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Building Codes Division

The Building Codes Division issues constructioratedi permits and provides plan review and
inspection services with regard to building, plunthielectrical and mechanical construction in
the city. The primary goal of the Division is toofect the public health and safety through the
administration and enforcement of these codes hiwihe Building Codes Division there are six
sections. The Building Inspection Section, Eleetriinspection Section, Permit Section, Plan
Review Section, Plumbing and Gas Inspection Seai@hMechanical Inspection Section.

Code Compliance

Building
2007 2006 2005 2004
Permits Issued 4,868 4,694 5,330 5,032
Inspections 4,965 5,611 6,481 5,969
Violations 1,078 1,410 1,408 1,473
Fees $1,593,003| $1,316,342 $1,263,750 $1,098,020
Plumbing
2007 2006 2005 2004
Permits Issued 3,542 3,874 4,137 3,767
Inspections 6,349 6,943 7,202 6,528
Violations 801 826 804 862
Fees $423,448 $460,336 $465,530 $415,008
Electrical
2007 2006 2005 2004
Permits Issued 3,304 3,386 3,993 3,189
Inspections 7,388 8,356 9,547 7,770
Violations 1,168 1,588 2,006 1,540
Fees $469,614 $478,744 $570,173 $382,012
Mechanical
2007 2006 2005 2004
Permits Issued 1,803 2,048 2,258 1,789
Inspections 3,975 3,896 4,179 3,825
Violations 856 757 795 636
Fees $409,479 $395,436 $393,981 $346,6%3

Building Inspection

The Building Inspection Section is responsible tlog inspection of all permitted commercial

and residential construction jobs for code compiatihrough the full construction process, from
foundation to the completion of construction. lesions are also performed on dilapidated
commercial structures and follow-up action is takernave the structure repaired or removed.
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Building Codes Division

Inspectors in this section also answer complaimé®lving illegal and non-permitted building
projects. This section is responsible for revidvbuwilding codes and proposes any changes as
necessary.

Electrical Inspection

The Electrical Inspection Section is responsible ifspection of permitted projects for code
compliance. This section inspects all new eleatreonstruction as well as electrical repairs.
This section also reviews electrical drawings inumy commercial buildings and outdoor
electrical signs. Inspectors handle complaintolvimg illegal and non-permitted work and
check electrical contractors’ licenses. This secilso reviews and proposes changes to the
electrical code as necessary.

Plumbing and Gas Inspection

The Plumbing and Gas Inspection Section reviewspatimitted plumbing and natural gas
projects for code compliance. The City of Littl@dR also has jurisdiction over such work
outside the city limits (if connecting to the ciyater supply). Inspections include water meter,
yard sprinklers, installations involving plumbingdanatural gas. Inspectors in this section also
handle complaints involving illegal and non-peredttwork. Inspectors check for plumbing
contractors’ licenses and privilege licenses. Biumg construction drawings are reviewed for
proposed commercial projects and this section ptsposes changes to the plumbing codes as
necessary.

Mechanical Inspection

The Mechanical Inspection Section is responsibieirfspection of permitted projects for code
compliance. These inspections include all headimgj air installations. Inspectors in this section
also handle complaints involving illegal and nomrpitted projects and check contractors for
proper licensing. Mechanical construction drawirage reviewed for proposed commercial
projects and this section also proposes changée tmechanical codes as necessary.

Plan Review Section

The Plan Review Section is responsible for theengwf all proposed commercial building plans
for code compliance. This review involves all pteef building from foundation to structural,
electrical, plumbing and mechanical and qualifiésemjuirements of Wastewater, Water Works,
Civil Engineering, Traffic Engineering, Fire andrdscaping code requirements. This section
works closely with other city agencies as well astactors, architects and developers.

Permit Section

All construction permits involving building, electal, plumbing, and mechanical work are

issued in this section. Utility reconnection rales for natural gas, water and electrical are
handled in this section. Records and building plare maintained on all jobs for which permits
have been issued. The permit section also mas#imther general records of the Division.



Building Codes Division

Building Codes Highlights

During 2007 the Building Codes Division collectedeo $2,600,000 in fees including permits,
licenses and other miscellaneous charges and pextbover 20,000 inspections. Ten major
unsafe structures were demolished. All informatlmochures on commercial construction
permitting, plumbing, mechanical, and electricalqgadures were updated and made available to
the public as well as two issues of thedes Roundup

All inspection personnel attended some type ohingl seminar during the year and several
members were nominated to policy level positionghivitheir respective organizations. Mark
Whitaker and Chuck Givens were selected to sernaegaral key committees with national code
organizations. The Division also celebrated Indéomal Building Safety and Customer
Appreciation week during May.

A program, which provides for an increased flowndbrmation and communication between the
Division and the Arkansas General Contractors Assion, Associated Builders & Contractors,
and The Home Builders Association of Greater LiRleck has produced good results.

The debit system for contractors has been a gmeatess and allows contractors to obtain
permits via fax or mail. This service allows thentractor the convenience of not having to
come to the office to purchase permits and decsesd®@entime and saves money.

The Division participated in the Criminal Abatemdftogram, which targets commercial and
residential properties where criminal activity regent and building life safety are issues.

The Building Codes Division has had great succes tle following programs and plans to
upgrade and enhance them for better service.

All inspectors are equipped with radios and cetinpds for faster service.

We provide quick response to all complaints.

Five-day plan reviews insure prompt attention tomotercial building applications.
Same-day review is given to residential application

Same-day inspections are made on all inspectiamestg made before 9:00 a.m.

2007 | 2006| 2005 2004 2003 2002 2001
Building Plans Reviewed 901 | 1147| 1368 149% 1366 1533 15B6
Construction B.O.A. 0 1 0 0 0 1 1
Electrical Exams 1 12 6 12 21 54 11
Franchise Permits 26 28 26 31 34 22 26




Building Codes Division

Major Jobs Reviewed, Permitted or Inspected in 2007

Projects of significant importance to the commuimtyolving new construction, additions or
renovations include:

Churches Institutional

Pilgrim Rest Baptist Arkansas Children’s Hoap(R)
Pulaski Heights Methodist St. Vincent Hospital

St. Andrews Anglican Fox Ridge at Chenal Agsldtiving
Fellowship Bible Church Parkway Health Center

St. James Methodist Harris Reynolds Clinic

Temple B’Nai Israel

Residential Business
Capitol Hotel AT &T
Red Development Apartments Walgreens
The Sixth Hole Condos The Container Store
Riviera Condos River Market Tower
Coleman Apartments Bank of the Ozarks
St John Apartments Playtime Partnership
Twin City Bank
Mercantile CDT-Advanced Tissue
Tablots Midwest Cinema
Hanks Furniture Store
JC Penny
Shackleford Crossings
Factory/Storage
Hawker Beechcraft
Educational Rogers Warehouse
Wakefield Elementary 3M Company
Chenal Elementary Central Arkansas Water Works
Episcopal Collegiate School National Home Center
Chicot Elementary Little Rock Warehouse Asstbara
Arkansas Game & Fish Commission Pulaski Countgider
Forest Heights Middle School Little Rock Wasteavat
Dassault Jet
Restaurants United Parcel Service
Burger King Custom Metals

Starbuck’s
Mexico Chiquito
Famous Dave’s Bar-B-Q



Zoning and Subdivision Division

Zoning and Subdivision Regulations are the prindpals employed by the City of Little Rock
in guiding the city objectives and plans to spegdals. They assure compatibility of uses while
directing the placement of infrastructure and pubérvices.

Platting, rezoning and site development ordinanees administered by this Division.
Additionally, use permits, variances and enforceinaea dealt with daily.

The Division also acts as a resource agency foeldpers, realtors and other citizens when
presented with requests for current zoning, platust development standards or statistical
information.

Limited involvement in maintaining a neighborhoodntact list for purposes of monitoring
development activities has been continued by thisidn. The list is monitored for updates and
expansions, within a computer master list. Thiore offers several notice formats for contacts.

This Division has encouraged local developers tvide early contact with staff to assure that
development proposals are filed in a timely manaed with involvement of interested persons
or organizations.

Staff from the Division continues their involvementneighborhood meetings with developers
and area residents. These meetings are held inetighborhood normally during the evening
hours to facilitate attendance by interested neaghb These meetings usually concern an active
application for development.

2007 Sign Code Statistics
Sign permits brought in $70,835 in fees for theryda addition, the Division administered the
scenic corridor provisions on billboards.

741  Sign Permits Issued
6088 Sign Inspections and Re-inspections

In 2008, the Division will continue to monitor arehforce the Sign Ordinance. The staff
anticipates no significant changes in the comiray.ye

Commercial Plan Review
The Division provides for a detailed review of eilmmercial permits for purposes of assuring
that all developments comply with Zoning, Subdietsand Landscape Ordinance standards.

Additionally, reviews of the landscape and buffequirements for developments going before
the Planning Commission are provided. These reviewt only aid the City Beautiful
Commission in its efforts to create a more livabiy, but assist in providing a five (5) day
“turnaround” on all commercial building permits.



Zoning and Subdivision Division

2007 Plans Review for Zoning, Subdivision and Landape Requirements
174 Commercial Plans/New or Additions
353 Commercial Landscape Plans

2007 Other Activities

44 Franchise Request

278  Site Inspections

80 Certificates of Occupancy
127  Grading Permits Reviewed

Enforcement

The Division performs a key role in maintaining #féect and values of land use regulation by
enforcing the Zoning, Subdivision and Landscapeir@mtces. Over 3,400 inspections and re-
inspections were performed.

2007 Plan Reviews for Permits
1174 Residential Plans — New or Additions

2007 Privileges Licenses
1717 Retail, Commercial, Office, Industrial and Ho@ccupation Reviews

2007 Information Inquiries
5442 Request for Sign, Zoning, Enforcement or Lsesn

2007 Court Cases
86 Cases — All Types

2007 Citations Issued
18 Cases — All Types

Wireless Communication Facilities

The Division continued to administer Article 12 thie City Ordinances, passed January 1998,
which regulates wireless communication facilitieBuring 2007, 11 locations were approved
administratively. Staff shall continue to encowagllocation of WCF facilities.

Zoning Site Plan

Zoning Site Plan review is a development reviewcpss that provides for case-by-case
consideration of project particulars involving siievelopment plans within certain zoning

districts in the City of Little Rock. Plans fofl ®uch developments are submitted to and
reviewed by the Division and the Little Rock PlampiCommission. During 2007, the Division

and the Planning Commission reviewed 8 zoning @aes, all of which were approved by the
Planning Commission.



Zoning and Subdivision Division

Subdivision Site Plans

Subdivision Site Plan review is a development nevggrocess that provides for case by case
consideration of project particulars involving myplé building site plans. Plans for all such
developments are submitted to and reviewed by thesibn and the Little Rock Planning
Commission. During 2007, the Division and the Rlag Commission reviewed 20 Subdivision
Site Plans, with 15 of the plans being approvethieyPlanning Commission.

Conditional Use Permits

Divisional staff provides support and analysis the Planning Commission’s review of
Conditional Use Permit applications. Conditionaks are specifically listed uses within the
various zoning districts, which may be approveditry Planning Commission. Such uses are
subject to special conditions as determined by Goenmission. In 2007, the Commission
reviewed 44 Conditional Use Permit applications.f tRese, the Commission approved 40
applications.

Board of Zoning Adjustment

Staff support and analysis for the Board of Zonkdgjustment is provided by divisional staff.
The Little Rock Ordinance provides a multitude péaific requirements which, when applied to
certain developments or in individual instancesy rogeate hardship. In those instances, the
Board of Adjustment is empowered to grant reli€he Board hears appeals from the decision of
the administrative officers in respect to the ecdonent and application of the Zoning
Ordinance. In addition, the Board is responsilole Hearing requests for variances from the
literal provisions of the Zoning Ordinance. TheaBibconsists of five (5) members appointed by
the Board of Directors to a term of three (3) yeaffie Board meets one (1) time each month,
typically the last Monday of the month. In 2007e BBoard heard a total of 77 cases. Of the 77
requests, 72 were approved.

City Beautiful Commission

The Zoning and Subdivision Division provides stfpport and analysis for the City Beautiful
Commission. This nine (9) member commission igaeasible for the establishment and
maintenance of plans to ensure a high level ofalisaesthetic quality. The goal of the
commission is to raise the level of the communxyextations for the quality of its environment.
The Commission also hears and decides appealsdndoncement of the various provisions of
the City’'s Landscape Ordinance. The Commissiomchgi& such appeal cases in 2007.

Rezoning, Special Use Permits and Right-of-Way Abalonments

Divisional Staff provides support and analysistfee Planning Commission’s review of rezoning

and special use permit requests and proposed afglity abandonment requests. In 2007, the
Planning Commission reviewed 24 rezoning requedtspecial use permit requests and 20
proposed right-of-way abandonment requests.

Preliminary and Final Plats

Divisional Staff, in conjunction with the Plannif@mmission, administers Chapter 31 of the
Code of Ordinances, the Subdivision Ordinance ff tavides review and analysis of proposed
preliminary plats and administers the approval ioflf plats. In 2007, Staff reviewed 30

preliminary plats and 91 final plats.



Zoning and Subdivision Division

Planned Zoning District
Divisional Staff provides support and analysis the Planning Commission and Board of

Directors’ review of Planned Zoning District applions. The Planned Zoning District is a

combined subdivision and zoning review in one pssda order that all aspects of a proposed
development can be reviewed and acted upon sinedtesty. In 2007, 92 Planned Zoning

District applications were reviewed.

Filed Conditional Use Permits



Planning Division

The Planning Division provides mid and long ranggnping as well as technical support to the

City. The division prepares neighborhood plans mviews draft amendments to the existing

plans. The division staff reviews reclassificati@yuests, certificates of appropriateness, and
development of staff reports for Land Use Plan aim@mts requested by various groups.

The staff of the Planning Division responds to esjs for statistics, graphics, and GIS products.
This Annual Report is one example of the productsdpced by the division. The division
monitors the Website for updates and assists Witlcoanputer needs of the department. In
addition, at the request of the Board of Direciansl/or the Planning Commission, the division
staff may work on special studies. A few of thejonavork efforts from 2007 are described
below.

Review of Land Use Plan Issues

The Planning staff reviews all rezoning (includiRgD) requests for conformance with the
adopted Land Use Plan and any Neighborhood Plaiffect for the area. If non-conformance
with the Land Use Plan is discovered, a Plan amendifor the area is developed and processed.
For all cases a written review of both the Land Bk and any Neighborhood Plan is prepared.
In those cases where an amendment is determinael necessary a full staff report (conditions,
changes, recommendations) is generated.

Planning staff reviewed 25 requests for Plan chanige 2007. Of these, the Planning
Commission forwarded eleven to the Board of Diresto

Special Planning Efforts

The Division Planners worked on two Design Overligtricts (DOD). Working with the
Midtown Redevelopment Advisory Board, staff develdpa major re-write of the Midtown
DOD. This included expansion of the area as weHddditional requirements. Meetings with the
Advisory Board and notifications to property ownearsre done in early 2007. The Little Rock
Board of Directors approved this significant chamg®lay of 2007. The second DOD was for
the Hillcrest neighborhood. The Hillcrest Neightmod Association (HRA) developed a draft
DOD and presented this to the City. Staff workimth the Plans Committee and leaders of the
HRA modified the draft for adoption by the City.hd area property owners were notified of the
proposal and hearings held before the Planning Oesiom and Board of Directors. The
Hillcrest Overlay was approved by the Board of Dioes in July of 2007.

Boards and Commissions Supported

The Planning Division provides staff and meetingpmurt for the Little Rock Historic
Commission, Midtown Redevelopment District Advisddgard and the River Market Design
Review Committee. Each of these Boards or Comomssineets on a monthly basis.

In 2007, the Commission reviewed 14 applicationrs@ertificates of Appropriateness (COA).
After review and in some cases with modificatiohe Historic Commission approved ten
requests for COAs within the McArthur Park HistoDstrict.



Planning Division

The Midtown Redevelopment Advisory Board completied re-write of the Midtown Design
Overlay District. The Advisory Board has been awmhtinues to monitor the process on the
‘University Mall’ site.

The River Market Design Review Committee met thioube year to review and discuss
applications for exterior changes within the Riwdarket Overlay District. Staff and the
Committee reviewed a total of eight requests.

GIS & Graphics Activities

GIS continues to be the source of sketch and bages ras well as statistics for neighborhood
plans and special studies. Members of the divisiaif represent the City on various PAgis
committees dealing with maintenance and developroktihe regional GIS. Maintenance of
data related to future land use, zoning and strecthanges (addition or removal) continues.
GIS has become a support function of the divismmbioth graphics and statistical reports with
use of ArcMap software.

The graphics section continues to maintain the @gpmase Maps and provide graphic support
for the department and other agencies. The graaction produced brochures, sketch maps,
business cards, graphics for special studies aighlm@hood plans. The graphics staff also
performs GIS maintenance.

Neighborhood Plans

The Planning Division has continued the Neighboth&tan process with work on the updates
(review) for the Western Hills/Pecan Lake/StageboBodd Neighborhoods Plan and Geyer
Springs/Wakefield Neighborhood Plan. Work on anAtar the Oak Forest Neighborhood Plan
update was undertaken in 2007 with a late 2008 tetiop date expected.
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Planning Division

Future Land Use Plan Amendments
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Urban Development Report

This Urban Development Report is designed to Planning District  Sub - Area
describe and monitor growth and present | a1 | River Mountain West
comprehensive overview of significant demographjic,2 [ Rodney Parham West
economic and development conditions, which exis{ing | west Little Rock Central
the' City of Little Rock during the 2006 reporting 4 Height/Hillcrest Central
period. 5 Downtown East
o East Little Rock East
Sources of the data are the official records of ne7 1-30 East
Department of Planning and Developmelm,8 Central City East
MetroPlan andArkansas BusinessBuilding permits
911-630 East/Centra
were _used to quantify the'numbers' Ioca}tlons D[ Boyle Park Central
magnitude of the various residential a
) . |1 |1-430 West
nonresidential developments. The data reflected 5)2 65" Street West Southwest
building permits is only the authorization fgr- .
construction and the possibility exists that a $ma 3165 Street_East Southwest
number of construction projects were not initiatpad | Geyer Spr!ngs East _Southwes
before the end of 2006. 15 | Geyer Springs WestSouthwest
16 | Otter Creek Southwest
Thirty Planning Districts have been designated fok? | Crystal Valley Southwest
both land use and statistical purposes. The distrj 18 | Ellis Mountain West
follow physical features and include not only theaa | 19 | Chenal West
within the corporate limits but also area beyonigor | 20 | Pinnacle West
reporting purposes four sub-areas have bg@d | Burlingame Valley | West
designated. Both the Planning Districts and sefasi| 22 | West Fourche West
form the framework for presentation of data in thi&3 | Arch Street Pike East
report. 24 | College Station East
25| Port East
The preceding map indicates the area of ef@6 | Port South East
Planning District while the following chart provislg| 27 | Fish Creek East
the Planning District names and corresponding sups | Arch Street South East
area. 29 | Barrett West
30 | Buzzard Mountain | West
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Urban Development Report

Planning Districts

Sub - Areas
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Development Activity Summary

Population Estimate
193,275 persons 2007 population estimate

New Construction
798 permits; down 10.7% from 894 in 2006

Single-Family Housing
708 units; down 12.6% from 810 units in 2006
$231,212 avg.; down 5.9% from $245,606 in 2006

Multi-Family Housing
564 units; up 366% from 15 units in 2006

Residential Renovations/Additions
1104 permits; down 6.9% from 1185 in 2006
$51,758,079 construction dollars; up 6.4% from 688,450 in 2006

Demolitions
285 residential units; up 70.7% from 167 in 2006

Office
266,666 square feet; up 67.6% from 159,135 in 2006
$39,685,437 construction dollars; up 67.3% from,$28,810 in 2006

Commercial
823,137 square feet; up 72% from 478,592 in 2006
$49,595,750 construction dollars; up 51.9% from,638,539 in 2006

Industrial
211,184 square feet; up 82.2% from 115,919 in 2006
$21,380,347 construction dollars; up 182% from $Z,%99 in 2006

Annexations
One annexation for 137.94 acres, compared to onexation totaling 9.94 acres in 2006

Preliminary Plats
647 residential lots; down 51.2 % from 1327 lot2006
557.28 total acres; down 44 % from 995.84 acr&Oib

Final Plats
91 cases; no change from 91 cases in 2006
518.33 acres; up 10.3% from 470.09 acres in 2006

Rezoning
23 cases; down 25.8% from 31 cases in 2006
101.31 acres; down 32.5 % from 150.14 acres in 2006

PZD’s

70 cases; down 0.1 % from 71 cases in 2006
577.82 acres; up 42.2 % from 406.27 acres in 2006

15



Population Growth and Projections

The population change recorded by the Census hessstently been positive. During the latter
part of the 1900s, annexations of already devel@peds help inflate the numbers. This slowed
in the 1990s to almost no population gained duenttexation. Thus the large growth shown for
the 1960s, 1970s and 1980s is an over represantsdtibe actual urban growth.

Little Rock Population
. Annual

Year Population % change
1900 38,307 -
1910 45,941 19.93%
1920 65,142 41.79%
1930 81,679 25.39%
1940 88,039 7.79%
1950 102,213 16.10%
1960 107,813 5.48%
1970 132,483 22.88%
1980 159,024 20.03%
1990 175,795 10.55%
2000 183,133 4.17%
2001 183,923 0.43%
2002 184,354 0.23%
2003 185,835 0.80%
2004 187,748 1.03%
2005 189,220 0.78%
2006 192,530 1.75%
2007 193,275 0.39%

Little Rock continues to experience a slow to matkergrowth rate. Most of the growth has
been in the west and southwest parts of the Clilge east and central sections of Little Rock
experienced most of the population loss. Thougiha@uld be noted that there were some areas
of growth in all sections of the City. In downtownd surrounding areas there have been several
new mid-density residential developments and sHfateily homes constructed.

It should be noted that the Bureau of the Censsigmate for the City of Little Rock is not as
‘rosy’ as the City’'s. The Bureau for the 1990Wise had estimated a lower growth rate than
the City’s estimate. The 2000 Census results wieser to the City than the Bureau’s estimate.
The City does not go back and change previous atsras some organizations so any error in
one year will continue through. As developmenivégtcontinues in various areas and ‘ market
ranges’, it should be noted that the estimateth®i2003 to 2006 period may be overstated. For
this reason, it is recommended to use the estiinate as the high end of a range with the
recommended low-end of the range as 189,000.

For those who will be using the Bureau’'s new est®ahat replace the Long Form — the
American Community Survey, care should be usedesihe numbers are based on an estimate,
which has proven to not always be accurate.
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Construction Activity

During 2007 the total number of new constructiompts issued declined by 96 (10.7%) over
the number of permits issued in 2006. In 2007e&hgere 798 permits issued for a total of
$274,251,334 construction dollars. Permits for -residential projects declined 6.5 percent
from 77 to 72 permits. The number of commerciahpts remained the same at 27 permits with
the area added increasing approximately 72 pere®23,137 square feet. Office permits
increased 29.4 percent with an area of 266,666redeat or 67.6 percent less area added in
2007 than in 2006. For industrial, there was aaelse of one permit to six, but an increase of
82.2 percent in area added (211,184 square féagre was a 34 percent decrease in the number
of Public/quasi-public projects permitted declinbogl7 projects.

New single-family unit construction decreased by6%2 (102 units) from 2006 construction
permits issued. 708 units were added in 2007 wattaverage construction cost of $231,212.
The west sub-area continued to dominate the mavikht53.8 percent of the new units. The
Chenal District leads the way with 171 units om24cent of all new homes. The southwest sub-
area did decrease its share of the new home méaketg to 28.5 percent of all new homes.

Permits for Multifamily increased in 2007 with twgrpermits and 564 units added. This is a
one-year increase of 186 percent in permits andp&béent increase in units. There were four
apartment complexes or condominium developmentse Was the addition of two buildings to
an existing complex with 72 units added. There o new apartment complex and two new
condominium developments permitted.

The map below graphically indicates the activityRignning District within the sub-areas. The
data included on the map includes new constructictivities (accessory structures are not
reflected). In addition, permits are not requif@dconstruction outside the city limits.

New Construction Activity
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Construction Activity

Residential Construction Activity

Planning Single-Family Multi-Family Total
District Permits | Avg. Cost Permits Units Units
1 23 $265,609 0 0 23
2 1 $489,400 0 0 1
3 13 $410,385 2 72 85
4 15 $766,733 0 0 15
5 10 $154,350 1 150 160
6 0 $0 0 0 0
7 1 $123,500 0 0 1
8 41 $114,383 2 4 45
9 12 $107,877 7 132 144
10 30 $124,730 0 0 30
11 39 $128,275 0 0 39
12 29 $148,914 0 0 29
13 2 $81,250 0 0 2
14 1 $105,000 0 0 1
15 62 $110,668 0 0 62
16 60 $149,459 0 0 60
17 48 $137,489 0 0 48
18 142 $207,378 0 0 142
19.1 132 $400,386 8 206 338
19.2 39 $320,505 0 0 39
20 5 $370,800 0 0 5
21 0 $0 0 0 0
22 0 $0 0 0 0
23 0 $0 0 0 0
24 3 $92,333 0 0 3
25 0 $0 0 0 0
26 0 $0 0 0 0
708 $231,212 20 564 1272

Note: in 2007 there were eight single-family uratsd three duplexes added by moving a
structure on to the site. This occurred as foltoseven units in District 8 (Central City) — 1
home and 3 duplexes, three units in District 930 three units in District 10 (Boyle Park),
and one unit in District 19.1 (Chenal Valley).
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Construction Activity

Non-Residential Construction Activity

Planning Commercial Office Industrial PQP
District Permits Sq. ft. Permits | Sq. ft. Permits | SqFt. | Permits
1 1 3154 2 12,991 0 0 1
2 0 0 1 3600 0 0 1
3 2 14,915 0 0 0 0 0
4 1 18,000 1 2600 0 0 0
5 0 0 1 2400 0 0 2
6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
8 1 6434 0 0 0 0 1
9 1 1428 1 5226 0 0 2
10 1 2900 0 0 0 0 0
11 7 273,436 4 49,508 0 0 1
12 1 69,200 0 0 0 0 1
13 0 0 1 1600 0 0 0
14 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
15 0 0 1 7000 0 0 0
16 0 0 1 7560 2 111,000 O
17 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
18 1 75,000 2 12,990 0 0 2
19.1 10 343,850 6 136,91] 0 0 1
19.2 1 14,820 0 0 0 0 2
20 0 0 1 21,680 0 0 0
21 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
22 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
23 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
24 0 0 0 0 2 14,134 1
25 0 0 1 2600 2 86,05( 0
26 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
27 823,137 23 266,66p 6 211,184 17

In Planning District 13 a commercial permit wasues for a parking lot.
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Residential Activity

Single-family activity dropped back to the level 2003, with a decline of 102 units in 2007.
There were 708 units permitted. This makes 20@ba@d activity year. Single-family unit
construction continued its robust growth from 2003r much of the year there were monthly
reductions, however the activity remained at oraheve average for each of these months.

As in previous years, the majority of the new umitilled are in the west sub-area. The Chenal
Planning District, generally south of Hinson Roa/[br Loop Road, west of Napa Valley
Drive/Mara Lynn Road and north of Chenal Parkwagticmes to have a majority of the single-
family unit permits issued. For 2007, 24.2% of grermits issued were located in this area. Of
the permits issued in the Chenal Planning Distfi8g units were located west of Rahling Road
(almost 18.7%), and 39 units were permitted foratea east of Rahling Road.

The next most active planning district is the EMeuntain Planning District (20 percent), an
area bounded by Chenal Parkway to the north, BowR@ad to the east, the city limits to the
west and Colonel Glenn Road to the south. The=e wm the Capitol Lakes, Taylor Park and
Woodlands Edge Subdivisions. It should be notatldh the loss experienced from that in 2006
can be accounted for in the Chenal Planning Distrithat is, without this district the City of
Little Rock have added a similar number of singlexfly homes in 2007 as that is 2006.

The central and east sub-areas together accouatedpproximately 18 percent of the new

housing market. Most of this increase was ‘in-fif replacement (removing a structure and

building a new larger one on the same site) homidse southwest sub-area continued to show
strong activity with moderately priced homes, wéthslight decrease of market share to 28.5
percent.

Three new larger multi-family complexes were petadit and one addition to a complex
occurred in 2007. In the Chenal District a 206twondo development was permitted. Another

150-unit condo development was permitted as para @fowntown high-rise. In the 1-630
District a 132-unit apartment complex was permitergeted for student housing.
Residential Activity

Single Family Multi-family
Year|Permit Cost Avg. Cos Year | Permit | Units Cost
1997 448 | $71,510,751$159,623 1997 11 1240 | $41,462,21p
1998 495 | $89,757,916$181,32¢ 1998 6 790 | $19,635,38]1
1999 555 [$102,062,16| $183,896 1999 44 537 | $20,309,000
2000 468 | $92,378,933$197,391 2000 56 236 | $12,084,47p
2001 483 |$105,179,00] $217,762 2001 36 95 $13,081,744
2002 581 |$136,231,64(234,075 2002 26 238 | $12,158,55(
2003 729 |$176,509,11%242,125 2003 25 436 | $16,841,39f
2004 797 |$208,521,99(261,633 2004 77 1100 | $49,089,84p
2005 967 |$249,478,968257,993 2005 30 300 | $54,908,818
2006 810 |$198,940,86%245,606 2006 7 15 $1,838,950
2007 708 |$163,698,108%231,217 2007 20 564 $84,519,84Hl
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Residential Activity

Single Family Units

Sub-area

East Central S-west West

2007 Permits 67 58 202 381

2006 Permits 26 61 257 466

2005 Permits 30 49 252 636

2004 Permits 15 41 194 547

2003 Permits 16 41 209 463

2002 Permits 24 32 156 369

2001 Permits 13 31 89 350

East Central S-west West
2007 % 9.5% 8.2% 28.5% 53.8%
2006 % 3.2% 7.5 % 31.7% 57.5%
2005 % 3.1% 5.1% 26% 65.8%
2004 % 1.9% 5.1% 24.3% 68.6%
2003 % 2.2% 5.6% 28.7% 63.5%
2002 % 4.1% 5.5% 26.8% 63.6%
2001 % 2.7% 6.4% 18.4% 72.5%

Single Family Construction
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Housing Construction Values

The average construction cost of a new single-fahmime decreased 5.9% or $14,394 from that
in 2006. The average unit value in 2006 was $2¥b,6ompared with $231,212 in 2007.
Interest rates have continued at relatively lowelsywhich is making housing more affordable
in real terms. The national mortgage problems haaee getting loans more difficult partial
slowing development.

Housing values are represented below in five distibn categories: less than $100,000, less
than $200,000, less than $400,000, less than $80@0d $600,000 and above. There were 55
units constructed below $100,000, 362 units constdiin the range of $100,000 to $199,999,
219 units constructed in the range of $200,006$399,999, 39 units constructed in the range of
$400,000 to $599,999 and 33 units above $600,000.

During 2007, 51.1 percent of the homes permittecbwethe $100,000 to $199,999 construction
value range. The majority of these homes werk touihe southwest sub-area, at 47.5%. Most
of the activity was located in the Otter Creek &wler Springs West Districts, with 53 and 49
units respectively. The Ellis Mountain District he west sub-area had the most units in this
range at 20.7% or 75-units. The four districtdhwiite most units in the range are located next to
each other in the southwest part of Little Rocktljbgouthwest and west sub-areas), representing
221 units or 61% of this range and 31.2% of allltbases permitted in 2007.

Both the upper-end, over $600,000, and lower-eethvb $100,000, value ranges experienced
increases in the number of homes permitted. TH®$D0 to $199,999 value range declined
two-percentage points to 362 units. The majoritytree loss in housing units was in the

$200,000 to $600,000 value ranges. This is themuppddle income to upper income housing.
Almost all of this decline was in the Chenal Plamgndistrict. The lower-end housing, below

$100,000, was located in three districts — Cer@i, 1-630 and Geyer Springs West (in the east
and southwest sub-areas).

Sub-area 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
West $243,844| $285,620 $301,125 $310,075/ $310,861 $313,368| $284,130)
Central $266,315 $265,331 $185,713 $242,623 $265,938 $247, 901 $350,603
Southwest | $121,220| $130,317| $134,121] $140,425 $140,532 $135,558| $133,73%
East $80,352] $83,953] $90,159| $114,691] $115,069 $113,480] $117,198

Most of the high-end, over $600,000, value housigg located in the Chenal District. Only
four (7%) of the low-end housing was located in West sub-area, while 26 (78%) of the high-
end housing was permitted in this sub-area. Timam@ng 7 (22%) of the high-end value homes
was permitted in the central sub-area. This seb-afso permitted seven low-end value homes
(12.7% of those in that range).

While the average construction value fell 5.9 petder the City, the central sub-area average
value increased 41 percent to $350,603. This hagteatest increase, $102,702. The east sub-
area also increased average value by 3.3% or $3Th&. east sub-area is the lowest value at
$117,198. This sub-area has been experiencingases over the last ten years. The southwest
sub-area declined 1.3 percent of $1823. The saghsub-area has declined each of the last two
years. The west sub-area had been the highes batuwith a $29,238 or 9.3% drop, it is now
the second highest in average home value.
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Housing Construction Values

Construction Cost Single Family Homes

Planning $608?’000 $400,000 4 $200,000 4 $100,000-| Below | '°@

District | & | $599,999| $399,999| $199,999 | $100,000
1 0 3 12 8 0 23
2 0 1 0 0 0 1
3 2 1 3 5 0 13
2 3 6 6 0 0 15
5 0 0 0 10 0 10
6 0 0 0 0 0 0
7 0 0 0 1 0 1
8 0 0 2 24 15 | 41
9 0 0 1 2 9 12
10 0 0 2 21 7 30
11 0 0 1 35 3 39
12 0 0 3 25 1 29
13 0 0 0 0 2 2
14 0 0 0 1 0 1
15 0 0 0 49 13 | 62
16 0 0 5 53 2 60
17 0 0 2 44 0 48
18 1 0 65 75 1 | 142
19.1 23 21 83 5 0 | 132
10.2 2 5 29 3 0 39
20 0 2 3 0 0 5
24 0 0 0 1 2 3
25 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total 33 39 219 362 55 708

23




Residential Renovations/Additions

Reinvestment in Little Rock neighborhoods can hestfated by the amount of renovation and
addition activity within the neighborhoods. Durig@07 reinvestment totaled over $31.4 million
dollars. The east sub-area had the greatest nushipermitted projects issued in 2007 with 336
(36.5% of all the projects for 2007).

The central and east sub-areas accounted for 68f4fe permits issued. With approximately
$20.5 million of the $31.4 million dollars (or 65%fpent for reinvestment occurring in these sub-
areas, they are the dominant part of the reinvestmearket. It is worth noting that 48% of all
reinvestment dollars were spent in the centralanala

The east sub-area accounts for 46.3% of the pefoiteenovations and 34.6% of the dollars
were spent. While it is a positive sign to see tl@investment, it can be only to ‘bring the
housing up to code’. Renovations are both makegded repairs and upgrading the structure.
It does not include added living space. The sedugtest level of permits was in the central
sub-area with 27.1%, however this sub-area hadrbatest number of dollars spent (34.6 % or
$6.3 million). The west sub-area had the lowesimjtelevel with 74 or 11%, but the second
highest amount of dollars 29.4% or $5.4 millionheTsouthwest sub-area had the least dollars
(10.3%) or $1.9 million and the second lowest p&smwith 104 or 15.5%.

The renovation figures also include single-famitynes re-permitted. That is, a home which
gets a new (second) building permit before thecttine is built. In 2007, there were less than a
half dozen of these. In the Downtown Planning masfpermits to ‘finish-out’ condominiums
are included with the multifamily renovation figuie the fifth year.

Multi-Family Renovations

The area which experienced the largest number whigted projects and dollars spent was the
east sub-area, 42.3% of the permits (69) and 34ab%e dollars ($7 million). Just over one
million dollars was spent in the west sub-areahwgif7% of the permits — the least permits and
value added. The central sub-area accounted f8r@cent of the permits (37) with a value of
$6,532,482. The southwest sub-area had the sétighest number of permits, 46 (28.2%) with
a value of $5,640,040.

Single-Family Additions

Single-family additions were concentrated in thated sub-area. Citywide 250 permits were
issued for a total of $13,072,100. The centralaga accounted for 67.2% ($8,783,673) of the
dollars permitted. The majority of the central ®uba permits and dollars were expended in the
Heights/Hillcrest Planning District (66 permits a$@,536,276). In the west sub-area 82 permits
were issued for $3,206,302. The Chenal Districtsoanted for 27 with the 1-430 and River
Mountain Districts each accounting for 15. Theueal were $1,131,650 in the Chenal District
and $1,083,790 and $173,950 respectively for themRVountain and 1-430 Districts. Overall
the average value of permits issued for additi@ehsed by 5.4 percent or $2963.
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Residential Renovations/Additions

Planning Single-Family Single-Family Multi-Family
District Additions Renovations Renovations
Permits| Avg. Value| Permits | Avg. Value | Permits | Avg. Value
1 15 $72,253 25 $37,356 1 $90,000
2 13 $21,220 14 $14,515 5 $52,730
3 34 $54,136 58 $36,956 23 $20,408B
4 66 $99,034 85 $42,299 11 $539,025
5 0 $0 7 $16,871 32 $188,91f
6 0 $0 1 $15,000 1 $18,000
7 1 $7500 8 $10,094 0 $0
8 9 $55,998 133 $20,906 16 $41,844
9 12 $7519 156 $12,554 20 $17,36f
10 12 $32,641 39 $8714 3 $23,000
11 15 $11,597 14 $13,706 3 $76,139
12 7 $18,286 16 $13,706 1 $4500
13 4 $7125 28 $30,369 22 $181,614
14 2 $12,500 13 $19,092 14 $85,01f
15 9 $13,178 44 $10,472 9 $9978
16 8 $15,200 2 $53,500 0 $0
17 1 $20,000 1 $6350 0 $0
18 11 $46,913 7 $80,300 0 $0
19.1 17 $39,976 18 $16,371 0 $0
19.2 10 $45,205 16 $34,344 2 $278,5(0
20 1 $25,000 0 $0 0 $0
21 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0
22 0 $0 0 $0 0 $0
23 1 $30,000 0 $0 0 $0
24 1 $3800 4 $12,052 0 $0
25 1 $20,000 2 $5201 0 $0
250 $52,288 691 $26,601] 163 $123,944
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Residential Renovations/Additions

Single Family Renovations

Single Family Additions
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Demolition Activity

The net change in residential units for 2007 wasnarease of 987 residential units. The east
and central sub-areas experienced decreases imin®t The central sub-area lost a net seven
units and the east sub-area lost 134 units. StkeofCity’s thirty planning districts experienced

net losses of residential units during 2007.

Residential Units Change

The Heights/Hillcrest, Geyer Springs Wegt, Units | Units
and Port Districts went from positive %Planning District Added | Demo Net
negative in 2007. The West Little Rocl; 1Ri :
. iver Mountain 23 2 21
Downtown, 1-630, and Geyer Springs Edgst
Districts went from negative to positive 2Rodney Parham 1 0 1
. . . 3 West Little Rock 85 S 80
growth in units. The East Little Rock, 1-3@; . .
and Central City Districts were negative bofh 4 Heights/Hillcrest 15 o1 -36
years. 5 Downtown 160 3 157
6 East Little Rock 0 123 | -123
One apartment was removed with 36 unilc,7 1-30 : 1 3 -2
but the other 249 units lost in 2007 wepe 8 Central City 45 49 | 4
single-family homes, with thel 9 1-630 144 23 | 121
Heights/Hillcrest and East Little Rock10 Boyle Park 30 3 22
Districts experiencing double-digit net loss jnL1 [-430 39 0 39
the number of housing units (36 and 1242 65" Street West 29 0 [ 29
respectively). 13 65" Street East 2 2 0
14 Geyer Springs E. 1 3 -2
Most of the loss in the Heights/Hillcregt1l5 Geyer Springs W. 62 6 56
District was due to the removal of anl6 Otter Creek 60 4 56
apartment building. In addition, a hundrgdL7 Crystal Valley 48 0 48
homes were lost in the East Little RogkL8 Ellis Mountain 142 1 141
District to Airport expansion. The Centrgl19.1 Chenal Valley 338 1 337
City district had the third largest lost of unifs19.2 Chenal Ridge 39 0 39
(49), but the new construction only l0$t20 Pinnacle 5 0 5
slightly more than were added.  The onfy1 Burlingame 0 0 0
other district (1-630) with double-digit loss df 22 \West Fourche 0 0 0
units with 23 experienced a net increase (Gf3 Arch Street Pike 0 0 0
121 units with the addition of an apartmefib College Station 3 0 3
complex. 25 Port 0 1 [ 1
When reviewing the ten-year history LfTOtal 1272 28 | 987

removed homes, two districts standout — Centray @itd 1-630. These two districts are

averaging the annual removal of 42 and 32 unitpe@svely and consistently have had net
losses. The loss of units continues to be highenolder parts of Little Rock, east of University
Avenue. This area accounted for 88.4 percentlafngts lost (252 of 285 units). Efforts need

to be redoubled to stabilize and re-energize thegghborhoods if the loss of housing stock is to
be stopped in the core.
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Office Activity

During 2007, the square footage of new office spatsked increased by 67.6% from 2006. The
total square footage permitted in 2007 was 266,666e number of permits issued increased
35.3% (17 permits in 2006, 23 permits in 2007). 2B07, the total construction cost was
$39,685,437, an increase of 67.3 percent.

The west sub-area accounted for most of office acked with 237,688 square feet or 89.1
percent. The west sub-area had the greatest numhlparmits with 16 (70%) and the highest
value $35,273,625. The central sub-area had thet lactivity with one permit with a
construction value of $1.5 million and 2600 squiaet of area.  Both the east and southwest
sub-areas had 3 permits (13% of the activity). $bethwest sub-area had the second largest
area added 16,160 square feet (6.1%) and secohdshigdded value $1.6 million. The east
sub-area added 10,226 square feet with a permie\aljust under $1.3 million.

Only one building was permitted with over 25,000uag feet. This building is the new

headquarters building for Ozark Bank and is locatethe northwest corner of Chenal Parkway
and Rahling Road. At 112,379 square feet thiskankling accounts for 42.1% of all the space
added in 2007. The next largest building was s@2400 square feet for a medical office
building on Aldersgate Road.

Building Permits — Office

Year | Permits | Sq. Ft. Cost

1993 6 158,206 $8,327,700
1994 12 594,340 | $30,625,838
1995 14 286,923 | $10,576,200
1996 15 1,204,450 $37,458,66
1997 15 903,984 | $10,906,990
1998 29 454,250 | $29,764,83}
1999 26 371,382 | $21,483,88}
2000 24 1,710,683 $116,819,784
2001 20 399,011 | $22,173,45
2002 11 99,759 $9,229,585
2003 22 384,965 | $35,711,284
2004 29 271,496 | $45,341,699
2005 22 281,541 | $27,203,21}
2006 17 159,135 | $23,716,810
2007 23 266,666 | $39,685,43f

—

Office Projects Permitted in excess of 25,000 squafeet

Project Location Sub-area| Sq. Ft.
Bank of Ozarks 17901 Chenal Parkway west 112,879
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Office Activity

New Office Activity

New Office Activity
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Office Activity

Vacancy Rates are based on 2007 data furnisherbkgnsas Business — 2007 Office, Retail,
Warehouse Leasing Guidét is important to note that the occupancy ratesuld not be used as
a direct comparison from year to year and compasisoust remain general. The survey is a
self-selecting non-verified questionnaire. Thi®rmation is supplied to give an overview of the
occupancy rates within the City. TH007 Lease Guidencludes listings on 219 office
properties within Little Rock. This is a decreadeseven from last year’'s reportArkansas
Businessmade no effort to validate the survey respondes. more information contact Gwen
Mortiz, Editor-In-Chief -Arkansas Business 501-372-1443.

It should be noted that many small buildings omgart when their vacancy rate is high, i.e. are

not included in the survey when fully occupied avstly occupied. The survey is used partially
to advertise availability of properties by managat@®mpanies.

Office Market

Total Average
Sub-area Leasable Occupancy
Space Rate
East 4,430,510 82.9%
Central 1,533,272 88%
Southwest 316,069 78.2%
West 3,019,947 83%

The central sub-area continues to show the besipaccy for 2007 with a slight improvement in
occupancy rate from 86.5 to 88 percent. The repostjuare-footage for this sub-area declined
by approximately 70,000 square-feet or 4.4 percehhe west and east sub-area each had
occupancy rates around 83 percent. This is a tsligiprovement for the east sub-area
(dominated by downtown) and a slight weakeningtha west sub-area. These two sub-areas
represent over eighty percent of the reporting &oedittle Rock. The east sub-area represents
47.6 % of the area reporting and continues to leeldhgest reporting area, though declining
15.7% in area or 824,557 square feet. The westasd with 32.5% of the reporting area
declined by 11.3 % in area or 385,425 square féée southwest sub-area continues to be the
smallest part of the reporting market at 3.4 percemhe 316,069 square-feet reported is a
decline of 1.3 percent from that reporting in 200&e occupancy rate increased to 78.2 percent
by far the worst of the sub-areas but up from 2 2006.

A few new office projects came on-line in 2007 le 20,000 to 30,000 square-foot size. Most
of these new office buildings are in the west arti (in the Heights/Hillcrest area) sub-areas.
Some of this new construction has been curreneéssbuilding their own building, which
resulted in vacant space in existing buildings. tA¢ same time the new building often has
additional space, the owner hopes to lease toihetpase their income.
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Commercial Activity

The total of new commercial construction added @72 amounted to 823,137 square feet of
commercial space. This represents an increas®%f in square footage added from that in
2006. Construction values increased by 51.9% fthat in 2006. In 2007, $49,595,750

construction dollars were permitted compared to,$82,539 in 2006. The number of projects
permitted remained the same from that in 2006 (2jepts).

Seventeen projects exceeded 20,000 square fegean Nine of the permits (27%) were for
shell buildings or a theater that are the ‘PromeratChenal’ Center for 222,723 square feet.
Four are for additional buildings as part of th@éagkleford Crossing’ center for 198,301 (24%)

square feet. One of these is J.C. Penney, the Building Permits — Commercial

largest structure permitted at 107,974 (13'1%9(ear Permits Sq. Ft. Cost
square feet. This leaves four structures. Ong 'Eg% 53 3.321 000 $68 384 102
a parking structure addition with some medi at 997 38 2’100’340 $32,916’260
space added at the Heart Hospital (57,21[@\1[998 9 4119 é69 $21,048’39"9
square feet). A nursing home in the Che a|i999 26 348’112 $12’695’82||7
area with 48,507 square feet was the si t}?OOO 0 315'873 $15’983’525L
largest structure. Hanks Furniture at 75,006 : : :
square feet is the second largest structure POl 22 336,692 | $17,434,611
was permitted in the 1-430 District. All 16 of 2002 20 231,895 | $17,981,63
these are in the west sub-area. The only one ngP03 26 962,519 | $35,555,179
in the west sub-area is Playtime at 69,2p004 32 529,251 | $34,259,001
square feet in the 85Street West District] 2005 | 45 677,554 | $71,665,80P
(Southwest Sub_area)_ 2006 27 478,592 $32,646,53|9
2007 27 823,137 | $49,595,750
Commercial Projects Permitted in excess of 20,00Qsare feet
Project Location Sub-area| Sq. Ft.
J.C. Penney 2600 S Shackleford Road west 107/974
Hank’s Furniture 1000 S Bowman Road west 75,0P0

Promenate at Chenal 17819 Chenal Parkway west a2)62

Playtime 5601 Bowman Plaza southwest  69,2D0
Heart Hospital — parking deck 1701 S ShackleforddRo  west 57,800

Convacare 3 Chenal Heights Drive west 48,507
Promenate at Chenal 17721 Chenal Parkway west B3)88
Promenate at Chenal 17717 Chenal Parkway wept 3225
Midwest Cinema 17825 Chenal Parkway weslH 32,130
Babies R Us 2616 Shackleford Road west 30,5967
Shackleford Crossing 2614 Shackleford Road west 6580,

Promenate at Chenal

17711 Chenal Parkway

west 29b1

Promenate at Chenal

17725 Chenal Parkway

west P4)63

Promenate at Chenal

17815 Chenal Parkway

west 24137

Promenate at Chenal

17809 Chenal Parkway

west 23)04

Promenate at Chenal

17821 Chenal Parkway

west @2)87
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Commercial Activity

New Commercial Activity

New Commercial Activity
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Commercial Vacancy Rate

The occupancy rate information provided is base@@0v data furnished rkansas Business
Lease Guide 20071t is important to note that the occupancy ratesuld not be used as a direct
comparison from year to year and comparisons shoerdhin general. The information is
provided to give an overview of the occupancy ratéhin the City. The survey is a self-
selecting survey, i.e. only those who respond areted and there is no effort to validate the
responses. For more information contact Gwen oEditor-In-Chief -Arkansas Business
501-372-1443.

Commercial Market

Total Average
Sub-area Leasable Occupancy
Space Rate
East 518,489 70.2%
Central 2,844,060 89.5%
Southwest 397,518 78.1%
West 2,686,150 90.3%

The reported areas for each of the sub-areas n#fisantly different from that included in the
report for 2006. The east sub-area is the onlg tyeeport a drop in occupancy rate. This drop
is reported as a seven percentage point redudi@n.2%, the lowest of any sub-area. The area
reporting increased four percent to 518,489 sqieet The central sub-area had the best
improvement in occupancy rate, almost 10 percenfamets to 89.5%, with an increase of
reported area (almost 60 percent increase).

The west sub-area appears the most stable witlke pe@rcentage point improvement to 90.3%.
However the area reporting declined eight percen?,686,150 square-feet. The central and
west sub-areas continue to have most of the retagproximately 85.8 percent. Therefore, the
changes in these two sub-areas will guide the nsriioe the City as a whole. The southwest
sub-area does show an improvement in the occupaateyfrom 72.9% to 78.1%. The area
reporting for this sub-area declined by 45 perter®97,518 square-feet.
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Industrial Activity

A total of 211,184 square feet of industrial prégewas permitted during 2007 in the city. This
represents a 82.2% increase over the square femiti@el during 2006. The value of new
construction increased 182% from $7,591,799 in 2@D€21,380,347 in 2007. While the
number of projects remained at a moderate levelstfuare footage added remained low, around
200,000 square feet. This is in large part duthéofact that the industrial structures added in
2007 were generally accessory uses in larger denedats.

For 2007, the permitted projects were again sglitveen the east and southwest sub-areas. The
number of projects in the southwest sub-area dibH@86 to two. One was a warehouse (this
project had greatest area of any permitted in 200He second was a mini-warehouse. In the
east sub-area, the number of projects increaseonbyto four. Of these, two were Dassault
Falcon Jet projects that were production hangefigith jets.

Building Permits — Industrial

Year | Permits | Sq. Ft. Cost
1995 4 108,750 $2,511,400
1996 3 43,250 |  $2,221,000
1997 7 513,346| $6,968,00]
1998 13 308,464 $26,782,78{
1999 18 395,022| $7,622,214
2000 19 382,138] $8,714,609
2001 7 87,502 | $1,482,000
2002 9 150,235| $6,353,680
2003 6 138,255| $10,650,090
2004 8 113,142 $2,642,000
2005 6 128,585| $12,591,00%
2006 7 115,919 $7,591,799
2007 6 211,184 $21,380,34}

Industrial Projects Permitted in excess of 25,000gslare feet

Project Location Sub-area| Sq. Ft.
Rogers Warehouse 11205 Otter Creek South Rauthwest| 100,000
Dassault Falcon Jet 3801 Easl"Bireet east 66,05(
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Industrial Activity

New Industrial Activity

New Industrial Activity
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Warehouse Vacancy Rate

Due to the nature of industrial/warehouse propgrseme fully occupied properties are often not
reported. The vacancy rate may trend high as altre$ this characteristic. In the 2007
Arkansas Business Lease Guidiee amount of space reported was similar for éhst and
central sub-areas but the west and southwest sas-aeported more square footage (both up
over 90 percent). As in pervious years constraabbnew structures really does not relate to the
changes reported here.

Warehouse Market

Total Average
Sub-area Leasable Occupancy
Space Rate
East 998,475 53.1%
Central 823,674 89.5%
Southwest | 3,348,393 39%
West 775,069 64%

Fifty-six percent of the area reporting was in soeithwest sub-area. The other three sub-areas
reported areas from 775,069 to 998,475 square-fd®t. southwest sub-area reported 3.3 million
square feet. The occupancy rate of this (repodieg) was only 39 percent, an over 50 percent
drop from the figure reported in 2006. Thus theaareporting is almost double as well as the
vacancy rate for this sub-area. The west sub-aparted an almost double amount of area,
from 403,258 square-feet to 775,069 square-featenBwith this increase, the west sub-area
reported the least square-footage. The occupaateyfor this reporting area did decline one
percentage point to 64%.

The east sub-area also reported more area, a 2tPéase, to 998,475 square-feet. The
occupancy rate for the reporting area declined al§ dropping 13.7% to 53.1%. The central
sub-area is the only area to report less area, @efddent decline. This sub-area is also the only
area to report an improved occupancy rate, rigiognf80.8 to 89.5 percent.

It is important to note that the occupancy ratesufthnot be used as a direct comparison from
year to year and comparisons must remain gene€rais information is supplied to give an
overview of the occupancy rates within the CityheR007 Lease Guidmcludes listings on 66
warehouse properties the same as that in the 20dé.gArkansas Businesmade no effort to
validate the survey responses. For more informationtact Gwen Moritz, Editor-In-Chief-
Arkansas Businesst (501)-372-1443.
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Annexation Activity

The City accepted one annexation of 137.94 acr@®®7. This single annexation was an action
taken by the City of Little Rock to close four asids’ that had been created in the ten years
since the last ‘island’ annexation. With annexagicall voluntary, occasionally properties

become surrounded by the City due to multiple astio This can cause confusion for among

other things public safety providers. Therefore,

once a decade or so the City looks to ‘clogel

any ‘islands’ that may have been created. Annexed City

Year | Cases Acres L|m|t_s
Of the four ‘islands’, two were sing| Sq. Miles
properties with one house each, neither bejrigP80 10 1951.289  82.633
greater than five acres in size. A thijdl981 9 608.971  83.585
annexation area was a small triangular ajje®82 7 367.94%5  84.159
with several properties by less than 13 acreg 984 10 364.905 84.730
area. All three of these areas are grouped alphg85 4 8746.25]1 98.396
or near Denny Road from Kanis Road [d986 1 21.244 98.429
Gordon Road. The final (island) area wpg987 5 446.156 99.126
along Cantrell Road and was some 123 acrep 1989 1 2176.691 102.527
size with both homes and businesses. Thi®9o0 2 2781.279 106.873
annexation of the four islands became complgte9g1 1 686.131 107.945
in August. 1993 5 1093.29]1 109.653
1994 3 1942.767 112.689
With the acceptance of this area, the currgRiggg 1 72.482 112.802
city limits of Little Rock expanded to 119.781994 ) 695018 113.888
square miles. This is an increase of just o 997 2 820.152 115.169
0.18% from_2006, 1.52% from.2000 and 12..1 8998 3 547 644 115556
from 1990 in total square miles of the City: 999 1 1229 616 117.478
Areas presented [n the table are Igased on 00 > 328.057 117.990
g:g: generated using legal descriptions for eRSH 1 > 566858 118876
' 2002 1 5.34 118.884
When reviewing the historical record of Littl ,2003 1 2.7 118888
Rock growth, large expansions occurred in 11th04 3 87724 119.477
mid-1950s and again in the late 1970s. It iSP%OOS S 47.4 119.55
second surge in the early to mid-1980s t 4006 1 9.94 119.57
makes the growth change noticeable to peal 1 137.94 119.78

today. The period of aggressive annexation agtiexperienced from 1979 through 1985
appears to be over. Since the middle 1980s, exoepsland annexations, all annexations have

been at the request of property owners to get sztyiservice.
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Subdivision Activity

A review of subdivision plat activity is a good nseee of likely development over the next year.
The maps and table show the locations of Planniagm@ission approved preliminary plats.
Seventy-two percent of the cases were in eithemes or southwest sub-areas, with ten and 8
cases approved respectively in 2007. The westased-accounted for a majority of the land
involved in a preliminary plat at 51.2 %.

The southwest sub-area had slightly more casesuaadinvolved than that of the west sub-area.
Forty percent of the area involved in preliminatatp was located in the southwest sub-area,
while the west sub-area represented 32% of the afgaproximately 254 acres in the west sub-
area, with 286 acres in the southwest, this is@&¢gnt of all the area subdivided in 2007. The
west sub-area has been and continues to be théhgaoea of Little Rock. The 2007 data shows
the renewed interest in development in the southswdsarea continuing.

Most of the central and east sub-areas were des@lapd platted more than four decades ago.
Thus the small amount of activity in the east stgaashould not be a surprise. Only two cases
and two and a half acres was subdivided in 200fimthe east sub-area. A little over 15 acres
in five cases was approved in the central sub-area.

The number of approved preliminary plats decredised 43 in 2006 to 25 in 2007. The total
acreage in 2007 decreased 44 percent from 995.8% @0 557.28 acres. Non-residential
activity as measured by cases dropped to 9 caghs.total non-single family acreage platted
went from 192.77 acres to 226.7 acres (a 17.6 pemerease). Commercial acreage remained
steady with a forty percent increase, from 140.1196.9 acres. Residential platting activity
dropped from 30 plats to 16 plats, a 47 percentredse. There were no multifamily
subdivisions for the third year. Single-family eage fell 58.8 percent from 803.07 acres to
330.58 acres. Residential lots likewise fell 5de2cent from 1327 residential lots in 2006 to 647
residential lots in 2007.

The majority of the single-family residential apped preliminary plats in both area and number
of lots were located in the west sub-area. 6412gm of the acreage (214 acres) and 59.8
percent of the lots (387 lots) were located inwmest sub-area. The southwest sub-area had the
most, 6 cases approved in 2007. The acreage iedwalv these plats was 98.86 acres and
accounted for 29.9 percent of the area involveglats for 2007 with 32 percent of the lots
(207). The central sub-area had the second highesber of cases, five with 15.22 acres
(4.6%) and 49 lots (7.6%). The east sub-area hidame case with two acres and four lots.

As with single-family plat activity, the west andushwest sub-areas accounted for most of the
non-residential plat activity, with 4 cases eadlne southwest sub-area was the most active area
with 82.2 percent or 176.4 acres. The west sud-aael only 39.79 acres or 17.6 percent of the
area.

This plat activity shows continued interest in thest and southwest sub-areas for developable
areas.
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Subdivision Activity

Plan | Commercial Office Industrial |Multi-Family | Single Family | Res.
Dist. |[cases acres | cases acres | casesacres| cases acres | cases acres | Lots
1 1 6.56 1 2.09 3
4 2 5.26 6
5 1 0.51

10 3 9.96 43
12 1 10 1 21.65 70
14 1 12.44 2
15 2 14.09 39
16 3 176.4 1 8.16 27
17 1 42.52 69
18 2 19.5 2 173.2 354
19 1 | 13.73 1 39.21 32
27 1 2 4
Total | 5 195.9 3 20.8 1 10 0 0 16 330.%8 64

Approved Preliminary Plats
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Final Plat Activity

During 2007, there were 91 final plats, this is thie Plan Final Plat
same number as for 2006. The acreage involyed _
in 2007 was 518.33, up 10.3% from that is 20016 Dist. cases acres
The final plat activity does not show a significajt 1 7 6.75
change from that in 2006. 2 1 0.25
- . , 3 6 11.19
The area within signed final plats has begn 4 7 6.45
concentrated in the west sub-area with 310442 :
acres (59.9%). The east and southwest sub-afreas 5 3 3.19
each had 18 cases, (19.8%). The acreage pldtted 7 1 7.35
in the east sub-area was 110.06 (21.2%), twice 8 7 7.99
that final platted in the southwest sub-area (55|93 10 3 24 28
Ac). The west sub-area represented 42.8% of [the 11 4 11211
cases and 59.9% of the area final platted in 20PZ .
The table and maps indicate more specifically the 12 3 15.35
Planning Districts where the strongest activity (is 15 8 24.5
occurring. 16 7 16.08
Activity in the west sub-area decreased in cages 18 > 28.4
from 50 to 39, but increased 13.8% to 310.{2 19 15 81.64
acres in area. This sub-area experienced |[the 20 6 30.19
greatest decline in cases. The east sub-drea 21 1 51.08
experienced the greatest increase in both [the 23 2 14.33
Zgglﬁ)er olfoc%‘ajgs (10) or 125% and area increase 25 3 73.49
o or 46 acres. 28 2 371
Total 91 518.33

Approved Final Plats
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Zoning Activity

In 2007, twenty-three cases were approved for seiflaation. This is a 25.8 percent decrease in
the number of approved cases from 2006. The nuwifbeases declined from 31 to 23, with an
area decline of 32.5 percent from 150.1 acres 0620Most of the approved cases were in the
southwest sub-area with 54 percent of the cases3arY% of the area). The east sub-area had
the next most cases with 6 (27%) followed by arelviest sub-area with 4 cases (18%). There
were no ‘straight’ reclassifications in the centsab-area.

Most of the cases and land area involved were ititzeggons to either commercial or industrial
use. Almost forty-one percent of the cases wereotmmercial (9 cases) which represented
26.9% of the area reclassified (27 plus acres)e ddses to industrial numbered 7 or almost 32%
of the approvals with an area of over 69 acresr(6886 of the land area reclassified). There
were no cases to multifamily with four cases tgyrfamily amounting to two acres and three
cases to office involving approximately 2.6 acres.

For the most part these reclassifications were Isaneas. With only three reclassifications for

more than 10 acres: 26.9 acres to industrial, I&sat mining (reported under industrial) and

13.09 acres to commercial. It should be noted ithast of these areas were already classified
either office or commercial prior to the actionhel26.9 acre industrial reclassification accounts
for 26.6% of all the land reclassified in 2007 asdocated on 1-30 in the Geyer Springs West
District. This land had been classified commer@é#ice and residential prior to the action.

Planned Zoning District (PZD) activity remainedieetwith a slight decrease of one case from
2006 (71 to 70 cases). During 2006, 71 cases agpeoved as PZD’s for a total of 406.27
acres. During 2007 there were 70 cases and 5aAci&2 approved. This is a decrease of 0.1
percent in the number of cases and an increas2.2¥in the area involved.

The number of cases shows activity in all sub-ave#ts no sub-area with as much as a third of
all the cases. Three Planning Districts had seases (10%), with each located in a different
sub-area. The area involved in the reclassifiogtivaries between sub-areas, with 49.4%
located in the west sub-area (285.6 acres). Theateand east sub-areas represented 10.2% and
14.2% respectively or 59.09 acres and 81.86 acres.

To get a complete view of the zoning activity, ameeds to look at both PZD and regular
reclassification. For 2007 the number of casesaneed steady decreasing ten from 102 in 2006.
The area involved in reclassifications increased #@2from 556.41 acres to 679.03 acres.

The table and map of rezoning and PZD approvedscasawv the areas most likely to develop in
2007 or soon then after. Because of the natuf@Zai request, these are projects likely to be
developed in the near term.

Overall the zoning activity both ‘straight’ and &nined District’ was concentrated most in the
west and southwest sub-areas, with 75.7% of the @eeassified and 63.2% of the approved
cases. Some of this activity is to make existimyallopments ‘legal’, but much represents
potential new development of redevelopment in areas
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Zoning Activity

Planning Commercial Office Multi-Family Single-Family Industrial
District | cases acres cases acres cases acrgs cases afres es das acres
6 1 6.43
2 1.75
1 0.3
11 1 0.88
12 1 1.58 1 10
13 3 2.34
14 1 2.04
15 2 3.95 2 27.37
16 1 2.84
17 1 4.25
18 1 13.09 7.69
22 1 1.38
23 1 15
24 2 0.42
Total 9 27.25 3 2.63 0 0 4 2.1 7 69.33

Approved Rezonings
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Zoning Activity

PZD Activity
Planning Commercial Office [ Industrial [Residentia
District cases acres|casegacregcasesacregcasesacres
1 2 | 312 2| 4.4]
3 2 | 1.271
4 5 1205 1 | 40 1] 3.2
5 1 | 1.26 1| 051
6 1 11.3
7 1043 1| 22 1| 0.5]
8 1| 051 6| 14.95
9 1 1.29 1] 05 1| 12
10 1 0.67 1 1.9
11 6 |158.8%
12 3 |20.71 1] 65
13 1 5.14
14 2 | 182 1| 6.08
15 2 | 174 2|21.18 2 |13.34 1 |36.3
16 4 | 34.84
17 1 | 3.67
18 2 | 7.77 2| 14.35
19 4 |26.45 1 |2.33
20 1 1.6
21 1 |0.99
25 1| 16
29 1 | 37.6
Total 39 |355.28 9 (9458 4 (29.84 18 |98.1]

Approved PZD'’s
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