
3.
Based on the findings above, the City desires to further the public health,
safety and welfare by requiring qualifying commercial development projects in the City to
mitigate their impact on the need for affordable housing in the City.
4.
The City is authorized to adopt an affordable housing• commercial
development impact fee under the authority of the California Constitution Article Xl, Section
7, which provides: “A county or city may make and enforce within its limits all local, police,
sanitary, and other ordinances and regulations not in conflict with general laws,” and in
accordance with the findings set forth in the ordinance codified in this Chapter.
SECTION 2. Chapter 4.11 of the Glendale Municipal Code, 1995, is hereby added to read as
follows:
Chapter 4.11 AFFORDABLE HOUSING COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEE
4.11.010 Purpose and Intent.
A.
The purpose of this chapter is to facilitate the development and availability of
housing affordable to a range of households with varying income levels within the city through
creation and imposition of a fee on new commercial development, which will partially fund the
need for affordable housing created by the workforce of this new development.
B.
As detailed in the findings supporting the ordinance codified in this chapter, the
requirements of this chapter are based on a number of factors including, but not limited to, the
city’s long-standing commitment to increasing opportunities for affordable housing, the
immediate need for affordable housing, as reflected in local, state, and federal housing
regulations and policies; the demand for affordable housing created by commercial
development; and the impact that the lack of affordable housing production has on the health,
safety, and welfare of the city’s residents including its impacts on traffic, transit and related air
quality impacts, and the demands placed on the regional transportation infrastructure. Imposing
a fee that is reasonably related to the burdens created by new commercial development on the
city’s need for affordable housing will enable the city to fund development of affordable housing
units that will contribute to addressing these impacts and fulfilling these goals.
C.
The city has commissioned the preparation of a jobs-housing nexus study. It
shows, and the city council finds that there is a reasonable relationship between the purpose for
4

which the fees established by this ordinance are to be used and the type of development
projects on which the fees are imposed, and between the amount of the fees and the cost of the
affordable housing units or portion of the units attributable to the development on which the fees
are imposed.
D.
It is the intent of the city council that the fee required by this chapter shall be
supplementary to any conditions imposed upon a development project pursuant to other
provisions of this code, the city’s Charter, the Subdivision Map Act, the California Environmental
Quality Act, and other state and local laws, which may authorize the imposition of projectspecific conditions on development.
Section 4.11.020

Definitions.

For the purpose of this chapter, the following words, terms, and phrases shall be defined as set
forth below:
“Affordable housing commercial development impact fee” means the fee paid by a developer of
a commercial development project (as defined in this section) to mitigate the impacts that such
a project has on the demand for affordable housing in the city.
“Affordable housing commercial development impact fund” means a fund or account designated
by the city to maintain and account for all monies received pursuant to this chapter.
“Auto dealer” means, based on California Vehicle Code Section 285, any person or entity who
is engaged wholly or in part in the business of selling vehicles or buying or taking in trade,
vehicles (as defined by Section 415 of the California Vehicle Code) for the purpose of resale,
selling or offering for sale, or consigned to be sold, or otherwise dealing in vehicles, whether or
not such vehicles are owned by such person.
“Building permit” includes full structural building permits as well as partial permits such as
foundation-only permits.
“Commercial development project” means the construction or the addition of new nonresidential
gross floor area (as defined in this section), or the conversion from a use exempt from the
affordable housing commercial development impact fee (i.e. a use which does not have the
nexus to the commercial development impact fee such as residential) to a use subject to the
affordable housing commercial development impact fee (as set forth below).
“Community land uses which serve the public” means uses that include, but are not limited to,
hospitals, churches (or other places of worship, as defined in section 30.60.170), museums,
educational facilities (public and private K-12, community colleges, and colleges and
universities), youth and recreational facilities, retirement or rest homes, emergency shelters,
and other such institutional uses which serve the public, as determined by the director.
“Developer” means any person, firm, partnership, association, joint venture, corporation, or any
entity or combination of entities, which seeks or applies for city approvals, permits or
entitlements for all or part of a commercial development project.
“Director” shall have the same meaning a that set forth in section 30.70.050.
“Gross floor area” shall have the same meaning as that set forth in section 30.70.070 (“Floor
area (gross)”).
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“Hoter’ means any structure or any portion of any structure which is occupied, or intended or
designed for occupancy by transients for dwelling, lodging, or sleeping purposes, at a fixed
location or other similar structure or portion thereof.
“Mixed-use development” shall have the same menaing as that set forth in section 30.70.140.
4.11.030 Affordable Housing Commercial Development Impact Fee.
A.
Requirement. An affordable housing commercial development impact fee is
hereby imposed on all commercial development projects. No application for a building permit
for a commercial development project shall be approved, nor shall any such commercial
development project be constructed, without compliance with this chapter. The fee imposed by
this chapter shall be collected at the time of the issuance of a building permit. No certificate of
occupancy shall be issued for a commercial development project that has not paid the fee
required under this chapter.
B.
Exemptions. Notwithstanding subsection A above, this chapter shall not apply to
the following:
1.
Any commercial development project with a gross floor area of 1,250 square feet
or less;
2.
The following uses, as defined herein:
a. Hotels;
b. Auto dealers; and
c. Community land uses which serve the public;
3.
Reconstruction of any building that was destroyed by fire, flood, earthquake or
other act of nature, so long as the square footage does not exceed the square footage before
the loss;
4.
The residential portion of a mixed-use development project.
C.
Calculation of the fee. The affordable housing commercial development impact
fee shall be charged on new gross floor area, subject to section 4.11.050 (Conversion). The
amount of the fee shall be established by resolution of the city council.
4.11.040 Adjustments or Waivers.
A. The requirements of this chapter may be adjusted or waived if the developer
demonstrates that an insufficient nexus exists between the proposed use and the commercial
impact fee. The developer shall submit documentation demonstrating this with a request for an
adjustment or waiver in writing to the director no later than the date it files its initial development
application with the city. The developer shall provide such additional information as may be
required by the director to make a determination on the request. The determination of the
director may be appealed to the city council as provided in chapter 2.88 of this code.
B. The requirements of this chapter may be adjusted or waived if the developer
demonstrates that applying this chapter would take property in violation of the United States
and/or California Constitutions. The developer shall submit a request for an adjustment or
waiver in writing to the director no later than the date it files its initial development application
with the city. The developer shall provide such additional information as may be required by the
director to make a determination on the request. The determination of the director may be
appealed to the city council as provided in chapter 2.88 of this code.
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Section 4.11.050 Conversion.
If a development is exempt from the fee at initial construction, but later converts to a
commercial development project subject to the fee, the converted square footage will be
deemed new gross floor area and the affordable housing commercial development impact
fee shall be paid pursuant to section 4.11.030.
Section 4.11.060 Use of Funds.
All funds derived from this chapter shall be placed in a separate and distinct affordable
housing commercial development impact fund and used solely to increase the supply of
affordable housing affordable to extremely low, very low, low and moderate income
households, the demand for which is created by the development of new commercial uses
in the community.
Section 4.11.070 Enforcement.
A.
Payment of the commercial development impact fee is the joint and several
obligation of the developer, and the agents, successors and assigns of a developer who
propose a commercial development project. The city may institute any appropriate legal actions
or proceedings necessary to ensure compliance with this chapter including, but not limited to:
1.
actions to revoke, deny or suspend any permit, including a building permit,
certificate of occupancy, or discretionary approval;
2.
civil actions for injunctive relief or damages;
3.
actions to recover from any violator of this chapter civil fines, restitution to
prevent unjust enrichment, and/or enforcement costs; and
4.
any other action, civil or criminal, authorized by law or by any regulatory
document, restriction, or agreement under this chapter.
B.
The city attorney shall be authorized to enforce the provisions of this chapter and
any conditions on a commercial development project imposed by this chapter by any
administrative code enforcement remedies authorized by chapter 1.24 of the code, a criminal
action, a civil action, and any other proceeding or method permitted by law. It shall be a
misdemeanor punishable pursuant to section 1.20.010 of the code to violate any provision of
this chapter. In any action to enforce this chapter, the city shall be entitled to recover its
reasonable attorney’s fees and costs.
C.
Failure of any official or agency to fulfill the requirements of this chapter shall not
excuse any developer or owner from the requirements of this chapter. No permit, license, map,
or other approval or entitlement for a commercial development project shall be issued,
including, without limitation, a final inspection or certificate of occupancy, until all applicable
requirements of this chapter have been satisfied.
D.
The remedies provided for in this chapter shall be cumulative and not exclusive
and shall not preclude the city from any other remedy or relief to which it otherwise would be
entitled under law or equity.
SECTION 3. Severability. This Ordinance’s provisions are severable. If any portion of this
Ordinance or its application to any person or circumstance is held invalid or unconstitutional,
that decision does not affect the validity of the Ordinance’s remaining portions and the
Ordinance’s application to other persons and circumstances. The City Council declares that it
would have passed the remainder of this Ordinance without the invalid or unconstitutional
provision.
7

SECTION 4. This Ordinance shall not apply to a commercial development project that has

received all discretionary land use entitlements and at least one building permit for a structure or
substructure necessary for the construction of the commercial development project, by the City
prior to the effective date of this Ordinance, and shall not apply to any subsequent approvals or
project modifications to a project previously approved by the City.
SECTION 5. The City Council finds and determines the adoption of this Ordinance: (1) is
exempt from further environmental review under the California Environmental Quality Act
(“CEQA”) pursuant to Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations (“CEQA Guidelines”)
Section 15061(b)(3) because the Ordinance will require payment of a commercial development
impact fee but the Ordinance will not allow for or encourage any more development than is
already anticipated under the City’s existing General Plan and as regulated by existing zoning,
or otherwise allow for or promote physical changes in the environment, and therefore, it can be
seen with certainty that there is no possibility that the Ordinance will have a significant effect on
the environment; (2) is not a project under CEQA Guidelines Section 15060(c)(3) and
15378(b)(4) because it constitutes a governmental fiscal activity that does not involve any
commitment to any specific project which may result in a potentially significant physical impact
on the environment; and (3) is not intended to apply to specifically identified affordable housing
projects and as such it is speculative to evaluate any such future project now. Moreover, the
Ordinance is not intended to, nor does it, provide CEQA clearance for future developmentrelated projects by mere establishment of a commercial development impact fee; any such
projects required to pay the fee imposed by this Ordinance will be subject to appropriate
environmental review at such time as approvals for those project are considered. Each of the
foregoing provides a separate and independent basis for CEQA compliance and, when viewed
collectively, provides an overall basis for CEQA compliance.
SECTION 6. Effective Date. This Ordinance becomes effective on the sixtieth

(60th)

day after its

passage.

Passed by the Council of the City of Glendale on the

_______

day of

Mayor
ATTEST:
City Clerk
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.

2019.

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
88.
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
I, Ardashes Kassakhian, City Clerk of the City of Glendale, certify that the foregoing
Ordinance No.
was passed by 3/5th vote of the Council of the City of Glendale,
California, at a regular meeting held on the ______day of
2019, and that the
same was passed by the following vote:
_____________

______________,

Ayes:
Noes:
Absent:
Abstain:

City Clerk

APPROVED AS TO FORM
S/nior Assistant City Attorney
DATE_______________
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RESOLUTION NO.

____________

RESOLUTION OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA
ESTABLISHING AN INCLUSIONARY HOUSING IN-LIEU FEE
WHEREAS, it is a public purpose of the City to achieve a diverse and balanced
community with housing available for households of all income levels. Economic diversity
fosters social and environmental conditions that protect and enhance the social fabric of the
City and are beneficial to the health, safety, and welfare of its residents. This public propose
is reflected in, among other places, the City of Glendale’s Housing Element (201 4-2021),
Chapter 2, (2.1.6) Goal 1 (“A City with a Wide Range of Housing Types to Meet the Needs of
Current and Future Residents) and Policy 1.2 (“Assure that affordable housing is dispersed
throughout the City while recognizing the potential for the integration of market rate and
affordable units within individual projects”); and
WHEREAS, the City is experiencing an increasing shortage of housing affordable to
very low, low and moderate income households. New residential development frequently
does not provide housing opportunities for very low, low, and moderate income households
due to the high cost of newly constructed housing in the City. As a result, such households
are de facto excluded from many neighborhoods, creating economic stratification detrimental
to the public health, safety, and welfare. An increasing number of very low, low, and
moderate income persons live in overcrowded or substandard housing and devote an overly
large percentage of their income to pay for housing. In 2014, the City had 71,510
households and, of those, 18,660 lower income households paid more than 50% of their
monthly income toward housing and 29,600 lower income households paid more than 30%
of their monthly income toward housing, meaning more than 40% of all households in the
City were “housing-cost burdened”, and over 25% were “severely housing cost-burdened”
according to the U.S. Census Bureau. (Housing Element 201 4-2021 Exhibit 4-1 1A); and
WHEREAS, this shortage of affordable housing is evidenced by the City of Glendale
Housing Element (2014-2021), which shows that the city has a regional housing need
allocation (“RHNA”) for new constructiOn as follows: 254 units affordable to extremely low
income households, 254 units affordable to very low income households, 310 units
affordable to low income households, and 337 units affordable to moderate income
households; yet, as shown on the city’s 2018 Housing Element Progress Report to State
Housing and Community Development, as of January 1, 2019, the city has not met its RHNA
for these categories and the following deficiencies remain, and will likely remain before
completion of the fifth housing element cycle on September 30, 2021: 252 units affordable to
extremely low income households, 168 units affordable to very low income households, 213
units affordable to low income households and 327 units affordable to moderate income
households; and
WHEREAS, the amount of land in the City available for residential development is
limited by City’s General Plan policies and principles embodied in state law pertaining to
general plans and annexation. Scarce remaining opportunities for affordable housing would

‘C’

be lost by the consumption of this remaining land for residential development without
providing housing affordable to persons of all incomes; and
WHEREAS, the State Legislature, through California Government Code Section
65580, has declared that the availability of housing is of vital statewide importance and that
local governments have a responsibility to use powers vested in them to facilitate the
adequate provision for the housing needs of all economic segments of the community; and
WHEREAS, therefore, to implement the City’s General Plan (Housing Element), to
carry out the policies of state law, and to ensure the benefits of economic diversity to the
residents of the City, it is essential that new residential development in the remaining new
growth areas of the City contain housing opportunities for very low, low, and moderate
income households, and that the City provide a regulatory and incentive framework which
ensures development of an adequate supply and mix of new housing to meet the future
housing needs of all income segments of the community; and
WHEREAS, in 2004, the City adopted an inclusionary housing requirement,
contained in Chapter 30.35 of the Glendale Municipal Code, for new construction of
residential units in the San Fernando Road Redevelopment Corridor (“San Fernando
Inclusionary Requirement”); and
WHEREAS, in 2009, the California Court of Appeal ruled in Palmer/Sixth Street
Properties. L.P. v. City of Los Angeles (2009) 175 Cal.App.4th 1396 (“Palmer”) that a
requirement that a residential development contain units that are rent-restricted to low
income households violated a provision of Costa-Hawkins that states all residential landlords
may establish the initial rental rate for a dwelling or unit; and
WHEREAS, Palmer had precluded imposition of the San Fernando Inclusionary
Requirement on new rental housing developments; and
WHEREAS, in September of 2017, the California State Legislature passed, and the
Governor signed into law, AB1 505 (otherwise known as “The Palmer Fix”). AB1505
(amending California Government Code Section 65850 and adding Section 65850.01)
explicitly “supersede{s] the holding and dicta in” Palmer, and authorizes jurisdictions to adopt
ordinances that require residential projects to include a defined percentage of affordable
housing units; and
WHEREAS, the City has adopted a citywide housing strategy to implement various
methods to increase and improve the production of affordable housing supply in Glendale,
including consideration of an inclusionary housing ordinance; and
WHEREAS, at the direction of the City, Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. prepared an
lnclusionary Housing Study dated August 20, 2018, attached to the Report to Council dated
April 30, 2019 and incorporated herein by reference (“Study”), that studied the impacts

created by the imposition of citywide affordable housing requirements and estimates of the
fee amounts that can be supported for projects that are permitted to pay a fee in lieu of
producing affordable housing; and
WHEREAS, the Study found that rents and sales prices in the City have been

escalating rapidly since the City’s recovery from the global great recession, which has
continued to intensify the demand for market rate residential development. The Study also
found that while this fact has assisted the City in meeting its RHNA goals for abovemoderate income (market rate) housing, as rents and sales prices increase, it has become
exponentially more difficult for the City to achieve its RHNA goals very low, low, and
moderate income units (as referenced above); and
WHEREAS, per the California Supreme Court’s holding in California Building Industry
Assn v. City of San Jose (2015) 61 Cal.4th 435, 465, inclusionary housing requirements are
reasonably related to the public health, safety, and welfare if the requirements are not
confiscatory and do not deprive a property owner of a fair and reasonable return, and in that
case, such an ordinance would not amount to a regulatory taking or constitute the imposition
of an exaction for purposes of the unconstitutional conditions doctrine under the takings
clause; and
WHEREAS, following two joint City Council and Housing Authority meetings of
August 14, 2018 and September 18, 2018, during which the Director of Community
Development presented reports and discussions were had with respect to initiation of an
inclusionary zoning ordinance, at a subsequent November 13, 2018 joint meeting, the City
Council initiated the preparation of amendments to the City’s inclusionary housing ordinance
for citywide application, among other amendments, with an in-lieu fee option; and
WHEREAS, with the passage of AB1 505, and following multiple duly noticed public
meetings and hearings before the City Council/Housing Authority and the Planning
Commission, at which time amendments to the City’s existing San Fernando Inclusionary
Requirement (contained in Chapter 30.35) were thoroughly discussed with the aid of various
studies, exhibits, staff reports and testimony (all of which are hereby approved and
incorporated into these findings herein by this reference), on April30, 2019, at a duly noticed
public hearing, the City Council amended Chapter 30.35 (via Ordinance No.
) to,
among other things, expand the existing inclusionary housing requirement citywide with
respect to both rental and ownership projects, with options for an in-lieu payment, the
construction of off-site units, or acquisition and rehabilitation, subject to the provisions
contained in the amendments; and
WHEREAS, Section 30.35.060 of Ordinance No.
allows a developer of a
housing development to pay a fee in-lieu of providing the required inclusionary units, with
such fee to be calculated in compliance with a fee resolution adopted by the City Council;
and
_______

WHEREAS, the August 20, 2018 Inclusionary Housing Study conducted a financial
feasibility analysis detailed in the Study, incorporated herein by this reference, that
concluded that the amendments being adopted by Ordinance No.
and this
Resolution and the in-lieu fee it establishes are not confiscatory and do not deprive an owner
of a fair and reasonable rate of return; and
_______

WHEREAS, the City Council finds that this Resolution and the inclusionary housing
in-lieu fee it establishes is a valid local land use regulation and does not affect a taking in
accordance with California law; and
WHEREAS, the in-lieu fees collected pursuant to this Resolution will be placed in a
separate fund and used exclusively for the development of affordable housing within the City;
and
WHEREAS, the City Council finds and determines the passage of this Resolution: (1) is
exempt from further environmental review under the California Environmental Quality Act
(“CEQA”) pursuant to Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations (“CEQA Guidelines”) Section
15061 (b)(3) because the Resolution will set the amount of the inclusionary housing in-lieu fee
but will not allow for or encourage any more development than is already anticipated under the
City’s existing Genera! Plan and as regulated by existing zoning, or otherwise allow for or
promote physical changes in the environment, and therefore, it can be seen with certainty that
there is no possibility that the Resolution will have a significant effect on the environment; (2) is
not a project under CEQA Guidelines Section 1 5060(c)(3) and 1 5378(b)(4) because it
constitutes a governmental fiscal activity that does not involve any commitment to any specific
project which may result in a potentially significant physical impact on the environment; and (3) is
not intended to apply to specifically identified affordable housing projects and as such it is
speculative to evaluate any such future project now. Moreover, the Resolution is not intended
to, nor does it, provide CEQA clearance for future development-related projects by mere
establishment of the amount of the commercial development impact fee; any such projects
required to pay the fee set by this Resolution will be subject to appropriate environmental review
at such time as approvals for those project are considered. Each of the foregoing provides a
separate and independent basis for CEQA compliance and, when viewed collectively, provides
an overall basis for CEQA compliance.
NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA:
SECTION 1. The above recitals are hereby declared to be true and correct and are
incorporated into this Resolution as findings of the City Council of the City of Glendale.
SECTION 2. The in-lieu fee for both ownership and rental housing development projects
containing between five (5) and twenty (20) dwelling units shall be calculated based upon gross
floor area (“GFA”), as that term is defined in Glendale Municipal Code Section 30.70.070 (“Floor
area (gross)”) in accordance with the following chart:

Ownership
Housing

Rental
Apartments

In-Lieu Fee Per Square Foot of GFA
Number of Units
5
6
7
8
9
10
11 thru 15
16 thru 20

$10.57
$11.52
$12.63
$13.73
$14.68
$15.78
$21.04
$23.67

$22.11
$24.09
$26.40
$28.71
$30.69
$33.00
$44.00
$49.50

SECTION 3. The in-lieu fee for rental housing development projects containing twentyone (21) dwelling units or greater shall be calculated at $55 per square foot of GFA.
SECTION 4. The in-lieu fee for ownership housing development projects containing
twenty-one (21) dwelling units or greater shall be calculated at $26.30 per square foot of GFA.
SECTION 5. Pursuant to Ordinance No.
the in-lieu fee for all housing
development projects shall be paid before issuance of a building permit for the approved project.
____________

SECTION 6. Pursuant to Ordinance No.
ownership and rental housing
development projects containing less than five (5) dwelling units are not subject to inclusionary
housing requirements, including payment of an in-lieu fee.
____________,

SECTION 7. The fee established in this Resolution will be reviewed at least every five
years. If the fee is not reviewed or changed at such a time, the existing fee shall remain in effect.
SECTION 8. The fee established in this Resolution shall take effect on the 30th day
following the adoption of this Resolution.
SECTION 9. Any in-lieu inclusionary housing fees established pursuant to any other
previously-enacted resolution(s) are hereby repealed and shall no longer be of any effect on the
date this resolution takes effect.

Adopted by the Council of the City of Glendale on this

day of

________

2019.

Mayor
ATTEST:
City Clerk

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

)SS.

)

I, Ardashes Kassakhian, City Clerk of the City of Glendale, hereby certify that the
foregoing Resolution No.
was adopted by a majority vote of the Council of
the City of Glendale, California, at a regular meeting held on the
day of
2019, and that the same was adopted by the following
vote:
Ayes:
________________

______

_______________________

Noes:
Absent:
Abstain:
City Clerk

ASTO

APP

DATE________
If

/

RESOLUTION NO.

____________

RESOLUTION OF THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA
ESTABLISHING AN AFFORDABLE HOUSING COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEE
WHEREAS, there is a reasonable relationship between the need for affordable housing
and the impacts of new commercial development within the City. There is also a reasonable
relationship between the fee’s use and the impacts of new commercial development.
Development of new commercial projects encourages new residents to move to the City. Some
of the employees needed to meet the needs of new commercial development earn incomes only
adequate to pay for housing that is affordable to extremely low, very low, low and moderate
income households. Because this affordable housing is in short supply within the City, these
employees might otherwise be forced to live in less-than-adequate housing within the City, pay a
disproportionate share of their incomes to live in adequate housing within the City, or commute
ever-increasing distances to their jobs from housing located outside the City. These
circumstances harm the City’s ability to attain goals articulated in the City’s General Plan; and
WHEREAS, the Glendale Municipal Code has been amended by adding Chapter 4.11
(commencing with section 4.11.010) to require developers of commercial development projects
(with certain exemptions) to pay a fee to mitigate the impact on the need created for affordable
housing by the commercial development; and
WHEREAS, the Glendale Municipal Code, as amended by the addition of Chapter 4.11,
allows the City Council by resolution to set this affordable housing commercial development
impact fee; and
WHEREAS, the City has commissioned the preparation of a Jobs-Housing Nexus Study,
prepared by Keyser Marston Associates, Inc., dated November 1, 2018 (“Nexus Study”), to
analyze the relationship between commercial development, job creation, and the demand for
affordable housing, in compliance with the Mitigation Fee Act (California Government Code
Sections 66000 et seq.); and
WHEREAS, the Nexus Study has found that there is a nexus between new commercial
floor area, the creation of jobs, and the demand for extremely low, very low, low, and moderate
income housing for new employees; and
WHEREAS, the fees collected pursuant to this Resolution will be used solely to increase
the supply of housing affordable to extremely low-, very low-, low-, and moderate-income
employees; and
WHEREAS, the fees collected pursuant to this Resolution will be placed in a separate
fund and used exclusively for the development of affordable housing within the City; and
WHEREAS, the City Council finds and determines the passage of this Resolution: (1) is
exempt from further environmental review under the California Environmental Quality Act
(“CEQA”) pursuant to Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations (“CEQA Guidelines”) Section
15061 (b)(3) because the Resolution will set the amount of the commercial development impact
fee but will not allow for or encourage any more development than is already anticipated under
the City’s existing General Plan and as regulated by existing zoning, or otherwise allow for or

in,

promote physical changes in the environment, and therefore, it can be seen with certainty that
there is no possibility that the Resolution will have a significant effect on the environment; (2)is
not a project under CEQA Guidelines Section 15060(c)(3) and ‘15378(b)(4) because it
constitutes a governmental fiscal activity that does not involve any commitment to any specific
project which may result in a potentially significant physical impact on the environment; and (3) is
not intended to apply to specifically identified affordable housing projects and as such it is
speculative to evaluate any such future project now. Moreover, the Resolution is not intended
to, nor does it, provide CEQA clearance for future development-related projects by mere
establishment of the amount of the commercial development impact fee; any such projects
required to pay the fee set by this Resolution will be subject to appropriate environmental review
at such time as approvals for those project are considered. Each of the foregoing provides a
separate and independent basis for CEQA compliance and, when viewed collectively, provides
an overall basis for CEQA compliance.
NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA:
SECTION 1. The above recitals are hereby declared to be true and correct and are
incorporated into this Resolution as findings of the City Council of the City of Glendale.
SECTION 2. The affordable housing commercial development impact fee authorized by
the Ordinance adding Chapter 4.11 to the Glendale Municipal Code is hereby set at $4.00 per
square foot of gross floor area (‘GFA”), as that term is defined in Glendale Municipal Code
Section 30.70.070 (‘Floor area (gross)”).
SECTION 3. The fee established in this Resolution will be reviewed at least every five
years. If the fee is not reviewed or changed at such a time, the existing fee shall remain in effect.
SECTION 4. The fee established in this Resolution shall take effect on the 60th day
following the adoption of this Resolution.
Adopted by the Council of the City of Glendale on this

—

day of __________,2019.

Mayor
ATTEST:
City Clerk

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES

)

88.

I, Ardashes Kassakhian, City Clerk of the City of Glendale, hereby certify that the
foregoing Resolution No.
was adopted by a majority vote of the Council of
the City of Glendale, California, at a regular meeting held on the
day of
2019, and that the same was adopted by the following
vote:
_______________

_______

________________________

Ayes:
Noes:
Absent:
Abstain:
City Clerk

APPROVED AS TO FORM
Sfnior Assistant City Attorney

DATE

4”-25-/9

MOTION
Moved by Council Member
Member

_________________,

____________________,

seconded by Council

that the Council hereby authorizes the City Manager or

her designee to execute an amendment to the professional services agreement with
Keyser Marston Associates, a California corporation, contract number C106766, to
extend the term of the agreement to June 30, 2019. Said professional services contract
amendment is subject to the review and approval as to form by the City Attorney.

Vote as follows:
Ayes:
Noes:
Absent:
Abstain:

APPROVED AS TO FORM
Assistarn city Aft
DATEXL~

lEt
k:\~ctLeMncIusionary hou,ing~izo km. PS. amendment 4.30-2019doc

EXHIBIT I

glenda

california

CITY OF GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA
REPORT TO THE PLANNING COMMISSION
MEETING DATE:

April 3, 2019

PREPARED BY:

Laura Stotler, Principal Planner
Mike Forney, Principal Housing Project Manager
Chris Baghdikian, Planner
Sipan Zadoryan, Housing Associate

REVIEWED BY:

Erik Krause, Deputy Director of Community Development
Yvette Neukian, Senior Assistant City Attorney

FILE NOJCASE:

PZC1906071

PROPOSAL:

Amendments to Title 4 and Title 30 of the Glendale Municipal
Code, 1995 related to establishment of inclusionary housing
and commercial development impact fee requirements

APPLICANT:

City Initiated

LOCATION!APN:

Citywide

SUMMARY:

This report discusses proposed amendments to Title 4 and Title 30 of the Glendale
Municipal Code, 19951 related to establishment of a citywide inolusionary housing
requirement for new housing developments and a commercial development impact fee
for ne~ commercial development. It is the purview of the Planning Commission to make
recommendations to Council concerning proposed modifications to Title 30 only. The
proposed ordinance establishing a commercial development impact fee and its related
fee resolution have been provided for context only, since both items will be heard
together before City Council. The Planning Commission is not required to and will not
be asked to make a recommendation regarding the commercial development impact fee
portion of this ordinance amendment and resolution (Title 4 and the commercial
development impact fee resolution).
RECOMMENDATION:
The Community Development Department staff recommends that the Planning
Commission review the proposed amendments to the Glendale Municipal Code, 1995,
and recommend adoption of the proposed amendments to Title 30 related to the
establishment and implementation of a citywide inciusionary housing program (along
with an in-lieu fee option to be enacted via fee resolution) to the City Council.

BACKGROUND/ ANALYSIS:
On Tuesday, November 13, 2018, the Glendale City Council initiated proceedings by
way of motion to amend Title 30 (Zoning Code) and other sections of the Glendale
Municipal Code. Specifically, the Glendale City Council adopted three motions initiating
multiple amendments to the Glendale Municipal Code, including amendments to Title 30
(Zoning Code), as described below:
1.
The Glendale City Council initiated preparation of amendments to Title 30 (Zoning Code)
to adopt a Citywide Inclusionary Housing Ordinance (IZO) and the preparation of an In-Lieu Fee
Resolution, as set forth in the Joint Reports to Council and Housing Authority dated August 14,
2018, September 18, 2018, and November13, 2018, and peradditlonalorfurtherdirection
provided by Council at the joint meetings of the same date. Staff was further directed to submit
the Ordinance and Resolution to the Planning Commission for review and recommendation and
then to the Council for its consideration. The Glendale City Council Initiated consideration of the
following amendments to the Zoning Code regarding the IZO and the In-Lieu Fee Resolution:
• IZO will be applicable citywide;
• IZO will be applicable to both rental and ownership projects;
• 1ZO will be applicable only to projects with five (5) or more units;
• IZO will require fifteen percent (15%) of the total units in an otherwise marketrate rental project be affordable;
• IZO will require eleven percent (11%) of the total units in an otherwise marketrate ownership project be affordable;
• IZO will set the affordability level (the income level that households must earn in
order to be eligible to live in the affordable unit) for rental projects at up to eighty
percent (80%) of the Los Angeles County Area Median Income, as defined by
HUD;
• lZO will set the affordability level (the income level that households must earn in
order to be eligible to live in the affordable unit) for ownership projects at up to
one hundred and twenty percent (120%) of the Los Angeles County Area
Median income, as defined by HIJD;
• IZO will require the period during which both rental and ownership inclusionary
units must be maintained as affordable, through deed restriction or affordability
covenants, to be 55 years;
• IZO will require exact comparability with respect to size, bedroom count, design,
quality, workmanship, and finishes between market-rate units and inclusionary
units, except a developer may request and be granted the right to build smaller
incluslonary units (either/both with respect to square footage and/or bedroom
count), in which case the City will require a greater number of inclusionary units
be built/provided;
• IZO will allow a developer of an ownership or rental project the option of
providing the required number of inclusionary units off-site, within one (1) mile
of the project, provided the off-site inclusionary units and the market-rate units
are comparable with respect to size, bedroom count, design, quality,
workmanship and finishes;
2

• IZO will allow a developer of a rental or ownership project the option of providing
the required number of inclusionary units through the acquisition and
rehabilitation of an existing residential building, provided the building to be
acquired and rehabilitated must be cited for substantial building code violations;
all of the units must have been vacant for 90 days or longer and the
rehabilitation of the building must be substantial, such that the after-rehab value
must be at least twenty-five percent (25%) greater than the pre-rehab value of
the building;
• IZO will not apply to rental or ownership projects that have obtained a validly
Issued building permit prior to the adoption of the IZO; and
• The In-Lieu Fee will vary based on the number of units in an ownership or rental
project, based on a dollar amount per gross buildable area, as set forth in the
staff report dated November 13, 2018.
Additional Options Provided for Council Consideration Based on Council Discussion
• Developer will have the option of providing smaller inclusionary units (square footage)
than non inclusionary units provided the developer provides additional inclusionary
units so that the aggregate of the square footage of the inclusionary units meets or
exceeds the inclusionary requirement if not exercising this option.
• Developer will have the option of providing a different unit mix for the inclusionary units
than the non-inclusionary units provided the bedroom count of the inclusionary units is
10% greater or more than the inclusionary requirement if not exercising this option.
2.
The Glendale City Council adopted a motion that initiated preparation of amendments to
the Glendale Municipal Code to adopt a commercial development Impact/linkage fee for
affordable housing (the “Linkage Fee”), as set forth in the Joint Reports to the Council and
Housing Authority dated August 14, 2018, September 18,2018, and November 13, 2018, and
per additional direction provided by the Council at the joint meetings of the same date. The
Glendale City Council initiated consideration of the following with respect to the Linkage Fee:
• Payment of a Linkage Fee will be required for commercial development citywide;
• Commercial building(s) developed for use(s) as a hotel and/or auto dealer will be
exempt from payment of a Linkage Fee;
• Commercial buildings(s) with total square footage of 1250 or less will be exempt
from payment of a Linkage Fee;
• The Linkage Fee will be set at $4 per square foot; and
• Commercial building(s) that have obtained a validly-Issued building permit prior
to the adoption of the Linkage Fee will be exempt from payment of such fee.
3.
The Glendale City Council adopted a motion that initiates preparation of amendments to
the Glendale Municipal Code to adopt an ordinance revising the affordable housing exemption
for the Parks and Library Impact Fee, as set forth in the Joint Reports to the Council and
Housing Authority dated August 14, 2018, September 18,2018, and November 13,2018, and
per additional direction provided by the Council at the joint meetings of the same date.
As a result of this Council direction, staff has prepared ordinances amending Glendale
Municipal Code Section 4.10.050, Chapter 30.35, and Sections 30.40.010-30.40.040. Two
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resolutions have also been prepared to establish an affordable housing commercial
development impact fee and to establish an Inclusionary housing In-lieu fee. Planning
Commission purview encompasses the proposed changes to TItle 30 (Zoning Code), however,
the nature of Council’s direction for inclusionary housing implementation is of a broader scope.
In the interest of giving the Planning Commission and public background and understanding of
the entire project, the ordinance and resolutions establishing fees to implement the citywide
incluslonary housing ordinance have also been provided, although the Planning Commission is
not asked to make a recommendation concerning the ordinance and fee resolution related to
enactment of a commercial development impact fee.
Proposed Title 4 and Title 30 Amendments
The proposed amendments to Title 30 to establish citywide inclusionary housing requirements
are consistent with the City of Glendale General Plan and further the aims of the City’s Housing
Element. Economic diversity fosters social and environmental conditions that protect and
enhance the social fabric of the City and are beneficial to the health, safety and welfare of Its
residents. Providing a diverse and balanced community with housing available for households of
all income levels is a public purpose consistent with state, regional and local housing laws. For
these and other reasons identified in the attached draft ordinance the provision of citywide
inclusionary housing is necessary for compliance with state housing laws.
The following accounts changes for each section proposed for modification in the GMC
identified in the proposed ordinance.
4.10.050 Exemptions
This section proposes to eliminate the reduction of Public Use Facilities Development Impact
Fees (AKA Parks and Library Fee) for new residential developments providing 20% or less of
the units as affordable units. Currently, residential developments providing between 5% and
20% of the units as affordable are given a scalable reduction in the Parks and Library Fee from
25% to 100%. The change will provide an exemption only to residential developments providing
100% of the units as affordable.
Chapter 30.35 will be renamed from “Affordable Housing Units” to “Inclusionary Housing
Requirement”
30.35.010- Purpose
This section has been updated to remove timing references related to outdated State housing
laws, The new purpose section will read as follows:
“The purpose of this chapter is to enhance the public welfare by enacting a citywide
inclusionary housing ordinance to require the development of housing affordable to
households of low and moderate incomes in conjunction with market-rate housing, or
payment of an in-lieu fee. This ordinance Is intended to assist the city in meeting Its
regional share of housing needs and implementing the goals and objectives of the
general plan, including the housing element and any applicable specific or community
plans.”
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30.35.020- Aoplicabilitv and definitions
This section has been updated to include definitions reflecting current terms used in affordable
housing. References to redevelopment have been removed. Definitions have also been
modified to improve clarity. The following definitions are proposed:
“Adjusted for household size appropriate for the unit” means for a household of one person
in the case of a studio unit, two persons in the case of a one-bedroom unit, three persons in the
case of a two-bedroom unit, four persons in the case of a three-bedroom unit, and five persons
in the case of a four-bedroom unit. As used in this chapter, this phrase is a benchmark used in
the calculation of affordable housing cost and is not meant to be, and shall not be construed to
set an occupancy minimum or maximum.
“Affordable housing trust fund” shall have the meaning set forth in paragraph D of section
30.35.060.
“Affordable housing cost” means the total housing costs paid by a qualifying household,
which shall not exceed a specified fraction of their gross income, adjusted for household size
appropriate for the unit, as follows:
Rental Rates for inclusionary units shall be calculated as follows:
A. Rental rates for very low income households shall be calculated as follows: thIrty (30)
percent of fifty (50) percent of the Los Angeles County area median income adjusted for
household size for the unit.
B. Rental rates for low income households shall be calculated as follows; thirty (30) percent
of sixty (60) percent of the Los Angeles County area median income adjusted for
household size appropriate for the unit.
“For Sale Units” affordable housing cost shall be calculated as follows:
A. Low income households: thirty (30) percent of seventy (70) percent of the Los
Angeles County area median income adjusted for household size appropriate for the
unit.
B. Moderate income households: thirty-five (36) percent of one hundred and ten (110)
percent of the Los Angeles County median area income adjusted for household size
appropriate for the unit.
“DensIty bonus” means a density increase over the otherwise maximum allowable residential
density specifically provided for in California Government Code Sections 65915 et seq. and
Glendale Municipal Code Chapter 30.36.
“Developer” means any person, firm, partnershIp, association, joint venture, corporation, or
any entity or combination of entities, that applies for city approvals, permits or entitlements for
all or part of a housing development.
“Housing development” means a development project of five (5) or more dwelling units
proposed to be constructed in the city. For purposes of this chapter, “housing development” also
includes a subdivision, planned unit development or common interest development, as defined
in Section 4100 of the Civil Code, approved by the city, and consists of residential unIts or
unimproved residential jots.
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“Implementation Policies” means written policies and guidelines consistent with this chapter,
on file with the community development department, to assist in the implementation and
enforcement of this chapter.
“Incluslonary housing plan” means the plan referenced in paragraph A of section 30.35.080
and further described in the Implementation Policies, which sets forth the manner in which the
requirements of this chapter will be implemented for a particular housing development.
“Incluslonary units” or “affordable units” means dwelling units that will be offered for rent or
for sale to very low, low and/or moderate income households pursuant to this chapter.
“Income categories” means the following income levels for households:
A. Very low income households means households whose gross income is does not
exceed (50%) of the area median income for Los Angeles County as defined in
California Health and Safety Code Section 50105.
B. Low income households means households whose gross income does not exceed
eighty (80%) percent of the area median income for Los Angeles County as defined in
California Health and Safety Code Section 50079.5.
C. Moderate income households means households whose gross Income does not exceed
one-hundred and twenty (120%) percent of the area median income for Los Angeles
County as defined in California Health and Safety Code Section 50093.
“Maximum residential density” means the maximum number of residential units permitted by
the applicable zoning designation. The maximum density for a housing development on a lot
that qualifies for additional density based on lot width, as provided in Section 30.11.030, shall be
the highest allowable density within the zoning designation. In the downtown specific plan (DSP)
area, the maximum number of units shall be calculated by determining the maximum number of
units allowed within the building envelope that would be created by complying with all of the
design standards and guidelines in the DSP, including, but not limited to, height number of
stories, setbacks, FAR, and minimum unit size. For mixed-use projects in the DSP, the
maximum residential density shall exclude all square footage dedicated to nonresidential uses.
This definition is intended to be consistent with, and applied in the same manner as, the same
or similar term In California Government Code Section 65915(o) and Glendale Municipal Code
SectIon 30.36.030.
“Substantial rehabilitation” or ‘substantially rehabilitated” means, with respect to a housing
development, work which results in an after-rehabilitation value equal to or greater than twentyfive (25) percent of the pre-rehabilitation value of the housing development, Inclusive of the land
value.
“Total housing cost” means the total monthly or annual recurring expenses required of a
household to obtain shelter. For a rental unit, total housing costs include the monthly rent
payment and utilities. For an ownership unit, total housing costs include the mortgage payment
(principal and interest), utilities, homeowner’s association dues, taxes, mortgage insurance, and
any other related assessments.
30.35.030 Inclusionarv units required.
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This section has been completely rewritten because the prior version identified units based on
their relationship to Redevelopment Agency funding, which no longer exists. This section now
differentiates among types of required inclusionary units based on the following characteristics:
Rental, Ownership, Inclusionary Unit Smaller Per Unit Floor Area Option, and Inclusionary Unit
Mix Option. A developer may also request to deviate from the standards of this section through
an administrative exception or a variance subject to required findings.
Rental requires that all new rental housing developments shall reserve fifteen (15) percent of
the lesser of either the maximum residential density or the number of residential units proposed
by the developer (prior to the grant of any density bonus), as units affordable to low income
households, as defined in this chapter. incluslonary units shall be comparable to non
inclusionary units with respect to square footage, size, unit mix, design, quality, workmanship
and finishes, and shall be dispersed throughout the housing development and shown on the
inclusionary housing plan to the satisfaction of the community development department.
Alternatively, the developer shall have the option to develop inclusionary units off-site, acquire
and rehabilitate existing market rate units or pay an in-lieu fee as provided elsewhere in this
chapter.
Ownership requires that all new housing developments offered for sale shall reserve eleven
(11) percent of the lesser of either the maximum residential density or the number of residential
units proposed by the developer (prior to the grant of any density bonus), as units required to be
sold to low or moderate income households. Subject to exercise of the options described
below, Inclusionary units shall be comparable to non-inclusionary units with respect to square
footage, size, unit mix, design, quality, workmanship and finishes and shall be dispersed
throughout the housing development. Alternatively, the developer shall have the option to
acquire and rehabilitate existing market rate units or pay an In lieu fee.
Inclusionary Unit Smaller Per Unit Floor Area Option
Developer will have the option to request to provide smaller Inclusionary units (square footage)
than non inclusionary units provided the developer provides additional inclusionary units so that
the aggregate of the square footage of the inclusionary units meets or exceeds the inclusionary
requirement if not exercising this option. If the developer chooses this option, the developer
shall provide additional inclusionary units above and beyond the minimum number of
inclusionary units required, provided the total required floor area of all inclusionary units remains
the same or is greater, consistent with the Implementation Policies and to the satisfaction of the
Director of Community Development.
lnclusionary Unit Mix Option
Developer will have the option to request to provide a different unit mix for the inclusionary units
than the unit mix of the non-inclusionary units. if the developer chooses this option, the
developer shall provide inclusionary units with at least a ten (10) percent increase in bedroom
count, consistent with the Implementation Policies and to the satisfaction of the Director of
Community Development.
30.35.040 Affordability Deriod.
This section reflects the changes in affordability timeframes which the State has increased to 55
years for both owner-occupied and renter-occupied inclusionary housing. Owner-occupied
inclusionary units are restricted to low and moderate-income households. The section also
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corrects restrictions that renter-occupied inclusionary units are restricted to qualified very low or
low income households, not moderate income ones.
30.35.050 Calculating the inclusionarv obligation.
A.
Rental and ownership housing development. Any fractional unit resulting
from the calculation cf the inclusionary requirement referenced in section 30.35.030
above will be rounded up to the next whole number or the developer may elect to pay
the appropriate in-lieu fee for the fractional unit.
B.
Senior citizen housing development. Any senior citizen housing development
as defined in Sections 51.3 and 51.12 of the California Civil Code is subject to the
incluslonary unit requirements contained in this chapter. All inclusionary units within an
all senior development shall remain restricted to seniors, with the exception of the onsite manager’s unit.
C.
Density Bonus deed-restricted affordable units. To the extent required by
state law, all deed-restricted affordable units granted density bonus shall count toward
the inclusionary unit requirement for rental and for-sale units. Very low income density
bonus units shall be calculated as equivalent to low income inclusionary units.
30.35.060 in-lieu fee alternative.
This section has been modified to clarify that in-lieu fees may be paid for both rental and
ownership inclusionary units. In-lieu fees may fulfill inolusionary requirements either by paying
fees for the entire inclusioriary requirement, or by a combination providing some indusionary
units and paying in-lieu fees to meet the remainder of the inclusionary requirement.
This section also clarifies that Council sets the amount of inclusionary fees by resolution. The
Director of Finance is responsible for collecting in-lieu fees. This section clarifies that
inclusionary requirements are based on the number and size of units to be constructed. Unit
size shall be calculated based on gross livable fioor area, including private balconies, decks and
patios. This section aiso expands the types of affordable housing projects where Affordable
Rousing Trust Funds monies may be spent to include extremely low-income households.
30.35.070- Off-site construction of inclusionary units alternative.
Developers of rental housing development projects may choose to comply with the
requirements of this chapter by building the required Inclusionary units off site, at a site other
than the site of the housing development, in lieu of providing the inclusioriary units on site. The
inclusionary units must still be comparable to the market rate units with respect to size, bedroom
count, design, quality of workmanship and finishes. The inclusionary off-site units must be rental
and be constructed before or concurrently with the market rate project. The off-site inclusionary
units will be allowed only in those areas which are designated for such in the General Plan and
must comply with zoning regulations and standards. Off-site inclusionary units must be located
within one-mile of the housing development and within the City of Glendale.
30.35.075 Acquisition and rehabilitation of existing units.
-

Developers of both rental and ownership housing development projects will have the
option of providing the required number of inclusionary units through the acquisition and
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rehabilitation of an existing residential building, provided the building to be acquired and
rehabilitated must be cited for substantial building code violations; all of the units must
have been vacant for 90 days or longer; and the rehabilitation of the building must be
substantial, such that the after-rehab value must be at least twenty-five percent (25%)
greater than the pre-rehab value of the building. The inclusionary units will be rental
regardless of whether or not the market rate units are rental or ownership.
30.35.080 Implementation of inclusionary unit Drovisions.
This section includes procedures for implementing and managing Inclusionary housing
provisions, either through construction of inclusionary units, payment of in-lieu fees or a
combination in accordance with Inclusionary Policies. To establish a clear process and policy
for implementing Inclusionary housing, draft Inclusionary Policies have been prepared and are
attached to this report.
Other Proposed TitIe3D Amendments
While writing this ordinance several housekeeping corrections in Title 30 were discovered and
are proposed to be fixed with this amendment. Significantly, the inclusionary requirement
specific to the San Fernando Road Redevelopment Project Area has been eliminated and now
this area will be subject to these proposed citywide inclusionary requirements. Other minor
clean-up items relating to application filing, fees and review are also being amended to reflect
new inclusionary requirements. (Sections 30.40.010, 30.40.020, 30.40.030 and 30.40.040.)
Commercial Linkage Fee Ordinance and Fee Resolutions
While Planning Commission is not asked to make a recommendation, Council has directed staff
to prepare a Commercial Linkage Fee Ordinance that requires all commercial development
greater than 1,250 square feet to pay a fee of $4 per square foot to be used for affordable
housing. Hotels and automobile dealerships are exempt from this fee. Fee resolutions have
been prepared to establish lnclusionary housing and commercial linkage fees in order to
implement the requirements of the ordinance amendments to Title 30 and Title 4.
Housing Element Compliance
Adoption of inclusionary housing provisions is consistent with the City of Glendale Housing
Element 2014-2021 Goal I “A City with a Wide Range of Housing Types to Meet the Needs of
Current and Future Residents’ and with Housing Program 2c Inclusionary Housing.
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW:
The City Council finds and determines the adoption of this Ordinance is: (1) exempt from further
environmental review under the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) pursuant to Title
14 of the California Code of Regulations (“CEQA Guidelines”) Section 15305 (minor alterations
to land use limitations), Class 5 Exemption1 as the Ordinance will require new residential
development to include a certain percentage of proposed new residential units as affordable
housing units or pay an In-lieu fee, but the Ordinance does not allow for or encourage any more
development than is already anticipated under the City’s existing General Plan and as regulated
by existing zoning, or otherwise allow for or promote physical changes in the environment and,
therefore, it can be seen with certainty that there is no possibility that the proposed ordinance
may have a significant effect on the environment. Further, the Ordinance is arguably not a
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project pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15061(b)(3), because the Ordinance will require
new residential development to include a certain percentage of the units as affordable housing
units or pay an in-lieu fee, but will not allow for or encourage any more development than is
already anticipated under the City’s existing General Plan and as regulated by existing zoning,
or otherwise allow for or promote physical changes in the environment and, therefore, it can be
seen with certainty that there is no possibility that the proposed ordinance may have a
significant effect on the environment; and is therefore not a Project under CEQA and is
therefore not subject to CEQA review pursuant to CEQA Guidelines, Section 1 5378(b)(4),
because it constitutes a governmental fiscal activity that does not Involve any commitment to
any specific project which rnay result in a potentially significant physical impact on the
environment); is not intended to apply to specifically identified affordable housing projects and
as such it is speculative to evaluate any such future project now and, moreover, any such
projects will be subject to appropriate environmental review at such time as approvals for those
affordable housing project are considered; and/or is not intended to, nor does it, provide CEQA
clearance for future development-related projects by mere establishment or payment of the
fees. Each of the foregoing provides a separate and independent basis for CEQA compliance
and, when viewed collectively, provides an overall basis for CEQA compliance.
ATTACHMENTS:
1. Draft Ordinances and Fee Resolutions
a. Ordinance Relating to Establishment of a Citywide Inclusionary Housing
Requirement
b. Resolution Establishing an Inclusionary Housing In-Lieu Fee
c. Ordinance Related to the Establishment of Affordable Housing Commercial
Development Impact Fee
d. Resolution Establishing an Affordable Housing Commercial Development
Impact Fee
2. Draft Inclusionary Policies
3. City Council lnciusionary Housing Staff Reports dated:
a. September 18, 2018 (which includes the August 14, 2018 report and
Commercial Impact Fee Analysis)
b. November 13, 2018 (includes the August 20, 2018 Inclusionary Housing
Study as Exhibit 2 of the Council Report)
4. November 1, 2019 Jobs-HousIng Nexus Study
5. Notice of City Council Action Initiating Proceedings by Way of Motion to Amend the
Glendale Municipal Code Including to Amend Title 30 (Zoning Code), to adopt a
Citywide Inclusionary Housing Ordinance (IZO) (published on 25 November 2018)
6. Planning Commission Motion Recommending City Council Approval
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EXHIBIT 2
MOTION
Moved by Commissioner Astorian, seconded by Commissioner Lee, that upon consideration of
the proposed ordinance, and after reviewing the four categories of applicable CEQA
exemptions outlined in the Planning Commission staff report dated April 3,2019, records, files,
reports, and all documentary evidence submitted with regard to said Case No. PZC1906071 to
amend Title 30 of the Glendale Municipal Code, 1995 related to establishment of a citywide
inclusionary housing requirement, the Planning Commission hereby recommends that the City
Council adopt the ordinance amending Title 30 with an amendment to the ordinance that states
“This Ordinance shall not apply to a housing development project that has received all
discretionary land use entitlements and at least one building permit for a structure or
substructure necessary for the construction of the housing development project, by the City
prior to the effective date of this Ordinance, and shall not apply to any subsequent approvals or
project modifications to a project previously approved by the City” and recommends that the
City Council adopt the in-lieu fee resolution, as presented.
Adopted this 3rd day of April 2019.
Vote as follows:

Ayes: Astorian, Lee, Shahbazian
Noes:
Absent: Chraghchian
Abstain:

EXHIBIT 3
Implementation Procedures
Inclusionary Zoning and Density Bonus
The purpose of establishing procedures and submittal requirements for reviewing and approving
housing developments subject to Inclusionary Zoning (120) and those applying for a Density
Bonus is to ensure consistency and fairness in processing these projects. The procedures and
submittal requirements also ensure that affordable housing development is deed restricted as
appropriate and tracked accordingly to ensure public benefits are accrued.
All residential development projects of five units or greater without building permits in hand
prior to the effective date of the 120 (expected to be approximately July 5, 2019) will be subject
to the ordinance. The projects will be required to either provide 15% (if rental) or 11% (if
ownership) of the base zoning to be affordable or pay the .ãppi:opriate In-Lieu fee. It is
anticipated that many of the projects that will provide âffordablé units will also seek a Density
Bonus The 120 was created with the idea that it should work seamlessly and cooperatively with
the requirements of the Density Bonus program and many requirements do overlap.
An applicant needs either a Density Bonus Housiñg.I~lan or Inclusionary Housing Plan which
can be combined when a project subject to the 120 also applies for a Density Bonus
To apply for a Density Bonus, the housing development must have five or more units and the
applicant must be seeking:
I
• A density bonus, incentives or concessions, or, waiver or reduction in development
standards; or
• The housing development proposes to use the Parking Concession identified in Section
30.36.090.
To apply for amInclusionary Housing or Density Bonus Housing Plan, the following must be
submitted
1

For a Density Bonus, pay appropriate fees established by City Council At this time theie
are no fees associated with the application and processing of a housing development
subject to the 120 unless the applicant is also seeking a Density Bonus

2. Submit a draft Density Bonus or Inclusionary Housing Plan which consists of the
following:
a. Location, square footage and zoning of property where the housing development is
proposed;
b. Number of units permitted by base density, number of units proposed, and number of
affordable units proposed;
c. Square footage and number of bedrooms in each unit;
d. Preliminary development plans (consisting of site plans, floor plans, elevations,
landscape plan) including calculations for parking, lot coverage and landscaping;
e. Unit locations of affordable units (may be general for the Housing Plan, specific
locations and sizes will be required prior to execution of the Housing Agreement);

f.
g.

h.

i

j.
k.
I

m.

n
o
p
q

Unit sizes with number of bedrooms proposed for entire development project and
those units proposed for affordable restrictions;
Number of units and qualifying level of affordability proposed by the applicant
[percentage very low, low or moderate income and/or senior, transitional foster youth,
homeless or veteran housing]. If the development project is proposed on land where
units are existing or were existing within the previous five years, provide affordability
data consistent with Section 30.3 1.100;
The unit mix and location of affordable housing units in density bonus projects must
be dispersed throughout the project to the satisfaction and approval of the City (GMC
30.36.060E and Housing Element Policies 1.2 and 42);
Proposed tenure of units [rental or for-sale] A development pioject may receive a
density bonus for one affordability level. A development project may be either rental
or for-sale;
Number and type of waivers and concessions requested by the applicant, if any;
If parking concessions are requested, theapplicant shall provide evidence of
qualifying data such as distance to a major transit stop and unimpeded pedestrian
access.
Lettei desciibing the requested waivers and concession with justification as to how
they would preclude the affordable housing pioject if not granted with signature(s) of
the applicant and property owner (if not the :sathe person). This letter shall also
specify the term requested for the development and any financing tool proposed for
this project which may also contain affordability restrictions, such as, but not limited
to public financing or land donation, tax credits or affordable bond funding. If an
incentive for incorporating child care is requested inclUd~:how it will be incorporated
into the housing development;
Title report with instruments. Note: an applicant is ineligible for a density bonus or
other incentives or concessions if the housing development includes property on
wPich rental units have been subject to a recorded covenant, ordinance or law that
restricts levels of affordability within the previous five years See Section 30 36 100
Provide evidence for ieplacement housing for compliance with Section 30 36 100
Must include a time schedule for maiketing which typically commences at least 6
months prior to anticipated Certificate of Occupancy
Conflict of interest statement with signature(s) from the applicant and property owner
(if not the same person)
Campaign finance documents with signature(s) from the applicant and property
owner (if nOt The same person)

3. The Density Bonus or Inclusionary Housing Plan will be submitted to the Planning
Division, which will then route a copy to the Housing Division.
4. The applicant must have a Density Bonus prepared and be recommended by Housing
staff prior to having any decision-maker consider a Density Bonus project with Incentives
or Concessions, Waiver, andlor Parking Concession.

Note: The Density Bonus or Inclusionary Housing Plan information will become
exhibits to the Density Bonus or Inclusionary Housing Agreement (affordability
covenant) which will be recorded on the property.
5. The Planning Division should add the following conditions to approvals for Density
Bonus and or Inclusionary Housing projects:
a. “The applicant shall work with the Housing Division to execute a Density Bonus
or Inclusionary Housing Agreement approved by the Community Development
Director and the City Attorney and record such agreement prior to issuance of a
building permit. Planners will not sign plans for new construction until a copy of
the executed and recorded Density Bonus HousingAgreement is provided to the
case planner. (GMC 30.36.140)”
b. “The affordability term shall not start until the date of recordation of the Housing
Notice of Completion The applicant shall notify the Housing Division at least six
months prior to the anticipated date of the Certificate of Occupancy so that
affordable units may be marketed in a timely manner.”•
6

Approval Authorities foi Density Bonus and Inclusionary Housing projects shall be as
provided in Section 30.36.040, Glendale MunidipalCode.

7. Following entitlement approval of a housing development and its corresponding Density
Bonus or Inclusionary Housing Plan, a Density Bonüs.ör.Inclusionary Housing
Agreement shall be prepared. A housing development May he submitted for plan check
while a Density Bonus or Inclusionary Housing Agreement is being prepared. However,
building plans will not be approved until a Density Bonus or Inclusionary Housing
Agreement has been approved by Housing and recorded on the property. The Planning
should send a copy of the approval staff report and conditions to the Housing Division.
8

A Density Bonus oi Inclusionary Housing Agreement must note that the affoidability
term does not start until the date of recordation of the Housing Notice of Completion

9

Piior to Building Permit Issuance, the applicant must have an approved and recorded
Density Bonus or Inclusionary Housing Agieement (GMC 30 36 140) A copy of the
recorded Density Bonus or Inclusionary Housing Agreement shall be provided to the
Planning Division for inclusion in the entitlement file. All applicable In-Lieu fees must
also be paid pijor to building permit issuance.

10. The Planning DivisiOn will notify the Housing Division when approving plans check for
a density bonus housing project.
11. Housing will track affordable housing development restrictions for purposes of
monitoring affordable housing restricted units and the term of affordability.
Selection of affordable units (Inclusionary or Density Bonus)

Housing staff will look at the overall development proposal and determine how many units must
be affordable and at what affordability level. Proposals not seeking a Density Bonus must
provide 15% of the lower of the base units or number of units being proposed to low-income
qualifying households if it is a rental project or 11% of the units to moderate income qualifying
households if it is an ownership project. Fractional units will be rounded up.
The unit mix of the affordable units should closely resemble the unit mix of the market rate units.
In one example, if a development proposal is for 36 rental units prior to any density bonus and
the developer does not wish to pay the In-Lieu fee, then the development proposal shall provide
six units affoidable to low-income qualifying households In this example, if the 36 units
includes an even number of one, two and three bedrooms so that there are twelve of each, the
developer will be required to provide 2 one-bedroom, 2 two-bedroom, and 3 three-bedroom units
as the affordable unit mix.
Typically, development proposals include varying size units of the same unit mix. In determining
which units will be affoidable, Housing staff will calculate the average square footage of the
units within each unit mix and select affordable units as close to the average size of all the units
in the unit mix. Additionally, Housing staff will select•üñitstliàt are dispersed throughout the
development proposal throughout each floor and on various, floors to the extent possible.
With respect to selection of the affordable units, there are two! options available to developers:
-

.1. Developers may provide smaller inclusionary units (square footage) then non inclusionary units
provided the developer provides additional inclusionary units so that the aggregate of the
square footage of the inclusionary units meets or exceeds the inclusionary requirement if not
exercising this option.
2 Developer may provide a different unit mix for the inclusionary units than the non-inclusionary
units provided the bedroom count of the inclusionary units is 10% greater or more than the
inclusionary requirement if not exercising this option

In-Lieu Fee
The City Council ádbpted an In~Lieu fee schedule for rental and ownership projects of various
size housing developments (overall number of units) The In-Lieu fee appropriate to the type and
size project will be applied when the developer chooses not to provide the required number of
affordable units. The fee is calculated against the gross building area minus parking, balconies /
patios and less any storage space with a height of less than six feet.
In cases where an applicant is seeking a Density Bonus but is not required to provide as many
units as required under the IZQ, the applicant may provide the required units for both programs
or provide only the units required for the Density Bonus and pay the appropriate In-Lieu fee for
the IZO. As an example, a housing development proposal seeks a Density Bonus with only one
incentive and is only required to provide 5% of the base units as affordable, the developer may
elect to pay an In-Lieu fee for the balance of the affordability requirement for the IZO. In this
case, the housing development would be providing 1/3 of the required In-Lieu fee required under

the IZO by providing the units, so 2/3 of the appropriate In-Lieu fee would be required to be paid
to satisfy both the Density Bonus and Inclusionary Requirements.
Fractional units resulting from calculating the Inclusionary requirement will be rounded up to the
next whole number in cases where the housing development proposes to meet its Inclusionary
requirement by providing the units. As an option, the developer may pay a pro rata portion of the
appropriate In-Lieu fee on the fractional unit. The pro rata portion would be calculated as by the
fractional amount divided by 15, then multiplied by the appropriate In-Lieu fee against the gross
building area.
Off-site construction of inclusionary units alternative
Developers have the option of providing the required indIüàio~ary units off-site provided the units are
built within one mile of the project. The inclusionary units must still be comparable to the market rate
units with respect to size, bedroom count, design, quality of workmanship and finishes. The inclusionary
off-site units must be rental and be constructed before or concurrentl~, with the market rate project. The
off-site inclusionary units will be allowed only in thpse areas which are designated for such in the
General Plan and must comply with zoning regulations and standards.
.

Acquisition and rehabilitation of existing units

.

Developers of a rental or ownership project will have the option of providing the required
number of inclusionary units through the acquisition and rehabilitation of an existing residential
building, provided the building to be acquired and rehabilitated must be cited for substantial
building code violations; all of the units must have been vacant for 90 days or longer; and the
rehabilitation of the building must be substantial, such that the after-rehab value must be at least
twenty-five percent (25%) greater than the pre-rehab value of the building. The inclusionary
units will be ren.taj regardless of whether or not the market rate units are rental or ownership.

EXHIBIT 4
CITY OF GLENDALE
NOTICE OF CITY COUNCIL ACTION INITIATING PROCEEDINGS BY WAY OF MOTION
TO AMEND THE GLENDALE MUNICIPAL CODE, INCLUDING TO AMEND TITLE 30
(ZONING CODE), TO ADOPT A CITYWIDE INCLUSIONARY HOUSING ORDINANCE (IZO)
AND TO PREPARE AN IN-LIEU FEE RESOLUTION, TO ADOPT A CITYWIDE
COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT IMPACT/LINKAGE FEE FOR AFFORDABLE HOUSING,
AND TO ADOPT AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE AFFORDABLE HOUSING EXEMPTION
IN THE PUBLIC USE FACILITIES DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEE ORDINANCE (PARKS
AND LIBRARIES)
LOCATION:

CITYWIDE

DESCRIPTION OF COUNCIL ACTION:
On Tuesday, November 13, 2018, the Glendale City Council initiated proceedings by way of
motion to amend Title 30 (Zoning Code) and other sections of the Glendale Municipal Code.
Specifically, the Glendale City Council adopted three motions initiating multiple amendments to the
Glendale Municipal Code, including amendments to Title 30 (Zoning Code), as described below:
1. The Glendale City Council initiated preparation of amendments to Title 30 (Zoning Code) to
adopt a Citywide Inclusionary Housing Ordinance (IZO) and the preparation of an In-Lieu Fee
Resolution, as set forth in the Joint Reports to Council and Housing Authority dated August 14, 2018,
September 18, 2018, and November 13, 2018, and per additional or further direction provided by
Council at the joint meetings of the same date. Staff was further directed to submit the Ordinance and
Resolution to the Planning Commission for review and recommendation and then to the Council for its
consideration. The Glendale City Council initiated consideration of the following amendments to the
Zoning Code regarding the IZO and the In-Lieu Fee Resolution:
• IZO will be applicable citywide;
• IZO will be applicable to both rental and ownership projects;
• IZO will be applicable only to projects with five (5) or more units;
• IZO will require fifteen percent (15%) of the total units in an otherwise market-rate rental project
be affordable;
•IZO will require eleven percent (11%) of the total units in an otherwise market-rate ownership
project be affordable;
• IZO will set the affordability level (the income level that households must earn in order to be
eligible to live in the affordable unit) for rental projects at up to eighty percent (80%) of the Los
Angeles County Area Median Income, as defined by HUD;
• IZO will set the affordability level (the income level that households must earn in order to be
eligible to live in the affordable unit) for ownership projects at up to one hundred and twenty
percent (120%) of the Los Angeles County Area Median Income, as defined by HUD;
• IZO will require the period during which both rental and ownership inclusionary units must be
maintained as affordable, through deed restriction or affordability covenants, to be 55 years;
• IZO will require exact comparability with respect to size, bedroom count, design, quality,
workmanship, and finishes between market-rate units and inclusionary units, except a developer
may request and be granted the right to build smaller inclusionary units (either/both with respect
to square footage and/or bedroom count), in which case the City will require a greater number of
inclusionary units be built/provided;

• IZO will

allow a developer of an ownership or rental project the option of providing the required
number of inclusionary units off-site, within one (1) mile of the project, provided the off-site
inclusionary units and the market-rate units are comparable with respect to size, bedroom
count, design, quality, workmanship and finishes;
• IZO will allow a developer of a rental or ownership project the option of providing the required
number of inclusionary units through the acquisition and rehabilitation of an existing residential
building, provided the building to be acquired and rehabilitated must be cited for substantial
building code violations; all of the units must have been vacant for 90 days or longer; and the
rehabilitation of the building must be substantial, such that the after-rehab value must be at least
twenty-five percent (25%) greater than the pre-rehab value of the building;
•IZO will not apply to rental or ownership projects that have obtained a validly-issued building
permit prior to the adoption of the IZO; and
• The In-Lieu Fee will vary based on the number of units in an ownership or rental project, based
on a dollar amount per gross buildable area, as set forth in the staff report dated November 13,
2018.
2. The Glendale City Council adopted a motion that initiated preparation of amendments to the
Glendale Municipal Code to adopt a commercial development impact/linkage fee for affordable housing
(the “Linkage Fee”), as set forth in the Joint Reports to the Council and Housing Authority dated August
14, 2018, September 18, 2018, and November 13, 2018, and per additional direction provided by the
Council at the joint meetings of the same date. The Glendale City Council initiated consideration of the
following with respect to the Linkage Fee:
• Payment of a Linkage Fee will be required for commercial development citywide;
• Commercial building(s) developed for use(s) as a hotel and/or auto dealer will be exempt from
payment of a Linkage Fee;
• Commercial buildings(s) with total square footage of 1250 or less will be exempt from payment
of a Linkage Fee;
• The Linkage Fee will be set at $4 per square foot; and
• Commercial building(s) that have obtained a validly-issued building permit prior to the adoption
of the Linkage Fee will be exempt from payment of such fee.
3. The Glendale City Council adopted a motion that initiates preparation of amendments to the
Glendale Municipal Code to adopt an ordinance revising the affordable housing exemption for the
Parks and Library Impact Fee, as set forth in the Joint Reports to the Council and Housing Authority
dated August 14, 2018, September 18, 2018, and November 13, 2018, and per additional direction
provided by the Council at the joint meetings of the same date.
The Council meetings of August 14, 2018, September 18, 2018 and November 13, 2018 are available
for viewing on the City of Glendale’s website at www.Glendaleca.gov. To find archived meetings from
the www.Glendaleca.pov home page follow the path Government>Boards and Commissions>Agendas
and Minutes All Organizations>Available Archives City Council and click on the desired year and
meeting in order to access videos of the meetings. Meeting materials (staff reports and related
documents) can be accessed by opening the agenda, and clicking on the agenda item h~’perlink.
Copies of the adopted motions for the above actions can be obtained from the Office of the City Clerk,
613 E. Broadway, Glendale, CA. For more information on the proposal presented to the City Council or

the actions taken by motion,
MFortney@glendaleca.gov.

please contact Mike

Fortney

Ardashes Kassakhian
City Clerk of the City of Glendale

in the

Housing

Division at

EXHIBIT 5
MOTION
Moved by Council Member
Member

Najarian

seconded by Council

Devine
,

that the Council hereby initiates preparation of

amendments to the Zoning Code to adopt a Citywide Inclusionary Housing Ordinance (IZO) and the
preparation of an In-Lieu Fee Resolution, as set forth In the Joint Reports to Council and Housing
Authority dated August 14, 2018, September 18, 2018, and November13, 2018, and per additional
or further direction provided by Council at the joint meetings of the sairie date. Staff is further
directed to submit the Ordinance and Resolution to the Planning Commission for review and
recommendation and then to the Council for its consideration. Council direction for the preparation
of the lZO and the In-Lieu Fee Resolution is as follows:
• IZO will be applicable citywide;
• 120 will be applicable to both rental and ownership projects;
• IZO will be applicable only to projects with five (5) or more units;
• IZO will require fifteen percent (15%) of the total units in an otherwise market-rate rental
project be affordable;
• IZO will require eleven percent (11%) of the total units. in an otherwise market-rate
ownership project be affordable;
• IZO will set the affordability level (the income level that households must earn in order to be
eligible to live in the affordable unit) fth rental projects at up to eighty percent (80%) of the
Los Angeles County Area Median Income, as defined by HUD;
• IZO will set the affordability level (the Income level that households must earn In order to be
eligible to live in the affordable unit) for ownership projects at up to one hundred and twenty
percent (120%) of the Los Angeles County Area Median Income, as defined by HUD;
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• IZO will require the period during which the inclusionary units must be maintained as
affordable, through deed restriction or affordability covenants, to be 55 years for both rental
and ownership projects;
• 1W will require exact comparability with respect to size, bedroom count, design, quality,
workmanship, and finishes between market-rate units and incluslonary units, except a
developer may request and be granted the right to build smaller inclusionary units
(either/both with respect to square footage and/or bedroom count), in which case the City will
require a greater number of inciusionary units be built/provided;
• IZO will allow a developer of an ownership or rental project the option of providing the
required number of Inclusionary units off-site, within 1 mile of the project, provided the offsite inclusionary units and the market-rate units are comparable with respect to sIze,
bedroom count, design, quality, workmanship and finishes;
• lZO will allow a developer of a rental or ownership project the option of providing the
required number of inclusionary units through the acquisition and rehabilitation of an existing
residential building, provided the building to be acquired and rehabilitated mustbe cited for
substantial building code violations; all of the units must have been vacant for 90 days or
longer; and the rehabilitation of the building must be substantial, such that the after-rehab
value must be at least twenty-five percent (25%) greater than the pre-rehab value of the
building;
• IZO will not apply to rental or ownership projects that have obtained a validly-issued building
permit prior to the adoption of the IZO; and
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• The In-Lieu Fee will vary based on the number of units in an ownership or rental project,
based on a dollar amount per gross buildable area, as set forth in the staff report dated
November 13,2018.

Vote as Follows:
Ayes:

Agajanian, Devine, Charpetian, Najarian, Sinanyan

Noes:

None

Absent:

None

AbstaIn:

None

THE MOTION WAS ADOPTED AT THE JOINT CITY COUNCIL MID HOUSING AUThORITY MEETING OF:
November 13, 2018.

APPROVED AS TO FORM
~
DAT
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MOTION
Moved by Council Member
Member

Charpetian

seconded by Council

that the Council hereby initiates preparation of

Naj arian

amendments to the Glendale Municipal Code to adopt a commercial development impact/linkage
fee for affordable housing, as set forth in the Joint Reports to the Council and Rousing Authority
dated August 14,2018, September18, 2Q18, and November 13,2018, and per additional direction
provided by the Council at the joint meetings of the same date, as follows:
•

Payment of a commercial linkage fee will be required for commercial development citywide;

•

Commercial building(s) developed for use(s) as a hotel and/or auto dealer will be exempt
from payment of a commercial linkage fee;

•

Commercial buildings(s) with total square footage of 1,250 or less will be exempt from
payrriènt of a commercial linkage fee;

•

The commercial linkage fee will be set at $4 per square foot; and

•

Commercial building(s) that have obtained a validly-issued building permit prior to the
adoption of the commercial linkage fee will be exempt from payment of such fee.

Vote as Follows:
Ayes:

Agajanian, Devine, Gharpetian, Najarian, Sinanyan

Noes:

None

Absent:

None

Abstain: None
THE MOTION WAS ADOPTED AT TUE JOINT CITY COUNCIL MEETING

APPROVEDAS TO FORM

AND HOUSING AUTHORITY MEETING OF:
Tiiiiday, November 13, 2018.

s7~ior Assistant City Attorney

DATE_____________________
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MOTION
Moved by Council Member
Member

Charpetian

Naj arian

,

,

seconded by Council

that the Council hereby initiates preparation of

amendments to the c~lendale Municipal Code to adopt an ordinance revising the affordable housing
exemption for the Parks and Library Impact Fee, as set forth in the Joint Reports to the Council and
Housing Authority dated August14, 2018, September18, 2018, and November 131 2018, and per
additional direction provided by the Council at the joint meetings of the same date.
Vote as Follows:
Ayes:

Agajanian, Devine, Gharpetian, Najarian, Sinanyan

Noes:

None

Absent:

None

Abstain:

None

THE MOTION WAS ADOPTED AT THE JOINT CITY COUNCIL AND hOUSING AUTHORITY MEETING OF:
Tuesday, November 13, 2018.

~pPR0V~ AS TO

City AttornEY
DATE_J4Z~~
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EXHIBIT 6

glen
CITY OF GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA
REPORT TO THE:
Joint ~ City Council ~ Housing Authority ~ Successor Agency LI Oversight Board

D

November 13,2018
AGENDA ITEM

Report: Request to Initiate Preparation of an Inolusionary Zoning Ordinance and / or a
Development Impact Fee for the Benefit of Providing Affordable Housing.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

City Council Motion Initiating Preparation of Amendments to the Zoning Code to Adopt a
Citywide Inclusionary Zoning Ordinance and In-Lieu Fee Resolution;
City Council Motion Initiating Preparation of Amendments to the Municipal Code to Adopt a
Commercial Development Impact Fee;
City Council Motion Initiating Preparation of Amendments to the Municipal Code to Adopt an
Ordinance Revising the Affordable Housing Exemption for the Parks and Library Impact Fee;
City Council Motion Approving An Amendment to the Professional Services Agreement
Cl 06766 with Keyser Marston and Associates to increase the contract by $7,500 for a new
total amount of $64,500 and to extend the term through January 30, 2019; and
Housing Authority Resolution of Appropriation in the amount of $7,500.

COUNCIL ACTION

Public Hearing
Approved for

fl

Ordinance

LI

Consent Calendar LI Action Item ~ Report Only

LI

calendar

ADMINISTRATIVE ACTION
Submitted by:
Philip Lanzafame, Director of Community Development
Prepared by:
Michael Fortney, Principal Housing Project Manager
Peter Zovak, Assistant Director of Community Development

~w~i
U~

‘CVt/U ‘—

Sipan Zadoryan, Housing Associate
Approved by:
Yasmin K. Beers, City Manager and Executive Director
Reviewed by:
Michael J. Garcia, City Attorney
Robert P. Elliot, Director, Finance’~ç.’L~c
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Joint CC! HA Report
IZO/DIF
November 13, 2018
RECOMMENDATION
Community Development staff recommends that the City Council initiate the preparation of
Code amendments in order to implement a City-Wide Inclusionary Zoning Ordinance and a
Commercial Development Impact Fee to benefit the development of affordable housing and
amend the existing Professional Services Agreement with Keyser Marston and Associates
(KMA).
BACKGROUNDIANALYSIS
At the August 14, 2018 City Council meeting, staff presented the Council with policy options for
adoption of an Inclusionary Zoning Ordinance (IZO) and a Commercial Development Impact
Fee (DIF) which would support development of more affordable housing in Glendale. A copy of
the report is attached as Exhibit 1. The City Council provided staff with direction to begin
developing an IZO and DIF for iriclusionary housing.
Inclusionary zoning is a legal requirement for the inclusion of affordable housing units in new
development projects. Recent studies indicate that inclusionary housing programs are an
increasingly prevalent tool for producing affordable housing. A Development Impact Fee, or
DIF, is a one-time fee(s) charged to new developments through the entitlement process that is
used to defray the cost of providing additional public amenities such as schools, roads, and
sewer lines, that will serve the new development. Numerous cities within the State have
implemented such a fee. Some cities (mainly in Northern California) have required the fee for
both new residential development and new commercial developments, linking it to a
jobs/housing imbalance.
At the September 18, 2018, City Council meeting staff and the City’s outside financial consulting
firm, KMA, presented analysis and reports, and based on the City Council’s prior direction,
submitted recommendations regarding preparation of an IZO and DIP program. City Council
requested additional time to review the information and requested more discussion on the pros
and cons and/or alternatives as appropriate to each of the policy considerations.
Inclusionary Zoning
The following is a list of policy considerations and KMA’s and staff’s recommendations, as well
as further discussion as appropriate on pros and cons of alternatives:
Geographic Coverage

—

City Wide

Staff recommends adoption of a citywide IZO to promote the development of affordable housing
units throughout the city because access to affordable housing is a city-wide issue. Staff further
recommends the newly adopted IZO replace the IZO already in effect in the San Fernando
Road Corridor. As stated in previous staff reports, the San Fernando Road Redevelopment
Project Area has an inclusionary housing requirement tied to former Redevelopment Law.
Implementing a city wide ordinance will improve administration of the IZO should the Council
chose to adopt it. Concerns regarding developers taking advantage of density bonuses in areas
of the City zoned lower density have been addressed in other policy recommendations.
Alternative: The City Council could elect to focus the application of the IZO to specific areas of
the City such as the Downtown Specific Plan area, the former San Fernando Redevelopment
Project Area, all areas of the city south of Glenoaks Boulevard, or any other geographic area.
Limiting the geographic area subject to the IZO will reduce the number of affordable housing
2
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units produced and limit revenue generated from an In-Lieu Fee (as discussed in the August
staff report and later in this report) but would also likely reduce the incentive for developers to
seek a density bonus in those areas.
Type of Development

—

Both Ownership and Rental

KMA and staff recommend adopting an IZO for both ownership as well as rental housing
projects with variations to each of the two programs. Recommended differences in the programs
are discussed further in the remaining policy considerations. There are significant challenges to
an 120 for ownership projects but those challenges, like the concerns with density, are
addressed in other policy considerations.
Although staff’s recommendations do address some of the concerns with IZO for ownership
projects, City Council could decide to exempt for-sale projects entirely. This would reduce the
In-Lieu fee revenue generated from the program as well as reduce the number of for-sale
affordable units produced; however, it would also make developing market-rate, for-sale
ownership projects more financially feasible.
Project Threshold Size

—

Projects with 5 or More Units

KMA and staff recommend the City set the threshold project size at five or more units for both
ownership and rental projects. This represents the minimum project size that qualifies for the
use of a Government Code Section 65915 density bonus and incentives. KMA and staff believe
projects of four or fewer units would be unduly burdened with an inclusionary requirement
Staff’s recommendation of project threshold size of five or more units will help alleviate ccncerns
that a city-wide 120 program would incentivize developers in lower density areas to seek
density bonuses. The City Council could increase the project threshold size to further alleviate
those concerns but that would come at the expense of fewer projects being subject to the IZO,
therefore fewer affordable units and less revenue generated by the proposed In-Lieu fee.
Percentage of Units to be Reserved as Affordable 11% Ownership and 15% Rental
-

KMA and staff recommend that the Inclusionary Housing requirement be set at 11% of the units
allowed by the base zoning for ownership projects and 15% of the units allowed by the base
zoning for rental projects. This is based on the KMA analysis showing financial feasibility of
projects with this level of inclusionary requirements. Council could consider adopting more or
less stringent requirements. Less stringent requirements would reduce the number of affordable
units built and would likely reduce the amount of In-Lieu fee revenue generated. Stricter
requirements may serve as a deterrent to development as it could prove financially infeasible.
Stricter requirements increase the chances of State Housing and Community development
(HCD) review because a stricter requirement creates a higher hurdle for affordable housing
development. If the Council were to direct staff to explore stricter requirements staff and KMA
will need to undertake some additional analysis and report back to Council. This would delay
adoption and implementation of an IZO program.
Affordability Level
KMA and staff recommend targeting Low Income (up to 80% AMI) for rental projects and
Moderate Income (up to 120% AMI) for ownership projects using Los Angeles County AMI
3
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figures, The idea is to make the affordable rents and sales prices consistent with Density Bonus
Law, and make implementation and monitoring of the program more manageable. However,
Council could consider other income targets for rental and ownership projects other than what
staff and KMA recommend. Higher income targeting would result in serving a higher income
population that may be able to afford current market rents. Targeting income lower than 80%
AMI could trigger review by the HCD and result in fewer units developed (a lower Income
population would result in lower cash flow for developers).
Duration of Affordability —45 Years for Ownership and 55 Years for Rental
KMA and staff recommend the affordability covenants remain for 45 years for ownership
projects and 55 years for rental projects. These are the standards that are commonly used for
inclusionary housing ordinances, and the rental covenant period is consistent with Density
Bonus Law. Implementation and monitoring using these typical standards will be more efficient.
For these reasons staff recommends maintaining covenants consistent with existing programs,
however, the Council could decide to set the duration of affordability to other reasonable lengths
of time such as 30 or 40 years.
Design Standards

—

Equal Standards

KMA recommends the exterior and interior design standards applied to affordable units be
comparable to the standards applied to the market rate units, in terms of square feet and
bedroom count, and that affordable units not be concentrated in a particular portion of a project
but be dispersed throughout a project. This approach is consistent with the City’s Interpretation
of Density Bonus Law. Additionally, occupants of the affordable units should be allowed equal
access to the project’s community spaces and amenities. However, Council could decide to
adopt a policy that permits developers to modify the level!quality of interior improvements
compared to the market rate units. This would provide savings to the project developer in the
short term, but in the long term property owners may have issues with units built and finished
out to different standards.
KMA and staff recommend that developers be allowed the option of providing smaller affordable
units (lower bedroom count and smaller square footage), but in exchange be obligated to restrict
the sale of 15% (versus just 11%) of the units in an ownership project and restrict the rents of
20% (versus just 15%) of the units in a rental project. Council could reject this option, or decide
to adopt more stringent requirements should the developer opt to build smaller units. Without
this option, developers would not have incentive to build additional affordable housing beyond
the minimum required by the IZO program and the City would receive less affordable units. With
more stringent requirements, such as a higher percentage of units to be reserved as affordable,
the City could see an additional number of affordable units or the developer may elect not to
choose this option.
Off-Site Production Option

—

Allow within Parameters

Rental developers must be given the option of providing the affordable units off-site. KMA and
staff recommend the off-site units must be:
•

Within

1/2

mile of the market rate project;
4
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•

Comparable in size (square feet and bedroom count) and interior and exterior
improvements; and

•

Be limited to rental units subject to the 15% inclusionary requirement (or 20% if smaller
units) and reserved for low-income households.

Council may elect to increase or decrease the distance requirement, or eliminate it all together;
however, this could result in the clustering of affordable units into lower development cost
neighborhoods within the City if the distance requirement is too lenient.
KMA and staff further recommend that acquisition and rehabilitation of existing residential
buildings be allowed to fulfill the inclusionary requirement but only in the following
circumstances:
•

The existing building subject to acquisition and rehabilitation has been cited for
substantial building code violations;

•

All of the units have been vacant for 90 days or longer; and

•

The rehabilitation of the building is substantial, meaning the after-rehab value must be at
least 25% greater than the pre-rehab value of the building.

Council may elect not to allow acquisition / rehabilitation as an option for developers to fulfill
their IZO requirements or specify any other parameters if acquisition / rehabilitation will be
allowed. Not allowing acquisition / rehabilitation to fulfil a developer’s obligation may result in an
increase of newly constructed affordable units versus some mix of new construction and
rehabilitated units.
Phase In Option

—

Exempt only Projects with Secured Building Permit

There is consensus among City Councilmembers that no project should be exempt from an IZO
if it has not already secured building permits. Staff defers to Council’s consensus without
concern.
In-Lieu Fee

—

Range Depending on Project Size and Type

Part of KMA’s scope of work was to analyze both the maximum legally defensible and
economically feasible limit of an In-Lieu Fee. The maximum legally defensible fee is the
difference between market rate rent/sales price and affordable rent/sales price whereas the
maximum economically feasible fee is the highest fee a project could support before the
project is no longer financially feasible to build.
KMA and staff recommend that In-Lieu fee payment be encouraged for ownership projects, and
allowed as an option for rental projects. To achieve these goals, KMA recommends that the fee
be set at $26.30 per square foot of gross buildable area (“GBA”) for ownership projects and
$55.00 per square foot of GBA for rental projects. Recognizing that small projects experience a
greater financial impact than larger projects, KMA and staff recommend establishing the
following in-lieu fee schedule:
5
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o Ownership and Rental projects between 5 and 20 units per the following chart:
Ownership
Housing

Rental
Apartments

In-Lieu Fee Per Square Foot of GSA
Number of Units
5
6
7
8
9
10
11 thru 15
16 thru 20
21+

$10.57
$11.52
$12.63
$13.73
$14.68
$15.78
$21.04
$23.67
$26.30

$22.11
$24.09
$26.40
$28.71
$30.69
$33.00
$44.00
$49.50
$55.00

o Rental projects of 21 units or greater $55/sq. ft. GBA;
-

o Ownership projects of 21 units or greater $26.30/sq. ft. GSA;
-

o Ownership and Rental projects with less than 5 units would be exempt from an
Inclusionary Housing requirement, including payment of an In-Lieu Fee.
A simpler In-Lieu fee schedule could also be adopted. For example, all projects between 5 and
20 units could be charged a single In-Lieu fee rather than one based on the recommended fee
schedule. Council could consider any other In-Lieu fee schedule other than the schedule
recommended by KMA and staff provided the fees are at or below the legally defensible level.
Staff and KMA will need additional time to analyze the impact of a suggested significant
deviation from the recommended schedule.
KMA and staff recommend developers be allowed to pay the In-Lieu fee for ownership projects
as opposed to requiring developers to build the units because the required on-going affordability
monitoring adds an administrative burden whereas collecting the In-Lieu fees will give the city
more flexibility to develop the type, location and amount of affordable housing of its choosing.
KMA and staff further recommend that rental projects of 20 or fewer units be allowed to pay the
In-Lieu fee so as not to encourage building the units and taking advantage of Density Bonus
Law in lower density neighborhoods within the City. KMA and staff recommend that rental
projects in excess of 20 units be required to build the affordable units; an in-lieu fee payment
should only be allowed with City Council approval. The recommended In-Lieu fees incentivize
developers to pay the fee for ownership projects and small rental projects, and to build the
affordable units in rental projects of 21 or more units.
6
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The Council could decide to exempt ownership projects entirely, in which case the above
discussion regarding ownership projects is moot.
Conclusion (IZO)
KMA and staff recommend the City Council adopt a city-wide inclusionary housing ordinance
that incentivizes developers to build rental units in projects of more than 20 units and pay an inlieu fee for ownership projects. KMA and staff recognize that developers will likely seek a
density bonus with an inclusionary requirement in place requiring affordable units to be built. For
this reason, and because economies of scale result in a greater economic impact on smaller
projects, KMA and staff further recommend smaller projects (5-20 units) be subject to a lower
In-Lieu fee and projects with less than 5 units be exempt from the inclusionary requirement all
together.
KMA and staff further recommend:
•

All projects (Rental and Ownership) of S or more units that are not previously vested, be
subject to an IZO city-wide;

•

Rental projects should provide affordable units for up to 80% AMI while ownership
projects should target upto 120% AMI. AMI should be based on the standards imposed
by California Health and Safety Code Sections 50053 and 50052.5;

•

Units in ownership projects should be subject to a recorded covenant to remain
affordable for 45 years while covenants on affordable rental units should require
affordability for 55 years;

•

In-Lieu Fees should be based on project size and type;

•

Affordable Units should be comparable to market rate units, except when smaller units
are proposed, which triggers a requirement for additional affordable units; and

•

Off-site production with parameters as described in this report.

Council may adopt KMA’s and staff’s recommendations or, as described above, the Council
may choose other options, some of which would not require additional analysis. Others options,
such as significant changes to income targeting, affordability requirements (percent of units to
be reserved as affordable), or changes to the In-Lieu fee schedule could trigger review by the
State HCD and will require additional analysis by KMA and staff.
Impact on the Public Use Facilities Development Impact Fees (Parks & Libraries DIP)
(GMC Chapter 4.10)
The Inclusionary Zoning Ordinance will affect the City’s Park and Library Fee Development
Impact Fee revenue because, pursuant to that fee ordinance, residential projects that reserve
15% or more units as affordable are subject to a 75% reduction in the Parks and Libraries DIF.
Staff therefore recommends the Council initiate the preparation of an amended Parks and
Libraries DIP Ordinance concurrently with the Inclusionary Zoning Ordinance so that these
impacts can be addressed.
7
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Commercial DeveloDment Impact Fee:
Should the City Council decide to adopt a DIP for the benefit of affordable housing development,
staff recommends the DIF be similar to the current Parks and Libraries DIF. That fee is:
o City-wide;
o Applies to office and general commercial uses but exempts auto dealerships and
hotels; and
o Applies to commercial projects greater than 1,250 square feet GBA.
Like the IZO, Council could choose to target areas of the City versus adopting a city-wide DIP.
This could reduce the fee revenue generated by the program but could also encourage
commercial development in areas exempt from the fee.
KMA’s analysis determined that the legally defensible limit to a commercial DIF varies
depending on the type of commercial development. KMA has determined the economically
feasible fee limit falls within the range of $3 to $19/square foot.
The City of Los Angeles recently adopted such a fee that includes a range from $3 to $5/square
foot. The City of West Hollywood applies an $8/square foot fee while Santa Monica applies a
range of $3 to $1 1/square foot.
The City’s Parks and Libraries DIF applies as follows:
a
a
a
-

Auto Dealership Exempt
Hotel Exempt
Office $7.92? square foot
General Commercial $6.50 I square foot
Industrial $3.24? square foot
—

—
-

-

-

If the City Council elects to adopt a Commercial DIF for affordable housing, KMA and staff
recommend setting the Commercial DIF in the $3 $5 per square foot GSA range, which is at
the low end of the economically feasible range and is within range of other local DIFs and the
City’s Parks and Library Impact Fee.
Council could adopt a fee at or below the level KMA has determined justified by the nexus study
The higher fee (as supported by the nexus study) means more fee revenue, but high fees could
discourage commercial development. Staff believes that an inverse relationship between the fee
and the revenue generated is likely between $10 and $20 per square foot of GBA.
Similar to the IZO, staff recommends only exempting commercial projects that have obtained a
validly issued building permit.
Using data from Glendale’s Building and Safety Division over the past 5.5 years, KMA was able
to project upwards of $91 Ok annually that could be generated with a $5/sq. ft. fee on all
commercial projects greater than 1,250 sq. ft. This is likely a high estimate given the number of
hotels proposed during this time frame (8). Staff believes that is not a sustainable figure and is
not reliable for reasonable projections. Instead, KMA’s estimated projection of approximately
8

Joint CC! HA Report
IZO/DIF
November ‘13, 2018
$250k annually based on $5/sq. ft. and not including hotel developments is likely a more
reasonable estimate.
The adoption of a commercial DIF to benefit the development of affordable housing is entirely at
the discretion of the Council. Parameters of a Commercial DIF for affordable housing are largely at
the Council’s discretion so long as the fee is at or below the fee level justified by the nexus study
performed by KMA.
Conclusion (DIP)
Staff recommends the City Council adopt a city-wide commercial DIF for all office and general
commercial and projects over 1 250 square feet, unless City Council priorities have changed in
terms of development types desired/needed in the City. Staff further recommends this fee be in the
$3 to $5 sq. ft. range, which is below the amount justified by the nexus study, but which will be
roughly proportionate to fees charged by nearby cities.
If the City Council directs staff to initiate preparation of amendments to the Zoning/Municipal
Code for an Inclusionary Zoning Ordinance and/or a Commercial Development Impact Fee, staff
will prepare and submit the draft legislation to the Planning Commission for their review and
recommendation to the City Council.
FISCAL IMPACT
KMA’s original Professional Services Agreement (PSA) of $57,000 expired September Sot
2018. staff recommends amending the PSA to add $7,500 for a total maximum contract amount
of $64,500 in order to retain KMA through the IZO / DIF consideration and adoption process
until January 30, 2019. Funding for this increase will come from the Low Moderate Income
Housing Asset Fund (LMIHAF).
From:
24214-213

Unallocated Fund Balance, LMIHAF 213

$7,500

To:
43110-213-714

Contractual Services, LMIHAF Fund -Admin

$7,500

Also, adoption of an IZO and/or Commercial DIF would necessitate the creation of a new, fulltime equivalent position at the Housing Analyst level. The new position would be tasked with
administering the program(s). Responsibilities would include coordination with Building and
Safety, City Attorney and Planning staff, ensuring the appropriate fees are collected, that
developers are following the program rules and requirements, and to oversee the marketing and
tenant selection process of the newly created affordable units.
This fiscal impact is estimated to be between $75,473 and $109,793 annually. This would not
come from the City’s General Fund but rather the Affordable Housing Asset Fund. Expected
revenue from the adoption of an IZO and/or DIF would be deposited into the same account, and
is expected to exceed this amount.
ALTERNATIVES
Alternative 1: The City Council may initiate the preparation of code amendments for adoption of
an Inclusionary Zoning Ordinance and In-Lieu Fee Resolution;
9
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Alternative 2: The City Council may initiate the preparation of code amendments for adoption of
a Commercial Development Impact Fee and/or changes to the Affordable Housing Exemption
for the Parks and Library Impact Fee;
Alternative 3: The City Council may direct staff to return with additional information; or
Alternate 4: The City Council may consider any other alternative not currently proposed by staff.
EXHIBITS
Exhibit 1
Exhibit 2
Exhibit 3
Exhibit 4

August 14, 2018 Joint City Council and Housing Authority Staff Report
August 27, 2018 Inclusionary Housing Study Prepared by KMA
August 221 2018 Commercial Impact Fee Analysis Memo Prepared by KMA
November 1, 2018 Jobs-Rousing Nexus Study (Commercial Development Impact
Study) Prepared by KMA
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I.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The following report summarizes an analysis of the linkages between commercial development
in Glendale and the demand for additional affordable housing. The analysis, which
demonstrates support for a “Commercial Development Impact Fee”, has been prepared by
Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. (KMA) for the City of Glendale (City) in accordance with a
contractual agreement.
A.

Jobs-Housing Nexus Study

The purpose of a nexus analysis is to quantify and document the linkages among the
construction of new office, retail and hotel projects, the employees that work in them, and the
increased demand for affordable housing. Since the jobs in these types of projects cover a
range in compensation levels, and the households of the workers range in size, housing needs
are generated at all affordability levels. This analysis quantifies the need for affordable housing
created by each type of workplace building.
This analysis is conducted to meet the requirements imposed by several United States Supreme
Court decisions, and by California Government Code Section 66000 et seq., which is sometimes
referred to as “the Mitigation Fee Act”. These analyses are commonly referred to as linkage or
nexus analyses.
B.

Building Types and Affordability Levels

This analysis evaluates a cross section of commercial development types that have occurred in
Glendale in recent years, and that are expected to be built in the near-term future. For the
purposes of the analysis, the following building types were identified:
•

Office

•

Freestanding Retail

•

Ground Floor Retail

•

Hotel

The household income categories addressed in the analysis include: Extremely Low Income,
Very Low Income, Low Income, and Moderate Income.
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C.

Maximum Nexus Costs

The following table identifies the maximum nexus costs derived from the KMA Jobs-Housing
Nexus Study. These nexus costs represent the maximum allowable fee amounts, rather than
the recommended fee amounts.
Maximum Fee
Per Square
Foot

D.

Office

$296.40

Freestanding Retail

$280.50

Ground Floor Retail

$379.40

Hotel

$131.60

Recommended Commercial Development Impact Fees

The following factors were considered in establishing recommended Commercial Development
Impact Fee amounts:
1.

Thestrength of the local real estate marketforthe buildingtypesthatwill paythefee;

2.

The total fees imposed on new development as compared to jurisdictions that are
competing for the uses; and

3.

The local policy objectives.

Based on the preceding factors, KMA recommends that the City set the Commercial
Development Impact Fee in the $3 to $5 per square foot range. It is important to note that this
recommendation does not take into account any other public fees that may be under review by
the City. Any changes in other fee levels would impact this recommendation.
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II.

INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW

Over the past several years the region has rebounded from the global real estate recession, and
as a result commercial development has escalated. This commercial development supports
additional jobs within Glendale, which generates a need for additional housing accessible to all
income levels.
Similarly, residential rents and sales prices in Glendale have been escalating rapidly since the
recession. This continues to intensify the demand for market rate residential development
which has in turn assisted the City in meeting the Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA)
goals for above-moderate income housing in Glendale. However, as rents and sales prices
increase, it becomes exponentially more difficult to achieve the RHNA goals for very low, low
and moderate income units.
The termination of redevelopment eliminated the most significant financial resource available
to the City to assist in the production of affordable housing. In addition, over the past several
years the amount of Federal funding for affordable housing has steadily decreased. As these
outside affordable housing program resources continue to decline, and as residential rents and
sales prices continue to escalate, the City has begun exploring the options for generating
additional revenue to be utilized for the creation of additional affordable housing.
The purpose of this Jobs-Housing Nexus Study is to provide the City with a legal basis to levy
Commercial Development Impact Fees on commercial development. Concurrent with this
analysis, KMA is preparing an Inclusionary Housing Study as part of the City’s discussion to
implement a City-wide Inclusionary Housing Ordinance for market rate residential
development.
A.

Benefits of Affordable Housing to Commercial Development

The primary objective for implementing a Commercial Development Impact Fee on commercial
development is to increase the amount of affordable housing within Glendale. This increase in
affordable housing benefits commercial development by strengthening the local jobs-housing
balance, which benefits both employers and workers. With a larger and more diverse pool of
Glendale residents to draw upon, employers will have increased ability to fill job openings.
A lack of local affordable housing can result in overcrowded living conditions, or workers that
must endure long commutes. Both of these conditions affect a worker’s quality of life, which
may ultimately force a worker to quit their job. Giving workers access to affordable housing
Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
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opportunities close to their place of employment can result in greater workplace stability, and
less worker turnover for the employer. It has been estimated that it can cost between 15% and
30% of a worker’s annual salary to replace that worker. As such, limiting worker turnover with
the development of affordable housing can produce meaningful cost savings for employers.
B.

Analysis Organization

The commercial uses that are the subject of this analysis represent a cross section of typical
commercial development that has occurred in Glendale in recent years and is expected to be
built in the near-term future. For purposes of the analysis, the following building types were
identified:
•

Office

•

Freestanding Retail

•

Ground Floor Retail

•

Hotel

-

The household income categories addressed in the analysis include: Extremely Low Income,
Very Low Income, Low Income and Moderate Income.
C.

Data Sources and Qualifications

The analyses in thisteport have been prepared using the best and most receht data available.
Local and current data was used whenever possible. Sources such as the 2010 United States
Census (Census), the American Community Survey of the Census, and California Employment
Development Department data were used extensively. Other sources and analyses are noted
when used in the text and footnotes. The data sources and uses are those that provide a
reasonable basis to support the nexus between jobs and housing.
While we believe all sources utilized are sufficiently accurate for the purposes of the analyses,
we cannot guarantee their accuracy. KMA assumes no liability for information from these and
other sources.
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III.

THE JOBS-HOUSING NEXUS STUDY

A.

The Nexus Concept

Introduction
This section outlines the nexus concept and some of the key issues surrounding the linking of
new commercial development to the demand for affordable residential units in Glendale. The
nexus analysis and discussion focus on the relationships among development growth,
employment income of workers and demand for affordable housing. The analysis connects the
new construction of the types of buildings in which there are workers to the need for additional
affordable housing. This connection is quantified both in terms of number of units, and the
amount of subsidy assistance needed to make the units affordable.
The Legal Basis and Context
The first jobs-housing linkage programs were adopted in the cities of San Francisco and Boston
in the mid-1980s. To support the linkage between commercial development and the demand
for affordable housing, the City of San Francisco commissioned an analysis to show the
relationships, or what might now be characterized as an early version of a nexus analysis. Since
that time there have been several court cases and California statutes that affect what local
jurisdictions must demonstrate when imposing impact fees on development projects.
The most important United States Supreme Court cases are Nollan v. California Coastal
Commission and Dolan v. City of Tigard (Oregon). The rulings on these cases, and others, help
clarify what governments must find in the way of the nature of the relationship between the
problem to be mitigated and the action contributing to the problem. Here, the problem is the
shortage of affordable housing, and the action contributing to the problem is building
workspaces that create more jobs and worker households needing affordable housing.
Following the Nollan decision in 1987, the California legislature enacted AB 1600, which
requires local agencies proposing an impact fee on a development project to identify the
purpose of the fee, the use of the fee, and to determine that there is a reasonable relationship
between the fee’s use and the development project on which the fee is imposed. The local
agency must also demonstrate that there is a reasonable relationship between the fee amount
and the cost of mitigating the problem that the fee addresses. Studies by local governments
designed to fulfill the requirements of AB 1600 are often referred to as “AB 1600” or “Nexus”
studies.
Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
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One court case that involved housing linkage fees was Commercial Builders of Northern
California v. City of Sacramento. The commercial builders of Sacramento sued the City of
Sacramento following the City’s adoption of a housing linkage fee. Both the United States
District Court and the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals upheld the City of Sacramento, and
rejected the builders’ petition. The United States Supreme Court denied a petition to hear the
case, letting stand the lower court’s opinion.
Since the Sacramento case in 1991 there have been several additional court rulings reaffirming
and clarifying the ability of California cities to adopt impact fees. Notable cases can be
described as follows:
1.

In 2004, in San Remo Hotel v. the City and County of San Francisco, the court upheld the
impact fee levied by the City and County of San Francisco on the conversion of residence
hotels to tourist hotels and other uses. The court found that a suitable nexus, or
deleterious impact had been demonstrated.

2.

In 2009, in Building Industry Association of Central California v. the City of Patterson, the
Court invalidated the City of Patterson’s fee because a valid nexus linking the impact of
the proposed project to the fee had not been demonstrated.

3.

In 2010, a court ruling upheld most of the impact fees levied by the City of Lemoore, in
Southern California. Of particular note is the judges’ opinion that a “fee” may be
“established for a broad class of projects by legislation of general applicability....the fact
that specific construction plans are not in place does not render the fee unreasonable.”
In other words, cities do not have to identify specific affordable housing projects to be
constructed at the time of adoption of an impact fee.

In summary, the case law at this time appears to be fully supportive of the imposition of jobshousing impact fees.
The Nexus Methodology
An overview of the basic nexus concept and methodology is helpful to understand the
discussion and concepts presented in this section. This overview consists of a quick “walk
through” of the major steps of the analysis. The nexus analysis links new commercial buildings
• with new workers in the City; these workers demand additional housing in proximity to the
jobs, a portion of which needs to be affordable to the workers in lower income households.
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The methodology utilized in this analysis is a “micro” analysis that examines individual
buildings. The micro nexus analysis readily lend5 itself to quantification that serves as a basis for
the nexus cost, or the maximum fee amount for each building type.
To illustrate the micro nexus analysis, very simply, we can walk through the major calculations
of the analysis. We begin by assuming a prototypical building of a defined size, and then we
make the following calculations:
1.

We estimate the total number of employees working in the building based on average
employment density data.

2.

We use occupation and income information for typical job types in the building to
calculate how many of those jobs pay compensation at the levels addressed in the nexus
analysis.
a.

Compensation data is provided by the California Employment Development
Department, and is specific to Los Angeles County as of 2017.

b.

Worker occupations by building type are derived from the 2016 Occupational
Employment Survey prepared by the United States Bureau of Labor Statistics.

3.

We know from the Census that many workers are members of households where more
than one person is employed, and there is also a range of household sizes. We use
factors derived from the Census to translate the number of workers into households of
various sizes represented in each income category.

4.

Then, we calculate how many of the Extremely Low, Very Low, Low and Moderate
Income households are associated with the building and divide by the building size to
arrive at coefficients of housing units per square foot of building area.

5.

In the last step, we multiply the identified number of households times cost of
delivering housing units affordable to these income groups.

The Relationship Between Construction and Job Growth
Many factors underlie the reasons for employment growth in a given region; these factors are
complex, interrelated, and often associatedwith forces at the national and international levels.
The nexus argument does not make the case that the construction of new buildings is solely
responsible for employment growth. However, new construction is uniquely important in the
Keyser Marston Associates, nc;
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equation, first, as one of the factors contributing to growth, and second, as a unique and
essential condition precedent to growth.
As to the first construction itself encourages growth. When the state economy is growing, the
areas that experience the most rapid growth are those where new construction activity is
vigorous and acts as a vital industry. In regions such as Los Angeles, where multiple forces of
growth exist, the development industry frequently serves as a proactive force inducing growth
to occur, or to be attracted to specific areas, by providing new work spaces, particularly those
of a speculative nature.
Second, the development of workplace buildings bears a direct relationship to job growth,
because job growth does not occur in modern service economies without buildings to house
new workers. Unlike other growth factors, new buildings play a unique role in that employment
growth cannot occur without them for a sustained period of time. Conversely, it is well
established that the inability to construct new workplace buildings will constrain, or even halt,
job growth.
Discount for Changing Industries
The local economy, like that of the United States as a whole, is constantly evolving. In the Los
Angeles Long Beach Glendale Metropolitan Division (MD) (Los Angeles MD), over the past 20
years, employment in various sectors of the economy has declined. However, jobs lost over the
last decade in these declining sectors were replaced by job growth in other industry sectors.
-

-

Long-term declines in employment experienced in some sectors of the economy mean that
some of the jobs created in burgeoning industries are being filled by workers that have been
displaced from another industry and who are presumed to already be housed locally.
Recognizing that jobs added in the community are not necessarily net new jobs, this step in the
analysis makes an adjustment to take these declines, changes and shifts within all sectors of the
economy into account.
To assist in making the adjustment, KMA analyzed data published by the California Employment
Development Department annually for the Los Angeles MD. For the previous five-year period
(2012—2016), the Los Angeles region experienced an approximately 4% decline in industry.
However, the Los Angeles region experienced an approximately 40% decline in industry over
the previous 20-year period (1997—2016). The decline during both periods was largely focused
in the manufacturing sector.
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The large declines in industries over the 20-year period can be attributed to effects of the Great
Recession. As demonstrated from the five-year period, the greater Southern California region is
just beginning to recover from the substantial job losses that occurred during the recession.
Based on the entirety of the data analyzed, the long-term shifts in employment that have
occurred in some sectors of the local economy, and the likelihood of continuing changes in the
future, KMA applied a 20% downward adjustment for a decline in industries in this nexus study.
This represents a mid-point between the historical data for the Los Angeles County MD for the
five- and 20-year periods analyzed.
The impact of the 20% adjustment factor is the effective assumption that one in every five new
jobs will be filled by an employee down-sized from a declining industry and who already lives
locally. This factor can be considered conservative given that some displaced employees may
exit the workforce entirely by retiring rather than seeking a new job in one of the new
industries that have entered the community.
Other Factors and Assumptions
The “Addendum” to this study provides a discussion of other specific nexus concepts that must
also be considered. These factors include:
1.

Addre5sing the housing needs of a new population versus the existing population;

2.

Substitution factor, indirect employment and multiplier effects;

3.

Changes in labor force participation;

4.

Commuting; and

5.

Economic cycles.

B.

Jobs-Housing Nexus Analysis

This section presents a summary of the analysis of the linkage between four types of workplace
buildings, and the estimated number of worker households in the income categories that will,
on average, be employed within those buildings. This section should not be read or reproduced
without the narrative presented in the previous sections of this study.
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Analysis Approach and Framework
The analysis establishes the jobs-housing linkages for individual building types or land use
activities. In turn, this is used to quantify the connection between employment growth in
Glendale and the resulting demand for affordable housing.
The analysis approach is to examine the employment associated with the development of
workplace building prototypes. Then, through a series of linkage steps, the number of
employees is converted to households and housing units by affordability level. The findings are
expressed in terms of numbers of households related to building area. In the final step, we
convert the numbers of households for an entire building to the number of households per
square foot of building area. For ease of understanding, KMA conducts the analysis on 100,000
square foot building modules. The building size is used solely to facilitate understanding of the
analysis by being able to avoid cumbersome fractions.
The prototypes are meant to cover a wide variety of building types. Together, the four
categories are designed to encompass most new commercial buildings to be constructed by the
private sector in Glendale. The categories under analysis are:
1.

The Office category is designed to represent the range of office tenants locating in
Glendale, from small professional offices and medical offices to motion picture and
video companies.

2.

The Freestanding Retail category encompasses the full range of retail categories
including automotive uses, restaurants, and entertainment uses.

3.

The Ground Floor Retail category represents retail uses that would typically locate on
the ground floor of mixed-use buildings, including restaurants and retail uses that serve
nearby residents.

4.

The Hotel category includes hotels, motels and extended stay hotels, if any.

Household Income Limits
When workers form households, their income, either alone or in combination with other
workers, produces the household income. In addition, of course, there may be children and/or
other household members who are not employed. The nexus analysis estimates demand for
affordable housing focusing on the following household income categories:

Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
1810018.GLN

-

Page 10
November 1, 2018

•

Extremely Low Income

•

Very Low Income

•

Low Income

•

Moderate Income

Household income criteria for these affordability categories are based on the Los Angeles
County median income (Median) as published by the California Department of Housing and
Community Development (HCD). The income categories presented in the following table are
applied for most housing programs administered by HCD and by the United States Department
of Housing and Urban Development (HUD). For a four-person household, the maximum
qualifying income levels for 2018 are:
Income Range
Income Category

Percent of Median

(Four-Person Household)

0% to 30% of Median

$0 to $29,050

Very Low Income

Above 30% to 50% of Median

$29,051 to $48,450

Low Income

Above 50% to 80% of Median

$48,451 to $77,500

Moderate Income

Above 80% to 120% of Median

$77,501 to $83,150

Extremely Low Income

Analysis Steps
The analysis is conducted using a model that KMA has developed for application in many
jurisdictions for which the firm has conducted similar analyses. The model inputs are comprised
of local data to the extent possible, and are fully documented.
Tables 1 through 4 in Appendix A summarize the nexus analysis steps for the four building
types. Following is a description of each step in the analysis:
Step 1— Estimate of Total New Employees
Appendix A Table 1 e~timatesthe total number of employees who will work in the companies
that occupy the building types being analyzed. This is done by dividing the building size by the
-
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average square feet of space provided to each employee. As the amount of space allocated to
each employee is reduced, the supportable nexus cost is increased. To provide conservative
estimates, KMA applied the high end of the square footage range per employee for each type
of use. The employment densities used in the analysis can be described as follows:
1.

Office at 250 square feet per employee. This figure is in the middle of the currently
typical 200 to 300 square foot per employee area range depending on the character of
the office activity (corporate headquarters vs. back office, to illustrate extremes).
However, with the recent trend towards shared workspaces and increased
telecommuting, newer office uses are shifting to less space per employee.

2.

Freestanding Retail at 500 square feet per employee. This category covers a broad
range of uses from high-service restaurants, where employment densities are far
greater than average, to retail uses such as furniture stores where employment
densities are much lower. Retail employment densities generally range from 250 to 500
square feet per employee depending on the retail use.

3.

Ground Floor Retail at 375 square feet per employee. This category covers the retail
uses that would operate on the ground floor of mixed-use buildings, which will likely be
geared towards food preparation and resident services. KMA calculated the weighted
employment density average based on 50% general retail space at 500 square feet per
employee, and 50% restaurant space at 250 square feet per employee.

4.

Hotel at 1,000 square feet per employee. This estimate reflects limited-service hotel
developments.

The density factors used in this analysis represent averages, and individual uses can be
expected to be fairly divergent from the average from time to time. Specific projects may have
more or fewer employees than the employment densities assumed in this analysis. In these
instances, the City may wish to include a provision in the ordinance that provides a waiver or a
custom impact fee to adjust for employment densities that vary greatly from the averages used
in this analysis. That is, projects with much lower employment densities may be allowed to pay
a lower impact fee, and projects with much greater employment densities may be required to
paya higherfee.
As discussed above, KMA conducted the analysis on 100,000 square foot prototype buildings.
The prototypes facilitate the presentation of the nexus findings, as it allows us to count jabs
and housing units in whole numbers that can be readily communicated and understood. At the
Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
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conclusion of the analysis, the findings are divided by the 100,000 square foot building size to
express the linkages per square foot, which are very small fractions of housing units.
Step 2—Adiustment for Changing Industries
This step is an adjustment to take into account any declines, changes and shifts within all
sectors of the economy and to recognize that new space is not always 100% equivalent to net
new employees. As discussed previously, a 20% adjustment is utilized to recognize the longterm shifts in employment occurring in the Los Angeles region and the likelihood of continuing
changes to the local economy. This adjustment is presented in Appendix A Table 1.
-

For demolition of existing structures, the City may wish to provide a credit or offset to the fee
when demolition of existing structures occurs as part of a project. Typically, the fee would only
be charged against net new space added by a project.
Step 3— Adiustment from Employees to Employee Households
This step, as shown in Appendix A Table 1, converts the number of employees to the number
of employee households that will work at or in the building type being analyzed. This step
recognizes that there is, on average, more than one worker per household, and thus the
number of housing units in demand for new workers must be reduced to reflect this fact.
-

The workers per household characteristic provides the link between the number of employees
and the number of households associated with the net new employees. Worker households are
defined as those households with one or more persons with work-related income, including the
self-employed, as reported in the 2011-2015 American Community Survey of the Census. In
other words, worker households are distinguished from total households in that the universe of
worker households does not include elderly or other households in which members are retired
or do not work for other reasons. Student households and unemployed households on public
assistance are also excluded from the definition of worker households.
The number of workers per household in a given geographic area is a function of household
size, labor force participation rate and employment availability, as well as other factors.
According to the 2011-2015 American Community Survey, the average number of workers per
worker household in Los Angeles County was 1.70. Since workers employed in Glendale live all
over Los Angeles County and beyond, the County average is used in the analysis.
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Step 4—Occupational Distribution of Employees
The occupational breakdown of employees is the first step to arriving at estimated income
levels. Using the 2016 National industry-Specific Occupational Estimates, which is a cross matrix
of industries and occupations produced by the Bureau of Labor Statistics, we are able to
estimate the occupational composition of employees in the four types of buildings. The
occupations that reflect the expected mix of activities in the new buildings are presented in
Appendices B F.
-

1.

The industry mix for office buildings has been tailored to reflect the typical industry base
in Glendale. These industries represent a mix of professional service activities including
business and financial operations, entertainment companies, insurance, architecture
and engineering, computer and mathematical, legal, management health care, and
sales. Office and administrative support occupations comprise approximately 22% of all
office-related employment.

2.

Freestanding retail employment consists predominately of food preparation
occupations (41%), and sales related occupations (29%). These two occupation
categories together account for 70% of freestanding retail workers. The remaining 30%
of freestanding retail workers are in occupations that include administrative support,
transportation, installation and maintenance, and production. The freestanding retail
category excludes movie theaters.

3.

Ground floor retail employment is dominated by food preparation and serving
occupations (47%), and sales related occupations (28%). These two occupation
categories together account for 75% of ground floor retail workers. The remaining
ground floor retail workers are in occupations that include administrative support
personal care, and production.

-

4.

Hotels employ workers primarily within building and grounds cleaning and maintenance;
food preparation and serving related; and administrative support. These employment
categories make up 76% of hotel workers. Other hotel occupations include personal
care, management, sales, production and maintenance and repair.

Step 4 estimates are presented in Appendix A Tablel and Appendices B E. These estimates
include both the percentage of total employee households and the number of employee
households in the prototype buildings.
-

—

-
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StepS—Estimated Employee Household Income
In this step, occupations are translated to incomes based on recent Los Angeles County wage
and salary information for the occupations associated with each building type. This step in the
analysis calculates the number of employee households that fall into each income category.
The following is a summary of the worker compensation levels for the three top occupation
groups by building type. The percentages refer to the share of employment within the building
in the occupation group. Appendice~ B E show the more detailed wage and salary information
that were used as the income inputs to the model.
—

Los Angeles County Worker Compensation by Building Type (2016)
%of
Employment
in Building

AverageAnnual
Worker
Compensation’

Office and administrative support

22%

$40,900

Arts, design, entertainment, sports,
and media

13%

$95,600

Business and financial operations

10%

$82,500

Food preparation and serving
Sales and related occupations

41%
29%

$27,000
$30,800

Office and administrative support

9%

$35,200

Food preparation and serving

47%

$27,100

Sales and related occupations

28%

$30,100

Office and administrative support

9%

$34,500

Building and grounds and cleaning
and maintenance

31%

$29,300

Food preparation and serving

25%

$29,100

Office and administrative support

20%

$33,700

Building Type
Office

Freestanding
Retail

Ground Floor
Retail

Hotel

Major Occupation Group

Source: California Employment Development Department, 2016 Occupational Employment
Statistics Survey, Wages First Quarter 2017
Compensation is based on the full-time equivalent of 40 hours per week.
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Individual employee income information was used to calculate the number of households that
fall into these income categories based on the assumption that multiple earner households are,
on average, formed of individuals with similar incomes. The model recognizes some households
have multiple income~ while others do not.
Step 6— Estimate of Household Size Distribution
In this step, household size distribution is input into the model in order to estimate the income
and household size combinations that meet the income definitions established by HUD and
HCD, as used by the City. The household size distribution utilized in the analysis is that of Los
Angeles County, since workers employed in Glendale are drawn from throughout the County.
Step 7—Estimate of Households that meet HUD Size and Income Criteria
For this step the KMA model incorporates a matrix of household size and income to establish
probability factors for the two criteria in combination. For each occupational group, a
probability factor was calculated for each household income and size level. This step is
performed for each occupational category, and multiplied times the number of households.
These analyses are presented in Appendix A —Tables 2A 2D, and summarized in Appendix A
Table 3.
—

—

Summary by Income Level
Appendix A Table 3 illustrates the results of the analysis for the four income categories and
the four prototypical buildings being analyzed in this study. The table presents the estimated
number of households in each affordability category, the total number up to 120% of the
Median, and the remaining households earning over 120% of Median.
-

Appendix A Table 3 also presents the percentages of total new worker households that fall
into each income category. As indicated, approximately 90% of Freestanding Retail and Ground
Floor Retail worker households earn less than the 120% of the Median. By contrast in Office
buildings, approximately 42% of worker households earn less than 120% of the Median.
-

Summary by Square Foot Building Area
The analysis thus far has worked with prototypical buildings. In this step, the conclusions are
translated to a per-square-fuot level and expressed as coefficients. These coefficients state the
portion of a household, or housing unit, by affordability level for which each squar~ foot of
building area is associated (see Appendix A Table 4).
-
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This is the summary of the affordable housing nexus analysis, or the linkage of buildings to
employment growth to housing demand disaggregated by income level. We believe that our
analysis provides a conservative approximation (understates at the low end) of the households
by income and affordability levels associated with these building types.
C.

Maximum Nexus Costs

This section takes the conclusions from the previous section on the number of households in
the Extremely Low, Very Low, Low, and Moderate Income categories associated with each
building type, and estimates the total cost of assistance required to make housing affordable.
This section puts a cost on the units at each income level to produce the “total affordable
housing nexus cost.”
Affordability Gaps
A key component of the analysis is the size of the gap between what households can afford and
the cost of producing additional housing in Glendale; this is known as the “affordability gap.”
The assumption is that the City will assist in the development of affordable units at
development cost levels based on similar development projects and the City’s recent
experience.
KMA conducted a series of affordability gap analyses, which are presented in Appendix F. Based
on these analyses, it was determined that the public assistance cost would be lower for rental
units than for ownership units at each income level.
For the Extremely Low Income, Very Low Income, and Low Income tiers it is assumed that TaxExempt Multifamily Bonds and the automatically awarded 4% Tax Credits will be available. The
Moderate Income tier is structured as an unleveraged rental project. The resulting affordability
gaps per unit are presented in the following table:
Extremely Low Income (0% to 30% Median)

($398,400)

Very Low Income (Above 30% to 50% Median)

($332,100)

Low Income (Above 50% to 80% Median)

($300,000)

Moderate Income (Above 80% to 120% Median)

($293,600)
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Total Affordable Housing Nexus Costs
Previous steps in the nexus analysis estimated the following:
1.

The number of Extremely Low, Very Low, Low and Moderate Income households that
will be employed in each of the four types of buildings; and

2.

The affordability gaps associated with providing housing at the various income levels.

The final step in the nexus analysis translates these factors into the estimated cost to fulfill the
affordable housing demand created by the prototype developments (Appendix A Table 5).
These results are then converted into the affordability gaps per square foot of building area for
the new development of office, freestanding retail, ground floor retail and hotel uses. This is
defined as the affordable housing nexus cost, which represents the maximum allowable
Commercial Development Impact Fee. Based on the results of the KMA analysis, the maximum
fees for the four building types are as follows:
—

Maximum Fee Per
Square Foot of
Building Area
Office

$296.40

Freestanding Retail

$280.50

Ground Floor Retail

$379.40

Hotel

$131.60

The maximum fees identified in the preceding table reflect the low compensation levels of
many jobs, coupled with the high cost of developing residential units in Glendale. It is important
to note, however, that the maximum fee amounts are not the recommended fee levels. Rather,
these fee amounts represent the maximum amounts that can be charged under the nexus
requirements imposed by the United States Supreme Court and the California Government
Code.
Conservative Assumptions
KMA employed many conservative assumptions in the estimation of the total affordable
housing nexus costs. As a result, the total affordable housing nexus costs identified in this study
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are significantly lower than the amounts that would have been derived if less conservative
assumptions had been applied. These conservative assumptions can be summarized as follows:
1.

The study only counts employees that are employed in the companies that occupy the
new development. The development of new commercial space will also generate
indirect jobs from the suppliers to the businesses located in the new workspace
buildings, and induced jobs related to the local spending on goods and services by the
direct employees.

2.

The trend in the development of new office space is for open office floor plans that can
accommodate more employees per square foot of building area than the historical
ratios used as reference points in this analysis. These increased employee densities can
yield upwards of twice as many employees in a given amount of space than the
estimates applied in this study.

3.

The annual incomes for workers used in this analysis reflect full-time employment based
on the California Employment Development Department’s convention for reporting
compensation information, Of course, many workers work less than full time; therefore,
the annual compensation estimates used in the analysis are overstated, especially for
retail and hotel uses, which tend to have a high number of part-time employees.

4.

The conservative assumptions applied to the affordability gap analysis are:

IV.

a.

The affordability gaps for Extremely Low and Very Low Income households were
estimated based on rents that are affordable to households at the top of each
income range. If the mid-point of the income ranges had been used, the
affordability gaps would have been larger, which would increase the resulting
nexus costs.

b.

The affordability gap analysis for Extremely Low, Very Low and Low Income
households includes Tax-Exempt Multifamily Bonds and 4% Tax Credit financing.
The inclusion of these outside leveraging sources reduces the affordability gap
that would need to be filled by the city.

RECOMMENDED COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEE LEVELS

The following sections discuss the methods in which the City could set the Commercial
Development Impact Fees.
-
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A.

Fee-Setting Context

The preceding study establishes the maximum fee amounts the City could charge under the
nexus requirements imposed by the United States Supreme Court and the California
Government Code. Recognizing that the Commercial Development Impact Fee is not the only
tool the City will use to fulfill affordable housing needs, it is KMA’s assumption that the City will
choose to set the fee at less than the ceiling applied by the nexus test. In KMA’s opinion, the fee
amounts should be selected based on the following:
1.

The strength of the local real estate market for the building types that will pay the fee;

2.

The total fees imposed on new development as compared to jurisdictions that are
competing for the uses; and

3.

The local policy objectives.

The following information is provided to assist the City in selecting the fee amounts to be
imposed.
B.

Development Cost Analysis

A common approach to establishing fee levels is based on comparing the Commercial
Development Impact Fee against the development costs associated with each land use. This
approach facilitates an evaluation of whether the amount is likely to affect development
decisions.
Based on a review of historical development project information provided by City staff, KMA
prepared prototypical projects and development budgets for representative commercial
product types currently being developed in Glendale. These prototypes are utilized as the basis
for which to test the impact of potential impact fees on development costs.
The development prototypes utilized for this analysis are summarized as follows:
1.

2.

Office Prototype:
a.

A four-story project with 30,000 square feet of GBA; and

b.

105 subterranean parking spaces.

-

Freestanding Retail Prototype:
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3.

a.

A one-story project with 15,000 square feet of GSA; and

b.

53 surface parking spaces.

Ground Floor Retail Prototype:
a.

10,000 square feet of retail GBA located below 116,000 square feet of residential
GSA; and

b.
4.

30 at-grade podium parking spaces to serve the ground floor retail component.

Hotel Prototype:
a.

A 140-room hotel consisting of 81,000 square feet of GBA; and

b.

140 subterranean parking spaces.

The following summarizes the results of the development cost test for establishing Commercial
Impact Fees.2 The results are presented in terms of square feet of GSA in each type of project:
Fee at 0.5% of
Development
Costs

Fee at 1.0% of
Development
Costs

Fee at 1.5% of
Development
Costs

Fee at 2.0% of
Development
Costs

Office

$4

$8

$11

$15

Freestanding Retail

$5

$9

$14

$19

Ground Floor Retail

$3

$5

$8

$11

Hotel

$3

$6

$9

$12

Land Use

As shown in the preceding table, the development cost test results in Commercial Development
Impact Fees ranging from a low of $3 per square foot of GBA to a high of $19 per square foot of
G BA.
C.

Fees in Other Jurisdictions

It is important to note that Commercial Development Impact Fee programs are primarily found
in Northern California jurisdictions. Currently, only four Southern California jurisdictions have

2

detailed development cost tables are located in Appendix G.
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-

enacted Commercial Developmen~t Impact Fee programs. The following summarizes the
requirements of these four programs:
Fee Amount Per Square
Foot of GBA
Los Angeles

San Diego

$3— $5

Exemptions
•

Non-residential developments
less than 15,000 square feet

•

Hospitals

.

Grocery stores (if none within
1/3 mile)

•

Office $2.12

•

Non-profit hospitals

•

Hotel $1.28

•

•

Research and
Development $0.80

Manufacturing/warehouse
uses

•

No Exemptions

•

Non-residential development
less than 10,000 square feet

-

-

-

Santa Monica

West
Hollywood

•

Retail $1.28

•

Retail $9.75

•

Office $11.21

•

Hotel/Lodging $3.07

•

Hospital $6.15

•

Industrial $7.53

•

Institutional $10.23

•

Creative Office $9.59

•

Medical Office $6.89

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

$8.68

-

The commercial impact fees in the four Southern California jurisdictions range from a low of
$0.80 per square foot of GBA for research and development uses in San.Diego to a high of
$11.21 per square foot of GBA for office development uses in Santa Monica.
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It should be noted that some jurisdictions set a threshold project size below which Commercial
Impact Fees are not imposed. A commonly used threshold is 10,000 square feet of GBA.
D.

Recommended Fee Levels

Based on the context of the development cost analysis, the fees survey for nearby jurisdictions,
the relative strength of the Glendale real estate market and taking into account the City’s
policy objectives, we recommend that the City consider a fee in the $3 to $5 per square foot
range. It is important to note that this recommendation does not take into account any other
fees currently under review by the City. Any changes on other fee levels would impact this
recommendation.
E.

Potential Indices for Annual Updates to Commercial Development Impact Fees

Administrative objectives that should be taken into consideration in selecting an appropriate
index for updating the Commercial Development Impact Fees are as follows:
1.

The update methodology should be simple and easily administered;

2.

The terms of the update should be clear and objective, not subject to interpretation;
and

3.

The update should be tied to a readily accessible and neutral third-party published
source.
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The following table summarized common indices that could be used to adjust the Commercial
Development Impact Fee amounts each year:
Index

Concept / Description

Advantages

Building Cost Index
(BCI)

Fees go up or down
based on changes in
building construction
costs

Very well established
Consistent fee burden
is imposed relative to
changes in construction

Published by
Engineering News
Record (ENR)

costs

Disadvantages
May not trend with
change5 in
development cost
components such as
land and soft costs
May not trend with
the cost associated

Available as a
national average for
20 cities, including
Los Angeles

with producing
affordable units

Construction Cost
Index (CCI)

Also published by
ENR and similar to
the Building Cost
Index, but with
different weighting
toward labor costs

Very well established
The BCI is likely the
Consistent fee burden
more appropriate of
is imposed relative to
the two ENR indices
changes in construction since it is more
costs
closely linked to
commercial
construction costs

Consumer Price
Index (CPI)

Published by the
United States Bureau
of Labor Statistics.

Very well established
Tracks with inflation

-

V.

Available for major
metropolitan areas

generally
Produced by a neutral

May not trend with
commercial
construction costs, or
the
cost to housing
produce
affordable

government agency

units

ADDENDUM: FACTORS RELATING TO THE NEXUS CONCEPT

This Addendum provides a discussion of various specific factors and assumptions related to the
nexus concept. This discussion supplements the overview provided in the previous sections of
the report.
-
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A.

Addressing the Housing Needs of a New Population versus the Existing Population

The City, in its Housing Element has clearly documented that the housing needs of existing
lower income households are not currently being met. The Housing Element states that
approximately 40% of all the households in Glendale are defined as extremely low, very low or
low income households. The existing housing shortage, especially at the lowest income levels, is
manifested in numerous ways such as residents paying far more than the affordable rent set
forth in federal and state guidelines, overcrowding, and other factors that are extensively
documented by the Census and other reports.
It is important to understand that this nexus study does not address the housing needs of the
existing population. Rather, the study focuses exclusively on documenting and quantifying the
housing needs of new households where an employee works in a new workplace building.
Local analyses of housing conditions indicate that new housing affordable to lower income
households is not being added to the supply in sufficient quantity to meet the needs of new
employee households. If significant numbers of units were being added to the supply to
accommodate the Extremely Low to Moderate Income groups, or if residential units in Glendale
were experiencing higher than typical long-term vacancy levels, particularly in affordable units,
then the need for new units would be questionable.
B.

Substitution Factor

Any given new workplace buildings in Glendale may be occupied partly, or even perhaps totally,
by employees relocating from elsewhere in the city. Buildings are often leased entirely to firms
relocating from other buildings in the same jurisdiction. However, when a firm relocates to a
new building from elsewhere in the region, a vacantspace is created that will ultimately be
occupied by another firm. In turn, that building may be filled with some combination of
newcomers to the area and existing workers. Somewhere in the chain there are jobs new to the
region. The net effect is that new buildings accommodate new employees, although not
necessarily inside of the new buildings themselves.
C.

Indirect Employment and Multiplier Effects

The multiplier effect refers to the concept that the income generated by a new job recycles
through the economy and results in additional jobs. The total number of jobs generated is
broken down into three categories diredt, indirect and induced. In the case of the nexus
analysis, the direct jobs are those located in the new workspace buildings that would be subject
—
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to the linkage fee. Multiplier effects encompass indirect and induced employment. Indirect jobs
are generated by suppliers to the bu5inesses located in the new workspace buildings. Finally,
induced jobs are generated by local spending on goods and services by the employees in the
new businesses.
Multiplier effects vary by indâstry. Industries that draw heavily on a network of local sUppliers
tend to generate larger multiplier effects. Industries that are labor intensive also tend to have
larger multiplier effects as a result of the induced effects of employee spending.
Theoretically, a jobs-housing nexus analysis could consider multiplier effects. However, the
potential for double counting exists to the extent indirect and induced jobs are added in other
new buildings in jurisdictions that have jobs-housing linkage fees. KMA chooses to omit the
multiplier effects (the indirect and induced employment impacts) to avoid potential double
counting.
In addition, the nexus analysis addresses direct “inside” employment only. In the case of an
office building, for example, direct employment covers the various managerial, professional and
clerical people that work in the building; it does not include the security guards, the delivery
services, the landscape maintenance workers, and many others that are associated with the
normal functioning of an office building. By confining the analysis to the “inside” direct
employees, the demand for affordable housing created by lower income workers associated
with each type of building will be understated. This provides a more conservative perspective
on the demand for affordable housing created by the development of new workplaces. If these
factors were included, the maximum allowable Commercial Development Impact Fee would be
higher than the amount estimated in this report.
D.

Changes in Labor Force Participation

In the 1960s through the 1980s, there were significant increases in labor force participation,
primarily among women. As a result, some of the new workers were entering the labor force
and already had local housing. This acts to reduce the demand for housing associated with job
growth. In earlier nexus analyses prepared by KMA, we would adjust the analysis to account for
this factor. However, increases in participation rates by women have stabilized, and even
declined slightly, while labor force participation rates for men have been on a downward
trajectory since 1970. As such, an adjustment for increase in labor force participation is no
longer warranted in a nexus analysis.
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E.

Commuting

Workers in Glendale commute from locations throughout the Los Angeles region. Nexus
analyses sometimes make a downward adjustment to reflect the fact that an assumed portion
of housing needs will be satisfied by other jurisdictions. Such an adjustment is not required for
nexus purposes; all housing demand generated by a project may be included in the nexus. No
adjustment for commuting has been reflected in the study.
F.

Economic Cycles

A nexus analysis of this nature is intended to support the imposition of a one-time fee that
addresses the impacts generated over the 40+ year life of a project. Short-term conditions, such
as a recession or a vigorous boom period, are not appropriate bases for estimating impacts over
the life of a building. These cycles can produce impacts that are higher or lower on a temporary
basis.
Development of new workspace buildings tends to be minimal during a recession, and generally
remains minimal until conditions improve or there is confidence that improved conditions are
imminent. To the limited extent that new workspace buildings are built during a recession,
housing impacts from these new buildings may not be fully experienced immediately. New
buildings delivered during a recession can sometimes sit vacant for a period after completion.
Even if new buildings are immediately occupied, the net absorption of space can still be zero or
negative if other buildings are vacated in the process. Jobs added may also be filled in part by
unemployed or underemployed workers who are already housed locally.
As the economy recovers, firms will begin to expand and hire again filling unoccupied space as
unemployment is reduced. New space delivered during the recession still adds to the total
supply of employment space in the region. Though the jobs are not realized immediately, as the
economy recovers and vacant space is filled, this new employment space absorbs or
accommodates job growth. Although there may be a delay in time, the fundamental
relationship between new buildings, added jobs, and housing needs remains over the long
term.
In contrast during a vigorous economic boom period, conditions exist in which elevated
impacts are experienced on a temporary basis. As an example, compression of employment
densities can occur as firms add employees while making do with existing space. Compressed
employment densities mean more jobs are added for a given amount of building area. Boom
periods also tend to go hand-in-hand with rising development costs and increasing home prices.
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These factors can bring market rate housing out of reach from a larger percentage of the
workforce and increase the cost of delivering affordable units.
The preceding Jobs-Housing Nexus Study is based on current conditions in the market place.
These conditions include the fact that limited land is available for new development, and that
as a result infill development and recycling of existing underutilized properties will dominate
the workplace development in Glendale.
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APPENDIX A

JOBS-HOUSING NEXUS STUDY TABLES

GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA

APPENDIX A - TABLE 1
NET NEW HOUSEHOLDS AND OCCUPATION DISTRIBUTION BY BUILDING TYPE
JOBS-HOUSING NEXUS STUDY
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA
Per 100,000 SF of Building

OFFICE
Step 1- Estimate of Number of Employees
Employment Density (SF/Employee)
Number of Employees (100,000 SF Building)

250
400

-

FREESTANDING RETAIL

GROUND FLOOR RETAIL

HOTEL

500
200

375
267

1,000
100

Step 2- Number of Employees after Declining Industries
Adjustment (10%)

320

160

213

80

Step 3-Adjustment for Number of Households (1.70)

188

94

125

47

6.2%
10.2%
6.0%
2.5%
0.7%
0.3%
3.4%
0.4%
12.7%
6.2%
3.4%
4.8%
0.5%
4.6%
0.9%
5.2%
22.0%
0.1%
1.2%
1.3%
3.2%

2.4%
0.6%
0.1%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.4%
1.8%
0.3%
0.3%
40.7%
0.6%
3.0%
28.8%
9.2%
0.0%
0.1%
3.8%
2.3%

2.1%
0.5%
0.1%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.4%
2.1%
0.3%
0.3%
46.8%
0.6%
3.2%
27.6%
8.7%
0.0%
0.1%
0.6%
2.4%

4.5%
1.5%
0.1%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.2%
0.0%
0.5%
1.6%
24.8%
31.3%
4.1%
2.5%
20.0%
0.0%
0.2%
5.4%
2.3%

100.0%

4.0%
100.0%

100.0%

Step 4- Percent of Jobs by Occupation

(1)

Management Occupations
Business and Financial Operations
Computer and Mathematical
Architecture and Engineering
Life, Physical, and Social Science
Community and Social Services
Legal
Education, Training, and Library
Arts, Design, Entertainment, Sports, and Media
Healthcare Practitioners and Technical
Healthcare Support
Protective Service
Food Preparation and Serving Related
Building and Grounds Cleaning and Maint.
Personal Care and Service
Sales and Related
Office and Administrative Support
Farming, Fishing, and Forestry
Construction andExtraction
Installation, Maintenance, and Repair
Production

Transportation and Material Moving
4.4%
Totals
100.0%
Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
Filename: Glendale_Non-Residential Nexus_b 25 18; 1 Households; 11/1/2018; trb
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APPENDIX A - TABLE 1
NET NEW HOUSEHOLDS AND OCCUPATION DISTRIBUTION BY BUILDING TYPE
JOBS-HOUSING NEXUS STUDY
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA
Per 100,000 SF of Building
OFFICE

FREESTANDING RETAIL

GROUND FLOOR RETAIL

HOTEL

Management Occupations
Business and Financial Operations
Computer and Mathematical

11.6
19.2
11.2

2.2
0.5
0.1

2.7
0.6
0.1

2.1
0.7
0.0

Architecture and Engineering
Life, Physical, and Social Science

4.7
1.2

0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0

Community and Social Services
Legal

0.7
6.5

0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0

Education, Training, and Library
Arts, Design, Entertainment, Sports, and Media

0.8
23.8

0.0
0.4

0.0
0.5

0.0
0.1

Healthcare Practitioners and Technical
Healthcare Support
Protective Service

11.7
6.4
9.0

1.7
0.3
0.3

2.6
0.4
0.4

0.0
0.3
0.8

Food Preparation and Serving Related
Building and Grounds Cleaning and Maint.
Personal Care and Service
Sales and Related
Office and Administrative Support

0.9
8.6
1.6
9.7
41.3

38.3
0.6
2.8
27.1
8.7

58.7
0.7
4.0
34.6
10.9

11.6
14.7
1.9
1.2
9.4

Farming; Fishing, and Forestry
Construction and Extraction

0.1
2.2

0.0
0.1

0.0
0.1

0.0
0.1

Installation, Maintenance, and Repair
Production

2.5
6.0

3.6
2.2

0.8
3.1

2.5
1.1

Transportation and Material Moving
Totals

8.2
188.0

5.2
94.0

5.1
125.4

0.5
47.0

Appençiix A - Table 1, Page 2

Step 4-Number of Jobs by Occupation111

Notes:
(1) Appendix A Tables 1 through 8 contain additional information regarding worker occupation categories.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
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APPENDIX A - TADLE 2A
ESTIMATE OF QUALIFYING HOUSEHOLDS - EXTREMELY LOW INCOME
IOB5-HOUSING NEXUS STUDY
GLENDALE, cALIFqRNIA

-

Analysis for Households Earning up to 30% of Median

OFFICE

FREESTANDING
RETAIL

GROUND FLOOR
RETAIL

o.oa
0.00
coo
0.00
0.00
0.00
o.oi
0.00
0.05
0.00
0.32
1.41
0.00
1.13
0.00
0.48
2.16
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.96
1.31
7.83

0.01
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
8.65
0.00
0.50
6.01
1.12
0.00
0.00
0.09
0.38
0.94
17.70

0.01
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.05
0.00
0.00
13.26
0.00
0.75
7.84
1.52
0.00
0.00
0.00
035
0.95
24.92

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
2.26
2.41
0.26
0.15
1.16
0.00
0.00
0.06
0.25
0.00
6.55

MM earning up to 30% of Median - all other occupations

0.67

0.80

0.78

0.36

Total Households Earning up to 30% of Median

8.5

18.5

25.7

6.9

HOTEL

Per 100,000 SF Building
Households Earning up to 30% of Median (Step 4, 5, & 6)
Management
Business and Financial Operations
Computer and Mathematical
Architecture and Engineering
Life, Physical and Social Science
Community and Social Services
Legal
Education Training and Library
Arts, Design, Entertainment, Sports, and Media
Healthcare Practitioners and Technical
Healthcare Support
Protective Service
Food Preparation and Serving Related
Building Grounds and Maintenance
Personal Care and Service
Sales and Related
Office and Admin
Farm, Fishing, and Forestry
Construction and Extraction
Installation Maintenance and Repair
Production
Transportation and Material Moving
MM earning up to 30% of Median - major occupations

(1)

.

Notes:
(1) Appendix A Tables 1 through 8 contain additional information on worker occupation categories and compensation levels.
Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
Filename: Glendale_Non-Residential Nexus_ic 2518; 2A ELI; 11/1/2018; trb

0.01
0.00
0.00
0.00

0.00

APPENDIX A - TABLE 28
ESTIMATE OF QUALIFYING HOUSEHOLDS - VERY LOW INCOME
JOBS-HOUSING NEXUS STUDY
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA
Analysis for Households Earning 30% to 50% of Median

OFFICE

FREESTANDING
RETAIL

GROUND FLOOR
RETAIL

HOTEL

0.18
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.43
0.00
0.00
22.63
0.00
1.57
12.91
3.71
0.00
0.00
0.00
1.14
1.72
44.29

0.18
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0_CO
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
4.47
5.73
0.71
0.29
3.35
0.00
0.00
0.54
0.42
0.00
15.70

Per 100,000SF Building
Households Earning 30% to 50% of Median (Step 4,5, & 6)

11)

oct

Management
Business and Financial Operations
Computer and Mathematical
Architecture and Engineering
Life, Physical and Social Science
Community and Social Services
Legal
Education Training and Library
Arts, Design, Entertainm~nt, Sports, and Media
Healthcare Practitioners and Technical
Healthcare Support
Protective Service
Food Pre’paration and Serving Related
Building Grounds and Maintenance
Personal Care and Service
Sales and Related
Office and Admin
Farm, Fishing, and Forestry
Construction and Extraction
Installation Maintenance and Repair
Production
Transportation and Material Moving
HI-I earning 30% to 50% of Median - major occupations

0.31
0.21
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.34
0.00
1.70
0.33
2.05
3.47
0.00
3.16
0.00
1.82
11.01
0.00
0.00
0.00
2.16
3.02
29.60

0J2
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
14.76
0.00
1.08
9.93
2.88
0.00
0.00
0.78
0.79
1.79
32.14

HH earning 30% to 50% of Median - all other occupations

2.52

1.45

1.39

0.87

Total Households Earning 30% to 50% of Median

32.1

33.6

45.7

16.6

Notes:
(1) Appendix A Tables 1 through 8 contain additional information on worker occupation categories and compensation levels.
Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
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APPENDIX A - TABLE 2C
ESTIMATE OF QUALIFYING HOUSEHOLDS - LOW INCOME

-

JOBS-HOUSING NEXUS STUDY
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA

Analysis for Households Earning 50% to 80% of Median

OFFICE

FREESTANDING
RETAIL

GROUND FLOOR
RETAIL

HOTEL

Per 100,000 SF Building

Households Earning 50% to 80% of Median (Step 4, 5, & 6)

(1)

Management
Business and Financial Operations
Computer and Mathematical
Architecture and Engineering
Life, Physical and Social Science
Community and Social Services
Legal
Education Training and Library
Arts, Design, Entertainment, Sports, and Media
Healthcare Practitioners and Technical
Healthcare Support
Protective Service
Food Preparation and Serving Related
Building Grounds and Maintenance
Personal Care and Service
Sales and Related
Office and Admin
Farm, Fishing, and Forestry
Construction and Extraction
Installation Maintenance and Repair
Production
Transportation and Material Moving
HH earning 50% to 80% of Median - major occupations

3.35
1.20
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.71
0.00
4.32
1.48
2.35
2.86
0.00
2.84
0.00
2.62
14.91
0.00
0.00
0.00
1.97
2.71
41.82

0.30
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
12.06
0.00
0.87
8.40
2.82
0.00
0.00
1.21
0.71
1.71
28.08

0.41
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.64
0.00
0.00
18.49
0.00
1.24
10.63
3.49
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.98
1.67
37.54

0.37
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
3.66
4.62
0.62
0.36
3.07
0.00
0.00
0.91
0.35
0.00
13.95

HH earning 50% to 80% pf Median - all other occupations

3.56

1.27

1.18

0.78

Total Households Earning 50% to 80% of Median

45.4

29.3

38.7

14.7

o.si

Notes:
(1) Appendix A Tables 1 through 8 contain additional information on worker occupation categories and compensation levels.
Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
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APPENDIX A - TABLE 2D
ESTIMATE OF QUALIFYING HOUSEHOLDS - MODERATE INCOME
JOBS-HOUSING NEXUS STUDY
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA
Analysis for Households Earning 80% to 120% of Median

OFFICE

FREESTANDING
RETAIL

GROUND FLOOR
RETAIL

HOTEL

Management
Busineis and Financial Operations
Computer and Mathematical
Architecture and Engineering
Life, Physical and Social Science
Community and Social Services
Legal
Education Training and Library
Arts, Design, Entertainment, Sports, and Media
Healthcare Practitioners and Technical
Healthcare Support
Protective Service
Food Preparation and Serving Related
Building Grounds and Maintenance
Personal Care and Service
Sales and Related
Office and Admin
Farm, Fishing, and Forestry
Construction and Extraction
Installation Maintenance and Repair
Production
Transportation and Material Moving
HH earning 80% to 120% of Median - major occupations

0.18
0.72
0.34
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.16
0.00
0.90
0.31
0.26
0.30
0.00
0.33
0.00
0.42
1.83
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.18
0.25
6.18

0.08
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.80
0.00
0.09
0.71
0.32
0.00
0.00
0.18
0.06
0.12
2.37

0.10
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.06
0.00
0.00
1.22
0.00
0.13
0.89
0.39
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.09
0.11
2.99

0.09
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.32
0.50
0.07
0.04
0.38
0.00
0.00
0.14
0.02
0.00
1.56

HH earning 80% to 120% of Median - all other occupations

0.53

0.11

0.09

0.09

Total Households Earning 80% to 120% of Median

6.7

2.5

3.1

1.6

Per 100,000 SF Building
Households Earning 80% to 120% of Median (Step 4,5, &

6)11)

Notes:
(1) Appendix A Tables 1 through 8 contain additional information on worker occupation categories and compensation levels.
?repared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
Filename: Glendale_Non-Residential Nexus_b 2518; 2d mod; 11/1/2018; trb

APPENDIX A - TABLE 3
WORKER HOUSEHOLDS BY AFFORDABILITY LEVEL
JOBS-HOUSING NEXUS STUDY
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA
Per 100,000 -S.F. Building
OFFICE

FREESTANDING RETAIL

GROUND FLOOR RETAIL

HOTEL

8.5

18.5

25.7

6.9

30% to 50% Median Income

32.1

33.6

45.7

16.6

50% to 80% Median Income

45.4

29.3

38.7

14.7

80% to 120% Median Income

6.7

2.5

3.1

1.6

92.7

83.9

113.2

39.9

95.3

10.1

12.2

7.1

188.0

94.0

125.4

47.0

Up to 30% Median Income

4.5%

19.7%

20.5%

14.7%

30% to 50% Median Income

17.1%

35.7%

35.4%

35.3%

50% to 80% Median Income

24.1%

31.2%

30.9%

31.3%

80% to 120% Median Income

3.5%

2.6%

2.5%

3.5%

49.3%

89.2%

90.3%

84.8%

50.7%

10.8%

9.7%

15.2%

100%

100%

100%

100%

NUMBER OF HOUSEHOLDS BY INCOME TIER

(1)

:

Up to 30% Median Income

Subtotal to 120% of Median
Above 120% of Median

~

Total New Worker Households
PERCENTAGE OF HOUSEHOLDS BY INCOME TIER

Subtotal to 120% of Median
Above 120% of Median

Total

Notes:
(1) See Appendix A Tables 1 through 8 for information regarding worker compensation levels.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
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APPENDIX A - TABLE 4
HOUSING DEMANb NEXUS FACtORS PER SQ.FT. OF BUILDING AREA
JOBS-HOUSING NEXUS STUDY
GLENDALE, CAlIFORNIA

Number of Housing Units per Square Foot of Building Area1’1

OFFICE

FREESTANDING RETAIL

GROUND FLOOR RETAIL

HOTEL

Up to 30% Median Income

0.00008497

0.00018504

0.00025707

0.00006916

30% to 50% Median Income

0.00032123

0.00033586

0.00045685

0.00016571

50% to 80% Median Income

0.00045380

0.00029347

0.00038725

0.00014726

80% to 120% Median Income

0.00006712

0.00002474

0.00003089

0.00001647

Total

0.00092712

0.00083910

0.00113206

0.00039860

Notes:
11Calculated by dividing number of household in Table 3 by 100,000 square feet to convert to households per square foot of building.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
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APPENDIX A - TABLES
TOTAL HOUSING NEXUS COST
JOBS-HOUSING NEXUS STUDY
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA

Nexus Cost Per Sq.Ft. of Building Area4

INCOME CATEGORY

Affordability
Gap Per Unit

OFFICE

FREESTANDING RETAIL

GROUND FLOOR RETAIL

HOTEL

$33.90

$73.70

$102.40

$27.60

$106.70

$111.50

$151.70

$55.00

Up to 30% Median Income

$398,400

30% to 50% Median Income

$332,100

50% to 80% Median Income

$300,000

$136.10

$88.00

$116.20

$44.20

80% to 120% Median Income

$293,600

$19.70

$7.30

$9.10

$4.80

$296.40

$280.50

$379.40

$131.60

Total Mitigation Cost

1

Notes:
‘Assumes Tax Credit rental units. Represents the remaining affordability gap after 4% Tax Credits.
2 Affordability gap based on rental units and computed based on rents affordable to the top of the income tier at 60% AMI.
3Affordability gap for moderate income households based on rental units rented at 110% AMI.
4Calculated by multiplying housing demand factors from Table 4 by the affordability gaps in Appendix B.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associate5, Inc.
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APPENDIX B - TABLE 1
2016 NATIONAL OFFICE WORKER DISTRIBUTION BY OCCUPATION
JOBS-HOUSING NEXUS ANALYSIS
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA

2016 National
Office Industry

Major Occupations (3% or more)

Occupation Distribution

Management Occupations

1,635,987

6.2%

Business and Financial Operations Occupations

2,705,024

10.2%

Computer and Mathematical Occupations

1,584,286

6.0%

913,129

3.4%

Arts, Design, Entertainment, Sports, and Media Occupations

3,354,928

12.7%

I-lealthcare Practitioners and Technical Occupations

1,655,053

6.2%

Healthcare Support Occupations

902,586

3.4%

Protective Service Occupations

1,275,485

4.8%

Building and Grounds Cleaning and Maintenance Occupations

1,208,947

4.6%

Sales and Related Occupations

1,365,763

5.2%

Office and Administrative Support Occupations

5,819,925

22.0%

850,609

3.2%

Transportation and Material Moving Occupations

1,160,478

4.4%

All Other Office Occupations

2.081.423

7.9%

26,513,623

100.0%

Legal Occupations

Production Occupations

INDUSTRY TOTAL

Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics; California Employment Development Department
Prepared by: Koyser Marston Associates, Inc.
Filename: Office 1025 18; Major Occupations Matrix; trb

APPENDIX B -TABLE 2
AVERAGE ANNUAL COMPENSATION, 2011
OFFICE WORKER OCCUPATIONS
JOBS-HOUSING NEXUS ANALYSIS
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA
%of Total
Occupation
Group’

%of Total
Office
Workers

32.9%
6.2%
5.9%
4.4%
8.7%
10.6%
5.9%

2,0%
0.4%
0.4%
0.3%
0.5%
0.7%
0.4%

$139,500

100.0%

6.2%

$71,700
$74,900
$99,300
$73,600
$78,600
$84,500

5.2%
7.8%
12.1%
11.3%
10.6%
27.6%

0.5%
0.8%
1.2%
1.2%
1.1%
2.8%

2017 Avg.
Compensation 2

Occupation 1
Page 1 of 4
Management Occupations
General and Operations Managers
Marketing Managers
Sales Managers
Administrative Services Managers
Computer and Information Systems Managers
Financial Managers
Managers, All Other

$138,700
$153,700
$132,500
$106,300
$159,900
$160,700
$134,400

All Other Management Occupations (Avg. All Categories)

5130.000
Weighted MeanAnnual Wage

Business and Financial Operations Occupations
Claims Adjusters, Examiners, and Investigators
Human Resources Specialists
Management Analysts
Market Research Analysts and Marketing Specialists
Business Operations Specialists, All Other
Accountants and Auditors
All Other Business and Financial Operations (Avg. All Categories)
Weighted Mean Annual Wage
Computer and Mathematical Occupations
Computer Systems Analysts
Computer Programmers
Software Developers, Applications
Software Developers, Systems Software
Web Developers
Network and Computer Systems Administrators
Computer User Support Specialists
Computer Occupations, All Other
All Other Computer and Mathematical Occupations (Avg. All Categories)
Weighted Mean Annual Wage

Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics; California Employment Development Department
Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
Filename: Office 102518; Compensation; trb

$82,300

25.2%

2.6%

$82,500

100.0%

10.2%

$94,700
$90,200
$108,700
$118,700
$76,500
$90,800
$57,800
$83,400

14.0%
6.0%
21.7%
8.1%
5.1%
8.5%
13.1%
6.2%

0.8%
0.4%
1.3%
0.5%
0.3%
0.5%
0.8%
0.4%

592.200

17.1%

1.0%

$92,200

100.0%

6.0%

APPENDIX B - TABLE 2
AVERAGE ANNUAL COMPENSATION, 2017
OFFICE WORKER OCCUPATIONS
JOBS-HOUSING NEXUS ANALYSIS
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA

Occupation

%of Total
Occupation
Group3

%of Total
Office
Workers

$168,800

59.8%

2.1%

$56,300
$48,900

32.7%
4.5%

0.2%

$130,200

3.1%

0.1%

$125,500

100.0%

3.4%

$82,900
$59,700
$55,100
$142,800
$58,100
$76,900
$109,100

4.6%
5.5%
7.8%
22.3%
6.4%
4.6%
10.4%

0.6%
0.7%
1.0%
2.8%
0.8%
0.6%
1.3%

$87,500

38.5%

$95,600

100.0%

12.7%

$154,200
$230,500
$93,300
$96,600
$95,000

5.9%
7.5%
4.2%
14.7%
11.9%

0.4%
0.5%
0.3%
0.9%
0,7%

$51,100
$47,900

5,9%
4.1%

0.4%
0.3%

2017 Avg.
Compensation 2

1
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Legal Occupations
Lawyers
Paralegals and Legal Assistants
Title Examiners, Abstractors, and Searchers
All Other Legal Occupations (Avg. All Categories)
Weighted MeanAnnual Wage
Arts, Design, Entertainment, Sports, and Media Occupations
Multimedia Artists and Animators
Graphic Designers
Actors
Producers and Directors
Audio and Video Equipment Technicians
Camera Operators, Television, Video, and Motion Picture
Film and Video Editors
All Other Arts, Design, Entertainment, Sports, and Media Occupations (Avg. All Categories)
Weighted Mean Annual Wage
Healthcare Practitioners and Technical Occupations
Dentists, General
Physicians and Surgeons, All Other
Physical Therapists
Registered Nurses
Dental Hygienists
Licensed Practical and Licensed Vocational Nurses
Medical Records and Health Information Technicians
All Other Healthcare Practitioners and Technical Occupations (Avg. All Categories)
Weighted Mean Annual Wage
Healthcare Support Occupations
Nursing Assistants
Dental Assistants
Medical Assistants
Veterinary Assistants and Laboratory Animal Caretakers
All Other Healthcare Support Occupations (Avg. All Categories)
Weighted Mean Annual Wage

Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics; Califomia Employment Development Department
Prepared by: Keysor Marston Associates, Inc.
Filename: Office 1025 18; Compensation; trb

1.1%

$92,000

45.9%

2.9%

$102,900

100.0%

6.2%

$32,500
$38,600
$37,300
$30,400

6.3%
33.4%
35.5%
5.5%

0.2%
1.1%
1.2%
0.2%

$35,500

19.2%

0,7%

$36,900

100.0%

3.4%

APPENDIX B -TABLE 2
AVERAGE ANNUAL COMPENSATION, 2017
OFFICE WORKER OCCUPATIONS
JOBS-HOUSING NEXUS ANALYSIS
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA
•

.

.

2017 Avg.
Compensation 2

Occupation
Page3of4
Protective Service Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Protective Service Workers, All Other
Security Guards
All Other Protective Service Occupations (Avg. All Categories)
Weighted Mean Annual Wage
Building and Grounds Cleaning and Maintenance Occupations
Janitors and Cleaners, Except Maids and Housekeeping Cleaners
Maids and Housekeeping Cleaners
Landscaping and Groundskeeping Workers
All Other Building and Grounds Cleaning and Maintenance Occupations (Avg. All Categories)
Weighted Mean Annual Wage
Soles and Related Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Non-Retail Sales Workers
Advertising Sales Agents
Insurance Sales Agents
Travel Agents
Sales Representatives, Services, All Other
Sales Representatives, Wholesale and Manufacturing, Except Technical and Scientific Produ
Demonstrators and Product Promoters
Telemarketers
All Other Sales and Related Occupations (Avg. All Categories)
Weighted Mean Annual Wage
Office and Administrative Support Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Office and Administrative Support Workers
Billing and Posting Clerks
Bookkeeping, Accounting, and Auditing Clerks
Customer Service Representatives
Receptionists and Information Clerks
Medical Secretaries
Secretaries and Administrative Assistants, Except Legal, Medical, and Executive
Office Clerks, General
All other Office and Administrative Support Occupations (Avg. All Categories)
Weighted Mean Annual Wage

Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics; Califomia Employment Development Department
Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
Filename: Office 1025 18; Compensation; trb

$46,600
$31,800

-

%of Total

%of Total

Occupation
Group’

Office
Workers

4.4%
90.2%

0.2%
4.3%

$58000

5.4%

0.3%

$33,900

100.0%

4.8%

$31,000
$27,900
$33,500

50.2%
7.4%
29.4%

2.3%
0.3%
1.3%

$32200

13.0%

0.6%

$31,700

100.0%

4.6%

$70,300
$73,500
$66,500
$38,100
$62,600
$63,500
$32,000
$29,700

4.2%
12.1%
18.6%
5.4%
28.3%
6.4%
4.1%
6.8%

0.2%
0.6%
1.0%
0.3%
1.5%
0.3%
0.2%
0.4%

$42,100

14.1%

0.7%

$57,300

100.0%

5.2%

$61,300
$41,000
$46,200
$39,800
$30,800
$38,700
$41,900
$34,400

6.6%
4.0%
8.4%
14.8%
7.6%
4.6%
9.8%
15.2%

1.4%
0.9%
1.8%
3.3%
1.7%
1.0%
2.2%
3.3%

-

$41,300

29.1%

6.4%

$40,900

100.0%

22.0%

APPENDIX B - TABLE 2
AVERAGE ANNUAL COMPENSATION, 2017
OFFICE WORKER OCCUPATIONS
JOBS-HOUSING NEXUS ANALYSIS
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA
2017 Avg.
Compensation 2

occupation

%of Total

%of Total

Occupation
Group

Office
Workers
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Production Occupations
Assemblers and Fabricators, All Other, Including Team Assemblers

$32,200

23.4%

0.7%

Inspectors, Testers, Sorters, Samplers, and Weighers

$43,100

9.6%

0.3%

Packaging and Filling Machine Operators and Tenders

$30,300

7.0%

0.2%

Helpers--Production Workers

$26,100

14.0%

0.4%

Production Workers, All Other

$30,200

10.5%

0.3%

All Other Production Occupations (Avg. All Categories)

$35,700

35.6%

1.1%

$33,300

100.0%

3.2%

Heavy and Tractor-Trailer Truck Drivers

$46,000

5.2%

0.2%

Light Truck or Delivery Services Drivers

$38,200

4.7%

0.2%

Industrial Truck and Tractor Operators

$38,800

5.7%

0.2%

Laborers and Freight, Stock, and Material Movers, Hand

$30,700

61.6%

2.7%

Packers and Packagers, Hand

$24,300

11.9%

0.5%

All Other Transportation and Material Moving Occupations (Avg. All Categories)

537.400

11.0%

0.5%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage

$33,900

100.0%

4.4%

WeightedAverageAnnual Wage - All Occupations

$97,000

Weighted Mean Annual Wage
Transportation and Material Moving Occupations

1

Including occupations representing 4% or more of the major occupation group.

2

The methodology utilized by the California Employment Development Department (EDD) assumes that hourly paid employees are employed full-time. Annual

92.1%

compensation is calculated by EDD by multiplying hourly wages by 40 hours per work week by 52 weeks.
Occupation percentages are based on the 2017 National Industry - Specific Occupational Employment survey compiled by the Bureau of Labor Statistics. Wages are based
on the 2016 Occupational Employment Survey data applicable to Los Angeles updated by the California Employment Development Department to 2017 wage levels.

Source: Bureau of Labor Slatistics; California Employment Development Department
Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associafes, Inc.
Filename: Office 1025 18; Compensation; trb

APPENDIX C - TABLE 1
2016 NATIONAL FREESTANDING RETAIL WORKER DISTRIBUTION BY OCCUPATION
JOBS-HOUSING NEXUS ANALYSIS
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA

2016 National
Freestanding Retail Industry
Occupation Distribution

Major Occupations (2% or more)
Management Occupations

690,617

2.4%

11,952,349

40.7%

869,596

3.0%

Sales and Related Occupations

8,451,033

28.8%

Office and Administrative Support Occupations

2,710,091

9.2%

Installation, Maintenance, and Repair Occupations

1,114,565

.3.8%

687,164

2.3%

Transportation and Material Moving Occupations

1,618,024

5.5%

All Other Freestanding Retail Occupations

1.267.660

4.3%

29,361,099

100.0%

Food Preparation and Serving Related Occupations
Personal Care and Service Occupations

Production Occupations

INDUSTRY TOTAL

Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics; California Employment Development Department
Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
Filename: Freestanding Retail_6 1418; Major Occupations Matrix; trb

APPENDIX C - TABLE 2
AVERAGE ANNUAL COMPENSATION, 2017
FREESTANDING RETAIL WORKER OCCUPATIONS
JOBS-HOUSING NEXUS ANALYSIS
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA
%of Total

Occupation

2017 Avg.
Compensation 2

1

Occupation
Group3

%of Total
Freestanding
Retail
Workers

54.4%
9.5%
26.7%

1.3%
0.2%
0.6%
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Management Occupations
General and Operations Managers
Sales Managers
Food Service Managers

$138,700
$132,500
$50,100

All Other Management Occupations (Avg. All Categories)
Weighted Mean Annual Wage
Food Preparation and Serving Related Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Food Preparation and Serving Workers
Cooks, Fast Food
Cooks, Restaurant
Food Preparation Workers
Bartenders
Combined Food Preparation and Serving Workers, Including Fast Food
Counter Attendants, Cafeteria, Food Concession, and Coffee Shop
Waiters and Waitresses
Dining Room and Cafeteria Attendants and Bartender Helpers
Dishwashers
Hosts and Hostesses, Restaurant Lounge, and Coffee Shop

-

All Other Business and Financial Operations (Avg. All Categories)
Weighted Mean Annual Wage
Personal Care and Service Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Personal Service Workers
Nonfarm Animal Caretakers
Funeral Attendants
Morticians, Undertakers, and Funeral Directors
Barbers
Hairdressers, Hairstylists, and Cosmetologists
Manicurists and Pedicurists
Skincare Specialists
.
All Other Personal Care and Service Occupations (Avg. All Categories)
Weighted MeanAnnual Wage

Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics; California Employment Development Department
Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
Filename: Freestanding Retail_6 14 18; Compensation; trb

$130,000

9.5%

0.2%

$113,700

100.0%

2.4%

$35,700
$23,500

7.2%
4.6%

2.9%
1.9%

$28,000
$25,300
$33,800
$24,000
$26,700
$29,500
$24,300
$22,900
$25,200

10.6%
6.0%
3.7%
29.9%
3.1%
20.9%
2.9%
3.9%
3.5%

4.3%
2.4%
1.5%
12.2%
1.2%
8.5%
1.2%
1.6%
1.4%

$27,300

3.7%

1.5%

$27,000

100.0%

40.7%

$47,700
$31,000
$34,600
$49,200
$31,600
$31,600
$23,700
$34,700

4.4%
23.8%
3.8%
2.7%
2.0%
37.4%
11.2%

0.1%
0.7%
0.1%
0.1%
0.1%
1.1%
0.3%
0.1%

.

3.8%

$31,300

11.0%

0.3%

$32,000

100.0%

3.0%

APPENDIX C - TABLE 2
AVERAGE ANNUAL COMPENSATION, 2017
FREESTANDING RETAIL WORKER OCCUPATIONS
JOBS-HOUSING NEXUS ANALYSIS
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA

%of Total
2017 Avg.
Compensation 2

Occupation

Occupation
Group3

%of Total
Freestanding
Retail
Workers

11.7%
33.7%
44.4%

3.4%
9.7%
12.8%
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Sales and Related Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Retail Sales Workers
Cashiers
Retail Salespersons

$43,500
$24,300
$29,800

All Other Sales and Related Occupations (Avg. All Categories)

$42i00

10.2%

2.9%

$30,800

100.0%

28.8%

$61,300
$46,200

6.6%
6.8%

0.6%
0.6%

Customer Service Representatives
Receptionists and Information Clerks

$39,800
$30,800

12.6%
4.2%

1.2%
0.4%

Shipping, Receiving, and Traffic Clerks
Stock Clerks and Order Fillers
Secretaries and Administrative Assistants, Except Legal, Medical, and Executive
Office Clerks, General

$32,700
$28,300
$41,900
$34,400

3.8%
47.2%
4.5%
9.5%

0,3%
4.4%
0.4%
0.9%

All Other Office and Administrative Support Occupations (Avg. All Categories)

S41,300

4.8%

0.4%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage
Installation, Maintenance, and Repair Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Mechanics, Installers, and Repairers
Computer, Automated Teller, and Office Machine Repairers
Automotive Body and Related Repairers
Automotive Service Technicians and Mechanics
Bus and Truck Mechanics and Diesel Engine Specialists
Tire Repairers and Changers
Maintenance and Repair Workers, General
Helpers--Installation, Maintenance, and Repair Workers
Installation, Maintenance, and Repair Workers, All Other

$35,200

100.0%

9.2%

$76,700
$47,900
$41,400
$44,000
$55,500
$35,300
$44,200
$32,500
$38,700

8.2%
3.1%
12.2%
45.7%
3.0%
7.4%
5.1%
2.6%
2.1%

0.3%
0.1%
0.5%
1.7%
0.1%
0.3%
0.2%
0.1%
0.1%

All Other Installation, Maintenance, and Repair Occupations (Avg. All Categories)

$52,100

10.6%

0.4%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage

$46,700

100.0%

3.8%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage
Office and Administrative Support Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Office and Administrative Support Workers
Bookkeeping, Accounting, and Auditing Clerks

Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics; California Employment Development Department
Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
Filename: Freestanding Retail_6 14 18; Compensation; trb

APPENDIX C - TABLE 2
AVERAGE ANNUAL COMPENSATION, 2017
FREESTANDING RETAIL WORKER OCCUPATIONS
JOBS-HOUSING NEXUS ANALYSIS
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA

%of Total
2017 Avg.
Compensation 2

Occupation’

Occupation
Group3

34of Total
Freestanding
Retail
Workers

Pagc3 of3
Production Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Production and Operating Workers
Assemblers and Fabricators, All Other, Including Team Assemblers
Bakers
Butchers and Meat Cutters
Meat, Poultry, and Fish Cutters and Trimmers
Laundry and Dry-Cleaning Workers

$59,900
$32,200
$27,900
$29,100
$25,600
$25,500

6.1%
3.4%
16.5%
17.1%
2.9%
20.0%

0.1%
0.1%
0.4%
0.4%
0.1%
0.5%

Pressers, Textile, Garment, and Related Materials
Tailors, Dressmakers, and Custom Sewers
Painters, Transportation Equipment
Photographic Process Workers and Processing Machine Operators

$23,200
$37,900
$44,100
$54,100

6.8%
2.1%
4.8%
2.4%

0.2%
0.0%
0.1%
0.1%

All Other Production Occupations (Avg. All Categories)

$35,700

17.9%

0.4%

$32,300

100.0%

2.3%

3.4%

0.2%

16.7%
14.3%
2.1%
11.9%

0.9%
0.8%
0.1%
0.7%
0.2%
0.8%
0.8%
0.6%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage
Transportation and Material Moving Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Transportation and Material Moving Workers, Except Aircra
Driver/Sales Workers
Light Truck or Delivery Services Drivers
Taxi Drivers and Chauffeurs
Parking Lot Attendants
Automotive and Watercraft Service Attendants
Cleaners of Vehicles and Equipment
Laborers and Freight Stock, and Material Movers, Hand
Packers and Packagers, Hand
All Other Transportation and Material Moving Occupations (Avg. All Categories)
Weighted Mean Annual Wage
Weighted Average Annual Wage - All Occupations

$63,700
$34,900
$38,200
$32,200
$25,200
$31,300
$26,100
$30,700
$24,300

4.5%

15.2%
14.7%
11,0%

$37,400

6.2%

0.3%

$32,000

100.0%

5.5%

$32,000

95.7%

2

Including occupations representing 2% or more of the major occupation group.
The methodology utilized by the California Employment Development Department (EDO) assumes that hourly paid employees are employed full-time.

3

Annual compensation is calculated by EOD by multiplying hourly wages by 40 hours perwork week by 52 weeks,
Occupation percentages are based on the 2017 National Industry - Specific Occupational Employment survey compiled by the Bureau of Labor Statistics.
Wages are based on the 2016 Occupational Employment Survey data applicable to Los Angeles county updated by the california Employment Development
Department to 2017 wage levels.

Source: Bureau of Labor Statislics; Califomia Employment Development Department
Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
Filename: Freestanding Retail_6 14 18; Compensation; trb

-

APPENDIX 0-TABLE I
2016 NATIONAL GROUND FLOOR RETAIL WORKER DISTRIBUTION BY OCCUPATION
JOBS-HOUSING NEXUS ANALYSIS
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA

2016 National
Ground Floor Retail Industry
Occupation Distribution

Major Occupations (2% or more)
Management Occupations

517,706

2.1%

Healthcare Practitioners and Technical Occupations

504,963

2.1%

Food Preparation and Serving Related Occupations

11,296,172

46.8%

765,589

3.2%

Sales and Related Occupations

6,653,399

27.6%

Office and Administrative Support Occupations

2,098,375

8.7%

Production Occupations

590,972

2.4%

Transportation and Material Moving Occupations

975,262

4.0%

All Other Ground Floor Retail Occupations

736.462

Personal Care and Service Occupations

INDUSTRY TOTAL

Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics; California Employment Development Department
Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
Filename: Ground Floor Retail_6 14 18; Major Occupations Matrix; trb

24,138,899

100.0%

APPENDIX D -TABLE 2
AVERAGE ANNUAL COMPENSATION, 2017
GROUND FLOOR RETAIL WORKER OCCUPATIONS
JOBS-HOUSING NEXUS ANALYSIS
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA
%ofTotal
Occupation
Group3

%ofTotal
Ground Floor
Retail
Workers

$138,700
$132,500
$50,100

52.6%
6.9%
33.7%

1.1%
0.1%
0.7%

$130,000

6.8~’o

0.1%

$107,800

100.0%

2.1%

$135,200
$39,300
$40,700

33.7%
53.8%
6.3%

0.7%
1.1%
0.1%

2017 Avg.
Compensation 2

Occupation
Page 1 of 3
Management Occupations
General and Operations Managers
Sales Managers
Food Service Managers
All Other Management Occupations (Avg. All Categories)
Weighted Mean Annual Wage
Healthcare Practitioners and Technical Occupations
Pharmacists
Pharmacy Technicians
Opticians, Dispensing
All Other Business and Financial Operations (Avg. All Categories)

$92,000

62%

0.1%

$75,000

100.0%

2.1%

$35,700
$23,500
$28,000
$25,300
$33,800
$24,000
$26,700
$29,500
$24,300

7.2%
4.6%
10.6%
6.0%
3.8%
29.8%
3.1%
21.0%
2.9%

3.3%
2.2%
5.0%
2.8%
1.8%
13.9%
1.4%
9.8%
1.4%

Dishwashers
Hosts and Hostesses, Restaurant Lounge, and Coffee Shop

$22,900
$25,200

3.9%
3.5%

1.8%
1.7%

All Other Food Preparation and Serving Related Occupations (Avg. All Categories)

$27,300

3.7%

1.7%

$27,100

100.0%

46.8%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage
Food Preparation and Serving Related Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Food Preparation and Serving Workers
Cooks, Fast Food
Cooks, Restaurant
Food Preparation Workers
Bartenders
Combined Food Preparation and Serving Workers, Including Fast Food
CounterAttendants, Cafeteria, Food Concession, and Coffee Shop
Waiters and Waitresses
Dining Room and Cafeteria Attendants and Bartender Helpers

Weighted Mean Annual Wage

Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics; California Employment Development Department
Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
Filename: Ground Floor Retail_S 14 18; Compensation; trb

APPENDIX 0-TABLE 2
AVERAGE ANNUAL COMPENSATION, 2017
GROUND FLOOR RETAIL WORKER OCCUPATIONS
JOBS-HOUSING NEXUS ANALYSIS
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA
%of Total
2017 Avg.
Compensation 2

Occupation

Occupation
Group3

%of Total
Ground Floor
Retail
Workers
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Personal Core and Service Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Personal Service Workers
Nonfarm Animal Caretakers
Barbers

$47,700
$31,000
$31,600

4.7%
25.6%
2.2%

0.2%
0.8%
0.1%

Hairdressers, Hairstylists, and Cosmetologists
Manicurists and Pedicurists
Skincare Specialists

$31,600
$23,700
$34,700

40.2%
12.1%
4.0%

1.3%
0.4%
0.1%

All Other Personal Care and Service Occupations (Avg. All Categories)

$31,300

11.1%

0.4%

$31,300

100.0%

3.2%

$43,500
$24,300
$29,800

11.7%
35.4%
47.8%

3.2%
9.7%
13.2%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage
Sales and Related Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Retail Sales Workers
Cashiers
Retail Salespersons
All Other Sales and Related Occupations (Avg. All Categories)

$42,100

5.2%

1.4%

$30,100

100.0%

27.6%

First-Line Supervisors of Office and Administrative Support Workers
Bookkeeping, Accounting, and Auditing Clerks

$61,300
$46,200

6.7%
5.4%

0.6%
0.5%

Customer Service Representatives
Receptionists and Information Clerks
Shipping, Receiving, and Traffic Clerks
Stock Clerks and Order Fillers
Secretaries and Administrative Assistants, Except Legal, Medical, and Executive
Office Clerks, General

$39,800
$30,800
$32,700
$28,300
$41,900
$34,400

11.6%
4.0%
3.8%
53.8%
2.7%
6.7%

1.0%
0,3%
0.3%
4.7%
0.2%
0.6%

All Other Office and Administrative Support Occupations (Avg. All Categories)

$41,300

5.3%

0.5%

$34,500

100.0%

8.7%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage

Office and Administrative Support Occupations

Weighted Mean Annual Wage

Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics; California Employment Development Department
Prepared by: Kéyser Marston Associates, Inc.
Filename: Ground Floor Retail_6 14 18; Compensation; trb

APPENDIX D -TABLE 2
AVERAGE ANNUAL COMPENSATION, 2017
GROUND FLOOR RETAIL WORKER OCCUPATIONS
JOBS-HOUSING NEXUS ANALYSIS
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA
%of Total

Occupation

2017 Avg.
Compensation Z

1

Occupation
Group

%of Total
Ground Floor
Retail
Workers

Page 3 of 3
Production Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Production and Operating Workers
Assemblers and Fabricators, All Other, Including Team Assemblers
Bakers
Butchers and Meat Cutters

$59,900
$32,200
$27,900
$29,100

6.3%
2.8%
18.1%
18.8%

0.2%
0.1%
0.4%
0.5%

Meat Poultry, and Fish Cutters and Trimmers
Laundry and Dry-Cleaning Workers
Pressers, Textile, Garment, and Related Materials
Tailors, Dressmakers, and Custom Sewers
Photographic Process Workers and Processing Machine Operators

$25,600
$25,500
$23,200
$37,900
$54,100

3.3%
22.0%
7.5%
2.3%
2.7%

0.1%
0.5%
0.2%
0.1%
0.1%

All Other Production Occupations (Avg. All Categories)

$35700

16.2%

0.4%

$31,500

100.0%

2.4%

$63,700

2.9%

0.1%

Driver/sales Workers
Light Truck or Delivery Services Drivers
Parking Lot Attendants
Laborers and Freight Stock, and Material Movers, Hand
Packers and Packagers, Hand

$34,900
$38,200
$25,200
$30,700
$24,300

25.0%
12.9%
17.6%
17.6%
17.2%

1.0%
0.5%
0.7%
0.7%
0.7%

All Other Transportation and Material Moving Occupations (Avg. All Categories)

$37,400

6.8%

0.3%

Weighted Mean Annual Wage

$32,100

100.0%

4.0%

Weighted Average Annual Wage - All Occupations

$32,000

Weighted Mean Annual Wage
Transportation and Material Moving Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Transportation and Material Moving Workers, Except Aircraft Cargc

1

96.9%

Including occupations representing 2% or more of the major occupation group.
The methodology utilized bythe california Employment Development Department (EDD) assumes that hourly paid employees are employed full-time. Annual
compensation is calculated by EDD by multiplying hourlywages by 40 hours per work week by 52 weeks.
Occupation percentages are based on the 2017 National Industry - Specific Occupational Employment survey compiled by the Bureau of LaborStatistics. Wages are based
on the 2016 Occupational Employment Survey data applicable to Los Angeles County updated by the California Employment Development Department to 2017 wage
levels.
-

Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics; California Employment Development Department
Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
Filename: Ground Floor Retail_6 14 18; Compensation; trb

APPENDIX E - TABLE 1
2016 NATIONAL HOTEL WORKER DISTRIBUTION BY OCCUPATION
JOBS-HOUSING NEXUS ANALYSIS
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA

2016 National
Hotel Industry
Major Occupations (2% or more)

Occupation Distribution

Management Occupations

73,120

4.5%

Food Preparation and Serving Related Occupations

401,080

24.8%

Building and Grounds Cleaning and Maintenance Occupations

506,430

31.3%

Personal Care and Service Occupations

65,690

4.1%

Sales and Related Occupations

40,000

2.5%

Office and Administrative Support Occupations

323,340

20.0%

Installation, Maintenance, and Repair Occupations

87,380

5.4%

Production Occupations

37,370

2.3%

All Other Hotel Occupations

85,460

5.3%

1,619,870

100.0%

INDUSTRY TOTAL

Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics; California Employment Development Department
Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
Filename: Hotel_S 1418; Major Occupations Matrix; trb

APPENDIX F EXHIBIT 1
-

ESTIMATED DEVELOPMENT COSTS
RENTAL AFFORDABILITY GAP SCENARIOS
JOBS-HOUSING NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File name: Affordability Gap Analyses_6 14 18; GLN_Nexus Rental_TDC; trb

APPENDIX F - EXHIBIT 1- TABLE 1
ESTIMATED DEVELOPMENT COSTS
RENTAL AFFORDABILITY GAP SCENARIOS
JOBS-HOUSING NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA

I

-

II.

III.

Land Acquisition Costs
Direct Costs
Site Improvement Costs

65,500 Sf Land

Above-Ground Podium Parking
Building Costs
Contractor Costs

65,500
110
69,000
20%

Total Direct Costs

69,000 Sf GBA

Indirect Costs
Arch, Eng, & Consulting
Permits & Fees/Impact Fees
Taxes, Ins, Legal & Acctg
Development Management
Soft Cost Contingency Allowance

Sf Land
Spaces
Sf GBA
Other Direct Costs

7.00% Direct Costs
65 Units
3.00% Direct Costs
4.00% Direct Costs
5.00% Other Indirect Costs

$135 1Sf Land

$20 1Sf Land
$25,000 /Space
$150 /Sf Res GBA

$8,843,000

$1,310,000
2,750,000
10,350,000
2,882,000

$251 /SfGBA

$15,000 /Unit

$17,292,000

$1,210,000
975,000
519,000
692,000
170,000

Total Indirect Costs
IV.

Financing Casts
Land Carrying Costs
Interest During Construction
Financing Fees
Construction Loan
Permanent Loan

$3,566,000

$8,843,000 Financed
$24,242,000 Financed

5.50% Interest
5.50% Interest

$24,242,000 Financed
$15,757,000 Financed

2.50 Points

2.50 Points

Total Financing Costs

606,000
394,000
$3,384,000

V.

ITotal Development Costs

1

Estimated based on a survey of recent land sales in the submarket.
The parking count is based on the assumption that the project applies for and receives a 531818 density bonus.

2

$851,000
1,533,000

65 Units

$509,000 /Unit

$33,085,000

Includes contractors’ fees, general requirements, builder’s risk insurance and a direct cost contingency allowance.
Based on an 18-month construction period and a 3-month absorption period with a 100% average outstanding balance.
Based on an 18-month construction period with a 60% average outstanding balance and a 3-month absorption period with a 100% average
outstanding balance.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
Pile name: Affordability Gap Analyses_B 14 18; GLN_Nexus Rental_TDC; trb

I

APPENDIX F EXHIBIT 2A
-

RENTAL AFFORDABILITY GAP SCENARIOS
RENTS @ 30% TCAC MEDIAN
4% TAX CREDIT SCENARIO
JOBS-HOUSING NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File name: Affordability Gap Analyses_fl 14 18; GLN_Nexus_30% AMI; trb

APPENDIX F - EXHIBIT 2A - TABLE 1
ESTIMATED NET OPERATING INCOME
RENTS @ 30%TCAC MEDIAN
4% TAX CREDIT SCENARIO
JOBS-HOUSING NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA

NET OPERATING INCOME: RESIDENTIAL COMPONENT
I.

Rentø~30%TCACMEDIAN
One-Bedroom Units
Two-Bedroom Units
Three-Bedroom Units

1

20 Units
25 Units
20 Units

$505 /Unit/Month
$605 /Unit/Month
$696 /Unit/Month

$121,200
181,500
167,000

Gross Rent Income
Laundry and Miscellaneous Income

65 Units

$10 /Unit/Month

$469,700
7,800

Gross Residential Income
(Less) Vacancy and Collection

5% Gross Residential Income

$477,500
(23,900)

Effective Gross Residential Income
II.

Ill.

2

Residential Operating Expenses

$453,600
65 Units

IResidential Net Operating Income

$5,900 /Unit/Year

$384,000

$69,600

The affordable rents are based on 2018 rents published by TCAC and assume the deduction of the Community Development Commission of the
County of Los Angeles utility allowance as of 7/1/2017.
Assumes the project will apply for a property tax exemption accorded to non-profit housing organizations for units rented to households earning less
than 80% of the Area Median Income.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Asspciates, Ino.
File name: Affordability Gap Analyses_6 14 18; GLN_Nexus_30% AMI; trb

I

APPENDIX F - EXHIBIT 2A - TABLE 2
ESTIMATED AFFORDABILITY GAP
RENTS @30% TCAC MEDIAN
4% TAX CREDIT SCENARIO
JOBS-HOUSING NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA

I.

Available Outside Funding Sources
A. Permanent Loan
Net Operating Income
Income Available for Mortgage
Interest Rate

$69,600 NOI (See Table 2)
1.20 DCR
6.5% Interest

$58,000 Debt Service
7.58% Mortgage Constant

Total Permanent Loan

$765,000

B. Tax Credit Equity

$8,235,000

Total Outside Funding Sources

II.

$9,000,000

Affordability Gap Calculation
Total Outside Funding Sources
Less:
Total Development Costs
Additional Developer Fee

$9,000,000
(33,085,000)
(1,808,000)

Total Affordability Gap

($25,893,000)
65 Units
69.000 Sf GBA

1
2
3

($398,400) /Uriit
($375) 1Sf

Assumes a 30-year amortization period,
- —__________________________________________________________________________________
Assumes a 3.24% tax credit rate, a 130% difficult to develop premium, and a $0.94 tax credit equity rate.
Equal to the $2,500,000 maximum amount allowed by the tax credit qualified allocation plan minus the $692,000 Developer Fee included in theTotal
Development Costs.
-

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File name: Affordability Gap Analyses_S 14 18; GLN_Nexus_30% AMI; trb

APPENDIX F EXHIBIT 2B
-

RENTAL AFFORDABILITY GAP SCENARIOS
RENTS @ 50% TCAC MEDIAN
4% TAX CREDIT SCENARIO
JOBS-HOUSING NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File name: Affordability Gap Analyses_S 14 18; GLN_Nexus_50% AMI; trb

APPENDIX F - EXHIBIT 2B - TABLE 1
ESTIMATED NET OPERATING INCOME
RENTS @ 50% TCAC MEDIAN
4% TAX CREDIT SCENARIO
JOBS-HOUSING NEXUS AFFORDABIUTY GAP ANALYSIS
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA

NET OPERATING INCOME: RESIDENTIAL COMPONENT
I.

Rent@50%TCACMEDIAN
One-Bedroom Units
Two-Bedroom Units
Three-Bedroom Units

1

20 Units
25 Units
20 Units

$869 /Unit/Month
$1,042 /Unit/Month
$1,200 /Unit/Month

$208,600
312,600
288,000

Gross Rent Income
Laundry and Miscellaneous Income

65 Units

$10 /Unit/Month

$809,200
7,800

Gross Residential Income
(Less) Vacancy and Collection

5% Gross Residential Income

$817,000
(40,900)

Effective Gross Residential Income
II.

Residential Operating Expenses

III.

Residential Net Operating Income

2

$776,100
2

65 Units

$5,900 /Unit/Year

$384,000

$392,100

The affordable rents are based on 2018 rents published by TCAC and assume the deduction, of the Community Development Commission of the
County of Los Angeles utility allowance as of 7/1/2017.
Assumes the project will apply for a property tax exemption accorded to non-profit housing organizations for units rented to households earning less
than 80% of the Area Median Income.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Ino.
File name: Affordability Gap Analyses_6 14 18; GLN_Nexus_50% AMI; trb
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APPENDIX F - EXHIBIT 2B - TABLE 2
ESTIMATED AFFORDABILITY GAP
RENTS @ 50% TCAC MEDIAN
4% TAX CREDIT SCENARIO
JOBS-HOUSING NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA

I.

Available Outside Funding Sources
A. Tax-Exempt Bond Financing
Net Operating Income
Income Available for Mortgage
Interest Rate

$392,100 NOI (See Table 2)
1.20 DCR
5.0% Interest

$326,750 Debt Service
6.44% Mortgage Constant

Total Tax-Exempt Bond Financing

$5,072,000

B. Tax Credit Equity

$8,235,000

Total Outside Funding Sources

II.

$13,307,000

Affordability Gap Calculation
Total Outside Funding Sources
Less:
Total Development Costs
Additional Developer Fee

$13,307,000
(33,085,000)
(1,808,000)

Total Affordability Gap

($21,586,000)
•

1
2
3

65 Units
69,000 Sf GBA

($332,100) /Unit
($313) 1Sf

Assumes a 30-year amortization period.
Assumes a 3.24% tax credit rate, a 130% difficult-to-develop premium, and a $0.94 tax credit equity rate.
Equal to the $2,500,000 maximum amount allowed by the tax credit qualified allocation plan minus the $692,000 Developer Fee included in the Total
Development Costs.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Assooiates, Inc.
File name: Affordability Gap Analyses_6 14 18; GLN_Nexus_50% AMI; trb

APPENDIX F EXHIBIT 2C
-

RENTAL AFFORDABILITY GAP SCENARIOS
RENTS @ 60% TCAC MEDIAN
4% TAX CREDIT SCENARIO
JOBS-HOUSING NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS
GLENDALE, CAUFORNIA

Prepared by: Xeyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File name: Affordability Gap Analyses_6 14 18; GLNfiexus_60% AMI; trb

APPENDIX F - EXHIBIT 2C - TABLE 1
ESTIMATED NET OPERATING INCOME
RENTS @60% TCAC MEDIAN
4% TAX CREDIT SCENARIO
JOBS-HOUSING NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA

NET OPERATING INCOME: RESIDENTIAL COMPONENT
I.

Rent ~ 60% TCAC MEDIAN
One-Bedroom Units
Two-Bedroom Units
Three-Bedroom Units

1

20 Units
25 Units
20 Units

$1,051 /Unit/Month
$1,260 /Unit/Month
$1,452 /Unit/Month

$252,200
378,000
348,500

Gross Rent Income
Laundry and Miscellaneous Income

65 Units

$10 /Unit/Month

$978,700
7,800

Gross Residential Income
(Less) Vacancy and Collection

5% Gross Residential Income

$986,500
(49,300)

Effective Gross Residential Income
II.

Residential Operating Expenses

III.

IResidential Net Operating Income

2

$937,200
2

65 Units

$5,900 /Unit/Year

$384,000

$553,200

The affordable rents are based on 2018 rents published by TCAC and assume the deduction of the Community Development Commission of the
County of Los Angeles utility allowance as of 7/1/2017.
Assumes the project will apply for a property tax exemption accorded to non-profit housing organizations for units rented to households earning less
than 80% of the Area Median Income.
-

Prepared by: Koyser Marston Associates, no.
File name: Affordability Gap Analyses_6 14 18; GLN_Nexus_60% AMI; trb

I

APPENDIX F - EXHIBIT 2C - TABLE 2
ESTIMATED AFFORDABILITY GAP
RENTS @ 60% TCAC MEDIAN
4% TAX CREDIT SCENARIO
JOBS-HOUSING NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA

I.

Available Outside Funding Sources
A. Tax-Exempt Bond Financing
Net Operating Income
Income Available for Mortgage
Interest Rate

$553,200 NOl (See Table 2)
1.20 DCR
5.0% Interest

$461,000 Debt Service
6.44% Mortgage Constant

Total Tax-Exempt Bond Financing

$7,156,000

B. Tax Credit Equity

$8,235,000

Total Outside Funding Sources

II.

$15,391,000

Affordability Gap Calculation
Total Outside Funding Sources
Less:
Total Development Costs
Additional Developer Fee

$15,391,000
(33,085,000)
(1,808,000)

Total Affordability Gap

($19,502,000)
65 Units
69,000 Sf GBA

1
2

($300,000) /Unit
($283) 1Sf

Assumes a 30-year amortization period.
-~
Assumes a 3.24% tax credit rate, a 130% difficult-to-develop premium, and a $0.94 tax credit equity rate.
Equal to the $2,500,000 maximum amount allowed by the tax credit qualified allocation plan minus the $692,000 Developer Fee included in the Total
Development Costs.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File name: Affordability Gap Analyses_6 14 18; GLN_Nexus_60% AMI; trb

APPENDIX F EXHIBIT 20
-

RENTAL AFFORDABILITY GAP SCENARIOS
RENTS @ 80% TCAC MEDIAN
UNLEVERAGED SCENARIO
JOBS-HOUSING NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File name: Affordability Gap Analyses 6 14 18; GLN_Nexus_SO% AMI; trb

APPENDIX F - EXHIBIT ZD - TABLE!
ESTIMATED NET OPERATING INCOME
RENTS @ 80% TCAC MEDIAN
UNLEVERAGED SCENARIO
JOBS-HOUSING NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA

NET OPERATING INCOME: RESIDENTIAL COMPONENT
I.

Rent (& 80% TCAC MEDIAN
One-Bedroom Units
Two-Bedroom Units
Three-Bedroom Units

20 Units
25 Units
20 Units

$1,415 /Unit/Month
$1,697 /Unit/Month
$1,956 /Unit/Month

$339,600
509,100
469,400

Gross Rent Income
Laundry and Miscellaneous Income

65 Units

$10 /Unit/Month

$1,318,100
7,800

Gross Residential Income
(Less) Vacancy and Collection

5% Gross Residential Income

$1,325,900
(66,300)

Effective Gross Residential Income
II.

Residential Operating Expenses

Ill.

IResidential Net Operating Income

1

2

$1,259,600
65 Units

$5,900 /Unit/Year

$384,000

$875,600

The affordable rents are based on 2018 rents published by TCAC and assume the deduction of the Community Development Commission of the
County of Los Angeles utility allowance as of 7/1/2017.
Assumes the project will apply for a property tax exemption accorded to non-profit housing organizations for units rented to households earning less
than 80% of the Area Median Income.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File name: Affordability Gap Analyses_6 14 18; GLN_Nexus_80% AMI; trb

I

APPENDIX F - EXHIBIT 2D - TABLE 2
ESTIMATED AFFORDABILITY GAP
RENTS @ 80% TCAC MEDIAN
UNLEVERAGED SCENARIO
JOBS-HOUSING NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA

I.

Supportable Private Investment
Net Operating Income
Threshold Stabilized Return

$875,600
6.50%

Total Supportable Private Investment

II.

$13,471,000

Affordability Gap Calculation
Total Supportable Private Investment
(Less) Total Development Costs

$13,471,000
(33,085,000)

Total Affordability Gap

($19,614,000)
65 Units
69,000 Sf GBA

I

Based on a 6.5% threshold return.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File name: Affordability Gap Analyses_6 14 18; GLN_Nexus_80% AMI; trb

($301,800) /Unit
($284) 1Sf

APPENDIX F EXHIBIT 2E
-

RENTAL AFFORDABILITY GAP SCENARIOS
RENTS @ 110% TCAC MEDIAN
UNLEVERAGED SCENARIO
JOBS-HOUSING NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File name: Affordability Gap Analyses_S 14 18; GLN_Nexus_1 10% AMI; trb

APPENDIX F - EXHIBIT 2E - TABLE 1
ESTIMATED NET OPERATING INCOME
RENTS @ 110% TCAC MEDIAN
UNLEVERAGED SCENARIO
JOBS-HOUSING NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA

NET OPERATING INCOME: RESIDENTIAL COMPONENT

Rent @ 110% TCAC MEDIAN
One-Bedroom Units
Two-Bedroom Units
Three-Bedroom Units

1

20 Units
25 Units
20 Units

$1,837 /Unit/Month
$1,960 /Unit/Month
$2,351 /Unit/Month

Gross Rent Income
Laundry and Miscellaneous Income

65 Units

$10 /Unit/Month

Gross Residential Income
(Less) Vacancy and Collection

5% Gross Residential Income

$440,900
588,000
564,200
$1,593,100
7,800

$1,600,900
(80,000)

Effective Gross Residential Income
II.

III.

1

2

Residential Operating Expenses
General Operating Expenses
Property Taxes

$1,520,900

65 Units
65 Units

$5,900 /Unit/Year
$3,490 /Unit/year

$384,000
227,000

Total Residential Operating Expenses

$611,000

Residential Net Operating Income

$909,900

The affordable rents are based on 2018 rents published by TCAC and assume the deduction of the Community Development Commission of the
County of Los Angeles utility allowance as of 7/1/2017.
The residential property tax expense is estimated based on the residential NOI capitalized at a 5.0% rate, and a 1.25% property tax rate.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File name: Affordability Gap Analyses_6 1418; GLN_Nexus_110% AMI; trb
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APPENDIX F - EXHIBIT 2E - TABLE 2
ESTIMATED AFFORDABILITY GAP
RENTS @ 110% TCAC MEDIAN
UNLEVERAGED SCENARIO
JOBS-HOUSING NEXUS AFFORDABILITY GAP ANALYSIS
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA

I.

Supportable Private Investment
Net Operating income
Threshold Stabilized Return

$909,900
6.50%

Total Supportable Private Investment

II.

$13,998,000

Affordability Gap Calculation
Total Supportable Private Investment
(Less) Total Development Costs

$13,998,000
(33,085,000)

Total Affordability Gap

($19,087,000)
65 Units
69,000 Sf GBA

I

Based on a 6.5% threshold return.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates; Inc.
File name: Affordability Gap Analyses_S 1418; GLN_Nexus_110% AMI; trb

($293,600) /Unit
($277) 1Sf

APPENDIX 6
DEVELOPMENT COST ANALYSIS

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
Filename: Glendale Feasibility Analysis_S 22 18; Office; trb

APPENDIX G - TABLE 1
ESTIMATED DEVELOPMENT COSTS
OFFICE PROTOTYPE
30,000 SF OFFICE GBA
COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT PROTOTYPES
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA

I.
II.

III.

Site Acquisition Costs

21,500 Sf Land

$150 1Sf Land

21,500 Sf Land

$10 /Sf Land

$3,225,000

Direct Costs

Site Improvement Costs
Parking Costs
Surface Parking
Above-Grade
1st-Level Subterranean
2nd-Level Subterranean
3rd-Level Subterranean
Building Costs
Office Tenant Improvement Costs
Contractor Costs

30,000 Sf Office GBA
30,000 Sf Office GBA
20.0% Other Direct Costs

Total Direct Costs

30,000 Sf GSA

0
0
57

48
0

Indirect Costs
Architecture, Engineering & Consulting
Public Permits & Fees/Impact Fees
Taxes, Insurance, Legal & Accounting
Marketing & Leasing Costs
Development Management
Contingency Allowance

$5,000
$20,000
$35,000
$45,000
$50,000
$200
$50

/Space
/Space
/Space
/Space
/Space
1Sf Office GSA
/Sf Office GSA

$26.00 /Sf GSA

3.0% Direct Costs

30,000 Sf Office GBA

0
0
1,995,000
2,160,000
0

6,000,000
1,500,000
2,374,000

$475 /Sf GBA

8.0% Direct Costs

30,000 Sf GBA

$215,000

$3.00 1Sf Office GSA

5.0% Direct Costs

5.0% Other Indirect Costs

$14,244,000

$1,140,000
780,000
427,000
90,000
712,000
157,000

Total Indirect Costs

$3,306,000

IV. Financing Costs
Construction Loan Interest
Financing Fees Construction Loan
Permanent Loan

2

$22,649,000 Financed
$22,649,000 Financed
60.00% Loan to Cost

4.50% Interest

$968,000

230 Points

566,000
340,000

2.50 Points

Total Financing Costs

$1,874,000

Total Construction Costs
Total Development Costs
VI.

$647 /Sf GSA
$755 /Sf GSA

$19,424,000
$22,649,000

Commercial Impact Fee Per SF as a Percentage of Development Costs

0.5%
1.0%
1.5%
2.0%

2

30,000 Sf GSA
30,000 Sf GSA

of Development
of Development
of Development
of Development

Costs
Costs
Costs
Costs

.

$4
$8
$11
$15

Direct costs assume prevailing wage requirements will not be imposed on the Project.
Assumes a 14-month construction period with a 60% average outstanding balance, and a 3-month lease-up period with a 100% average outstanding
balance.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
Filename: Glendale Feasibility Analysis_S 2218; Office; trb

APPENDIX C - TABLE 2
ESTIMATED DEVELOPMENT COSTS
FREESTANDING RETAIL PROTOTYPE
15,000 SF RETAIL CBA
COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT PROTOTYPES
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA

I.

Site Acquisition Costs

II.

Direct Costs
Site Improvement Costs
Parking Costs
Surface Parking
Above-Grade Parking
1st-Level Subterranean
2nd-Level Subterranean
3rd-Level Subterranean
Building Costs
Retail Tenant Improvement Costs
Contractor Costs

Ill.

50,000 Sf Land

$150 1Sf Land

50,000 Sf Land

$10 /Sf Land

53
0
0
0
0
15,000
15,000
20.0%

Spaces
Spaces
Spaces
Spaces
Spaces
Sf Retail GBA
Sf Retail GSA
Other Direct Costs

Total Direct Costs

15,000 Sf Retail GBA

Indirect Costs
Architecture, Engineering & Consulting
Public Permits & Fees/Impact Fees
Taxes, Insurance, Legal & Accounting
Marketing & Leasing Costs
Development Management
Contingency Allowance

8.0%
15,000
3.0%
15,000
5.0%
5.0%

Direct Costs
Sf Retail GSA
Direct Costs
Sf Retail GSA
Direct Costs
Other Indirect Costs

$5,000
$20,000
$35,000
$45,000
$50,000
$175
$25

/Space
/Space
/Space
/Space
/Space
1Sf Retail GSA
/Sf Retail GSA

$7,500,000

$500,000
265,000
0
0
0
0
2,625,000
375,000
753,000

$301 /Sf Retail GBA

$10.00 1Sf Retail GSA
$3.00 1Sf Retail GBA

$4,518,000

$361,000
150,000
136,000
45,000
226,000
46,000

Total Indirect Costs
IV. Financing Costs
Construction Loan Interest
Financing Fees
-Construction Loan
Permanent Loan

$964,000

2

$14,153,000 Financed
$14,153,000 Financed
60.00% Loan to Cost

4.50% Interest

$605,000

2.50 Points
2.50 Points

354,000
212,000

Total Financing Costs
Total Construction Costs
Total Development Costs

$1,171,000
$444 1Sf Retail GDA
$944 1Sf Retail GBA

15,000 Sf GDA
15,ooo Sf GBA

$6,653,000
$14,153,000

VI. Commercial Impact Fee Per SF as a Percentage of Development Costs
0.5% of Development Costs
$5
1.0% of Development Costs
$9
1.5% of Development Costs
$14
2.0% of Development Costs
$19

1
2

Direct costs assume prevailing wage requirements will not be imposed on the Project.
Assumes a 14-month construction period with a 60% average outstanding balance, and a 3-month lease-up period with a 100% average outstanding
balance.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
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APPENDIX G - TABLE 3
ESTIMATED DEVELOPMENT COSTS
GROUND FLOOR RETAIL PROTOTYPE
10,000 SF GROUND FLOOR RETAIL GBA
COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT PROTOTYPES
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA

Site Acquisition Costs
II. Direct Costs
Site Improvement Casts
Parking Costs
Surface Parking
Above-Grade
1st-Level Subterranean
2nd-Level Subterranean
3rd-Level Subterranean
Building Costs
Retail Tenant Improvement Costs
Contractor Costs
Total Direct Costs
III. Indirect Costs
Architecture, Engineering & Consulting
Public Permits & Fees/Impact Fees
Taxes, Insurance, Legal & Accounting
Marketing & Leasing Costs
Development Management
Contingency Allowance

3,457 Sf Land

$300 1Sf Land

3,457 Sf Land

$20 /Sf Land

0
30
0
0
0
10,000
10,000
20.0%

Spaces
Spaces
Spaces
Spaces
Spaces
Sf Retail GBA
Sf Retail GBA
Other Direct Costs

10,000 Sf Retail GBA

8.0%
10,000
3.0%
10,000
5.0%
5.0%

Direct Costs
Sf Retail GBA
Direct Costs
Sf Retail GBA
Direct Costs
Other Indirect Costs

$5,000
$20,000
$35,000
$45,000
$50,000
$175
$25

/Space
/Space
/Space
/Space
/Space
/Sf Retail GBA
/Sf Retail GBA

$1,037,000

$69,000
0
600,000
0
0
0
1,750,000
250,000
484,000

$315 /Sf Retail GBA

$10.00 /Sf Retail GBA
$3.00 1Sf Retail GBA

$3,153,000

$252,000
100,000
95,000
30,000
158,000
32,000

Total Indirect Casts
IV. Financine Costs
Construction Loan Interest
Financing Fees
Construction Loan
Permanent Loan

$667,000

$5,414,000 Financed
$5,414,000 Financed
60.00% Loan to Cost

4.50% Interest

$341,000

2.50 Points
2.50 Points

135,000
81,000

Total Financing Costs
V. Total Construction Costs
Total Development Costs

$557,000
10,000 Sf Retail GBA
10,000 Sf Retail GBA

$438 1Sf Retail GBA
$541 1Sf Retail GBA

$4,377,000
$5,414,000

VI. Commercial Impact Fee Per SF as a Percentage of Development Costs
0.5% of Development Costs
$3
1.0% of Development Costs
$5
1.5% of Development Costs
$8
2.0% of Development Costs
$11

Assumes a mixed-use project with a total gross building area of 126,000 square feet. The 10,000 square feet of ground floor retail equates to 8% of the
total building area. Assuming a site size of 43,560 square feet and applying the 8% ground floor retail percentage equates to 3,457 square feet of land
area allocated to the ground floor retail component.
Direct costs assume prevailing wage requirements will not be imposed on the Project.

2
-

Assumes an 18-month construction period with a 60% average outstanding balance, and a 6-month absorption period with a 100% average outstanding
balance.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
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APPENDIX C - TABLE 4
ESTIMATED DEVELOPMENT COSTS
HOTEL PROTOTYPE
80,713 SF HOTEL GBA: 140 HOTEL ROOMS
COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT PROTOTYPES
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA

I.

Site Acquisition Costs

II.

Direct Costs
Site Improvement Costs
Parking Costs
Surface Parking
Above-Grade
1st-Level Subterranean
2nd-Level Subterranean
3rd-Level Subterranean
Building Costs
Hotel FF&E Costs
Contractor Costs

25,000 Sf Land

$300 1Sf Land

25,000 Sf Land

$15 1Sf Land

0
10
67
63
0
140
140
20.0%

Total Direct Costs

Spaces
Spaces
Spaces
Spaces
Spaces
Rooms
Rooms
other Direct Costs

140 Rooms

Ill. Indirect Costs
Architecture, Engineering & Consulting
Public Permits & Fees/Impact Fees
Taxes, Insurance, Legal & Accounting
Pre-Opening/Working Capital
Development Management
Contingency Allowance

8.0%
140
3.0%
140
5.0%
5.0%

Direct Costs
Rooms
Direct Costs
Rooms
Direct Costs
Other Indirect Costs

$5,000
$20,000
$35,000
$45,000
$50,000
$115,000
$20,000

/Space
/Space
/Space
/Space
/Space
/Room
/Room

$7,500,000

$375,000
0
200,000
2,345,000
2,835,000
0
16,100,000
2,800,000
4,931,000

$211,300 /Room

$9,000 /Room
$2,500 /Room

$29,586,000

$2,367,000
1,260,000
888,000
350,000
1,479,000
317,000

Total Indirect Casts
IV. Financing Costs
Construction Loan Interest
Financing Fees
Construction Loan
Permanent Loan

$6,661,000

2

$48,771,000 Financed
$48,771,000 Financed
60.00% Loan to Cost

4.50% Interest

$3,073,000

2.50 Points
2.50 Points

1,219,000
732,000

Total Financing Costs
Total Construction Costs
Total Development Costs

$5,024,000
140 Rooms
140 Rooms

VI. Commercial Impact Fee Per SF as a Percentage of Development Costs
0.5% of Development Costs
$3
1.0% of Development Costs
$6
1.5% of Development Costs
$9
2.0% of Development Costs
$12

2

Direct costs assume prevailing wage requirements will not be imposed on the Project.
Assumes an 18-month construction period with a 60% average outstanding balance.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
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$294,800 /Room
$348,400 /Room

$41,271,000
$48,771,000
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Gregory D. Soo-Hoo
Kevin E. Engstrom
Julie L. Romey

.

To:

Mike Fortney, Principal Housing Project Manager
City of Glendale

From:

Kathleen Head
Tim Bretz

Date:

August 22, 2018

Subject:

Commercial Impact Fee Analysis: Policy Di5cussion

SAN DIEGO
Paul C. Marra

At your request, Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. (KMA) prepared a summary of the
Commercial Impact Fee analysis performed to date. This summary is intended to assist
the City of Glendale (City) in evaluating the policy implications for establishing a
Commercial Impact Fee Program. If the City wishes to move forward with a Commercial
Impact Fee Program, KMA will prepare a technical nexus analysis report that complies
with the “Mitigation Fee Act”.’
BACKGROUND
A Commercial Impact Fee is an Impact Fee that is subject to the requirements imposed
by the Mitigation Fee Act. This means that the Commercial Impact Fee must be directly
tied to the increased need for affordable housing that is created by the development of
new commercial uses in a community. The fundamental concept is that the
development of new commercial uses will generate new employment, and that a
percentage of the new employees will create an increased demand for affordable
housing units.

‘The Mitigation Fee Act is codified in california Government code §66000 et seq.
500 SDIJTH GRAND AVENUE, SUITE 1480> LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90071> PHONE 213.622.8095
WWW.KEVSERMARSTON.COM
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The purpose of a Commercial Impact Fee is to apportion the financial responsibility for a
part of the increased need for affordable housing to the commercial uses that create
that additional demand. Commercial Impact Fee revenue can only be used to meet the
community’s future needs for affordable housing. It is therefore necessary to identify
the nexus between new commercial development and the increased need for affordable
housing.
It is important to note that Commercial Impact Fee programs are primarily found in
Northern California jurisdictions. Currently, only four Southern California jurisdictions
have enacted Commercial Impact Fee programs. These jurisdictions are the Cities of Los
Angeles,West Hollywood, Santa Monica and San Diego.
COMMERCIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS
To adopt and implement a Commercial Impact Fee program, it is necessary to document
the relationships among the following:
1.

The construction of new commercial uses;

2.

The number and type of employees that work in the new commercial uses; and

3.

The increased demand for affordable housing.

Jobs in commercial projects cover a range in compensation levels, and the workers’
households range in size. As a result, housing needs are generated at all affordability
levels. To fulfill the Mitigation Fee Act requirements, a nexus analysis must be prepared
that quantifies the need for affordable housing created by each type of commercial use.
Nexus Analysis Methodology
A nexus analysis must be prepared to determine the maximum legally supportable
Commercial Impact Fee amount that can be assessed to each commercial building type.
KMA prepared a commercial nexus analysis on the following commercial land uses:
1.

Office;

2.

Freestanding Retail;

3.

Ground Floor Retail; and
1805012;GLN:TRB
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Hotel.

The nexus analysis methodology can be described as follows:
1.

An estimate of the total number of employees working in each prototype land
use is made based on data pertaining to average employment densities.

2.

Occupation and income information is compiled for the typical job types in the
land uses being studied, and then the information is used to calculate how many
of those jobs pay compensation at the Extremely Low to Moderate Income
levels.2

3.

Many workers are members of households where more than one person is
employed, and household sizes vary. To account for this, factors are derived
from the United States Census to~translate the number of workers into
households of various sizes in each income category.

4.

The number of Extremely Low, Very-low, Low and Moderate Income households
associated with the prototype project is estimated. These numbers are divided
by the prototype project’s size to arrive at coefficients of housing units per
square foot of building area.

5.

In the last step, the identified number of households is multiplied times the net
cost per square foot associated with producing housing units affordable to these
income groups. This represents the maximum Commercial Impact Fee amounts
that can be charged for the commercial uses.

Maximum Legally Supportable Commercial Impact Fees
Based on the nexus analysis, the maximum legally supportable Commercial Impact Fees
for the four land uses are as follows:

2

data is provided for Los Angeles county by the california Employment Development Department

and the United States Bureau of Labor Statistics.
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Fee Per Square Foot of
Gross Building Area
(GBA)

Office

$253

Freestanding Retail

$280

Ground Floor Retail

$379

Hotel

$131

DEVELOPMENT COST ANALYSIS
As indicated in the previous section, the nexus analysis establishes the maximum legally
supportable Commercial Impact Fee levels. These amounts reflect the full cost
associated with fulfilling the need for affordable housing created by the new
commercial development. However, this does not take into account the impact the Fee
will have on the financial feasibility of new development. It is important to establish a
balance between the public policy objectives and the economic impact that will be
experienced by property owners and developers.
A common approach to establishing fee levels is based on comparing the Commercial
Impact Fee against the development costs associated with each land use. This approach
facilitates an evaluation of whether the amount is likely to affect development
decisions.
Based on a review of historical development project information provided by City staff,
KMA prepared prototypical projects and development budgets for representative
commercial product types currently being developed in Glendale. These prototypes are
utilized as the basis for which to test the impact of potential impact fees on
development costs.
The development prototypes utilized for this analysis are summarized as follows:
1.

Office Prototype:
a.

A four-story project with 30,000 square feet of GBA; and

b.

105 subterranean parking spaces.

1808012:GLN:TRB
1311.3.005.001

Mike Fortney, City of Glendale
Commercial Impact Fee Analysis: Policy Discussion
2.

3.

4.

August 22, 2018
PageS

Freestanding Retail Prototype:
a.

A one-story project with 15,000 square feet of GRA; and

b.

53 surface parking spaces.

Ground Floor Retail Prototype:
a.

10,000 square feet of retail GBA located below 116,000 square feet of
residential GBA; and

b.

30 at-grade podium parking spaces to serve the ground floor retail
component.

Hotel Prototype:
a.

A 140-room hotel consisting of 81,000 square feet of GBA; and

b.

140 subterranean parking spaces.

The following summarizes the results of the development cost test for establishing
Commercial Impact Fees. The results are presented in terms of square feet of GBA in
each type of project:
Fee at 0.5% of
Development
Costs

Fee at 1.0% of
Development
Costs

Fee at 1.5% of
Development
Costs

Fee at 2.0% of
Development
Costs

Office

$4

$8

$11

$15

Freestanding Retail

$5

$9

$14

$19

Ground Floor Retail

$3

$5

$8

$11

Hotel

$3

$6

$9

$12

Land Use

As shown in the preceding table, the development cost test results in Commercial
Impact Fees ranging from a low of $3 per square foot of GBA to a high of $19 per square
foot of GBA.
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FEES IN OTHER JURISDICTIONS
It is important to note that Commercial Impact Fee programs are primarily found in
Northern California jurisdictions. Currently, only four Southern California jurisdictions
have enacted Commercial Impact Fee programs. The following summarizes the
requirements of these four programs:
Fee Amount Per Square
Foot of GBA
Los Angeles

$3— $5

Exemptions
•

Non-residential developments
less than 15,000 square feet

San Diego
.

.

•

Hospitals

•

Grocery stores (if none within
1/3 mile)

•

Office $2.12

•

Non-profit hospitals

•

Hotel $1.28

•

•

Research and
Development $0.80

Manufacturing/warehouse
uses

•

No Exemptions

•

Non-residential development
less than 10,000 square feet

-

-

-

Santa Monica

West
Hollywood

•

Retail $1.28

•

Retail $9.75

•

Office $11.21

•

Hotel/Lodging $3.07

•

Hospital $6.15

•

Industrial $7.53

•

Institutional $10.23

•

Creative Office $9.59

•

Medical Office $6.89

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

$8.68

-
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The commercial impact fees in the four Southern California jurisdictions range from a
low of $0.80 per square foot of GBA for research and development uses in San Diego to
a high of $11.21 per square foot of GBA for office development uses in Santa Monica.
It should be noted that some jurisdictions set a threshold project size below which
Commercial Impact Fees are not imposed. A commonly used threshold is 10,000 square
feet of GBA.

HISTORICAL COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT
Another important factor to discuss while evaluating the creation of a Commercial
Impact Fee Program is the amount of commercial development that has historically
been developed within the jurisdiction. To assist in this process, KMA reviewed the
commercial development projects that are either currently in the entitlement process,
are fully entitled, are under construction, or have been completed since January 2013.
The following summarizes the results of this review:

Office Development
Four office projects have been proposed during the previous 5.5 years. These projects
range from 9,700 square feet to 38,800 square feet in GBA, with the total GBA of all four
projects estimated at 90,400 square feet.
The resulting average amount of office development proposed per year is 16,400 square
feet.

Freestanding Retail Development
Three freestanding retail projects have been proposed during the previous 5.5 years.
These projects range from 1,978 square feet to 13,700 square feet of GBA, with a total
of 25,400 square feet of CBA.3
Based on historical development, an average of 4,600 square feet of freestanding retail
development is proposed per year. If a 10,000 square foot threshold project size is
The 131,000 square foot Expansion of the Americana at Brand was completed in 2013. However, the
space was excluded from this analysis since it is unlikely to be replicated in the future.
18OS012:GLN:TRB
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applied, it should be anticipated that the freestanding retail development will not
generate a significant amount of Commercial Impact Fee revenue.

Ground Floor Retail Development
Fifteen (15) mixed-use projects with ground floor retail have been proposed during the
previous 5.5 years. The ground floor retail components of these projects range in size
from 850 square feet to 23,000 square feet of GBA, with the total for all 15 projects
estimated at 163,700 square feet.
It should be noted that eight of the projects consist of ground floor retail components
with less than 10,000 square feet of space. If these eight projects were exempt from
the Commercial Impact Fee Program, the remaining 10 projects would consist of a total
of 119,500 square feet of ground floor retail space.
If all 15 projects are included, the proposed ground floor retail development averages
29,800 square feet per year. If projects with less than 10,000 square feet of GBA are
excluded, the average is reduced to 21,700 square feet per year.

Hotel Development
Eight hotel projects have been proposed during the previous 5.5 years. These projects
range from 37,900 square feet to 186,000 square feet of GSA, with the total for all eight
projects estimated at 723,100 square feet.
The hotel development averages approximately 131,500 square feet per year.

POTENTIAL COMMERCIAL IMPACT FEE REVENUE
For analysis purposes, KMA set the Commercial Impact Fee at $5 per square foot of
gross building area. Based on this assumption, the annual Commercial Impact Fee
revenue generated from commercial development based on the historical development
trends can be summarized as follows:
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Commercial
Impact Fee
Per Square
Foot

Potential
Annual
Revenue

16,400

$5

$82,000

Freestanding Retail

4,600

$5

23,000

Ground Floor Retail

29,800

$5

149,000

131,500

$5

658,000

Hotel
Total Annual Commercial
Impact Fee Revenue

$912,000

As can be seen in the preceding table, if the average annual Commercial Impact Fee
revenue is estimated at $912,000. However, it is important to consider the fact that
72% of the Commercial Impact Fee revenue is projected to be generated by hotel
development.
As a matter of policy, the City currently exempts hotels from Park and Library Mitigation
Fee payment obligations. If hotel development was similarly excluded from the
Commercial Impact Fee Program, the Commercial Impact Fee revenue is projected at
$254,000 per year.
It is also important to understand that the amount of commercial development in
Glendale varies widely from year-to-year. Therefore, it should be assumed that
Commercial Impact Fee revenue will increase and decrease annually based on economic
and market conditions.

SUMMARY OF POLICY CONSIDERATIONS
The following summarizes key policy decisions for the City to consider:
1.

Does the City wish to move forward with a Commercial Impact Fee Program?

2.

If the City wishes to move forward with a Commercial Impact Fee Program, the
following policies should be addressed:

1808012:GLN:TRB
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a.

Does the City wish to impose a Commercial Impact Fee on each of the
proposed land uses included in this analysis?

b.

Does the City wish to impose a minimum size threshold on commercial
projects which would be subject to the Commercial Impact Fee?

c.

What fee level does the City wish to set the Commercial Impact Fee?
Does the City wish to vary the Commercial Impact Fee by land use or
utilize one fee amount for all land uses?

1808012:GLN:TRB
13113.005.001

SUMMARY OF COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT
COMMERCIAL DEVElOPMENT PROTOTYPES
GLENDALE, CAUFORNIA

Size of Land Use
Component

Land Use

Address

Description

Office

400W. Colorado

3-story dental/general office building

Office

610W. Broadway

Office

500 E. Colorado

Office

129W. Los Feliz

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
Filename: Glendale Feasibility Analysis_S 2218; Historical Development; trb

Status

9,743

Paid library/parks fees in 2018.

4-story medical/general office building. 2 levels of abovegrade parking and 2 levels of subterranean parking

18,000

Paid library/parks fees in 2017.

4-story medical/general office with ground floor retail and
2 levels of subterranean parking
Medical office building

38,774

Paid library/parks fees in 2017.
Under construction.
Plan check submitted in 2015.

Total Office Square Feet
Average Annual Office Development

90,400
16,400

23,900

1 of 3

SUMMARY OF COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT
COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT PROTOTYPES
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA
Size of Land Use
Component

Land Use

Address

Description

Ground Floor Retail

521W. Colorado

17,737

Ground Floor Retail

515W. Broadway

Ground Floor Retail

3901 San Fernando

Mixed-use building. S stories above grade and 2 levels of
subterranean parking.
Mixed-use building. 4 stories of residential over ground
floor retail and subterranean parking.
Mixed-use building. 4 stories of residential over ground
floor retail and 2 levels of subterranean parking.

Ground Floor Retail

275W. Lexington

Mixed-usc building. S stories of residential above ground
floor retail and 3 levels of subterranean parking.

4,710

Ground Floor Retail

111 E. Wilson & 215 N. Maryland

Mixed-use building. Includes five-screen theatre, 42
residential lofts and subterranean parking.

Ground Floor Retail
Ground Floor Retail

144 N. Central
1815-18215; Brand

Ground Floor Retail

611 N. Brand

Mixed-use building.
Mixed-use building. 5 stories above 3 levels of
subterranean parking.
Mixed-use project with two 18-story buildings and a 13story building sharing a common podium.

Ground
Ground
Ground
Ground
Ground
Ground
Ground

319 N. Central & 304 Myrtle
313W. California
120W. Wilson
300 N. Central
3900 San Fernando
200 E. Broadway
546W. Colorado & 544-552W. Elk Ave

Floor Retail
Floor Retail
Floor Retail
Floor Retail
Floor Retail
Floor Retail
Floor Retail

.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
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Mixed-use
Mixed-use
Mixed-use
Mixed-use
Mixed-use
Mixed-use
Mixed-use

project.
project.
project.
project.
project.
project.
project.

Total Ground Floor Retail Square Feet
Average Annual Ground Floor Retail Development

18,722
14,014

16,000

4,900
850
12,000

2,500
5,000
9,800
8,000
18,000
23,000
8,500

Status
Paid library/parks fees in 2017.
Under construction.
Paid library/parks fees in 2016.
Under construction.
Paid library/parks fees in 2016.
Under construction.
Paid library/parks fees in 2015.
Under construction.
Completed

DA approved in 2013.
Design and MND approved in
2017.
Stage I Design submitted in
2017.
Completed November 2017.
Completed April 2017.
Completed May 2015.
Completed December 2016.
Completed April 2015.
Completed May 2013.
Completed January 2013.

163,700

29,800

2 of 3

SUMMARY OF COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT
COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT PROTOTYPES
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA
Size of Land Use

.

Land Use

Address

Description

Freestanding Retail

2385. Brand

Addition of retail/restaurant space

Freestanding Retail

707 N. Pacific

Rite Aid project

Freestanding Retail

1138 N. Central

Addition of retail space

:

Total Freestanding Retail Square Feet
Average Annual Freestanding Retail Development

Hotel

225W. Wilson

Hotel
Hotel
Hotel

1100 N. Brand
143 N. Louise
999 E. Colorado

Hotel

120W. Colorado

Hotel
Hotel
Hotel

.

Component

1633 Victory

Hyatt Place. 173 rooms. 11 stories with 1 level of
subterranean parking.
Aloft Hotel. 84 rooms and 6 stories.
Hotel Louise. 147 rooms.
Holiday Inn Suites. 134 rooms and 2 levels of
subterranean parking.
AC Hotel. 140 room hotel replacing existing 52-room
hotel,
64 room hotel with two levels of subterranean parking.

315 S. Brand
241 N. Maryland

Hampton Inn & Suites. 94 room hotel.
Hotel Indigo. 140 rooms.
Total Hotel Square Feet
Average Annual Hotel Development

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
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Status

9,737

Paid library/parks fees in 2016.

13,688

Paid library/parks fees in 2016.

1,978

Paid library/parks fees in 2016.

25,400

4,600

186,000

Completed in June 2018.

57,350
102,000
108,750

Under construction.
Under construction.
Permit issued April 2018.

88,500
37,882

Design/parking variance
approved May 2018.
Design review Spring 2018.

60,010
82,592

Completed January 2017.
Planned.

723,100
131,500

3 of 3
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I.

OVERVIEW

Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. (KMA) was engaged by the City of Glendale (City) to prepare
the following studies:
1.

An Inclusionary Housing Study that includes evaluations of both production and in-lieu
fee payment options; and

2.

A Jobs-Housing Nexus Study that can be used to support the adoption of a Commercial
Impact Fee.

The following report presents the results of the Inclusionary Housing Study, which is focused on
the following:
1.

The impacts created by the imposition of affordable housing requirements; and

2.

Estimates of the fee amounts that can be supported for projects that are permitted to
pay a fee in lieu of producing affordable housing.

This Overview section describes the basic parameters that guide Inclusionary Housing programs
throughout California.
A.

Context

Over 170 jurisdictions in California currently include an Inclusionary Housing program as a
component in their overall affordable housing strategy. While the unifying foundation of these
programs is the objective to attract affordable housing development, the characteristics of
these programs vary widely from jurisdiction-to-jurisdiction.
The City has an existing Inclusionary Housing Ordinance that imposes affordable housing
requirements on residential development in the San Fernando Road Redevelopment Project
Area (Project Area). This requirement was imposed to assist the Glendale Redevelopment
Agency in fulfilling the affordable housing production requirements imposed by California
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Health and Safety Code Section 33413 (Section 33413). Following the 2012 termination of
redevelopment in California, Section 33413 production requirements were no longer imposed
on new development in the Project Area.
Over the past several years the region has rebounded from the global real estate recession, and
as a result, rents and sales prices in Glendale have been escalating rapidly. This continues to
intensify the demand for market rate residential development, which has in turn assisted the
City in meeting the Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) goals for above-moderate
income housing in Glendale. However, as rents and sales prices increase, it becomes
exponentially more difficult to achieve the RHNA goals for very low, low and moderate income
units.
The termination of redevelopment eliminated the most significant financial resource available
to the City to assist in the production of affordable housing. In addition, over the past several
years the amount of Federal funding for affordable housing has steadily decreased. As these
outside affordable housing program resources continue to decline, and as rents and sales prices
continue to escalate, the City has begun exploring the options for modifying the existing
Inclusionary Housing Ordinance to impose the affordable housing requirements on new
residential development throughout Glendale.
B.

Key Court Cases and Statutes

It is important to review the key legal cases and State legislation that guide the creation and
implementation of Inclusionary Housing programs. A chronological summary of the relevant
issues follows.
Palmer Case
In 2009, the California Court of Appeal ruled in Palmer/Sixth Street Properties L.P. v. City of Los
Angeles, 175 Cal. App.

4th

1396 (Palmer), that the local affordable housing requirements being

imposed by the City of Los Angeles violated the Costa-Hawkins Rental Housing Act (Costa
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Hawkins). Specifically, Costa-Hawkins allows landlords to set the initial monthly rent for a new
unit, and then to increase the monthly rent to the market level each time a unit is vacated. The
Court found that the imposition of long-term income and affordability restrictions on rental
housing units is a violation of this provision.
It is commonly believed that the Palmer ruling prohibits jurisdictions from requiring developers
to construct affordable rental housing units as a part of their lnclusionary Housing program. In
an effort to comply with Palmer, many jurisdictions eliminated the requirement that market
rate rental housing projects provide affordable rental housing units. Instead, some jurisdictions
replaced affordable housing production models with a linkage or impact fee methodology.
San Jose Case
In 2015, the California Supreme Court ruled in the California Building industry Association v. City
of San Jose, 61 Cal

4th

435 (San Jose) upheld Inclusionary Housing requirements as reasonably

related to the public health, safety, and welfare if the requirements meet the following criteria:
1.

The requirements are not “Confiscatory”; and

2.

The requirements do not deprive a property owner of a fair and reasonable return.

The San Jose ruling only applies to ownership residential development. The parameters of the
San Jose case did not include Inclusionary Housing restrictions on rental development.
AB1505
Assembly Bill (AB) 1505, which is otherwise known as the “Palmer Fix”, was signed into law in
September 2017. AB 1505 amends Section 65850 of the California Government Code, and adds
Section 65850.01. This new legislation provides jurisdictions with the ability to adopt
ordinances that require rental residential projects to include a defined percentage of affordable
housing units.
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Section 65850.01 does not place a cap on the percentage of units that can be subject to income
and affordability restrictions. However, Section 65850.01 (a) gives the California Department of
Housing and Community Development (HCD) the authority to review a rental Inclusionary
Housing ordinance if it requires that more than 15% of the units be restricted to households
earning less than 80% of the area median income (AMI) if one of the following conditions
applies:
1.

The jurisdiction has failed to meet at least 75% of its RHNA allocation for abovemoderate income units. This test is measured on a pro-rated basis over the planning
period, which is set at a minimum of five years; or

2.

HCD finds that the jurisdiction has not submitted their housing element report for at
least two consecutive years.

Section 65850.01 (b) allows HCD to require a jurisdiction to submit an economic feasibility
study that proves that the inclusionary housing ordinance does not unduly constrain the
production of housing. In all likelihood this Inclusionary Housing Study meets the economic
feasibility study standards defined in Section 65850.01 (b). However, if the City chooses to
impose a greater than 15% affordability requirement and/or deeper affordability standards,
HCD can potentially intervene in the Inclusionary Housing Ordinance adoption process. This
could extend and complicate the approval process.
Section 65850 (g) requires jurisdictions to provide options for alternative means of fulfilling the
affordable housing requirement imposed by a rental Inclusionary Housing ordinance. The
options that must be provided to developers include, but are not limited to, off-site
construction of affordable units, payment of a fee in-lieu of producing affordable housing units,
land dedication, and the acquisition and rehabilitation of existing units.
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C.

Inclusionary Housing Program Characteristics

Key components of Inclusionary Housing programs are as follows:
1.

The vast majority of the California Inclusionary Housing programs impose affordable
housing requirements on a mandatory basis. However, some programs limit the
requirements to projects that are requesting a General Plan modification, a zone
change, a density bonus, and/or other variances from the jurisdiction’s building code
requirements.

2.

In California, the majority of Inclusionary Housing programs include a threshold project
size below which projects are not subject to the affordable housing production
requirements. Common thresholds are five and 10 or fewer units.

3.

The income and affordability standards imposed by Inclusionary Housing programs vary
widely throughout California. The majority of programs have established standards in
the range of 10% to 20% of the units in projects that will be subject to the requirements.
However, the following policy variations are commonly found:
a.

The threshold standards are varied as a reflection of the depth of the
affordability being provided. For example, some programs allow developers to
select between a 15% moderate income requirement and a 10% low income
requirement.

b.

Inclusionary Housing requirements have a disproportionate impact on smaller
projects, because there are fewer market rate units available to spread the
impact created by the income and affordability standards. A sliding scale
requirement can mitigate these impacts.
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c.

In jurisdictions with disparate real estate and demographic conditions it is
common to impose varying requirements based on defined subareas.

4.

The length of the covenant period imposed on Inclusionary Housing units varies from
jurisdiction-to-jurisdiction. The California Redevelopment Law standard of 45 years for
ownership housing units and 55 years for rental units is commonly used. However, both
shorter and longer covenant periods are imposed throughout Inclusionary Housing
programs in California.

Inclusionary Housing programs focus on the production of affordable housing units by imposing
specific affordable housing requirements on new development. To comply with the findings in
the San Jose case, and the requirements imposed by Sections 65850 and 65850.01, Inclusionary
Housing programs must offer developers a range of options for fulfilling the affordable housing
requirements. The most common options offered to developers are:
1.

Construction of a defined percentage of income restricted units within new market rate
residential projects;

2.

Construction of a defined percentage of income restricted units in a project located in
an off-site locationS

3.

Payment of a fee in lieu of producing affordable housing units that will subsequently be
used by the jurisdiction to assist in the development of affordable housing units within
the community;

4.

The dedication of land to the jurisdiction that is appropriate for the development of
affordable housing; and

5.

The acquisition and rehabilitation of existing units.
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The key advantages associated with providing off-site and in-lieu fee options is that the
affordable housing requirements can be transferred to developers that have experience in
constructing affordable housing projects. This is advantageous for the following reasons:
1.

Affordable housing developers have specific expertise in the development and
operation of affordable housing projects.

2.

Dedicated affordable housing projects have access to public funding sources that
provide a more cost-efficient way to achieve deeper affordability than can be supported
by an Inclusionary Housing requirement. A representative sample of programs that are
targeted to dedicated affordable housing projects are:
a.

The federal and state Low-Income Housing Tax Credits (Tax Credits) offered
under Internal Revenue Code Section 42;

b.

State funding sources such as the Affordable Housing and Sustainable
Communities (AHSC) Program; and

c.

Funding provided by the Community Development Commission of the County of
Los Angeles.

II.

SUPPORTABLE INCLUSIONARY HOUSING REQUIREMENTS

As discussed previously in this study, the San Jose court case provides validation for the
imposition of Inclusionary Housing requirements on ownership housing projects, and Section
65850 and 65850.01 amended the California Government Code to expressly allow Inclusionary
Housing requirements to be imposed on rental housing projects.
It is important to remember that Inclusionary I-lousing requirements cannot be confiscatory or
deprive an owner of a fair and reasonable return. However, recognizing that the courts have
not defined these terms, the City has some discretion in establishing evaluation parameters.
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It has been KMA’s experience that the following sequence of events occurs when an
Inclusionary Rousing program is adopted:
1.

Immediately following approval of an Inclusionary Housing program, the financial
impacts created by the imposition of affordable housing requirements are largely borne
by developers that had purchased property prior to the imposition of the requirements.

2.

After an Inclusionary Housing program is adopted, developers that have not purchased
land will attempt to bargain for a lower land price that reflects the impacts created by
the Inclusionary Housing requirements.

3.

During the initial implementation period for an Inclusionary Rousing program, some
property owners are reluctant to accept the fact that the value of their land has
decreased. In turn, they defer selling their property until market demand causes prices
to increase.

4.

As is the case with all development requirements, over time land prices will adjust to
reflect the value supported by the market given the restrictions imposed on the
property.

It is likely that the imposition of an Inclusionary Housing program will impact the values
supported by properties that are subject to the requirements. However, the courts have found
that this is permissible as long as the requirement is not confiscatory and the property owner is
not deprived of a fair and reasonable return.
Ill.

METHODOLOGY

The purpose of this study is to evaluate the financial feasibility of imposing Inclusionary Housing
requirements on residential development in Glendale. The financial feasibility analysis is
comprised of the following steps:
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A.

Program Foundation

The courts have held that affordable housing is a “pubicbenefit,” and that locally imposed
Inclusionary Housing ordinances are a legitimate means of providing this public benefit. The
courts have tempered this with the requirement that the Inclusionary Housing obligations
cannot be confiscatory, and they cannot deprive an owner of a fair and reasonable return.
A significant number of California Inclusionary Housing programs have been based on a
projected land cost reduction in the 30% range. This KMA study is focused on identifying
income and affordability standards that would fall within that parameter.

B.

Financial Impacts

In general terms, the financial impact associated with fulfilling Inclusionary Housing
requirements within market rate projects is equal to the difference between the achievable
market rate sales prices or rents and the allowable sales prices or rents for the Inclusionary
Housing units. This is known as the “Affordability Cap.”
KMA prepared financial analyses to assist in creating recommended Inclusionary Housing
requirements that balance the interests of property owners and developers against the public
benefit created by the production of income restricted units. The financial analyses identify the
following:
1.

The range of Inclusionary Housing production requirements that can be supported; and

2.

The range of in-lieu fees that can be supported.

C.

Financial Feasibility Analysis Organization

The financial feasibility analyses are organized as follows:
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Sgn
1.

Study
Creation of residential prototypes that are representative of new market rate
development in Glendale.

2.

A survey of representative projects to estimate the achievable market rate sales
prices and rents for the prototype units.

3.

Estimation of the Affordable Sales Prices and Affordable Rents.

4.

Projections of the percentage of units that could be designated as Inclusionary
Housing units on a financially feasible basis.

5.

Projection of the in-lieu fees per square foot of gross building area (GBA) that
could be supported under the following methodologies:
a.

Pro forma analyses are used to estimate the in-lieu fee amounts that could
be supported if the financial impact is limited to amounts that result in a
reduction in the land cost that would not be confiscatory or deprive the
property owner of a fair and reasonable return.

b.

Affordability gap analyses are used to estimate the in-lieu fee amounts that
would be required to be imposed to generate sufficient revenue to attract
the defined percentage of Inclusionary Housing units.

The financial feasibility analyses are supported by the following Attachments and Appendices:
Attachment 1

Ownership Development

Appendix A

Condominium Analyses

Appendix B

Backup Tables
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Attachment 2

Rental Development

Appendix A

Pro Forma Analyses: Low Density Base Case

Appendix B

Pro Forma Analyses: Low Density: 35% Density Bonus

Appendix C

Pro Forma AnaTyses: High Density: 100 Units Per Acre

Appendix D

Backup Tables

IV.

OWNERSHIP HOUSING ANALYSES (A1TACHMENT 1)

A.

Condominium Prototype

The key characteristics of the condominium prototype used in the financial feasibility analyses
are summarized in the following table:

Site Area (Square Feet)

43,560

Total Number of Units

35

Density (Units Per Acre)

35

Unit Mix
One-Bedroom Units

20%

Two-Bedroom Units

54%

Three-Bedroom Units

26%

Average Unit Sizes (Sq Ft)
One-Bedroom Units

829

Two-Bedroom Units

1,165

Three-Bedroom Units

1,580

Parking
Parking Spaces Per Unit
Parking Type
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B.

Projected Market Rate Sales Prices

It is important to note that the prototype analysis is intended to reflect average or typical
ownership residential projects rather than any specific project. It should be expected that
specific projects would vary to some degree from the prototype.
To assist in projecting the achievable market rate sales prices, KMA compiled data for
condominiums sold in Glendale between March and June 2018 (Attachment 1— Appendix B

—

Exhibit I). Based on the results of the survey, and the inclusion of a premium for new
construction, the market rate sales prices used in the KMA analysis are presented in the
following table:

Average Price Per Unit
One-Bedroom Units

$617,600

Two-Bedroom Units

$679,200

Three-Bedroom Units

$828,800

Average Price Per Square Foot of GBA
C.

$586

Affordable Sales Price Calculations

The Affordable Sales Prices calculations are presented in Attachment 1— Appendix B

—

Exhibit II.

The calculations are based on the following assumptions:
1.

The household income information used in the calculations is based on 2018 income
statistics for Los Angeles County as a whole:
a.

The household incomes for low income households are produced annually by
HUD. This information is distributed by HCD.
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b.

The household incomes for moderate income households are produced and
distributed annually by HCD.

2.

The Affordable Sales Price estimates are based on the calculation methodology imposed
by California Health and Safety Code Section 50052.5 (H&SC Section 50052.5). The
calculations include the elements described in the following sections of this report.

Household Size
The household incomes applied in the Affordable Sales Price calculations are set at the number
of bedrooms in the home plus one. For example, the imputed household size for a threebedroom home is four persons. H&SC Section 50052.5 refers to this as “the household size
appropriate for the unit.” However, this is not meant to be an occupancy cap; it is simply a
benchmark used to create a consistent methodology for calculating the Affordable Sales Price.
Household Income
H&SC Section 50052.5 uses the following household income levels to calculate the Affordable
Sales Prices:
1.

Moderate Income: 110% of AMI for a household size equal to the number of bedrooms
in the home plus one.

2.

Low Income: 70% of AMI for a household size equal to the number of bedrooms in the
home plus one.

Income Allocated to Housing-Related Expenses
H&SC Section 50052.5 allocates the following amount of the applicable household income to
housing-related expenses:
1.

Moderate Income: The standard is set at 35% of the benchmark household income.
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2.

Low Income: The standard is set at 30% of the benchmark household income.

Housing-Related Expenses
Based on research undertaken by KMA, the variable housing related expenses are estimated
using the following assumptions:

Monthly
Utilities
Allowances ~

Monthly HOA,
Insurance &
Maintenance

Property Taxes
as a % of ASP 2

One-Bedroom Units

$82

$285

1.1%

Two-Bedroom Units

$106

$350

1.1%

Three-Bedroom Units

$179

$380

1.1%

Supportable Mortgage Amount
The mortgage amounts used in the Affordable Sales Price calculations are estimated using the
income available after the other housing-related expenses are paid. The mortgage terms used
in this study were based on a 30-year fully amortizing loan at a 4.93% interest rate. This reflects
a 15-year average of published mortgage interest rates. ~
Benchmark Down Payment
KMA set the benchmark down payment at 5% of the Affordable Sales Price. A down payment of
this magnitude is commonly allowed by affordable housing programs.

‘The utilities allowances are based on the assumption that the home owners utilities costs are comprised of gas
heating, cooking and water heating; basic electric; air conditioning; water; and trash services. The allowances are
based on the Glendale PHA schedule effective March 1,2018.
2 ASP = Affordable Sales Price.
3 Based on the Freddie Mac Primary Mortgage Market Survey weekly average rates for 30-year fixed rate
mortgages during the period from 2003 through 2017.
-.
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Affordable Sales Prices
The Affordable Sales Price estimates are presented in the following table:

lw’ ~

D.

Moderate
Income

Low Income

One-Bedroom Units

$236,400

$101,100

Two-Bedroom Units

$258,600

$106,400

Three-Bedroom Units

$278,600

$109,500

Inclusionary Housing Production Analyses: Ownership Housing

To assist in establishing the Inclusionary Housing production requirements that can be
supported, KMA prepared the following pro forma analyses for the prototype project:
1.

A 100% market rate alternative;

2.

An alternative that includes a moderate income component; and

3.

An alternative that includes a low income component.

E.

Pro Forma Analyses

Market Rate Development Alternatives Ownership Housing
—

The 100% market rate alternative provides a baseline against which to measure the impacts
associated with affordable housing requirements. The pro forma analysis for the 100% market
rate alternative is presented in Attachment 1— Appendix A

—

Exhibit I, and the tables are

organized as follows:
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Table 1:

w~hiPHoaa
Estimated Development Casts

Table 2:

Projected Net Sales Revenue

Table 3:

Projected Developer Profit

_

The analysis of the 100% market rate alternative results in an estimated developer profit of
11.8%. This profit percentage is used as the threshold profit in the analyses of the moderate
and low income alternatives. The financial gaps generated by these alternatives represent the
impact created by the Inclusionary Housing requirements.
Supportable Inclusionary Housing Production Requirements Ownership Housing
—

As discussed previously, the KMA study is calibrated to establish Inclusionary Housing
requirements that generate a financial impact equal to a

+1- 30% reduction

in land cost. The

moderate and low income pro forma analyses are organized as follows:

Table 1:

Estimated Development Costs

Table 2:

Projected Net Sales Revenue

Table 3:

Supportable Inclusionary Housing Production Requirements

The results of the KMA land cost reduction analyses are presented in Attachment 1—Appendix
A— Exhibits II and Ill. Based on the results of the land cost reduction analyses, KMA estimated
the supportable percentage of Inclusionary Housing units in ownership housing projects as
follows:
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F.

Moderate Income

11.4%

Low Income

8.6%

In-Lieu Fee Analyses: Ownership Housing

KMA estimated the supportable in-lieu fee amounts for ownership housing projects under the
two different methodologies. These analyses effectively establish the range of in-lieu fees that
could be assessed:
1.

The first approach is based on establishing in-lieu fee amounts that generate a financial
impact equal to a

+1- 30% reduction in

land cost. In this approach the in-lieu fee is

treated as a development cost and no Inclusionary Housing production requirement is
imposed on the project.
2.

The second approach is based on the Affordability Gaps associated with the on-site
development of Inclusionary Housing units within market rate ownership housing
projects.

Land Cost Reduction Approach

—

Ownership Housing

Pro forma analyses were prepared to test the land cost reduction created by the imposition of
in-lieu fee payment requirements (Attachment 1— Appendix A

—

Exhibit IV). Based on this

analysis, KMA estimates the supportable in-lieu fees for ownership housing projects at $26.30
per square foot of GBA.
Affordability Gap Approach

—

Ownership Housing

The financial impact associated with fulfilling the Inclusionary Housing requirements within
market rate ownership housing projects is equal to the Affordability Gaps associated with the
income restricted units. The financial feasibility analysis presented in the preceding section
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identified supportable lnclusionary Housing set asides of 11.4% if a moderate income
requirement is imposed and 8.6% with a low income requirement. KMA prepared Affordability
Gap analyses for both the moderate and low income alternatives.
As shown in Attachment 1— Appendix A

—

Exhibit V, the weighted average Affordability Gaps,

and resulting in-lieu fees are as follows:
~

Affordability Gaps
Per Income Restricted Unit
Per Square Foot of GBA
V.

RENTAL APARTMENT ANALYSES

A.

Rental Apartment Prototypes

Moderate
Income

Low Income

$446,000

$599,200

$42.20

$56.70

A variety of tools are available to reduce the financial impact associated with the imposition of
income and affordability restrictions on rental apartment projects. For 100% affordable housing
projects, Tax Credit financing is commonly used to fill the financial gap. For mixed-income
projects, the California Government Code Sections 65915 65918 (Section 65915) density
-

bonus is often used.
In July 2013, the First District Court of Appeal held that jurisdictions must agree to apply
Inclusionary Housing units toward the fulfillment of the affordable unit requirements imposed
by the Section 65915 density bonus.4 A developer can request a Section 65915 density bonus
for a project as long as the affordable units meet the more restrictive of the jurisdiction’s
Inclusionary Housing requirements and the requirements imposed by Section 65915.

Latinos Unidos dcl Voile de Napa ysolano v. County of Napa, 217 Cal. App.
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The Section 65915 density bonus can act to materially reduce the financial impacts created by
Inclusionary Housing requirements. For that reason, jurisdictions that impose lnclusionary
Housing requirements should recognize the likelihood that many developers will request
Section 65915 density bonuses.
The rental apartment prototypes used in this analysis were created based on the results of the
KMA market surveys, and a review of projects that have recently been constructed in Glendale.
The KMA market surveys were also used to estimate the achievable market rate rents for the
prototype units in the two subareas.
The KMA market survey indicated that the typical densities of rental apartment projects being
constructed in downtown Glendale are significantly higher than the typical rental apartment
densities in other parts of the city. In recognition of this difference, KMA prepared pro forma
analyses for the following prototype projects:

Low Density Alternatives
Base Case

35% Density
Bonus

High Density
Alternative

Site Area (Square Feet)

43,560

43,560

43,560

Total Number of Units

35

48

100

Density (Units Per Acre)

35

48

100

Studio Units

6

9

18

One-Bedroom Units

15

21

43

Two-Bedroom Units

11

14

30

Three-Bedroom Units

3

4

9

Unit Mix
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~Lit

2w± ~si
~
Low Density Alternatives
Base Case

35% Density
Bonus

High Density
Alternative

Studio Units

693

693

693

One-Bedroom Units

818

818

818

Two-Bedroom Units

1,178

1,178

1,178

Three-Bedroom Units

1,363

1,363

1,363

2.3

1.4

1.4~

Podium

Podium

Podium

Average Unit Sizes (Sq Ft)

Parking
Parking Spaces Per Unit
Parking Type
B.

Projected Market Rents

In the June 2018, KMA surveyed rental apartment projects in Glendale that received four or
more stars in the CoStar quality ranking system (Attachment 2—Appendix D

—

Exhibit I). The

purpose of this survey was to derive estimates of the currently achievable market rents for the
types of projects likely to be constructed in Glendale. However, the characteristics of actual
projects will vary to some degree from the prototypes.
The market rate monthly rent estimates that are used in this study are presented in the
following table.

51n general, the rental apartment development in downtown Glendale appears to be at financially efficient
densities. The primary reasons a developer would request a Section 65915 density bonus is to receive the reduced
parking standards and the incentives/concessions offered by Section 65915.
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Low Density
Alternatives
Average Monthly Rent Per Unit
Studio Units

$2,460

$2,938

One-Bedroom Units

$2,622

$3,014

Two-Bedroom Units

$3,377

$3,851

Three-Bedroom Units

$3,957

$4.3 19

$3.08

$3.54

Average Monthly Rent Per Square Foot of GBA
C.

Affordable Rent Calculations

For the purposes of this study, the maximum Affordable Rents for the income restricted units
were calculated based on the standards imposed by California Health and Safety Code Section
50053 (H&SC 50053). The calculations are presented in Attachment 2— Appendix D

—

Exhibit II

—

Table 1, and the assumptions and results can be summarized as follows:
1.

The household income information used in the calculations is based on 2018 income
statistics for Los Angeles County as a whole. The household incomes are published
annually by HUD, and are distributed by HCD.

2.

The household size appropriate for the unit is based on the H&SC Section 50052.5
standard of the number of bedrooms in the home plus one. As was the case in the
Affordable Sales Price calculations, this is a benchmark, not an occupancy cap.

3.

The household income is set at 60% of AMI for low income households and 50% of AMI
for very low income households.

4.

Thirty percent (30%) of defined household income is allocated to housing-related
expenses.
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5.

KMA’s calculations are based on the assumption that the tenants will be required to pay
for gas heating, cooking and water heating; and basic electric services. The March 1,
2018 Glendale PHA utilities allowances were applied to this analysis.

The resulting Affordable Rents are presented in the following table:

Low Income

Very Low
In corn e

Maximum Monthly Housing Cost

$728

$606

(Less) Monthly Utility Allowance

(42)

(42)

$686

$564

Maximum Monthly Housing Cost

$832

$693

(Less) Monthly Utility Allowance

(61)

(61)

$771

$632

Maximum Monthly Housing Cost

$935

$779

(Less) Monthly Utility Allowance

(84)

(84)

$851

$695

Maximum Monthly Housing Cost

$1,040

$866

(Less) Monthly Utility Allowance

(156)

(156)

$884

$710

Studio Units

Affordable Rent
One-Bedroom Units

Affordable Rent
Two-Bedroom Units

Affordable Rent
Three-Bedroom Units

Affordable Rent
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0.

Inclusionary Housing Production Analyses: Rental Apartments

To assist in establishing the lnclusionary Housing production requirements that can be
supported, KMA prepared the following pro forma analyses for the prototype projects:
Low Density Alternatives
Base Zoning Alternatives:
1.

A 100% market rate alternative is evaluated to provide an estimate of the developer
return to be used in the various affordable housing alternatives.

2.

An alternative is analyzed that includes a 15% Inclusionary Housing requirement
targeted to low income households.

3.

An alternative is analyzed that includes an Inclusionary Rousing requirement that meets
the financial feasibility thresholds identified previously in this analysis.

Section 65915 Density Bonus Alternatives:
1.

The development costs are estimated for the density bonus alternative assuming no
affordable units are provided. This is provided to allow for a cost comparison between
the Base Zoning Alternative and a project that maximizes the use of the Section 65915
density bonus.

2.

An alternative is analyzed in which 15% of the total units, which equates to 20% of the
units allowed by the base zoning, are subject to income and affordability requirements.
The affordability mix is as follows:
a.

11% of the units allowed by the base zoning are set aside for very low income
households in order to achieve the maximize 35% density bonus provided by
Section 65915; and

Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
I 807o25.GLN

Page 23
August 20, 2018

b.

9% of the units allowed by the base zoning are set aside for low income
households.

3.

An alternative isanalyzed that includes an Inclusionary Housing requirement that meets
the financial feasibility thresholds identified previously in this analysis. In this alternative
the affordability mix is:
a.

11% of the units allowed by the base zoning are set aside for very low income
household5 in order to achieve a 35% density bonus; and

b.

Using the financial feasibility test described in this analysis, the supportable
percentage of low income units is determined.

High Density Alternative
1.

6

A 100% market rate alternative is evaluated to provide an estimate of the developer
return to be used in the various affordable housing alternatives.

2.

An alternative

5

analyzed that includes a 15% Inclusionary Housing requirement

targeted to low income households.
3.

An alternative is analyzed that includes an Inclusionary Housing requirement that meets
the financial feasibility standards identified previously in this analysis.

E.

Pro Forma Analyses

Market Rate Development Alternatives Rental Apartments
—

The 100% market rate alternatives provide a baseline against which to measure the impacts
associated with affordable housing requirements. The purpose of the 100% market rate

6

High Density Alternative is based on the assumption that a density bonus application is submitted in order to

use the parking relief provided by Section 65915.

Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
1807025.GLN

Page 24
August20,2018

alternatives are to estimate the developer’s stabilized return on total investment for a project
that is not encumbered by income and affordability restrictions.
The market rate development alternatives are presented in the following Appendices:
1.

The Low Density Alternative is presented in Attachment 2— Appendix A

2.

The High Density Alternative is presented in Attachment 2—Appendix C— Exhibit I.

—

Exhibit I.

The pro forma analyses for the 100% market rate alternatives are organized as follows:
Base ~a~e:

iod% Markct Rate Alternatives4

Table 1:

Estimated Development Costs

Table 2:

Estimated Stabilized Net Operating Income

Table 3:

Estimated Developer Return

The estimated stabilized developer returns on total investment derived from the 100% market
rate alternatives are presented in the following table:

Alternative

4.9%

High Density Alternative

5.9%

Low Density

Suppoflable Inclusionary Housing Production Requirements
The pro forma analyses for the Inclusionary Housing Production analyses are organized as
follows:
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Estimated Development Costs
Stabilized Net Operating Income
Inclusionary Housing Impacts
Base Zoning Alternatives
The results of the KMA pro forma analyses for the Base Zoning Alternatives are detailed in the
following Appendices:
1.

The Low Density Alternatives are presented in Attachment 2— Appendix A

—

Exhibits II

and Ill.
2.

The High Density Alternatives are presented in Attachment 2—Appendix C—Exhibits II
and Ill.

The results of the analyses are summarized in the following table:

Low Density
Alternative

High Density
Alternative

15.0%

15.0%

34%

47%

11.4%

10.0%

26%

31%

15% Inclusionary Housing Alternative
Affordable Units as a % of Base & Total Units
Percentage Decrease in Supportable Land Cost
Feasible Inclusionary Housing % Alternative 2
Affordable Units as a % of Base & Total Units
Percentage Decrease in Supportable Land Cost

As discussed previously, the KMA financial feasibility analyses target a financial impact equal to a
reduction in land cost.
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Density Bonus ATternative
For the Low Density Alternative, KMA evaluated the supportable Inclusionary Housing
requirements based on the assumption that a developer could use the Section 65915 density
bonus to mitigate the financial impact created by Inclusionary Housing requirements.8 The
Section 65915 density bonus allows developers to receive up to a 35% density bonus in return
for including units subject to long-term income and affordability controls in market rate
projects.
The Section 65915 affordability restrictions are calculated based on the number of units
allowed by a site’s base zoning. The most financially efficient way to obtain a 35% density bonus
is to set aside 11% of the base zoning units for very low income households.
Based on the findings in the Napa case, jurisdictions cannot impose Inclusionary Housing
requirements on the additional units a developer receives by invoking the Section 65915
density bonus. Thus, the lnclusionary Housing production requirement must be calculated
against the number of units permitted under the property’s base zoning standards. However, a
jurisdiction can impose a higher percentage requirement on the base zoning units than is
applied under Section 65915.
The Density Bonus Alternatives are detailed in Attachment 2— Appendix B

—

Exhibits II and Ill,

and the results are summarized in the following table:

KMA did not prepare a density bonus analysis for the High Density Alternative, because density is already
maximized under the Base Zoning Alternative. However, the High Density Alternative assumes that the developer
submits a density bonus application in order to use the parking standards relief provided by Section 65915.
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15% Inclusionary Housing Alternative
Affordable Units as a % of Total Units

15%

Affordable Units as a % of Base Zoning Units

20%

Percentage Decrease in Supportable Land Cost

16%

Feasible Inclusionary Housing % Alternative
Affordable Units as a % of Total Units

18.8%

Affordable Units as a % of Base Zoning Units

25.7%

Percentage Decrease in Supportable Land Cost

26%

Based on the results of the Inclusionary Housing production analysis for rental apartments, it is
KMA’s conclusion that the following Inclusionary Housing set-aside requirements could be
imposed on a financially feasible basis:

F.

Low Density Alternative

25.7%

High Density Alternative

10.0%

In-Lieu Fee Analyses: Rental Apartments

KMA estimated the supportable in-lieu fee amounts for rental apartment projects under two
methodologies. These analyses establish the range of in-lieu fees that could be assessed:
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1.

The first approach is based on establishing in-lieu fee amounts that generate a financial
impact equal to a

+1- 30% reduction in

land cost. In Ihis approach the in-lieu fee is

treated as a development cost, and no Inclusionary Housing production requirement is
imposed on the project.
2.

The second approach is based on the Affordability Gaps associated with the on-site
development of Inclusionary Housing units within market rate rental apartment
projects.

Land Cost Reduction Approach

—

RentalApartments

KMA prepared pro forma analyses to test the land cost reduction created by the imposition of
in-lieu fee payment requirements. These analyses are detailed in the following Appendices:
1.

The Low Density Alternative is presented in Attachment 2— Appendix A

2.

The High Density Alternative is presented in Attachment 2— Appendix C

—

—

Exhibit Ill.
Exhibit Ill.

Based on these pro forma analyses, KMA estimates the supportable in-lieu fees for rental
apartments as follows:
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Affordability Gap Approach Rental Apartments
—

The Affordability Gap approach analysis is based on the assumption that 15% of the total units
in a market rate ownership housing project would be subject to Inclusionary Housing
requirements at the low income level. This reflects the threshold before which Section 65850.1
(b) allows HCD to intervene in the adoption process for an Inclusionary Housing program.
The Affordability Gaps for rental apartments are estimated in Attachment 2- Appendix D

—

Exhibit II using the following methodology:
1.

The differences between the estimated achievable market rate monthly rents and the
defined Affordable Rents are calculated for studio, one-bedroom, two-bedroom and
three-bedroom units.

2.

KMA assumed that the property taxes for projects that include designated affordable
housing units would be based on a lower assessed value due to the reduction in net
operating income that would be generated by the project. KMA deducted this lower
property tax expense from the estimated rent difference.

3.

The estimated annual Affordability Gap is equal to the net rent difference minus the
property tax savings.

4.

The total Affordability Gaps are estimated by capitalizing the annual Affordability Gaps
at the threshold returns derived from the pro forma analyses for the market rate
alternatives. The results of these calculations are defined as the net Affordability Gaps.

5.

The net Affordability Gaps are translated into the legally supportable in-lieu fees per
affordable unit and per square foot of GBA.

The results of the Affordability Gap approach analysis are summarized in the following table:
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-

In-Lieu Fee
Per Affordable Unit
Per Square Foot of GBA

Low Density
Alternative

High Density
Alternative

$403,800

$408,800

$55.00

$59.10

2

The following table provides a summary of the in-lieu fees supported under the two approaches
that were analyzed by KMA:

Low Density
Alternative

High Density
Alternative

Land Cost Reduction Approach

$42.30

$38.90

Affordability Gap Approach

$55.00

$59.10

In-Lieu Fee

VI.

RECOMMENDATIONS

A.

Threshold Project Size

The majority of Inclusionary Housing programs in California include a threshold project size
below which projects are not subject to the affordable housing production requirements.
Common thresholds fall between three and 10 units.
KMA recommends that the City set the threshold project size at five units. This represents the
minimum project size that qualifies for the use of the Section 65915 density bonus.
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B.

Income and Affordability Standards

An Inclusionary Housing program’s income and affordability standards should be set at levels
that do not constrain residential development. Based on the results of the feasibility
evaluations included in this Inclusionary Housing Study, KMA determined that the following
Inclusionary Housing requirements can be supported.

Ownership
Housing

Rental
Apartments

Moderate Income Units

11.4%

N/A

Low Income Units

8.6%

10.0% 18.9%

Supportable Inclusionary Requirement as
a Percentage of the Base Zoning Units

-

Ownership Housing
The Inclusionary Housing standards for ownership housing projects are generally set at the
moderate income level. This is done as a reflection of the fact that moderate income
households are likely to have more discretionary income to devote to the ongoing costs
associated with home ownership than that of lower income households.
KMA recommends that the City limit the Inclusionary Housing requirement to moderate income
households. Based on the feasibility evaluation, KMA recommends that the requirement be set
at 11% of the ownership units being developed under a site’s base zoning restrictions.
Developers of ownership housing projects that plan to use the Section 65915 density bonus
may wish to use very low or low income units to fulfill both the density bonus and City
Inclusionary Housing obligations. KMA recommends that developers only be allowed to
exercise one of those options if the income restricted units are rented rather than sold. The sale
of income restricted ownership units should be limited to moderate income households.
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Rental Apartments
The City has currently fulfilled the above moderate income RHNA goal and the Housing Element
annual update standards identified in Section 65850.01 (a). As such, HCD does not have the
explicit authority to review the Inclusionary Housing requirements if the City chooses to set a
more stringent standard than 15% of the units at 80% of AMI.
The KMA feasibility analysis identified supportable Inclusionary Housing requirements ranging
from 10.0% to 18.9%. For the following reasons, KMA recommends that the Inclusionary
Housing requirement be set at 15% of the units allowed by the base zoning and an income
standard at 80% of AMI:
1.

There is significant potential for developers to utilize the Section 65915 density bonus.
This supports an Inclusionary Housing requirement at the higher end of the range.

2.

Applying the standards identified in Section 65850.01 (a) limits the potential for
challenges based on claims that the Inclusionary Housing requirement acts a Housing
Element constraint on development.

Developers should be allowed to fulfill the defined rental lnclusionary Housing obligations at
stricter income and affordability standards than those that will be applied to the City’s
Inclusionary Housing program. For example, developers that wish to use the Section 65915
density bonus may voluntarily choose to set units aside for very low income households. Those
units should count towards the fulfillment of the City’s low income Inclusionary Housing
requirements.
C.

Covenant Periods

KMA recommends that the covenant periods for the Inclusionary Housing units be set at 45
years for ownership housing units and 55 years for rental apartment units.
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D.

Options for Fulfilling Inclusionary Housing Obligations

Production of Inclusionary Housing Units
KMA recommends that the following parameters be applied to the production of the
Inclusionary Housing units on site within a market rate project:
1.

The comparability requirements should be limited to the exterior improvements of the
homes. The market rate units should be allowed to have enhanced interior
improvements.

2.

The Inclusionary Housing units should be dispersed throughout the project.

3.

Developers should be provided the option of fulfilling the Inclusionary Housing
obligations in one of the following ways:
a.

Under the base percentage requirement, the Inclusionary Units should be
allowed to be allocated across the project’s unit mix on a pro rata basis; or

b.

If the developer agrees to set aside a larger percentage of Inclusionary Housing
units within a project, the Inclusionary Housing units should be allowed to
include fewer bedrooms than the market rate units. The increased percentage
should be set at 15% for ownership projects and 20% for rental projects.

Developers should be allowed to fulfill the Inclusionary Housing obligation in an off-site location
under the following conditions:
1.

The off-site location should be within 11z mile of the market rate project that is subject to
the Inclusionary Housing obligation.

2.

Irrespective of the tenure of the market rate project the Inclusionary Housing
obligations should be set as follows:
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a.

The off-site project should be comprised solely of rental apartments;

b.

The Inclusionary Housing requirement should be set at 15% of the units being
developed in the market rate project; and

c.

The developer should be required to fulfill this Inclusionary Housing obligation
with low income rental units.9

3.

Specific scope, design, building quality and maintenance standards should be imposed
by the City. It is not necessary for these standards to mirror the characteristics of the
market rate project. Instead, standards should be established that fulfill the needs of
targeted population base.

In-Lieu Fee Payment Option
Based on the results of the financial analyses included in this Inclusionary Housing Study, KMA
concluded that the following in-lieu payment amounts can be supported:
~bIaI~eePa~es
Ownership
Housing

Rental
Apartments

Land Cost Reduction Approach

$26.30

$38.90 -$42.30

Affordability Gap Approach

$42.20

$55.00 -$59.10

In-Lieu Fee Per Square Foot of GBA

The City can allow in-lieu fees to be paid at a developer’s discretion, or the City can establish
objective criteria under which in-lieu fee payments are allowed. To assist the City in making
thesedeterminations, KMA offers the following recommendations:

Developers thaf are using the Section 65915 density bonus should be allowed to count very low income rental
units towards the low income rental apartments Inclusionary Housing obligation.
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1.

Inclusionary Housing requirements have a disproportionate impact on smaller projects,
because there are fewer market rate units available to spread the impact created by the
income and affordability standards. KMA recommends that an in-lieu fee payment be
allowed by right for projects with between fi’Je and 20 units.

2.

An in-lieu fee payment should be allowed for any fractional unit requirement.

3.

For the following reasons, KMA recommends that the developers of ownership housing
project be allowed to pay an in-lieu fee by right:
a.

Each Inclusionary Housing unit is individually owned. There is no centralized
management to ensure that the homes are maintained appropriately over time.

b.

The resale price for an Inclusionary Housing unit is based largely on the
percentage change in the AMI. This severely limits the opportunity for the home
owner to receive appreciation from the resale of an Inclusionary Housing unit.

c.

The ongoing administrative and monitoring required to ensure compliance with
the occupancy requirements and resale controls is labor intensive.

4.

For the following reasons, KMA recommends that rental apartment projects, with more
than 20 units, should be required to produce the requisite number of Inclusionary
Housing units:
a.

Rental apartment projects are owned by a single entity that can be monitored
relatively easily for compliance with the Inclusionary Housing requirements.

b.

A large percentage of rental apartment projects can make use of the Section
65915 density bonus. This can mitigate the financial impact of Inclusionary
Housing requirements.

c.

An off-site rental apartment project can potentially make use of outside financial
assistance sources such as Low Income Housing Tax credits.
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d.

Tenants do not have an ownership stake in the project. When a tenant vacates
an Inclusionary Housing unit, the apartment is simply re-rented to another low
income tenant.

KMA recommends that the in-lieu fees be set as follows:

In-Lieu Fee Per
Square Foot of GBA
Ownership Projects

$26.30

Rental Apartment Projects

$55.00

Other Inclusionary Housing Fulfillment Options
As discussed previously, Section 65850 (g) requires the City to offer several defined options for
fulfilling the Inclusionary Housing requirements for rental apartments. The production options
and in-lieu fee recommendations were previously identified. The remaining options are land
dedications and the acquisition and rehabilitation of existing units.
KMA recommends that the following options be provided at the discretion of the City Council
for both ownership housing and rental apartment projects:
1.

Land dedications should be allowed if the following requirements are met:
a.

The site has General Plan and zoning designations in place that allow for the
development of the requisite number of affordable housing units; and

b.

The developer makes a cash contribution equal to the financial gap exhibited by
the project after factoring in the donation of the site at no cost.
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2.

The acquisition and rehabilitation of existing residential projects should only be allowed
under the following circumstances:
a.

The existing units in the project must have been cited for substantial building
code violations;

b.

All of the units must have been vacant for at least 90 days;

c.

The direct rehabilitation costs must exceed 25% of the market value of the unit5
after the rehabilitation is completed;’° and

d.

The rents charged for the Inclusionary Housing units that are included in the
project must be at least 10% lower than the achievable market rents for the
units.

E.

Recommended Program Design

The City should include the following key components in the design of an Inclusionary Housing
program:
1.

The most successful Inclusionary Housing programs are based on a clear set of
administrative procedures. Consistent application of clear guidelines allows developers
to factor in the programs’ impacts as part of the due diligence process related to
property acquisition:
a.

An administrative procedures manual should be created and updated
periodically to reflect changes in economic and demographic characteristics that
occur overtime.

b.

10

The Inclusionary Housing program should be updated at regular intervals:

Based on the california Health and Safety Code Section 33413(2)(Afliv) definition of substantial rehabilitation.
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The entire program should be re-evaluated at least every five years.
To allow in-lieu fees to keep pace with changes in the market place
during the intervening periods, the in-lieu fees should be adjusted each
year based on a readily accessible and neutral third-party published
source.
2.

A staffing plan should be created for managing the development process and the
ongoing monitoring of the Inclusionary Housing units once they are built.
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APPENDIX A EXHIBIT I
-
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APPENDIX A - EXHIBIT I - TABLE 1
ESTIMATED DEVELOPMENT COSTS
OWNERSHIP HOUSING
PRO FORMA ANALYSIS
CONDOMINIUM: MARKET RATE ALTERNATIVE
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA

I.

Property Acquisition Costs

II.

Direct Costs

On-Site Improvements/Landscaping
Above-Ground Podium Spaces
Building Costs
Contractor/DC Contingency Allow

43,560 Sf of Land

43,560 Sf of Land
83 Spaces
52,690 Sf of G BA
20% Other Direct Costs

$135 1Sf of Land

$20 1Sf of Land
$20,000 /Space
$125 1Sf of GBA

$5,881,000

$871,000
1,660,000
6,586,000
1,823,000

Total Direct Costs
III.

$10,940,000

Indirect Costs

Architecture, Engineering & Consulting
Public Permits & Fees
Taxes, Insurance, Legal & Accounting
Marketing
Developer Fee
Soft Cost Contingency Allowance

8.0% Direct Costs
35 Units

3.0%
35
3.0%
5.0%

$17,000 /Unit

Direct Costs
Units
$5,000 /Unit
Gross Sales Revenue
Other Indirect Costs

$875,000
595,000
328,000

175,000
741,000
136,000

Total Indirect Costs
IV.

$2,850,000

Financing Costs

Interest During Construction
Loan Origination Fees

60.0% Loan to Cost

2.5 Points

Total Financing Costs

•

$900,000
295,000
$1,195,000

V.

Total Construction Cost
Total Development Cost

1

Estimated based on a survey of the sales of residentially zoned land in Glendale between 2016 and 2018.
Based on the estimated costs for similar uses.
Based on estimates prepared for other projects within Glendale.
Assumes a 6.0% interest cost for debt; an 18 month construction period; a 5 month absorption period; 30% of the qnits are presold and close
during first month after completion; and 2.5 points for loan origination fees.

2
3

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File Name: Own Inclusionary 82018; P1 Condo BC

35 Units
35 Units

$428,000 /Unit
$596,000 /Unit

$14,985,000
$20,866,000
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APPENDIX A - EXHIBIT I - TABLE 2
PROJECTED NET SALES REVENUE
OWNERSHIP HOUSING
PRO FORMA ANALYSIS
CONDOMINIUM: MARKET RATE ALTERNATIVE
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA

I.

Gross Sales Revenue
One-Bedroom Units
Two-Bedroom Units
Three-Bedroom Units

7 Units @
19 Units @
9 Units @

$617,600 /Unit
$679,200 /Unit
$828,800 /Unit

$4,323,000
$12,905,000
$7,459,000

Total Gross Sales Revenue
II.

III.

Cost of Sales
Commissions
Closing
Warranty

$24,687,000

3.0% Gross Sales Revenue
2.0% Gross Sales Revenue
0.5% Gross Sales ReVenue

$741,000
494,000
123,000

Total Cost of Sales

($1,358,000)

INet Revenue

$23,329,000

Based on sales comparables information applied in the KMA Residential Nexus Study. The weighted average price equates to $586 per square foot
of saleable area.
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APPENDIX A - EXHIBIT I - TABLE 3
PROJECTED DEVELOPER PROFIT
OWNERSHIP HOUSING
PRO FORMA ANALYSIS
CONDOMINIUM: MARKET RATE ALTERNATIVE
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA

I.

Net Revenue

See APPENDIX A- EXHIBIT I-TABLE 2

$23,329,000

II.

Total Development Cost

See APPENDIX A - EXHIBIT I - TABLE 1

$20,866,000

III.

IDeveloper Profit

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File Name: Own Inclusionary 82018; Pf Condo BC

11.8% Total Development Cost

$2,463,000

-
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APPENDIX A EXHIBIT II
-

OWNERSHIP HOUSING
PRO FORMA ANALYSIS
CONDOMINIUM: MODERATE INCOME ALTERNATIVE
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
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APPENDIX A - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 1
ESTIMATED DEVELOPMENT COSTS
OWNERSHIP HOUSING
PRO FORMA ANALYSIS
CONDOMINIUM: MODERATE INCOME ALTERNATIVE
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA

I.

Property Acquisition Casts

43,560 Sf of Land

II.

Direct Costs
On-Site Improvements/Landscaping
Above-Ground Podium Spaces
Building Costs
Contractor/DC Contingency Allow

43,560
83
52,690
20%

Sf of Land
Spaces
Sf of G BA
Other Direct Costs

$135 1Sf of Land

$20 /Sf of Land
$20,000 /Space
$125 /SfofGBA

$5,881,000

$871,000
1,660,000
6,586,000
1,823,000

Total Direct Casts
Ill.

Indirect Costs
Architecture, Engineering & Consulting
Public Permits & Fees
Taxes, Insurance, Legal & Accounting
Marketing
Developer Fee
Soft Cost Contingency Allowance

$10,940,000

8.0%
35
3.0%
35
35
5.0%

Direct Costs
Units
$17,000 /Unit
Direct Costs
Units
$5,000 /Unit
Units
$21,171 /Unit
Other Indirect Costs

$875,000
595,000
328,000
175,000
741,000
136,000

Total Indirect Costs
IV.

Financing Casts
Interest During Construction
Loan Origination Fees

$2,850,000

60.0% Loan to Cost

2.5 Points

Total Financing Costs

V.

Total Construction Cost
Total Development Cast

$906,000
295,000
$1,201,000

35 Units
35 Units

$428,000 /Unit
$596,000 /Unit

$14,991,000
$20,872,000

Estimated based on a survey of the sales
Based on the estimated costs for similar uses.

2

•

Based on estimates prepared for other projects within Glendale.
Based on the Developer Fee per unit generated by the CONDOMINIUM: MARKET RATE ALTERNATIVE.
Assumes a 6.0% interest costfor debt; an 18 month construction period; as month absorption period; 30% of the units are presold and close
during first month after completion; and 2.5 points for loan origination fees.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File Name: Own lncluslonary 82018; Pf condo Mod
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APPENDIX A - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 2
PRoJEcTED NET SALES REVENUE
OWNERSHIP HOUSING
PRO FORMA ANALYSIS
CONDOMINIUM: MODERATE INCOME ALTERNATIVE
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA

I.

Gross Sales Revenue
Market Rate Units
One-Bedroom Units
Two-Bedroom Units
Three-Bedroom Units

6 Units @
17 Units @
8 Units @

$617,600 /Unit
$679,200 /Unit
$828,800 /Unit

$3,706,000
11,546,000
$6,630,000

Moderate Income Units
One-Bedroom Units
Two-Bedroom Units
Three-Bedroom Units

1 Unit @
2 Units @
1 Unit @

$236,400 /Unit
$258,600 /Unit
$278,600 /Unit

236,000
517,000
279,000

0 Units @
0 Units @
0 Units @

$101,100 /Unit
$106,400 /Unit
$109,500 /Unit

0
0
0

Low Income Units
One-Bedroom Units
Two-Bedroom Units
Three-Bedroom Units

2

Total Gross Sales Revenue
II.

CostofSales
Commissions
Closing
Warranty

$22,914,000

3.0% Gross Sales Revenue
2.0% Gross Sales Revenue
0.5% Gross Sales Revenue

$687,000
458,000
115,000

Total Cost of Sales

($1,260,000)

Ill.

INet Revenue

$21,654,000

2

Based on sales comparables information applied in the (MA Residential Nexus Study. The weighted average price equates to $585 per square foot
of saleable areaSee APPENDIX B - EXHIBIT II. Equal to the lesser of the calculated affordable sales price or a 30% discount from the projected market price.

Prepared by: keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File Name: Own Inclusionary 820 18; Pf Condo Mod
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APPENDIX A - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 3
SUPPORTABLE INCLUSIONARY HOUSING PRODUCTION REQUIREMENTS
OWNERSHIP HOUSING
PRO FORMA ANALYSIS
CONDOMINIUM: MODERATE INCOME ALTERNATIVE
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA

I.

Funds Available for Development Costs
Net Revenue
(Less) Threshold Developer Profit

1

-

See APPENDIX A - EXHIBIT Il-TABLE 2
11.8% Total Development Cost

$21,654,000
($2,464,000)

Total Funds Available for Development Costs

$19,190,000

II.

Total Development Cost

See APPENDIX A - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 1

Ill.

Percentage Decrease in Supportable Land Cost
Inclusionary Housing Production Requirement

$20,872,000

29%
11.4% Moderate Income Units

$1,682,000

Based on the profit as a percentage of Total Development Cost estimated to be generated by the CONDOMINIUM: MARKET RATE ALTERNATIVE..

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File Name: Own Inclusionary 82018; Pf Condo Mod

-
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APPENDIX A EXHIBIT III
-

OWNERSHIP HOUSING
PRO FORMA ANALYSIS
CONDOMINIUM: LOW INCOME ALTERNATIVE
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File Name: Own Inclusionary 820 18; Pf Condo Low
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APPENDIX A - EXHIBIT III - TABLE 1
ESTIMATED DEVELOPMENT COSTS
PRO FORMA ANALYSIS
CONDOMINIUM: LOW INCOME ALTERNATIVE
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA

I.

Property Acquisition Costs

II.

Direct Costs

On-Site Improvements/Landscaping
Above-Ground Podium Spaces
Building Costs
Contractor/DC Contingency Allow

43,560 Sf of Land

$135 /Sf of Land

43,560 Sf of Land

$20 /Sf of Land
$20,000 /Space
$125 /Sf of GRA

83 Spaces
52,690 Sf of GBA

20% Other Direct Costs

$5,881,000

$871,000
1,660,000
6,586,000
1,823,000

Total Direct Costs
III.

$10,940,000

Indirect Costs

Architecture, Engineering & Consulting
Public Permits & Fees
Taxes, Insurance, Legal & Accounting
Marketing
Developer Fee
Soft Cost Contingency Allowance

8.0%
35
3.0%
35
35
5.0%

Direct Costs
Units
$17,000 /Unit
Direct Costs
Units
$5,000 /Unit
Units
21,171 /Unit
Other Indirect Costs

$875,000
595,000
328,000
175,000
741,000
136,000

Total Indirect Costs
IV.

$2,850,000

Financing Costs

Interest During Construction
Loan Origination Fees

60.0% Loan to Cost

2.5 Points

$1,200,000

Total Financing Costs

V.

2

Total Construction Cost
Total Development Cost

$905,000
295,000

35 Units
35 Units

$428,000 /Unit

$14,990,000

$596,000 /Unit

$20,871,000

Estimated based on a survey of the sales of residentially zoned land in Glendale between 2016 and 2018.
Based on the estimated costs for similar uses.
Based on estimates prepared for other projects within Glendale.
Based on the Developer Fee per unit generated by the CONDOMINIUM: MARKET RATE ALTERNATIVE.
Assumes a 6.0% interest cost for debt; an 18 month construction period; a S month absorption period; 30% of the units are presold and close
during first month after completion; and 2.5 points for loan origination fees.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File Name: Own Inclusionary 82018; Pf Condo Low
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APPENDIX A - EXHIBIT III - TABLE 2
PROJECTED NET SALES REVENUE
PRO FORMA ANALYSIS
CONDOMINIUM: LOW INCOME ALTERNATIVE
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA

L

Gross Sales Revenue
Market Rate Units
One-Bedroom Units
Two-Bedroom Units
Three-Bedroom Units

1

Moderate Income Units
One-Bedroom Units
Two-Bedroom Units
Three-Bedroom Units

2

Low Income Units
One-Bedroom Units
Two-Bedroom Units
Three-Bedroom Units

2

6 Units @
18 Units @
8 Units @

$617,600 /Unit
$679,200 /Unit
$828,800 /Unit

$3,706,000
12,226,000
6,630,000

0 Units @
0 Units @
0 Units @

$236,400 /Unit
$258,600 /Unit
$278,600 /Unit

0
0
0

1 Unit @
1 Unit @
1 Unit @

$101,100 /Unit
$106,400 /Unit
$109,500 /Unit

101,000
106,000
110,000

Total Gross Sales Revenue
IL

Ill.

Cost of Sales
Commissions
Closing
Warranty

$22,879,000

3.0% Gross Sales Revenue
2.0% Gross Sales Revenue
0.5% Gross Sales Revenue

-

$686,000
458,000
114,000

Total Cost of Sales

($1,258,000)

INet Revenue

$21,621,000

Based on sales comparable information applied in the KMA Residential Nexus Study. The weighted average price equates to $585 per square foot
2

of saleable area.
See APPENDIX B - EXHIBIT II. Equal to the lesser of the calculated affordable sales price or a 30% discountfrom the projected market price.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File Name: Own Inclusionary 82018; Pf Condo Low
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I

APPENDIX A - EXHIBIT III - TABLE 3
SUPPORTABLE INCLUSIONARY HOUSING PRODUCTION REQUIREMENTS
PRO FORMA ANALYSIS
CONDOMINIUM: LOW INCOME ALTERNATIVE
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA
-.

I.

Funds Available for Development Costs
Net Revenue
(Less) Threshold Developer Profit

1

See APPENDIX A - EXHIBIT Ill -TABLE 2
11.8% Total Development Cost

Total Funds Available for Development Costs

$21,621,000
($2,464,000)
$19,157,000

See APPENDIX A- EXHIBIT III - TABLE 1

II.

Total Development Cost

Ill.

Percentage Decrease in Supportable Land Cost
lnclusionary Housing Production Requirement

29%
8.6% Low Income Units

$20,871,000

$1,714,000

Based on the profit as a percentage of Total Development Cost estimated to be generated by the CONDOMINIUM: MARKET RATE ALTERNATIVE..

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File Name: Own Inclusionary 82018; Pf condo Low
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APPENDIX A EXHIBIT IV
-

OWNERSHIP HOUSING
IN-LIEU FEE ANALYSIS
LAND COST REDUCTION APPROACH
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File Name: Own Inclusionary 82018; Pf Condo Fee
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APPENDIX A - EXHIBIT IV - TABLE 1
ESTIMATED DEVELOPMENT COSTS
OWNERSHIP HOUSING
IN-LIEU FEE ANALYSIS
LAND COST REDUCTION APPROACH
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA

I.

Property Acquisition Costs

II.

Direct Costs

On-Site Improvements/Landscaping
Above-Ground Podium Spaces
Building Costs
Contractor/DC Contingency Allow

43,560 Sf of Land

$135 1Sf of Land

43,560 Sf of Land

$20 /Sf of Land
$20,000 /Space
$125 /Sf of GBA

83 Spaces

52,590 Sf of GBA
20% Other Direct Costs

$5,881,000

$871,000
1,660,000
6,586,000
1,823,000

Total Direct Costs
III.

$10,940,000

Indirect Costs

Architecture, Engineering & Consulting
Public Permits & Fees
Affordable Housing In-Lieu Fee
Taxes, Insurance, Legal & Accounting
Marketing
Developer Fee
Soft Cost Contingency Allowance

8.0% Direct Costs
35 Units
52,690 Sf of GBA
3.0% Direct Costs
35 Units

$17,000 /Unit
$26.30 /Sf of GBA

$875,000
595,000
1,385,000
328,000

$5,000 /Unit

175,000
741,000
205,000

3.0% Gross Sales Revenue
5.0% Other Indirect Costs

Total Indirect Costs
IV.

$4,305,000

Financing Costs

Interest During Construction
Loan Origination Fees

60.0% Loan to Cost

2.5 Points

$1,001,000
317,000

Total Financing Costs

V.

2

Total Construction Cost
Total Development Cost

$1,318,000

35 Units

$473,000 /Unit

$16,563,000

35 Units

$641,000 /Unit

$22,444,000

Estimated based on a survey of the sales of residentially zoned land in Glendale between 2016 and 2018.
Based on the estimated costs for similar uses.

-

-—

Based on estimates prepared for other projects within Glendale.
Assumes a 6.0% interest cost for debt; an 18 month construction period; a 5 month absorption period; 30% of the units are presold and close
during first month after completion; and 2.5 points for loan origination fees.

Prepared by: i<eyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File Name: Own Inclusionary 82018; Pf Condo Fee
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APPENDIX A - EXHIBIT IV - TABLE 2
PROJECTED NET SALES REVENUE
OWNERSHIP HOUSING
IN-LIEU FEE ANALYSIS
LAND COST REDUCTION APPROACH
INCWSIONARY HOUSING FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA

I.

Gross Sales Revenue
One-Bedroom Units
Two-Bedroom Units
Three-Bedroom Units

1

7 Units @
19 Units @
9 Units @

$617,600 /Unit
$679,200 /Unit
$828,800 /Unit

$4,323,000
12,905,000
7,459,000

Total Gross Sales Revenue
IL

Ill.

CostofSales
Commissions
Closing
Warranty

$24,687,000

3.0% Gross Sales Revenue
2.0% Gross Sales Revenue
0.5% Gross Sales Revenue

$741,000
494,000
123,000

Total Cost of Sales

($1,358,000)

INet Revenue

$23,329,000

Based on sales comparables information applied in the KMA Residential Nexus Study. The weighted average price equates to $586 per square foot
of saleable area.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File Name: Own Inclusionary 82018; Pf condo Fee

-
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I

APPENDIX A - EXHIBIT IV - TABLE 3
SUPPORTABLE IN-LIEU FEE
OWNERSHIP HOUSING
IN-LIEU FEE ANALYSIS
LAND COST REDUCTION APPROACH
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA

I.

Funds Available for Development Costs
Net Revenue
(Less) Threshold Developer Profit

See APPENDIX A - EXHIBIT IV - TABLE 2
11.8% Total Development Cost

Total Funds Available for Development Costs

$23,329,000
($2,649,000)
$20,680,000

See APPENDIX A - EXHIBIT IV - TABLE 1

II.

Total Development Cost

Ill.

Percentage Decrease in Supportable Land Cost
30%
In-Lieu Fee
See APPENDIX A- EXHIBIT IV -TABLE 1

$22,444,000

$1,764,000
$2630 1Sf of GBA

Based on the profit as a percentage of Total Development Cost estimated to be generated by the CONDOMINIUM: MARKET RATE ALTERNATIVE.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File Name: Own Incluslonary 82018; Pt Condo Fee

Page 18 of 25

APPENDIX A: EXHIBIT V
OWNERSHIP HOUSING
IN-LIEU FEE ANALYSIS
AFFORDABILITY GAP APPROACH
11.4% INCLUSIONARY REQUIREMENT
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File Name: Own Inclusionary 820 18; Condo Aff Gap
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APPENDIX A: EXHIBITV
IN-LIEU FEE ANALYSIS
AFFORDABILITY GAP APPROACH
OWNERSHIP HOUSING
11.4% INCLUSIONARY REQUIREMENT
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA

Moderate Income

Low Income

Sales Price Difference
A. One-Bedroom Units

Market Rate Units
Affordable Sales Price
Difference
B. Two-Bedroom Units
Market Rate Units
Affordable Sales Price
Difference
C. Three-Bedroom Units
Market Rate Units
Affordable Sales Price
Difference
II.

Ill.

1

Distribution of Total Units
One-Bedroom Units
Two-Bedroom Units
Three-Bedroom Units
In-Lieu Fee
Per Income Restricted Unit
Per Square Foot of GBA

$617,600

$617,600

236,400

101,100

$381,200

$516,500

$679,200
258,600

$679,200
106,400

$420,600

$572,800

$828,800
278,600

$828,800
109,500

$550,200

$719,300

20%
54%
26%

54%

$446,000
$42.20

20%
26%

$599,200
$56.70

See APPENDIX B - EXHIBIT II. Equal to the lesser of the calculated affordable sales price or a 30% discount from the projected market
price.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File Name: Own Inclusionary 82018; Condo Aft Gap
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APPENDIX B
OWNERSHIP HOUSING
BACKUP TABLES
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File Name: Own Inclusionary 82018; App B Titles
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APPENDIX B - EXHIBIT I
CONDOMINIUM SALES SURVEY
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA
Sales Price
Address

Zip Code

Unit Size (SF)

Total

Per SF

Year Built

One-Bedroom Units
515 N Jackson St #214
504 North Louise St #6
315 North Louise St #205
1935 Alpha Rd #223
1401 Valley View Rd #131
33lNlsabeISt#4
2900 Fairway Ave #605
110W Maple St #2
1339 N Columbus Ave #326
118 South Kenwood St #104
310 North Jackson St #106
1411 N Brand Blvd Unit G
3010 Montrose Ave #23
2915 Montrose Ave Apt 423
515 N Jackson St Apt 214
1224 E Glenoaks Blvd Apt 7
409 Burchett St Unit 219
Minimum
Maximum
Average

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File name; Own Inclusionary 82018; Sales Survey

91206
91206
91206
91208
91202
91206
91214
91204
91202
91205
91206
91202
91214
91214
91206
91206
91203

800
640
695
689
1,098
774
1,202
736
1,319
819
839
626
875
784
800
659
731

$438,000
$336,000
$334,900
$340,000
$480,000
$433,000
$475,000
$345,000
$430,000
$555,000
$400,000
$400,100
$350,000
$369,000
$438,000
$290,000
$350,000

$548
$525
$482
$493
$437
$559
$395
$469
$326
$678
$477
$639
$400
$471
$548
$440
$479

626
1,319
829

$290,000
$555,000
$397,882

$326
$678
$480

1975
1962
1961
1969
1973
1974
1988
1992
1974
2015
1973
1956
1979
1988
1975
1948
1974
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APPENDIX B - EXHIBIT I
CONDOMINIUM SALES SURVEY
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA
Sales Price
Address

Zip Code

Unit Size (SF)

Total

Per SF

Year Built

Two-Bedroom Units
1935 Alpha Rd #119
3481 Stancrest Dr #235
1118 N Central Ave #25
1155 N Brand Blvd #906
311 E Dryden St
1211 Dorothy Dr #205
1131 Campbell St #229
537 N Adams St #207
1925 Caminito De La Valle
1325 Valley View Rd #109
1313 E Wilson Ave #5
345 Pioneer Dr #603
333 West Loraine St #106
500 E Lexington Dr #202
1862 Caminito De La Playa
1523 E Windsor Rd Unit 115B
1422 Rock Glen Ave #309
570 Stocker St #114
1313 Valley View Rd #107
1135 AlIen Ave #7
234 North Kenwood St #209
3220 Altura Ave #231
1935 Alpha Rd #336
324 N Louise St #5
1020 San Rafael Ave #7
1429 Valley View Rd #34
618 N Howard St #117
426 N Maryland Ave #104
343 Pioneer Dr #101
587 South St #12
.
236 North Louise St #301
432W Lexington Dr#4
500 jackson P1 Unit 323
236 N Louise St #109
315 N Louise St #209
1054 Western Ave #103
1339 N Columbus Ave #324
500 E Lexington Dr #201
1433 Rock Glen Ave #2
330 N Jackson St #309
333 N Louise St #23
350 Burchett St #110
1344 5th St #2
236 North Louise St #111
701 E Harvard St #11
Minimum
Maximum
Average

.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File name: Own Inclusionary 82018; Sales Survey

91208
91208
91202
91202
91207
91202
91207
91206
91208
91202
91206
91203
91202
91206
91208
91205
91205
91202
91202
91201
91206
91214
91208
91206
91202
91202
91205
91206
91203
91202
91206
91203
91206
91206
91206
91201
91202
91206
91205
91205
91206
91203
91201
91206
91205

1,233
1,060
1,184
1,166
1,000
1,726
1,217
1,094
1,701
1,511
981
1,279
1,330
1,151
1,701
809
991
1,051
1,190
910
1,230
960
1,233
1,143
1,338
1,340
905
1,067
1,276
961
1,232
1,008
1,098
1,232
889
1,240
1,478
1,159
842
839
1,110
1,207
1,291
1,000
1,065

$495,000
$535,000
$445,000
$591,000
$480,000
$625,000
$560,000
$535,000
$760,000
$590,000
$475,000
$530,000
$619,000
$534,000
$769,000
$365,000
$405,000
$468,000
$550,000
$452,000
$570,OQO
$433,000
$479,000
$472,500
$580,000
$600,000
$425,000
$475,000
$573,000
$430,000
$560,000
$517,000
$425,000
$560,000
$428,000
$550,000
$485,000
$515,000
$370,000
$420,000
$423,500
$500,000
$554,000
$530,000
$499,000

$401
$505
$376
$507
$480
$362
$460
$489
$447
$390
$484
$414
$465
$464
$452
$451
$409
$445
$462
$497
$463
$451
$388
$413
$433
$448
$470
$445
$449
$447
$455
$513
$387
$455
$481
$444
$328
$444
$439
$501
$382
$414
$429
$530
$469

809
1,726
1,165

$365,000
$769,000
$514,600

$328
$530
$442

.

1969
1974
1973
1964
1947
1981
1994
1992
1990
1974
1988
1988
.2002
1986
1990
1978
1974
1976
1981
1985
1975
1977
1969
1966
1981
1973
1988
1989
1988
1960
1980
2002
1973
1980
1961
2006
1974
1986
1970
1973
1970
1984
1981
1980
1985
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APPENDIX B - EXHIBIT I
CONDOMINIUM SALES SURVEY
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA
Sales Price
Address

Zip Code

Unit Size (SF)

Total

Per SF

Year Built

Three-Bedroom Units
1304 Stanley Ave Apt 2
1328 N Columbus Ave #11
3974 Pennsylvania Ave #110
809 E Acacia Ave Unit C
455 W Wilson Ave #2
827 E Maple St Apt 2
2850 Montrose Ave #11
43 Glenflow Ct
3341 Honolulu Ave Apt 4
415 E Dryden St #104
425 IVY St #5
2606 Canada #301
446 West Stocker St #7
401 N Kenwood St #114
2850 Montrose Ave #3
450W Dryden St #101
1121 F Wilson Ave Unit 14
1165 Ruberta Ave Unit A
33 Caprock Ct
222 Monterey Rd #602
345W Pioneer Dr #804
8 Northwoods Ln
Minimum
Maximum
Average

91206
91202
91214
91205
91203
91205
91214
91206
91214
91207
91204
91208
91202
91206
91214
91202
91206
91201
91206
91206
91203
91214

1,332

$510,000

$383

1980

1,555
2,020
1,312
1,476
1,284
1,460
2,003
1,564
1,604
1,210
1,764
1,462
1,280
1,451
1,388
1,185
1,587
1,837
2,171
1,783
2,021

$630,000
$690,000
$590,000
$625,000
$560,000
$545,000
$800,000
$675,000
$696,000
$518,000
$720,000
$680,000
$530,000
$590,000
$590,000
$502,500
$660,000
$700,000
$855,000
$850,000
$690,000

$405
$342
$450
$423
$436
$373
$399
$432
$434
$428
$408
$465
$414
$407
$425
$424
$416
$381
$394
$477
$341

1991
2007
1975
2002
1988
1982
1974
1980
2004
1981
1982
2004
1989
1982
1993
1986
1986
1974
1982
1988
1979

1,185
2,171
1,580

$502,500
$855,000
$645,750

$341
$477
$409

Source: Redfin. The survey includes executed sales that occurred between March and June 2018.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File name: Own Inctuslonary 82018; Sales Survey
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APPENDIX B - EXHIBIT II
AFFORDABLE SALES PRICE CALCULATIONS
2018 INCOME STANDARDS
OWNERSHIP HOUSING
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA

1

One-Bedroom
Units

Two-Bedroom
Units

Three-Bedroom
Units

Moderate Income Households
A. Income Information
Household Income @110% Median
Income Allotted to Housing @ 35% of Income
B. Operating Expenses
Annual Utilities Allowance
HOA, Insurance & Maintenance
Property Taxes @1.10% of Affordable Sales Price

2

Total Operating Expenses
C. Income Available for Mortgage
D. Affordable Sales Price
Supportable Mtg @493% Interest
Home Buyer Down Payment @5% Aft Sales Price
Affordable Sales Price
II.

B. Operating Expenses
Annual Utilities Allowance
HOA, Insurance & Maintenance
Property Taxes @1.10% of Affordable Sales Price

$76,230
$26,680

$984
3,420
2,600

$1,272
4,200
2,840

$2,148
4,560
3,060

$7,004

$8,312

$9,768

$14,346

$15,698

$16,912

$224,600
11,800

$245,700
12,900

$264,700
13,900

$236,400

$258,600

$278,600

Low Income Households

2

Total Operating Expenses
C. Income Available for Mortgage
D. Affordable Sales Price
Supportable Mtg @4.93% Interest
Home Buyer Down Payment @ 5% Aft Sales Price
Affordable Sales Price

2

$68,590
$24,010

-

A. Income Information
Household Income @ 70% Median
Income Allotted to Housing @ 30% of Income

- -

$61,000
$21,350

3

$38,820
$11,650

$43,650
$13,100

$48,510
$14,550

$984
3,420
1,110

$1,272
4,200
1,170

$2,148
4,560
1,200

$5,514

$6,642

$7,908

$6,136

$6,458

$6,642

$96,000
5,100

$101,100
5,300

$104,000
5,500

$101,100

$106,400

$109,500

Based on 2018 household incomes published by HCD. The Affordable $ales Price calculations are based on the California
Health and Safety Code Section 50052.5 methodology.
Utilities allowances are based on Glendale PHA allowances effective as of 3/1/18. Assumes costs for gas heating, cooking and
water heating; basic electric; air conditioning; water; and trash services.
• Based on the Freddie Mac Primary Mortgage Market Survey average rates for 30-year fixed rate mortgages during the period
from 2003 through 0.041.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates
File name: Own lnclusionary 82018; ASP
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PRO FORMA ANALYSES
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APPENDIX A EXHIBIT I
-

RENTAL APARTMENTS
PRO FORMA ANALYSIS: MARKET RATE ALTERNATIVE
LOW DENSITY BASE CASE: 35 UNITS PER ACRE ALTERNATIVE
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File Name: Rent Incluslonary 82018; Pf Base Mkt
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APPENDIX A - EXHIBIT I - TABLE 1
ESTIMATED DEVELOPMENT COSTS
RENTAL APARTMENTS
PRO FORMA ANALYSIS: MARKET RATE ALTERNATIVE
LOW DENSITY BASE CASE: 35 UNITS PER ACRE ALTERNATIVE
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA

I.

Property Acquisition Costs

II.

Direct Costs
On-Site Improvements/Landscaping
Parking
At-Grade Spaces
Above-Ground Podium Spaces
1st Level Subterranean
2nd Level Subterranean
Building Costs
Contractor/DC Contingency Allow

$135 1Sf of Land

43,560 Sf of Land

$20 /Sf of Land

$871,000

/Space
/Space
/Sp ace
/Space
/Sf of GBA

0
1,620,000
0
0
4,592,000
1,417,000

0
81
0
0
36,732
20%

Total Direct Costs
III.

43,550 Sf of Land

Spaces
Spaces
Spaces
Spaces
Sf of GBA
other Direct Costs

36,732 Sf of GSA

Indirect Costs
Architecture, Engineering & Consulting
Public Permits & Fees
Taxes, Insurance, Legal & Accounting
Marketing
Developer Fee
Soft Cost Contingency Allowance

8%
35
3%
35
5%
5%

$5,000
$20,000
$35,000
$45,000
$125

$5,881,000

$231 /Sf of GSA

Direct Costs
Units
$17,000 /Unit
Direct Costs
Units
$2,500 /Unit
Direct Costs
Other Indirect Costs

$8,500,000

$680,000
595,000
255,000
88,000
425,000
102,000

Total Indirect Costs
IV.

Financing Costs
Interest During Construction
Land
Construction
Loan Origination Fees

$2,145,000

6

$5,881,000 Cost
$11,522,000 Cost
60% Loan to Value

3.6% Avg Rate
3.6% Avg Rate
2.0 Points

Total Financing Costs

$318,000
373,000
186,000
$877,000

V.

Total Construction Cost
Total Development Cost

1
2

Estimated based on a survey of the sales of residentially zoned land in Glendale between 2016 and 2018.
Based on the estimated costs for similar uses.

6

Based on 2.0 spaces for Studio Units; 2.0 spaces for One-Bedroom Units; 2.0 spaces for Two-Bedroom Units; 2.5 spaces for Three-Bedroom Units;
and 0.25 spaces per unit for guest parking.
Based on estimates prepared for other projects within Glendale.
Based on an 18 month construction period and a 100% average outstanding loan balance.
Based on antS month construction period and a 60% average outstanding loan balance.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File Nam~: Rent Inclusionary 82018; Pf Base Mkt
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$329,000 /Unit
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$11,522,000
$17,403,000
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APPENDIX A - EXHIBIT I - TABLE 2
ESTIMATED STABILIZED NET OPERATING INCOME
RENTAL APARTMENTS
PRO FORMA ANALYSIS: MARKET RATE ALTERNATIVE
LOW DENSITY BASE CASE: 35 UNITS PER ACRE ALTERNATIVE
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA

I.

Gross Income
A. Market Rate Units
Studio Units
One-Bedroom Units
Two-Bedroom Units
Three-Bedroom Units
B. Affordable Units
Studio Units
One-Bedroom Units
Two-Bedroom Units
Three-Bedroom Units
C. Laundry & Miscellaneous Income
Total Gross Income
Vacancy & Collection Allowance

II.

Effective Gross Income

Ill.

Operating Expenses
General Operating Expenses
Property Taxes
Replacement Reserve Deposits

IV.

6 Units @
15 Units @
11 Units @
3 Units @

o
o
o
o

Units@
Units@
Units@
Units@

35 Units @

$2,460
$2,622
$3,377
$3,957

/Unit/Month
/Unit/Month
/Unit/Month
/Unit/Month

$177,000
472,000
446,000
142,000

$0
$0
$0
$0

/Unit/Month
/Unit/Month
/Unit/Month
/Unit/Month

0
0
0
0

$25 /Unit/Month

11,000
$1,248,000

5% Gross Income

(62,000)

$1,186,000

35 Units @
35 Units @
35 Units @

$4,500 /Unit
$4,900 /Unit
$150 /Unit

$157,500
171,000
5,000

Total Operating Expenses

($333,500)

IStabilized Net Operating Income

$852,500

Based on the rent survey presented in APPENDIX D - EXHIBIT I. The weighted average monthly rent equates to $3.08 per square foot of leasable
area.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
FIle Name: Rent Inclusionary 82018; P1 Base Mkt
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I

APPENDIX A - EXHIBIT I - TABLE 3
ESTIMATED DEVELOPER RETURN
RENTAL APARTMENTS
PRO FORMA ANALYSIS: MARKET RATE ALTERNATIVE
LOW DENSITY BASE CASE: 35 UNITS PER ACRE ALTERNATIVE
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA

I.

Stabilized Net Operating Income

See APPENDIX A - EXHIBIT I - TABLE 2

$852,500

II.

Total Development Cost

See APPENDIX A - EXHIBIT I - TABLE 1

$17,403,000

III.

I Return on Total Investment

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File Name: Rent Inclusionary 82018; P1 Base Mkt
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APPENDIX A EXHIBIT II
-

RENTAL APARTMENTS
PRO FORMA ANALYSIS: 15% INCLUSIONARY REQUIREMENT ALTERNATIVE
LOW DENSITY BASE CASE: 35 UNITS PER ACRE ALTERNATIVE
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA
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APPENDIX A - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 1
ESTIMATED DEVELOPMENT COSTS
RENTAL APARTMENTS
PRO FORMA ANALYSIS: 15% INCLUSIONARY REQUIREMENT ALTERNATIVE
LOW DENSITY BASE CASE: 35 UNITS PER ACRE ALTERNATIVE
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA

I.

Property Acquisition Costs

II.

Direct Costs
On-Site Improvements/Landscaping
Parking
At-Grade Spaces
Above-Ground Podium Spaces
1st Level Subterranean
2nd Level Subterranean
Building Costs
Contractor/DC Contingency Allow

$135 1Sf of Land

43,560 Sf of Land

$20 1Sf of Land

$871,000

/Space
/Space
/Space
/Space
1Sf of G BA

0
1,520,000

$s,88i,ooo

2

0 Spaces
81 Spaces
0 Spaces
0 Spaces
36,732 Sf of GSA
20% Other Direct Costs

Total Direct Costs
Ill.

43,560 Sf of Land

36,732 Sf of GSA

Indirect Costs
Architecture, Engineering & Consulting
Public Permits & Fees
Taxes, Insurance, Legal & Accounting
Marketing
Developer Fee
Soft Cost Contingency Allowance

8%
35
3%
35
5%
5%

$5,000
$20,000
$35,000
$45,000
$125

0
0

4,592,000
1,417,000

$231 /Sf of GSA

Direct Costs
Units
$17,000 /Unit
Direct Costs
Units
$2,500 /Unit
Direct Costs
other Indirect Costs

$8,500,000

$680,000
595,000
255,000
88,000
425,000
102,000

Total Indirect Costs
IV.

Financing Costs
Interest During Construction
Land
Construction
Loan Origination Fees

$2,145,000

6

$5,881,000 Cost
$11,500,000 Cost
50% Loan to Value

3.5% Avg Rate
3.5% Avg Rate
2.0 Points

Total Financing Costs

V.

2
3

Total Construction Cost
Total Development Cost

$318,000
373,000
164,000
$855,000

35 Units
35 Units

$329,000 /Unit
$497,000 /Unit

$11,500,000
$17,381,000

Estimated based on a survey of the sales of residentially zoned land in Glendale between 2016 and 2018.
Based on the estimated costs for similar uses.
Based on 2.0 spaces for Studio Units; 2.0 spaces for One-Bedroom Units; 2.0 spaces for Two-Bedroom Units; 2.5 spaces for Three-Bedroom Units;
and 0.25 spaces per unit for guest parking.
Based on estimates prepared for other projects within Glendale.
Based on an 18 month construction period and a 100% average outstanding loan balance.
Based on an 18 month construction period and a 50% average outstanding loan balance.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File Name: Rent lnclu≤lonary 82018; Pf Base 15%
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APPENDIX A - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 2
ESTIMATED STABILIZED NET OPERATING INCOME
RENTAL APARTMENTS
PRO FORMA ANALYSIS: 15% INCLUSIONARY REQUIREMENT ALTERNATIVE
LOW DENSITY BASE CASE: 35 UNITS PER ACRE ALTERNATIVE
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA

Gross Income
A. Market Rate Units
Studio Units
One-Bedroom Units
Two-Bedroom Units
Three-Bedroom Units

5
13
9
3

Units@
Units @
Units @
Units @

B. Affordable Units
Studio Units
One-Bedroom Units
Two-Bedroom Units
Three-Bedroom Units

1
2
2
0

Unit@
Units@
Units@
Units@

C. Laundry & Miscellaneous Income
Total Gross Income
Vacancy & Collection Allowance
II.

Effective Gross Income

Ill.

Operating Expenses
General Operating Expenses
Property Taxes
Replacement Reserve Deposits

35 Units @

$2,460 / U nit/Mo nth
$2,622 /Unit/Month
$3,377 /Unit/Month
$3,957 /Unit/Month

$148,000
409,000
365,000
142,000

/Unit/Month
/Unit/Month
I Unit/Month
I Unit/Month

8,000
18,000
20,000
0

$25 /Unit/Month

11,000

$686
$771
$851
$884

$1,121,000
(56,000)

5% Gross Income

$1,065,000

35 Units @
35 Units @
35 Units @

$4,500 /Unit
$4,300 /Unit
$150 /unit

$157,500
150,000
5,000

Total Operating Expenses

($312,500)

IV.

IStabilized Net Operating Income

$752,500

2

Based on the rent survey presented in APPENDIX D - EXI-IIBITI. The weighted average monthly rent equates to $3.08 per square foot of leasable
area.
The Inclusionary rent calculations are based on household income at 60% of AMI, with 30% of income allotted to housing related expenses. See
APPENDIX 0- EXHIBIT 11-TABLE 1.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File Name: Rent Inclusionary 82018; Pf Base 15%
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I

APPENDIX A - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 3
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING IMPACTS
RENTAL APARTMENTS
PRO FORMA ANALYSIS: 15% INCLUSIONARY REQUIREMENT ALTERNATIVE
LOW DENSITY BASE CASE: 35 UNITS PER ACRE ALTERNATIVE
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA

I.

Supportable Investment
Stabilized Net Operating Income
Threshold Return on Total Investment

See APPENDIX A - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 2

$752,500
4.9%

Total Supportable Investment

$15,362,000

II.

Total Development Cost

See APPENDIX A- EXHIBIT II - TABLE 1

III.

Total Financial Gap
In-Lieu Fee
Percentage Decrease in Supportable Land Cost
Effective Developer Return

$17,381,000

($2,019,000)
$55.00 1Sf of GBA
34%
4.3% Return on Total Investment

Based on the Developer Return estimated to be generated by the LOW DENSITY BASE CASE: 35 UNITS PER ACRE ALTERNATIVE: MARKET RATE ALTEI

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File Name: Rent Inclusionary 820 18; P1 Base 15%

Page 10 of 45

APPENDIX A EXHIBIT III
-

RENTAL APARTMENTS
PRO FORMA ANALYSIS: FEASIBLE INCLUSIONARY PERCENTAGE ALTERNATIVE
LOW DENSITY BASE CASE: 35 UNITS PER ACRE ALTERNATIVE
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File Name: Rent Inclusionary 82018; Pf Base Feas
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APPENDIX A - EXHIBIT III - TABLE 1
ESTIMATED DEVELOPMENT COSTS
RENTAL APARTMENTS
PRO FORMA ANALYSIS: FEASIBLE INCLUSIONARY PERCENTAGE ALTERNATIVE
LOW DENSITY BASE CASE: 35 UNITS PER ACRE ALTERNATIVE
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA

I.

Property Acquisition Costs

II.

Direct Costs
On-Site Improvements/Landscaping
Parking
At-Grade Spaces
Above-Ground Podium Spaces
1st Level Subterranean
2nd Level Subterranean
Building Costs
Contractor/DC Contingency Allow

0
81
0
0
36,732
20%

Total Direct Costs

36,732 Sf of GBA

Ill.

Indirect Costs
Architecture, Engineering & Consulting
Public Permits & Fees
Taxes, Insurance, Legal & Accounting
Marketing
Developer Fee
Soft Cost Contingency Allowance

43,560 Sf of Land

$135 1Sf of Land

43,560 Sf of Land

$20 1Sf of Land

8%
35
3%
35
5%
5%

Spaces
Spaces
Spaces
Spaces
Sf of G BA
Other Direct Costs

$5,000
$20,000
$35,000
$45,000
$125

/5 p a Ce
/Space
/Space
/S p a ce
1Sf of GBA

$5,881,000

$871,000
0
1,620,000
0
0
4,592,000
1,417,000

$231 /Sf of GSA

Direct Costs
Units
$17,000 /Unit
Direct Costs
Units
$2,500 (Unit
Direct Costs
Other Indirect Costs

$8,500,000

$680,000
595,000
255,000
88,000
425,000
102,000

Total Indirect Costs
IV.

Financing Costs
Interest During Construction
Land
Construction
Loan Origination Fees

$2,145,000

6

$5,881,000 Cost
$11,505,000 Cost
60% Loan to Value

36% Avg Rate
3.6% Avg Rate
2.0 Points

Total Financing Costs

V.

Total Construction Cost
Total Development Cost

$318,000
373,000
169,000
$860,000

35 Units
35 Units

$329,000 funit
$497,000 /Unit

$11,505,000
$17,386,000

3

Estimated based on a survey of the sales of residentially zoned land in Glendale between 2016 and 2018.
Based on the estimated costs for similar uses.
Based on 2.0 spaces for Studio Units; 2.0 spaces for One-Bedroom Units; 2.0 spaces for Two-Bedroom Units; 2.5 spaces for Three-Bedroom Units;

6

and 0.25 spaces per unitfor guest parking.
Based on estimates prepared for other projects within Glendale.
Based on an 18 month construction period and a 100% average outstanding loan balance.
Based on an 18 month construction period and a 60% average outstanding loan balance.

2

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File Name: Rent Inclusionary 82018; Pf Base Feas
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APPENDIX A - EXHIBIT III - TABLE 2
ESTIMATED STABILIZED NET OPERATING INCOME
RENTAL APARTMENTS
PRO FORMA ANALYSIS: FEASIBLE INCLUSIONARY PERCENTAGE ALTERNATIVE
LOW DENSITY BASE CASE: 35 UNITS PER ACRE ALTERNATIVE
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA

Gross Income
A. Market Rate Units
Studio Units
One-Bedroom Units
Two-Bedroom Units
Three-Bedroom Units

S
13
10
3

Units@
Units @
Units @
Units@

B. Affordable Units
Studio Units
One-Bedroom Units
Two-Bedroom Units
Three-Bedroom Units

1
2
1
0

C. Laundry & Miscellaneous Income
Total Gross Income
Vacancy & Collection Allowance
II.

Effective Gross Income

Ill.

Operating Expenses
General Operating Expenses
Property Taxes
Replacement Reserve Deposits

IV.

/Unit/Month
/Unit/Month
/Unit/Month
/Unit/Month

$148,000
409,000
405,000
142,000

Unit@
Units@
Unit@
Units@

$686 /Unit/Month
$771 I Unit/Month
$851 /Unit/Month
$884 /Unit/Month

8,000
18,000
10,000
0

35 Units @

$25 /Unit/Month

11,000

$2,460
$2,622
$3,377
$3,957

$1,151,000
(58,000)

5% Gross Income

$1,093,000

35 Units @
35 Units @
35 Units @

$4,500 /Unit
$4,400 /Unit
$150 /Unit

$157,500
155,000
5,000

Total Operating Expenses

($317,500)

IStabilized Net Operating Income

$775,500

1

Based on the rent survey presented in APPENDIX D - EXHIBIT I. The weighted average monthly rent equates to $3.07 per square foot of leasable

2

area.
The Inclusionary rent calculations are based on household income at 60% of AMI, with 30% of income allotted to housing related expenses. See
APPENDIX D - EXHIBIT 11-TABLE 1.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File Name: Rent Inclusionary 82018; P1 Base Peas
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I

APPENDIX A - EXHIBIT III - TABLE 3
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING IMPACTS
RENTAL APARTMENTS
PRO FORMA ANALYSIS: FEASIBLE INCLUSIONARY PERCENTAGE ALTERNATIVE
LOW DENSITY BASE CASE: 35 UNITS PER ACRE ALTERNATIVE
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA

I.

Supportable Investment
Stabilized Net Operating Income
Threshold Return on Total Investment

See APPENDIX A - EXHIBIT III - TABLE 2
1

Total Supportable Investment

1

$775,500
4.9%
$15,831,000

II.

Total Development Cost

Ill.

Total Financial Gap
In-Lieu Fee
Inclusionary Percentage
Percentage Decrease in Supportable Land Cost
Effective Developer Return

See APPENDIX A- EXHIBIT III - TABLE 1

$17,386,000

($1,555,000)
$42.30 1Sf of GBA
11.4%
26%
4.5% Return on Total Investment

Based on the Developer Return estimated to be generated by the LOW DENSITY BASE CASE: 35 UNITS PER ACRE ALTERNATIVE: MARKET RATE ALTEI

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File Name: Rent Inclusionary 82018; Pf Base Feas
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APPENDIX B
RENTAL APARTMENTS
PRO FORMA ANALYSES
LOW DENSITY: 35% DENSITY BONUS ALTERNATIVE
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
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APPENDIX B EXHIBIT I
-

RENTAL APARTMENTS
ESTIMATED DEVELOPMENT COSTS: MARKET RATE ALTERNATIVE
LOW DENSITY: 35% DENSITY BONUS ALTERNATIVE
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File Name: Rent lnclusionary 82018; Pf DB Mkt
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APPENDIX B - EXHIBIT I-TABLE 1
ESTIMATED DEVELOPMENT COSTS: MARKET RATE ALTERNATIVE
RENTAL APARTMENTS
LOW DENSITY: 35% DENSITY BONUS ALTERNATIVE
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS
GLENDALE. CALIFORNIA

I.

Property Acquisition Costs

II.

Direct Costs
On-Site Improvements/Landscaping
Parking
At-Grade Spaces
Above-Ground Podium Spaces
1st Level Subterranean
2nd Level Subterranean
Building Costs
Contractor/DC Contingency Allow

$135 1Sf of Land

43,560 Sf of Land

$20 /Sf of Land

$871,000

/Space
/Space
/Space
/Space
/Sf of GBA

0
1,320,000
0
0
7,482,000
1,935,000

0
66
0
0
49,883
20%

Total Direct Costs
Ill.

43,560 Sf of Land

Spaces
Spaces
Spaces
Spaces
Sf of G BA
Other Direct Costs

49,883 Sf of GBA

Indirect Costs
Architecture, Engineering & Consulting
Public Permits & Fees
Taxes, Insurance, Legal & Accounting
Marketing
Developer Fee
Soft Cost Contingency Allowance

8%
48
3%
48
5%
5%

$5,000
$20,000
$35,000
$45,000
$150

$5,881,000

$233 /Sf of GBA

Direct Costs
Units
$17,000 /Unit
Direct Costs
Units
$2,500 /Unit
Direct Costs
Other Indirect Costs

$11,608,000

$929,000
816,000
348,000
120,000
580,000
140,000

Total Indirect Costs
IV.

Financing Costs
Interest During Construction
Land
Construction
Loan Origination Fees

$2,933,000

6

$5,881,000 Cost
$15,618,000 Cost
60% Loan to Value

3.6% Avg Rate
3.6% Avg Rate
2.0 Points

$318,000
506,000
253,000

Total Financing Costs

V.

2

4
5

Total Construction Cost
Total Development Cost

$1,077,000

48 Units
48 Units

$325,000 /Unit
$448,000 /Unit

Estimated based on a survey of the sales of residentially zoned land in Glendale between 2016 and 2018.
Based on the estimated costs for similar uses.

$15,618,000
$21,499,000

--

—

Based on 1.0 space for Studio Units; 1.0 space for One-Bedroom Units; 2.0 spaces for Two-Bedroom Units; and 2.0 spaces for Three-Bedroom
Units. No guest spaces are provided.
Based on estimates prepared for other projects within Glendale.
Based on an 18 month construction period and a 100% average outstanding loan balance.
Based on an 18 month construction period and a 60% average outstanding loan balance.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File Name: Rent Inclusionary 82018; Pf DB Mkt
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APPENDIX B EXHIBIT II
-

RENTAL APARTMENTS
PRO FORMA ANALYSIS: 15% INCLUSIONARY REQUIREMENT ALTERNATIVE
LOW DENSITY: 35% DENSITY BONUS ALTERNATIVE
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File Name: Rent Inclusionary 82018; Pf DB 15%
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APPENDIX B - EXHIBIT II - TABLE!
ESTIMATED DEVELOPMENT COSTS
RENTAL APARTMENTS
PRO FORMA ANALYSIS: 15% INCLUSIONARY REQUIREMENT ALTERNATIVE
LOW DENSITY: 35% DENSITY BONUS ALTERNATIVE
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA

I.

Property Acquisition Costs

II.

Direct Costs
On-Site Improvements/Landscaping
Parking
At-Grade Spaces
Above-Ground Podium Spaces
1st Level Subterranean
2nd Level Subterranean
Building Costs
Contractor/DC Contingency Allow

$135 1Sf of Land

43,560 Sf of Land

$20 /Sf of Land

$871,000

/Space
/Space
/Space
/Space
/Sf of C BA

0
1,320,000
0

$5,881,000

2

Total Direct Costs
IlL

43,560 Sf of Land

Indirect Costs
Architecture, Engineering & Consulting
Public Permits & Fees
Taxes, Insurance, Legal & Accounting
Marketing
Developer Fee
Soft Cost Contingency Allowance

0 Spaces
66 Spaces

0
0
49,883
20%

Spaces
Spaces
Sf of C BA
Other Direct Costs

49,883 Sf of GBA

8%
48
3%
48
5%
5%

$5,000
$20,000
$35,000
$45,000
$150

0

7,482,000
1,935,000

$233 /Sf0fGBA

Direct Costs
Units
$17,000 /Unit
Direct Costs
Units
$2,500 /Unit
Direct Costs
Other Indirect Costs

$11,608,000

$929,000
816,000
348,000
120,000
580,000

140,000

Total Indirect Costs
IV~

Financing Costs
Interest During Construction
Land
Construction
Loan Origination Fees

$2,933,000

$5,881,000 Cost
• $15,583,000 Cost
60% Loan to Value

3.6% Avg Rate
3.6% Avg Rate
2.0 Points

Total Financing Costs

V.

2

Total Construction Cost
Total Development Cost

$318,000
505,000
219,000
$1,042,000

48 Units
48 Units

$325,000 /Unit
$447,000 /Unit

$15,583,000
$21,464,000

Estimated based on a survey of the sales of residentially zoned land in Glendale between 2016 and 2018.
Based on the estimated costs for similar uses.
Based on 1.0 space for Studio Units; 1.0 space for One-Bedroom Units; 2.0 ~paces for TworBedroom Units; and 2.0 spaces for Three-Bedroom
Units. No guest spaces are provided.
Based on estimates prepared for other projects within Glendale.
Based on an 18 month construction period and a 100% average outstanding loan balance.
Based on an 18 month construction period and a 60% average outstanding loan balance.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File Name: Rent Inclusionary 820 18; P1DB 15%

Page 19 of 45

APPENDIX B - EXHIBIT Il-TABLE 2
ESTIMATED STABILIZED NET OPERATING INCOME
RENTAL APARTMENTS
PRO FORMA ANALYSIS: 15% INCLUSIONARY REQUIREMENT ALTERNATIVE
LOW DENSITY: 35% DENSITY BONUS ALTERNATIVE
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA

I.

Gross Income
A. Market Rate Units

Studio Units
One-Bedroom Units
Two-Bedroom Units
Three-Bedroom Units
B. Affordable Units
Density Bonus (50% AMI/30% mc)
Studio Units
One-Bedroom Units
Two-Bedroom Units
Three-Bedroom Units

8
18
12
3

Total Gross Income
Vacancy & Collection Allowance

III.

Operating Expenses

$2,460 /Unit/Month
$2,622 /Unit/Month

$3,377 /Unit/Month
$3,957 /Unit/Month

$236,000
566,000
486,000
142,000

3

C. Laundry & Miscellaneous Income

Effective Gross Income

@
@
@
@~

2

Inclusionary (60% AMI/30% Inc)
Studio Units
One-Bedroom Units
Two-Bedroom Units
Three-Bedroom Units

II.

Units
Units
Units
Units

General Operating Expenses
Property Taxes
Replacement Reserve Deposits
Total Operating Expenses

-

1
2
1
0

Unit @
Units @
Unit @
Units @

$564
$632
$695
$710

/Unit/Month
/Unit/Month
/Unit/Month
/Unit/Month

7,000
15,000
8,000
0

0
1
1
1

Units @
Unit @
Unit @
Unit @

$686
$771
$851
$884

/Unit/Month
/Unit/Month
/Unit/Month
/Unit/Month

0
9,000
10,000
11,000

$25 /Unit/Month

14,000

48 Units @

$1,504,000
(75,000)

5% Gross Income
..

48 Units @
48 Units @
48 Units @

$4,500 /Unit
$4,200 /Unit
$150 /Unit

$1,429,000

$216,000
201,000
7,000
($424,000)

IV.

jStabilized Net Operating Income

2

Based on the rent survey presented in APPENDIX D - EXHIBIT I. The weighted average monthly rent equates to $3.10 per square foot of leasable
area.
The affordable units equate to 15% of the Total Units and 20% of the Base Units.

$1,005,000

For the purposes of the State density bonus, 11% of the Base Units are set aside for very-low income households. State Density Bonus calculates
very-low income rents based on household income at 50% of AMI, with 0% of income allotted to housing related expenses. See APPENDIX D EXHIBIT Il-TABLE 1.
The balance of the affordable units are set aside using the City’s Inclusionary standards. The lnclusionary rent calculations are based on household
income at 60% of AMI, with 30% of income allotted to housing related expenses. See APPENDIX D - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 1. -

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File Name: Rent Inclusionary 820 18; Pf DB 15%
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I

APPENDIX B - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 3
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING IMPACTS
RENTAL APARTMENT5
PRO FORMA ANALYSIS: 15% INCLUSIONARY REQUIREMENT ALTERNATIVE
LOW DENSITY: 35% DENSITY BONUS ALTERNATIVE
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA

I.

Supportable Investment
Stabilized Net Operating Income
Threshold Return on Total Investment

See APPENDIX B - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 2

$1,005,000

49%

1

Total Supportable Investment

$20,516,000

II.

Total Development Cost

See APPENDIX B - EXHIBIT Il-TABLE 1

III.

Total Financial Gap
Percentage Decrease in Supportable Land Cost
Effective Developer Return

$21,464,000

($948,000)
16%
4,7% Return on Total Investment

Based on the Developer Return estimated to be generated by the LOW DENSITY BASE CASE: 35 UNITS PER ACRE ALTERNATIVE: MARKET RATE ALTEI

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File Name: Rent lnclusiS’náry 82018; Pf DB 15%
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APPENDIX B EXHIBIT III
-

RENTAL APARTMENTS
PRO FORMA ANALYSIS: FEASIBLE INCLUSIONARY PERCENTAGE ALTERNATIVE
LOW DENSITY: 35% DENSITY BONUS ALTERNATIVE
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File Name: Rent Inclusionary 82018; Pf DB Feas
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APPENDIX B - EXHIBIT III - TABLE 1
ESTIMATED DEVELOPMENT COSTS
RENTAL APARTMENTS
PRO FORMA ANALYSIS: FEASIBLE INCLUSIONARY PERCENTAGE ALTERNATIVE
LOW DENSITY: 35% DENSITY BONUS ALTERNATIVE
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA

I.

Property Acquisition Costs

II.

Direct Costs
On-Site Improvements/Landscaping
Parking
At-Grade Spaces
Above-Ground Podium Spaces
1st Level Subterranean
2nd Level Subterranean
Building Costs
Contractor/DC Contingency Allow

43,560 Sf of Land

$135 1Sf of Land

43,560 Sf of Land

$20 /Sf of Land

$871,000

/Space
/Space
/Space
/Space
/Sf of G BA

0
1,320,000
0
0
7,482,000
1,935,000

0
66
0
0
49,883
20%

Total Direct Costs

Spaces
Spaces
Spaces
Spaces
Sf of GBA
Other Direct Costs

49,883 Sf of GSA

$5,000
$20,000
$35,000
$45,000
$150

$5,881,000

$233 /Sf of GBA
!

III.

Indirect Costs
Architecture, Engineering & Consulting
Public Permits & Fees
Taxes, Insurance, Legal & Accounting
Marketing
Developer Fee
Soft Cost Contingency Allowance

8%
48
3%
48
5%
5%

Direct Costs
Units
$17,000 /Unit
Direct Costs
Units
$2,500 /Unit
Direct Costs
Other Indirect Costs

$929,000
816,000
348,000
120,000
580,000
140,000

Total Indirect Costs
IV.

Financing Costs
Interest During Construction
Land
Construction
Loan Origination Fees

$2,933,000

5
6

$5,881,000 Cost
$15,576,000 Cost
60% Loan to Value

3.6% Avg Rate
3.6% Avg Rate
2.0 Points

Total Financing Costs

V.

2
3

$11,608,000

Total Construction Cost
Total Development Cost

$318,000
505,000
213,000
$1,036,000

48 Units
48 Units

$325,000 /Unit
$447,000 /Unit

$15,577,000
$21,458,000

Estimated based on a survey of the sales of residentially zoned land in Glendale between 2016 and 2018.
Based on the estimated costs for similar
Based on 1.0 space for Studio Units; 1.0 space for One-Bedroom Units; 2.0 spaces for Two-Bedroom Units; and 2.0 spaces for Three-Bedroom
Units.
Based
Based
Based

No guest spaces are provided.
on estimates prepared for other projects within Glendale.
on an 18 month construction period and a 100% average outstanding loan balance.
on an 18 month construction period and a 60% average outstanding loan balance.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File Name: Rent Inclusionary 82018; Pf DB Feas
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APPENDIX B - EXHIBIT III - TABLE 2
ESTIMATED STABILIZED NET OPERATING INCOME
RENTAL APARTMENTS
PRO FORMA ANALYSIS: FEASIBLE INCWSIONARY PERCENTAGE ALTERNATIVE
LOW DENSITY: 35% DENSITY BONUS ALTERNATIVE
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA

I.

Gross Income
A. Market Rate Units

Studio Units
One-Bedroom Units
Two-Bedroom Units
Three-Bedroom Units
B. Affordable Units

7
17
11
4

@
@
@
@

$2,460
$2,622
$3,377
$3,957

/Unit/Month
/Unit/Month
/Unit/Month
/Unit/Month

$207,000
535,000
446,000
190,000

2

Density Bonus (50% AMI/30% Inc)
Studio Units
One-Bedroom Units
Two-Bedroom Units
Three-Bedroom Units

1
2
1
0

Unit @
Units @
Unit @
Units @

$564
$632
$695
$710

/Unit/Month
/Unit/Month
/Unit/Month
/Unit/Month

7,000
15,000
8,000
0

Inclusionary (60% AMI/30% Inc)
Studio Units
One-Bedroom Units
Two-Bedroom Units
Three-Bedroom Units

1
2
2
0

Unit @
Units @
Units @
Units @

$686
$771
$851
$884

fUnit/Month
/Unit/Month
/Unit/Month
/Unit/Month

8,000
18,000
20,000
0

$25 /Unit/Month

14,000

C. Laundry & Miscellaneous Income
Total Gross Income
Vacancy & Collection Allowance
II.

Effective Gross Income

III.

Operating Expenses
General Operating Expenses
Property Taxes
Replacement Reserve Deposits

lV

Units
Units
Units
Units

48 Units @

$1,468,000
(73,000)

5%Gross Income

$1,395,000

48 Units @
48 Units @
48 Units@

$4,500 /Unit
$4,100 /Unit
$150 /Unit

$216,000
195,000
7,000

Total Operating Expenses

($418,000)

Istabilized
Net Operating Income
__________________________

$977,000

1

Based on the rent survey presented in APPENDIX D - EXHIBIT I. The weighted average monthly rent equates to $3.09 per square foot of leasable

2

area.
The affordable units equate to 18.8% of the Total Units and 25.7% of the Base Units.
For the purposes of the State density bonus, 11% of the Base Units are set aside for very-low income households. State Density Bonus calculates

3

very-low income rents based on household income at 50% of AMI, with 0% of income allotted to housing related expenses. See APPENDIX D EXHIBIT II - TABLE 1.
The balance of the affordable units are set aside usingthe City’s lnclusionary standards. The Inclusionary rent calculations are based on household
income at 60% of AMI, with 30% of income allotted to housing related expenses. See APPENDIX D - EXHIBIT Il-TABLE 1.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File Name: Rent Inclusionary 82018; Pf DB Feas
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APPENDIX B - EXHIBIT III - TABLE 3
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING IMPACTS
RENTAL APARTMENTS
PRO FORMA ANALYSIS: FEASIBLE INCLUSIONARY PERCENTAGE ALTERNATIVE
LOW DENSITY: 35% DENSITY BONUS ALTERNATIVE
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA

I.

Supportable Investment
Stabilized Net Operating Income
Threshold Return on Total Investment

See APPENDIX B - EXHIBIT III - TABLE 2
‘

Total Supportable Investment

$977,000
4.9%
$19,945,000

II.

Total Development Cost

See APPENDIX B - EXHIBIT Ill -TABLE 1

Ill.

Total Financial Gap
Inclusionary Percentage
Percentage Decrease in Supportable Land Cost
Effective Developer Return

$21,458,000

($1,513,000)
18.8%
26%
4.6% Return on Total Investment

Based on the Developer Return estimated to be generated by the LOW DENSITY BASE CASE: 35 UNITS PER ACRE ALTERNATIVE: MARKET RATE ALTEI

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File Name: Rent lnclusionary 82018; Pf DB Feas
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APPENDIX C
RENTAL APARTMENTS
PRO FORMA ANALYSES
HIGH DENSITY ALTERNATIVE: 100 UNITS PER ACRE
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File Name: Rent Inclusionary 8 2018; App C Titles
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APPENDIX C EXHIBIT I
-

RENTAL APARTMENTS
PRO FORMA ANALYSIS: MARKET RATE ALTERNATIVE
HIGH DENSITY ALTERNATIVE: 100 UNITS PER ACRE
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File Name: Reht Inclusionary 82018; P1 HD Mkt
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APPENDIX C - EXHIBIT I - TABLE 1
ESTIMATED DEVELOPMENT COSTS
RENTAL APARTMENTS
PRO FORMA ANALYSIS: MARKET RATE ALTERNATIVE
HIGH DENSITY ALTERNATIVE: 100 UNITS PER ACRE
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA

I.

Property Acquisition Costs

II.

Direct Costs
On-Site Improvements/Landscaping
Parking
At-Grade Spaces
Above-Ground Podium Spaces
1st Level Subterranean
2nd Level Subterranean
Building Costs
Contractor/DC Contingency Allow

15
124
0
0
103,734
20%

Total Direct Costs

103,734 Sf of GSA

Ill.

Indirect Costs
Architecture, Engineering & Consulting
Public Permits & Fees
Taxes, Insurance, Legal & Accounting
Marketing
Developer Fee
Soft Cost Contingency Allowance

43,560 Sf of Land

$300 1Sf of Land

43,560 Sf of Land

$20 /Sf of Land

$871,000

/Sp ace
/Space
/Space
/Space
/Sf of GSA

75,000
2,480,000
0
0
18,153,000
4,316,000

8%
100
3%
100
5%
5%

Spaces
Spaces
Spaces
Spaces
Sf of GSA
Other Direct Costs

$5,000
$20,000
$35,000
$45,000
$175

$13,068,000

$250 /Sf of GSA

Direct Costs
Units
$17,000 /Unit
Direct Costs
Units
$5,000 /Unit
Direct Costs
Other Indirect Costs

$25,895,000

$2,072,000
1,700,000
777,000
500,000
1,295,000
317,000

Total Indirect Costs
IV.

Financing Costs
Interest During Construction
Land
Construction
Loan Origination Fees

$6,661,000

$13,068,000 Cost
$37,229,000 Cost
60% Loan to Value

3.6% Avg Rate
3.6% Avg Rate
2.0 Points

Total Financing Costs

V.

Total Construction Cost
Total Development Cost

$706,000
1,206,000
619,000
$2,531,000

100 Units
100 Units

$351,000 /Unit
$482,000 /Unit

$35,087,000
$48,155,000

4

Estimated based on a survey of the sales of residentially zoned land in Glendale between 2016 and 2018.
Based on the estimated costs for similar uses.
Based on 2.0 spaces for Studio Units; 2.0 spaces for One-Bedroom Units; 2.0 spaces for Two-Bedroom Units; 2.5 spaces for Three-Bedroom Units;
and 0.25 spaces per unit for guest parking.
Based on estimates prepared for other projects within Glendale.

6

Based on an 18 month construction period and a 100% average outstanding loan balance.
Based on an 18 month construction period and a 60% average outstanding loan balance.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File Name: Rent Incluslonary 82018; Pf HD Mkt
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APPENDIX C - EXHIBIT I - TABLE 2
ESTIMATED STABILIZED NET OPERATING INCOME
RENTAL APARTMENTS
PRO FORMA ANALYSIS: MARKET RATE ALTERNATIVE
HIGH DENSITY ALTERNATIVE: 100 UNITS PER ACRE
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA

I.

Gross Income
A. Market Rate Units

Studio Units
One-Bedroom Units
Two-Bedroom Units
Three-Bedroom Units

@
@
@
@

$2,938
$3,014
$3,851
$4,319

/Unit/Month
/Unit/Month
fUnit/Month
/Unit/Month

$635,000
1,555,000
1,386,000
466,000

O Units@
o Units@
0 Units@
0 Units@

$0
$0
$0
$0

/Unit/Month
/Unit/Month
/Unit/Month
/Unit/Month

0
0
0
0

$25 /Unit/Month

30,000

18
43
30
9

Units
Units
Units
Units

B. Affordable Units

Studio Units
One-Bedroom Units
Two-Bedroom Units
Three-Bedroom Units
C. Laundry & Miscellaneous Income
Total Gross Income
Vacancy & Collection Allowance
Il.

Effective Gross Income

III.

Operating Expenses
General Operating Expenses
Property Taxes
Replacement Reserve Deposits

IV.

100 Units @

$4,072,000
(204,000)

5% Gross Income

$3,868,000

100 Units @
100 Units @
100 Units @

$4,500 /Unit
$5,700 /Unit
$150 /Unit

$450,000
567,000

15,000

Total Operating Expenses

($1,032,000)

Istabilized Net Operating Income

$2,836,000

Based on the rent survey presented in APPENDIX D- EXHIBIT I. The weighted average monthly rent equates to $3.54 per square foot of leasable
area.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
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I

APPENDIX C - EXHIBIT I - TABLE 3
ESTIMATED DEVELOPER RETURN
RENTAL APARTMENTS
PRO FORMA ANALYSIS: MARKET RATE ALTERNATIVE
HIGH DENSITY ALTERNATIVE: 100 UNITS PER ACRE
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA

I.

Stabilized Net Operating Income

See APPENDIX C - EXHIBIT I-TABLE 2

$2,836,000

II.

Total Development Cost

See APPENDIX C - EXHIBIT I - TABLE 1

$48,155,000

III.

IReturn on Total

5.9%I

Investment

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File Name: Rent Inclusionary 82018; Pf HD Mkt
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APPENDIX C EXHIBIT II
-

RENTAL APARTMENTS
PRO FORMA ANALYSIS: 15% INCLUSIONARY REQUIREMENT ALTERNATIVE
HIGH DENSITY ALTERNATIVE: 100 UNITS PER ACRE
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
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APPENDIX C - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 1
ESTIMATED DEVELOPMENT COSTS
RENTAL APARTMENTS
PRO FORMA ANALYSIS: 15% INCLUSIONARY REQUIREMENT ALTERNATIVE
HIGH DENSITY ALTERNATIVE: 100 UNITS PER ACRE
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA

I.

Property Acquisition Casts

II.

Direct Costs
On-Site Improvements/Landscaping
Parking
At-Grade Spaces
Above-Ground Podium Spaces
1st Level Subterranean
2nd Level Subterranean
Building Costs
Contractor/DC Contingency Allow

15
124
0
0
103,734
20%

Total Direct Costs

103,734 Sf of GBA

Ill.

Indirect Costs
Architecture, Engineering & Consulting
Public Permits & Fees
Taxes, Insurance, Legal & Accounting
Marketing
Developer Fee
Soft Cost Contingency Allowance

43,560 Sf of Land

$300 1Sf of Land

43,560 Sf of Land

$20 /Sf of Land

$871,000

/Space
/Space
/5 p a Ce
/Space
1Sf of C BA

75,000
2,480,000
0
0
18,153,000
4,316,000

8%
100
3%
100
5%
5%

Spaces
Spaces
Spaces
Spaces
Sf of C BA
Other Direct Costs

$5,000
$20,000
$35,000
$45,000
$175

$13,068,000

$250 /Sf of GBA

Direct Costs
Units
$17,000 /Unit
Direct Costs
Units
$5,000 /Unit
Direct Costs
Other Indirect Costs

$25,895,000

$2,072,000
1,700,000
777,000
500,000
1,295,000
317,000

Total Indirect Costs
IV.

Financing Costs
Interest During Construction
Land
- Construction
Loan Origination Fees

~

6

$13,068,000 Cost
‘$37,145,OdO Cost
60% Loan to Value

3.6% Avg Rate
3.6% Avg Rate
2.0 Points

Total Financing Costs

V.

2

4
‘
6

Total Construction Cost
Total Development Cost

$6,661,000

$706,000
1,203,000
539,000
$2,448,000

100 Units
100 Units

$350,000 /Unit
$481,000 /Unit

$35,004,000
$48,072,000

Estimated based on a survey of the sales of residentially zoned land in Glendale between 2016 and 2018.
Based on the estimated costs for similar uses.
Based on 2.0 spaces for Studio Units; 2.0 spaces for One-Bedroom Units; 2.0 spaces for Two-Bedroom Units; 2.5 spaces for Three-Bedroom Units;
and 0.25 spaces per unit for guest parking.
Based on estimates prepared for other projects within Glendale.
Based on an 18 month construction period and a 100% average outstandingloan balance.
Based on an 18 month construction period and a 60% average outstanding loan balance.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
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APPENDIX C - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 2
ESTIMATED STABILIZED NET OPERATING INCOME
RENTAL APARTMENTS
PRO FORMA ANALYSlS~ 15% INCLUSIONARY REQUIREMENT ALTERNATIVE
HIGH DENSITY ALTERNATIVE: 100 UNITS PER ACRE
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA

I.

Gross Income
A. Market Rate Units
Studio Units
One-Bedroom Units
Two-Bedroom Units
Three-Bedroom Units

1

B. Affordable Units
Studio Units
One-Bedroom Units
Two-Bedroom Units
Three-Bedroom Units

2

15
37
25
8

C. Laundry & Miscellaneous Income
Total Gross Income
Vacancy & Collection Allowance
II.

Effective Gross Income

Ill.

Operating Expenses
General Operating Expenses
Property Taxes
Replacement Reserve Deposits
Total Operating Expenses

IV.

IStabilized Net Operating Income

3
6
S
1

@
@
@
@

$2,938
$3,014
$3,851
$4,319

/Unit/Month
/Unit/Month
/Unit/Month
/Unit/Month

$529,000
1,338,000
1,155,000
415,000

Units @
Units @
Units @
Unit @

$686
$771
$851
$884

/Unit/Month
/Unit/Month
I Unit/Month
/Unit/Month

25,000
55,000
51,000
11,000

$25 /Unit/Month

30,000

Units
Units
Units
Units

100 Units @

$3,609,000
(180,000)

5% Gross Income

$3,429,000

100 Units @
100 Units @
100 Units @

$4,500 /Unit
$4,900 /Unit
$150 /Unit

$450,000
494,000
15,000
($959,000)

$2,470,000

1

Based on the rent survey presented in APPENDIX D - EXHIBIT I. The weighted average monthly rent equates to $3.54 per s~uare foot of leasable

2

area.
.
The Inclusionary rent calculations are based on household income at 60% of AMI, with 30% of income allotted to housing related expenses. See
APPENDIX D - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 1.
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I

APPENDIX C - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 3
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING IMPACTS
RENTAL APARTMENTS
PRO FORMA ANALYSIS: 15% INCLUSIONARY REQUIREMENT ALTERNATIVE
HIGH DENSITY ALTERNATIVE: 100 UNITS PER ACRE
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA

I.

Supportable Investment
Stabilized Net Operating Income
Threshold Return on Total Investment

See APPENDIX C - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 2

$2,470,000
5.9%

1

Total Supportable Investment

$41,940,000

II.

Total Development Cost

See APPENDIX C - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 1

III.

Total Financial Gap
In-Lieu Fee
Percentage Decrease in Supportable Land Cost
Effective Developer Return

$48,072,000

($6,132,000)
$59.10 1Sf of GBA
47%
5.1% Return on Total Investment

-

Based on the Developer Return estimated to be generated by the HIGH DENSITY ALTERNATIVE: 100 UNITS PER ACRE: MARKET RATE ALTERNATIVE.
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APPENDIX C EXHIBIT III
-

RENTAL APARTMENTS
PRO FORMA ANALYSIS: FEASIBLE INCLUSIONARY PERCENTAGE ALTERNATIVE
HIGH DENSITY ALTERNATIVE: 100 UNITS PER ACRE
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA
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APPENDIX C - EXHIBIT III - TABLE 1
ESTIMATED DEVELOPMENT COSTS
RENTAL APARTMENTS
PRO FORMA ANALYSIS: FEASIBLE INCLUSIONARY PERCENTAGE ALTERNATIVE
HIGH DENSITY ALTERNATIVE: 100 UNITS PER ACRE
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA

I.

Property Acquisition Costs

II.

Direct Costs
On-Site Improvements/Landscaping
Parking
At-Grade Spaces
Above-Ground Podium Spaces
1st Level Subterranean
2nd Level Subterranean
Building Costs
Contractor/DC Contingency Allow

15
124
0
0
103,734
20%

Total Direct Costs

103,734 Sf of GBA

Ill.

43,560 Sf of Land

$300 1Sf of Land

43,560 Sf of Land

$20 /Sf of Land

Spaces
Spaces
Spaces
Spaces
Sf of GBA
Other Direct Costs

$5,000
$20,000
$35,000
$45,000
$175

/Space
/Space
/Space
/Space
/Sf of GBA

$13,068,000

$871,000
75,000
2,480,000
0
0
18,153,000
4,316,000

$250 /Sf of GBA

$25,895,000

Indirect Costs

Architecture, Engineering & Consulting
Public Permits & Fees
Taxes, Insurance, Legal & Accounting
Marketing
Developer Fee
Soft Cost Contingency Allowance

8% Direct Costs

$2,072,000

100 Units

$17,000 /Unit

3% Direct Costs

100 Units

$5,000 /Unit

5% Direct Costs
5% Other Indirect Costs

1,700,000
777,000
500,000
1,295,000
317,000

Total Indirect Costs
IV.

$6,661,000

Financing Costs

Interest During Construction
Land
Construction
Loan Origination Fees

6

$13,068,000 Cost
$34,950,000 Cost
60% Loan to Value

3.6% Avg Rate
3.6% Avg Rate

2.0 Points

Total Financing Costs

Total Construction Cost
Total Development Cost

V.

1
2

$
6

-

$706,000
1,133,000
565,000
$2,404,000

100 Units
100 Units

$350,000 /Unit
$480,000 /Unit

$34,960,000
$48,028,000

Estimated based on a survey of the sales of residentially zoned land in Glendale between 2016 and 2018.
Based on the estimated costs for similar uses.
Based on 2.0 spaces for Studio Units; 2.0 spaces for One-Bedroom Units; 2.0 spacesfor Two-Bedroom Units; 2.5 spaces for Three-Bedroom Units;
and 0.25 spaces per unit for guest parking.
Based on estimates prepared for other projects within Glendale.
Based on an 18 month construction period and a 100% average outstanding loan balance.
Based on an 18 month construction period and a 60% average outstanding loan balance.
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APPENDIX C - EXHIBIT Ill - TABLE 2
ESTIMATED STABILIZED NET OPERATING INCOME
RENTAL APARTMENTS
PRO FORMA ANALYSIS: FEASIBLE INCLUSIONARY PERCENTAGE ALTERNATIVE
HIGH DENSITY ALTERNATIVE: 100 UNITS PER ACRE

INCLUSIONARY HOUSING FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA

I.

Gross Income
A. Market Rate Units
Studio Units
One-Bedroom Units
Two-Bedroom Units
Three-Bedroom Units

1

B. Affordable Units

2

16
39
27
8

Studio Units
One-Bedroom Units
Two-Bedroom Units
Three-Bedroom Units
C. Laundry & Miscellaneous Income
Total Gross Income
Vacancy & Collection Allowance
II.

Effective Gross Income

Ill.

Operating Expenses
General Operating Expenses
Property Taxes
Replacement Reserve Deposits
Total Operating Expenses

IV.

1
-

2

~ Net Operating Income

Units
Units
Units
Units

@
@
@
@

$2,938
33,014
$3,851
$4,319

/Unit/Month
/Unit/Month
/Unit/Month
/Unit/Month

$564,000
1,410,000
1,248,000
415,000

Units @
Units @
Units @
Unit @

$686 /Unit/Month
$771 /Unit/Month
$851 /Unit/Month
$884 /Unit/Month

16,000
37,000
31,000
11,000

100 Units @

$25 /Unit/Month

30,000

2
4
3
1

33,762:000
5% Gross Income

(188,000)

$3,574,000

100 Units @
100 Units @
100 Units @

$4,500 /Unit
$5,200 /Unit
$150 /Unit

$450,000
518,000
15,000
($983,000)

$2,591,000

Based on the rent survey presented in APPENDIX D - EXHIBIT I. The weighted average monthly rent equates to $3.59 per square foot of leasable
area.
The Inclusionary rent calculations are based on household income at 60% of AMI, with 30% of income allotted to housing related expenses. See
APPENDIX D - EXHIBIT Il-TABLE 1.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
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APPENDIX C - EXHIBIT III - TABLE 3
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING IMPACTS
RENTAL APARTMENTS
PRO FORMA ANALYSIS: FEASIBLE INCLUSIONARY PERCENTAGE ALTERNATIVE
HIGH DENSITY ALTERNATIVE: 100 UNITS PER ACRE
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA

I.

Supportable Investment
Stabilized Net Operating Income
Threshold Return on Total Investment

See APPENDIX C - EXHIBIT III - TABLE 2

Total Supportable Investment

$2,591,000
59%
$43,995,000

II.

Total Development Cost

See APPENDIX C - EXHIBIT III - TABLE 1

Ill.

Total Financial Gap
In-Lieu Pee
Inclusionary Percentage
Percentage Decrease in Supportable Land Cost
Effective Developer Return

$48,028,000

($4,033,000)
$38.90 1Sf of GBA
10.0%
31%
5.4% Return on Total Investment

Based on the Developer Return estimated to be generated by the LOW DENSITY BASE CASE: 35 UNITS PER ACRE ALTERNATIVE: MARKET RATE ALTEI

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. File Name: Rent Inclusionary 82018; Pf HD Feas
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APPENDIX D
RENTAL APARTMENTS
BACKUP TABLES
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING FEASIBIUTY ANALYSIS
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
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APPENDIX D - EXHIBIT I
RENTAL APARTMENTS RENT SURVEY
RENTAL APARTMENTS
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA
Average Rent
Name

Address

#of Units

Unit Size
(SF)

Total

PerSF

Parking Spaces
Provided Per Unit

Studio Units
Camden Glendale
The Brand
Eleve Lofts & Skydeck Apartments
L Lofts
ONYX
The Harrison
AMLI Lex on Orange
Altana Apartments
Brio
Modera Glendale
Americana at Brand Luxury Apartments

3900 San Fernando Road
120 West Wilson Avenue
200 East Broadway
215 North Maryland Avenue
313 West California Avenue
318 West Wilson Avenue
321 North Orange Street
540 North Central Avenue
546 Colorado Street
600 North Central Avenue
889 Americana Way
Minimum
Maximum
Weighted Average

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File name: Rent Inclusionary 82018

68
48
188
15
20
49
24
38
80
57
30

1,269
621
496
688
610
605
794
671
709
749
742

$2,991
$2,476
$2,102
$2,333
$1,950
$2,252
$2,685
$2,417
$2,262
$2,354
$2,256

$2.36
$3.99
$4.24
$3.39
$3.20
$3.72
$3.38
$3.60
$3.19
$3.14
$3.04

496
1,269
693

$1,950
$2,991
$2,335

$2.36
$4.24
$3.55

0.2
1.0
0.5
0.9
0.1
1.0
0.5

1.0
1.1
1.2
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APPENDIX D - EXHIBIT I
RENTAL APARTMENTS RENT SURVEY
RENTAL APARTMENTS
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA
Average Rent
Name

Address

# of Units

Unit Size
(SF)

Total

Per SF

Parking Spaces
Provided Per Unit

One-Bedroom Units
Camden Glendale
The Brand
Verdara
L Lofts
Legendary Tower
ONYX
The Harrison
AMLI Lex on Orange
416 on Broadway
The Griffith
Altana Apartments
Brio
Modera Glendale
Americana at Brand Luxury Apartments
Towne at Glendale

3900 San Fernando Road
120 West Wilson Avenue
124 West Colorado Street
215 North Maryland Avenue
300 North Central Avenue
313 West California Avenue
318 West Wilson Avenue
321 North Orange Street
412-416 East Broadway
435 West Los Feliz Road
540 North Central Avenue
546 Colorado Street
600 North Central Avenue
889 Americana Way
1717 Verdugo Road
Minimum
Maximum
Weighted Average

Preparedby: Key~er Marston Associates, Inc.
File name: Rent Inclusionary 82018

120
167
15
9
34
98
61
196
30
115
291
70
119
136
2

963
913
1,027
664
1,012
767
699
764
834
712
748
785
792
955
714

$2,670
$2,476
$2,684
$2,317
$2,821
$1,950
$2,576
$2,614
$2,375
$2,587
$2,508
$2,445
$2,750
$3,360
$2,206

$2.77
$2.71
$2.51
$3.49
$2.79
$2.54
$3.69
$3.42
$2.85
$3.63
$3.35
$3.11
$3.47
$3.52
$3.09

664
1,027
818

$1,950
$3,350
$2,604

$2.54
$3.69
$3.21

1.0

0.6
1.3
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APPENDIX D - EXHIBIT I
RENTAL APARTMENTS RENT SURVEY
RENTAL APARTMENTS
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA
Average Rent
Name

Address

#of Units

Unit Size
(SF)

Total

Parking Spaces
Provided Per Unit

PerSF

Two-Bedroom Units
Camden Glendale
The Brand
Verdara
Eleve Lofts & Skydeck Apartments
L Lofts
Legendary Tower
ONYX •
AMLI Le,~ on Orange
416 on Broadway
The Griffith
Altana Apartments
Brio
Modera Glendale
Americana at Brand Luxury Apartments
Towne at Glendale

3900 San Fernando Road
120 West Wilson Avenue
124 West Colorado Street
200 East Broadway
215 North Maryland Avenue
300 North Central Avenue
313 West California Avenue
321 North Orange Street
412-416 East Broadway
435 West Los Feliz Road
540 North Central Avenue
546 Colorado Street
600 North Central Avenue
889 Americana Way
1717 Verdugo Road
Minimum
Maximum
Weighted Average

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
File name: Rent Indusionary 8 20 18

115
95
15
20
18
31
57
90
85
97
155
50
44
74
51

1,221
1,187
1,703
1,125
1,135
1,052
1,158
1,212
1,200
1,045
1,097
1,342
1,087
1,437
991

$3,389
$3,324
$3,898
$2,834
$3,183
$2,913
$3,299
$3,506
$2,772
$3,416
$3,473
$3,871
$3,385
$4,473
$2,206

$2.78
$2.80
$2.29
$2.52
$2.80
$2.77
$2.85
$2.89
$2.31
$3.27
$3.17
$2.88
$3.11
$3.11
$2.23

991
1,703
1,178

$2,206
$4,473
$3,373

$2.23
$3.27
$2.87

-
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APPENDIX D - EXHIBIT I
RENTAL APARTMENTS RENT SURVEY
RENTAL APARTMENTS
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA

Average Rent
Name

Address

# of Units

Unit Size
(SF)

Total

Per SF

Parking Spaces
Provided Per Unit

Three-Bedroom Units
The Brand
Verdara
LegendaryTower
The Harrison
The Griffith
Altana Apartments
Modera Glendale
Towne at Glendale

120 West Wilson Avenue
124 West Colorado Street
300 North Central Avenue
313 West California Avenue
318 West Wilson Avenue
435 West Los Feliz Road
540 North Central Avenue
600 North Central Avenue
1717 Verdugo Road

~

Minimum
Maximum
Weighted Average

ONYX

91
15
15
8
54
8
23
15
65

1,555
1,894
1,354
1,346
1,046
1,336
1,386
1,374
1,234

$4,610
$4,459
$3,663
$3,758
$3,178
$4,198
$4,390
$3,802
$3,448

$2.96
$2.35
$2.71
$2.79
$3.04
$3.14
$3.17
$2.77
$2.79

1,046
1,894
1,363

$3,178
$4,610
$3,941

$2.35
$3.17
$2.90

Source: CoStar; June 2018
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APPENDIX D - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 1
IN-LIEU FEE ANALYSIS - AFFORDABILITY GAP APPROACH - LOW INCOME
AFFORDABLE RENT CALCULATIONS
2018 INCOME STANDARDS
RENTAL APARTMENTS
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA

Studio Units
I.

II.

General Assumptions
Area Median Income
Monthly Utilities Allowance
Rent Based on 60% AMI & 30% of Income Allotted to Housing
Benchmark Annual Household Income
Percentage of Income Allotted to Housing Expenses
Monthly Income Available for Housing Expenses
(Less) Monthly Utilities Allowance
Maximum Allowable Rent

III.

Rent Based on 50% AMI & 30% of Income Allotted to Housing
Benchmark Annual Household Income
Percentage of Income Allotted to Housing Expenses
Monthly Income Available for Housing Expenses
(Less) Monthly Utilities Allowance
Maximum Allowable Rent

2

I
2

One-Bedroom
Units

Two-Bedroom
Units

Three-Bedroom
Units

$48,500
$42

$55,450
$61

$62,350
$84

$69,300
$156

$29,100
30%

$33,270
30%

$37,410
30%

$41,580
30%

$728
(42)

$832
(61)

$935
(84)

$1,040
(156)

$686

$771

$851

$884

$24,250
30%

$27,725
30%

$31,175
30%

$34,650
30%

$606
(42)

$693
(61)

$779
(84)

$866
(156)

$564

$632

$695

$710

Based on the 2018 Los Angeles County median incomes published by the California Housing & Community Development Department (HCD). The
benchmark household size is set at the number of bedrooms in the unit plus one.
Based on Glendale PHA allowances effective as of 3/1/18. Assumes: gas heating, cooking and water heating; basic electric; and air conditioning.
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File name: Rent lnclusionary8 20 18; Affordability

Page 44 of 45

APPENDIX D - EXHIBIT II - TABLE 2
IN-LIEU FEE ANALYSIS
AFFORDABILITY GAP APPROACH - LOW INCOME
RENTAL APARTMENTS
INCLUSIONARY HOUSING FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS
GLENDALE, CALIFORNIA

I.

Affordable Units
Studio Units
One-Bedroom Units
Two-Bedroom Units
Three-Bedroom Units

Rent Difference
A. Studio Units

HIGH DENSITY
ALTERNATIVE:
100 UNITS PER
ACRE

1
2
2
0

3
6
5
1

s

15

1

Total Affordable Units
II.

LOW DENSITY
BASE CASE: 35
UNITS PER ACRE
ALTERNATIVE

2

Market Rate Units
Affordable Units
Difference
B. One-Bedroom Units
Market Rate Units
Affordable Units
Difference
C. Two-Bedroom Units
Market Rate Units
Affordable Units
Difference
D. Three-Bedroom Units
Market Rate Units
Affordable Units
Difference

($29,000)
8,000

($106,000)
25,000

($21,000)

($81,000)

($63,000)
18,000

($217,000)
55,000

($45,000)

($162,000)

($81,000)
20,000

($231,000)
51,000

($61,000)

($180,000)

$0
0

($51,000)
11,000

$0

($40,000)

Total Rent Difference
(Less) Vacancy & Collection Allowance

2

($127,000)
6,000

($463,000)
24,000

III.

Net Rent Difference
(Less) Property Tax Difference

2

($121,000)
($21,000)

($439,000)
($73,000)

IV.

Annual Affordability Gap

($100,000)

($366,000)

V.

Total Affordability Gap
(Less) Development Cost Difference

$2,041,000
(22,000)

$6,215,000
(83,000)

$2,019,000

$6,132,000

$403,800
$55.00

$408,800
$59.10

Net Affordability Gap
VI.

2

In-Lieu Fee
Per Affordable Unit
Per Square Foot of GBA

2

Based on the distribution applied in the pro forma analyses.
Equal to the difference between the Market Rate Alternative and the 15% Inclusionary Requirement Alternative.
Based on the Annual Affordability Gap capitalized at the threshold return on total investment.
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