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MEMORANDUM
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT RESOURCE AGENCY
PLANNING SERVICES DIVISION
County of Placer

TO:

Honorable Board of Supervisors

FROM:

Steve Pedretti
Agency Director

BY:

Shawna Purvines
Principal Planner

SUBJECT:

Affordable Housing Funding and Investment Strategy

DATE:August27, 2019

ACTION REQUESTED
1. Receive a presentation by Planning Services on the Housing Program including the Housing Strategy
and Development Plan and the Housing Funding and Investment Strategy,
2. Provide direction on preferred affordable housing goal options and funding opportunities ,
3. Approve Affordable Housing Program Budget Request for up to $500 ,000 for the implementation of
a pilot program that will accelerate housing production needed to address existing affordable needs,
and
4. Authorize staff to work with stakeholders to consider creation of a private housing trust fund, land
trust and/or similar mechanism to secure funding for the purpose of accelerating the production of
affordable housing units.
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Housing is currently at the forefront of local, state and even national policy agendas. Numerous laws,
and funding options are being presented and adopted each year. CORA's Housing Program
encompasses six strategies intended to increase the availabi lity of affordable housing in the County.
These strategies include: Policy, Regulatory Relief, Streamlining Permit Processing , Increasing Housing
Production and Supply, Preservation of Existing Housing Stock, and the Funding and Financing of
Affordable Housing Development.
Past Board presentations have addressed all these items.
Furthermore, a brief update on recent accomplishments in these six strategies is provided in this report.

Today's presentation focuses on determining a realistic housing unit goal for the County, exploring the
funding and investment options need to achieve this goal, determining program funding opportunities,
and seeking Board direction on the development of a private housing trust fund , land trust and/or similar
mechanism to secure funding for the purpose of accelerating the production of affordable housing units.
BACKGROUND
To ensure that the County remains competitive to receive State and Federal funding , the County needs
to leverage current housing resources and assets and continue to encourage the State to adopt and
pursue funding sources for affordable housing that can replace those lost through the elimination of
redevelopment. In addition , the State legislature through Government Code section 65584 requires that
"reasonable actions should be taken by local and regional governments to ensure that future housing
production meets, at a minimum, the regional housing needs established for planning purposes." The
regional housing needs are established by the State through the Regional Housing Needs Allocation
("RHNA") Plan. In specific, RHNA is based on a housing projection determined by State of California's
Housing and Community Development Department (HCD). These state-mandated documents allocate a
"projected share" of the regional determination to each of the cities and counties in SACOG's six-county
region . The RHNA establishes the total number of housing units for which each city and county must plan
within the eight-year planning period. Based on the adopted RHNA, each city and county must update its
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Housing Element to demonstrate how the jurisdiction will meet the expected growth as a whole, as well
as for each of the four income categories that comprise the total.
On Apri14, 2017, the Board of Supervisors expressed support for implementing a wide variety of housing
strategies- a "menu"- that could be adapted for different parts of the County based on need. On August
8, 2017, the Board endorsed the first Annual Housing Program Work Plan , which included a focused
approach towards affordable housing development. The primary objectives for the Annual Housing Work
Program Work Plan are to:
•

Increase the availability of a mix of housing types in the County for existing and future residents,
students, and employees whose income cannot support the cost of housing in the County;

•

Improve the County's overall employment growth by assisting County employers in reducing
critical shortages of skilled workers in part driven by a lack of available housing;

•

Reduce vehicle miles travelled (VMT) by shorten ing commute distances for those who commute
within Placer County for education or work; and

•

Bring County housing policies, ordinance , standards and guidelines into conformance with recent
changes in State law.

On September 25, 2018 the Board approved an update of the Annual Housing Work Plan , retaining the
four primary objectives outlined above and revising the tasks to be completed. One of the primary tasks
in both Annual Housing Program Work Plans was the completion of components associated with the
development of a Housing Strategy and Development Plan .
The following March, the Boa rd cond ucted a strategic planning workshop and identified nine "critical
success factors" that function as a framework for prioritizing the County's strategic initiatives, including
increasing the "diversity of achievable housing throug hout the County" as a countywide priority area .
Parallel with the County's efforts, the Mountain Housing Council is working to improve the availability of
"Achieva ble" and "Missing Middle" housing in the Eastern County. Placer County contributes $50,000
per year for three years to assist in the funding of the Mountain Housing Council.
Housing Strategy and Development Plan
On January 23, 2018, the Board approved an agreement with BAE Urban Economics, Inc. to assist staff
in completing 2017-18 Housing Program Work Plan tasks associated with the development of a Housing
Strategy and Development Plan which targets housing policy and process reforms. In specific, BAE
Urban Economics was asked to conducUprepare the following :
•

An existing conditions analysis to review housing cond ition s, needs and a land supply assessment
that identifies the existing supply of vacant and under-utilized land that could be developed with
higher density housing that is within reasonable proximity to infrastructure, services, commercial
cores, and transit and j ob centers.

•

A j urisdictional comparison report on the County's adopted policies, ordinances, standards and
guidelines related to residential development. This report identified best practices used by other
cities and cou nties for the development of local housing .

•

A comprehensive review of loca l policies, ordin ances, design standards, and codes, and a set of
recommendations to revise as appropriate to allow for maximum design flexibility, while still
achieving important County land use planning and development objectives including walkability,
connectivity, conservation, historical/traditional identity and the character of each community.
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•

A Geographical Information System (GIS) based housing site identification and screening tool that
highlights suitable sites for housing development and an Excel-based tool that further prioritizes
housing development sites to inform potential investment priorities.

•

A series of recom mendations to streamline and improve the development review process.

The Housing Strategy and Development Plan identifies ways the County can improve local controls to
address the housing crisis and state requirements. The Plan is broken down into six key strategy areas
including:
•

Policy and Planning - focused on policy tools (i.e. State Laws , General Plan and Community
Plans) , and certain zoning strategies that are closely tied to the policy level recommendations.
In 2017, the California Legislature passed a number of high profile housing laws. The Legislature
has sustained its focus on housing laws into 2018 and now into 2019. These laws continue a
significant trend towards increasing the expectations on local governments to make progress
toward approving sufficient housing in order to meet State housing goals. Locally, Placer County's
General Plan and partnering Community and Area Plans include a number of housing related
goals and policies that support housing, especially in fill housing as well as a mix of housing types.

•

Regulatory Relief - focused on zoning and other barriers including development standards that
may be too restrictive to accommodate the full range of housing needed to support area household
needs.
On April 9, 2019 the Board approved the contract and scope of work with ICF International for the
preparation of the EIR, and a contract and scope of work with Dyett and Bhatia for strategic
housing related amendments to the General Plan , zoning ordinance, and an update and
streamlining of the County's design standards and guidelines that relate to housing, including new
standards and guidelines for multifamily and mixed use development.
The project components include General Plan Amendments to allow residential units to be
measured using Floor Area Ratio when part of a mixed use project and to revise General Plan
Table 1-3 to recognize mixed use development within specific land uses and zones. The purpose
is to allow for more flexibility in unit size , thereby achieving a project goal for a mix of housing
types . The project also creates a new mixed use floating zone district that may be applied to
Genera l Plan land uses where the base zone is found consistent. As discussed above the project
also includes an update to the County's design guidelines in order to adopt design standards for
multifamily and mixed use development projects.
Lastly, the project proposes zoning text amendments that address mixed use development and
residential densities related to mobile home parks , defines infill development, updates the
County's density bonus ordinance to bring it consistent with state law, expands the density bonus
ordinance to allow for a greater density bonus up to 100% when part of a mixed use infill project,
establishes dwelling unit equiva lence standards, and allows more flexibility of multifamily
residential development on infill sites. The project would also support different types of cluster
housing development types that support agriculture, conservation and open space-oriented
communities with the use of small lot developments, cottage and cohousing household types.
Additional information on the project components will be provided to the Planning Commission
July 25, 2019.

•

Housing Production and Supply - focused on increasing the supply and production including
accessory dwelling units, multifamily and mixed use products.
Approximately 100 "Housing Opportunity Sites" have been identified throughout the County
that include public and private lands. These parcels were chosen based on a variety of
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, quantitative metrics including site suitability (proximity to services and transit), affordable
funding eligibility, and market conditions. More information on these sites can be found at
https://www.placer.ca .gov/5460/Housing-Opportunity-Parcels.
Additionally, a number of housing projects are in process, including:
o Mercy Housing at the Placer County Government Center (79 units affordable to 60%
or below area median income (AMI))
o Schaffer's Mill Project (56 units affordable to 80% or below AMI)
o Placer Vineyards Specific Plan (parcels for 400± very low, low and moderate income
units mapped)
o Dollar Creek Crossing (150± units affordable to a mix of housing incomes up to 190%
AMI)
•

Streamlined Processing - focused on administrative process to reduce delays and ultimately
help to reduce the cost to develop housing in the County.

Concurrent with the preparation of the housing code revisions, staff is working to improve the
review process. The Community Development Resource Agency (CORA) contracted with Third
Wave, a business process management firm recommended by the Building Industry Association
based on their review of the company's performance with the City of Sacramento on the City's
development review processes and improvements. They conducted three 4-hour sessions on
three county development processes: (1) Planning/entitlement process (through small lot maps);
(2) final map process- improvement plans, surveyor, etc.; and (3) building permit process in both
western and eastern County. Participants went step-by-step through a given process, questioning
why it is required, examining the benefits, and determining if it is needed or wanted , etc ... The
workshops resulted in CORA receiving process maps, lists of problem areas and potential
solutions.
In addition, CORA has partnered with the Information Technology Department (ITO) to create a
"virtual" public counter. CORA and ITO staff presented "CORA eServices" to the Board on May
14, 2019. CORA eServices is intended to expand the type of services that our customers can
obta in online, with an ultimate goal of providing a more efficient and enhanced customer service
experience. CORA is in the ea rly stages of this effort. Implementation of CORA eServices
provides a package of online self-service systems that empower customers and our staff to
complete a majority of routine service requests quickly and simply. These tools are intended to
help resolve the most common customer questions without needing to speak directly with staff
who are only avai lable during business hou rs.
•

Preservation and Protection - focused on effective methods to track existing affordable housing
and establish ways to preserve and protect such housing from being removed .

Currently staff monitors and provides oversite of 396 deed restricted affordable housing units
including multifamily, single family, accessory dwelling, and senior assisted living. In addition ,
staff monitors project condition approvals to ensu re affordable housing obligation conditions are
met.
•

Local Funding- focused on achieving more local control over funding needed to support housing
development.

As part of the 2018-19 Annual Housing Program Work Plan it was determined that in addition to
the work that was completed in the Housing Strategy and Development Plan , there was a need
to complete a housing funding and investment strategy. In addition, a nexus study has been
completed for both Western and Eastern Placer County to determine the maximum justifiable
housing fee for each. The following is a discussion on the recently completed Housing Funding
and Investment Strategy report and a follow up on the Board's recent discussion on the affordable
housing fee.
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DISCUSSION
CORA contracted with BAE to prepare the Housing Funding and Investment Strategy, which was
completed in May 2019. This analysis represents a continuation of the ongoing efforts to improve the
availability and affordability of workforce housing. The Affordable Housing Funding and Investment
Strategy:

•

•
•

•

Estimates existing demand for affordable housing both for sale and rental using U.S. Department
of Housing and Urban Development and future housing needs based on the 2013-2021 Regional
Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) and current available projections of unincorporated housing
demand growth through 2040.
Estimates the cost associated with rehabilitating existing housing and the construction of new
housing to meet existing and anticipated future needs.
Identifies the portion of the costs likely offset by occupants and other funding programs. This
generally leaves a "gap" that may be needed from the County to leverage state and federal funding
sources for affordable and workforce housing.
In addition , to the extent possible , the report breaks out both demand and cost for eastern and
western portions of the County.

The 2019 BAE Housing Funding and Investment Strategy, as well as the Hansford Economics
analysis completed for the Affordable Housing Fee Study in 2017, determined that the gap needed to
subsidize an affordable housing unit is approximately $100,000 per unit. The gap comes from the
difference between what a developer can secure in conventional loans and other equity sources less
what can be expected from rents and the cost of ongoing maintenance of the units.
For the Housing and Investment Strategy, the gap was derived from a review of funding applications
for rehabilitation projects as well as new construction projects in Placer County and the surrounding
region, as published by the California Tax Credit Allocation Committee (TCAC). Recognizing that
most projects receive funding from other sources, the Housing Funding and Investment Strategy
looked at both the cost to provide housing as well as the diversity and distribution of funding sources
at the project level. Using this information, BAE was able to determine the average share of nonprivate funding that comes from local government sources.

Housing Need- BAE estimates total housing demand (2019-2040) of 13,305 housing units including
6,944 rental housing units affordable to low, very low and extremely low income households earning
less than 80 percent of the Area Median Income (AMI) ,and another 2,728 affordable to moderate
income households earning 80 percent to 120 percent of AMI. Currently there are 2,467 housing
units anticipated to be constructed as a result of the County's inclusionary and workforce housing
policies. Assuming these units will be constructed , this results in a net future need (2040) of 4,970
rental units affordable to low, very low, extremely low income households, as well as 2,236 units
affordable to moderate income households. The short term (RHNA (2019-2021) and the long-term
(2022-2040) housing needs are shown in Table 1. Table 2 shows the future housing needs separated
between western and eastern portions of Placer County.
Table 1
Future Housing Needs- Dwelling Units
RHNA
Long-Term
Income Level
2019-21
2022-40
2,200
4,744
Moderate
816
1,912
Above Moderate
11
-r- 3,622
3,027

1o.2n

I
I

Total
2019-40
6,944
2,728

~
13,3os

Table 2
Future Housing Needs (2019-2040) - Dwelling Units
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Income Level

Western

Eastern

Low, Very_ Low & Extremeli Low
Moderate
Above Moderate

6 ,227
2,391

716
337
171

3,4.§1__

1

j

1 ,22_
5~

12,080

The report found generally that extremely low, very low and low income housing is disproportionally
impacted by high housing costs, and highlights the need for rental housing programs targeting
households at these income levels.
Affordable Housing Cost and the Financing Gap - Based on the estimated total housing demand
through 2040, BAE estimates a total cost of approximately $1.8 billion to meet the existing and future
(2019-2040) affordable housing need. BAE's study determined that typical local (non-private)
contribution for new construction ranges from zero to 55 percent. BAE estimates an average nonprivate contribution of 8.7% for existing housing needs and 20% for future housing construction. As
such, BAE estimates a gap of approximately $265 million (14.7%) in funding through 2040 . This
equates to around $12 million annually, to meet the local anticipated future affordable housing need
through 2040.
Table 3
Housing BAE Summary of Costs
EASTERN COUNTY
Existing Housing
Need (a)

Future
Housing Need (b)

Total
Housing Need

$467' 185,916

$236,945,199

$704,131 ,115

Total Financing Gap
% County Share (c)

8.7%

20%

12.5%

Total County Share

$40,645,175

$47,484,239

$88,129,414

$1,847,508

$2, 158,374

$4,005,882

Existing Housing
Need (a)

Future
Housing Need (b)

Total
Housing Need

$375,744,468

$723,248,227

$1,098,992,695

Annual Average ('18-40)
WESTERN/CENTRAL COUNTY

Total Financing Gap
% County Share (c)

8.7%

20%

16.2%

Total County Share

$32,689,769

$144,940,230

$177,629,999

$1, 485,899

$6,588, 192

$8,074,091

Existing Housing
Need (a}

Future
Housing Need (b}

Total
Housing Need

$842,930,384

$960,1 93,425

$1 ,803,123,810

% County Share (c)

8.7%

20%

14.7%

Total County Share

$73,334,943

$192,424,469

$264,759,412

$3,333,407

$8, 746,567

$12,079,973

Annual Average ('18-40)
COUNTYWIDE

Total Financing Gap

Annual Average ('18-40)

Notes:
(a) Existing housing need is assumed to be met by acquisition and rehabilitation of existing units.
(b) Future housing need is projected through 2040 and is assumed to be met by new construction.
(c) Based on recent contributions of local funding to affordable housing developments in Placer, Sacramento, ElDorado, and Nevada
Counties. The assumed share also varies between the Eastern and Western County

Potential Local Funding Sources to Fill the Gap - A permanent source of local funding that supports
the development and maintenance of affordable housing is required to help fill the gap when
developing affordable housing. Local funding can come from a number of sources. In calculating total
6
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existing and future housing needs and estimating the amount of funding that the County may need to
assemble to address existing and anticipated future affordable housing gaps in financing , the analysis
reviewed a variety of potential local funding sources, contribution methods, and other non-local
funding options. A summary of the funding opportunities is below.
Cwrent and Ongoing Funding Efforts Used to Fund Affordable Housing In Placer County:

•

Grants and low-interest loan programs are a common method for allocating funding to affordable
housing projects. Because unincorporated Placer County is not an entitlement jurisdiction,1 the
County can apply for funds from the HUD, CDBG and HOME programs through the statewide
pass-through program. The USDA Rural Housing program, the California Cap-and-Trade
program and the Affordable Housing and Sustainable Communities (AHSC) program support the
development of affordable housing on a competitive basis. Typically Placer County does not
compete well for these types of grants and programs due to income level requirements .

•

Utilizing County-owned land for future affordable housing projects including land donation, sale,
or the use of long-term ground-lease.

•

Fee adjustments, deferrals and waivers both in the way that the fees are calculated and collected
can have a positive impact on project feasibility and design.

•

Permit streamlining that reduces the time from application to development decreases the cost of
the overall development while allowing for the project to be realized sooner.

•

Developer driven project based applications for funding to the California Tax Credit Allocation
Committee (TCAC) fund most affordable housing projects today. However, these applications
are often most competitive when leverag ing local funding contributions.

Funding Source for Affordable Housing Requiring Future Board Direction:

•

Existing and Future Tax Revenue Funds. A special tax required to meet Proposition 2018
requirements.

•

Sales and Use Tax. A sales and use tax add-on could help to spread the financial burden of
providing more affordable housing across a broad number of stakeholders. A general transaction
and use tax only requires majority voter approval but does not reserve the increased revenue for
specific fun ctions.

•

Transient Occupancy Tax. An increase in the Transient Occupancy Tax (TOT) rate charged on
users of temporary (i.e. 30 days or less) lodg ing cou ld create a reliable source of funding, but
requires majority approval by the Board of Supervisors and then majority voter approval. The
County can also consider reallocating existing non-dedicated TOT revenue. In fiscal year 2018/ 19,
TOT revenue for Western Placer was $822 ,021 at an 8% tax rate . A 1% increase in the TOT
rate would result in approximately $103 ,000 additional annual revenue. The Eastern Placer TOT
revenue for fiscal year 18/19 was $20.0 million at a 10% rate. A 1% increase would result in
approximately $2.0 million of additional annual revenue.

•

Parcel Tax. A flat assessment on real property can spread the responsibility for raising funds
across a broad base of property owners , including residential and non-residential uses. As an
example , during outreach efforts on the Affordable Housing Fee, the Contractors Association of
Tahoe-Truckee stated they would support a flat annual parcel tax (e.g. $50 per parcel). This

1

Per the funding formula used by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), Entitlement Jurisdictions
include principal cities of Metropolitan St at istical Areas (MSAs); other metropol itan cities with populations of at least
50,000; and qualified urban counties with population s of at least 200,000 (excluding entitlement cities).
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would provide a predictable revenue for the construction of affordable/achievable housing.
Currently there are 65,177 taxable parcels in the unincorporated area.
•

Special Housing Financing Districts. Hampered by the loss of redevelopment agencies, California
jurisdictions now have limited methods to leverage property tax increment to fund affordable
housing. Recently the State has authorized tools that local jurisdictions can use to generate tax
revenue that then can be used as a guarantee for the issuance of large value publ ic bonds in
support of affordable housing development. One of the tools authorized by State law is to
establish an Enhanced Infrastructure Financing District (EIFD) (AB1568). Under an EIFD, the
jurisdiction apportions incremental increases in property tax revenue generated within an
established area into a dedicated fund . Other similar tools would be to establish Workforce
Housing Opportunity Zones (SB540) and/or an Affordable Housing Authority (AB1598).

•

Affordable Housing Bond Measure. The County could also consider an affordable housing bond
measure, similar to those recently approved in Alameda and Santa Clara counties. Issuance of
public bonds must be supported by a reliable source of income, such as property taxes, sales tax,
or TOT. In order to implement a housing bond measure, the County would need approval by the
Board of Supervisors and approval by two-thirds of the voters.

•

Redevelopment Property Tax Trust Fund. The State of California authorized the creation of
Redevelopment Successor Agencies, which are charged with overseeing the winding down of
redevelopment programs. The Placer County Successor Agency currently manages the
Redevelopment Property Tax Trust Fund (RPTTF) which has a balance of approximately
$860 ,000. Although some of this revenue is obligated for other uses, some portion may be made
available to fund housing as is done in other regional jurisdictions.

•

Senate Bill2- Building Homes and Jobs Act Funding . In 2017, California voters approved SB2,
the Building Homes and Jobs Act. SB2 established a new permanent State funding source for
affordable housing by imposing a $75 recording fee per document for certain real estate
transactions, with the expectation of generating approximately $200 to $250 million annually.
Seventy percent of these funds will be allocated to a Local Funds pool to assist in the development
of affordable housing. Per the law, 83 percent will be allocated on a formulaic basis to jurisdictions
that qualify as HUD entitlement jurisdictions. The remaining 17 percent of the Local Funds pool
will be distributed to non-entitlement jurisdictions including 10 percent allocated on a formulaic
basis and seven percent allocated on a competitive basis. As mentioned previously in relation to
HUD HOME and CDBG funding , Placer County is a non-entitlement jurisdiction , so competition
will be tight. That said , the County may wish to explore formation of a regional HUD consortium
to qualify for entitlement formula funding through HUD.

•

Other Private Funding Sources. Some jurisdictions have successfully partnered with local
employers and other institutions to provide additional fund ing for housing development. Placer
County has successfully partnered with entities such as Sutter Hospital to assist in developing
supportive housing units. Another example includes when the developer of the Martis Camp
community partnered with Mountain Area Preservation and Sierra Watch in 2006 to establish the
Martis Fund in North Lake Tahoe. Direct contribution to a housing land or trust funds provide a
unique opportunities that is made possible through partnerships between the County, local
stakeholders, businesses and institutions within the community. There are a number of examples
of private trust supporting the development of affordable housing including but not limited to
Housing Trust of Silicon Valley, Housing Trust of Santa Barbara County and San Francisco's
Affordable Housing Accelerator Fund.

•

Affordable Housing Fee. The Board is considering adopting an affordable housing fee on new
development. The purpose of this potential new fee is to allow, in some instances, the flexibility
in meeting current requirements for the development of affordable housing associated with the
development of commercial , industrial and new market-rate residential units. In 201 6, the County
8
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contracted with Hansford Economic Consulting and Mintier Harnish Planning Consultants to
prepare an Affordable Housing Fee Nexus Study for both the Tahoe area as well as the western
portion of unincorporated Placer County. The fees were calculated on the number of incomequalified worker households generated by new development and the financing gap/subsidy
amount necessary to house low to moderate income households. These studies are required
should the County decide to implement an affordable housing fee. The studies included economic
and statistical research on different types of development and on the demand for affordable
housing in the County. Affordable Housing Fee studies can be reviewed at:
https://www.placer.ca .gov/3936/Affordable-Housing-Fee-Study.
To determine how much will be collected over time is not a simple task. A fee has been collected
since 1998, but only on certain projects. Since 1998, the Housing Trust Fund, where fees are
deposited, has collected approximately $1 .7 million in fees in lieu of constructing affordable
housing. As an example , at this rate of funds being collected , the fees may produce a single
primary unit or possibly 4 second units per year on average depending on how the funding is
invested (construction vs. fee offset). However, fees have not been collected using a consistent
metric over the 20 years . In some instances the fee was collected on a per unit basis and in other
cases the fee was based on 1% of the assessed value of the project. Depending on the option(s)
the Board selects for the collection of fees, the assumption of percent that will come from other
local contributions (approximately 15 percent contribution is assumed within the options presented
below based on the analysis prepared by BAE), staff can provide additional information on
estimates of fees that may be collected in the future . Any affordable housing fees collected would
contribute to the funding necessary to support the goals of an affordable housing program.
•

Direct General Fund Contribution. The County may also allocate general fund revenues in
supports accelerating the development of affordable housing as part of the annual budget. This
is a similar process as is done for Placer Legacy program.

Affordable Housing Program - Housing Unit Goal and Funding Options
Following are four affordable housing program housing unit goal options for Board discussion. Depending
on the preferred program, a funding plan would be prepared to achieve the program goals. Examples of
funding options are provided for under each Program Option listed below. However, program
implementation is contingent on the availability of funding , which is likely to change due to economic
conditions, the priorities of federal , state and regional governments and funding agencies.

Program Option #1- Continue with the Periodic Development of Affordable Housing

With the state's elimination of Redevelopment Agencies, the loss of a permanent and predicable source
of revenue to support the development of affordable housing has been removed . Placer County and its
former Redevelopment Agency participated in the planning and development of 173 affordable housing
units. The final project, initially started with the Redevelopment Agency, was completed in 2016. The
projects are as follows:
2006 - Sawmill Heights - Northstar- 12 units
2009-2011 - Hopkins - 4 units - Martis Valley
2009-2012 -Atwood Ill 15 units -Auburn
2012 - Domus Scattered Sites- Kings Beach - 77 units
2013 - Corda Workforce Housing - 1 unit - Tahoe City
2016 - Quartz Ridge - Auburn- 64 units
On June 11 , 2019, the Board approved the funding plan for a 79-unit affordable housing complex on the
Placer County Government Center. The funding plan relied on more than $700,000 from the Housing
Trust Fund utilizing nearly all funding available for western Planer. The collection of these fees is the
result of a condition of approval for a limited number of residential project levied on a case-by-case basis.
Therefore, funding availability to assist future projects is uncertain. Further, although this option is
9
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dependent on levels of future development that are currently unknown, it is unlikely that housing levels
will meet the regional housing needs and therefore is potentially insufficient to comply with the State's
directive that the County take reasonable actions to ensure that future housing production meets those
needs.
Funding Required: Currently the County does not have a specific housing unit goal. Therefore funding
required to support projects would be considered on a case-by-case basis.
Funding Opportunities: County would continue to apply for state and federal funds when available. In
addition , the accumulation of private funds collected in-lieu of project obligations would be used when
funding is available.
Program Option #2: Regional Housing Needs Allocation

Option #2 would set the program goal to achieve the construction of Placer County's RHNA. The 20132021 remaining RHNA includes approximately 3,000 units primarily comprising of moderate and below
income housing. The Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) is working with the State
Department of Housing and Community Development and together are in the process of preparing the
County's proposed 2021-2029 RHNA . SACOG anticipates providing the initial draft RHNA to each
jurisdiction in the SACOG region this fall. SACOG staff expects a substantial increase from the current
RH NA cycle . It has been verbally stated that jurisdictions within the SACOG region may see an increase
as high as 50-80 percent higher than the current RHNA.
This program option would plan for the construction of approximately 8,000 new units (final number
pending approved RHNA from SACOG this fall) of which 6,000 would be required for moderate and below
households from now through 2029. If under this option it is assumed that the approximately 2,500 units
required to be built by approved projects to meet their affordable and employee housing needs, then it
can be assumed that only 3,500 units affordable to the moderate and below household would need to be
planned for. If RHNA is approximately 8,000 units for unincorporated Placer County between now and
2029, new annual housing starts would need to increase by approximately two and half times the current
rate of approximately 300 new housing units per year.
Funding Required: To be competitive for Tax Credits and other funding sources, assuming the County
subsidizes funds similar to the regional averages for comparable projects, to assist in closing the gap for
6,000 moderate and below income units through 2029, using a weighted average of $100,000 financing
gap for each unit, approximately $6 million annually would be needed.
Funding Opportunities: If this option is determined to be the preferred option of the Board, a program
that starts with a smaller amount of funds per year would be recommended with an escalator established
to ensure total funding is available later.
Program Option #3: The 2019-2040 Housing Demand
Option #3 would set program goal to achieve total housing needs through 2040. This program would
plan for the development of a total housing demand (2019-2040) of 13,305 housing units including 6,944
rental housing units affordable at 80 percent of the Area Median Income (AMI) below and another 3,633
affordable to households earning 80 percent to 120 percent of AMI. This goal anticipates a number of
affordable housing units that may reasonably be delivered as part of the County's General Plan affordable
and employee housing policies. Therefore , when you deduct for projects required to construct affordable
and employee housing, the total unmet need through 2040 is 10,838 new housing units. Of the 10,838
units 7,205 are anticipated to be needed for moderate and below households.
Current new housing starts are approximately 300 units per year. To achieve this goal, production of
new housing starts would need to more than double. Additionally approximately 75 percent of all new
housing would need to be affordable to households earning moderate income or below.
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Funding Required: To be competitive for Tax Credits and other funding sources , assuming the County
subsidizes funds similar to the regional averages for comparable projects $303.7 million in local funds, or
$12 million annually would be needed.
Funding Opportunities: As discussed above , options for funding necessary to close the gap may come
from multiple sources including federal and state programs as well as private sources such as payment
of fees in-lieu of constructing affordable housing requirements and even local government funds derived
through taxes. The ability to achieve an annual fund of $12 million annually is not realistic. Therefore if
this option is determined to be the preferred option of the Board, a program that starts with a smaller
amount of funds per year would be recommended with an escalator established to ensure total funding
is available later in the timeline. In addition , all or nearly all funding options discussed in the report would
need to be considered as no one source would have the revenue to meet this funding level.
Program Option #4: 10 Percent Affordable Housing
Option #4 would set the program goal to achieve 10 percent of all new housing being affordable to the
moderate income earning household or below. This would be an all-encompassing goal that would
require working with residential developers, the business community and affordable housing developers
to provide affordable rental and purchase opportunities . This is anticipated to be an achievable goal, but
it is recognized that it may not result in construction of all of the units contemplated by the SACOG RHNA
assigned to the County, and therefore potentially falls short of the State's directive that the County take
reasonable actions to ensure that future housing production meets regional housing needs. Although a
higher goal could be considered, 10 percent was identified as being realistic and achievable based on
the historical average number of new housing starts within unincorporated Placer County, current cost to
construct affordable housing development, and the County's struggle to successfully compete for housing
grants and other related housing programs.
Funding Required: Assuming the county subsidizes funds similar to the reg ional averages for comparable
projects, there would need to be a local non private funding source of approximately $736 ,000 per year
needed to support this option .
Funding Opportunities: This program option would assume construction or acquisition of approximately
30 units per year being affordable to a moderate or below income household and may consist of units
restricted through approved projects affordable hou sing requirements, deed restrictions and affordability
levels for second dwelling units or other forms of affordable housing. To ensure funding availabil ity and
predictability, initial funding would need to come from the general fund with the potential to offset funds
through public and private grants. Should the County become an entitlement community under a
consortium with other cities in the County, a permanent source of ongoing fund ing would be available
through HUD and State SB 2 (Recorder Filing Fee) funds. Additional funding would also be available in
the Housing Trust Fund when approved projects pay a fee in-lieu of constructing their affordable or
employee housing obligation.
Program Option #5: 10 Percent Affordable Housing with a Bridge to Achieving RHNA
Historically RHNA required communities to plan for and accommodate their regional share of housing for
all income levels. Recent changes in State law affect what may be counted towards RHNA in the Housing
Element, and provide consequences if jurisdictions do not meet their allocations in a timely manner. For
example, when a jurisdiction has insufficient progress toward their lower income RHNA (very low and low
income}, these jurisdictions are subject to SB 35 (Chapter 366, Statues of 2017) streamlining ministerial
approval requirements for proposed development at this time, Placer County has not met its low and very
low RHNA requirements and therefore is subject to SB 35 streamlining ministerial approval requirements
for proposed developments with 50% or greater affordability. Additionally, recent changes in state law
now require RHNA to include existing and projected relationships between low-wage jobs and lowerincome housing. This means each jurisdiction's Housing Elements will have to address both existing
11
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need as well as future need for moderate to low income housing to ensure an appropriate jobs/housing
balance.
Option #2 above addresses existing and future housing needs. However as identified in this option, the
cost to fully achieve this objective is unrealistic. Therefore Option #5 considers a realistic approach of
achieving 5% of existing housing units over a 20 period and looking forward to 10% of all new housing
being affordable to the moderate income earning households or below.
Funding Required: Initial fun ding would be the same as Option #4 above but would include funding
necessary to address existing affordable housing needs. Cu rrently there are 40,886 housing units in the
unincorporated area of the County. Gap funding necessary to achieve 5% of existing housing to be
secured at affordable income levels wo uld require $1 ,656,000 per year for the next 20 years. Estimated
annual funding needs to close the gap on 10% of new housing development to be affordable is $736,000.
This would be a tota l annual funding need of $2,392,000.
Funding Opportunities: Initial funding wou ld need to be from general fund and may be offset with public
or private grants or funds if available. Annual county contribution may be reduced as other permanent
funding becomes available through the funding opportunities discussed in this report.
RECOMMENDATION

1. Authorize staff to proceed with Program Option #5 - 10 Percent Affordable Housing with a bridge
to achieving RHNA
2. Support a fun ding request of up to $500,000 to the Housing Trust Fund for the implementation of
a pilot program that will accelerate housing production needed to address existing affordable
needs.
3. Authorize staff to work with stakeholders to consider creation of a private housing trust fund,
land trust or similar mechanism to secure funding for the purpose of accelerating the production
of affordable housing units.
Reason for Recommendation
A major issue with funding affordable housi ng was the elimination of redevelopment agencies in
California. Until recently, the state has never had a significant permanent source of affordable housing
funding. Proceeds from the 2006 housing bond that helped create and preserve affordable apartments,
urban infill infrastructure and single-family homes have been expended. Although there is a need for
additional afford able housing in Placer County, state and federal funding has limited availability in our
County.

lnclusionary and employee housing policies in the General Plan are designed to support the County's
affordable housing development and help bridge the affordable housing needs gap by linking the
production of affordable housing to the production of new market-rate housing development. As these
policies are limited in application , they alone cannot meet the County's full affordable housing need.
1.

Staff recommends the Board authorize staff to proceed with the implementation of Program Option
#5 - 10 Percent Affordable Housing with a bridge to ach ieving RHNA. This Option aligns best
with Genera l Plan goals and policies for the development of affordable housing, the Board's stated
interest to implement an all-around approach to addressing the County's housing needs, and the
County's intent to meet state housing objectives, all while allowing for the Placer Housing Program
to grow over time .

2. The funding request of up to $500,000 to implement a pilot program that will accelerate housing
production needed to address existing moderate to low income housing needs is structured
around strategic priorities discussed as part of the Board 's strategic initiatives on achievable
housing, the Annual Housing Program Work Plan and CORA's Housing Strategy and
Development Plan.
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If allocated, funding would be used to accelerate the production and preservation of affordable
housing in the County through the Housing Trust Fund or if available any County supported private
housing trust or similar mechanism. Funding would be leveraged with other public and private
funds to support the implementation of such programs if and when they are ultimately approved
by the County:
a. First Time Home Buyer or Down Payment Assistance loan program for moderate and
missing middle income households (up to 150% of AMI in the west and 195% of AMI in
the east)
b. Employee housing deed restriction program (similar in concept to the Vail In-Deed
program presented to the Board on January 28, 2019)
c. Construction financing for accessory dwelling units (secondary dwellings)
Funding to achieve the program goal of 10 Percent Affordable Housing with a bridge to achieving
RHNA recommended by staff in this report is estimated to be approximately $2.4 million per year.
Staff recognizes that funding is not immediately available this year and will need to come from a
variety of sources that will take time to obtain.
3. The proposed private housing trust would be formed to address unincorporated Placer County's
affordable housing challenges and when possible used to assist in the implementation of the
County General Plan policies. The trust would provide a mechanism to secure gap funding for
affordable housing projects, accommodate the donation of a variety of public, private and nonprofit
sources of funding, acquisition of land, and to administer loans to affordable homebuilders or
renovators to provide additional affordable housing on sites designated by the County.
As discussed previously in this report, direct contribution to a housing land or trust funds provide
a unique opportunities that is made possible through partnerships between the County, local
stakeholders, businesses and institutions within the community. There are a number of examples
of private trust supporting the development of affordable housing throughout the state.
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
This item is a discussion of establishment of a policy and therefore is categorically exempt from CEQA
per Guidelines Section 15061 (b)(3), which provides a general rule that if an activity does not have the
potential to cause a significant environmental effect, it is exempt from CEQA.
FISCAL IMPACTS
The fiscal impact of the budget request to the Housing Trust Fund would be up to $500,000 from the
general fund . The amount would only be required if the pilot programs identified above, which are used
to accelerate housing production in unincorporated Placer County, are approved by the County.
ATTACHMENTS
Attachment 1: BAE Affordable Housing Funding and Investment Strategy Report
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Report for Placer County. We would like to offer our thanks to County staff for providing data
for the ana lysis and comments on the draft report. As always, it has been a pleasure working
with you and your colleagues on t his important initiative.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
This analysis represents a continuation of ongoing efforts by Placer County to improve the
avai lability and affordabil ity of workforce and affordable housing. In 2017 , t he Placer County
Board of Supervisors approved the Housing Work Plan. In 2018, the County retained BAE
Urban Economics (BAE) and Environmental Science Associates (ESA) to prepa re the Placer
County Housing Strategy and Development Plan. In March 2019, the Board of Supervisors
conducted a strategic planning workshop and identified nine "critica l success factors" that
function as a framework for prioritizing the County's strategic in itiatives, including increasing
t he "diversity of ach ievable housing throughout the County" as a countywide priority area.
Parallel with the County's efforts, the Mountain Housing Council is working to improve the
availability of "Achievable" and "Missing Middle" housing in the Eastern County.
Although housing is currently at the forefront of the state policy agenda, Placer County has
historically struggled to be competitive for many state and federal funding programs. The
reasons for this are many and typica lly pertain to the eligibility and/ or scoring criteria used for
competitive funding programs. However, the availability of local match funding is often a
critical part of the evaluation process; therefore, it is important that t he County understand t he
amount of subsidy needed and identify sources of funding that are under loca l control.
This study estimates the order of magnitude cost associated with rehabilitation of existing
housing and construction of new housing that is sufficient to meet the estimated existing and
anticipated future need. The report identifies the portion of those costs that would likely be
offset by occupants, as well as through other funding programs. The study then identifies the
amount of subsidy that may be needed from the County to leverage important state and
federa l funding sources for affordable and workforce housing. To the extent practicable, the
ana lysis provides a breakout of both demand and cost for the eastern and western County.
Lastly, the study summarizes a variety of potential local and non-loca l sources of funding.

Methodology
This analysis estimates existing and anticipated future demand fo r affordable housing in
Placer County. The existing need is assumed equal to t he number of existing Placer County
households that experience housing problems, as defined by the U.S. Department of Housing
and Urban Development (HU D). The analysis estimates the anticipated future need for
affordable housing based on the 2013-2021 Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) and
the current avai lable projections of unincorporated housing demand growth through 2040
published by the Sacramento Area Counci l of Governments (SACOG). To the extent possible,
this analysis accounts for housing units constructed since the beginning of the current RHNA
period , as wel l as units anticipated to be developed in the near future as a result of the
County's inclusionary housing and workforce housing policies.
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In addition to estimating the existing and anticipated future need, this analysis also calculates
the rough cost of meeting that need. To do this, BAE reviewed funding applications for
rehabi litation projects, as well as new construction projects, in Placer County and the
su rrounding region, as published by the California Tax Cred it Allocation Committee (CTCAC).
Recognizing that most projects receive funding from a variety of sources, and that local funds
are typically used to leverage funds from other sources, BAE reviewed not only the per unit
cost to provide housing, but also the distribution of funding sources, to identify the average
share of non-private funding that comes from local government sources. Based on these
estimates, BAE then calculated the total cost that Placer County may reasonably be expected
to bear in order to meet the estimated existing and projected future affordable housing need.

Existing Housing Need
Based on the above method, BAE estimates existing demand for 3,900 rental housing units
affordable at 80 percent of the Area Median Income (AMI) and below and another 626 units
affordable to households earning 80 percent to 120 percent of AM I.l Approximately 40
percent of this existing demand is concentrated in the Eastern County.2 Based on the
estimated financing gap associated with the rehabilitation of afforda ble housing units, BAE
projects a total financing gap of roughly $842.9 million, as seen below in Table ES-1, with a
tota l cost in the Western County of $375.7 million and $467 .2 million in the Eastern County.
Assuming the County will contribute funds in-line with the average local funding contribution
for comparable acquisition and rehabilitation projects throughout the region, equal to
approximately 8.7 percent, BAE estimates that the County would need to contribute roughly
$73.3 million to meet the existing unmet affordable housing need , or around $3.3 mill ion per
year. This includes $32.7 mi llion , or $1.5 mill ion per year, in the Western County and $40.6
million, or $1.8 million per year, in the Eastern County.

Future Housing Need
BAE projects countywide demand for 6,944 new housing units affordable to households at or
below 80 percent of the AM I th rough 2040. BAE also anticipates demand for an add itional
337 new units that are affordable at between 80 and 120 percent of AMI in the Eastern
County. However, there are also 2,467 housing units cu rrently anticipated for development as
a result of the County's inclusionary and workforce housing policies. This resu lts in a net
future need of 4,970 rental units countywide that are affordable at between 80 percent of AM I
or below, as well as 322 units in the Eastern County that area affordable between 80 percent

This analysis utilizes two different definitions of median income for Placer County, including the HUD Adjusted
Median Family Income (HAMFI) published by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) and
the Area Median Income (AMI) which is published by the California Department of Housing and Community
Development (HCD). The median income is the same from both sources at $80,100 per year. Based on data from
the 2012-2016 Five-Year American Community Survey (ACS), BAE estimates that the median income in the Western
County was $79,676 per year, while the median in the Eastern County was $62,120 per year.
2 The Eastern County is experiencing an increasing need for housing among existing renter households, as limited
production and steady demand for second homes and vacation renta ls result in increasing vacancy and a reduction
in the number of housing units that are available for full-time, and in some cases even seasonal, occupancy.
1
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and 120 percent of AM I. BAE estimates a total financi ng ga p of approximately $960.2 million
to meet this future affordable housing need, seen in Table ES-1. BAE found that the typical
loca l contribut ion for new construction ra nges f rom zero to 55 percent, with an average of 20
percent of total non-private funding. As such, BAE estimat es t hat t he County would need to
provide approximately $192 .4 million in funding through 2040, or around $8.75 mi llion
annua lly, to meet the County's anticipated future affordable housing need t hrough 2040. This
includes a t otal need of $144.9 million, or $6.6 million per year, in the Western/Central
Cou nty and $4 7.5 million , or $2.2 mill ion per year, in the East ern County.

Total County Cost
As seen below in Table ES-1, above, the tota l financing ga p associated with addressing both
existi ng and antici pated fut ure afforda ble housing dema nd equals $1.8 bill ion in total. To be
competitive for Tax Credits and other funding sources, assuming the County contributes funds
similar to the regiona l averages for comparable projects, Placer County will need to contribute
$265.8 million in local funds, or $12.0 million annua lly. Th is includes $88.1 million in the
Eastern County and $177.6 million in t he Western/Cent ral County.

Table ES-1: Summary of Costs to Meet Existing and Future Housing Need
Existing
Housing Ne ed (a)

Future
Housing Ne e d (b)

Total
Housing Need

$467,185,916

$236,945,199

$704,131 ,115

8.7%

20.0%

12.5%

$40,645,175
$1,847,508

$47,484,239
$2,158,374

$88,129,414
$4,005,882

Existing
Housing Ne ed (a)

Future
Ho us ing Need (b)

Total
Housing Ne e d

$375,744,468

$723,248,227

$1,098,992,695

8.7%

20.0%

16.2%

$32,689,769
$1,485,899

$144,940,230
$6,588, 192

$177,629,999
$8,074,091

Exis ting
Hous ing Ne ed (a)

Future
Hous ing Ne e d (b)

Total
Housing Ne ed

$842,930,384

$960,193,425

$1 ,803,123,810

8.7%

20.0%

14.7%

$73,334,943
$3,333,407

$192,424,469
$8,746,567

$265,759,412
$12,079,973

Total Financing Gap
% County Share (c)
To tal County Share
Annual Average ('18-'40)
WESTERK'CENTRAL COUNTY

Total Financing Gap
%County Share (c)
Total County Share
Annual Average ('18-'40)
COUNTYWIDE

Total Financing Gap
% County Share (c)
Total County Share
Annual Average ('18-'40)

Notes:
(a) Existing housing need is assumed to be met by acquisition and rehabilitation of existing units.
(b) Future housing need is projected through 2040 and is assumed to be met by new construction.
(c) Based on recent contributions of local funding to affordable housing developments in Placer, Sacramento , El Dorado ,
and Nevada Counties. The assumed share also varies between the Eastern and Western County.
Sources: BAE, 2019.
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Potential Funding Sources
In addition to calculating estimates of the amount of funding that the County may need to
provide to address existing and ant icipated future affordable housing need, this analysis also
reviews a va ri ety of potential loca l fundi ng sources, contribution methods, and other non-local
funding options, as summarized below:
Local Funding Sources
Housing Impact Fees - In 2016, the County comm issioned a study to evaluate the need for a
housing im pact fee which cou ld raise money for affordable housing development which would
accrue to th e existing Cou nty Housing Trust Fund along with revenue from other sources.
Redevelopment Property Tax Trust Fund - The State of California authorized the creation of
Redevelopment Successor Agencies, which are charged with overseeing the windi ng down of
redevelopment programs. The Placer County Successor Agency currently manages the
Redevelopment Property Tax Trust Fund (R PTIF) which has a balance of approximately
$860,000. Although some of this revenue is obligated for other uses, some portion may be
made available to fund housing.
Sales and Use Tax- A sa les and use tax add-on could help to spread the financia l burden of
providing more affordable housing across a broad number of stakeholders. A general
transaction and use tax only requires majority voter approval but does not reserve the
increased revenue for specific functions. A special tax requires two-t hirds voter approval, but
can guarantee t he funds wi ll be used for affordable and workforce housing. The County can
also rea llocate existing property tax revenue for housing, if desired.
Transient Occupa ncy Tax- An increase in the Transient Occupancy Tax (TOT) rate cha rged on
users of temporary (i.e. 30 days or less) lodgi ngs cou ld create a reliable source of funding, but
requ ires majority approval by the Board of Supervisors and then majority voter approva l. A
special purpose TOT rate increase requ ires two-thirds voter approval. The County can also
consider rea llocating existing non-dedicated TOT revenue, thou gh use of TOT for housing in the
Eastern County would require an amendment to the Tourism Master Plan.
Pa rcel Tax- A flat assessment on rea l property can spread the responsibility for raising funds
across a broad base of property owners, including both residential and non-residentia l uses. A
ge neral purpose parcel tax requires majority voter approval, while a special purpose parcel tax
requires a two-thirds approval but can be designated specifically for affordable housing.
Enhanced Infrastructure Financing Districts - Unde r an Enhanced Infrastructure Fi nancing
District (EIFD). t he County would a pportion increme ntal increases in property tax revenue into
a dedicated fund for infrastruct ure and affordable housing. To establish an EIFD, the County
wou ld create a se parate governing body to establish a plan f or use of the funds, which then
iv
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must receive majority approval from the Board of Supervisors. There is no voter approval
requirement to establish an EIFD. While there is a 55 percent vote requirement to authorize
bonds, there are also other financing alternatives that do not require voter approva l
Affordable Housing Bond Measure -The County cou ld leverage any of these new funding
sources to support issuance of a municipa l bond. Bond measures require majority approva l by
the Board of Supervisors and then by two-thirds voter approva l via ballot measure.
Local Funding Contribut ion Methods
Grants - Grants are a common method for allocating local fund ing to affordable housing
projects. Typica lly, loca l jurisdictions allocate housing trust fund dollars to affordable housing
developments to help fi ll the financing gap that occu rs when income from the rental or sa le
affordable units is not sufficient to cover the fu ll costs of development.
Low-Interest Loans- Low-interest loans typically take the place of higher cost commercial
construction and permanent loans, thus redu cing a project's total financing cost. Relative to
grants, one major benefit of supporting a project with a low-interest construction loan is that
th e County ca n recover its investment much more quickly, typically upon issuance of the
permanent loan; a low interest permanent loa n would still allow cost recovery.
Other Types of Loca l Funding
County-Owned Land - Placer County can help stimu late affo rdable housing development by
reserving County-owned land for future affordable housing development, which can include a
land donation, sa le, or a long-term ground-lease.
HOM E and CDBG -Although Unincorporated Placer County is not an entit lementjurisdiction,3
the County ca n apply for funds from the HUD CDBG and HOME programs on a competitive
basis through the statewide pass-through program. The County may also explore formation of
a regional consortium with other Placer County non-entitlement jurisdictions, which may then
allow the consortium to receive annual funding on an entitlement basis.
Fee Adjustments, Deferrals, and Waivers- Adjustments to the ways that fees are ca lcu lated
and collected ca n have real impacts on project feasibi lity and design . For example, a fee
waiver/deferra l for affordable housing can direct ly reduce the cost of construction, while a
deferral can reduce financing costs for the developer while ensuring that the County still

3 Per the funding formula used by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), Entitlement
Jurisdictions include principal cities of Metropolitan Statistica l Areas (MSAs); other metropolitan cities with
populations of at least 50,000; and qualified urban counties with populations of at least 200,000 (excluding
entitlement cities).
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collects the full fee amount. However, waivers ca n also trigger ot her requirements, such as
prevailing wage, which also increases t he cost of a development project. While revenue from
waivers must be offset by other County f undin g sources, deferrals simply imply a delay in th e
collection of req uired fees.
Permit Strea mlining - Streamlining the permitting process can reduce t he tota l cost of
development for developers as well as minimizing risk associated with the project.
Ot her Sources of Funding
Low-Income Housing Tax Credits - This is the largest funding source for affordable housing
development in Californi a. Proj ect based applications for fund ing to t he California Tax Cred it
Allocation Committee (TCAC) are often most co mpetitive when leveraging local funding
contribut ions; alt hough projects are also scored on a variety of other metrics.
Affordable Housing and Sustainable Communities Program - Funded t hrough the Californi a
Cap-and-Trade program, t he Afford able Housing and Susta inable Communit ies (AHSC)
program allocates fu ndi ng for afford able housing projects througho ut the State. Placer County
can take several steps to increase the likelihood that projects wi ll be awa rded AHSC f unds.
Key metrics include having a t ransit stop within 112-mi le, having access to residential amenities,
and being located on non-prim e agricultural land.
SB-2 Housing Funds - Approved in 2017, SB2 established a new permanent State funding
so urce for afforda ble housing by imposing a $75 recording fee per document for certain rea l
estate transactions, with t he expectat ion of generat ing approximately $200 to $250 million
annually. Th e large maj ority of funds wi ll be allocated to HUD entitlement jurisd ictions, for
which Placer County does not qualify. Whi le Placer County will be eligible for Local Funds, t his
may increase the attractiveness of forming a regiona l Consolidated Plan consortium.
USDA Rural Housing Program - Specifically focused on ru ral areas, t he USDA Rural Housing
Program provides f unds to bu ild or im prove housing opportunities, as well as construct
essential comm unity faci lities. Based on the list of eligible areas, Placer County contains
several locations which qualify for funding, including the majority of the Eastern Cou nty.
Bank Community Reinvestment Act Requirements - In order to meet Community
Reinvestment Act requirements, banks must address the credit needs of the communities in
which they operate, which can include providing loans for afforda ble housing development. It
may be in t he County's interest to cond uct outreach to loca l banks and other loca l financia l
institutions to inform th em rega rd ing invest ment opportun ities th at might qualify for CRA
credits, such as by provi ding grants andj or loa ns for afforda ble housing development.
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Ot her Private Funding Sources - Recognizing the need for affordable housing, some California
jurisdictions have successfully partnered with local employers and other institutions to provide
additional funding for housing development. The County cou ld conduct outreach with local
entities to better understand the availabi lity of funds and how to access them, as well as to
inform the organizations regarding current and anticipated affordable housing investment
opportunities.
Technical Assistance -The County may be able to promote the development of inclusionary
housing by reducing the uncertainty for developers. This may be accomplished through the
provision of technica l assistance to market-rate builders. The County could work with local
Community Development Financial Inst itutions (CD Fis) that already provide technical
assistance to reduce any perceived barriers to providing low-income units within larger marketrate projects.
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INTRODUCTION
This analysis represents a continuation of ongoing efforts by Placer County to improve the
avai lability and affordability of workforce and affordable housing in within its jurisdiction.
These efforts recognize the ongoing trends within the local and regional housing markets,
including decreasing affordability and a scarcity of housing within some market segments.
These efforts are also intended to better position the County to update its General Plan
Housing Element, which is required to be updated every eight years under California State law.
In 2017, the Placer County Board of Supervisors approved a series of tasks that make up the
Housing Work Plan. The main focus areas of the Work Plan included creating more incentives
to build affordable and workforce housing; changing regulations to make building easier;
advocating for state and federa l assistance; and furthering partnerships for meeting regional
housing needs. As a first step towards completion of the Work Plan, BAE Urban Economics
(BAE) partnered with Environmental Science Associates (ESA) to prepare the Placer County
Housing Strategy and Development Plan, which was completed in August 2018. The Housing
Strategy included an assessment of affordable and workforce housing needs within the
County, as well as an inventory of residential land and planned developments. It also included
a comprehensive assessment of County codes and policies as they pertain to housing, along
with recommendations for adjustments that can remove barriers to new housing development.
In para llel with the County's efforts, other stakeholders throughout Eastern Placer County have
also made progress eva luating and developing strategies to address housing issues. In 2016,
BAE worked closely with a coalition of local stakeholders to prepare the Truckee North Tahoe
Regional Workforce Housing Needs Assessment. Following completion of that study, the
Tahoe Truckee Community Foundation facilitated formation of the Mountain Housing Council,
which is comprised of 29 stakeholder organizations, including Placer and Nevada Counties,
local utility and public service districts, as well as ski resorts and representatives f rom the
tourism industry, among others. The current focus of the Mountain Housing Council is to
improve the availability of "Achievable" housing, which is defined as being affordable to
households earning up to 195 percent of the area median income (AMI ). as well as "Missing
Middle" housing, which is defined as affordable to households earning 81 percent to 195
percent of AMI. From a County policy perspective, the above definitions of Achievable and
Missing Midd le housing do not align with current state and federal policy, such as those
associated with most Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) programs and
the California Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) process. This makes fundraising to
support development of Achievable and Missing Midd le housing especially difficult.
In March 2019, the Placer County Board of Supervisors conducted a strategic planning
workshop. During the workshop, the Supervisors identified nine "critical success factors" that
function as a framework for prioritizing the County's strategic initiatives. Under Critical
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Success Factor number two, the Board of Supervisors identified increasing the "diversity of
achieva ble housing throughout the County" as a countywide priority area.
The following analysis provides information intended to help further the goals and priorities
summa rized above. In particu lar, this research has already been useful for advocacy purposes
at the st ate level and has helped to influence recently proposed statewide legislation.
Although housing is current ly at the forefront of the state policy agenda, Placer County has
historically struggled to be compet itive for many state and federal f unding programs. The
reasons for t his are many and typically perta in to the el igibility and/ or scoring criteria used for
competitive f und ing programs. However, the availabil ity of local match funding is often a
critica l evaluation factor for many state and federal programs.4 Therefore, it is important that
t he County understand the amount of subsidy t hat wou ld be required to meet the est imated
need and also ident ify sources of funding that are under local control that can be leveraged to
help the County overcome some of its other competitive disadvantages.
The study t hat fo llows is primarily focused on estimating the order of magnitude cost
associated with rehabilitatio n of existing substandard housing and development of new
affordable housing t hat is sufficient to meet t he estimated existing and projected likely future
need. The report identifies t he portion of those costs that would likely be offset through
charges to tenants (i.e., rent or for-sa le price), as well as through the use of other common
funding sources. The study then identifies t he amount of subsidy that may be needed from
the County in order to leverage important State and Federal funding sources for affordable and
workforce housing. To t he extent practicable, the analysis provides a breakout of both
demand and cost for the eastern and western County. Lastly, the study summarizes a variety
of potential local and non-loca l sources of funding.

For example, the Low-Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) program scoring criteria heavily favor housing projects in
more urbanized locations with better access to public transit, with on ly 20 percent of the total funding being set
aside for projects located in rural areas. Similarly, the majority of the funding allocated by the Department of
Housing and Urban Development (HUD) through the Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) program goes to
so ca lled entitlement jurisdictions, which include large metropolitan cities with populations of 50,000 or more and
urban counties with populations of 200,000 or more. As such, Placer County does not qualify as an entitlement
jurisdiction, which relegates the County to relying on alternative distribution methods for accessing CDBG funding.
4
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EXISTING HOUSING NEED
This chapter estimates the existing affordable housing need for current households living in
unincorporated Placer County, both eastern and western. BAE then projects the total cost
associated with providing more affordable housing options at different income levels. Based
on a scan of recently delivered rehabilitated units, BAE estimates how much of the total cost
will likely need to be covered by County-controlled fund ing sources, acknowledging the
availability of other public funding to support affordable housing rehabilitation, including
federal tax credits and state program funds, among others.

Households with Housing Problems
There are approximately 17,603 households in unincorporated Placer County that are
experiencing one or more "housing problems," as defined by the U.S. Department of Housing
and Urban Development (HUD).s As seen in Table 1, approximately 73 percent of those
households own t heir own homes. The remaining 27 percent are renter households. Upon
detailed review, the most common housing problem for both renter and owner households is a
high housing cost burden.6 The data indicate that owner households with high housing cost
burdens typically pay somewhere between 30 and 50 percent of income, while high cost
burden renter households have a higher prevalence of severe cost burdens (i.e., greater than
50 percent of income). Owner households are generally higher income and are typically better
able to absorb high housing costs, compared to renter households who are typically lower
income and less able to absorb high housing costs (i.e., prone to housing instability).
Recognizing the need to prioritize the use of scarce public resources, t he rema inder of this
section focuses on addressing the needs of renter households who experience any of the HUD
defined housing problems. These households represent those with the deepest need, as
discussed above. In total, an estimated 4,756 renter households fa ll into this category, with
over ha lf having incomes below 50 percent of the HUD-Adjusted Area Median Family Income
(HAMFI), after adjusting for household size. Another 30 percent fa ll into the Low-Income
category, defined as households with incomes between 50 and 80 percent of the HAM Fl.
Moderate-Income renters, defined as households making between 80 and 120 percent of the
HAMFI, account for 13 percent, while renters with incomes above 120 percent of the HAMFI
account for less than five percent of t he existing need. This generally ind icates that Extremely
Low-, Very Low-, and Low-Income households are disproportionately impacted by high housing
costs and other housing problems, and highl ights the need for housing programs target ing
households at these income levels.

s HUD defines housing problems as: 1) lacking adequate kitchen facilities; 2) lacking adequate plumbing facilities;
3 ) having more than 1 person per room; and 4 ) having a cost burden greater than 30 percent.
sA households housing cost burden is considered excessive if all combined housing costs equal more t han 30
percent of income, while the cost burden is considered severe if costs equa l more than 50 percent of income.
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Table 1: Existing Unmet Housing Need by Tenure and Income Level,
Unincorporated Placer County, 2013

Income Level

Existing Unm e t Housing Need (a)
Owner 1-buseholds
A ll Households
Renter Households
Count
Percent
Count
Percent
Count
Percent

Extremely Low - Income
{S 30% of HAMF/)

1,285

27.0%

1,335

10.4%

2,620

14.9%

Very Low-Income
(> 30% s 50% of HAMFI)

1,165

24.5%

1,750

13.6%

2,915

16.6%

Low-Income
(> 50% s 80% of HAMFI)

1,450

30.5%

2,165

16.9%

3,615

20.5%

1\foderate-lncome
{> 80% s 1200,1, of HAMFI)

626

13.2%

2 ,617

20.4%

3,243

18.4%

Above 1\foderate-lncome
(> 120% of HAMFI)

230

4.8%

4,980

38.8%

5 ,210

29.6%

Total, All Unmet Need

4,756

100%

12,847

100%

17,603

100%

Note:
(a) Includes all existing households experiencing one or more of the following housing problems: overcrowding , cost
burden , lack of plumbing, or lack of a kitchen facility.
Sources: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy
(CHAS) , 2009-2013; BAE, 2019.

Table 2: Existing Unmet Rental Housing Need by Income Level and Subarea,
Unincorporated Placer County, 2013

Income Level

Existing Unm et Rental Housing Need (a)
Western/Central
Eastern
Total, All Areas
Count
Percent
Count
Percent
Count
Percent

Extremely Low -Income
(S 30% of HAMFI)

1,285

27.0%

803

28.1%

482

25.3%

Very Low-Income
{> 30% s 50% of HAMFI)

1,165

24.5%

638

22.4%

527

27.7%

Low-Income
(> 50% s 80% of HAMF/)

1,450

30.5%

961

33.7%

489

25.7%

1\foderate-lncome
(> 80% s 1200,1, of HAMFI)

626

13.2%

329

11 .6%

297

15.6%

Abov e 1\foderate-lncome
(> 120% of HAMFI)

230

4.8%

121

4.2%

109

5.7%

Total, All Unmet Need

4,756

100%

2,851

100%

1,905

100%

Note:
(a) Includes all existing households experiencing one or more of the following housing problems : overcrowding, cost
burden, lack of plumbing, or lack of a kitchen facility.
Sources: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy
(CHAS), 2009-2013; BAE, 2019.
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Table 2, above, further illustrates the distribution of the existing unmet housing need among
renter households {i.e., households experiencing one or more of t he HU D defined housing
problems) in the eastern and western portions of the County. Generally, the Eastern County
includes the area east of the City of Auburn, including Colfax, Forest Hill , and North Lake
Tahoe. The Western/ Central County includes the unincorporated areas around the City of
Auburn, as well as the areas around Rocklin, Rosevi lle, and Lincoln. As reported in Table 2,
approximately 60 percent of the existing housing need is concentrated in the Western/ Central
portion of the County, while around 40 percent is concentrated in the Eastern County.
Research completed by BAE in 2016 found that the need for affordable and workforce housing
is increasing in the Eastern County among existing renter households. This is due to the
limited multifami ly renta l stock in the area , which has not expanded significantly during the
past decade; though there are a number of new development projects being planned.
Nonetheless, these projects are unlikely to be sufficient to absorb the existing unmet need.
Due to insufficient supply of mu ltifamily renta l housing units, many renter households live in
single-family homes located throughout the community; however, increasing demand from the
second home and vacation rental markets is increasing the proportion of the existing housing
stock that is being used on a seasona l basis and which is therefore not available for fu ll-time,
or in many cases even seasonal, occupancy. For example, the estimated vacancy rate in the
Western County between 2012 and 2016 was only five percent, compared to 52 percent in
the Eastern County. BAE also found that the share of the housing stock being used for
seasonal use in the Eastern County is increasing, which decreases the amount of housing that
is available for fu ll-time occupancy by the loca l workforce.7

Acquisition and Rehabilitation Financing Gap
One common method for improving the condition and affordability of the existing renta l stock
is the acquisition and rehabilitation of existing properties. In these cases, existing rental
properties are purchased and renovated by a rea l estate investor or developer. When such
projects are undertaken without public subsidy, the developer will typica lly increase rents,
sometimes by a signifi cant margin, to cover the costs associated with rehabilitation and
renovation of the property. Nonetheless, the market rate rents charged by recently renovated
properties are typically still affordable to households at Above Moderate-Incomes {i.e., at or
above 120 percent of AM I). To allow for rents to remain at or below a level deemed affordable
to Moderate- and Low-Income households, many projects would require public subsidy.a To

BAE, Urban Economics. (August 1, 2016 ). Truckee North Ta hoe Regional Workforce Housing Needs Assessment.
Truckee North Tahoe Community Foundation: Truckee, CA. Available at:
https://www.placerair.orgJDocumentCenter/View/ 9660/ 201 6-Truckee-North-Tahoe-Regiona i-Housing-Study-PDF
a The use of government funds - be they local , state, or federal - typically imposes certain standards and
obligations upon the developer. Th is often includes the need to phase the project to avoid the need for paid
relocation of existing residents. Also, renovation can in some cases require the property owner to upgrade the
structure to current building codes. Similarly, use of government funds can trigger prevailing wages, as well as
requ irements for lead based paint abat ement, ADA upgrades, etc., which ca n significantly increase proj ect costs.
7
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the extent that properties cannot be adequately renovated to current standards of livability
and affordability, some portion of this need may alternatively be met by new development.
To roughly understand the amount of subsidy that could be required to meet Placer County's
existing affordable housing need for renter households, BAE first ca lculated t he maximum
monthly rent for a family of three (which corresponds to the countywide average household
size) at each income level. This assumes each household wi ll contribute no more than 30
percent of thei r monthly income towards housing costs, including a utility allowance, as set by
the Placer County Housing Authority. These maximum affordable monthly rents can be found
in Table 3 below, while more detailed ca lcu lations are provided in Appendix B. After
calculating monthly rental income per unit, BAE then subtracted an estimated monthly
operating expense per un it of $510, based on comparable projects in Placer and Sacramento
Counties. BAE then estimated the permanent debt amount that the project cou ld support
based on the net operating income for each unit, assuming standard lending terms of 30
yea rs and a 5.5 percent annua l interest rate.
Based on th e approach descri bed above, t he an nual net ope rating income associated with
units that are affordable to Extremely Low-Income households is insuffi cient to offset the cost
of purchase and rehabilitation in both the Eastern and Western County. Meanwh ile, Very LowIncome units can support a permanent debt load of $40,332 per unit in the Western County
and $38,571 per unit in the Eastern County. Low-Income units can support a debt load of
$112,894 per unit in the Western County and $110,957 per unit in the Eastern County.
Meanwhile Moderate-Income units support a debt load of $209,223 in the Western County
and $207,295 per unit in the Eastern County.
To estimate the average cost for acquisition and rehabilitation of mu ltifamily rental housing
units, BAE evaluated applications for Low Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) rehabilitation
proj ects in Placer, El Dorado, Nevada, and Sacramento Counties durin g 2017 and 2018
funding cycles. For projects located on the western slope of the Sierra Nevada Mountains, the
average total cost for acqu isition and rehabilitation of existing mult ifamily units is $212,000
per unit. To estimate the cost to rehabi litate units in t he Eastern County, BAE applied a cost
esca lator based on the difference in the cost to bui ld new mu ltifamily housing. For the
purposes of this analysis, BAE did not estimate rehabilitation costs by income level,
recognizing that below market-rate housing units should be roughly comparable in struct ure
and finishes rega rdless of th e income level be ing targeted.
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Table 3: Financial Gap Analysis, Rental Housing, Acquisition and Rehab, 2018
Weste rn/Central Placer County

Extremely Low
Income
Household Income Lirrit (a)
Maximum Affordable M>nthly Rent Per Unit (b)
M>nthly Operating Expenses (c)
V acancy {d)
Net Operating Income Per Unit (e)
Net Operating Subsidy from Other Sources (f)

$21 ,650
$478
$510
5%
($55)
$55

so

M>nthly Supportable Debt Service Per Unit (g)
Loan Arrount {h)
A ffordable Rehab Cost (i)
Financing Gap Per Rehab Unit (j)

Incom e L evel
Very Low
Low
Income
Income

$36,050
$838
$510
5%
$287
$0

$57,700
$1,380
$510
5%
$801
$0

M>derate
Income

$86,500
$2,100
$510
5%
$1,485
$0

$0

$229
$40,332

$641
$112,894

$1,188
$209,233

$212,000

$212,000

$212,000

$212,000

($212,000)

($171 ,668)

($99,106)

($2,767)

Eastern Placer County

Extremely Low
Income
Household Income Linit (a)
Maximum Affordable M>nthly Rent Per Unit {b)
M>nthly Operating Expenses (c)
Vacancy {d)
Net Operating Income Per Unit (e)
Net Operating Subsidy from Other Sources (f)

$21,650
$464
$510
5%
($69)
$69

M>nthly Supportable Debt Service Per Unit (g)
Loan Arrount (h)
Affordable Rehab Cost (i)
Financing Gap Pe r Rehab Unit (j)

Incom e Level
Very Low
Low
Income
Income

$36,050
$824
$510
5%
$273
$0

$57,700
$1 ,366
$510
5%
$787
$0

M>derate
Income

$86,500
$2,086
$510
5%
$1,471
$0

$0
$0

$219
$38,571

$630
$110,957

$1 ,177
$207,295

$335,989

$335,989

$335,989

$335,989

($335,989)

($297,418)

(5225,032)

{$128,694)

Notes:
(a) Based on the 2018 income limits published by HCD. assuming an average household size of 2.64 persons , as reported
by the Department of Finance.
(b) Affordable rents equal to 30 percent of gross monthly income, minus a utility allowance. The utility allowance is derived
based on the 2018 figures published by the Placer County Housing Authority.
(c) Data from 2018 tax credit funding applications for affordable housing projects in Placer and Sacramento Counties,
which have been adjusted for differences in construction costs between the Western and Eastern County.
(d) Based on the standard required assumption for affordable housing financing and tax credit applications.
(e) Affordable monthly rent minus operating expenses and vacancy.
(f) Operating subsidy is necessary for units that yield a negative net operating income based on the restricted rent level.
(g) Net operating income plus operating subsidy divided by the debt coverage ratio: 1.25
(h) Assumes the following financing terms :
Interest Rate: 5.5%
Term of Loan: 30 Years
(i) Based on a review of 2017 and 2018 tax credit applications and review of the cost estimates provided in the County's
Impact Fee Study.
(j) Total development cost per unit minus the per unit supportable loan amount.
Sources: California Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) , State Income Limits, 2018; California Tax
Credit Allocation Committee (CTCAC) , Project Applications; BAE. 2019.
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Table 3, above, identifies the difference between the permanent loan that can be supported by
the net operating income for each unit and the cost of undertaking rehabilitation. The
difference is known as the "funding or financing gap" and reflects the amount of subsidy that
wou ld be necessary in order to make the project feasible. Given the limited spending power of
Extremely Low-Income households, the rent that these households can afford to pay is
insufficient to cover the monthly operating expense for the unit, meaning that the Net
Operating Income (NOI) for these units is negative. As such, these units cannot support any
permanent debt and the financing gap is equal to the full cost of providing the unit. Very LowIncome households, by comparison, can pay rents that are sufficient to support some
permanent debt, such that the financing gap is less than the full cost of provid ing the unit and
ranges from $171,668 per unit in the Western County to $297,418 per unit in the Eastern
County. The financing gap for Low-Income households likewise ranges from $99,106 per unit
in the Western County to $225,032 per unit in the Eastern County. The financing gap for
Moderate-In come households ranges from only $2,767 per unit in the Western County to
$128,694 per unit in the Eastern County. This in dicates that Moderate-Income housing may
be financia lly feasib ly without subsidy in the Western County with use of va lue engineering.

Total Financing Gap
By mu ltiplying the existing unmet need at each income level by the financing gap for that
income level, BAE estimates that t he total cost to meet the existing unmet need through
purchase and reha bilitation of existing units is approximately $842.9 million, as seen below in
Table 4. This includes approximately $375.7 million to address existing housing needs in the
Western County and $467.2 mi llion to address existing housing needs in the Eastern County.
If builders in the Western County can va lue engineer rental housing affordable to moderateincome households, the tota l cost cou ld be up to $0.9 million lower than estimated.
Recognizing th e availability of various state and federa l funding sources for affordable
housing, Placer County wou ld be responsible for only a portion of this total cost.

Table 4: Rehabilitation Cost to Meet Existing Housing Need by Income Level

Income Level

Exis t ing Unm e t
Ne e d (Re n tal Onl y )
Western/
Total
Central
Eastern

Acq/Rehab
Funding Gap Pe r Unit
Western/
Central
Eastern

Total Acq/Re hab
Cost ($Million)
Western/
Total
Central
Eastern

Extremely Low -hcome
{< 30% of HAMFI)

1,285

803

482

$212,000

$335,989

$332.2

$170.2

$162.1

Very Low -hcome
{> 30% s 50% of HAMFI)

1,165

638

527

$171 ,668

$297,41 8

$266.3

$109.4

$156.9

Low-ncome
{> 50% s 80% of HAMFI)

1,4 50

96 1

489

$99,106

$225,032

$205.3

$95.2

$110.1

Moderate-hcome
(> 80% s 120% ofHAMFI)

626

329

297

$2,767

$128,694

$39.1

$0.9

$38.2

Above Moderate-hcome
(> 120% ofHAMFI)

230

121

109

n .a.

n.a .

n.a .

n.a.

n .a.

4 ,756

2,049

1,422

$842.9

$375.7

$467.2

Total, All New Units
Sources: BAE, 2019.
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Gap Funding Sources
To better understand how much of the total financing gap is typically covered by local funding
sources, versus those available from the state or federal governments, BAE reviewed the
funding sources for LIHTC acquisition and rehabi litation projects in Placer, Sacramento,
Nevada, and ElDorado Counties between 2016 and 2018. As seen in Appendix C, local
funding as a percentage of total funding ranged from zero to 51.5 percent per project, with an
average of 8.7 percent.9 In genera l, these sources included small residual receipt loans from
the loca l j urisdiction and/ or CDBG and HOME grants. In addition to local funds, these projects
typica lly receive rough ly 60 percent of t heir funding from federa l and state programs, most
notably the federa l LI HTC program. The remaining 31 percent of funds typically come from
private sources, including deferred developer fees and small equity contributions.

Estimated Local Contribution
Assuming that the County's contribution is equal to the average local contribution for
acquisitio n and rehabilitation projects in the region, the tota l cost to meet the existing rental
housing need t hroughout t he unincorporated County is approximately $73.3 million, as shown
in Table 5. This includes approximately $32.7 million to address needs in the Western/ Central
County and $40.6 mi llion to address needs in the Eastern County. However, please note that
th is assumes that the County will address all existing rental housing need (i.e., ove rpayment,
overcrowding, and inadequate faci lities) t hrough purchase and rehabilitation of existing units.
It is possible that the County may be able to identify other less costly strategies for addressing
these problems, such as small grants to existing projects for minor rehabi litation and renta l
assistance programs that reduce the burden on households without necessitating the
purchase and renovat ion of existing properties. Also, if the County prefers to target the most
vulnerable populations, such as those with extreme cost burdens, overcrowding, and/ or lack
of adequate plumbing or kitchen facilities, it is possible that the total program cost may be
reduced , wh ile still improving conditions for those most in need.

Table 5: Anticipated Cost to Address Existing Housing Need
Total Cost
% From Local Funding (a)
Total Cost to County
Annual Average ('18- '40)

Co untyw ide
$842,930,384

Weste r n/Central
$375,744,468

Easte rn
$467,185,916

8.7%

$73,334,943

$32,689,769

$40,645,175

$3,333,407

$1,485,899

$1,847,508

Note:
(a) Based on a review of Low-Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) applications for acquisition and rehabilitation. Includes
all local government (i.e., town, city, or county) funding , including loans, cash payments. and land dedication.
Sources: BAE, 2019.

The data indicate that none of the projects developed in Placer County during this time period utilized any local
funding. Nonetheless, if the County were t o make some funds available, it may make local projects more
competitive for State and Federal funding and may yield more rehabilitated units.
9
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FUTURE AFFORDABLE HOUSING NEED
The following section outlines the short-term and long-term future need for newly constructed
affordable housing through 2040. Th is section also identifies the anticipated number of
affordable housing units that may reasonably be delivered as part of the County's inclusionary
housing policy and the net remaining affordable housing need that should to be constructed to
address the remaining anticipated future need. Similar to the approach used above, this
section also identifies t he average financing gap per unit at each income level and compares
that to the anticipated cost to construct new housing. Based on this comparison, BAE then
estimates the total amount of money that would need to be raised to facilitate construction of
housing to address the rema ining future need. Lastly, this section also reviews the typical
amount of loca l funding provided to recently constructed affordable housing projects in Placer,
Sacramento, and El Dorado Counties. BAE then projects the amount of money that Placer
County would theoretically need to raise through 2040 to provide the requi red subsidies.

Projected New Housing Unit Demand
BAE broke down the anticipated future need into two phases: short-term and long-term. The
short-term estimates reflect the number of units rema ining in the current Regional Housing
Needs Allocation (RHNA) cycle, which covers the period from 2013 to 2021. The long-term
extends from 2022 through 2040, with estimates based on housing demand projections
published by the Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG).
Short-Term Housing Need
During the current RHNA cycle (i.e., between 2013 and 2021}, Placer County is required to
ensu re capacity for development of at least 5,031 housing units within the un incorporated
area, with affordability levels ranging from Very Low- to Above Moderate-Income. As seen in
Append ix D, roughly 27 percent of t he tota l RHNA allocation is fo r units affordable to Very LowIncome households, or t hose with incomes below 50 percent of AMI. Units affordable to Lowand Moderate-Income households each account for 19 percent of the total RHNA allocation,
with the remain ing 35 percent required to be affordable to Above-Moderate income
households.
Based on the County's 2018 Housing Element Progress Report, a tota l of 2,004 units were
delivered in the unincorporated County between 2013 and 2018. Of these newly constructed
units, the large majority were affordable to Above Moderate-Income households, or those with
incomes at 120 percent of AM I or above. The County saw t he delivery of 36 units affordable to
Very Low-Income households, 86 units affordable to Low-Income households, and 120 units
affordable to Moderate-Income households. As seen in Table 6, through t he end of the current
cycle, the remaining unmet RHNA allocation includes an additiona l 1,329 units affordable to
Very Low-Income households, 871 units affordable to Low-Income households, and 816 units
affordable to Moderate-Income households. There are on ly 11 units of unmet need in the
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Above Moderate-Income category, which BAE anticipates wi ll be easily accommodated by
market rate developments that are current ly planned and/or under construction.

Table 6: Short-Term New Housing Need by Income Level, 2019-202 1

Income Leve l
Very Low-Income
(S 50% of HAMFI)

Remaining RHNA
Allocation
Ulits
Percent
1,329

43.9%

Low-Income
(> 50% s 80% of HAMFI)

871

28.8%

tv1oderate-lncome
(> 80% s 120% of HAMFI)

816

27.0%

A bove tv1oderate-hcome
(> 120% of HAMFI)

11

0.4%

Total, A ll Unmet Ne e d

3,027

100%

Sources: California Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD). Regional Housing Needs Allocation
(RHNA) Progress Report; BAE, 2019.

Long-Term Housing Need
Table 7 projects new housing demand f rom 2022 through 2040 based on SACOG housing unit
projections for unincorporated Placer County. BAE re-benchmarked the data to 2022 based
on the projected average ann ual growth rate to reflect fut ure housing needs for the time
period bet ween the end of the cu rrent RHNA cycle and 2040. Based on this met hod, the
County wi ll likely experience demand for 10,277 new housing units between 2022 and 2040,
as reported in Table 7. To break this future demand down by income category, BAE applied
the distribution f rom the 2013-2021 RHNA allocation, as reported in Appendix D. This
assumes that existing RHNA distribution reflects anticipated future household characte ristics
over the proj ection period. Based on this method, BAE projects that t here will be demand for
approximately 4,743 units that are affordable to Low-Income households and below, with
another 1,912 units required to meet the needs of Moderate-Income households.
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Table 7: Long-Term Housing Need by Income Level, 2022-2040
Income Leve l (b)
Exlrerrely Low -lncorre
(S 30% of HAMFI)(c)

Very Low-ncorre
(S 50% of HAMFI)(c)

Low-ncorre
(>50%

s

80% of HAMFI)

Moderate-lncorre
(> 80%

s

120% of HAMFI)

Above Moderate-Income
(> 120% of HAMFI)

Tot al, A ll Units

Net New Hous ing Demand (a)
2022-2035
2035-2040
2022-2040

1,081

382

1,462

980

346

1,326

1.444

511

1,955

1,413

499

1,912

2 ,676

946

3,622

7,593

2,684

10,277

Notes:
(a) Based on SACOG Draft Housing Unit Projections re-benchmarked to correspond to post-RHNA housing development.
(b) Distribution of housing units by affordability level based on 2013-2021 RHNA Allocation by Income Level.
(c) The distribution of demand between Very Low- and Extremely Low-Income is based on the average distribution of cost
burdened households in these two income categories between 2010 and 2014.
Sources: Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG), Draft Preferred Scenario Projections; California Department
of Housing and Community Development (HCD), Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) Progress Report; BAE, 2019.

Total New Unit Demand
In total, BAE projects the need for an estimated 13,305 new housing units at all income levels
through 2 040, including both the short- and long-term demand. As reported in Table 8 below,
nearly one-third of the projected new demand for housing in unincorporated Placer County is
expected to come from Extremely Low- and Very Low-Income households. Meanwhile, the Lowand Moderate-Income households each account for about 21 percent. This means t hat lowerincome households (i.e., those earning 80 percent of AM I or less) account for roughly 52
percent of the anticipated future demand. Conversely, Above-Moderate-Income households,
who generally require no housing assistance, are ant icipated to account for around 27 percent
of the projected future housing demand.
Where Table 8 reports anticipated future need by income level and time period (i.e., short-term
versus long-term), Table 9 alternatively reports the estimated total need by county sub-area
(i.e., Western/Central versus Eastern). Th e distribution of future housing demand by sub-area
is based on t he current dist ribution of cost burdened households in Placer County by Census
County Division (CCD). The distribution notably differs from the distribution applied to the
existing need. Based on BAE's review, th e distribution used here better reflects anticipated
long-term household growth trends and household characteristics. As reported in Table 9, BAE
estimat es that more tha n 90 percent of the total housing demand in Placer County through
2040 is likely to accrue in the Western/Central portion of the County, with only around nine
percent of the projected future dema nd occurring in the Eastern County.
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Table 8: Total Housing Need by Income Level and Time Period, 2019-2040

Income Le ve l

Unm e t Hous ing Unit Need
Long-Term (2022- 2040)
Short-Term (2019-2021)
Percent
Nurrber
Percent
Nurrber

Extrerrely Low -ncorre
(S 30% of HAMFI)(a)

697

23%

1,462

Total Dem and
Nurrber
Percent

14%

2,160

16%

Very Low - ncorre
(s 50% of HAMFI)(a)

632

21%

1,326

13%

1,958

15%

Low -lncorre
(> 50% s 80% of HAMF/)

871

29%

1,955

19%

2,826

21%

Moderate-lncorre
(> 80% s 120% of HAMFI)

816

27%

1,912

19%

2,728

21%

11

0%

3,622

35%

3,633

27%

3,027

100%

10,277

100%

13,305

100%

Above Moderate-ncorre
(> 120% of HAMFI)
Total, All Unit s

Sources : Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG} , Draft Preferred Scenario Projections; California Department
of Housing and Community Development (HCD), Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) Progress Report; BAE, 2019.

Table 9: Total Housing Need by Income Level and Sub-County Area, 2019-2040

Incom e Level

Existing Housing Need (a)
Wes tern/
Central
Eastern

Total
Units

Extrerrely Low -lncorre
(s 30% of HAMFI)(c)

2,160

1,930

229

Very Low -lncorre
(s 50% of HAMFI)

1,958

1,728

230

Low -lncorre
(> 50% s 80% of HAMFI)

2,826

2,569

257

Moderate- lncorre
{> 80% s 120% of HAMFI)

2 ,728

2,391

337

Above Moderate-lncorre
(> 120% of HAMFI)

3,633

3,461

171

13,305

12,080

1,225

Total, All Units

Notes:
(a) The breakout of anticipated future housing demand for the Western/Central and Eastern portions of the unincorporated
County is based on the existing distribution of cost burdened households in Placer County by Census County Division
(CCD). Note that this distribution differs from that applied to the existing need, as the countywide distribution is anticipated
to be more representative of unincorporated area growth through the planning period.
Sources: Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG), Draft Preferred Scenario Projections; California Department
of Housing and Community Development (HCD) , Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) Progress Report; BAE, 2019.
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Affordable Units Met Through Existing Policies
Placer County currently has several policies in place may result in the development of new
housing units that are more affordable to households at moderate-income and below. These
primarily include the County's inclusionary housing and second unit policies.
lnclusionary Housing
The County's inclusionary policy requires that t en percent of all housing units in new Specific
Plan Areas be affordable to households below 80 percent of AM I.lo In addition, t he County
also may consider a ten percent inclusionary requirement on any project that requires a
General Plan Amendment (HE Policy B-14). Lastly, the County requires t hat new nonresidential development in the Easte rn portion of the County mitigate the impacts from
increased employee housing demand by providing housing for 50 percent of the fu ll-time
equ iva lent employment generated by the development. For example, the Village at Squaw
Valley Specific Plan (SVSP) calls for the provision of housing for up to 300 employees,
including 99 replacement beds and 201 new beds. The plan includes a mix of dormitory and
studio apartment un its. The remaining obligation will be met through payment of in-lieu fees.
There are eight specific plans currently subject to the County's inclusionary housing policy.
These will include 26,682 housing units, excluding those included in the SVSP.11 The Placer
Vineyards Specific Plan is the largest of these with 14,132 units, followed by t he Placer Ranch
Specific Plan (5,636 units) and the Regional University Plan {3,157 units). Based on a review
of these plans, almost all explicitly acknowledge the affordable housing requirement, with
several even identifying funding mechanisms and locations where affordable housing may be
appropriate. Some plans, however, note that the current buildout plan does not currently
include th e required affordable housing. In these cases, afford able and wo rkforce housing
requirements are expected to be satisfied t hrough payment of negotiated in-lieu fees, which
the County can leverage to address affordable needs elsewhere with in the community.
In tota l, 2,467 afford able housing units are included as part of the eight specific plans,
excluding those required as part of the SVSP, which are counted on a per bed basis, and the
required units as part of th e Bickford Ranch Specific Plan which will pay an in-lieu fee rather
than build the un its onsite. This tota l includes 987 housing units affordable to households in
each of the Very Low- and Low-Income categories. In addition, the specific plan areas and
other projects subject to the inclusionary and/or workforce housing policy also include
approximately 493 housi ng units that are expected to be affordable to Moderate-Income
households. BAE anticipat es t hat other as-yet unidentified resident ia l specific plans and

1o Placer County Housing Element Policy B-13 requires ten percent of residentia l units in specific plans be
affordable, with a specific breakdown of fou r percent for Very Low-Income households, four percent for Low-Income
households, and two percent for Moderate-Income units.
n The workforce housing obligations of the Village at Squaw Va lley Specific Plan (SVSP) are expressed on a per bed
basis versus a per units basis and are thus excluded f rom the tota ls discussed here.
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projects requiring General Plan amendments will move forwa rd through 2040, as well as other
individual non-residential development projects that are of a sufficient size to be subject to the
workforce housing policy, though t he number of affordable units to be produced is unclear.

Table 10: Required lnclusionary Units in Specific Plans and Projects

Specific Pl an/ Project
Racer Vineyards (a)
Bickford Ranch
Riolo Vileyards
Regional Universfty
1\Aartis Valey VIlest Parcel
Racer Ranch Spectic Aan
Village at Squaw Valley Spec~ic Aan
Racer County Governrrent Center (d)
Total, A ll Units

Total
Housing
Units

Required Affordable Units by Income Leve l
Very-Low
AIIUnfts
Low
Moderate

14,132
1,890
622
3,157
760
5,636

549

485
26,682

32
987

549

274

1,372

12
63
15
113

62
315
75
564

15
493

79
2,467

(b)

25
126
30
225

25
126
30
225
(c)

32
987

Notes:
(a) The Placer Vineyards Specific Plan was approved for a total of 14,132 units. The inclusionary housing requirement
applies only to the urban portion of the Specific Plan Area and excludes 411 housing units located within the Special
Planning Area.
(b) The developer has elected to pay a fee in-lieu of constructing the required affordable housing units.
(c) The Village at Squaw Valley Specific Plan includes housing for up to 300 total employees, including 99 replacement
beds and 201 new beds. This expected to be satisfied through a combination of dormitory housing and studio apartments,
as well as payment of fees in-lieu of construction.
(d) Based on Placer County Government Center Environmental Impact Report (EIR) the project anticipates 79 multifamily
apartments offered at below market rate.
Sources: Placer County; Various Specific Plan Documents; BAE, 2019.

Second Unit Policy
In April 2016, the Place r County Board of

Figure 1: Accessory Dwelling Unit
Perm its, 2004-2018

Supervisors approved changes to t he County
Code to make it easier for existing property
owners to construct secondary units, or
Accessory Dwell ing Units (ADUs). Similar
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policy changes have been made by t he Tahoe
Regional Planni ng Agency (TRPA). The
changes are viewed as a way to increase
density in areas with existing housing and to
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Sources: Placer County; BAE, 2019.

required to be rented out. As a result, owners

In these cases, second units are typica lly considered to be more affordable due t o their smaller size, as well as
removal of the need to cover land costs, which are typica lly associated with t he prima ry housing unit.
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can use the units as a private guest suite or can rent the units out as a source of income on
either a short-term {e.g., AirBnB or VRBO) or long-term basis.
Figure 1 , on the previous page, illustrates the pace of ADU development in Placer County since
2004, excluding the Lake Tahoe Basin. The data generally show that the County saw a large
number of ADUs built between 2004 and 2007, but that with the onset of the Great
Recession, construction of ADUs contracted sign ificantly. The pace of ADU development
increased significantly in 2017 and 2018, with a tota l of 38 ADUs constructed in 2018,
compared to an annual ave ra ge of 13 units per year between 2008 and 2016. Due to
uncertainty regarding whether ADUs are actually being rented out as affordable housing units,
ADUs are excluded from the remainder of this analysis. Nevertheless, ADUs are an important
component of the County's strategy for expanding the stock of more affordable housing.

Remaining Unmet Affordable Housing Need
Table 11 summarizes the remaining unmet future housing dema nd by affordability level, after
account ing for the number of units that are expected to be produced under the existing
inclusionary and workforce housing policies. In total, the remaining unmet need amounts to
10,838 total units. Th is includes 4,970 housing units that would need to be affordable to
Low-Income households and below, and 2,236 housing units affordable to Moderate-Income
households. BAE estimates that around 89 percent of this remaining unmet future need will
be concentrated in the Western/ Central County, while the remaining 11 percent will be
concentrated in the Eastern County.

Table 11: Net Unmet Housing Unit Need

Incom e L eve l

Future Hous ing Need (a)
Wes tern/
Total
Units
Central
Eastern

Anticipate d ln clusionary
Total
Wes tern/
Units
Central
Eastern

Extremely Low -Income
(S 30% of HAMFI)

2,160

1,930

229

Very Low -Income
(S 50"-' of HAMFI)

1,958

1,728

230

987

957

Low -Income
(> 50% s 80% of HAMFI)

2,626

2,569

257

967

Moderate-Income
(> 80% s 120% of HAMFI)

2,726

2,391

337

493

Above Moderate-Income
( > 120% ofHAMFI)

3,633

3,461

171

13,305

12,060

1,225

Total, All Units

n.a.

n .a.

2,467

Remaining Unmet Need
Wes tern/
Total
Units
Central
Eastern

2,160

1,930

229

30

971

77 1

200

957

30

1,639

1,612

227

476

15

2,236

1,914

322

n.a.

3 ,633

3,461

171

75

10,838

9,688

1,150

n.a.

n.a.

2,392

n.a.

Notes:
(a) The breakout of anticipated future housing demand for the Western/Central and Eastern portions of the unincorporated
County is based on the existing distribution of cost burdened households in Placer County by Census County Division
(CCD). Note that this distribution differs from that applied to the existing need , as the countywide distribution is anticipated
to be more representative of unincorporated area growth through the planning period.
Sources: Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) , Draft Prefe rred Scenario Projections; California Department
of Housing and Community Development (HCD), Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) Progress Report; Placer
County , Various Specific Plan Documents; BAE, 2019.
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Financing Gap by Unit Type
The following section outlines the financing gap associated with development of new housing
that is affordable at different income levels. As discussed earlier in this report, a financing gap
is defined as the difference between the unit sale price or the permanent debt load that can
be supported based on tenant paid rent and the cost of providing the housing unit. The
finan cing gap represents t he amount of subsidy that wou ld be required to make construction
financia lly feasible.
Multifamily Rental
Similar to the f inancing ga p calculation shown above for the acquisition and rehabilitation of
exist ing units, Table 12 outline the methodology for calculating the financing gap for newly
constructed multifa mily rental units in both the Western/Central and Eastern porti ons of
Placer County.
The household income limits used to calculate the financing gaps are the same for both parts
of the County, though the affordable rent levels vary slightly based on differences in the
published utility allowances for each area of the Cou nty. NOI is based on the maximum
monthly rent per unit, minus an operating expenditu re of $510 per unit, and an assumed
vacancy rate of five percent. Based on the lending criteria outlined in the table, including debt
service coverage ratio, interest rate, and loan term , BAE then estimates the total supportable
permanent debt per unit.
Based on a review of recent applications for LITHC f und ing for new construction in Placer,
Sacramento, El Dorado, and Nevada counties, BAE estimates that the average cost to develop
Low-Income housing in the Western/Central County is approximately $217,071 per un it , while
the cost to develop a similar unit in the Eastern County is approximately $344,025.
Comparing t he maximum supportable permanent debt per unit and the cost to provide each
unit of affordable housing yields a required subsidy to build each unit, known as the financing
gap. Given the smaller amount of supportable debt at lower income levels, the financing gap
generally increases inversely wit h household income. For example, the data indicate that the
rent that an Extremely Low-Income household can pay is insufficient to cover even the monthly
operating expense; thus the total subsidy required at this income level is equa l to t he cost of
providing the unit. Meanwhi le, t he rent that is affordable to Moderate-Income households in
the Western/ Centra l County could support permanent debt nearly sufficient to cover the fu ll
cost of building the unit; t hus very little su bsidy is required. While this relationship holds t rue
throughout the County, the data indicate t hat the financing gaps for new units developed in
the Eastern County are much higher due to t he increased cost of construction in that area .
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Table 12: Financing Gap Analysis, Multifamily Rental, New Constructio n, 2018
Wes tern/Centr al Placer County

Household lncorre Li'rit (a)
Maxirrum Affordable M:mthly Rent Per l.klit (b)
M:mthly Operating Expenses (c)
Vacancy (d)
Net Operating klcorre Per l.klit (e)
Net Operating Subsidy from Other Sources (f)
M:mthly Supportable Debt Service Per Unit (g)
Loan Arrount (h)
Affordable New Unit Developrrent Cost (Q
Financing Gap Per New Unit 0)

Extrerrely Low
klcome
$21 ,650
$476
$510
5%
($55)
$55

Incom e Leve l
Very Low
Low
ncorre
lncorre
$36,050
$57,700
$636
$1 ,360
$510
$510
5%
5%
$267
$801
$0
$0

Mlderate
Income
$66,500
$2,100
$510
5%
$1 ,465
$0

$0
$0

$229
$40,332

$641
$112,894

$1 ,168
$209,233

$217,071

$217,071

$217,071

$217,071

($217,071)

($176,739)

($ 104 176)

($7,636)

Income Level
Very Low
Low
lncorre
klcome
$36,050
$57,700
$624
$1 ,366
$510
$510
5%
5%
$273
$767
$0
$0

Mlderate
Jncorre
$86,500
$2,066
$510
5%
$1,471
$0

Eastern Placer County

Household lncorre LiTit (a)
MaxirrumAffordable Monthly Rent Per l.klit (b)
Monthly Operating Expenses (c)
Vacancy (d)
Net Operating lnc orre Per l.klit (e)
Net Operating Subsidy from Other Sources (f)
Monthly Supportable Debt Service Per Unit (g)
Loan Arrount (h)
Affordable New Unit Development Cost (Q
Financi ng Gap Per New Unit 0)

Extremely Low
Income
$21 ,650
$464
$510
5%
($69)
$69

$0

so

$219
$36,571

$630
$110,957

s1 .1n
$207,295

$344,025

$344,025

$344,025

$344,025

($344,025)

($305,454)

($233,068)

($136,730)

Notes:
(a) Based on the 2018 income limits published by HCD, assuming an average household size of 2.64 persons, as reported
by the Department of Finance.
(b) Affordable rents equal to 30 percent of gross monthly income, minus a utility allowance. The utility allowance is derived
based on the 2018 figures published by the Placer County Housing Authority.
(c) Data from 2018 tax credit funding applications for affordable housing projects in Placer and Sacramento Counties.
(d) Based on the standard required assumption for affordable housing financing and tax credit applications.
(e) Affordable monthly rent minus operating expenses and vacancy.
(f) Operating subsidy is necessary for units that generate a negative net operating income based on the restricted rent
level.
(g) Net operating income, plus operating subsidy, divided by the debt coverage ratio: 1.25
(h) Assumes the following financing tem1s:
Interest Rate: 5.5%
Term of Loan: 30
(i) Based on a review of 201 7 and 2018 tax credit applications and review of the cost estimates provided in the County's
Housing Impact Fee Study.
0) Total development cost per unit minus the per unit supportable loan amount.
Sources: California Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD). State Income Limits, 2018; California Tax
Credit Allocation Committee (CTCAC), Project Applications; BAE, 201g.
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Single-Family For-Sale
Table 13 summarizes t he financing gaps associated with medium-density for-sa le housing in
both the Western/Central and Eastern portions of the County. As summarized in the table,
BAE first calculated the maximum affordable sale price at each income level, shown in more
deta il in Append ix B. BAE t hen revi ewed the per square foot construction cost estimates
provided in the Affordable Housing Fee Studies recently prepared for the Cou nty. BAE also
inflation-adjusted the construction cost estimat e to 2018 dollars using the RS Means
construction cost index for the Sacramento region. The result of this calculation is shown
below, with an estimated construction cost of $247,783 per unit in the Western/Central
County and $537,062 per unit in the Eastern County.
Based on the supportable debt and estimated construction costs, the bottom of Table 13
prese nts the total financing gap by income level. As expected, the financing gap increases as
income decreases. The data generally indicate that Moderate-Income households in the
Western/ Central County could likely afford to purchase for-sa le housing in the current market,
while similar households in the Eastern County fa ce a considerable financing gap. Households
in the Low-Income category and below would require a subsidy to purchase for-sale housing.

Table 13: Financing Gap Analysis by Unit Type, For-Sale Housing

Extremely Low
nco me
Household Income lmt (a)
MaxirrumAffordable Sale A-ice (b)

Unit Development Cost· Western/Central (c)
Unit Development Cost- Eastern (c)
Financing Gap- Western/Central (d)
Financing Gap - Eastern (d)

Incom e L evel
V ery Low
Low

Moderate
ncome

Income

Income

$21 ,650
$80,268

$36,050
$133,681

$57,700
$214,097

$86,500
$320,923

$247,783
$537,062

$247,783
$537,062

$247,783
$537,062

$247,783
$537,062

($167,515)
($456.794)

($1 14,102)
($403.381)

($33,686)
($322,965)

$73,140
($216.139)

Notes:
(a) Based on the 2018 income limits published by HCD, assuming an average household size of 2.64 persons. as reported
by the Department of Finance.
(b) Affordable sale prices assume 30 percent of gross monthly income available for housing and include mortgage
principal, interest, taxes, and insurance. For more detail, see Appendix B.
(c) Based on the Placer County 2016 Affordable Housing Fee Study, adjusted to 2018 cost estimates using RS Means.
(d) Total development cost per unit minus the affordable sale price.
Sources: California HCD; California Department of Insurance, Homeowners Premium Survey; Placer County, Affordable
Housing Fee Study, 2016 ; BAE, 2019.
Sources: California Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) , State Income Limits, 201 8; California
Department of Insurance, Homeowners Premium Survey, 20 19; Placer County, Affordable Housing Fee Study, 201 6; BAE,
2019.
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Total Financing Gap for New Construction
Based on the projected unit demand by type and affordability level, combined with the
identified financing gaps for each unit type and affordabi lity level, Table 14 estimates the total
financing gap associated with meeting the identified future housing need.
For the purposes of this calcu lation, BAE assumes that the identified housing need will be met
through construction of multifamily rental housing. This is based on the conclusion that
Moderate-Income households could likely afford to purchase for-sale housing in the
Western/ Central County. It is also based on the observation that the financing gap for
multifamily rental housing affordable to Moderate-Income households in the Eastern County is
less than for for-sale housing, meaning that provision of rental housing is more cost effective.
While in some cases the financing gap for construction of for-sa le housing is lower than for
multifamily rental housing, the availability of State and Federal funds for construction of lowerincome multifamily rental housing makes it more cost effective for local government.
As seen below, the total gap associated with the delivery of the 5,292 multifamily renta l units
amounts to approximately $960.2 million,13 with units affordable to Extremely Low- and Very
Low-Income households accounting for approximately 95 percent of the total cost. Although
the Eastern County accounts for on ly around ten percent of the total need, the high
construction costs associated with development in that area mean that approximately 25
percent of the total estimated cost is associated with housing in the Eastern County.

Table 14: Total Financing Gap by Income Level and Subreg ion
Future Unmet
Need (Rental Only)
VVesternl
Total
Eastern
Central

Funding Gap Per Unit
VVesternl
Central
Eastern (a)

Total Subsidy for New
Construction ($million)
VVestern/
Total
Central
Eastern

2,160

1,930

229

$217,071

$344,025

$497.9

$419.0

$78.9

Very Low-ncome
(> 30% s 50% of HAMFI)

971

771

200

$176,739

$305,454

$197.3

$136.3

$61.0

Low -Income
(> 50% s 80% of HAMFI)

1,839

1,612

227

$104 ,176

$233,068

$220.9

$167.9

$53.0

Moderate-Income
(> 80% s 120% of HAMFI)

2,236

1,914

322

$7,838

$136,730

$44.1

(a)

$44.1

Above Moderate-ncome
(> 120% of HAMFI)

3,633

3,461

171

10,838

9,688

1,150

Income Leve l
Extremely Low -Income
(< 30% of HAMFI)

Total, All New Units

n.a.

n.a.

n.a.
$960.2

n.a.

-

$723.2

n.a.
$236.9

Note:
(a) As reported in Table 13, for-sale housing is likely affordable to Moderate-Income households in the Western County.
Sources: BAE, 2019.

13 This includes housing demand in the Extremely Low-, Very Low-, Low-Income categories in both the Eastern and
Western County, as well as in the Moderate-Income Category for households living in the Eastern County. The
remaining housing demand is assumed to be satisfied by the market.
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Gap Funding Sources
As seen in Appendix E, an average of around 20 percent of the total gap funding for affordable
housing projects in Placer, Sacramento, and Nevada Counties came from local sources
between 2014 and 2018. Nonetheless, state and federal funding sources still account for the
largest share of gap funding at 64.4 percent. This primarily includes LIHTC funds, but also
includes other state and federa l sources, such as Affordable Housing and Sustainable
Communities Program (AHSC) funding, among other sources.
It is worth noting that more recent trends indicate that projects have recently been able to
capture more state and federa l sources to cover the cost of development, compared to the
past, thus lessening the burden on loca l jurisdictions. For the eight projects built between
2017 and 2018, local sources accounted for just 13.7 percent of total funding. If the County
can identify state and federal programs where Placer County projects will be particularly
competitive, it is possible that the burden on the County will more closely mirror more recent
trends. However, for the purposes of presenting a conservative estimate, BAE assumes the
County will match longer-term trends, which indicate that the County may be expected to
provide fundi ng equal to roughly 20 percent of the total financing gap.

Total County Cost
Based on the total financing gap and projected percent of funds contributed by local
jurisdictions to fill the projected gap, the total estimated cost to Placer County to meet the
identified future housing need for Moderate-Income households and below is approximately
$192.4 million through 2040. As shown in Table 15, on an average annual basis, this
amounts to roughly $8.75 million in cost per year. As wi ll be discussed in the following
section, these funds may be raised from a variety of sources.

Table 15: Anticipated Cost to Address Future Housing Need
Total Cost

% From Local Funding
Total Cost to County
Annual Average ('18-'4 0)

Countywide
$960,193,4 25

West ern/Central
$723,248,227

Easte rn
$236,945,199

$192,424,469

$144,940,230

$47,484,239

$8,746, 567

$6,588, 192

$2, 158,374

20.0%

Sources : BAE, 201 9.
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POTENTIAL FUNDING SOURCES AND
MECHANISMS
This chapter summarizes a variety of potential funding sources that Placer County could target
to raise funds necessary to meet the identified future housing need. While the primary focus
is on funding sources that the County can directly influence and/ or control, this chapter also
identifies some supplementa l funding sources that the County can potentially leverage. In
many cases, the availability of loca l f unding is a crucia l eva luation criterion for grant
applications and other competitive allocation processes for state and federal resources.

Local Funding Sources
The following section highlights various methods for increasing the total amount of funds
available to Placer County for the purposes of addressing affordable housing needs.
Affordable Housing Fee
In 2016, the County commissioned a study to eva luate the relationship between new market
rate housing development and affordable housing demand. The study outlines various options
for establishing a housing impact fee for the western and eastern portions of the County. As of
November 2018, the Placer County Board of Supervisors recommended staff proceed with the
adoption of the fee along with creating the specific ordinance outlining the application of the
impact fee, among other requirements. The updated inclusionary housing policy and
associated fees wi ll represent an important funding source for the County. However,
inclusionary housing and linkage fee ord inances are generally known as "ride along" policies,
which are dependent upon market rate development to raise f unds or construct un its.
Redevelopment Property Tax Trust Fund
Upon dissolution of red evelopment, the State of California authorized the creation of
Successor Agencies, which are charged with overseeing the disposition of property and
winding down redevelopment programs. Placer County now manages a variety of programs
under the Successor Agency, including the allocation of residual incremental property tax
revenue via the Redevelopment Property Tax Trust Fund (RPTIF). The County's current
adopted budget currently estimates around $860,000 in residual distributions and passthroughs to the Genera l Fund via the RPTIF.14 Although at least some of this revenue may be
obligated for such uses as repayment of residua l bond obligations, some portion of this
fundin g may also be made available, at the County's discretion, to fund housing.

County of Placer. (2018). Final Budget 2019·19 . County of Placer: Auburn, CA. Available at:
https://www.placer.ca.gov/ ArchtveCenter!Yiewfjle/ ltem/ 96

14
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Sales and Use Tax
A sales and use tax add-on t hat is earmarked for affordable housing could help to spread the
f inancial burden more broad ly throughout the community. However, one common criticism of
sales taxes is that they typica lly impact lower-income households more heavily than higherincome households, since such households 1) spend a greater portion of their total income
and 2) are less able to absorb cost increases. A pa rcel tax, by comparison, predominantly
impacts higher-income households, who are the primary owners of property in most
communities. Nonetheless, a sales tax to support affordable housing development can also
be more easily tied to the needs of lower-wage reta il workers; thus the increase in the cost of
goods via a sa les tax increase is directly tied to assistance provided to lower-income retail and
service workers.
Under existing State law, counties may impose sales tax rates of up to three percentage points
above the base statewide rate. These local add-ons are typically known as "transaction and
use taxes." Over 120 cit ies in Ca lifornia have enacted sales and use tax add-ons, though
Placer County does not currently levy any such add-ons. Add-ons can only be levied for all of a
taxing district, not for a portion of a jurisdiction. Add-ons can be taken forward in increments
of 0.125 percent, up to 1.0 percent, and require a two-thirds vote of the Board of Supervisors.
A genera l t ransaction and use tax requires majority voter approval, while a special tax (i.e., one
earmarked for a specific use) requ ires two-thirds voter approval. Although the general tax has
a lower threshold of approva l, there is no guarantee that funds will always be used for
affordable housing. The special tax, by contrast , requires a higher th reshold of approval, but
would ensure all funds collected under the increased tax are allocated for affordable housing.
As an alternative, the County can also allocate existing sales tax revenue for desired uses.
With t he intent of roughly estimating the tota l potential revenue that could be generated by an
increased sales tax measure, unincorporated Placer County had roughly $1.3 billion in total
taxable sa les in 2016. If the County approved a half-cent transaction and use tax, the County
co uld reasonably anticipate upwards of $6 million in additional revenue annua lly.
As an alternative to increasing the sa les and use tax or establishing a parcel tax, Placer County
also has the authority to reallocate revenues from existing transaction and use taxes and
property taxes to fund affordable housing. However, such a reallocation would also divert
reso urces from other County priorities.
Transient Occupancy Tax
Transient Occupancy Tax (TOT) is levied by loca l governments on users of temporary (i.e., 30
days or less) lodgings and accommodations, such as hotel stays. TOT revenues are often
considered a stable source of revenue, which typically accrue to the General Fund of the
authorizing jurisdiction. The League of California Cities estimates that TOT revenue accounts
for around seven percent of total General Fund revenue among cities and counties that
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impose a TOT levy within their jurisdiction.ls Placer County currently levies TOT throughout t he
unincorporated area. Th e County levies TOT at a rate of eight percent countywide, with an
additional two percent levied in the North Lake Tahoe Transient Occupancy Tax Area. While
TOT is generally considered a General Purpose levy, meaning that the use of fund s generated
by TOT is at the discretion of the Board of Supervisors, the add itiona l two percent collected in
the Eastern County is restricted to uses identified in the Tourism Master Plan .
To increase the TOT rate(s), the Board of Supervisors would need to approve the increase by a
majority vote, which wou ld then need to be approved by a majority of the voting electorate. If
the County wants to earmark TOT funds for a special purpose, such as affordable housing, it
would need to be approved by a two-thirds majority vote of the electorate. As an alternative,
the County is currently working toward updating the Tou rism Master Plan to identify housing as
an allowed use of TOT revenue within the North Lake Tahoe Transient Occupancy Tax Area.
Also, as a General Purpose levy, the County also has the a uthority to allocate existing TOT
reven ue to support new affordable and workforce housing development .
Wh ile tourist visitation and spending vary considerably over time and throughout the year,
Dean Runya n Associates estimates that total TOT collections in unincorporated Placer County
in 2017 totaled approximately $ 18,344,000.16 Recognizing that these revenues were
collected within two different t ax rate areas, Dea n Runyan estimates the weighted average
TOT rate in the unincorporated County at 9.9 percent. This clearly indicates that the majority
of the County's TOT reven ue is com ing from the Eastern County. Th is also indicates that total
visitor spending on short-term accommod ations was equal t o approximately $185.3 bi llion in
2017. If Placer County were to increase the TOT rate by 1.0 percent in both tax rate areas, the
increase could potentially generate approximately $1.85 mi llion per year in additional revenue.
Parcel Tax
A parce l tax is a non-va lue-based tax on real property, which is genera lly designed as a flat perpa rcel assessment , but which ca n also be tied to other characteristics of a property, such as
number of units, number of fixtures, differences in use, etc. The parcel tax emerged as a
common funding source after passage of Proposition 13 , which prohibits local governments
from imposing or raising ad va lorem property taxes beyond that allowed under the esta blished
formu la. One potentia l benefit of a parcel tax for affordable and workforce housing is that it
would spread the responsibility for raising funds across a broad base of property owners,
including both residential a nd non-residential uses. A parcel tax could be established in
unincorporat ed Placer County, or within a specific area therein, so long as that use is
considered a public benefit.

15 Colman,

M. (2016). A Primer on California City Revenues. League of California Cities. Avai lable at:
http://www.cacities.org/Resources-Documents/Member-EngagemenVProfessionai-Oepartments/Mayors-andCouncii-Members/ New-MCM-Packets/Primer·on-CA-City-Revenues-FINAL
16 Dean Runyan Associates. (May 2018). California Travel Impacts: 2000-2017p. Ava ilable at:
http://www.deanrunyan.com/ doc library/ CAimp.pdf
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Under California law, parcel taxes that are earma rked for specific types of expenditures are
considered special purpose taxes, and, like specia l pu rpose sales taxes and transient
occupancy ta xes, such parcel taxes would require two-thirds voter approva l. Accordingly, the
process to establish a parcel tax ea rmarked for afford able housing would begin with approva l
of the parcel tax area, and the rate and application (e.g., type of use, if defined) by a majority
of the Board of Supervisors. The legislative body wou ld then submit the parcel tax to the
electorate. To be established, the special purpose parcel tax must be approved by two-thirds
of t he electorate voting on the tax. While State law does provide for approval of a genera l
purpose parcel tax with a simple majority, such a tax cannot be designated for a specific use,
such as affordable housing exclusively.
In terms of the potential revenue that could be generated by a parcel tax, given the County's
approximately 80,000 real property parcels, if the County were to levy a $50 annua l per-parcel
t ax countywide, t he County could generate roughly $4 million per year. Th is money could be
used to support ongoing housing development or could be used to support bond issuance.
As an alternative to establishing a fl at-rate parcel tax, t he County also has the authority to
reallocate existing ad-valorem property tax reven ue to fund affordable housing. However, such
a rea llocation wou ld also divert resources from other Cou nty priorities.
Enhanced Infrastructure Financing Districts
Hampered by the loss of redevelopment agencies, California jurisdictions now have limited
methods to leverage property tax increment to fund affordable housing. One of the tools
authorized by State law is to establish an Enhanced Infrastructure Financing District (EIFD).
Under an EIFD, the jurisdiction apportions incremental increases in property tax revenue
generated within an established area into a dedicated fund. EIFD funds ca n t hen use existing
and future tax revenue as a guarantee for the issuance of large value public bonds. Many
times, EIFDs are established in areas undergoing major planning and development projects,
such as new specific plan areas. As an example, West Sacra mento established an EIFD in the
Bridge District to help fun d necessary backbone infrastructure. By providing the upfront
infrastructu re, cost savings were passed on to developers, t hus stimulating more development
in the Bridge District.
The method for establishing an EIFD contains mu lt iple steps. In cases where the County
wants to establish an EIFD in an area covered by its form er redevelopment agency, the County
wou ld requ ire approval from t he Ca lifornia Department of Finance. There is no voter approval
requirement to establish an EIFD. While t here is a 55 percent vote requirement t o authorize
issuance of bonds, there are also other fin ancing alternatives that do not requi re voter
approval. The second step is to create a Public Financing Authority (PFA) which will act as the
governing body of the EIFD. This authority must include three members of the County Board of
Supervisors and two members of the public. Lastly, the PFA will direct staff to prepare an
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Infrastructure Financing Plan. This plan lays out the proposed future development in the EIFD
area and the uses of the EIFD funds. Once the plan is approved by the Board of Supervisors,
the EIFD fund will begin to accrue tax revenue pursuant to the approved guidelines. In most
cases, the revenue apportioned into the EIFD fund is incrementa l property tax revenue that
wou ld have been apportioned to the County Genera l Fund . However, other taxing entities (i.e.
util ity districts, fire districts, etc.) can also agree to allocate a portion of their property tax
revenue into the EIFD fund, thus increasing the tota l available funds.
Affordable Housing Bond Measure
As noted above, new sources of funds, such as sales tax or TOT increases, can be used on a
"pay as you go" basis to support affordable housing construction and/ or acquisition and
rehabilitation. As an alternative, the County could also consider an affordable housing bond
measure, similar to those recently approved in Alameda and Santa Clara counties. Issuance
of public bonds must be supported by a reliable source of income, such as property taxes,
sales tax, or TOT revenue. In order to implement a housing bond measure, the County would
need the support of the Board of Supervisors and the voters. More specifically, any bond
measure would need to be approved for t he ballot by a majority of the Board of Supervisors. If
approved by the Board, the measure would then require a two-thirds voter approval.

Local Funding Contribution Methods
While the section above identified a variety of methods for generating revenue, the County can
also distribute the funds in a variety of methods to increase the impact of local dollars spent.
Grants
The primary method for allocating local funding to affordable housing projects is the provision
of grants. Typically, local jurisdictions allocate housing trust fund dollars to affordable housing
developments to help fill the financing gap that occurs when income from affordable housing
projects is not sufficient to cover the full costs of developing and operating the housing.
Based on a review of recent LI HTC projects in the region, the majority of the local dollars
contributed to recent projects came in the form of grants. Assuming the affordable housing
project remains affordable to lower-income households in perpetuity, or until the development
becomes obsolete, t he County typically does not recoup these funds.
Low-Interest Construction Loans
Another way that local jurisdictions can help support affordable housing projects is by
providing low-interest construction financing. These loans can either take the place of higher
cost commercial construction loans, or can be used in cases where private financing is
unavailable. These loans can also take the form of short-term gap loans that are intended to
bridge the period between the construction phase and the point at which the project can draw
down its permanent mortgage financing. One benefit of supporting a project through the use
of a low-interest construction loan, compared to a longer-term permanent loan, is that the
County can recover its investment much more quickly, typically upon issuance of the
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permanent loan. Compared to grants, loans require considerably more staff time and
resources to issue and administer to ensure that the County funds are repaid.
Low-Interest Permanent Loans
Another way that loca l jurisdictions can help support affordable housing projects is by
providing low-interest permanent financing. These permanent loans are typically structured as
loans with lower interest rates, and potentially different amortization periods, rel ative to
standard bank loans. These can be used as a cheaper form of debt, and can also reduce the
need for high-cost equity. However, unlike grants, the County would be in a position to recoup
the initial investment based on the long-term cash flow generated by the project. While
affordable housing developers prefer grants, some local ju risdictions have been creative in
their partnerships with developers, including structuring a portion of their funding as grants
and a portion as low-interest permanent loans, as dictated by project feasibility models. Under
standard underwriting assumptions, most projects do generate at least some excess cash
flow, which would enable the County to recoup these funds over the time. Nonetheless, most
government backed low-interest permanent loans are junior debt position loans, meaning that
repayment may occur sporadically, or not at all because avai lable project cash flow must first
be used to repay senior debt, such as commercia l bank loans. Compared to grants, loans
require considerably more staff tim e and resources to issue and administer to ensure that the
County funds are repaid.

Other Local Contributions
Although funding contributions account for a large share of local assistance, jurisdictions can
also help reduce development costs and assist with financial feasibility by other methods,
including the provision of land, fee waivers/deferrals, and permit streamlining.
County-Owned Land
Based on a review of comparable affordable housing developments in Placer County and the
surrounding region, one method for loca l jurisdictions to subsidize the development of
affordable housing is to provide free or reduced-priced land . As many afford able housing
developers do not specu latively buy and hold land for long periods, they are forced to compete
with private market developers for land appropriately zoned for higher density housing with in a
fairly narrow time window ahead of project developm ent. In many cases, developers are
reluctant to purchase land prior to securing all of the necessary funds to construct and operate
the building. Given this, Placer County can help stimulate affordable housing development by
reserving County-owned land for future affordable housing development.
It is also worth discussing the method for contributing the land to the development, which can
include land sale or a long-term ground-lease. Under the first option , the County would
subsidize the development by writing down the cost of the land. However, the transaction then
gives title to the affordable housing developer. Instead, many jurisdictions negotiate groundleases with developers. Terms of the ground-lease typically provide for nominal annua l costs,
27

83

mean ing the County typica lly does not receive significant revenue from the lease. However, it
does mean the County maintains ownership of the land, which often aids in long-term
preservation of the afforda ble housing units produced on the site.
HOME and CDBG
Whi le not specifica lly allocated for housing development, the County ca n leverage two HUD
fund ing programs to assist developers in efforts to maintai n or build new affordable housi ng.
The f irst program is t he HO ME Invest ment Partnership (HOME) progra m. The HOME program
is HUD's largest block grant program allocated to loca l j urisdictions and ca n be used t o fund
new construction and acquisition and rehabilitation of afforda ble housing, or direct rental
subsidies to low-income households. As such, the County could specifically earmark these
funds for future affordable housing development. The second HUD program which the County
could leverage for affordable housing is the Community Development Block Grant (CDBG)
program. Unlike HOME, CDBG dollars can be spent on a broad spect rum of commu nity
development efforts, includi ng housing, social services, job creation programs, and business
retention programs, among others. Due to t he f lexibility of the program , it is likely the County
has historica lly used CDBG dollars fo r a variety of County efforts and programs.
Unincorporated Placer County does not have sufficient population for t he jurisd iction to qua lify
as an entitleme nt community for HOME and CDBG fundi ng. This means t hat the County must
apply for funds from t hese sources on a competitive basis t hrough the pass-through program
that the State of Ca lifornia administers on beha lf of non-entitlement j urisd ictions. As a result,
the County does not have a predictable annual f low of funding from these sources. The
County may wish to explore the possibility of forming a regional Consolidated Plan consortium
with other Placer County non-entitlement jurisdictions, which would then allow the consortium
to receive annual f unding on an entit lement basis. Such a planning and funding framework
might provide t he opportu nity for Placer County and consortium partner agencies wit h a better
opportunity to develop and implement longer-term strategies for use of available federal
fun ds.
Fee Adj ustments, Deferrals, and Waivers
Adjust ments to the ways that fees are ca lculated ca n also be an important way of providing
incentives for the types of development that the Cou nty wou ld prefer. More specifi cally, t he
County can su pport affordable housi ng projects by deferring andj or wa iving County-controlled
fees and exactions, including permit, plan check, and impact fees.
Municipal fees are often calculated on a per unit basis, though many communities are f inding
value in adj ust ing various fee schedu les to use alternative metrics. For example, water and
sewer connection fees that are levied on a per unit basis fail to account for t he size of t he unit,
even t hough larger housing units often have a large im pact on municipal services. By
adjusting the fee schedule to calculate fees on a per square foot or per fixture basis can help
to remove the disincentives to building sma ller, more affordable housing units.
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Fee waivers can also have a significant impact on cost and project feasibility for below market
rate builders. For example, under the County's existing Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU)
ordinance, property owners who develop ADUs are eligible for an average fee waiver of
approximately $18,200 per unit. By providing the wa iver, Placer County helps to directly lower
the cost of providing ADUs; however, this is done at the expense of County revenues, which are
typica lly used to provide important public services. Therefo re, approval of a fee waiver may
require the County t o secure other funds to cover the costs that would otherwise be offset by
the collection of fees.
As an alternative to fee waivers, many communities also offer fee deferrals, which simply shift
the timing of collections, often to some point after construction is completed . By doing this,
the bui lder is able to put off the cost and realizes savings in the form of forgone interest
payments on their construction loan and/or a reduced equity requirem ent. The benefit of this
approach is that it saves the builder money, whi le ensuring that the County still receives the
fu ll amount that it wou ld norma lly receive, just at a later date. For example, if a multifamily
bu ilder were requ ired to pay roughly 28,000 per unit in fees, deferral of the fee payment by
approximately 18 months cou ld reduce the interest cost to the developer of a 100-unit project
by approximately $1,600 per unit, or $160,000 in tota l.
Permit Streamlining
Stream lining the permitting process can reduce the tota l cost of development for developers
as well as minimizing risk associated with the project. More specifica lly, as the project moves
through the perm itting process, developers have typically taken out some form of debt to
secure options on the site and to prepare the project application, including preliminary
engineering and design , among other costs. If permitting becomes a lengthy process, th e
overall cost of ca pital increases. Also, if developers must navigate a discret ionary review
process to obta in entitlements to bui ld, there is greater risk that public controversy, extended
processing timelines, and more complicated and expensive application processes cou ld
negatively impact proj ect viability. If the County ca n st reamlin e andj or expedite t he permitting
process, developers will be more interested in development in the County as the improved
timeli ne decreases the tota l cost and risk associated with development.

Other Sources of Funding
In addition to the sources of fu nds and mechanisms for reducing overa ll cost discussed above,
the County should also consider its relative competitiveness for other state, fed eral, and loca l
funding sources. The following section describes some of the more prom inent fundin g
programs currently avai lable to jurisdictions. County staff shou ld monitor and inventory
available funding programs on an ongoing basis, as the list provided below is not
comprehensive. In addition, housing is currently at the forefront of the statewide policy
agenda, with legislators and the Governor currently proposi ng a variety of legislative changes
and new funding progra ms t hat have t he potentia l to signifi cantly increase the amount of
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resources available for workforce and affordable housing development. County staff should
also monitor ongoing legislative efforts to identify legislation and/ or new funding programs
that the County could leverage to facilitate additional housing development.
Low-Income Housing Tax Credits
As mentioned several times during the analysis, the federal Low-Income Housing Tax Credit
(LIHTC) program is the most prominent source of funds for low-income housing. As the
competition for funds has increased, especially for the more substantial nine percent tax credit
program, projects that receive funds must meet several criteria. More specifically, California's
criteria for awarding LIHTC revolves around climate-related goa ls. Therefore, most projects
receiving funds include public transportation and alternative transportation components. Also,
projects with even modest contributions from the local jurisdiction are significantly more
competitive. Given this, any opportun ity for Placer County to contribute funds in any of the
previously outlined methods will increase the likelihood of project sponsors receiving LIHTC
awards from the allocation committee. It is worth noting that Governor Newsom plans to
expand the LIHTC system, through an increase in funds allocated to the State's LIHTC
program, which has historically seen less competition due to the low amount of funds
avai lable. As the Governor's budget and plans for implementation become more concrete, the
County should review future State LIHTC guidelines for potential areas of opportunity.
Affordable Housing and Sustainable Communities Program
Funded through the California Cap-and-Trade program, the AHSC program allocates annual
funding for affordable housing projects throughout the State. During the most recent funding
cycle, the AHSC program made upwards of $400 million in total funds available for housing
projects. The largest component of AHSC is the GHG em ission reductions associated with the
proposed projects. As such, HCD requires that the application for funding is a collaborative
effort between the deve lopment team, local transit authority, and local jurisdiction to ensure
the housing proposal fits into the larger transportation network and local environmental goals.
Funding awards are specifica lly broken down into three project types, including Transit
Oriented Development (TOD), Integrated Connectivity Projects {ICP), and Rural Innovation
Project Areas (RIPA). Based on the specific guidelines and historic funding awards, several
locations within Placer County are particularly competitive for the RIPA set-asides, including
North Auburn and the Tahoe Basin.
As was outlined in the 2018 Housing Strategy and Development Plan, Placer County can take
several steps to increase the likelihood that projects wi ll be awarded AHSC funds. The first is
to identify multifamily land that aligns with the metrics outlined in the AHSC guidelines.
Examples of key metrics include having a transit stop within 1/2 -mile, having access to
residential amenities, and being located on non-prime agricultura l land. The second method is
to collaborate with t he transit authority to identify specific GHG-reducing investments at or
near the site.
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SB-2 Housing Funds
In 2017, California voters approved SB2, the Bui lding Homes and Jobs Act. SB2 established a
new permanent Stat e funding source for affordable housing by imposing a $75 recording fee
per document for certain real estate transactions, with the expectation of generati ng
approximately $200 to $250 million annually. Seventy percent of these funds will be allocated
to a Local Funds pool, of which 83 percent will be allocated on a formu laic basis to
jurisdictions t hat qualify as HUD entitlement j urisdictions. The remaining 17 percent of the
Loca l Funds pool will be distributed to non-entitlement ju risdictions including ten percent
allocated on a formulaic basis and seven percent allocated on a competitive basis. As
mentioned previously in relation to HUD HOME and CDBG funding, Placer County is a nonentitlement jurisdiction; but the County may wish to explore formation of a regiona l HUD
consortium to qualify for entitlement funding through HUD. If this status would also qualify
Placer County for SB2 entitlement funding, this may increase the attractiveness of forming a
consortium.
USDA Rural Housing Program
In addition to HUD and Ca lifornia HCD, the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) also provides
loans for affordable housing development. Specifically foc used on rural areas, the USDA Rural
Housing Program provides f unds to bui ld or improve housing opportun ities, as well as
construct essential community fa cilities. A portion of this program focuses on mu ltifamily
housing for households at or below Moderate-Income through the Section 515 program. This
program provides financing on terms typica lly more favorable than loans available from
sta ndard commercial banks. Based on the list of Section 515-eligible areas, Placer County
contains several locations which qualify for funding, including the majority of the eastern
County. In addition to loan funds through t he Section 5 15 program, USDA also provides loan
gua rantees to individua l borrowers and for multifamily construction. While not a direct loan to
the development, having a loan guaranteed by the federal government provides additiona l
security to the lender and can reduce the overall cost of capital.
Bank Community Reinvestment Act Requirements
The Community Reinvestment Act (CRA) requires commercial banks and other fi nancial
institut ions to address the cred it needs of the commun ities in which they do business,
includ ing low- and moderate-income areas and areas of minority concentration. Financial
institutions are tested periodically and must demonstrate compliance with the CRA
requirements. Banks receive credit for making loans and qualified investments, and for
funding community development services in underserved or at-risk areas, includ ing the
investments in affordable housing. It may be in the County's interest to cond uct outreach to
local banks and other local financia l institutions to inform them regarding investment
opportunities that might qualify for CRA cred its, such as by providing grants and/or loans for
affordable housing development.
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Other Private Funding Sources
Recognizing the need for affordable housing, some California jurisdictions have successfully
partnered with local employers and other institutions to provide additional funding for housing
development. These funding partners acknowledge that the lack of affordable and workforce
housing is a major challenge to workforce development and economic development. As such
these institutions see a financial and social benefit in providing funding and other assistance
for housing development. One prominent examples of this type of partnership is between
Google and the City of Mountain View. Located in an area experiencing an extreme housing
affordability crisis at nearly all income levels, Google has committed to providing upwards of
6,600 units as part of their North Bayshore campus expansion plan, 20 percent of which will
be affordable to households with incomes at or below 80 percent of AMI.H Another example
of this type of partnership is the establishment of the $200 million Thriving Communities Fund
by Kaiser Permanente. Given Kaiser's presen ce in the Placer County area, in add ition to other
major health care providers, the County could conduct outreach with these entities to better
understand the availabi lity of funds and how to access them, as well as to inform the
organizations regarding current and anticipated affordable housing investment opportunities.
Similarly, developers of the Martis Camp community partnered with Mountain Area
Preservation (MAP) and Sierra Watch in 2006 to establish the Martis Fund in North Lake
Tahoe, which sets aside one percent of all sa les proceeds associated with the development of
Martis Camp for open space conservation, habitat restoration , and workforce housing
development. Other existing examples of t his type of partnership, such as the work currently
underway between Northsta r and the Mountain Housing Council, highlight the unique
possibilities made possible through partnerships between County government, loca l
stakeholders, and prominent businesses and institutions within the community.
Technical Assistance
Another method for promoting the development of inclusionary housing and reducing the
uncertainty for developers is to provide technical assistance to market-rate builders. When
providing a deed-restricted unit within a broader market-rate development, many developers
are uncertain about the necessary reporting requirements that come along with the deed
restriction . As such, providing technica l assistance up front and throughout the development
process can reduce the perceived barriers to providing the units. The Sacramento region has
a number of Community Development Financial Institutions (CDFis) that already provide this
technical assistance on behalf of some local jurisdictions.

17 City of Mountain View. A Shared Vision for North Bayshore. November 30, 2018. Available at:
https://www.mountainview.gov/ civicax/filebank/blobdload.aspx?Biobl0=28004
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APPENDIX A: HOUSING PROBLEMS BY INCOME LEVEL
Appendix A : Housing Problems by Household Income Level and Tenure, Unincorporated Placer County, 2009-2013

Owner Hou seho lds
1 or more of the 4 housing problems (a)
None of the 4 housing problems
Cost Burden not computed, no other problems
Subtotal, Owne r Hous e h o ld s (b)

AI ncorre
Levels
Nurrt>er
Percent
12,847
40.0%
19,070
59.4%
190
0.6%
32,090
100%

Extrerrely Low-ncome
(s 30% or HAM'Q
Percent
1\klmber
79.9%
1,335
145
8.7%
11 .4%
190
100%
1,675

Very Low- ncome
(> 30% s 50% or HAM'Q
Percent
1\klmber
1,750
72.5%
665
27.5%
0
0.0%
2,415
100%

In com e Category (a)
Low-ncome
(> 50% s 80% of HAM'Q
Percent
1\klmber
57.8%
2,165
1,580
42.2%
0.0%
0
3,745
100%

Rente r House h old s
1 or more of the 4 housing problems (a)
None of the 4 housing problems
Cost Burden not computed, no other problems
Subtot al, Rente r House ho lds (b)

4,756
3,387
265
8,400

56.6%
40.3%
3.2%
100%

1,285
110
265
1,655

77.4%
6.6%
16.0%
100%

1,165
220
0
1,385

84.1%
15.9%
0.0%
100%

1,450
395
0
1,850

78.6%
21 .4%
0.0%

A ll Households
1 or more of the 4 housong problems (a)
None of the 4 housing problems
Cost Burden not computed, no other problems
Total, A ll Hous eholds (b)

17,603
22,457
455
40,495

43.4%
55.4%
1.1%
100%

2,620
255
455
3,330

78.7%
7.7%
13.7%
100%

2,915
885
0
3,800

76.7%
23.3%
0.0%
100%

3,61 5
1,975
0
5,595

M>derate-ncome
(> 80% s 120% of HAM'Q
1\klrrt:Jer
Percent
48.8%
2,617
2,750
51.2%
0
0.0%
100%
5,361

100~.

626
912
0
1,535

40.7%
59.3%
0.0%
100%

230
1750
0
1,966

11 .6%
88.4%
0 .0%
100%

64.7%
35.3%
0.0%
100%

3,243
3,662
0
6,896

47.0%
53.0%
0.0%

5,210
15,680
0
20,876

24.9%
75.1%
0 .0%
100%

100~.

Notes:
(a) Housing problems include lacking kitchen or plumbing, having more than 1 person per room , or having a cost burden greater than 30%.
{b) Figures may not sum to totals due to rounding.
Sources: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HU D), Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS), 2009-20 13; BAE, 201 8.
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Above M>derate-n come
(> 120% or HAM4)
1\klmber
Percent
26.3%
4 ,980
73.7%
13,930
0
0.0%
18,910
100%

APPENDIX 8: AFFORDABLE RENTAL RATE AND
SALE PRICE CALCULATIONS
Appendix 8-1: Affordable Rental Rates , Placer County -Auburn, Lincoln, Rocklin
1 Person
Income Category (a)
llledian Farrily lncorre: $80,100
$16,850
Extrerrely Low lncorre
Very Low lncorre
$28,050
$44,900
Low lncorre
IVIoderate lncorre
$67,250

Affordable Rents (b)
Extrem e ly Low Income
1-Person
2-Person
3-Person
4-Person
5-Person
Ve ry Low Income
1-Person
2-Person
3-Person
4-Person
5-Person
Low Income
1-Person
2-Person
3-Person
4-Person
5-Person
M oderate In com e
1-Person
2-Person
3-Person
4-Person
5-Person

Studio

$383

$663

$1 ,085

$1 ,643

Income Lim its/Household Size
2 Person
3 Person
4 Person
$19,250
$32 ,050
$51 ,300
$76,900

$21 ,650
$36,050
$57,700
$86,500

Unit Size
1- Bedroom 2-Bedroom

$375
$435

$655
$755

$1 ,077
$1 ,237

$1,635
$1 ,877

$25,100
$40,500
$64,100
$96,100

5 Person
$29,420
$43,300
$69,250
$103,800

3-Bedroom 4-Bedroom

$418
$478

$738
$838

$1,220
$1,380

$1 ,860
$2,100

$460
$547
$655

$530
$638

$820
$932
$1,002

$915
$985

$1 ,362
$1 ,522
$1 ,650

$1 ,505
$1,633

$2,082
$2,322
$2,514

$2,305
$2,497

Notes:
(a) Income limits are based on the HCD adjusted median family income of $80,100 ($2018).
(b) Affordable rents equal to 30 percent of gross monthly income, minus a utility allowance. The utility allowance is derived
based on the 2018 Utility Allowance figures published by the Placer County Housing Authority for Band 1 (Under 1,500
Feet) Territory S, which includes the Auburn, Lincoln, and Rocklin areas. These allowances are applicable to apartments,
walk-ups , row houses, and townhouses.
Sources: HCD, 2018; Placer County Housing Authority, 2018; BAE, 2019.
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Appendix B-2: Affordable Rental Rates, Placer County - Colfax and Foresthill
1 Person
In come Cate g o ry (a)
IVedian Fanily Income: $80,100
Extremely Low Income
$16,850
Very Low Income
$28,050
$44,900
Low Income
1\iloderate Income
$67,250

Affordable Rents (b)
Extremely Low Income
1-Person
2-Person
3-Person
4-Person
5-Person
Ve ry Low In com e
1-Person
2-Person
3-Person
4-Person
5-Person
L o w Incom e
1-Person
2-Person
3-Person
4-Person
5-Person
M o de rate In come
1-Person
2-Person
3-Person
4-Person
5-Person

Studio

$379

$659

$1 ,081

$1 ,639

Income Lim its/Hous ehold Size
2 Person
3 Person
4 Person
$19,250
$32,050
$51 ,300
$76,900

$21 ,650
$36,050
$57,700
$86,500

$25,100
$40,500
$64,100
$96,100

5 Person
$29,420
$43,300
$69,250
$103,800

Unit Size
1-Bedroom 2-Bedroom 3-Bedroom 4-Bedroom

$371
$431

$651
$751

$1 ,073
$1 ,233

$1 ,631
$1 ,873

$411
$471

$73 1
$831

$1 ,213
$1 ,373

$1 ,853
$2,093

$453
$540
$648

$521
$629

$813
$925
$995

$906
$976

$1 ,355
$1 ,515
$1 ,643

$1 ,496
$1 ,624

$2,075
$2,315
$2,507

$2,296
$2,488

Notes:
(a) Income limits are based on the HCD adjusted median family income of $80,100 ($2018).
(b) Affordable rents equal to 30 percent of gross monthly income, minus a utility allowance. The utility allowance is derived
based on the 2018 Utility Allowance figures published by the Placer County Housing Authority for Band 2 (1,500-3,500 Feet)
Territory P, which includes the Colfax and Foresthill areas. These allowances are applicable to apartments, walk-ups, row
houses, and townhouses.
Sources: HCD, 2018; Placer County Housing Authority, 2018; BAE, 2018.
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Appendix B-3 : Affordable Renta l Rates , Placer County -Tahoe

Income Category (a)
1 Person
1\fedian Farrily Income: $80,100
$16,850
Extremely Low Income
Very Low Income
$28,050
Low Income
$44,900
Moderate Income
$67,250

Affordab le Rents (b)
Extremely Low Income
1-Person
2-Person
3-Person
4-Person
5-Person
Very Low In come
1-Person
2-Person
3-Person
4-Person
5-Person
Low Income
1-Person
2-Person
3-Person
4-Person
5-Person
Mod erat e In com e
1-Person
2-Person
3-Person
4-Person
5-Person

Studio
$372

$652

$1 ,074

$1 ,632

Income Lim its/Household Size
3 Person
4 Person
2 Person
$19,250
$32,050
$51,300
$76,900

1-Bedroom
$363
$423

$643
$743

$1,065
$1 ,225

$1,623
$1 ,865

$21,650
$36,050
$57,700
$86,500

$25,100
$40,500
$64,100
$96,100

5 Person
$29,420
$43,300
$69,250
$103,800

Unit Size
2-Bedroom 3-Bedroom 4-Bedroom

$404
$464

$724
$824

$1 ,206
$1 ,366

$1 ,846
$2,086

$448
$535
$643

$516
$624

$808
$920
$990

$901
$971

$1,350
$1,510
$1,6 38

$1,491
$1,619

$2,070
$2,310
$2,502

$2,291
$2,483

Notes :
(a) Income limits are based on the HCD adjusted median family income of $80,100 ($2018).
(b) Affordable rents equal to 30 percent of gross monthly income, minus a utility allowance. The utility allowance is derived
based on the 2018 Utility Allowance figures published by the Placer County Housing Authority for Band 3 (Over 3,500 Feet)
Territory Y, which includes the Tahoe area. These allowances are applicable to apartments, walk-ups, row houses , and
townhouses.
Sources: HCD, 2018; Placer County Housing Authority, 2018; BAE, 2018.
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Appendix 8-4: Affordable For-Sale Single Family Home Prices , Placer County, 2018

20181nom e Limits (a)
Extrerrely Low
Very Low ncorre
Low lncorre
Median Income
1\foderate lncorre

1-Person
$16,850
$28,050
$44,900
$56,050
$67,250

Household Size
2-Person
3-Person
4-Person
$19,250
$21 ,650
$25,100
$32,050
$36,050
$40,500
$51,300
$57,700
$64,100
$64,100
$72,100
$80,100
$76,900
$86,500
$96,100

5-Person
$29,420
$43,300
$69,250
$86,500
$103,800

1-Person Household
Extrerrely Low
Very Low ncorre
Low ncorre
Wedian lncorre
1\foderate lncorre

Amount Avail. Principal &
f or Housing
Interest
$421
$300
$701
$499
$1 ,123
$800
$1,401
$998
$1,681
$1,197

Property
Insurance
$17
$28
$45
$56
$67

Property
Taxes
$62
$104
$167
$208
$249

Mortgage Total Monthly DownInsurance
Payment
Payment
$42
$421
$3,279
$70
$701
$5,460
$112
$1 ,123
$8,747
$10,913
$140
$1,401
$1 67
$1,681
$13,094

Affordable
Home Price
$62,463
$104,007
$166,619
$207,865
$249,409

2-Pe rson Household
Extrerrely Low
Very Low .,come
Low lncorre
Wedian lncorre
1\foderate lncorre

Amount Avail. Principal &
for Housing
Interest
$481
$343
$801
$571
$1 ,283
$914
$1 ,603
$1 ,142
$1 ,923
$1 ,370

Property
Insurance
$19
$32
$51
$64
$76

Property
Taxes
$71
$119
$190
$238
$285

Mortgage Total Monthly DownInsurance
Payment
Payment
$3,747
$48
$481
$80
$801
$6,239
$128
$1 ,283
$9,994
$160
$1 ,603
$12.486
$191
$14,979
$1 ,923

Afford able
Home Price
$71 ,366
$118,844
$190,358
$237,836
$285,314

3-Person Household
Extrerrely Low
Very Low .,corre
Low .,corre
Wedian lncorre
1\foderate lncorre

Amount Avail. Principal &
for Housing Interest
$54 1
$385
$901
$642
$1 ,443
$1 ,028
$1 ,284
$1,803
$1 ,541
$2,163

Property
Insurance
$22
$36
$57
$72
$86

Prope r ty
Taxe s
$80
$134
$214
$268
$321

Mortgage Total Monthly Dow nInsurance
Payment
Payment
$54
$541
$4,214
$90
$901
$7,018
$144
$1 ,443
$1 1,240
$180
$1 ,803
$14,044
$215
$2,163
$16,848

Affordable
Home Price
$80,268
$133,681
$214,097
$267,510
$320,923

4-Person Household
Extrerrely Low
Very Low lncorre
Low lncorre
Median lncorre
1\foderate lncorre

Amount Avail. Principal &
for Housing
Intere s t
$628
$447
$1,013
$722
$1 ,603
$1 ,142
$2,003
$1,427
$1 ,712
$2,403

Property
Insurance
$25
$40
$64
$80
$96

Property
Taxes
$93
$150
$238
$297
$357

Mortgage Total Monthly DownInsurance
Payment
Payment
$63
$628
$4,892
$101
$1,013
$7,891
$160
$1,603
$12,486
$199
$2,003
$15,602
$239
$2,403
$18,718

Affordable
Home Price
$93,176
$150,298
$237,836
$297,184
$356,531

5-Per son Household
Extrerrely Low
Very Low ncorre
Low lncorre
Median lncorre
1\foderate lncorre

Amount Avail. Principal &
for Housing
Interest
$736
$524
$1 ,083
$771
$1,731
$1,233
$2,163
$1 ,541
$2,595
$1,848

Property
Ins urance
$29
$43
$69
$86
$103

Property
Taxes
$109
$161
$257
$321
$385

Mortgage Total Monthly DownPayment
Payment
Insurance
$73
$736
$5,733
$108
$1 ,083
$8,436
$13,483
$172
$1 ,731
$215
$2,163
$16,848
$258
$20,213
$2,595

Affordable
Home Price
$109,200
$160,684
$256,827
$320,923
$385,018

Owners hip Cost Assumptions
% of Income for Housing
30%
3.50%
Down payrrent (b)
4.50%
Annual interest rate (b)
Loan term
30

of gross annual income
of horre value
fixed
years

Upfront M:lrtgage Insurance (b)
Annual mortgage insurance (b)
Annual property tax rate
Annual hazard insurance (c)

1.75%
0.85%
1.20%
0.32%

of
of
of
of

horre value
mortgage
horre value
horre value

Notes:
(a) Income limits are based on the H UD adj usted m ed ian family income of $80 ,100 ($201 8).
(b) Mortgage terms based on the Fed eral Housing A dministration's First T ime H ome Buyer fin ancing option .
(c) Based on an average of quoted insurance premiums from the Hom eowners Prem ium Survey , published by the
Californi a Department of Insu rance, for a Placer County near Lincoln home constructed between 1993 and 1978, valued at
$350,000 with a $1 ,000 annual deductible.
Sources: HCD, 2018 ; California Department of Insurance. Homeowners Premium Survey, 2017; BAE. 20 19 .
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APPENDIX C: RECENT GAP FUNDING FOR ACQUISITION AND
REHABILITATION
Appendix C: Acquisition and Rehabilitation Gap Funding Sources , Placer, Sacramento, Nevada, and El Dorado Count ies

Proj ect Nam e
Parkview Apartments
Manzanita Flace Apartments
Pensione K
Brookside Crossing
Lincoln Senior Apartments
Sierra Garden Apartments
St. FrancisNillage Park Apartments
Grass Valley Terrace Apartments
Bel-Vue Apartments
Crossroad Gardens
Kensington Apartments
Brookside Senior Apartments
Shasta Hotel
Su nrise Gardens
Highland Creek A partments
Southw ind Court Apartments
Danbury Park Apartments
Fairw ood Apartments
Tota l, All Projects

Fundin g
Round
2016
2016
2016
2016
2016
2016
2017
2017
2017
2017
2017
2018
2018
2018
2018
2018
2018
2018

Cou n t y
Aacer
Aacer
Sacramento
Aacer
Aacer
8 Dorado
Sacramento
Nevada
Sacramento
Sacramento
Sacramento
Aacer
Sacramento
8 Dorado
Flacer
Sacramento
Sacramento
Sacramento

Total
Un its

--so
63
129
208
70
76
98
70
22
70
301
48
79
67
184
88
140
86
1,879

Federa VState (b)
97.4%
43.5%
42.4%
90.7 %
86.1 %
51.8%
73.8%
100.0%
34.4%
45.5%
5.9%
91.0%
80.5%
79.0%
60.5%
92.0%
54.0%
67.5%
60.3%

Gap Funding Sou r ce (a)
Other (e )
Private (d)
Local (c)
2.6%
0.0%
0.0%
56.5%
0.0%
0.0%
51.5%
0.0%
6.1 %
0.0%
0.0 %
9.3%
0.0%
0.0%
13.9%
0 .0%
43.0%
5.2%
0 .4%
11.3%
14.4%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
44.8%
0.0%
20.8%
38.7%
15.8%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
94.1%
0.0%
0.0%
9.0%
19.5%
0.0%
0.0%
21 .0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
39.5%
0.0%
0.0%
8.0%
0.0%
0.0 %
46.0%
0.0%
0.0%
32.5%
0.0%
8.7%
0.0%
31.0%

Total
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%

Percent of Total (2017-2018)

54.7%

5.1%

40.2%

0.0"/c,

100.0%

Percent of Total (2018)

70.3%

2.2%

27.5%

0.0%

100.0%

Notes :
(a) Includes all sources of gap funds leveraged in excess of private mortgage debt.
(b) Includes all state and federal funding sources. including low-income housing tax credit (LIHTC) revenues .
(c) Includes all local government (i.e., town, city, or county) funding , including loans, cash payments, and land dedication.
(d) Includes all private sources of funds , including private equity and deferred developer fees.
(e) Includes all other sources of funding that do not fall into the other three categories, such as non-profit loans, sweat equity, donations, etc.
Sources: California Tax Credit Allocation Committee, 2019; BAE, 2019.
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APPENDIX D: REGIONAL HOUSING NEEDS
ALLOCATION PROGRESS
Appendix D: RHNA Progress by Income Level and Year, 2013-2018 (a)
Income Leve l
Very Low (b)
Low
Moderate
Above Moderate
Total Units

RHNA
Allocation
1,365
957
936
1,773
5,031

2013

2014

2015

2016

Year
2017

0
18
2
241

0
17
0
326

0
16
0
282

36
31
20
334

0
3
50
289

2ii'1 343 298 ---;m-

---m-

2018

2019

0

n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.

48
290

339

Total
to Date

Total
Remaining

n.a.
n.a.
n.a.
n.a.

36
86
120
1,762

n.a.

~

1,329
871
816
11
3,027

2020

Notes:
(a) Includes deed restricted and non-deed restricted units.
(b) Units serving extremely low-income households are included in the very low-income permitted unit totals.
Sources: Placer County, Annual Housing Element Progress Report, 2018; BAE, 2018
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APPENDIX E: RECENT GAP FUNDING FOR NEW CONSTRUCTION
Appendix E: Gap Funding Sources for New Constructi on Affordable Projects, Placer, Sacramento, and Nevada Counties
Total
Units

Federal/State (b)

64
50
60
137
148
56
186
50
48
150
140
90
21
204
92
1,587

67.6%
79.7%
87.0%
35. 1%
35.2%
63.5%
66.9%
31.4%
93.4%
45.3%
86.2%
50.0%
78.7%
91.8%
90.7%
70.4%
64.4%

31. 1%
19. 1%
13.0%
57.7%
50.2%
28.0%
30.2%
0.0%
6.4%
54.7%
0.0%
29.9%
10.3%
6.3%
0.0%
29.6%
20.0%

Percent of Total (2017-2018)

76.4%

Percent of Total (2018)

84.9%

Project Na me
Curtis Park Court
Quartz Ridge Apartments
Mather Veterans Village Phase I
Arbor Creek Senior Apartments
700 Block
Anton Arcade Apartments
623 Vernon Street Apartments
Campus Oaks Apartments Phase I
Mather Veterans Village Phase Ill
Bow Street Apartments
800 Block
Bidwell Pointe
Truckee Artist Lofts
Main Street Plaza Apartments
Rocklin Gateway
Courtyard Inn
Total, All Projects

Funding
Round

2014
2014
2014
2014
2014
2015
2016
2016
2017
2017
2017
2017
2017
2018
2018
2018

Cou nty
Sacramento
Placer
Sacramento
Sacramento
Sacramento
Sacramento
Placer
Placer
Sacramento
Sacramento
Sacramento
Sacramento
Nevada
Placer
Placer
Sacramento

--9-1

Gap Funding Source (a)
Other (e)
Local (c)
Private (d)

0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
5.1 %
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.3%

100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%

13.7%

9. 3%

0.6%

100%

9.0%

6.1%

0.0%

100%

Notes:
(a) Includes all sources of gap funds leveraged in excess of private mortgage debt.
(b) Includes all state and federal funding sources, including low-income housing tax credit (LIHTC) revenues.
(c) Includes all local government (i.e.. town. city, or county) funding, including loans, cash payments. and land dedication.
(d) Includes all private sources of funds, including private equity and deferred developer fees.
(e) Includes all other sources of funding that do not fall into the other three categories , such as non-profit loans, sweat equity, donations. etc.
Sources: California Tax Credit Allocation Committee, 2019; BAE , 2019.
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Total

1.3%
1.2%
0.0%
7.2%
14.6%
8.5%
2.8%
68.6%
0.2%
0.0%
13.8%
20.1 %
5.9%
1.8%
9.3%
0.0%
15.2%

