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Honorable Board of Commissioners
County of Los Angeles

383 Kenneth Hahn Hall of Administration
500 West Temple Street

Los Angeles, California 90012

Dear Commissioners:

ADOPT RESOLUTIONS RELATED TO NECESSARY STEPS TOWARD ADOPTION
OF A REDEVELOPMENT PLAN FOR WHITESIDE COMMUNITY (1)
(3 Vote)

ITIS RECOMMENDED THAT YOUR BOARD:

1. Adopt and instruct the Chair to sign the attached resolution approving the
Preliminary Report for the Redevelopment Plan for the Whiteside
Redevelopment Project and authorizing transmittal of the Preliminary
Report to each affected taxing entity.

2. Adopt and instruct the Chair to sign the attached resolution receiving the
proposed Redevelopment Plan for the Whiteside Redevelopment Project
and authorizing transmittal of the Redevelopment Plan to the Regional
Planning Commission of the County of Los Angeles for its report and
recommendation concerning the Redevelopment Plan and its conformity
to the County's General Plan.

PURPOSE/JUSTIFICATION OF RECOMMENDED ACTION:

The purpose of the recommended actions is to take the necessary steps towards the
adoption of a Redevelopment Plan in a portion of the unincorporated territory of the
County of Los Angeles known as the Whiteside community. Adoption of the attached
resolutions is necessary for this purpose.

FISCAL IMPACT/FINANCING:

There is no fiscal impact associated with these actions.

Sirengthening Neighborhoods ¢ Supporting Locol Econcmies © Empowering Fomilies « Fromoting Individual Achievement
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FACTS AND PROVISIONS/LEGAL REQUIREMENTS:

The Whiteside community, identified in the attached Redevelopment Plan and
Preliminary Report, comprises approximately 171 acres in unincorporated Los Angeles
and is characterized by a mix of industrial and residential iand uses.

On February 15, 2005, the Board of Supervisors adopted a resolution designating the
Whiteside community as & redevelopment survey area and stating that further study
was required to determine if a redevelopment project was feasible within the survey

area.

On March 2, 2005, the County Regional Planning Commission adopted a Preliminary
Redevelopment Plan for the Whiteside community, which also designated the
boundaries of the proposed Project Area.

On March 29, 2005, the Board of Commissioners accepted the Preliminary
Redevelopment Plan and authorized preparation of the Preliminary Report.

In accordance with the requirements of Celifornia Health and Safety Code 33344.5, &
Preliminary Report has been prepared for the Project Area. The first resolution
presented to your Board would approve this Preliminary Report and authorize its
transmittal to each taxing entity that may be financially impacted by the adoption of the
Redevelopment Plan. The Preliminary Report states the reasons for selecting the
Project Area and documents the blighting conditions within the Project Area that qualify
it for selection as a redevelopment project. The Preliminary Report also contains a list
of proposed programs to improve or &lleviate the blighting conditions in the Project Area
and & preliminary assessment of the propcsed method of financing such programs. In
addition, the Preliminary Report also discusses a contemplated future merger with the
adjacent Adelante Eastside Redevelopment Project Area, which is administered by the
Community Redevelopment Agency of the City of Los Angeles. The Preliminary Report
is attached as Exhibit A to the first resolution.

The second resolution presented to your Board would receive a proposed
Redevelopment Plan for the Whiteside community and authorize its transmittal to the
Regional Planning Commission, pursuant to California Health and Safety Code Section
33346. The proposed Redevelopment Plan contains a description of the Project Area,
the redevelopment goals and objectives, a description of land uses in the Project Area,
methods of financing the Redevelopment Plan, and a discussion of redevelopment
techniques that are to be used to achieve the objectives of the Redevelopment Plan.
The proposed Redevelopment Plan is attached as Exhibit B to the second resolution.

After being received, the propocsed Redevelopment Plan, will be transmitied to the
Regional Planning Commission for its report and recommendation on the
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Redevelopment Plan and to determine if the Redevelopment Plan is in compliance with
the County’s General Plan.

ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTATION:

The activities authorized by these resolutions are exempt from the provisions of the
National Environmental Policy Act pursuant to 24 Code of Federal Regulations Part 58,
Section 58.34 (a)(3) because they involve administrative activities that will not have a
physical impact on or result in any physical changes to the environment. The activities
are also exempt from the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
pursuant to the State CEQA Guidelines 15060(c)(3) and 15378 because they are not
defined as a project under CEQA and do not have the potential for causing a significant
effect on the environment.

Prior to Board approval of the final Redevelopment Plan, an Environmental Impact
Report (EIR) will be prepared and circulated for public review pursuant to CEQA. The
Board will review the final EIR and other environmental documentation prior to the
consideration of the final Redevelopment Plan.

IMPACT ON CURRENT PROJECTS:

Adoption of the attached resolutions will allow the County and the Commission to
proceed toward the adoption of a redevelopment plan for the Whiteside community.

Resp?gtfully submitted,
f/ 5 P /\‘\_,‘

CARLOS JACKSON |
Executive Director ”'

Attachments: 2



RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS OF THE
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION OF THE COUNTY OF
LOS ANGELES APPROVING THE PRELIMINARY REPORT FOR THE
PROPOSED REDEVELOPMENT PLAN FOR THE WHITESIDE
REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT AND AUTHORIZING TRANSMITTAL OF
THE PRELIMINARY REPORT TO EACH AFFECTED TAXING ENTITY

WHEREAS, by Ordinance No. 82-0139, the Board of Supervisors of the County
of Los Angeles established the Community Development Commission of the County of
Los Angeles (“Commission”) with the rights, powers and duties related to
redevelopment and formulation of redevelopment projects within the unincorporated
territory of the County of Los Angeles pursuant to the Community Redevelopment Law
("CRL") (California Health and Safety Code Section 33000, et seq.); and

WHEREAS, the Commission desires to prepare and adopt a redevelopment plan
to include a portion of area located within the unincorporated territory of the County of
Los Angeles, known as the Whiteside community; and

WHEREAS, on March 2, 2005, the Regional Planning Commission of the County
of Los Angeles, by resolution, designated the boundaries of the proposed Project Area
for the Whiteside Redevelopment Project ("Project Area"), approved a Preliminary
Redevelopment Plan for the Whiteside Redevelopment Project ("Preliminary Plan™)
including a map of the proposed Project Area as an exhibit thereto, and submitted the
Preliminary Plan to the Commission; and

WHEREAS, on March 29, 2005, the Commission, by resolution, accepted the
Preliminary Plan and Project Area and authorized preparation of certain documents
necessary for the adoption of the proposed Redevelopment Plan for the Whiteside
Redevelopment Project ("Redevelopment Plan") and the transmittal of required notices
to each affected taxing entity; and

WHEREAS, in accordance with CRL Sections 33344.5 and 33344.6, the
Commission has prepared a Preliminary Report for the proposed Redevelopment Plan,
‘which is attached as Exhibit A (the "Preliminary Report") and incorporated herein by this
reference for transmittal to each affected taxing agency.



NOW, THEREFORE, THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS OF THE COMMUNITY
DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION OF THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES DOES
HEREBY RESOLVE AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1. The foregoing recitals are true and correct.

Section 2. The Preliminary Report for the proposed Redevelopment Plan,
attached as Exhibit A is hereby approved.

Section 3. The Executive Director of the Commission is hereby authorized and
directed to transmit a copy of the Preliminary Report for the proposed Redevelopment
Plan to all affected taxing entities.

The foregoing Resolution was on this day of , 2005, adopted by the Board
of Commissioners of the Community Development Commission of the County of Los

Angeles.

BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS OF THE COMMUNITY
DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION OF THE COUNTY OF LOS
ANGELES ’

By:
Chair

ATTEST:

Violet Varona-Lukens, Executive Officer-Clerk
of the Board of Supervisors of

the County of Los Angeles

By:
Deputy

APPROVED AS TO FORM:
Raymond G. Fortner, Jr.
County Counsel

By: é/t/v (///w

Deputy / /




RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS OF THE COMMUNITY
DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION OF THE )
COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES RECEIVING THE PROPOSED REDEVELOPMENT
PLAN FOR THE WHITESIDE REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT FOR SUBMISSION TO
THE REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE COUNTY
OF LOS ANGELES FOR ITS REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION

WHEREAS, by Ordinance No. 82-0139, the Board of Supervisors of the County
of Los Angeles established the Community Development Commission of the County of
Los Angeles (“Commission”) with the rights, powers and duties related to
redevelopment and formulation of redevelopment projects within the unincorporated
territory of the County of Los Angeles pursuant to the Community Redevelopment Law
(“CRL”) (California Health and Safety Code Section 33000, et seq.); and

WHEREAS, the Commission desires to prepare and adopt a redevelopment plan
to include a portion of area located within the unincorporated territory of the County of
Los Angeles, known as the Whiteside community; and

WHEREAS, on March 2, 2005, the Regional Planning Commission of the County
of Los Angeles (“Planning Commission”), by resolution, designated the boundaries of
the proposed Project Area for the Whiteside Redevelopment Project ("Project Area"),
approved a Preliminary Redevelopment Plan for the Whiteside Redevelopment Project
("Preliminary Plan") including a map of the proposed Project Area as an exhibit thereto,
and has submitted the Preliminary Plan to the Commission; and

WHEREAS, on March 29, 2005, the Commission, by resolution, accepted the
Preliminary Plan and Project Area and authorized preparation of certain documents
necessary for the adoption of the proposed Redevelopment Plan for the Whiteside
Redevelopment Project ("Redevelopment Plan”) and the transmittal of required notices
to each affected taxing entity; and

WHEREAS, CRL Section 33346 provides that, prior to a joint public hearing on
the proposed Redevelopment Plan, the Commission shall submit the proposed
Redevelopment Plan to the Planning Commission for its report and recommendation
concerning the Redevelopment Plan and its conformity to the County's General Plan;

and

WHEREAS, the Commission has prepared and completed in draft form the
proposed Redevelopment Plan, which is attached as Exhibit B and incorporated herein
by this reference.



NOW, THEREFORE, THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS OF THE COMMUNITY
DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION OF THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES DOES
HEREBY RESOLVE AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1.  The foregoing recitals are true and correct.

Section 2. The Executive Director of the Community Development
Commission is hereby authorized and directed to transmit a copy of the proposed
Redevelopment Plan to the Regional Planning Commission of the County of Los
Angeles for its report and recommendation concerning the Redevelopment Plan and its
conformity to the County's General Plan.

The foregoing Resolution was on this day of , 2005, adopted by the Board
of Commissioners of the Community Development Commission of the County of Los

Angeles.

BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS OF THE COMMUNITY
DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION OF THE COUNTY OF LOS
ANGELES

By:
Chair

ATTEST:
Violet Varona-Lukens, Executive Officer-Clerk

of the Board of Supervisors of
the County of Los Angeles

By:
Deputy

APPROVED AS TO FORM:
Raymond G. Fortner, Jr.
County Counsel

o U
By: Z 7 e (///,:l@\\ ’/’
Deputy a

N\ 1
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PRELIMINARY REPORT
FOR THE
REDEVELOPMENT PLAN
FOR THE
WHITESIDE REDEVELOPMENT PROJECT

L INTRODUCTION

A. PURPOSE

This Preliminary Report (“Report”) for the proposed adoption of the Redevelopment Plan
(“Plan”) for the Whiteside Redevelopment Project (“Project Area” or “Project”) has been
prepared for the Community Development Commission of the County of Los Angeles
(“Commission” or “CDC” or “LACDC") to fulfill the requirements of Section 33344.5 of the
California Community Redevelopment Law (Health and Safety Code Section 33000 et seq.; the.
“CRL"). The Project Area consists of approximately 171 acres and is located within a portion of
the City Terrace area referred to as “Whiteside”, which is located within the County of Los
Angeles (“County”) unincorporated territory along the Interstate 10 Freeway west of the
Interstate 710 Freeway (see Figure 1). The Project Area is generally bounded by the City of
Los Angeles communities of Boyle Heights on the west and Lincoln Heights on the north, and
unincorporated County territory to the south, and the City of Monterey Park on the east. The
Project Area primarily consists of industrial land uses with smaller areas consisting of
commercial, residential and public land uses. Major streets that traverse the Project Area
include Herbert Avenue, Medford Street, Fowler Street, and Whiteside Street.

As part of the process of adopting the proposed Plan, the CRL requires specific information be
provided to taxing agencies and officials (“affected taxing entities”) that share a portion of the
~ general property tax within the Project Area before the adoption of the proposed Plan. Such
information includes this Preliminary Report prepared pursuant to CRL Section 33344.5. The
taxing entities’ receipt of this Report initiates the consultation process leading up to the adoptlon
of the proposed Plan.

The Preliminary Report provides documentation on the nature and extent of the existing
conditions (blighting conditions) within the Project Area and how these conditions will be
corrected through the use of redevelopment. The Preliminary Report also describes how the
redevelopment of the Project Area will be financed so that economic feasibility can be
demonstrated. As shown below, the Report is divided into five (5) sections that generally
correspond to the subdivisions contained in CRL Section 33344.5, which specify the required
contents of the Preliminary Report as described on the following page.

Preliminary Report for the Redevelopment Plan for the Whiteside Redevelopment Project Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
The Community Development Commission of the County of Los Angeles Page 1
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in 2004, the Commission contracted with Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. (KMA) to prepare a
redevelopment feasibility analysis to determine whether the Project Area would qualify as
blighted for inclusion within a redevelopment project area in accordance with the CRL. The
redevelopment feasibility analysis study area included the Project Area along with the
residential area southwest of the Project Area along Ellison, Attridge and Whiteside Streets.
Subsequent to the preparation of the redevelopment feasibility analysis, the Commission
decided to exclude that portion of the residential area from the Project Area because including
the residential area would not achieve the Commission’s primary goal for the Project Area,
which is to develop a viable biomedical technology area. Thus, in March of 2005, the Planning
Commission of the County of Los Angeles, by resolution, selected the boundaries of the Project
Area to be further studied as a redevelopment project area. The remaining residential uses are
those that are integral to the larger Project Area and will likely be impacted and benefited by the
proposed redevelopment activities. The existing conditions within the proposed Project Area,
including the physical and economic blighting conditions, are described in Section. Hil of this
Report. ‘

The purposes and objectives of the Redevelopment Plan are to eliminate the conditions of
blight, as defined by Community Redevelopment Law, existing in the Project Area and to
prevent the recurrence of deteriorating conditions in the Project Area. The Commission
proposes to eliminate such conditions and prevent their recurrence by providing, pursuant to
this Plan, for the planning, development, re-planning, redesign, redevelopment, reconstruction
and rehabilitation of the Project Area and by providing for such facilities as may be appropriate
or necessary in the interest of the general welfare, in accordance with the General Plan and
other planning documents promulgated pursuant thereto as may be adopted or amended from
time to time. The Commission proposes to: '

1. Encourage the redevelopment of the Project Area subject to and consistent with the
County’s General Plan and/or specific development plans as may be adopted from time
to time through the cooperation of private enterprise and public agencies.

2. Enhance the long-term economic well-being of the Project Area.

3. Provide public infrastructure improvements and community facilities, such as the
installation, construction, and/or reconstruction of streets, utilities, public buildings and
facilities (such as facilities for pedestrian circulation and parking facilities), storm drains,
utility undergrounding, street lighting, landscaping and other improvements which are
necessary for the effective redevelopment of the Project Area.

4, Provide for participation in the redevelopment of property in the Project Area, where
feasible, by owners who agree to so participate in conformity with this Redevelopment
Plan.

5. Encourage joint efforts and cooperative efforts among property owners, businesses and

public agencies to achieve desirable economic development goals and programs and to
reduce or eliminate deteriorating conditions.

Preliminary Report for the Redeveiopment Plan for the Whiteside Redevelopment Project Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
The Community Development Commission of the County of Los Angeles Page §
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. PHYSICAL AND ECONOMIC BLIGHTING CONDITIONS WITHIN THE PROJECT
AREA

A. EXISTING LAND USES

The Project Area primarily consists of industrial uses with pockets of residential, commercial,
public uses, and vacant land interspersed among the industrial uses. Table 1 shows the overall
breakdown of the existing land uses within the Project Area by acreage, number of parcels, and
the number of buildings. Industrial land uses represent the largest portion of the Project Area
acreage at 77 percent, with 49 percent of the parcels and 51 percent of the buildings. As
shown in Table 1, residential land uses, including both single- and multi-family, represent the
second largest land use category within the Project Area accounting for approximately nine
percent of the acreage, 29 percent of the parcels and 36 percent of the buildings.
Approximately 62 percent of the residential units are multi-family dwellings. Commercial retail
and office uses represent a small portion of the Project Area consisting of approximately eight
percent of the total acreage, nine percent of the parcels, and 10 percent of the buildings. Public
land uses represent three percent of the acreage and two percent of the parcels and two
percent of the total buildings within the Project Area. The public uses consist of three State-
owned parcels, a Southern California Edison substation, a California Water Service building,
and two churches. The remainder of the Project Area consists of vacant land (4.9 acres) and
public rights-of-way (35.9 acres) (see Table 1, Figure 2).

B. OVERVIEW OF EXISTING CONDITIONS WITHIN THE PROJECT AREA

Most of the industrial uses consist of manufacturing and heavy industrial uses with pockets of
light industrial. The industrial buildings within the Project Area are primarily classified by real
estate brokers as Class C buildings, with some Class B buildings mixed in. Class C buildings
consist of older buildings that do not contain many of the contemporary amenities associated
with newer industrial buildings. For instance, Class C buildings typically do not have HVAC
systems, fire sprinkler systems, adequate ceiling heights, or dock high truck loading bays. Even
Class B industrial buildings that are newer than Class C buildings often do not have all of the
contemporary amenities that new Class A buildings might have such as ceiling clear heights of
24-30 feet or have 1.5 truck docking bays per 10,000 square feet of building space.
Approximately 54 percent of the industrial buildings within the Project Area are older than 50
years, with 50 years considered the limit on life expectancy for heavy industrial and
manufacturing buildings.” In fact, based upon the field survey conducted for the blight analysis,
34 percent of the industrial buildings in the Project Area are either deteriorated. or dilapidated,
which is primarily a combination of age, a lack of maintenance and substandard improvements.
In addition, 37 percent of the industrial buildings contain characteristics of defective design or
physical construction such as faulty additions or the use of poor building materials. These
conditions contribute to the general perception that the industrial buildings are obsolete. As an

' Marshall and Swift, Marshall Valuation Service, February 2004, Section 97, pg. 7.
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Most of the industrial uses within the Industrial Submarket have better access to the ports of
Long Beach and San Pedro, and to Orange and San Diego Counties. The type of industrial
uses in the Project Area is mixed, but tends to consist of heavy industrial uses, primarily
because the County is more lax in their zoning standards than the City of Los Angeles and other

“nearby communities. However, even with the lax County zoning standards, the Project Area
according to real estate brokers, is not even close to being comparable to other regional
industrial market areas. According to one real estate broker, basically, it is a step down from
Vernon and Commerce and there is no comparable market.

Although industrial properties are the predominant land use in the Project Area, there are
pockets of residential properties on the fringe of the Project Area. The primary residential areas
are located in the south central portion of the Project Area along Herbert Avenue between
Medford Street and Whiteside Street and in the northeast corner of the Project Area between
Worth Street and Tim Avenue. These areas consist of 141 units with 38 percent single-family
units and 62 percent multi-family units. Approximately 22 percent of the residential structures
are deteriorated or dilapidated, which is significantly less than the industrial buildings, this is still
a significant level of deterioration. Like the industrial uses, many of the single-family homes and
multi-family units are older and are in need of substantial investment.. Approximately 85 percent
of the residential structures are older than 50 years with 40 percent at least 75 years old. The
average size of a single-family unit in the Project Area is 1,412 square feet and 34 percent are
less than 1,000 square feet. This is small by today’s standards as the average single-family tjnit
“constructed nationwide is 2,225 square feet. At the same time, the average household size or
number of persons living in a unit is above the average. Approximately 49 percent ofthe
Project Area'’s residential units are overcrowded, of which, 31 percent of the units are seriously
overcrowded. In terms of crime, real estate brokers have indicated that crime is a major

. problem. Crime has increased by 13 percent from 2000 to 2004, while crime overall in the
County has decreased by 12 percent. Furthermore, violent crimes within the Project Area have
decreased at a significantly siower rate than the County. As a result of the physical and
economic blighting conditions that exist in the Project Area, the residential (and industrial) areas
are considered less desirable than other surrounding areas. The above factors affect housing -
values. Although single-family home sales price per square foot are similar in the immediate
adjacent area, the sales price per square foot in the Project Area is 10 percent lower than the
six zip codes that surround the Project Area, which includes portions of Alhambra and Monterey

Park.

Finally, scattered throughout the Project Area are commercial uses, which primarily consist of
older commercial retail stores serving the adjacent residential community. Approximately 43
percent of the commercial buildings in the Project Area are over 50 years old. Due to the lack of
upkeep and maintenance, 35 percent of the buildings are either deteriorated or dilapidated.
Furthermore, 89 percent of the commercial buildings within the Project Area are small in size
and do not meet contemporary standards for the minimum size for a grocery store (30,000
square feet), which residents in the area desire. In addition, many of the retail buildings lack
necessary parking to accommodate customers. Of the 24 commercial parcels within the Project
Area, 13 parcels or 54 percent have been identified as providing inadequate parking. A
combination of these physical blighting conditions have impacted the value of commercial

Preliminary Report for the Redevelopment Plan for the Whiteside Redeveiopment Project Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
The Community Development Commission of the County of Los Angeles Page 11
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The urbanization analysis is summarized in Table 2 below and is organized pursuant to CRL
Section 33320.1(c).

Table 2: Urbanization Analysis

Acres %
Total Number of Acres in the Project Area ' 170.70 100.0%
Total Number of Acres Characterized by the Existence of Subdivided
Lots of Irregular Form and Shape and Inadequate Size for Proper
Usefulness and Development that are in Multiple Ownership 648 = 38%
Total Number of Acres in Agricultural Use -0 : 0%
Total Number of Acres that is an Integral Part of an Area ‘ . :
Developed for Urban Uses ' - 170.70 100.0%
Vacant Land 4.9 ‘ 3%
Percent of Property that is Predominately Urbanized 170.70 . ‘100.0%

In evaluating the urbanized area status of the Project Area, KMA reviewed aerial photos,
MetroScan data, and information collected during the field survey for the Project Area. The
legal description prepared for the Project Area identifies a total acreage of 170.70. Within the
Project Area there are a few vacant parcels. Even the few vacant parcels would qualify as
urbanized because they are integral to the Project Area and are completely surrounded by
developed urban uses (see Figure 3). Furthermore, utilities, streets, sidewalks and other
infrastructure associated with urbanized areas serve all portions of the Project Area. Finally,
there are a total of 150 parcels with a combined acreage of 64.8 that are characterized as
subdivided lots of irregular form and shape and inadequate size for proper usefulness and
development that are in multiple ownership. It is presumed that any parcel that is too small for
contemporary development (and is in multiple ownership) is also of irregular shape. In other
words, it is not possible to have a standard shaped parcel that is too small for contemporary
development. Either the parcel length or width or both must be too short for proper usefulness
and development. The location of lots characterized as subdivided lots of irreg ular form and
shape and inadequate size are shown in Figure 3.

Based upon the breakdown of the urbanization of the Project Area by acreage as outlined in
Table 2 and shown in Figure 3 (Urbanization Map), the data confirms that the Project Area is
predominantly urbanized.

Preliminary Report for the Redevelopment Plan for the Whiteside Redevelopment Project Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
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D. BLIGHT FINDINGS

1. Community Redevelopment Law Requirements

Section 33030(b)(1) of the Community Redevelopment Law (CRL) states that a blighted area is
one that is both predominately urbanized and is an area in which the combination of blighting
conditions is so prevalent and so substantial that it causes a reduction of, or lack of, proper
utilization of the area to such an extent that it constitutes a serious physical and economic
burden on the community which cannot reasonably be expected to be reversed or alleviated by
private enterprise or governmental action, or both, without redevelopment. The followmg are
the blighting conditions def ned in Section 33031 of the CRL:

Physical Blighting Characteristics - CRL Section 33031(a)

1. Buildings in which it is unsafe or unhealthy for persons to live or work. These
conditions can be caused by serious building code violations, dilapidation and
deterioration, defective design or physical constructlon faulty or inadequate ‘
utilities, or similar factors.

2. Factors that prevent or substantially hinder the economically viable use or
capacity of buildings or lots. This condition can be caused by substandard
design, inadequate building size given present standards and market conditions,

lack of parking, or other similar factors.

3. Adjacent or néarby uses that are incompatible with each other and which prevent
the economic development of those parcels or other portions of the project area.

4, The existence of subdivided lots of irregular form and shape and inadequate size
for proper usefulness and development that are in multiple ownership.

Economic Blighting Characteristics — CRL Section 33031(b)

1. Depreciated or stagnant property values or impaired investments, including but
not necessarily limited to, those properties containing hazardous wastes that

require the use of Commission authority.

2. Abnormally high business vacancies, abnormally low lease rates, high tumover
rates, abandoned buildings, or excessive vacant lots within an area developed
for urban use and served by utilities. :

3. A lack of necessary commercial facilities that are normally found in
neighborhoods, including grocery stores, drug stores, and banks and other
lending institutions.

Preliminary Report for the Redevelopment Plan for the Whiteside Redevelopment Project Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
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then compared industrial sales comparisons for the past 10 years (1994-2004) as provided by
CoStar Comps for properties within the Industrial Submarket to industrial sales information for
the Project Area for the same 10-year time period as obtained from MetroScan to determine if
the Project Area had lower industrial sales prices. In order to take into consideration building
and parcel size, this information was aggregated and compared on a sales price per squar'é foot
of land and building space basis. Similarly, single-family sales transactions within the Project
Area (since 1994) were compared with the surrounding residential areas (1.7 mile radius and
the six zip code area surrounding the Project Area) to determine if sales transactions were lower
in the Project Area than the surrounding areas. Single-family sales transactions were provided
by MetroScan and were compared on a sales price per square foot basis. - ’

To assess the availability of neighborhood facilities in and near the Project Area, KMA used the
Yahoo Yellow Pages to identify all necessary commercial facilities, including grocery stores that
were in the Project Area or service radius of these uses encompassing the Project Area. This
analysis also examines overcrowding conditions in the residential portion of the Project Area.
This was accomplished by using 2000 US Census information; a comparison of overcrowded .~
conditions within the Project Area was made with the City of Los Angeles and the County.
Finally, to determine the impacts of crime, crime statistics from the last five years (2000-2004)

as obtained from the County Sheriff's Department, was compared the number of criminal
incidences, including violent and non-violent crimes, that occurred within the Project Area with
the number of criminal incidences within the larger crime reporting districts that encompasses’

the Project Area.

Below is a description of physical and economic blighting conditions affecting the proposed
Project Area.

E. PHYSICAL BLIGHTING CONDITIONS IN THE PROJECT AREA

Based on the findings of the field survey, review of assessor data, sales transaction data and
discussions with real estate brokers the primary physical blight conditions impacting the Project
Area are structural deterioration and frequently related defective design, including misapplied or
substandard building materials, faulty additions and substandard design, particularly as it relates
to industrial buildings and residential structures. Substandard design.or obsolescence was
evidenced by inadequate building size given present standards and market conditions, and lack
of parking (both of which are “factors that prevent or substantially hinder the economically viable
use or capacity of buildings or lots”). Other physical blighting conditions within the Project Area
include incompatible land uses and subdivided parcels of inadequate size for proper usefulness
and development that are in multiple-ownership. Site deficiencies were also noted as a
contributing factor to the deteriorated physical appearance of the Project Area.

1. Buildings in Which it is Unsafe or Unhealthy for Persons to Live or Work

By definition, as set forth by the Redevelopment Law, buildings which are considered unsafe or
unhealthy for persons to live or work in, include those which exhibit deterioration and

Preliminary Report for the Redevelopment Plan for the Whiteside Redevelopment Project Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
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As shown in Table 3, approximately 29 percent of all structures in the Project Area were
rated as either deteriorated or dilapidated. Photographic Plates 1 through 4 in Appendix
B show examples of this condition. Although 29 percent may not seem significant, 86
structures are included in this percentage. Of these 86 deteriorated or dilapidated
structures, 51 are industrial structures or 34 percent of the total number of industrial
buildings; 23 are residential structures or 22 percent of the total number of residential
buildings; 11 are retail and office structures or 36 percent of the total commercial
buildings and one (1) is a public building. As shown in Figure 4, deteriorated or
dilapidated structures are located throughout the Project Area with no specific area
predominating. The overall rehabilitation of the 86 structures alone would result in a
significant cost. A major rehabilitation typically represents 25 percent of the property
value.® Therefore, based on the total assessed valuation of $21,212,096 for these 86
structures, a substantial rehabilitation would result in an estimated cost of $5,303,024.

Deterioration resulting from a lack of reinvestment is reflected in lower sales prices for
residential, commercial and industrial properties, low assessed values for commercial
uses, and also lower lease rates for industrial properties. This is evidenced by the fact
that the Project Area has a 19 percent lower average sales price per square foot of
industrial building space than the Industrial Submarket and the average lease rate in the
Project Area is 29 percent lower than the Industrial Submarket. Furthermore, single-
family homes within the Project Area have a 10 percent lower median sales price when
compared to homes within the six surrounding zip codes of the Project Area.
Approximately 79 percent of the commercial uses have decreaSed in assessed value or
remained stagnant since 1997-98. In addition, commercial sales transaction prices in
the Project Area are 29 percent lower than other commercial properties within the same
zip code. The effect of deterioration and obsolescence and other blighting factors on
property values and the resulting effect on the feasibility of improving properties in the
Project Area is illustrated by the industrial rehabilitation pro-forma included in the Blight
Analysis. As discussed later, the cost to rehabilitate a typical industrial building is not
feasible, as the existing and future lease rate will not support the cost of such
improvements.

b. Defective Design/Physical Construction

Defective design or physical construction of buildings generally refers to a variety of
conditions related to buildings or their additions, which do not meet acceptable and
common standards/practices for building design and construction. These conditions
typically include fauity additions/alterations, use of inappropriate building materials,
missing or inadequate building components, or other similar characteristics. These
conditions contribute to deteriorated and unsafe building -conditions.

SCRL Section 33413(b)(2)(iv) states that “substantially rehabilitated dwelling units™ shall mean rehabilitation, the value

of which constitutes 25 percent of the after rehabilitation value of the dwelling, inclusive of the land value.
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Similar to structural deterioration described above, defective design and physical
construction exhibit a lack of reinvestment and impacts the overall quality of the
structure, which is reflected in lower sales prices for residential and ind ustrial properties,
lower lease rates for industrial properties, and also decreasing or stagnant assessed
values for commercial properties. This is evidenced by the fact that the Project Area has
a 19 percent lower average sales price per square foot of industrial building space than
the Industrial Submarket and the average lease rate in the Project Area is 29 percent
lower than the Industrial Submarket. Furthermore, single-family homes within the
Project Area have a 10 percent lower median sales price when compared to homes
within the six surrounding zip codes of the Project Area. Finally, approximately 79
percent of the commercial uses have decreased in assessed value or remained stagnant
since 1997-98 and commercial sales transaction prices are 29 percent lower than other
commercial properties within the same zip code.

2. Factors That Prevent or Substantially Hinder the Economically Vlable Useor
Capamty of Buildings or Lots

This condition can be caused by substandard design, inadequate building size given present
standards and market conditions, lack of parking, or other similar factors. For the purpose of
this Analysis, “other similar factors” includes poor site conditions and site deficiencies.

a. Substandard Design

Building Age

The term “substandard design” refers to building or property conditions that do not
provide for the needs of contemporary uses. These conditions prevent or substantially
hinder the economically viable use of parcels, and contribute to obsolescence in
facilities. In turn, these conditions discourage investment by property owners to
modernize and improve their property. Age is frequently a factor that contributes to
substandard design. Without expansion or modernization, older properties often
become obsolete. When there is a concentration of older buildings that have not been
maintained or modernized, like the Project Area, this can indicate a lack of reinvestment
within the Project Area. For example, an area in demand will often have a large
proportion of newer or rehabilitated buildings as reinvestment and intensification take
place. Table 5 presents data on the age of buildings in the.Project Area by land use for
which construction date information was available from MetroScan. The Project Area
building stock contains a significant portion of buildings (55 percent) that are 50 years
and older. Inthe Project Area, there have only been 25 buildings built in the last 30
years, which accounts for only nine percent of the building stock (Table 5). Figure 6
indicates the location of buildings by age. The fact that 55 percent of the structures were
built prior to 1950 correlates with the findings of the field survey, which indicated that 57
percent of the buildings are in need of maintenance, are deteriorated or dilapidated.

Preliminary Report for the Redevelopment Plan for the Whiteside Redevelopment Project Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
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smaller in size and are in a more advanced state of disrepair/deterioration than
commercial structures buiit in the last 30 years. Of the nine commercial buildings that
were built prior to 1950, four buildings are in need of maintenance (44 percent), six
buildings have inadequate parking (67 percent), and two buildings (22 percent) are very
small (less than 2,000 square feet) which limits economic viability as is evidenced by low
commercial property transaction sales. |

b. Buildings of Inadequate Size

Older buildings are traditionally not built to the same standards as modern-day buildings.
Buildings of inadequate size are one of the most notable characteristics of substandard
design within the Project Area. For the most part, building size requirements for
industrial and residential uses have been increasing. The industrial building sizes in the
Project Area were compared to published standards, and both industrial and residential
structures were compared to the average size of recently sold properties in the County,
regional submarket, or surrounding area. Public and semi-public were not evaluated
because of their unique use and lack of standard building type.

Industrial

Although the market for industrial space in the Project Area tends to be for the smaller
structures, this is primarily a function of cheap rents. If the Project Area had a
concentration of newer and larger buildings there would likely be the ability to attract a
wider range of uses, such as the industrial reuse of abandoned oil fields in Santa Fe
Springs. The following analysis compares contemporary development standards for
industrial uses as defined by the ULI to the existing building stock. As shown in Table 6,
139 of the 149 industrial buildings in the Project Area are included in the analysis. The
remaining 10 buildings cannot be evaluated because parcel information provided by
MetroScan does not contain building square footage for these buildings. However, the
remaining 139 buildings are considered a significant sum (93 percent).

The needs for industrial uses vary greatly. For example, small single-tenant industrial
buildings generally house small mom and pop distribution businesses with assembly and
manufacturing. These uses will occupy marginal obsolete space, primarily because of
low lease rates and are generally 25,000 square feet in size.? These uses likely
represent the majority of uses in the Project Area. Marketable industrial facilities, which
can house contemporary uses such as light industrial, can vary in sizes ranging from
30,000 to 100,000 square feet. Warehouses have continued to require increasingly
larger building floor plates. In the 1980s, 200,000 square feet was considered large, and
today a building is considered large if it measures more that 1 million square feet.®

8 Business Park and Industrial Development Handbook, Second Edition, Urban Land Institute, pg. 136.
9 Business Park and industrial Development Handbook Second Edition, Urban Land Institute, pg. 131.
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However, for the purposes of this Report a more conservative estimate of 150,000
square feet is used because according to an industry source a typical warehouse facility
is 500 feet long and 300 feet wide or 150,000 square feet. 10

Based on the field survey, single-tenant manufacturing industrial buildings, light
industrial buildings and warehouse and distribution facilities are located throughout the
Project Area with no specific type of industrial use predominating. The following analysis
compares the existing industrial building stock by use type in the Project Area to industry
standards. Of the 139 industrial buildings within the Project Area that square footage
information is available, 37 buildings or 27 percent of the total industrial buildings are
small manufacturing tenants. Of these 37 manufacturing buildings, 34 buildings (92
percent) are less than the minimum standard of 25,000 square feet for this type of use
and range from 2,496 to 112,571 square feet. As shown in Table 6, there are 74 light
industrial facilities within the Project Area, of which 68, or 92 percent, are less than the
minimum standard of 30,000 square feet for a contemporary light industrial facility.
Furthermore, there are 28 warehouse facilities in the Project Area, of which all (100
percent) are less than 150,000 square feet, and therefore do not meet the minimum
standard for a warehouse/distribution facility. Figure 7 shows the location of the
inadequate sized industrial buildings. Finally, the average size of industrial buildings
within the Project Area is 14,748 square feet. The average size of industrial buildings
sold in the past 10 years (1994-2003) in the Industrial Submarket is 24,358 square feet,
which is 65 percent larger than the Project Area.

Within the Project Area, the asking lease rates are significantly lower than the lease
rates for the Industrial Submarket. Based on sales comps, the industrial building size in
the Project Area on the average is comparable to the Industrial Submarket. ina
competitive real estate market, if the physical improvements are comparable, then other
considerations such as location will play a deciding factor. As previously stated, the -
asking lease retes for available industrial space in the Project Area on the average are
29 percent lower than the Industrial Submarket. ‘

Residential

Aside from industrial buildings, KMA also analyzed single-family and multi-family homes
that are of inadequate size. The average size of a single-family home in the Project
Area is 1,412 square feet. The average single-family home sold within 1.7 miles™* of the
Project Area between 1994-2005 totaled 1,185 square feet. Also, the average size of a
single-family home sold within the six zip codes that surround and include the Project
Area between 1999-2005 totaled 1,279 square feet. Based upon the averages for
single-family residential units described above, 34 of the 59 single-family units (58
percent) are less than 1,185 square feet and do not meet the size of the average house

10 gsiness Park and Industrial Development Handbook Second Edition, Urban Land institute, pg. 134.

" The 1.7-mile radius was selected because DataQuick, Inc., a company that tracks residential real estate
transactions, provides residential sales up to 1.7-miles from a given point (i.e., street address).
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sold within 1.7 miles of the Project Area between 1994-2005. Furthermore, 39 out of 59
single-family units (66 percent) are less than 1,279 square feet and do not meet the size
of the average single-family house sold in the six surrounding zip codes between 1999-

2005."

A single-family home that is less than 1,000 square feet in size is considered to be
extremely small by any standard. In total, 20 of 59 (34 percent) single-family homes in
the Project Area are less than 1,000 square feet. This is particularly problematic in area
of high residential overcrowding such as the Project Area and adjacent areas. Based on
2000 census data, 49 percent of the residents are living in overcrowded and severely
overcrowded conditions. Furthermore, inadequate sized single-family residential units in
Project Area affects the housing sale prices compared to the surrounding areas. The
average value per square foot of single-family home sales in the Project Area is $162.66
compared to $180.25 for the adjoining residential area consisting of the six surrounding
zip codes. Therefore, the Project Area has an average value per square foot of single-
family home sales that is 10 percent lower than the six surrounding zip codes.

For purpose of this analysis, multi-family homes include duplexes and buildings with
between three and six units. There are no multi-family structures in the Project Area
with more than six units. Between 1994-2005, 30 multi-family structures (64 percent)
were built and sold in the Project Area with an average unit size of 1,190 square feet.
Based upon this average, 36 of the 47 multi-family residential buildings (77 percent) are
less than the contemporary size of a multi-family residential unit. Furthermore, the
average unit size of a multi-family building built since 1994 in the Project Area is 822
square feet. Besed on the criteria, 26 of the 47 multi-family residential buildings (55
percent) have units that are below contemporary standards and are inadequately sized.
Similar to single-family residential units, the small multi-family units have contributed to
the overall overcrowding problem that currently exists in the Project Area.

Commercial

As previously stated, there are a total of 31 commercial buildings within the Project Area,
of which, 28 buildings are retail uses and three buildings are used as offices. For
purposes of this Report, the three office buildings will not be included within this analysis
because there is no set standard for the minimum size for office uses and furthermore
the nearest office market that could be used for comparison purposes in relation to size
would include office buildings located in Downtown Los Angeles, which would skew the
overall anzalysis due to the higher intensification and different make-up of the area.

KMA evaluated the percentage of buildings in the Project Area that would qualify as
large enough to accommodate contemporary single-use tenant in a freestanding building
(i.e., fast food, video store, or a drugstore). KMA also evaluated the Project Area
commercial building stock to a neighborhood shopping center standard provided by

2 |nformation provided by California Market Data Cooperative.
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ICSC. These use types were selected because they represent the type of uses usually
found in a highly urbanized area consisting of multiple land uses. According to the ICSC
a neighborhood shopping center is a “convenience center’ that serves the adjacent
neighborhoods and attracts customers who live within three miles.

The industry standard for the smallest single-use freestanding building is 2,000 square
feet. This is the size for a fast food restaurant such as a McDonald’s. Within the Project
- Area, eight of 28 commercial retail buildings (29 percent) are less than 2,000 square
feet, and therefore do not meet the commercial standard for even the smallest single-
use tenant. As another example, a video store (Hollywood Video) requires a building
size of 7,500 square feet. Based upon the commercial retail buildings within the Project
Area, 21 buildings or 75 percent are less than 7,500 square feet and do not meet the :
standards for a single-use tenant such as a video store. According to the ICSC, a
Walgreens'’ type d‘rugstore requires buildings of at least 15,000 square feet. This type of
drugstore would provide over-the-counter and prescription drug services along with
everyday health and beauty aids. In total, 25 of the 28 commercial retail buildings (89
percent) in the Project Area are not adequate in size for a drugstore. According to the
ICSC, a neighborhood shopping center that contains a supermarket (Von’s supermarket)
requires a minimum building size of at least 30,000 square feet. However, the typical
square footage for this type of center varies and could range as high as 46,000
(Safeway) and 51,000 (Ralph’s) square feet."® These centers typically provide
convenience goods (food, drugs, etc.) and/or services (photo lab, cleaners, copying,
etc.). For the purpose of this analysis, the more conservative standard of 30,000 square
feet for a neighborhood shopping center is used for comparison with existing commercial
retail buildings within the Project Area. In total, 25 of the existing commercial retail
structures (89 percent) are not adequate in size for a neighborhood shdpping center.

In addition to the limitations to house larger retail uses, the small older commercial
buildings combined with the presence of incompatible land uses and crime in the area
results in lower sales prices and assessed values. As discussed later, commercial retail
sales transactions within the Project Area are 29 percent lower than other commercial
properties located in the same zip code, and 79 percent of the 28 commercial retail
properties have an assessed valuation that has decreased or remain stagnant since
1997-98. The decreasing or stagnant property values reflect a lack of investment in the
Project Area to upgrade the existing blighted properties.

c. Parking Deficiencies

A field survey was conducted to identify parking deficiencies within the Project Area. As
shown in Table 7, based upon the field survey 108 of the 259 total parcels (42 percent)
within the Project Area had at least one parking deficiency that included either no on-site

'3 Trade Dimensions Retail Tenant Directory, California Centers Magazine.
Preliminary Report for the Redevelopment Pian for the Whiieside Redevelopment Project Keyser Marsion Associates, inc.
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parking, insufficient number of spaces, poor parking accessibility, or inadequate layout
or design. Most of the parcels that contained a parking deficiency (70 of 259 total
parcels or 27 percent) did not have a sufficient number of parking spaces. As an
example, employees along Medford Street are forced to park on the street because
there are not a sufficient number of off-street parking spaces (see Photographic Plate 11
of Appendix B). Furthermore, residential parking is impacted by the overcrowding
situation. In many cases of inadequate residential parking, the results were residents
parking on the front yard or sidewalk since there was insufficient or no off-street parking
and parking space is limited on the street (see Photographic Plate 12).

Although there are industrial, commercial and residential parking deficiencies, parking
deficiencies most directly affect the viability of the businesses. A field survey for this
type of blighting condition has its limitations. For instance, the time of day when the
survey was conducted may be during non-peak hours, which would not give a true
indication of existing parking deficiencies. Thus, the field survey would under estimate
the actual number of parking deficiencies. Therefore, KMA also examined industrial
parking deficiencies based upon the building-to-lot coverage ratio to evaluate parking
adequacy. The following describes the methodology and findings of the site coverage
analysis. Manufacturing, light industrial and warehousing manufacturing facilities are
frequently combined when discussing design standards, including parking requirements.
These uses employ the fewest people and therefore require the smallest amount of
parking. One to two spaces per 1,000 square feet is considered the rule of thumb for
warehousing.™ Nationally, the average industrial building covers 33.17 percent of the
site.’> KMA compared the percentage ratio of building area to site area as provided by
the Assessor to the 33 percent site coverage standard. The table on the following page
outlines the findings of this analysis.

As shown in Table 8, of the 139 of 149 (93 percent) industrial parcels within the Project
Area that contained building square footage information as identified by MetroScan, 86
parcels (62 percent) have a higher percent of building-to-lot coverage than the standard
described above (greater than 33 percent lot coverage). A significant amount of the
parcels (61 parcels or 43 percent) range between 40 and 70 percent building coverage,
which are significantly higher than the standard. As a further comparison, six industrial
sites have been developed in the Project Area since 1990, in which the average site

4 Business Park and Industrial Development Handbook, Second Edition, Urban Land Institute.

s \Warehouse/Distribution Property Characteristics in the United Kingdom and the United States, A Comparison, Bob

Thompson, Roy T. Black and John T. Warden; published in Warehouse/Flex Industrial Facilities, Selected
References, Information Packet No. 379, Urban Land Institute.
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TABLE 8

SITE TO BUILDING COVERAGE RATIO - INDUSTRIAL

LACDC - WHITESIDE

% of Building
to Site Number % of Total
Improvement of Parcels . Parcels % of Parcels as compared to Standard
. 38.1% of parcels provide adequate
1.0 - 9.9% 9 6% site area for parking and storage '
10 - 19.9% 17 12%
20 - 29.9% 19 14%
30 - 33.9% 8 6% 33% or less is desired
34 - 39.9% 12 9%
40 - 49.9% 16 12%
50 - 59.9% 27 19%
60 - 69.9% 18 13% 61.9% of parcels do not provide
70 - 79.9% 4 3% adequate site area for parking
80 - 89.9% 2 1% and storage '
90 - 99.9% 7 5%
TOTAL 139 100%

Source: Metroscan, FY 2004-05, Consilium Associates Field Survey, March 2004
Note: 10 buildings were missing building square footages from Metroscan.
1 Site area should include adequate site area for parking, loading, storage and other

typical outdoor functions.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
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coverage ratio of these sites is 35 percent. Using this as a measure, 60 percent of the
parcels in the Project Area do not have sufficient yard space to accommodate outdoor
activity and parking. Based upon the above information, most of the industrial parcels in
the Project Area cannot provide adequate on-site parking to meet contemporary industry
standards.

d. _ Poor Site Conditions and Site Deficiencies

The field survey conducted by Consilium Associates identified nine types of site ,
deficiencies, including open storage, abandoned vehicles, graffiti, weeds/overgrown
vegetation, inadequate screening, and litter and debris. The site deficiencies contribute
to the deteriorated appearance of the Project Area, which is a major deterrent for
businesses to locate to the Project Area. In many instances, it will only take one or two
deficient or poorly maintained properties in an area to create an image of neglect.

Within the Project Area, litter/debris, open storage, weeds/overgrown vegetation and
graffiti are the most common examples of poor site conditions. As shown in Table 9, of
the 294 separate parcels in the Project Area, 175 or approximately 60 percent had one
or more incidences of poor site conditions. As shown in Figure 8, the 175 parcels are,
for the most part, scattered throughout the Project Area. Generally, the highest
incidences of poor site conditions within the Project Area occur in the industrial area
along Medford and Whiteside Streets and the residential uses along Herbert north of

Whiteside Street.

Table 9 shows that there were a total of 390 incidences of site deficiencies which impact
294 parcels within the Project Area or an average of 1.33 incidences per parcel. As
shown in Table 9, open storage was the most predominant site deficiency occurring on
89 parcels (30 percent). Open storage refers to materials and equipment that are not
contained within a building or screened from public view. Open storage contributes to
the deteriorated appearance of the Project Area and discourages prospective tenants
and reinvestment. Litter/debris was the next most predominate condition related to poor
site conditions occurring on 66 parcels or 22 percent of the total parcels in the Project
Area. Litter/debris may create a harborage for vectors, a fire hazard, an attractive
nuisance and a sight obstruction.

Weeds/overgrown vegetation occurred on 58 parcels (20 percent of the total parcels).
Similar to litter/debris, weeds create a harborage of vectors, a fire hazard and impedes
pedestrian use of sidewalks. Graffiti was noted on 56 parcels or 19 percent of the total
parcels. Graffiti is considered a criminal act that in many cases provides evidence of
gang activity in the Project Area. As mentioned, real estate brokers have indicated that
crime is perceived to be a problem in the Project Area, which is supported by the fact
that crime has increased by 13 percent since 2000, while crime has decreaced by 12
percent for the East Los Angeles Reporting District as a whole.
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TABLE 9
SITE CONDITION DEFICIENCIES
LACDC - WHITESIDE

Total No. of Parcels o
in Project Area with  Percent of

Detrimental Site Project
Conditions 1 Area

Site Conditions No. %
Open Storage : » 89 30.3%
Exposed Equipment/Open Activity 40 13.6%
Abandoned Vehicle _ 10 - 3.4%
Litter/Debris 66 22.4%
Weeds/Overgrown Vegetation 58 19.7%
Graffiti 56 19.0%
Unimproved Earth 29 - 9.9%
Inadequate Screening 39 13.3%
Standing Water/Poor Drainage 3 1.0%
TOTAL 390
Total Parcels 294
No. of Properties with One or More Elements of
Poor Maintenance 1752 59.5%

T Percentages in the "Total" row are based on the total of 294 parcels in the Project Area (they are not totals of their respective
columns).
2 Although the parcel may have multiple site deficiencies, the total represents.the total number of parcels

with one or more deficiencies.

Source: Consilii Field Survey, March 2004

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, inc.
Filename: FINAL TABLES 071205; TABLE 9; 8/1/2005; cb
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3. Incompatible Land Uses

Incompatible land uses that prevent economic development occur when the use or activity on a
parcel of land negatively affects the economic use and/or development of adjacent and
surroundlng properties. For example, industrial businesses that wish to expand but are
constrained by surrounding residential properties or other sensitive uses may not be able to
grow or may choose to relocate to other sites. Conversely, residential uses or other sensitive
uses adjoining industrial uses are often impacted by traffic, noise and reduced privacy, which
affects property value and viability of the property for residential use. Real estate brokers
representing properties in the Project Area specifically stated that many industrial users do not
want to be located adjacent to residential areas.

There are multiple factors that have created depressed industrial prices in the Project Area
including structural deterioration, obsolete buildings and crime in addition to the proximity of
residential uses. Therefore, it is difficult to demonstrate that any one factor, such as
incompatibility with residential uses, affects the economic viability and development of industrial
properties. However, the financial impacts on residential properties, which are adjacent to
industrial properties, can be more readily isolated and are therefore the focus of the following

analysis.

Incidents of incompatible adjacent or nearby uses involving industrial and resid ential uses within
the Project Area are found at four general locations. These locations involve a total of 53
residential, industrial and commercial parcels of which 32 parcels are residential properties (see
Figure 9). Primarily, the incompatible land uses occur along Fowler Street from Indiana Street
to Medford Street, at the corner of Marianna Avenue and Whiteside Street, and in the central
portion of the Project Area along Herbert Avenue and Bonnie Beach Place south of Medford
Street. As an example, at the corner of Medford Street and Bonnie Beach Place, there are
multiple residential units adjacent to an auto-related body shop and back-up to industrial uses
located along Bonnie Beach Place (see Photographic Plate 13 in Appendix B). The industrial
businesses in this Project Area conduct outdoor activities, the noise from which impacts the
adjacent residential units. Furthermore, there is a significant amount of truck traffic along
Herbert Avenue that also impacts the residential units. Also, examples of incormpatible land
uses include single-family and multi-family residential uses located adjacent to industrial uses
along Fowler Street and Fishburn Avenue, which are impacted from truck traffic and outdoor
activities (see Photographic Plate 14).

Evidence of the impact of industrial and commercial uses on the economic development of
residential uses is interpreted to mean economic impact to property values for purpose of this
analysis. As described below, the residential properties directly adjacent to the industrial uses

Preliminary Report for the Redevelopment Pian for the Whiteside Redevelopment Project Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
The Community Development Commission of the County of Los Angeles Page 41

PA0507005.LACDC:CK:gbc
15720.009.001/10/26/05



a0 'S0/LO/LO *1e'sasy afqiredwodu] - ¢ 210814 JdwRud,|
"ou| ‘SaBID0SS Y UOISIRAL 195K Aq paiedol

/

! [ [

[

sas() ajquedwoouj jo suoyeso] D

JuBdEA
alqnd-isendo1|qng
|eLsnpu|

PO [LIIBWWO))

pesoy ferosowwo) [
[enuspisay Ajiwe iy
[eiluapisay Ajwe, 9|3uig

ANIOAT

IR RN=YE

Y \
h \ ]
ﬁ T N

-

SASN ANV T T9LLVAINODN]
6 TUNOL:



have lower property values than residential uses located in the exclusively residential area
directly adjacent to the Project Area. The average assessed value of the 32 residential units
that are adjacent to industrial and commercial uses is $55.81 per square foot. The average
assessed value of the remaining 320 residential units located outside but directly adjacent to the
Project Area, is $80.37, which is 44 percent higher than the 32 residential units located directly
adjacent to the industrial and commercial properties within the Project Area.

4, Lots of Irregular Shape and Inadequate Size

Appropriate parcel size and dimension are necessary if land is to be effectively utilized. In order
for property to be attractive to investors, parcels must be large enough to build a structure that
not only meets building code standards, but also accommodates current industry standards.

This also applies to parcels of relatively large size when their triangular or otherwise odd shape
cannot accommodate the desired structure and its parking needs.

To determine the prevalence of parcels of inadequate size within the Project Area, existing
parcel size for industrial and single-family residential uses, as provided by MetroScan was
reviewed against current industry standards. Commercial and public uses were not evaluated
due to the small amount of parcels related to these uses within the Project Area. Multi-family
residential uses also were not evaluated due to the varying number of units contained within the
structures that would make such analysis problematic, in that, unlike single-family residential,”
there is no set standard for the amount of parcel square footage per multi-family unit.

For parcels to be determined irregular or inadequate size, they must also be in multiple-
ownership. For instance, if a parcel is determined to be inadequate in size then all of the
surrounding parcels must be owned by different individuals. The reason is if the same individual
owned adjacent parcels, then the combination of these two parcels would provide adequate
area for development. Furthermore, as previously stated, it is presumed that any parcel that is
too small for contemporary development (and is in multiple ownership) is also of irregular shape.
In other words, it is not possible to have a standard shaped parcel that is too small for

contemporary development. Either the parcel length or width or both must be too short for
proper usefulness and development. The following discussion of inadequate parcel size is
presented for industrial and single-family residential land use type.

a. Industrial Uses

Industry Standard

Using the three previous categories described to measure buildings of inadequate sizes,
parcel size standards for the 66 industrial parcels in the Project Area that are in multiple
ownership are shown in Table 10. KMA assessed the number of parcels that would be

large enough within the Project Area for a 25,000 square foot single-tenant
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manufacturing industrial building, a 30,000 square foot light industrial facility and a
150,000 square foot warehouse facility based upon the existing land us e as identified in
the field survey. The “going” ratio of land area to building area for new general-purpose
industrial buildings is most commonly between 3:1 and 4:1, which results in a structural
lot coverage of 25 to 33 percent.’™ This desired building lot coverage allows for  *
adequate parking and landscaping of the site. Thus, using a ratio of 3:1 for land area to
building area or building lot coverage of 33 percent, the total number of inadequately
sized industrial parcels can be determined. Based upon this standard, a single-use
industrial building would require a parcel size of 75,000 square feet. Within the Project
Area, nine of the 16 single-tenant manufacturing parcels (56 percent) that are in multiple
ownership are less than 75,000 square feet and therefore are not adequate in size to
accommodate a contemporary single-tenant manufacturing building (Table 10). A
contemporary light industrial facility would require a parcel size of 2.1 acres (90,000
square feet). Within the Project Area, 31 of the 35 light industrial parcels (89 percent)
that are in multiple-ownership are less than 2.1 acres and therefore are not adequate in
size to accommodate a light industrial facility.

For a 150,000 square foot warehouse, a parcel the size of 10.3 acres (450,000 square
feet) would be required. Based upon this standard, all 15 of the warehouse/distribution
parcels (100 percent) within the Project Area that are in multiple-ownership would not be
large enough to support a contemporary warehouse facility (see Table 10). The use of
the 3:1 land to building ratio as described above is reinforced by the fact that the
average building coverage for warehouse properties in the U.S. is 33.2 percent.'”” The
location of these inadequately-sized industrial parcels are shown on Figure 10.

Industrial Submarket Comparison

As previously stated, the Project Area is part of the Industrial Submarket area. The
average lot size of an industrial parcel within the Project Area is 31,624 square feet. The
average size of an industrial parcel sold in the Industrial Submarket within the past 10
years (1994-2004) is 71,003 square feet, which is 125 percent higher than the Project
Area. The 66 industrial parcels that are in multiple-ownership within the Project Area
were compared to the average size of the industrial parcels in the Industrial Submarket.
In all, 50 of 66 industrial parcels (76 percent) within the Project Area that are in multiple-
ownership are less than the average industrial parcel sold in the Industrial Submarket in
the past 10 years (71,003 square feet). '

'8|ndustrial Real Estate, 4" Edition, Society of Industrial Realtors, 1984, pg. 72.

7 Warehouse/Flex Industria! Facilities, ULI InfoPacket No. 379, The Real Estate Finance Journal, Spring 2000,
“warehouse/Distribution Property Characteristics in the United Kingdom and the United States: A Comparison”, Bob
Thompson, Toy T. Black and John T. Warden, pg. 17-18.
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b. Single-family Residential Uses

The minimum standard size for a single-family parcel in the County of Los Angeles -
according to the zoning code is 5,000 square feet. Within the Project Area, 20 of the 53
single-family residential parcels (38 percent) are less than the minimum parcel standard
of 5,000 square feet.

The average size of a single-family residential parcel in the Project Area is 6,334 square
feet. The average size of a single-family parcel sold in the Project Area since 1994, is
6,443 square feet; of which, 40 of the 53 single-family parcels (75 percent) in the Project
Area are less than this average. The average size of a single-family residential parcel
that was sold between 1994 and 2005 located within 1.7 miles of the Project Area is
6,021 square feet, which is nine percent larger than the Project Area. The average size
of a single-family residential parcel that was sold between 1999 and 2004 and located
within the six zip code areas that surround the Project Area, is 6,526 square feet, which
is 27 percent larger than the Project Area.

Small residential parcels restrict the size of a dwelling unit due to required setbacks.
The smeller lots do not allow for additions if the economics of the Project Area would
support reinvestment. As previously noted, approximately 49 percent of the population
in the FProject Area is living in overcrowded conditions.

c. Commercial Uses

Using the three categories to measure buildings of inadequate size, commercial parcel
size was evaluated to accommodate single-use freestanding structures (fast food
restaurant and a drugstore) and a neighborhood shopping center. The parcel size for a
video store (such as Hollywood Video) was not analyzed in this section because the
required parcel size of 30,000 square feet is exactly the same as the standard of 30,000
square feet for a fast food restaurant. Therefore, the three categories described above
were selected to examine a range of parcel sizes for various uses.

The industry standard minimum parcel size for a commercial single-use freestanding
building consisting of a fast food restaurant (McDonald’s) is 30,000 square feet. Within
the Project Area, 21 of the 24 commercial retail parcels (88 percent) are less than
30,000 square feet and therefore below the industry standard size even for the smallest
of single-use buildings (fast food restaurant). According to the ICSC, a Walgreens’ type
drugstore requires parcels that are at least 40,075 square feet (0.92 acres) in size. Only
one of the 28 commercial retail parcels in the Project Area that are not in multiple-
ownership, meet the 0.92-acre minimum criteria. In total, 92 percent of the commercial
parcels are not adequate in size for a drugstore. There are 70 parcels in the Project
Area that would be large enough to support & neighborhood shopping center that
contained a supermarket anchor. ICSC requires a neighborhood shopping center to
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have a minimum parcel size of at least 82,760 square feet. In all, 100 percent of the
commercial retail parcels are not adequate in size for a neighborhood shopping center.

F. ECONOMIC BLIGHTING CONDITIONS IN THE PROJECT AREA

The following economic blighting factors were analyzed: assessed valuation, industrial sales
transactions, single-family residential sales transactions, low lease rates, retail sales, lack of
commercial facilities and a high crime rate. These indicators were selected as those conditions,
which most readily reflected the economic distress in the Project Area. The analysis of these
economic indicators within the Project Area is a comparative analysis with other comparable
residential and industrial areas, adjacent areas, and the City and County as a whole.

1. Depreciated or Stagnant Property Values

Over the time period between fiscal year 1997-98 and 2003-04, the total amount of assessed
property value for the Project Area has increased by a lower rate than the County of Los
Angeles as a whole. The total assessed valuation for the Project Area in 1997-98 was
$70,596,746 and in 2004-05 was $92,159,815 or an increase of 31 percent (4.5 percent annual
average growth). By way of comparison, the County as a whole had a total assessed valuation
of approximately $487,996,000,000 in 1997-98 and $749,156,125,470 in 2003-2004 (latest
available information) for an overall growth rate of 53 percent (7.6 percent annual average
growth). Clearly from these assessed value numbers, the Project Area is not seeing growth that
is experienced at the County level. The Project Area has seen very little new development or
substantial improvements over the past six years; therefore, the growth in assessed valuation in
the Project Area is primarily related to inflation of the real estate market that the County and
State has experienced since 1995.

There are a total of 294 parcels within the Project Area, of which, 270 are assessed property
taxes in accordance with State law. The remaining parcels are either public lands, tax-exempt
properties, or parcels that have been subdivided or merged and therefore do not exist in one or
the other comparison year. Of the 270 assessed properties, 21 parcels or approximately eight
percent showed a decrease in assessed valuation from 1997-98 to 2004-05. Within the Project
Area, 59 parcels or 22 percent of the total assessed parcels increased by more than two
percent annually. The remaining 190 parcels or 70 percent remained stagnant and only
increased between zero percent and approximately two percent annually, which is the maximum
assessment in accordance with State law that can be applied to properties that did not either
have improvements or change of ownership during that assessment roll year. Overall,
approximately 78 percent (211 parcels) of the assessed properties within the Project Area either
had a decrease in assessed valuation or remained stagnant at two percent annual growth. As
shown in Figure 11, most of the properties that had a decrease in assessed valuation are
located along Whiteside Street, Herbert Avenue, and Medford Street. Of the 211 parcels that
either had a decrease in assessed valuation or remained stagnant at two percent annual growth
or less since 1997-98, 110 were industrial parcels (77 percent of all industrial parcels), 19 were
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commercial parcels (79 percent of all commercial retail parcels), and 58 were residential parcels
(69 percent of all residential parcels).

As discussed above, there are 282 assessed parcels W|thm the Project Area totaling
$94,466,892, which is an average assessed value of $334,989 per parcel. In comparison, there
are 2,590,008 assessed parcels within the County totaling $749,156,125,470, which is an
average assessed value of $289,249 per parcel or 14 percent lower than the Project Area.
However, this is primarily the result of the Project Area having a higher concentration of
commercial and industrial land uses, which tend to have higher assessed values per parcel than
residential land uses. Approximately 59 percent of the parcels within the Project Area are either:
commercial or industrial which is a high percentage considering most cities average ten (10)
percent for commercial or industrial properties. The County as a whole consists.of eleven (11)
percent commercial and industrial land uses. Since the County includes various land use
differences than the Project Area it is necessary to make a comparison between the Project
Area and comparable communities (those with a similar land use mix). A comparable area was
defined as a community with at least 35 percent of the parcels developed with industrial and
commercial uses. As shown in Table 11, the comparable areas consist of the cities of
Commerce, Industry, Irwindale, Santa Fe Springs, South EI Monte and Vernon. As shown on
Table 11, the Project Area has the second lowest assessed valuation per parcel when
compared to these communities with only the City of South El Monte being 20 percent Iower
than the Project Area.

Changes in assessed values not only indicate the direction and stability of the economy within a
particular area, but also provide implications for County revenue generation. The lower the
assessed values, the lower the amounts of property tax revenues to be distributed to the County
and other governmental taxing agencies. Meanwhile, County services and programs for the
Project Area will continue to be required. As discussed later in this Report, criminal activity
within the Project Area is occurring at a rate significantly higher than the County. Therefore, the
demand for law enforcement protection within the Project Area and adjacent areas is higher
than other parts of the County. If this trend continues, over time the Project Area becomes a

drain on County resources.

2. Impaired Investments

a. Industrial Property Transactions

Transactional data for industrial properties were analyzed and compared to data for the
Industrial Submarket for the period of 1994 through 2004. Review of the data reveals
that, in general, the sales prices on a per square foot basis were lower in the Project

Area.

As shown in Table 12, & comparison of statistics for the Project Area and the Industrial
Submarket indicated that the average building size transacted in the Industrial
Submarket was 24,358 square feet compared to 19,849 for the Project Area, which is 19
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TABLE 11

AVERAGE ASSESSED VALUES FER PARCEL - COMPARABLE AREAS'

LACDC - WHITESIDE

Average % Higher
Assessed than
Total Total Assessed Value Value per Project

Area Parcels (2003-2004) Parcel Area
Industry - 1,461 $ 4,913,894,539 $ 3,363,378 904%
Vernon 1,383 $ 3,052,804,670 $ . 2,207,379 559%
Irwindale : 882 $ 1,486,937,280 - $ 1,685,870 403%
Commerce 3,615 $ 3,266,714,036 $ 903,655 170%
Santa Fe Springs 5,592 $ 4,317,003,645 $ 771,996 130%
Project Area 282 $ 94,466,892 $ 334,989
South E! Monte 4,431 $ 1,191,011,025 $ 268,791 -20%

Source: Metroscan, Los Angeles County Assessor's Annual Report, 2004
! Comparable areas consist of cities in Los Angeles County for which at least 35 percent of the parcels consist

of industrial and commercial land uses, which is similar to the Study Area (58 percent).

2 There are 294 parcels in the Project Area, but only 282 are assessable.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.

Filename: FINAL TABLES 071205; TABLE 11; 8/1/2005; cb




42 5002/1/8 ‘24 31AVL 'S02+20 SI1QVL TYNIL ‘aweuany
"0U) '$1e100SSY UO|SIepy 19sAa)Y :Aq pasedaiy

(sajqesedwo) sajes pajejag » uoday puasj sejdbuy so7 jenuan) U *dnoug) 1eJsoY :92u0S

96°8p $ 8se've 0S'S€ $ zes'ce 8v9'z6L'L $ FOVUIAY LINUVYNENS TVRILSNAN!
8v'6¢ $ 6va'el $ 686l $  68v'ee $ viL'ess $ JOVHIAVY
19'G9 $ 089'8 119§ 00S'SH 000'0.5 $ v00Z/L1ITL IS OPISANUM ZEZY | 6009€0€22S doys jemsnpul  0ZS0-70-82950-031
L9°9¢ $ 000'sy 0L6t $ 0.2'¢8 000°059'L $ y00zs2/L ISUHOM 9EYY ¢ 810S00vZeS pujjueuay albuis  0250-20-0S8£9-031
82°¢6 $ 09g's €2¢C $ 866')¢ 000005 $ $002/8¢/6 SAY wnqQusid €€GL ¢ ¥10600v22S pufjueual WAW  02S0-20-2209¥-031
96°6S $ 0S8t 86°2€ $ 80¥'0Z 000'G42 $ ¥002/02/2 IS PIOJPON L 29E-619€ | L00€00vZZS Puj ueuay aibuis  0Zy0-£0-L£062-D37
iy $ os8'cl 612¢ § 8ov'oz 000°259 $ £002/01/6 IS PIOJIPIN 429€ | L0OEO0¥ZES Pul jueuayl sibuis  0z£0-01-68686-0371
98t $ 902'0S LUSE $ Lg2'801 000°002'} $ 1002/62/9 IS euepu) 1E1Y-10LY €  Z102£0£22S uonnguIsig/SUM  0210-80-12969-031
€e’ee $ 0006 2901 $ ivz'az 000°00€ $ 0002/04 /% IS 9PISAIUM L02vy ¢ 800LE0EZZS Pujjueus) sibuis  0Z00-60-Z8E6E-OTT
8¢'0v $ 8E1'9l vi'ee $ 180'8C 000059 $ 0002/ 2/ IS SPISSHUM 8YOY-9E0Y ¥ 900820veZeS pujjueus) ginW - 0200-S0-8vLE-D31
- 80°¢S $ 008'v 006 $ 0L2'12 000052 $ 6661/4/1 any E:n:m_...,_ 10SL € 210600¥22S puj jueua) sibuig 6166-€0-G£690-031

Li'p9 $ 096'vi ee'se  $§ 026'LE 000096 $ 8661/€2/6 Id yoeaq aluuog N 991 . | ¢00100vees PujjueUD] NN 6186-CL-02667-031
65°6v $ 18504 or'sy  $ 00L've 000'62S $ PAS 19,4974 IS OPISAIUM 006E ¥ Z10820¥2CS Bpig lemsnpu| L6-v0-65€£66-011
18'8¢€ $ oceel 59'0¢ w 00S'G1 000°6.y $ 9661/4/01 IS OPISSUM 0E6E | 610820722S pul jueusy a|buig £6-10-G1085-031
(4374 $ 9€2'eS [ TAPA $ €66'CL 000°092'L $ VE6L/€T/1 1 ISOPISONUM EZIY 'LOLY € €10LE0€22S pu) Anespy $6-€0-9890¥-031
ELEEC $ 000'te ar'gl  $ 616'LE 000'004 $ y661/7/11 Id yoeag siuuog N 994 | 200iL00vees puj ueua) aibuig P6-CL-645€£€-031

i80pig  4s bpg 4S pueq 48 pueq 20ud aleg ejeq oleg ssaippy sbpig NdV adAL pu ON_dwo9

Jad adud Jad asug ON

abeisany afiesany

3AISILIHM - 2G2V1
SNOILOVSNVAL STIVS TVRILSNANt
2L A79vl



percent smaller than buildings transacted in the Industrial Submarket. However, the
average sales price per transaction was significantly higher than the Project Area
indicating that building size is not the primary factor in determining property values in the
Project Area. The average industrial sales transaction in the Industrial Submarket was
$1,192,648 compared to $783,714 for the Project Area, which is 34 percent lower than
the Industrial Submarket compared to an average building size that is 19 percent

" smaller. As would be expected, the average sales price per square foot of building
space and land was higher in the Industrial Submarket when compared with the Project
Area. The average industrial sales transaction per square foot of building space in the
Industrial Submarket is $48.96 compared to $39.48 for the Project Area (19 percent
lower). When comparing the sales transactions on a price per square foot of land basis
using the same industrial transactions described above, the average industrial sales
transaction per square foot of land in the Industrial Submarket is $35.50 compared to
$19.85 for the Project Area, which is 44 percent lower. The discrepancy in sales
transactions per square foot of building and land is an indication of negative image of the

Project Area.
b.  Single-Family Residential Sales

An analysis of single-family home sales in the Project Area compared to the surrounding
area was conducted to determine the relative economic viability of single-family -
residential properties in the Project Area. If single-family homes are selling at lower
prices than what is experienced in the comparison areas, then investments are likely to
be impaired. Transactional data for single-family homes over the past 11 years (1994-
2005) for the Project Area was compared to the surrounding areas.' The “surrounding
areas” is composed of the Project Area and the area within a 1.7-mile radius around the
Project Area (see Figure 12). In addition to sales price, the sales price per square foot
for the Project Area was compared with the surrounding area. The analysis of total
sales per square foot of building is provided to equalize the analysis regardless of

varying housing sizes.

Review of the residential sales data reveals that overall sales prices for single-family
housing units including building value per square foot in the Project Area are lower than
those for single-family homes that are located in the surrounding area. The average
sales price for & single-family home in the Project Area between 1994-2005 was
$147,972 compared to $196,562 for the surrounding area during that same time period.
Thus, the Project Area has an average sales price that is 25 percent lower than the
surrounding area. The average building size of the single-family homes transacted
between 1994-2005 in the Project Area was 1,036 square feet; therefore, the average
value per square foot of single-fémily home sales within the Project Area totaled
$142.87. In comparison, the average building size of the single-family homes transacted
between 1994-2005 in the surrounding 1.7-mile radius, was 1,185 square feet; therefore,

'8 A similar comparison to multi-family housing sales transaction was not analyzed because of the limited amount of
transactions that have occurred for this particular land use in the past ten years.
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the Project Area is 13 percent smaller than the surrounding area. The average value per
square foot of single-family home sales for the surrounding 1.7-mile radius is $154.44.
Thus, the Project Area has an eight percent lower single-family home sales per square
foot than the surrounding 1.7-mile radius.

The fact that the value per square foot is not significantly greater in the 1.7-mile radius
area than in the Project Area and that the rather substantial price difference (25 percent
lower in the Project Area) is due in part to the size of the homes. As noted above, the
average size of a single-family home sold in the Project Area is 1,536, which is small
compared to today’s standards. The size of a newer home (constructed after 1994) built
within the 1.7-mile radius area is 1,981 square feet which is 29 percent larger than the
average size single-family home that was sold in the Project Area in the past 10 years.
Approximately 34 percent of the single-family homes within the Project Area that were
sold in the past 10 years are less than 1,000 square feet. Therefore, the price per
square foot for small single-family units will be somewhat skewed because of the very
small size building.

A comparison was also made to the single-family residential sales that occurred over the
past five years (1999-2005) within the six zip codes (90031, 90032, 90033, 90063,
91754 and 91803), which includes the communities of Monterey Park, Alhambra, Boyle
Heights and Lincoin Heights that surround the Project Area (see Figure 12). The Project
Area is located within the 90063 zip code. Overall sales prices for single-family housing
units and more specifically, building value per square foot in the Project Area is
significantly lower than those for single-family homes that are located in the six zip
codes. The average sales price for a single-family home in the Project Area between
1999-2005 was $169,574 compared to $253,130 for the area comprising of the six zip
codes during that same time period. Thus, the Project Area has an average sales price
that is 33 percent lower than the surrounding communities. Based upon an average
building size of the single-family homes transacted between 1999-2005 of 1,042 square
feet; the average value per square foot of single-family home sales within the Project
Area totaled $162.66. In comparison, the average building size of the single-family
homes transacted between 1999-2005 in the six zip code area was 1,279 square feet, .
which is 23 percent higher than the Project Area average of 1,042 square feet. The
average value per square foot of single-family home sales for the six zip code area was
$180.25; therefore, the Project Area is 10 percent lower than thé six zip code area. This
would again indicate that home size is a major factor in property values for residential
uses. However, there is a premium to pay to live in areas or communities with a better
image. Infact, Zip Codes 91754 and 91803 (consist primarily of the cities of Monterey
Park and Alhambra) have an average sales price that is over $311.00 per square feet,
which is significantly higher than the Project Area ($162.66). This shows that a preferred
location and better image of an area has a significant impact on the sales price of a
single-family home.
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C. Commercial Property Transactions

Transactional data for commercial properties were analyzed and compared to data for
the surrounding area for the period from 1993 through June 2005. For purposes of this
analysis, the surrounding area is defined as the area (including the Project Area) that is
within Zip Code 90063. Review of the data reveals that while commercial buildings in
the Project Area that were transacted during this time period, were comparable in size to
the buildings in the surrounding area (Zip Code 90063), in general, the sales prices on a
per square foot basis were significantly lower in the Project Area.

A-comparison of statistics for the Project Area and the surrounding area indicate that the
average commercial building size transacted in the Project Area was 3,900 square feet,
which on an average was 27 percent larger than buildings transacted in the surrounding
area (3,069 square feet). Based upon information from MetroScan, the average sales
price per transaction was higher in the surrounding area than the Project Area. The
average commercial sales transaction in the Project Area was $245,000 compared to
$273,178 for the surrounding area. Therefore, the average commercial sales
transaction in the Project Area was 10 percent lower than the surrounding area.
However, the average szles price per square foot of building was significantly higher in
the surrounding area when compared to the Project Area. The average commercial
sales transaction per square foot of building in the Project Area was $62.83 compared to
$89.01 for the surrounding area; therefore, the Project Area had a 29 percent lower
average per commercial sales transaction than the surrounding area.

3. Low Lease Rates

Abnormally low lease rates, reletive to other locations, are often indicative of; 1 ) weak demand
for lease space; 2) an excess supply of lease space; or 3) the substandard physical condition of
space offered for lease. Lease rates vary according to certain conditions and types of use.
Notable conditions that have major implications for lease rates include location, access to
market/customers, visibility, amenities, and condition of property and age of property. This is
especially true for the industrial area portion of the Project Area. Most of the industrial buildings
are small Class C buildings that do not provide the necessary amenities (sprinklers, HVAC
systems, clear height, and dock high loading) and are therefore considered functionally
obsolete. Lease rates in the Project Area tend to be lower compared with the Industrial
Submarket. As previously stated, according to one real estate broker, there are few vacancies
and little turnover, which is a direct result of long-time businesses accepting the obsolete
building space either because of the low rent or because of the lax County zoning standards.
However, new prospective users tend not to locate in the Project Area because the area is not
attractive, has a high crime rate, and most of the buildings are small and functionally obsolete.
These conditions contribute to lower lease rates within the Project Area compared to other parts
of the Industrial Submarket area. The lower lease rates make it difficult to upgrade buildings
because the cost of rehzbilitating a building exceeds the lease revenues that could be
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generated from the building. Therefore, as discussed later in this section, rehabilitating a
structure becomes financially infeasible.

Lease rates were obtained for seven (7) industrial properties that are available within the Project
Area and compared with the Industrial Submarket. As shown in Table 13, there are four Iig'ht
industrial, two manufacturing buildings, and one warehouse that are currently for lease. The
overall average weighted asking lease rate per square foot of industrial space in the Project
Area is $5.38 per year or $0.45 per month, which includes a lease rate of $0.51 for light
industrial uses, $0.39 for manufacturing uses, and $0.48 for warehouse uses. In comparison,
the overall average weighted lease rate of industrial building space within the Industrial
Submarket area is $7.59 per year or $0.63 per month; therefore the Project Area is 29 percent
lower than the Industrial Submarket (Table 13). This includes a weighted asking lease rate of
$0.83 per month for light industrial uses compared to $0.51 for the Project Area (39 percent
lower) and a weighted asking lease rate of $0.67 per month for manufacturing uses compared
to $0.39 for the Project Area (42 percent lower). Similarly, the average weighted asking rate per
square foot of warehousing uses in the Industrial Submarket is $0.55 per month compared to
$0.48 for the Project Area (13 percent lower).

As previously stated, most of the industrial buildings are over 50 years old and are in need of
upgrading to be competitive with more contemporary industrial buildings located in the region.
However, most of the rehabilitation needed to the existing building stock, would require
significant improvements to meet contemporary standards for ceiling height, dock high loading,
and fire sprinkler systems. Furthermore, current rent levels support reinvestment of existing
property if the balance of the mortgage is paid off and lease rate revenues are used primarily for
on-site improvements. However, acquisition and subsequent upgrading of industrial properties
is not considered feasible within the Project Area due to the cost to acquire the property and
make improvements, which will not generate enough lease rate revenues to make the
improvements financially feasible. For example, the cost to rehabilitate older structures (pre-
1950) varies depending upon the degree of upgrading required and the level of seismic,
structural and other improvements necessary to lease the space, but typically can be in the
range of $25 per square foot of building area, excluding soft costs (design, government fees,
financing, etc.), which is half of the shell costs for a new industrial building ($50 per square foot).
After factoring typical indirect and financing costs, rehabilitation could cost approximately $33
per square foot (see Table 14). Assuming a property owner owned a property that was large
enough to accommodate a small manufacturing tenant (25,000 square feet), the rents that are
currently achievable in the Project Area would support rehabilitation only if there is no remaining
real estate debt on the property and most revenues generated from the lease of the property
can be used for rehabilitation costs. On a per square foot basis, the weighted average asking
rents in the Project Area (epproximately $0.45 or $5.40 per square foot per year) would support
$45 per square foot in reinvestment (net operating income of $4.88/sf/year divided by targeted
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TABLE 13

LEASE RATE ANALYSIS - STUDY AREA AND INDUSTRIAL SUBMARKET
LACDC - WHITESIDE

STUDY AREA
Average
Weighted Average
Monthly  Annual Weighted
Lease Lease Rate Annual Lease
Rate by Specific Rate Overall
Pearcel No. Ind. Type Address Bidg SF (FSG) Use (FSG) (FSG)
5224014025 Light industrial 3512 Fowler St 10,589 $0.43 $0.39 :
5224009010 Light Industrial 1532-1536 N Indiana St 46,400 $0.40 $157
5224024007 Light industrial 1567 N Bonnie Beach ' 1,752 $1.03 $0.16
5224008008 Light Industrial 1612 N Indiana St 82,9565  $0.57 $4.00
SUBTOTAL LT IND. 141,696 $6.11 $4.42
5223036003 Manufacturing 4160 Whiteside St 9,885 §0.37 $1.14
5224005020 Manufacturing 4466 Worth St 28,574  $0.40 $3.57
SUBTOTAL MFG 38,469 $4.71 $0.92
5223038003 Warehouse 4700 Worth St 16,060 $0.49 $0.48 $0.04
TOTAL STUDY AREA 166,225 $5.38
LOS ANGELES COUNTY
Average Average
Annual Weighted
Lease Rate Annual Lease
by Specific Rate Overall
Ind. Type Bldg SF Use (FSG) (FSG)
Light Industrial 126,635 $9.95 $2.01
Manufacturing 154,080 $8.00 $1.97
Warehouse 346,175 $6.55 $3.62
TOTAL LA COUNTY 626,890 $7.59

Source: Loopnet Comps (all industrial properties for sale or lease within Los Angeles County), Broker Interviews, For Lease fiyers
! This property was recently leased out for $1,800/month, but is now for sale by the broker.
Note: Only included properties within the Central Los Angeles Industrial Submarket, as defined by the Costar Group.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
Filename: FINAL TABLES 071205; TABLE 13; 8/1/2005; ¢b



TABLE 14
ESTIMATED REHABILITATION COSTS - INDUSTRIAL USE
LACDC - WHITESIDE :

Assumptions:
Rehab of 1-story building
Parking - pubiic lot or street parking

FAR: .50
Acquisition No Acquisition
% of Direct % of Direct
PSF Costs PSF Costs
Acquisition $39.48
Direct Costs ,
Rehabilitation $25.00 95% $25.00 95%
Contingency (5% of Direct) $1.25 5% $1.25 5%
Subtotal $26.25 100% $26.25 100%
Indirect Costs
A&E $1.25 5% $1.25 5%
Taxes/Insurance/Legal/Accounting $0.38 2% $0.50 2%
Permits and fees $0.50 2% $0.50 2%
Marketing & Leasing $1.00 4% $1.00 4%
Developer Admin. Costs $0.75 3% $0.75 3%
Contingency $1.25 5% $1.25 5%
Subtotal $5.13 21% $5.25 21%
Financing Costs _
Const. Loan Fees 1.50% $0.50 2% $0.50 2%
Const. Loan Interest 8% - 9 mos. $0.85 3.4% $0.85 3.4%
Subtotal $1.35 5% $1.35 5%
Development Costs $72.21 $32.85
Rounded $70 $33

Prepared by Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
Filename: FINAL TABLES 071205, TABLE 14; 1/16/04; dvb



return on investment of 11 percent; see Table 15). Even the highest asking rate ($0.57) for a
building over 10,000 square feet would support around $57 per square foot of reinvestment
assuming a target of return on investment of eleven percent (11 percent) to attract private
investment (see Table 15). Therefore, reinvestment and improvement of a property is possible
only if most of the lease rate revenues generated could be used for on-site improvements.

As presented previously in Table 12, sales data for industrial properties in the Project Area were
reviewed for the previous 10 years (1994 through 2004). These properties sold for an average
of approximately $39.48 per square foot. These data indicates that while it could be cost
effective to acquire existing buildings and use them in their existing condition since owner/users
(who are not depending upon lease income for an investment return), may be able to make
economic use of the existing building stock, the return to a private owner after investing in
upgrading their property will not be sufficient to support such upgrades without lease rates rising
to levels at or near those in nearby markets. For example, as shown in Table 14, the acquisition
and improvement of a typical industrial property in the Project Area will cost approximately $70
per square foot and require a lease rate of $0.70 per square foot per month to be financially
feasible. Itis not likely that even after substantial rehabilitation of an industrial building that
lease rates would reach $0.70 per square foot, given the fact that such improvements probably
could not consist of all the amenities needed to be competitive with contemporary industrial
buildings in the region; therefore, for the same lease rate as the Project Area, an individual
could rent a newer industrial building in the Industrial Submarket with more amenities.

4. Residential Overcrowding

Residential overcrowding is & significant problem in the Project Area and the surrounding areas.
Many of the homes and apartments date from the 1930s and were designed to accommodate
singles and small families. The increase in housing costs in the Los Angeles region over the
past 15 years has forced many people to “double-up” in units. The following analysis is based
upon review of data available from the 2000 US Census information for the census blocks that
encompass the Project Area and that comprise the City of Los Angeles and the County of Los
Angeles.

The US Census reports overcrowding according to the basic unit standard used by the US
Department of Housing and Urban Development (“HUD”), which is more than one person
(1.01+) per room within a unit. A room is defined by HUD as a habitable room within a dwelling
unit and can be any room except the hallway, kitchen and the bathroom. More specifically, ideal
housing is 1.00 persons per room or less, overcrowded housing is 1.01-1.50 persons per room,
and severely overcrowded housing is 1.5+ persons per room. Based upon the 2000 US Census
(the lates<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>