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Mr. Kenneth D. Landau, Assistant Executive Officer — =58
Regional Water Quality Control Board, o OE<
Central Valley Region = ozg
11020 Sun Center Drive, Suite 200 w
Rancho Cordova, CA 95670-6114 «

kenneth.landau@waterboards.ca.gov

Re: Comments on the Tentative Waste Discharge Requirements (NPDES
Permit No. CA0077682) and Time Schedule Order for Sacramento Regional

County Sanitation District (SRCSD), Sacramento Regional Wastewater
Treatment Plant (SRWTP)

Dear Mr. Landau:

The North State Building Industry Association and our over 500 members in the
homebuilding, light commercial construction, land development, trade
contractors, engineers, and other building-industry professionals with interests
in the development of structures that must connect to the SRWTP of the SRCSD.
On behalf of our members, we have reviewed the proposed NPDES permit. We
are concerned that if the proposed permit is adopted, it will have major economic
impacts on our members and the region. Thus, we submit the following
comments on the above referenced action.

Specifically, attached to this comment letter is a study by Economic and Planning
Systems (EPS #20524 dated October 8, 2010) on the proposed impacts of the
draft permit. This study clearly shows the economic impacts of the
implementation of the draft permit. The study is hereby incorporated and part of
our cornments on the draft permit.

Further, the Sacramento Region’s economy is in a very deep and prolonged
recession. Given the lack of private sector activity and the ongoing state and
local government finance problems, we do not anticipate any improvements in
our Region’s economy in the near term.

We believe that the Regional Water Quality Control Board’s contemplation of
adherence to a “precautionary principle” would result in the implementation of a
permit costing our Region over $2 billion in capitol construction costs. In
addition, there would be over $240 million in annual payments from existing

1536 Eureka Road
Roseville, CA 95661- 3055
phone 916.677.5717

fax 916.677.5734



rate-payers to pay for the operations and upgrades to the SRWTP. These
payments would not be available to stimulate economic growth, but would be
used instead to service debt and pay for operations of the plant. This transfer
from rate-payers to SRCSD would further decrease long term economic activity
in the Sacramento Region.

We believe that the EPS study provides compelling evidence that the proposed
permit and its requirements do not and cannot be considered to require best
practical treatment or control for the SRWTP. To the contrary, the evidence
provided here indicates that the economic impact on the Sacramento Region
economy is so severe that to require the implementation of equivalent to Title 22
filtration with chlorine or ultraviolet Disinfection, Denitrification and 100%
removal of ammonia can in no way be considered practical - especially
congidering the negligible environmental benefit to be gained.

Under the Porter Cologne Water Quality control Act the Regional Board is
required to balance the needs of the environment with social and economic
impacts. We contend that the Regional Board has exceeded its discretion and has
not made an appropriate balance.

The NSBIA has been keeping records of single family housing permits since the
early 1960’s. Attached and included as part of this comment letter is a report
showing the dramatic decrease in permits in our region. While a significant
portion of the decrease is related to the overall economic slowdown, there is an
agspect of infeasibility (as outlined in the EPS study) that exists at today’s impact
fee levels. With an increase in development fees to implement the draft permit,
housing projects would move from infeasible to even more infeasible.

I can be reached at 916-751-27850 or dennis@northstatebia.orsg.

Dennis M. Rogers
Senior Vice President
Governmental and Public Affairs

Attachments

Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District Potential Fee Increase
Feagibility Analysis, Economic and Planning Systems. October 8,2010

North State Building Industry Association, Housing Permits, Sacramento
Metropolitan Area
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1. INTRODUCTION AND EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The North State Building Industry Association (NSBIA) retained Economic & Planning Systems,
Inc., (EPS) to complete an analysis of single-family housing, multifamily housing, and
commercial development feasibility because of potential development impact fee increases
associated with the cost of implementing the Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District
(SRCSD)’s new discharge permit.

This report includes the following items:

e An executive summary briefly describing the analysis framework and feasibility analysis
results.

e A summary of the increased development impact fees that might be charged by SRCSD.

¢ A description of the analysis context and framework, including the development prototypes
evaluated and a review of assumptions regarding development projects in SRCSD’s service
area.

e An overview of the evaluation metrics used in this analysis to assess development
feasibility—the infrastructure cost burden (Cost Burden) indicator and residual land value
indicator.

e Detailed feasibility results for each development prototype analyzed based on application of
the evaluation metrics used in this analysis.

Executive Summary and Analysis Findings

Background

The discharge permit for SRCSD's wastewater treatment facility is up for renewal with the
Central Valley Regional Water Control Board (Regional Board). In September 2010, the Regional
Board issued a Tentative (Draft) Permit that recommends the Sacramento Region pay
approximately $2 billion for additional treatment processes at the wastewater treatment facility,
as shown in Table 1.

In preparing this analysis, EPS relied solely on SRCSD's estimate of the cost to build the
additional treatment processes and the resulting estimates of monthly service charges and
development impact fees necessary to pay for these improvements. SRCSD provided this
information in the “Regional Stakeholder Briefing on the SRCSD Tentative Discharge Permit,”
dated September 14, 2010.

Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. 1 P:\20000\20524 SCRSD Feasiblity Analysis\Reports\20524 Feas d1 10.8.10.doc



Table 1

Feasibility Analysis of Average SRCSD Fee Increase

Summary of Proposed Fee Increase

Project Impact
Item Costs Fee
Additional SRCSD Treatment Processes
Nitrification $582,000,000
Denitrification $200,000,000
Microfiltration $1,160,000,000
UV Disinfection $116,000,000
Total $2,058,000,000
Development Impact Fees
New Growth
Existing $7,450
Proposed $35,000
Percent Change 370%
Infill
Existing $2,800
Proposed $13,000
364%

Percent Change

“oroposed_fee"

Source: "Regional Stakeholder Briefing of the SRCSD Tentative Discharge
Permit" (9/14/10) prepared by Sacramento Regional County Sanitation

District (SRCSD) and EPS.

Prepared by EPS 10/8/2010

SCRSD Feasibiity

modal.xis
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To fund the $2 billion in treatment processes, SRCSD estimates the additional processing costs
require an increase in development impact fees on new development from $7,450 to $35,000 on
a typical single-family unit, or equivalent dwelling unit (EDU). This represents a 370-percent
increase in fees to fund treatment facilities and interceptors. Similar fee increases would affect
all other types of land uses.

Existing development would fund a share of the cost of treatment processes through an increase
in monthly charges for wastewater treatment. These monthly charges would triple, from $20 per
month to $61.75 per month.

The analysis presented in this report evaluates the potential effect these SRSCD development
impact fee increases will have on new development projects in the SRCSD service area and the
Sacramento Region. A separate study prepared by the University of Pacific evaluates the
economic impact of the monthly user rate increase on the Sacramento economy but is not
included or summarized in this report.

Impact of Increased SRCSD Development Impact Fees on the Sacramento Region

The increase in development impacts fees required to pay for new development’s share of the
costs of advanced wastewater treatment facilities would essentially render all new residential and
nonresidential development infeasible, with the exception of very high-end residential units and
warehouse distribution buildings.

This action would have disastrous effects on the Sacramento regional economy. The Sacramento
Region is just starting to emerge from the great recession of 2007 through 2010. Because of the
significant increased regulation of the home financing industry, new home prices will not regain
the levels of 2005. Rather, home prices will be tied to the home owner's ability to pay, resulting
in a permanent depressing of home prices back to the 2002 to 2003 prices, with some future
adjustments for inflation.

Throughout the region, development impact fees and the total infrastructure burden increased
from 2001 through 2007 associated with the rising home prices. As Table 2 shows, all entry-
level to mid-range housing is infeasible with the existing infrastructure burdens.

Cities, counties, and developers have been working over the past few years to reset the
infrastructure burdens to feasible levels. Elk Grove, Woodland, Roseville, Folsom, West
Sacramento, and Sacramento have all acted to reduce the infrastructure burden on new
development in an effort to improve feasibility and encourage development.

The potential SRCSD development fee increase from $7,540 to an estimated $35,000 per EDU
makes the above fee reduction efforts irrelevant. The $27,500 fee increase for wastewater
treatment is greater than the highest fees in the region for any other single infrastructure
improvement. The fee would significantly exceed the fees charged for transportation or schools.
On average, the revised SRCSD fee would cause an increase of 30 percent to 40 percent to the
current infrastructure burdens. With an increase of this magnitude, for the total Cost Burden to
be feasible, fees for other improvements would have to be reduced in many areas mandated by
public safety or environmental mitigation requirements, including transportation, water,
drainage, schools, and public safety.

Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. 3 P:\20000\20524 SCRSD Feasibilty Analysis\Reports\20524 Feas d1 10.8.10.doc
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The following negative economic and socia! impacts would result from imposing a fee of this
magnitude in SRCSD’s service area:

Construction of most new buildings will cease in Sacramento County and West
Sacramento, causing a substantial negative impact on the region’s economy. Nearly
all new housing and nonresidential development would become financially infeasible, causing
construction on new projects to cease. This reduction in construction activity would have
cascading negative impacts through many industries in the region, including construction,
retail associated with products for new homes, banking, title insurance, and all professional
services tied to development. The magnitude of this impact on the local economy is already
in evidence in the region from the current recession.

Monthly wastewater service costs for SRCSD customers will increase substantially
more than projected. In estimating the increased monthly costs for existing customers to
pay for the advanced wastewater treatment, SRCSD assumed that 30 percent of the cost
would be paid by new development through an increase in SRCSD’s development impact fee.
Because this fee increase makes new development infeasible, SRCSD would have to increase
monthly service charges on existing customers as much as 50 percent higher than projected.
Instead of a monthly increase from $20 to $61, the increased monthly service cost would
likely be around $80 per user. Instead of a 300-percent increase, the monthly service
charge would be nearly a 400-percent increase.

Many existing wastewater intensive businesses would close or relocate because of
the excessively high wastewater monthly rates. Monthly service cost increases in the
300-percent to 400-percent range would force many existing business, such as restaurants,
food processing companies, bottling companies, and manufacturing companies, to close or
relocate outside SRCSD’s service areas. These closures would cause significant job losses
and the ensuing negative impacts on the economy. There would also be substantial negative
impacts on property values in areas where businesses have closed.

Regional Land Use Planning, Transportation, and Air Quality Goals will not be met.
The Sacramento Region’s Blueprint for growth (Sacramento Blueprint) was approved in 2004.
The Sacramento Blueprint heavily relies on a structuring growth in the region focusing on
infill development in the City of Sacramento, City of West Sacramento, and commercial
corridors in unincorporated Sacramento County. The estimated increase in SRCSD fees
makes infill development infeasible. The estimated increase will increase the existing burden
per multifamily unit approximately 25 to 50 percent in planned infill locations preventing
successful implementation of the region’s sustainable growth strategy.

Infrastructure costs for new development located outside SRCSD's service area will
also substantially increase. If new development is infeasible in Sacramento County and
West Sacramento, then any growth in the region would be forced to outlying areas in

El Dorado, Placer, Sutter, Yuba, and Yolo Counties. This shifting of new development to
these more outlying areas is inconsistent to the goals defined in the Sacramento Blueprint
and related infrastructure requirements. The Sacramento Blueprint targets Sacramento
County for much of the growth, and therefore, uses much of the existing transportation
infrastructure and requires less new infrastructure. Serving more remote or geographically
separated areas (e.g., Yuba County to El Dorado County) will require significantly more
expensive infrastructure than the development planned for the region.

Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. 5 P:\20000\20524 SCRSD Feasibiity Analysis\Reports\20524 Feas d1 10.8.10.doc
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+ Local government funding would be substantially reduced. Cities and counties will
have reduced sales tax and property tax revenues because of the losses identified above in
taxable sales and property taxes. Local governments are already experiencing major
revenue reductions and the associated reduction in public services because of the present
recession. The reduced economic activity from the imposition of unrealistically high monthly
service costs and development impact fees will exacerbate the funding challenges presently
faced by local government.

« Many local governments could experience defaults on outstanding land secured
debt. Sacramento County and all the cities in SRCSD’s service area have funded
infrastructure through Mello-Roos Community Facilities District (CFD) bonds initially secured
by a special tax on undeveloped land. If new development estimated in these CFDs becomes
infeasible, the land owners will stop paying the special taxes, resulting in defaults on the
outstanding debt. For example, the City of West Sacramento just issued $12 million in land
secured debt to finance infrastructure in the Bridge District.

The above-listed negative impacts on the Sacramento Region’s economy and quality of life are
very likely to happen if the estimated SRCSD development fee increase goes into effect. There
are many other unintended consequences that will materialize but have not been specifically
identified at this time because of the short response time allowed for public response to this
issue.

Summary of Feasibility Tests

The analysis evaluated the Cost Burden of single-family residential, multifamily residential, and
dine-in restaurant development in several areas served by SRCSD. Each product uses a defined
prototype to evaluate the comparative Cost Burden throughout the region. These prototypes
reflect product types with the largest amount of demand.

The development feasibility analysis was predicated on the assumption of normalized market
conditions—assuming a return to long-term sustainable relations between income levels and
home sales prices. The analysis does not focus on the presently depressed market conditions or
the unsustainable peak market conditions observed before the current market correction.

Two evaluation metrics were applied to single-family residential development to examine the
financial feasibility of development under normalized market conditions:

« The Infrastructure Cost Burden feasibility indicator test measures the total costs of
backbone infrastructure and public facility improvements as a percentage of the final sales
price or finished value of a residential unit. Typically, the maximum Cost Burden a project
can bear is 15 to 20 percent of the final home sales price or finished unit value. Of note,
development with a Cost Burden at the higher end of the range (i.e., 17 to 20 percent) are
only typically feasible coupled with positive trends, such as strong housing markets, financial
markets, or job growth.

« The Residual Land Value feasibility indicator test offers a more detailed assessment of
the entire cost structure of a development project by taking the finished market value of a
home and subtracting all costs incurred to achieve that finished value to derive the residual
value of the land. The residual land value remaining must be sufficient to fund several

Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. 6 P:\20000\20524 SCRSD Feasibiity Analysis\Reports\20524 Feas d1 10.8.10.doc
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development and entitlement costs beyond land acquisition. A project therefore must
typically achieve a minimum residual land value of 10 to 15 percent of the finished home
value.

Specific Feasibility Findings by Product Type

As noted earlier, nearly all residential products except at the highest end of the residential
market fails these feasibility tests with existing infrastructure burden levels. With the added
increase of SRCSD fees, development becomes infeasible regardless of pricing level.

For infill multifamily and restaurant development, this analysis identifies the existing Cost
Burdens and determines the relative increase attributable to an increased SRCSD development
impact fee. The feasibility of these product types are often constrained by demand. That is,
when residential demand is great, infill multifamily development is *more feasible,” or when
retail growth is high, contract rents are high and restaurant development is “*more feasible.”

Currently, many local jurisdictions and the building community are working to reduce
infrastructure cost burdens to heip make all development projects feasible. The size of the
estimated SRCSD fee increase will essentially put a stop to all efforts to bring fees in line with
accepted feasibility levels.

Below is a list of major analysis findings by product type.

Single-Family Residential
The single-family prototype was defined as a 2,200-square-foot home with a density of five units

to the acre. The relative Cost Burdens were analyzed in Elk Grove, Folsom, Rancho Cordova,
Sacramento, West Sacramento, and unincorporated Sacramento County.

This development prototype represents homes targeted to middle- to upper middle-income home
buyers that represent the majority of potential home buyers in the Sacramento Region. The
analysis does not evaluate the narrower portion of the residential market that serves higher
income/higher net worth households (i.e., “equity immigrants™). If the greatest proportion of
the housing market represented by middle- to upper middle-income buyers is infeasible, then the
consequences noted in this document will occur whether or not the upper income market is
feasible.

The analysis found that the most feasible area for development is located in unincorporated
Sacramento County: the Vineyard Spring Specific Plan Area (Vineyard Springs). Therefore,
Vineyard Springs was selected as the reference market to further analyze feasibility of the more
rigorous residual land value test for single-family prototypes varying by size and density. By
default, if the SRCSD fee increases in Vineyard Springs are infeasible, then the finding woulid
hold true for all other areas.

Table 2 summarizes the feasibility analysis results for the single-family residential development
prototype using the two evaluation metrics described above: (I.) Infrastructure Cost Burden
Test, and (I1.) Residual Land Value Test. The table shows the relative feasibility of single-family
residential development (a) with the existing infrastructure burden, and (b) with the increased
SRCSD development impact fee estimated to fund the advanced wastewater treatment facilities.

Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. 7 P:\20000\20524 SCRSD Feasibiity Analysis\Reports\20524 Feas d1 10.8.10.doc
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Here are the major findings.

1.

Existing Cost Burdens for single-family development exceeds feasible ranges.

For most development areas, Cost Burdens are marginally beyond the range typically
considered feasible. Further, this finding is consistent in all areas of the region with several
areas remaining feasible, such as Vineyard Springs. These areas may benefit from small
downward adjustment to the total costs. Many regional cities continue to look for ways to
reduce total cost burdens to improve feasibility and encourage development.

The estimated increase in SRCSD development fees makes single-family
development infeasible at all price points.

Further analysis of potential development of Vineyard Springs indicates the estimated SRCSD
development fee increase makes all product prototypes infeasible, regardiess of pricing level.
The SRCSD fee increase represents an approximately 30- to 40-percent increase in total
costs. The adjustments needed to reach levels of feasibility are unlikely to be achieved with
the additional burden of increased SRCSD development fees.

Residual land values for residential developments are below acceptable ranges.

Taking into consideration other development cost factors, all development prototypes
evaluated in this analysis remain infeasible as indicated by residual land value resulfs. While
Cost Burdens contribute to these results, other cost factors, such as on-site infrastructure
and limitations on achievable project densities, also influence the residual land values.
Adjustments to infrastructure costs and other unit development cost factors are necessary to
achieve development feasibility in Sacramento. The level of adjustments necessary in these
categories would not be possible with the increased SRCSD fee.

Multifamily Infill Development

The prototype infill multifamily product was a high-density apartment-styled product with a
density of 40 units per acre. This prototype was evaluated for the redevelopment areas located
in the Cities of Sacramento and West Sacramento. Here is the major finding:

1.

The estimated increase in SRCSD development fees substantially increases the cost
burdens of new infill residential projects.

The significant SRCSD fee increases would fikely render infill multifamily development
projects infeasible in Sacramento County. The fee increase represents an approximately
30- to 40-percent increase in total costs.

Dine-In Restaurant Development

The prototype dine~in restaurant was a 5,500-square-foot restaurant. This restaurant prototype
was evaluated in many of the growth areas of the region, including the Cities of Sacramento,
Rancho Cordova, Folsom, Elk Grove, and West Sacramento, and in unincorporated Sacramento
County. Here is the major finding:

Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. 8 P:\20000\20524 SCRSD Feaslbiity Analysis\Reports\20524 Feas d1 10.8.10.doc
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1. Cost Burdens and Annual Operating Cost increases would make new restaurant
projects infeasible.
The significant SRCSD fee increases would likely render restaurant development projects
infeasible in Sacramento County. The increased SRCSD fee increases the overall Cost
Burden 32 to 66 percent. Although not specifically analyzed, all other nonresidential land
uses would likely be infeasible, with the possible exception of warehouse distribution space,
which has very low wastewater demand and therefore low fees.

Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. g9 P:\20000\20524 SCRSD Feasibilty Analysis\Reports\20524 Feas d1 10.8.10.doc



2. ANALYSIS CONTEXT AND FRAMEWORK

Development Prototypes Evaluated

EPS evaluated the feasibility associated with single-family development prototypes that would be
targeted to middle- to upper middle-income home buyers representing the majority of new home
buyers. In addition, EPS evaluated infill multifamily housing, an important part of the region's
strategies for growth, and dine-in restaurants, which are high-intensive sewer users.

For purposes of this analysis, EPS evaluated development prototypes for the following product

types and geographies:

Land Use Category

Location

Single-Family
Entry Level
Lower Range
Mid Range

Upper Range

Attached Multifamily

Dine-In Restaurant

Vineyard Springs Specific Plan "

Vineyard Springs Specific Plan ™
Sacramento County: North Vineyard Station, Vineyard Springs
Elk Grove: Laguna Ridge, Franklin Crossing
Rancho Cordova: Anatolia |, Sun Ridge Park Phase 2
Sacramento: North Natomas ,
West Sacramento: Southport/Bridgeway

Vineyard Springs Specific Plan !"

Sacramento;: River District, Railyards, Downtown
West Sacramento: Bridge District, (Tier 1 and Tier 2)

Rancho Cordova: Anatolia |

Sacramento: North Natomas

Elk Grove: Laguna Ridge

Folsom: Broadstone Unit 3
Sacramente-County: North Vineyard Station
West Sacramento: Southport/Bridgeway

[11 Note: Vineyard Springs was selected as the test market for several feasibility tests
because Vineyard Springs had the lowest existing Cost Burden. If the estimates
SRCSD fee increase development in Vineyard Springs infeasible, then the finding wouid
hold true for all other areas. ‘

Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.
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Real Estate Market Conditions

Development feasibility is sensitive to real estate market conditions. The ability of a
development project to absorb infrastructure costs depends significantly on the finished home
sales values achieved. During the 2000s, real estate professionals generally concur that the
market experienced the following three periods:

« Normalized market conditions = 2002-03
« Peak market conditions = 2004-06
« Depressed market conditions = 2008-10

-While analysts widely acknowledge that deteriorating real estate market conditions have
negatively impacted the viability of residential real estate development, this analysis does not
focus on development feasibility in the context of presently depressed market conditions.
Instead, the analysis seeks to evaluate development feasibility under normalized market
conditions, analogous to the conditions observed in 2002-03. The analysis is based on the

~assumption that long-term sustainable relations between median home sales prices and average
income levels should be evaluated, rather than the peaks and troughs of the market.

Figures 1 and 2 illustrate the historical relation between new home prices and median
household income in Sacramento County. Under more normalized market conditions before
2004, the average new home price was roughly 4 to 6 times the median household income.
During peak market conditions, the ratio increased to 9 to 10 times the median income.

The present market correction reflects a return to more normalized market conditions, with the
ratio between new home prices and median incomes projected to decrease to approximately 5:1.
This ratio is consistent with the characteristic relation seen between home prices and median
income observed in Sacramento County over the past 20 years—the typical range has been 4 to
& times the median income.

Development Feasibility Indicators

The price of a home reflects multiple components, including land acquisition, home construction,
infrastructure, site development, soft costs, sales commission, and builder profit. Ali cost
components are necessary but must be within a reasonable range for a project to feasibly
develop. This analysis evaluates the viability of development by applying two tests of
development feasibility—the Cost Burden indicator and the residual land value indicator.

. These evaluation metrics are used as performance indicators to evaluate the potential financial
feasibility of a development project. Because these financial feasibility tools are based on '
several reasonable assumptions regarding infrastructure costs and market pricing for housing,
they are not intended to provide an absolute yes or no answer regarding a project’s likely
financial feasibility. Rather, the indicators provide guidance to property owners, land use
regulators, and public service providers about the likelihood that a project can be successfully
implemented, given the cost structure of that project, including the backbone infrastructure
requirements and other public facilities identified for the development project. |
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Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District Potential Fee Increase Feasibility Analysis
Final Report October 8, 2010

Infrastructure Cost Burden Feasibility Indicator Test

In general, new development can support a certain level of infrastructure, the cost of which is
ultimately integrated into the home price. EPS's Cost Burden feasibility test, based on pro forma
experience, is used as a performance indicator. This test measures the total cost of backbone
infrastructure and public facility improvements as a percentage of the final sales price of a
property (e.g., residential unit or nonresidential building).! The total Cost Burden consists of all
backbone infrastructure and public facility costs (e.g., developer funding plus any non-
overlapping bond debt related to special taxes and assessments for infrastructure) plus all
applicable development fees (e.g., development impact fees or school mitigation fees).

Typically, these total infrastructure costs comprise up to a maximum of 15 to 20 percent of a
home’s final total sales price. Based on pro forma analyses of dozens of Specific Plans in
California over the past 2 decades, the Cost Burden feasibility performance test yields the
following general conclusions:

e Burdens below 15 percent are generally considered financially feasible.

e Burdens between 15 and 20 percent may be feasible depending on the specific circumstances
of the project.

e Burdens above 20 percent suggest that a project may not be financially feasible unless other
components of the project pro forma are particularly advantageous to the developer, thus
allowing the project to bear unusually high infrastructure costs. '

It is important to note that the Cost Burden feasibility indicator does not account for
extraordinary project circumstances or conditions, such as these:

« Unique on-site development costs.”

» Infrastructure phasing reguirements.

+ Development absorption rates. )

« Demolition or toxic contamination remediation.

« Changing market conditions. ,

« Litigation or other extraordinary project entitlement/development delays.

If the Cost Burden analysis indicates that a project may be financially challenged, additional
detailed analysis is warranted. One approach to a more comprehensive evaluation of
development feasibility is the residual land value analysis, described in further detail below.

Residual Land Value Feasibility Indicator Test

The residual land value indicator offers a more detailed appraisal of the entire cost structure of a
development project and takes into account specific project circumstances, such as those cited
above.

1 gubdivision frontage costs and in-tract subdivision development costs are included in the site
development component and not counted as backbone infrastructure costs.

Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. 14 P:\20000\20524 SCRSD Feasibilty Analysis\Reports\20524 Feas d1 10.8.10.doc



Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District Potential Fee Increase Feasibility Analysis
Final Report October 8, 2010

The price that a developer will pay for land generally relies on a land valuation method called a
land residual analysis. The formula simply takes the finished market value of a home and
subtracts all costs incurred to achieve that finished value to derive the residual value of the land.
The value of land is subject to changes in market conditions that influence both the revenue and
cost factors that are used to derive residual land values. If revenues from the sales of finished
homes increase with no changes in costs, the residual land value would increase. Conversely, if
development and other costs increase and there is no increase in expected finished home sales
revenues, the residual land value would decrease.

Figure 3 shows components of the residual land value calculation from the point of view of a
home builder. The static residual land value calculations are derived using the following major
assumptions:

« Finished market values (e.g., final home sales prices).
e Finished lot development costs.

« Vertical development costs (e.g., home construction).
« Development impact fees.

« Backbone infrastructure costs not funded through fees.

Figure 4 shows the components of residual value from the point of view of land value. The
residual land value remaining after taking account of the above factors must fund a variety of
costs beyond the price of land acquisition. Generally, the residual land value must be sufficient
to fund the following development and entitlement costs:

« |and Acquisition.

+ Entitlement Costs.
 Environmental Impact Report.
« Planning Documents.

e Infrastructure Master Plan.

e Environmental Mitigation.

« Developer Overhead.

« Land Developer Profit.

Generally, a project must achieve a minimum residual land value ranging from 10 to 15 percent
of the finished home value to be considered financially feasible and fund the items cited above.
Significant departure from the typical costs observed for development and entitlement would
create variation in the feasible residual land value range and merit additional analysis of project
viability.

Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. 15 P:\20000\20524 SCRSD Feasibiity Analysis\Reports\20524 Feas d1 10.8.10.doc
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3. ASSUMPTIONS AND FEASIBILITY RESULTS

Major Analysis Assumptions

For each area analyzed, the feasibility analysis is based primarily on project pro formas for
specific projects in the area. Residential densities, lot size, and standard unit square feet are
based on data provided for each prototype project. Table 3 summarizes the major project
assumptions for each development prototype. Major assumptions are discussed briefly below:

Home Prices by Single-Family Prototypes. Unless otherwise noted, the assumed sales
price per unit is based on a Gregory Group analysis of home sales prices in 2002 and 2003.
Additional research indicates market pricing in 2010 similar to that of the 2002-2003 period.
During 2002-2003, The Gregory Group data suggests a Sacramento Region sales price of
$126 to $159 per square foot. Quarterly data for 2010 indicate median detached housing
pricing of $156 to $162 per square foot. To determine feasibility, this analysis assumed
housing prices assuming an average sales price of $160 per square foot, as shown in

Table 3.

Vertical Construction Costs. Table 3 also summarizes the vertical construction costs
assumed in the analysis that range from $65 to $75 per building square foot for the for-sale
residential products. These unit construction cost estimates were derived from prototype
project pro formas provided by the development community.

In-Tract Subdivision Infrastructure. Additional estimated costs include internal collector
roadways, lot development costs, utility extensions, and stub outs to each lot and a share of
common subdivision-related infrastructure costs (e.g., large collector roads between
subdiviéions). This analysis assumes $210,000 per acre based on historical averages.

Soft Costs. Soft costs include corporate overhead, home warranty costs, financing costs,
selling costs, and other miscellaneous items. This analysis assumes 20 percent of the cost of
in-tract improvements and vertical construction.

Sacramento County Demographics. For purposes of this analysis, households are
segmented into groups based on potential levels of home affordability. Using American
Housing Survey data, Table 4 summarizes the segments. Table 5 estimates potential
maximum housing prices given the range of household income in the region. Approximately
55 percent of the region’s households could potentially purchase a home. Of potential
homebuyers, approximately 53 percent can purchase a home less than $400,000.

Feasibility Analysis Results

Tables 6, 7, and 8 summarize the feasibility analysis results for the single-family prototypes.
As discussed above, the Cost Burden and residual land value analysis indicators were evaluated
for select project prototypes and land use categories. The results are discussed in further detail
below.

Fconomic & Planning Systems, Inc, 18 P:\20000\20524 SCRSD Feasibilty Analysis\Reparts\20524 Feas d1 10.8.10.doc



Table 3
Feasibility Analysis of Average SRCSD Fee Increase
Single-Family Assumptions

Single-Family Lot Assumptions

ltem (Vineyard Springs) Entry Level Lower-Range Mid-Range Upper-Range
Building Type Detached Detached Detached Detached
Assumptions
Assumed Density RD-10 RD-7 RD-5 RD-4
Lot Size (sq. ft.) A 3,000 4,250 5,500 10,000
Unit Square Feet ' 1,500 1,800 2,200 3,300
Net Sales Price Per Square Foot [1] $160 $160 $160 $160
Construction Cost Per Square Foot $75 $75. $65 $65
Assumed Home Price (Rounded) [2] $240,000 $290,000 $350,000 $530,000

Source: Gregory Group, Various Home Builders, and EPS.

[1] According to The Gregory Group, current 2010 sales data indicates an average price of
$153 to $159 per square foot. Historical data in 2002 to 2003 indicate a range of $126 to $156.

This analysis assumes $160 per square foot.

"sfr_assumptions"

[2] Based on estimated affordability and compared to historical selling prices during normalized time periods.

Prepared by EPS 10/8/2010
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Table 8
Housing Feasibility Analysis

Vineyard Springs

Residual Land Value Calculation for Single-Family Residential Single- Family
Single-Family Residual Land Vajue
Entry Level Lower-Range Mid-Range Upper-Range
% of % of % of % of
Single Selling Single Sellinq Single Selling Single Selling
Item (Vineyard Springs) Family Price Family Price Family Price Family Price
Assumptions
Lot Size (sq. ft.) 3,000 4,250 5,500 10,000
Unit Square Feet 1,500 1,800 2,200 3,300
Construction Cost Per Square Foot $75 $75 $65 $65
Assumed Home Price [1] $240,000 100% $290,000 100% $350,000 100% $530,000 100%
Infrastructure Burden
City/County, Pian Area, & Schiool Fees [2] $50,450 21% $57,790 20% $67,600 19% $80,880 15%
Other Backbone Inirastructure Costs Included in Fee Program
Subtotal Infrastructure Burden $50,450 21% $57,790 20% $67,600 19% $80,880 15%
(Target 15%-20% Home Sales Price)
Unit Development
Cost of Unit Construction $112,500 47% $135,000 47% $143,000 41% $214,500 40%
In-tract Subdivision Infrastructure 3] $21,000 9% $30,000 10% $42,000 12% $52,500 10%
Soft Cost (20% of In-tract and Unit Construction) [4] $26,700 11% $33,000 1% $37,000 - 11% $53,400 10%
Builder Profit (10% of Sale Price) $24,000 10% $29,000 10% $35,000 10% $53,000 10%
Subtotal Unit Development Cost $184,200 77% $227,000 78% $257,000 73% $373,400 70%
Total Cost of Unit $234,650 98% $284,790 98% $324,600 93% $454,280 86%
- Proposed Increase in SRCSD Fee $27,550 1% $27,550 10% $27,550 8% $27,550 5%
Total Cost of Unit with SRCSD Fee $262,200 109% $312,340  108% $352,150 101% $481,830 91%
RESIDUAL LAND VALUE ANALYSIS (Paper Lot) [5]
Target Residual Land Value Range (10%-15% of Home Sales Price)
10% of Home Sales Price $24,000 10% $29,000 10% $35,000 10% $53,000 10%
15% of Home Sales Price $36,000 15% $43,500 15% $52,500 15% $79,500 15%
Residual Land Value $5,350 2.2% $5,210 1.8% $25,400 7.3% $75,720 14.3%
($22,200) -9.3% ($22,340) -1.7% {$2,150) -0.6% $48,170 8.1%

Residual Land Value w/ Proposed SRCSD Fee

Source: Various Home Builders and EPS.

[1] See Table 3.

[2] Includes fees due and payable at improvement plan, final map, or building permit. Plan area fees include only shared infrastructure

cost notincluded in lot costs or city/county fee programs.

[3] Costs include internat collector roadways, lot development costs, utiiity extensions, and stub outs to each lot and a share
of common subdivision related infrastructure costs (e.g., large collector roads between subdivisions).

This analysis assumes $210,000 per acre.

[4] Soft costs include corporate overhead, home warranty costs, financing costs, selling costs, and other miscellaneous iterns.

(5] Paper lot value in this analysis assumes that backbone & in-tract infrastructure costs are passed forward to the buyer of the
jots. Residual land value typically funds land acquisition, entitement costs, environmental impact report, planning
documents, infrastructure master plan, environmental mitigation, developer overhead, and land developer profit.

Prepared by EPS 10/8/2010
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Infrastructure Cost Burden Test

The Cost Burden analysis contained herein compares the total infrastructure burden required of
development in different jurisdictions and plan areas throughout the Sacramento Region.
Infrastructure costs are funded in various ways, including private developer funding, local and
regional development impact fee programs, special taxes, and other assessments. ’

The majority of development is single-family development, which was included for analysis.
However, EPS examined two additional land uses to evaluate the relative impact of an increase
in sewer fees: (a) multifamily infill projects, and (b) dine-in restaurants..

For each land use, the infrastructure burden is organized and presented in the following
categories:

« City/County Fees: Any valugtion-based fee or development impéct fee charged to
development by the City or County will be included in this section. The section includes
regional agency fees (e.g., Regional Sanitation impact fees), City fees (e.g., building permit
fee or citywide impact fees), and County fees (e.g., countywide traffic fee). For
nonresidential land uses, local school district impact fees are included in this section.

« Plan Area Fees: Impact fees created to fund infrastructure or public facilities designed to
serve a particular plan area (e.qg., Specific Plan, Special Planning Area, Planned Unit
Development) are inciuded in this section.

«- -Schoo} Fees-for-Residential-Development:—This section-includes-school-refated-funding: -
Funding of schools may include districtwide development impact fees or special assessments,
development agreements, or other financing agreements. For bond funding of school
facilities, a present value of outstanding bonds is calculated and included as a cost of
infrastructure. All nonresidential school-related development impact fees are included in the
preceding “City/County Fees” section. All nonresidential: school-related bond funding is
included in the “Special Taxes/Assessments” section that follows.

o Special Taxes and Assessments: This section estimates the present value of any bond-
funded facilities or infrastructure, including local Melio-Roos funding, regional bond issuances,
or other special assessments. This analysis excludes bond funding if an overlap exists with
development impact fees (e.g., bond proceeds are used to fund fee-funded infrastructure).
For nonresidential land uses (retail, office, and industrial), local school district bond funding is
included in this section.

Single-Family Residential: Cost Burden by Jurisdiction

As discussed above, the maximum range for a feasible Cost Burden is 15 to 20 percent of the
finished home sales value. Development with a Cost Burden at the higher end of the range (i.e.,
17 to 20 percent) are typically only feasible coupled with positive trends, such as strong housing
markets, financial markets, or job growth. Therefore, EPS targets the midpoint of the range,
17.5 percent, as the target maximum burden. EPS tested infrastructure burdens for a mid-level
single-family prototype in various jurisdictions. Results are provided for existing infrastructure
and with the estimated increase in SRCSD fees.
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As indicated in Table 6, the Cost Burdens for a mid-range single-family prototype is estimated
to be well beyond the maximum 15- to 20-percent infrastructure burden range. As discussed
previously, infrastructure burdens above 17.5 percent suggest that a project may not be
financially feasible unless other project costs are unusually low and allow the prOJect to bear the
higher infrastructure burden costs. Looking at the existing infrastructure burdens, the analysis
indicates results ranging from 19.2 percent (marginally feasible) to 26.4 percent (infeasible) of
estimated finished home sales prices. Only Vineyard Springs indicates possible feasibility.

The inclusion of an increased SRCSD fee significantly exacerbates the problem. The Cost Burden
for all areas increases to a highly infeasible range of 27.0 percent to 34.2 percent of housing
price.

Figure 5 compares the cost burdens by jurisdiction for a mid-level single-family home. See
Appendix A for tables detailing calculations of single-family Cost Burdens.

Single-Family Residential: Cost Burden by Price Levels

EPS further tested infrastructure burdens for various price levels using sample single-family .
prototypes planned for the most feasible jurisdiction tested: Vineyard Springs. For each price
point, unit size and assumed density are based on historical norms and supported by market
data. Results are provided for existing infrastructure and with the estimated increase in SRCSD
fees.

Results are shown in Table 7. Except for the most expensive units, the Cost Burdens for single-
family development is estimated to be well beyond the targeted 17.5-percent infrastructure
burden range. Upper level single-family development (priced more than $530,000) appears
feasible with an infrastructure burden of 15.3 percent. All other existing infrastructure burdens
indicate a burden greater than 19.0 percent of home price.

The inclusion of an increased SRCSD fee results a highly infeasible range of 20 to 33 percent of
housing price for all single-family development, regardless of pricing level.

Multifamily Residential: Cost Burden by Jurisdiction

As described previously, the Sacramento Blueprint for growth heavily relies on a structuring
growth in the region focusing on infill development in the City of Sacramento, City of West
Sacramento, and commercial corridors in unincorporated Sacramento County. Infill -development
has a particularly unique set of financial hurdles to achieve feasibility. One redevelopment
strategy is to help offset a portion of infill development’s Cost Burden to help provide incentives
to develop. '

EPS evaluated the impact the estimated SRCSD fee increase would have on feasibility of infill
multifamily development if located in several of these areas.

In general, this ana|y5|s determined the increase of SRCSD fees results in additional cost burden
of $7,650 [$10,200 x 0.75 EDU] and results in significant increases in the overall cost burden for
this type of infill development. In most cases, the increased fee resulted in an increase of the
Cost Burden of nearly one-third, the increase ranging from 26 percent to 49 percent. Figure 6
compares the Cost Burdens by jurisdiction for a multifamily infill unit. Appendix B contains
detailed tables identifying these impacts.
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Dine-In Restaurant: Cost Burden by Jurisdiction

Restaurants are a particularly common and desirable development type. Unfortunately,
restaurants, specifically dine-in restaurants, are a high-intensive user of wastewater. Significant
increases in sewer fees will likely result in total infeasibility. Therefore, EPS evaluated the impact
of the estimated SRCSD fee increase on the feasibility of restaurant development in several
areas in the region.

In general, the increase of SRCSD fees results in additional cost burden of $55,100 per

1,000 square feet [$27,550 x 2.00 EDU]. This increase results in significant increases in the
overall cost burden for this type of development. The increased fee resulted in a 32- to

66- percent increase in Cost Burdens. Figure 7 compares the cost burdens by jurisdiction for a
dine-in restaurant. Appendix C contains detailed tables identifying these impacts.

Residual Land Value Test

The residual land value indicator extends the feasibility analysis to take into account additional
cost items, including the cost of unit construction, in-tract subdivision infrastructure, soft costs,
and builder profit. The resuit of the residual land value analysis is the value of the land, called
the paper lot value. Thatis, the results of the analysis indicate how much the land is worth. The
minimum target range for the residual land value is approximately 10 to 15 percent of the
finished home sales value.

Paper lot value in this analysis assumes that backbone and in-tract infrastructure costs are
passed forward to the buyers of the lots. As discussed previously, the residual land value must
be sufficient to fund several development and entitlement costs beyond land acquisition,
including entitlement costs, environmental impact report, planning documents, infrastructure
master plan, environmental mitigation, developer overhead, and land developer profit.

Vineyard Springs was used as a proposed development site because it represented the most
feasible development area evaluated in the Cost Burden test. Similar to the Cost Burden
Analysis described previously, the existing Vineyard Springs Cost Burden contributes to infeasible
results for all but the most expensive homes. For entry-level through mid-level housing, current
market conditions make development infeasible.

Shown on Table 8, the residual land value indicator shows that nearly all single-family project
prototypes evaluated (entry level through upper level) fall outside the target residual land value
range, ranging from negative 29 percent to positive 14 percent of the estimated finished home
values.

The addition of the estimated increased SRCSD fees makes nearly all single-family prototypes
infeasible. In all cases except the largest lots, development of the parcel would result in a loss
to the landowner.

For instance, the analysis indicates the lot on which a mid-level house will be constructed in
Vineyard Springs has an estimated paper lot value of $25,000, approximately 50 percent what it
should be worth. With the estimated SRCSD increase, the analysis indicates the lot value
decreases to negative $2,000. This suggests the owner will not sell or develop until the Cost
Burden goes down and the ultimate housing price increases to allow for a $35,000 to $50,000 lot
value.
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APPENDICES:
Appendix A:  Single-Family Development
Appendix B:  Multifamily Infill Development

@ Appendix C:  Dine-In Restaurant Development



APPENDIX A:

Single-Family Development
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March
April

May

June

July
August
September
October
November
December

Year 2008 Total

January
February
March
April

May

June

July
August
September
October
November
December

Year 2007 Total

2006
MONTH

January
February
March
April

May

June

July
August
September

282
369
521
495
364
298
331
299
229
330

3980

36
323
83
412
54
49
365
2
256
41

1756

SACRAMENTO METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREA

SINGLE-FAMILY UNITS MULTI-FAMILY UNITS

662
738
341
684
644
673
566
633
428
443
398
289

6999

283
150
103
50
99
193
159
69
2

8
131
208

1455

SACRAMENTO METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREA

SINGLE-FAMILY UNITS MULTI-FAMILY UNITS

707
905
761
729
948
1,041
728
852
616

65

152
199
142
347
198
269
582
671



October
November
December

Year 2006 Total

2005
MONTH

January
February
March
April

May

June

July
August
September
October
November
December

Year 2005 Total:

004

MONTH

January
February
March
April

May

June

July
August
September
October
November
December

Year 2004 Total:

464
552
494

8,797

236
71
598

3,530

SACRAMENTO METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREA

SINGLE-FAMILY UNITS MULTI-FAMILY UNITS

1,251
1,037
1,474
1,611
1,555
1,469
1,331
1,555
1,513
1,060
962

811

15,629

188
119
442
125
447
63

395
87

271
337
126
258

2,863 Grand Total: 18,492

SACRAMENTO METROPOLITAN STATISTICAL AREA

SINGLE-FAMILY UNITS MULTI-FAMILY UNITS

1,314
1,613
2,029
1,743
1,794
1,517
1,407
1,552
1,728
1471
1,154
1,358

18,682

218
142
373
106
45

44

518
34

410
635
630
382

3,587



2003
MONTH

January
February
March
April

May

June

July
August
September
October
November
December

Year 2003 Total:

2002
MONTH

January
February
March
April

May

June

July
August
September
October
November
December

Year 2002 Total:

2001
MONTH

SINGLE FAMILY
SAC. YOLO
1,524 134
1,408 115
1,561 52
1,186 144
1,424 92
1,507 93
1,339 91
1,524 97
1,461 73
1,603 50
1,272 58
1,380 111
17,189 1,110
SINGLE FAMILY
SAC. YOLO
966 84
1,250 115
1,461 156
1,759 139
1,716 08
1,668 87
1,529 92
1,395 84
1,448 67
1,748 124
1,405 61
1,238 72
17,583 1,179
SINGLE FAMILY

MULTIFAMILY
SAC. YOLO
0 : 0
144 2
63 132
174 7
20 241
827 0
334 0
1,172 0
10 4
697 89
255 2
258 176
3,954 653
MULTIFAMILY
SAC YOLO
0 0
144 45
255 2
21 0
188 3
366 0
265 0
189 2
508 0
939 0
769 4
150 154
3,794 210
MULTIFAMILY



January
February
March
April

May

June

July
August
September
October
November
December

Year total:

2000
MONTH

January
February
March
April

May

June

July
August
September
October
November
December

Year total:

1999
MONTH

January
February
March

SAC. YOLO

1,189 100
1,010 50
1,258 129
1,416 101
1,139 184
1,333 128
1,243 123
1,356 49
884 133
1,224 81
956 110
776 48
13,784 1,236
SINGLE FAMILY
SAC. YOLO
804 34
716 16
945 55
933 123
1,335 98
1,156 78
1,116 95
1,217 69
1,036 80
1,361 130
1,021 125
983 157
12,623 1,060
SINGLE FAMILY
SAC. YOLO
645 56
584 71
861 114

SAC. YOLO

292 16
168 0

71 20
196
174
105

781
38
674
134
1,111

OOO\]O[\)OOE

3,798 64

MULTIFAMILY
SAC. YOLO

484
497
10
170
4

2
418
139
650
105
285
304

OO0 RXRONOOOOO
o &

3,068 156

MULTIFAMILY
SAC. YOLO
228 0

40 0
22 92



April

May

June

July
August
September
October
November
December

Y ear total:

1998
MONTH

January
February
March
April

May

June

July
August
September
October
November
December

Y ear total:

1997
MONTH

January
February
March
April

May

June

July
August
September

1,043 86
965 66
1,177 99
1,227 45
955 54
784 23
931 15
829 30
768 37
10,769 696
SINGLE FAMILY
SAC. YOLO
508 45
518 24
806 103
964 65
739 106
973 94
1,068 112
838 57
805 80
1,066 37
761 83
981 35
10,027 841
SINGLE FAMILY
SAC. YOLO
428 31
457 31
647 94
610 70
758 58
830 96
758 68
673 32
713 74

498 0
230 145
130 309
112 0
228 0
412 72
470 151
567 0
368 0
3,305 769
MULTIFAMILY
SAC. YOLO
264 0

0 0

0 14
0 40
286 2
635 164
60 0
476 87
462 153
612 290
248 0
150 0
3,193 750
MULTIFAMILY
SAC. YOLO
256 2

0 0
14 2
100 2

0 0
28 0

2 0
122 0
150 4



October 892 43 230 0
November 539 62 0 0
December 595 45 453 0
Y ear total: 7,900 704 1,355 10
1996
MONTH SINGLE FAMILY MULTIFAMILY
SAC. YOLO SAC. YOLO
January 485 14 0 0
February 388 64 2 8
March 575 85 81 0
April 702 74 8 4
May 791 54 12 4
June 723 72 158 0
July 694 50 0 0
August 688 69 140 0
September 528 42 236 4
October 819 40 70 0
November 494 68 4 0
December 535 48 70 98
Y ear total: 7,422 680 781 118
1995
MONTH SINGLE FAMILY MULTIFAMILY
SAC. YOLO SAC. YOLO
January 284 58 2 2
February 473 43 3 0
March 585 64 0 8
April 509 55 4 2
May 536 41 5 0
June 504 57 54 4
July 604 50 0 3
August 762 73 47 10
September 576 28 134 0
October 667 43 124 7
November 672 47 6 20
December 678 24 88 0



Y ear total: 6,850 583 467 126

1994
MONTH SINGLE FAMILY MULTIFAMILY
SAC. YOLO SAC YOLO
January 547 56 81 12
February 615 38 2 2
March 855 102 0 50
April 732 54 110 2
May 668 61 46 0
June 849 29 3 0
July 647 23 252 18
August 730 60 92 0
September 746 22 107 2
October 670 29 18 0
November 638 43 132 40
December 447 30 27 10
Y ear total: 8144 547 870 136

1993 (NOTE: Sacramento and Yolo Metro Areas are combined for the
remainder of this report)

MONTH SINGLE FAM. MULTI-FAM.
January 372 15
February 485 6
March 899 13
April 723 21
May 690 85
June 731 38
July 673 60
August 728 64
September 786 72
October 662 75
November 635 64
December 641 276

Year total: 8025 839



1992

MONTH

January
February
March
April

May

June

July
August
September
October
November
December

Y ear total:

1991

MONTH

January
February
March
April

May

June

July
August
September
October
November
December

Y ear total:

1990

SINGLE FAM.

586
469
942
946
789
788
655
507
619
597
399
560

7,857

437
431
478
904
836
709
887
760
618
679
482
516

7,737

MULTI-FAM.

127
495
4
100
11
18
86
156
37
23
85
70

1,212

183

81
237
159
382
127

78
161
82
164
534

2,232



January
February
March
April

May

June

July
August
September
October
November
December

Y ear total:

1989

January
February
March
April

May

June

July
August
September
October
November
December

Year total:

1988
1987
1986
1985

1984

1,249

1,438
1,235
1,408
1,488
1,541
1,519
1,492

696
833
401
318

13,618

1,065

935
1,213
1,318
1,398
1,701
1,622
1,550
1,314
1,686
1,535
1,069

16,406

14,073
10,995
12,062

9,585

8,759

817

81
125
216
125
110
224
464

428
65
190
83

2,928

34
47
185
277
80
119
235
263
112
389
399
1,004

3.644

4,605
5,746
5,701
14,253

6,583



1983

1982

1981

1980

1979

1978

1977

1976

1975

1974

1973

1972

1971

1970

1969

1968

1967

8,903
5,376
5,628
8,237
14,649
14,092
15,654
11,928
7,769
7,098
7,428
8,736
7,336
5,429
3,982
3,814

3,544

3,043
1,189
1,626
2,543
5,050
4,822
7,268
6,455
4,288
3,366
7,273
9,591
8,194
7,152
5,093
3,030

2,132



