MEMORANDUM
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT RESOURCE AGENCY
ADMINISTRATION
County of Placer
TO:

Honorable Board of Supervisors

DATE: June 9, 2020

FROM:

Todd Leopold, County Executive Officer
Steve Pedretti, Director, Community Development Resource Agency

BY:

Michele Kingsbury, Principal Management Analyst

SUBJECT:

Memorandum of Understanding 2 between the County of Placer and Trustees of the
California State University and California State University, Sacramento

ACTION REQUESTED
1. Authorize the Chair of the Board of Supervisors to execute Memorandum of Understanding 2 between
the County of Placer and Trustees of the California State University and California State University,
Sacramento relative to the development of a California State University, Sacramento off campus center
in Placer County.
BACKGROUND
On December 10, 2019, the Board took several actions approving the Sunset Area Plan Update, Placer
Ranch Specific Plan (PRSP), Development Agreement and certifying an Environmental Impact Report. The
cornerstone of the PRSP is the inclusion of a 301-acre satellite campus of California State University (CSU),
Sacramento. On November 20, 2019, California State University Board of Trustees received a presentation
on the California State University, Sacramento Off–Campus Center (the “Sacramento State - Placer Center),
updating the Board of Trustees (BOT) on the advancement of PRSP and next steps associated with BOT
acceptance of the real property gift from Placer Ranch, Inc. (Property Owner). On March 24, 2020, the BOT
approved several actions advancing efforts to develop the Sacramento State - Placer Center including
approving the execution of a Gift Agreement and separate Memorandums of Understanding with the
Property Owner and the County.
The purpose of this Memorandum of Understanding (MOU2) is to summarize the mutual understanding
between the Trustees of the California State University on behalf of CSU, Sacramento and the County.
MOU2 advances one step further significant educational, social and economic benefits associated with
public higher education and location of an off campus center within the County, as specifically indicated in
the PRSP (pgs. 3-2, 3-3, 3-7), and the Sunset Area Plan (SAP) (Goal LU/ED-12). MOU2 Section 10 includes
naming provisions for the off-campus center. Those provisions state in recognition of the significant
commitments of Placer County:
•

Recognizing that the Trustees retain the authority for approving all naming of colleges, schools,
programs, centers, and institutes. Nonetheless, the University agrees that:
(a) The word “Placer” shall be included in perpetuity in the name of the Sacramento State – Placer
Center; and
(b) If a university campus is built, the name of the university campus shall be “California State
University, Placer” unless the County and the University negotiate a mutually agreeable
alternative, or unless a different name is designated beyond the University’s control.

CSU has noted the establishment of an off-campus center at Placer Ranch is both a strategic opportunity
to achieve the university’s mission in the region as well as a meaningful response to the documented unmet
need for higher education in an underserved region of California. Sacramento State developed a preliminary
plan for the academic components and objectives for an off-campus center in consultation with the deans
and members of all colleges at Sacramento State. In addition, Sacramento State – Placer Center offers an
economic development opportunity to catalyze development in the Sunset Area and fulfill the area plan
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mission of developing a jobs center to serve West Placer County. The Sunset Area and Placer Ranch
provide an area where one can receive an education, live, and work in proximity.
Section 1.5.2 of the Placer Ranch Specific Plan Development Agreement tolls the specific plan development
until CSU acquires the university property. When CSU accepts the real property gift from the Property
Owner, CSU will return to their BOT for approval of a capital outlay program, schematic plans or financial
plans for buildings/infrastructure, and/or public/private partnership concepts. County staff will continue to
support and work with CSU to support the development of the satellite campus in Placer County and seek
opportunities for strategic public-private partnerships with the California State University, Sacramento offcampus center.
To date, County staff has completed or in process of completing the following actions to advance the goals
and objectives of the Sunset Area Plan Update and Placer Ranch Specific Plan:
• December 10, 2019 – approved Sunset Area Plan Update, Placer Ranch Specific Plan, Development
Agreement and Certified EIR.
• December 10, 2019 – updated the Sunset Area Traffic Benefit Fee District to account for changes in
land uses and improvements in the Sunset Area.
• Approved and executed an MOU with the Western Placer Waste Management Authority outlining
agreements for implementation of the Sunset Area Plan and Placer Ranch Specific Plan.
• March 24, 2020 – BOT and CSU approved entering into Gift Agreement and MOU with Placer Ranch
and an MOU with Placer County.
• June 9, 2020 – Board authorized augmenting the MacKay and Somps Civil Engineers contract to
continue to move forward on preliminary planning for backbone sewer construction, addressing
critical impediment to development (lack of backbone infrastructure).
• Continued work with CEO and Treasurer regarding formation of an infrastructure finance district in
the Sunset Area.
• Preparing a limited Transit Master Plan for the initial phase of planned development under the Sunset
Area Plan. The goal of this work will be to define transit needs, service strategies, service levels and
capital/operating costs, as a basis for identifying appropriate development fees in the area.
• Expediting development applications including potential for a Vehicle Inspection Center in the Sunset
Area.
• County of Department of Public Works is finalizing designs for Phase I of Placer Parkway and
aligning funding for construction.
• Submitted a BUILD grant to the Federal Department of Transportation for $15 million to support
construction costs of Placer Parkway Phase I. Received multiple letters of support including from the
City of Roseville, Placer Ranch, Sac State, GSEC, etc.
• Developed a Sunset Area Plan EIR Conformity Checklist for CEQA tiering.
• Preparing SAP Executive Summary for Economic Development/Marketing.
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
On December 10, 2019, the Placer County Board of Supervisors certified the Sunset Area Plan/Placer
Ranch Specific Plan Final Environmental Impact Report (SCH#2016112012) and Errata prepared pursuant
to the California Environmental Quality Act and adopted the Mitigation Monitoring Reporting Program
supported by and incorporating by reference in its entirety the Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding
Considerations. The Parties acknowledge that the EIR certified by the County on December 10, 2019 fully
addresses the potential impact of this MOU, if any, and that no additional CEQA review is required prior to
consideration, and if appropriate, adoption of this MOU.
FISCAL IMPACT
The December 10, 2019 Board action to approve the Placer Ranch Specific Plan and Development
Agreement provided fiscal impacts and explanations related to the commitments included within the
Development Agreement.
ATTACHMENT
Attachment A: Memorandum of Understanding 2
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ATTACHMENT A
MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING 2
BETWEEN THE COUNTY OF PLACER AND TRUSTEES OF THE CALIFORNIA
STATE UNIVERSITY, SACRAMENTO and CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY,
SACRAMENTO
The purpose of this Memorandum of Understanding (“MOU2”) is to summarize the mutual
understanding between the Trustees of the California State University 1 (hereafter, the “Trustees”
and the “CSU”) on behalf of CSU, Sacramento (together, the Trustees and CSU, Sacramento
shall be referred to as the “University”), a public comprehensive university in Sacramento,
founded in 1947, and one of the CSU campuses, and the County of Placer (the “County”), a
political subdivision of the State of California (together, the University and the County shall be
referred to as the “Parties”) relative to the development of a CSU, Sacramento off-campus center
in Placer County (the “Sacramento State – Placer Center”).
WHEREAS, all current public four-year university options for County residents are located
outside of the County, a new public university within the County would greatly benefit the
region and provide residents access to local higher education opportunities, which in turn would
catalyze development and support the creation and retention of primary wage-earner job
opportunities within the County; and
WHEREAS, the Parties acknowledge the significant educational, social and economic benefits
associated with public higher education within the County, as specifically indicated in the Placer
Ranch Specific Plan (“PRSP”) (pgs. 3-2, 3-3, 3-7), and the Sunset Area Plan (“SAP”) (Goal
LU/ED-12); and
WHEREAS, the Parties share the desire and commitment to develop the Sacramento State –
Placer Center; and
WHEREAS, the Parties recognize that the Sacramento State – Placer Center will also allow for
future opportunities between the University and other public and private entities throughout the
greater County region, and wish to work together to access those opportunities; and
WHEREAS, Placer Ranch, Inc. (“Placer Ranch”) owns a 2,213-acre area in the southwestern
portion of the County, constituting the PRSP area and within the broader SAP boundary, and is
planning to donate approximately 301 acres of its land to the University for purposes of the
Sacramento State – Placer Center (hereafter the “University Property”), as more fully set forth in
Exhibit 2.A; and

1

The California State University is a “state agency created by the Legislature in the field of
public higher education which is charged with the management, administration, and control of
the State College System of California.” (Cal. Const., art. XX, § 23; City and County of San
Francisco v. Regents of Univ. of Cal. (2019) 7 Cal.5th 536, 545 (“San Francisco”).)
1
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WHEREAS, the Parties ultimately seek to facilitate the development of a four-year public
university within the County that may serve up to 25,000 students, and believe that establishing
the Sacramento State – Placer Center is a logical first step in moving towards that goal; and
WHEREAS, on December 10, 2019, the County as Lead Agency adopted a resolution to certify
the Sunset Area Plan/Placer Ranch Specific Plan Final Environmental Impact Report (“FEIR”)
SCH 2016112012, and adopted Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations, a
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, and Revised Errata for the SAP and PRSP which
includes a site designated for a university; and
WHEREAS, in recognition of the importance of building a four-year public university in the
area, the County has entered into a separate Development Agreement By and Between the
County of Placer and Placer Ranch, Inc. Relative to the Placer Ranch Specific Plan (the
“Development Agreement”), which, among other things, outlines specific financial commitments
by the County to support backbone infrastructure and to offset fees in order to incentivize the
development of the Sacramento State – Placer Center, attached hereto, in the form adopted by
the County on December 10, 2019 via ordinance No. 6000-B, as Exhibit 2.B and incorporated
herein by this reference (as amended June __, 2020); and
WHEREAS, on March 24, 2020, the Trustees as a Responsible Agency adopted a resolution that
adopted the FEIR, Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations, and Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program, among other actions; and
WHEREAS, the University is entering a separate Memorandum of Understanding 1 (“MOU1”)
and Gift Agreement that addresses Placer Ranch’s irrevocable gift of approximately 301 acres of
land to the University, attached hereto as Exhibit 2.C and incorporated herein by reference in the
manner set forth in section (1)(d) below; and
WHEREAS, the Parties remain amenable to taking additional steps to effectively secure the
financial and other assurances that will maximize the University’s ability to successfully develop
the proposed Sacramento State – Placer Center, and that are likely to include one or more
additional agreements between the Parties.
NOW, THEREFORE, based upon the foregoing, the Parties agree as follows:
1.

County Obligations and Commitments.
a.

Improvements. The County, recognizing the significant regional benefit of
development of the Sunset Area and of a public university, and recognizing the
significant burden of constructing infrastructure initially, shall support
construction in an amount up to $17.8 million in offsite backbone public
improvements as described in section 6.4.1 of the Development Agreement
(Exhibit 2.B), and pursuant to the timing, triggers and conditions set forth in the
Development Agreement. For the purposes of this County commitment, “offsite
backbone public improvements” refers to areas outside of the proposed 301-acre
2
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University Property. Because the University intends to rely on this commitment,
this pledge is binding on the County consistent with the Development Agreement.
b.

County Road Network Fees. The County shall defer County road network capital
improvement program traffic fees for the Sunset Benefit District due and payable
upon development of the Sacramento State – Placer Center, pursuant to the
timing, triggers and conditions set forth in the Development Agreement (Exhibit
2.B). This commitment is memorialized in section 6.5.2 of the Development
Agreement (Exhibit 2.B), and is based on the premise that the University
Property: (i) will not be acquired or held for the purpose of resale to other
development interests; and (ii) is used for the primary purpose of development
and operation of a public university, which is subject to the University’s
interpretation of its mission and procedures regarding campus development and
operation, including whether any use restrictions, or particular future uses are
appropriately incidental to and supportive of the development and operation of a
public university. Under no circumstances will residential subdivisions constitute
development or operation of a public university if the uses are not in alignment
with the University’s mission; however, nothing in this section shall preclude
faculty and staff residential uses. Pursuant to section 6.5.2.1 of the Development
Agreement (Exhibit 2.B), full repayment of these deferred fees to the County will
come from a source other than the University.

c.

Regional Traffic Fees. Placer Ranch shall pay all regional traffic fees on behalf
of the University in accordance with the timing, triggers and conditions set forth
in the Development Agreement (Exhibit 2.B). This commitment is memorialized
in section 6.5.1 of the Development Agreement (Exhibit 2.B), and is based on the
premise that the University Property is used for the primary purpose of
development and operation of a public university, which includes a determination
that the University’s interpretation of its mission and procedures regarding
campus development, including whether any use restrictions, or particular future
uses are appropriately incidental to and supportive of the development and
operation of a public university. Under no circumstances will residential
subdivisions constitute development or operation of a public university if the uses
are not in alignment with the University’s mission; however, nothing in this
section shall preclude faculty and staff residential uses.

d.

General. In recognition of its obligations and commitments set forth herein, the
County also expressly acknowledges the various terms of agreement between
Placer Ranch and the University, as set forth in MOU1, attached hereto as Exhibit
2.C to this MOU2, including MOU1 Exhibit 1.B (“Gift Agreement, Placer Ranch,
Inc. – California State University, Sacramento”), MOU1 Exhibit 1.C (“Placer
Ranch Responsibilities”), and MOU1 Exhibit 1.D (“California State University
3
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Responsibilities and Obligations to Which California State University,
Sacramento Shall Not be Subject”) to that document, attached as portions of
Exhibit 2.C to this MOU2. For purposes of further clarifying the rights and
obligations of the Parties as they relate to the contents of MOU1 Exhibits 1.C and
1.D, the Parties attach hereto and incorporate by reference MOU2 Exhibit 2.D.
2.

Land Use and Permitting Jurisdiction. The FEIR evaluates the Sacramento State-Placer
Center at a programmatic level of detail for educational use. Upon taking title to the
University Property by the Trustees on behalf of the State of California, the University
Property will be under the sovereign land use and permitting jurisdiction of the
University 2, which will relieve the County of jurisdictional authority over the University
Property, including the governing policies of the County’s General Plan and the PRSP.

3.

Campus Master Plan. The University shall be responsible for completing its Campus
Master Plan for development of the University Property. The University shall consider
designing the Sacramento State – Placer Center to be compatible with the adopted PRSP
and SAP.

4.

Alternative Fire Station Site. The University shall work with the County to identify an
alternative fire station site on the West Area of Impact (“Designated Portion”) of the

2

Sovereign immunity is a doctrine of constitutional law that concerns the proper allocation of
authority between state and local governments. (See San Francisco, supra, 7 Cal.5th at 544.)
Under the doctrine a state agency operating in its governmental capacity is generally immune
from local regulations unless the state explicitly waives immunity by constitution or by statute.
(City of Malibu v. Santa Monica Mts. Conservancy (2002) 98 Cal.App.4th 1379, 1383.) “Any
such consent to waive the immunity must be stated in ‘express words’ in a statute.” (Bame v.
City of Del Mar (2001) 86 Cal.App.4th 1346, 1356 (citations omitted).) The CSU’s operating
statutes do not contain such a waiver.
The CSU system is the State of California acting in its higher education capacity. In creating the
CSU, the State Legislature expressly granted it a variety of powers, including the “full power and
responsibility in the construction and development of any state university campus, and any
buildings or other facilities or improvements connected with the California State University . . .”
(Cal. Ed. Code, Section 66606.)
As a result, Government Code Sections 53090 and 53091, which require that local agencies
comply with zoning and building ordinances, do not apply to “‘the state’ and by implication,
such statewide agencies with plenary constitutionally granted powers.” (Regents of University of
California v. City of Santa Monica (1978) 77 Cal.App.3d 130, 137.) When the CSU engages in
governmental activities, including the construction of campuses and buildings, it is operating
under its sovereign immunity and is thereby not subject to local regulations.
4
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University Property (see Exhibit 2.C, specifically Exhibit 1.B and Attachment 3, therein)
to be ground leased from the University for $1 for a period of 99 years. The alternative
fire station site shall be five (5) acres and have direct access to a roadway suitable for
emergency vehicle access. If both Parties agree to an alternative fire station site on the
University Property, the lease of such a site shall be completed at no cost to the
University. The County agrees that use of the alternative fire station site will be limited
to public safety uses only, but shall not include a holding or detention facility, jail, or
other similar use.
5.

Sheriff. The University shall provide its own police protection force under the primary
jurisdiction of the California State University Police as provided in section 89560 of the
California Education Code. If the University elects not to provide its own police
protection force during any period after acquisition of the property, the County and the
University agree to enter into a memorandum of understanding to clarify the scope and
duration of the County Sheriff’s Office’s jurisdiction over the University Property, and to
provide the means by which the County will bill the University for costs associated with
police protection on the University Property. This memorandum of understanding shall
include any period prior to development and implementation of the Sacramento State –
Placer Center in which police protection is not provided by the California State
University Police.

6. California Environmental Quality Act Compliance. The University will conduct
supplemental California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) review at such time as it
proceeds with development of the Sacramento State-Placer Center, or carries out a project
as defined under that statute. The University agrees to undertake separate environmental
review and mitigate for impacts identified in the University’s environmental review to the
extent required by CEQA.
The Parties acknowledge that the FEIR certified by the County on December 10, 2019
fully addresses the potential impact(s) of this MOU2, if any, and that no additional CEQA
review is required prior to consideration, and if appropriate, adoption of this MOU2.
7.

California Government Code Section 54999. The University shall be responsible for
payment of all sewer, water, recycled water, drainage and other connection fees in
accordance with California Government Code section 54999, et seq.

8.

Storm Drains Stormwater Management. The California State University’s systemwide
Phase II Small Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (“MS4”) Program, administered
by the State Water Resources Control Board, requires that the University comply with all
associated pre- and post-construction stormwater management obligations in the course
of development of University-owned lands, including but not limited to Low Impact
Development requirements that ensure the implementation of appropriate stormwater best
management practices (“BMPs”), pollution prevention, and BMP effectiveness
5
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assessments. This assures comprehensive stormwater management by the University for
all future development projects. Notwithstanding the University’s immunity from local
regulation, the University will seek the County’s input into its stormwater management
plans to ensure the best possible design and implementation.
9.

Transit Master Plan. The University shall work with the County to partner on
opportunities to provide enhanced transit services. The University, through its master
planning process, shall identify areas for bus turnouts and stops to support transit
opportunities on the University Property.

10. Naming. The Parties recognize that the Trustees retain the authority for approving all
naming of colleges, schools, programs, centers, and institutes. Nonetheless, the
University agrees that:
(a) The word “Placer” shall be included in perpetuity in the name of the
Sacramento State – Placer Center; and
(b) If a university campus is built, the name of the university campus shall be
“California State University, Placer” unless the County and the University
negotiate a mutually agreeable alternative, or unless a different name is
designated beyond the University’s control.
11. Partnership opportunities. The Parties agree to work together to identify areas of
potential partnership including, but not limited to, joint use library service, development
of a crime lab, and joint use recreational opportunities.
12. Changes to the Development Agreement. Nothing in this MOU2 shall serve to modify or
change the terms of the Development Agreement (Exhibit 2.B).
Upon receipt of a complete application by Placer Ranch, Inc., or its successors in interest
to change terms of section 6 of the Development Agreement (Exhibit 2.B), the County
shall notify the University in writing within fifteen (15) days.
13. No Third-Party Beneficiary. This MOU2 is made and entered into for the sole protection
and benefit of the Parties and their successors and assigns. This MOU2 is not intended to,
and shall not be construed to, create any right on the part of any third party to bring any
action or otherwise enforce any of its terms.
14. Notices. Both Parties shall provide written communication to the following:

6
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PLACER COUNTY
County Executive Officer
175 Fulweiler Avenue
Auburn, CA 95603

UNIVERSITY
Jonathan Bowman
Vice President, Administration &
Chief Financial Officer
California State University, Sacramento
6000 J Street
Sacramento, CA 95819

With a copy to:
PLACER COUNTY
Community Development Resource
Agency Director
3091 County Center Drive
Auburn, CA 95603

CAMPUS COUNSEL
CSU Office of General Counsel
401 Golden Shore, 4th Floor
Long Beach, CA 90802

PLACER COUNTY
County Counsel
175 Fulweiler Avenue
Auburn, CA 95603

ASSISTANT VICE CHANCELLOR,
CAPITAL PLANNING, DESIGN &
CONSTRUCTION
CSU Chancellor’s Office
401 Golden Shore, 4th Floor
Long Beach, CA 90802

15. Amendments. This MOU2 may be amended by mutual written agreement of the Parties.
Either party shall promptly notify the other party in writing of any proposed changes to
this MOU2.
16. Survival of Provisions. The provisions of this MOU2 shall survive unless cancelled by
mutual written agreement of the Parties.
17. Severability. Each and every provision of this MOU2 is, and shall be construed to be, a
separate and independent covenant and agreement. If any term or provision of this
MOU2 or the application thereof shall to any extent be held to be invalid or
unenforceable, the remainder of this MOU2, or the application of such term or provision
to circumstances other than those to which it is invalid or unenforceable, shall not be
affected hereby, and each term and provision of this MOU2 shall be valid and shall be
enforced to the extent permitted by law.
18. Binding Effect. The provisions of this MOU2 shall bind or benefit the heirs, executors,
administrators, and successors of the original Parties to this MOU2. Any assignments of
this MOU2 are effective only upon the mutual written agreement of the Parties.

7
106947264.1 0059682-00001

885

19. Assignment of the Development Agreement. As memorialized in section 1.7 of the
Development Agreement (Exhibit 2.B), any assignee(s) of the Development Agreement
shall be deemed to be the Developer, with all rights and obligations related thereto. The
University is relying upon the County to enforce performance of all Developer
obligations regarding the University Property that are transferred to any assignee(s) of the
Development Agreement.
WHEREFORE, IN WITNESS THEREOF, the Parties hereby execute and enter this
Memorandum of Understanding subject to the terms noted above.

[Signatures on Next Page]
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UNIVERSITY:

TRUSTEES OF THE CALIFORNIA STATE
UNIVERSITY

By:
Elvyra San Juan
Assistant Vice Chancellor,
Capital Planning, Design and Construction

Date: ________________, 2020

CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY,
SACRAMENTO

By:
Robert S. Nelsen
President
Date: ________________, 2020

9
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APPROVED AS TO FORM:

By:

______________________
Sasha Danna
Campus Counsel

COUNTY:
COUNTY OF PLACER,
A political subdivision

By:

______________________
Bonnie Gore
Chair, Board of Supervisors

ATTEST:

By:

______________________
Megan Wood
Board Clerk

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

By:

______________________
Karin Schwab
County Counsel

APPROVED AS TO SUBSTANCE:

By:

______________________
Steve Pedretti
Director, Community Development Resource Agency

10
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LIST OF EXHIBITS MOU2
Exhibit 2.A

Map of University Property

Exhibit 2.B

Development Agreement by and Between the County of Placer and Placer Ranch,
Inc. Relative to the Placer Ranch Specific Plan

Exhibit 2.C

Memorandum of Understanding 1 Between and Among Placer Ranch, Inc. and
Trustees of the California State University and California State University,
Sacramento

Exhibit 2.D

Clarifications to the Rights and Obligations of the Parties as They Relate
to MOU1 Exhibits 1.C and 1.D
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EXHIBIT 2.A
MAP OF UNIVERSITY PROPERTY
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Exhibit 3-9

PRSP Districts
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DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT BY AND BETWEEN THE COUNTY OF PLACER
AND PLACER RANCH, INC. RELATIVE TO THE PLACER RANCH SPECIFIC PLAN
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MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING 1
BETWEEN and AMONG
PLACER RANCH, INC.
and
TRUSTEES OF THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY and CALIFORNIA STATE
UNIVERSITY, SACRAMENTO
This Memorandum of Understanding 1 (“MOU1”) is between and among Placer Ranch,
Inc. (“Placer Ranch”) and Trustees of the California State University (the “Trustees”) and the
California State University, Sacramento (together, the Trustees and California State University,
Sacramento shall be referred to as the “University”). (Collectively, Placer Ranch and the
University shall be referred to as the “Parties”).
Placer Ranch is a California corporation in which Eli Broad holds controlling interest.
Placer Ranch owns the 2,213 acres of real property in southwestern Placer County (the “County”)
that is subject to the Placer Ranch Specific Plan (“PRSP”). The PRSP is a part of the
approximately 8,100-acre Sunset Area Plan (“SAP”). Both the PRSP and the SAP have undergone
analysis and environmental review and have been approved by the County.
California State University (“CSU”) is the State of California operating in its higher
education capacity. California State University, Sacramento is a public comprehensive university
in Sacramento, founded in 1947, and is one of the CSU campuses.
WHEREAS, the Parties have engaged in extensive discussions regarding their commitment
to public education and their shared desire to launch a new off-campus center for the University
(the “Sacramento State – Placer Center”) within the PRSP (the “Project”); and
WHEREAS, Placer Ranch is the owner of land well-situated for development of a new offcampus center for the University, and Placer Ranch seeks to make a substantial charitable gift to
benefit the County and the region by donating approximately 301 acres to the University (the
“Property”); and
WHEREAS, in furtherance of its development interests in the PRSP area of the County
and the Sacramento State-Placer Center in particular, Placer Ranch received the following County
entitlements and approvals on December 10, 2019:
1)
Resolution to certify Final Environmental Impact Report (SCH #2016112012),
Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations, Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Program, and Errata;
2)

Resolution amending the Placer County General Plan;

3)

Resolution approving the Placer Ranch Specific Plan;

4)

Ordinance approving the Placer Ranch Specific Plan Development Standards;

5)

Resolution approving the Placer Ranch Specific Plan Design Guidelines;
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6)

Ordinance rezoning acreage within the Placer Ranch Specific Plan to SPL-PRSP;

7)

Ordinance approving the Placer Ranch Specific Plan Development Agreement;
and,

8)

Approval of Placer Ranch Specific Plan Large-Lot Vesting Tentative Map.

WHEREAS, Eli Broad has a long history of substantial investments in public education
throughout the United States, and seeks to further support public education in California; and
WHEREAS, the University is interested in serving additional students and providing
appropriate academic and research opportunities in Northern California, but lacks access to
sufficient available funds to acquire and initially develop an off-campus center; and
WHEREAS, although the University does not anticipate the availability of any University
or public funds in the near-term in support of the Project, the University is interested in moving
forward on the Project, and in reliance on Placer Ranch’s charitable commitments; Placer Ranch,
in turn, in recognition of the potential benefits to the County region and by entering into this
MOU1, is interested in donating property to the University suitable for use as an off-campus center;
and
WHEREAS, the Parties recognize that the Project will give rise to other opportunities for
partnerships between the University and other public and private entities throughout the greater
County region; and
WHEREAS, the Parties acknowledge that approval and permitting of the PRSP fell within
the independent determination of the County Board of Supervisors, and approval and permitting
of the Project following the donation of the Property to the University, is subject to the jurisdiction
and authority of the CSU.
NOW THEREFORE, the Parties agree as follows:
1.

Placer Ranch Commitments: Placer Ranch hereby agrees to donate to the University, as
a charitable gift, and the University agrees to accept from Placer Ranch, upon the terms
and conditions set forth herein, the Property located in the County, further described on
Exhibit 1.A, attached hereto and incorporated herein by this reference. It is Placer
Ranch’s wish that the Property be used by the University to build an off-campus center.
Because the University will be relying on this gift, this pledge is binding on Placer Ranch
(the “Property Gift”). Completion of the Property Gift shall be subject to: (a) execution
of a gift agreement in a form substantially similar to Exhibit 1.B (the “Gift Agreement”),
attached hereto and incorporated herein by this reference; and (b) acceptance of the
Property Gift by the University.

2.

Placer Ranch Responsibilities:
a)

Placer Ranch, at its sole cost and expense, shall be responsible for its fair share of
County costs associated with the land use entitlement process for the SAP and
PRSP, including the applicable Final Environmental Impact Report, Sunset Area
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Plan/Placer Ranch Specific Plan (December 10, 2019), SCH# 2016112012 (the
“EIR”), and supporting technical studies, planning and financial plans; and any
other actions necessary for implementation of the PRSP, as detailed in
Exhibits 1.C (“Placer Ranch Responsibilities”), and 1.D (“California State
University, Sacramento Responsibilities and Obligations to Which California
State University, Sacramento Shall Not be Subject”), both of which are attached
hereto and incorporated herein by this reference.
b)

Placer Ranch acknowledges that its financial obligations to the County and its
corresponding financial obligations to the University, supplemented by the
obligations set forth in this MOU1, including Exhibit 1.B (the “Gift Agreement”),
are included in and consistent with the Development Agreement By and Between
the County of Placer and Placer Ranch, Inc. Relative to the Placer Ranch Specific
Plan, approved by the County on December 10, 2019, which is attached hereto as
Exhibit 1.F and incorporated by this reference.

c)

Placer Ranch further agrees to work with the County and the University to
coordinate development of the initial on-site buildings and facilities and to ensure
that plans are consistent with other development in the SAP and PRSP.

d)

Placer Ranch commits to and the University accepts each of the Placer Ranch
Responsibilities. The Parties acknowledge that certain of the Placer Ranch
Responsibilities are being or will be carried out or completed prior to execution of
the Gift Agreement and transfer of the Property to the University while others will
be carried out following execution of the Gift Agreement and transfer of the
Property to the University. The pledge and obligation to complete the Placer
Ranch Responsibilities is binding on Placer Ranch and any of its successors or
assigns.

3.

P3+ Funding Opportunities: As the direct result of Placer Ranch’s donation to the
University, the Parties anticipate opportunities for partnered development on the Property
that, beyond the Parties, may also include the County and Sierra College. Such
opportunities may include initial building(s) which, in turn, may include a library, a
Sierra College transfer center, and/or a County crime lab.

4.

Support for Charitable Activities: The Parties agree that furthering public education and
associated research in the County is the primary goal of this MOU1 and Project. As such,
the Parties agree to cooperate on the development and implementation of a strategic plan
and campaign to solicit charitable contributions as needed to fulfill the Parties’ shared
vision of the Project.

5.

Notices: Both Parties shall provide communications to the following:
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Holly Tiche, President
Placer Ranch, Inc.
P.O. Box 3353
Rocklin, CA 95677

Jonathan Bowman
Vice President, Administration & Chief
Financial Officer
California State University Sacramento
6000 J Street
Sacramento, CA 95819

With a copy to:
George Phillips
Phillips Land Law
5301 Montserrat Lane
Loomis, CA 95650

With a copy to:
Campus Counsel
CSU Office of General Counsel
401 Golden Shore, 4th Floor
Long Beach, CA 90802

Julie Baker
Family Offices
2121 Avenue of the Stars, 30th Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90067
6.

Publicity. The Parties may jointly determine the timing and content of any publicity
statements describing the plans for the Project and recognizing the support of Eli Broad.

7.

Naming Recognition. In recognition of Placer Ranch’s generosity, as set forth in this
MOU1 and section 8 of the Gift Agreement (“Proposed Naming”), the University
commits to investigate significant naming opportunities within the Project, and together
with Placer Ranch, agree upon a worthy-naming commitment in honor of Eli Broad and
this philanthropic gift.

8.

This MOU1 represents the current understanding of the Parties. This MOU1 may be
amended or superseded at any time by a writing signed by the Parties.

[Signatures on Next Page]
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The Parties hereto have executed this MOU as of the dates set forth below.
PLACER RANCH:

PLACER RANCH, INC.,
a California corporation
By:

Holly Tiche
President

Date:
UNIVERSITY:

, 2020

TRUSTEES OF THE CALIFORNIA STATE
UNIVERSITY
By:

Elvyra San Juan
Assistant Vice Chancellor,
Capital Planning, Design and Construction

Date:

, 2020

CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY,
SACRAMENTO
By:

Robert S. Nelsen
President

Date:
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LIST OF MOU1
EXHIBITS
Exhibit 1.A

Description of Project Property

Exhibit 1.B

Gift Agreement
Attachment 1, Gift Deed
Attachment 2, Property Appraisal
Attachment 3, Map of University Property
Attachment 4, Environmental and Other Studies

Exhibit 1.C

Placer Ranch Responsibilities
Attachment 1, Preliminary Cost Estimates – Placer Ranch CSUS Stub Streets,
prepared by MacKay & Somps

Exhibit 1.D

California State University Responsibilities and Obligations to Which California
State University, Sacramento Shall Not be Subject

Exhibit 1.E

Memorandum of Understanding 2 Between the County of Placer and Trustees of
the California State University and California State University, Sacramento

Exhibit 1.F

Development Agreement By and Between the County of Placer and Placer Ranch,
Inc. Relative to the Placer Ranch Specific Plan
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EXHIBIT 1.A
DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT PROPERTY
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EXHIBIT 1.B
GIFT AGREEMENT
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GIFT AGREEMENT
PLACER RANCH, INC. - CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY, SACRAMENTO
This gift agreement (the “Gift Agreement”) summarizes the mutual understanding, and sets forth
the terms and conditions between Placer Ranch, Inc. (“Donor”) and the Trustees of the California
State University (the “Trustees”) on behalf of California State University, Sacramento (together,
the Trustees and California State University, Sacramento shall be referred to as the “University”)
regarding an irrevocable gift to the University. Donor and the University may individually be
referred to as the “Party,” and collectively as the “Parties.” Capitalized terms not otherwise
defined herein shall have the same meanings as set forth in the Memorandum of Understanding 1
between the Parties dated _________, 2020 (“MOU1”).
1. Donor’s Commitment: Pursuant to and in furtherance of MOU1, Donor hereby
agrees to donate approximately 301 acres located in the Placer Ranch Specific
Plan (“PRSP”) area of Placer County, California (the “County”) further described
on Exhibit 1.A to MOU1 (the “Property”) to the University. It is Donor’s wish
that the Property be used by the University to build a new off-campus center,
generally referred to as the Sacramento State – Placer Center (the “Project”) that
may later be expanded to a full university campus. Donor makes this gift in
reliance on the University’s commitment as set forth in this Gift Agreement and
MOU1. Because the University will be relying on this gift, this pledge is binding
on Donor.
2. University’s Commitment: The University agrees to accept the Property for
purposes of developing the Project consistent with the mission of the University.
The University agrees to undertake reasonable efforts to develop the Property for
educational purposes, which may include, but shall not be limited to the
preparation of a Campus Master Plan, as detailed in MOU1 Exhibit 1.D, section
1.c(i), and with the understanding that the Property will not be acquired or held
for the purpose of resale to other development interests. If Donor is unable to
donate the Property to the University as provided for in this Gift Agreement and
the University has expended funds on the preparation of a Campus Master Plan or
other related or similar planning efforts in anticipation of receiving the donation,
Donor shall reimburse the University for such funds expended by the University
up to $100,000.00. The University accepts this gift in reliance on the completion
of the Placer Ranch Commitments detailed in MOU1.
3. Conveyance: Donor shall convey to the University fee simple title to the Property
including all water, mineral, oil, gas, and geothermal rights to the Property,
including the right to extract the same from the Property, to the extent such
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mineral rights are owned by Placer Ranch. The Parties shall cooperate to develop
a mutually acceptable legal description of the Property prior to the date the
Property is transferred to the University by a standard gift deed, in the form of
Attachment 1 attached hereto and incorporated herein by this reference (the
“Deed”). Closing on the Property shall take place on a mutually agreed upon date
after all legal challenge periods applicable to the County’s approval of the PRSP
have expired without legal challenge, or the successful and final resolution of any
litigation challenging the PRSP, or on an alternative earlier date agreed upon by
the Parties (the “Closing Date”).
4. Donation of Fee With Condition Subsequent; Parcellation: Donor acknowledges
that any decision to move forward with development of the Project and/or the
location of future main campuses of the California State University (“CSU”) is
subject to future actions by the Trustees. Donor has, however, demonstrated its
commitment to the Project by sizing the Property and public infrastructure to
accommodate the development of a main CSU campus and by supporting the
preparation of the PRSP Draft and Final Environmental Impact Reports and
supporting technical studies, and the sizing of public infrastructure to
accommodate the development of a main CSU campus. (Together, the Draft and
Final Environmental Impact Reports shall be referred to as the “EIR”). In
recognition of these facts and circumstances, Donor shall transfer the Property by
fee simple deed with a condition subsequent. In further recognition of the
circumstances set forth in subsection 5.b, below, the University shall, concurrent
with any action it may take to approve a Campus Master Plan, create a separate
parcel of 89± acres (the “Designated Portion”), as generally depicted in
Attachment 3 as the West Area of Impact, incorporated herein by this reference.
5. Non-Compliance With Condition Subsequent: Subsequent to and in reliance on
the actions described in section 4, above, at the election of Donor on written
notice to the University:
a) The Property shall revert back to Placer Ranch, Inc., or a recognized
Broad Foundation entity if within three (3) years of the University’s
acceptance of the Property, as defined in section 3, above, and provided
that under no circumstances shall acceptance be deemed to occur prior to
or during the event of any tolling, stay, or other hold upon or delay of the
PRSP pursuant to the terms of the Development Agreement By and
Between the County of Placer and Placer Ranch, Inc. Relative to the
Placer Ranch Specific Plan (the “Development Agreement”), attached to
MOU1 as Exhibit 1.F, or for any other reason, including judicial
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intervention, the University has not completed a Campus Master Plan for
the Property, including the preparation and adoption of an environmental
document satisfying the requirements of the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA”) (Public Resources Code §21000 et seq.) in support
of the Campus Master Plan; or
b) The Designated Portion shown in Attachment 3 shall revert back to Placer
Ranch, Inc., or a Broad Foundation entity if not less than fifteen (15)
years following the University’s acceptance of the Property in the manner
indicated above, Donor submits a request in writing to the University for a
determination that the University does not intend to use the Property as a
main campus for the CSU. The University shall cooperate with Donor in
connection with the exercise of Donor’s rights under this section 5 and the
Deed. The University shall have up to one (1) year to respond to Donor’s
written request and confirm the University’s intent to use the Property as a
main campus for the CSU. The University may respond at any time that it
does not intend to use the Property as a main campus for the CSU.
(i) The University will identify the Designated Portion with
specificity via an appropriate land survey prepared prior to or in
conjunction with the Campus Master Plan.
c) The Parties further acknowledge that any reversion of the Property to
Donor, as provided in subsection 5.a, above, or reversion of the
Designated Portion to Donor as provided in subsection 5.b, above, would
not be a sale or a transfer by the University but rather the exercise by
Donor of rights under a condition subsequent under the Deed.
d) In the event the University does not fulfill the condition subsequent, as
described in section 4 and subsection 5.a, above, and the Designated
Portion reverts to Donor, Donor agrees to limit any future land uses on the
Designated Portion to uses consistent with the adjacent campus site, which
may include faculty and staff housing. The following uses shall be
prohibited on the Designated Portion, unless Donor and the University
agree in writing to allow such use, to the extent permitted by law:
(i)

Cannabis dispensary (medical or otherwise);

(ii)

Sales of any tobacco, nicotine or vaping products;
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(iii)

Smoke or vaping shops;

(iv)

Liquor stores (defined by a store wherein more than 10% of
the floor space is used for the sale of alcohol) except large
format specialty beverage retailers (wine, beer, and spirits);

(v)

Adult bookstore or adult novelty store (defined as a store
primarily engaged in the sale, rental, distribution or display
of pornographic, lewd, and/or sexually explicit material);

(vi)

Tattoo and/or body piercing establishments;

(vii)

Sales, rental or storage of firearms or explosives;

(viii)

Uncertified, unpermitted massage parlors;

(ix)

Check-cashing/same-day cash operations; and

(x)

Establishments engaged in unlawful activities.

e) For purposes of sections 4 and 5 of this Gift Agreement, Donor shall mean
Placer Ranch, Inc., or a Broad Foundation entity and not an assignee as
provided in section 20 of this Gift Agreement (“Sale, Assignment, or
Transfer”).
6. Site Condition and Indemnification: The University has reviewed and considered
all environmental reports and studies relating to the condition of the Property and
its suitability for use as a university campus site provided to the University by
Donor and listed in Attachment 4, attached hereto and incorporated herein by this
reference, as well as the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Sunset Area
Plan/Placer Ranch Specific Plan (2018) and the related Final Environmental
Impact Report (2019), certified by the Placer County Board of Supervisors on
December 10, 2019 (SCN 2016112012), including applicable technical
appendices. Except as may be disclosed in the environmental reports and other
studies listed in Attachment 4 to this Gift Agreement and the EIR, to Donor’s
knowledge, Donor has not received any written notice from (nor delivered any
notice to) any federal, state, county, municipal or other governmental department,
agency or authority, or third party concerning any condition on the Property in
violation of environmental laws relating to hazardous or toxic materials applicable
to the Property. Notwithstanding the foregoing, the Donor agrees it shall
reimburse the University for all expenses incurred by the University necessary to
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remediate any hazardous or toxic materials on the Property subject to the
following terms and conditions:
a) Donor shall have no responsibility or obligations with respect to
remediation of any hazardous or toxic materials that are first released on
the Property, or any portion thereof, after the date on which the University
takes title to the Property;
b) Donor shall not be responsible for any conditions disclosed in the EIR, the
environmental reports, and other studies listed in Attachment 4, or
otherwise known to and acknowledged in writing by the University on or
before the date on which the University takes title to the Property;
c) Donor shall only be responsible for such costs where remediation of
hazardous or toxic materials is required under state and/or federal
environmental laws (excluding any remediation costs that directly result
from development activities of University);
d) The cost of such remediation shall be limited to $5,000,000.00; and
e) Any claims for remediation must be made by no later than five (5) years
from the date on which the University takes title to the Property.
f)

Notwithstanding the provisions of subsections 6.d and 6.e, prior to the
date on which the University takes title to the Property, Donor shall
provide a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment to the University for its
review. This Property-specific study is intended to supplement item 5 in
Attachment 4 to this Gift Agreement.

g) In the event that the document identified in subsection 6.f does not
identify any contamination that precludes or substantially constrains the
University’s ability to develop the Property for the Project, the amount set
forth in subsection 6.d shall be reduced from $5,000,000 to $1,000,000,
and the time period set forth in subsection 6.e shall be reduced from five
(5) years to two (2) years.
7. California Environmental Quality Act: The Parties acknowledge that execution of
this Gift Agreement by the University constitutes a project, as defined in Public
Resources Code section 21065, and is therefore subject to CEQA. The Parties
further acknowledge that the EIR fully addresses the University’s actions
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hereunder, and that no further environmental review is required prior to execution
of this Gift Agreement. The Parties also acknowledge that additional
discretionary actions by the University in furtherance of the Project, including
campus development, will be accompanied by supplemental CEQA review
carried out by the University, as required by law, before such additional
discretionary actions are undertaken.
8. Proposed Naming: The Parties acknowledge that Eli Broad holds the controlling
interest in Donor, and in grateful recognition of and reliance on Donor’s generous
gift and to honor Eli Broad for his long-term support and outstanding relationship
with the University, the University proposes naming a facility(ies), for Eli Broad,
contingent upon approval by the University President and/or Trustees.
a) The Parties further recognize that the Trustees retain approval authority
for naming all CSU colleges, schools, programs, centers, and institutes.
Donor acknowledges and agrees that the University makes no
commitment regarding the naming rights proposed hereunder prior to the
President’s and/or Trustees’ approval.
b) The naming will continue in place so long as the facility(ies) remains in
existence unless Donor does not fulfill the obligations of this Gift
Agreement. In such an unlikely event, the University may propose that
the name of the facility(ies) be changed. Under such circumstances, the
University will notify Donor sixty (60) days in advance of making such a
proposal to the Trustees to enable Donor to meet the obligations of this
Gift Agreement prior to the submission of the proposal.
c) Donor grants the University full and complete rights to use the name Eli
Broad for all purposes related to the facility/program, including
informational and program materials, campus maps, appropriate signage,
and other materials.
d) The proposed naming recognition acknowledges Donor’s generous
philanthropy and good citizenship. The public affiliation with Donor’s
name enhances the reputation of the University and inspires others to
make philanthropic investments for the benefit of the University’s
educational mission. Should circumstances change in a manner that such
affiliation would cause harm to the reputation of the University, the
University President may request that the Trustees exercise their authority
to rescind the naming recognition, as provided under this
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provision. Donor may revoke the University’s right to use the name Eli
Broad at any time.
9. Recognition and Permission to Publish: Donor hereby gives the University
permission to publicly recognize this commitment through use of Eli Broad’s and
Donor’s names and reasons for making the gift. Subject to coordination with
Donor prior to the initial publication or press release, the University shall have
permission to publish Donor’s and Eli Broad’s names in various publications,
press releases, and other communication methods. Confidentiality of gift
agreements and correspondence between the Parties will be maintained to the
fullest extent allowed by law.
10. Other Gifted Items: Donor has provided the following gifts and in-kind services
to the University in conjunction with the Project: commissioned and completed a
Campus Master Plan for the Property, including a capacity study; full funding for
the CEQA review conducted by the County, and approved on December 10, 2019,
including supporting technical studies, and County staff and consultant time
expended during review and approval of the PRSP. Specific Placer Ranch
Responsibilities are identified in Exhibit 1.C.
11. Additional Technical Study: Donor agrees to commission an updated Biological
Resource Assessment for the Property. This Property-specific study is intended to
supplement items 2, 3, and 4 in Attachment 4 to this Gift Agreement. Donor will
present the completed study to the University for the University’s consideration
prior to the University’s acceptance of the Property pursuant to sections 2 and 3,
above.
12. Philanthropic Donation 1: The following items are philanthropic gifts to Trustees
from Donor for the Project:
a) Land donation with a Property Appraisal of $27,430,000 to be accepted
by the Trustees on behalf of California State University, Sacramento (See
Attachment 2) 2;

1

The monetary values are based on appropriate evidentiary support.

2

The Property Appraisal is included for the express purpose of identifying the value of
Donor’s gift. The inclusion of Attachment 2 for this purpose does not represent the University’s
endorsement of the land use assumptions or constraints set forth in the Property Appraisal.
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b) Draft Campus Master Plan prepared by AC Martin;
c) County CEQA review, including the PRSP EIR and technical studies
identified in Attachment 4;
d) First Campus Building Infrastructure, as defined in paragraph 4 of Exhibit
1.C to MOU1;
e) County and Regional Traffic Fees, as set forth in paragraph 2 of Exhibit
1.C to MOU1; and
f) Biological Resource permitting or participation in the Placer County
Conservation Plan, consistent with paragraph 5 of Exhibit 1.C to MOU1.
13. Future Gifts: The Parties may agree at any time that future gifts by Donor,
consistent with the spirit and intent of this Gift Agreement, may be added.
14. Enforceability: The Parties intend this Gift Agreement to be fully enforceable
against Donor to the extent that the obligation has not been satisfied by payments,
or other means identified herein, by the date of this Gift Agreement.
15. Events of Default, Remedies, and Termination:
a) Defaults - Definition:
(i)

A breach of any material term of this Gift Agreement by any Party
not involving the payment of money, and failure of such Party to
cure such breach within the time period stated, or if no cure period
is stated, then within thirty (30) days after the non-defaulting Party
has given written notice to the defaulting Party; provided,
however, if such breach is not reasonably curable within such
thirty (30) day period, then such Party shall be deemed in Default
only if such Party does not commence to cure such breach within
such thirty (30) day period and thereafter fails to diligently pursue
a cure of such breach to completion unless the provision breached
provides otherwise. 3

(ii)

Any breach of this Gift Agreement by any Party involving the
payment of money, and the continuance of such breach for a period

3

Unless otherwise stated, all time periods in this Gift Agreement shall be counted as
calendar days.
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of thirty (30) days after the non-defaulting Party has given written
notice to the defaulting Party, as specified in section 5 of the
MOU1.
b) Remedies in the Event of Default: In the event of a Default by any Party,
the non-defaulting Party shall have the right to terminate this Gift
Agreement by delivering written notice thereof to the defaulting Party and
to escrow holder, subject to the rights of the defaulting Party to cure such
Default as provided above. Such Party may also seek any available
remedies at law or equity, including but not limited to, the rights to receive
damages or to pursue an action for specific performance against the
defaulting Party.
c) No Personal Liability: No representative, agent, attorney, consultant, or
employee shall personally be liable to the University or any successor in
interest of the University, in the event of any Default or breach by Donor,
or for any amount which may become due to the University or any
successor in interest, on any obligation under the terms of this Gift
Agreement. No representative, agency, attorney, consultant, or employee
of the University shall personally be liable to Donor or any successor in
interest of Donor, in the event of any Default or breach by the University,
or for any amount which may become due to Donor or any successor in
interest, on any obligation under the terms of this Gift Agreement.
d) Rights and Remedies are Cumulative: The rights and remedies of the
Parties are cumulative, and the exercise by either Party of one or more of
such rights or remedies shall not preclude the exercise by it, at the same
time or different times, of any other rights or remedies for the same default
or any other default by the non-defaulting Party.
e) Inaction Not a Waiver or Default: Any failures or delays by either Party
in asserting any of its rights and remedies as to any Default shall not
operate as a waiver of any Default or of any such rights or remedies, or
deprive either such Party of its rights to institute and maintain any actions
or proceedings which it may deem necessary to protect, assert or enforce
any such rights or remedies. The acceptance by a Party of less than the
full performance from the other Party shall not constitute a waiver of such
Party’s right to demand and receive the full amount due, unless such Party
executes a specific accord and satisfaction.
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16. Indemnification: Donor shall indemnify, defend, protect, and hold harmless the
University, and its agents, employees, attorneys, consultants, and representatives,
from and against all losses, liabilities, claims, damages, costs and expenses,
(including all reasonable out-of-pocket litigation costs and reasonable attorneys’
fees) and demands of any nature whatsoever, related directly or indirectly to, or
arising out of or in connection with the Property with respect to matters occurring
on the Property prior to recordation of the grant deed by Donor, except to the
extent such losses or liabilities are caused by the negligence or conduct of the
University or its agents or contractors. The University may, in its discretion,
participate in the defense of any such legal action.
17. Force Majeure: Nonperformance under this Gift Agreement shall be excused
when performance is prevented or delayed by reason of any of the following
forces reasonably beyond the control of such party: (i) war, insurrection, riot,
flood, severe weather, earthquake, fire, casualty, acts of public enemy,
governmental restriction, litigation, actions or failures to act of any governmental
agency or entity; or (ii) inability to secure necessary labor, materials or tools,
strikes, lockouts, delays of any contractor, subcontractor or supplier. In the event
of an occurrence described in clauses (i) or (ii) above, such nonperformance shall
be excused, and the time of performance shall be extended by the number of days
the matter described in clauses (i) and (ii) above prevented or delayed
performance.
18. Amendments: This Gift Agreement may be amended in writing at any time by
both the University and Donor signing a copy of the amendment.
19. Effective Date: The effective date of this Gift Agreement shall be the date of the
last of the Parties to sign below.
20. Sale, Assignment, or Transfer: Donor has the right to sell, assign, or transfer its
respective interests in all or portions of the PRSP, including the Property. The
conditions and covenants set forth herein, including all obligations under the
Development Agreement, attached as MOU1 Exh. 1.F. and incorporated herein by
this reference, shall run with the land and the benefits and burdens of this Gift
Agreement shall bind and inure to the successors and/or assigns of Donor. Donor
shall provide University with written notice within thirty (30) days of any sale,
assignment or transfer of any portion of the PRSP after the completion of such
sale, assignment or transfer.
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21. Severability: Each and every provision of this Gift Agreement is, and shall be
construed to be, a separate and independent covenant and agreement. If any term
or provision of this Gift Agreement or the application thereof shall to any extent
be held to be invalid or unenforceable, the remainder of this Gift Agreement, or
the application of such term or provision to circumstances other than those to
which it is invalid or unenforceable, shall not be affected hereby, and each term
and provision of this Gift Agreement shall be valid and shall be enforced to the
extent permitted by law.
[Signatures on Next Page]
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The Parties hereto have executed this Gift Agreement as of the dates set forth below.
DONOR:

PLACER RANCH, INC.,
a California corporation
By:

Holly Tiche
President

Date:________________, 2020
UNIVERSITY:

TRUSTEES OF THE CALIFORNIA STATE
UNIVERSITY
By:

Elvyra San Juan
Assistant Vice Chancellor,
Capital Planning, Design and Construction

Date:________________, 2020
CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY,
SACRAMENTO
By:

Robert S. Nelsen
President

Date:________________, 2020
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ATTACHMENT 1
DEED
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RECORDING REQUESTED BY:
Placer Title Company
WHEN RECORDED, MAIL THIS DEED AND
ALL TAX STATEMENTS TO:
California State University Sacramento
6000 J Street
Sacramento, CA 95819
Attention: Jonathan Bowman
APN No. [*__________*]
(Space Above for Recorder’s Use)
THE UNDERSIGNED GRANTOR(s) DECLARE(s):
DOCUMENTARY TRANSFER TAX: None. Transfer is to an exempt government agency. R&T §11922
CITY TAX $ __________________.
 Computed on full value of property conveyed, or
 Computed on full value less value of liens or encumbrances remaining at time of sale,
 Unincorporated area:  City of _______________________________.

GRANT DEED
FOR VALUABLE CONSIDERATION, receipt of which is hereby acknowledged,
PLACER RANCH, INC., a California Corporation (“Grantor”), does hereby GRANT to
Trustees of the California State University, acting on behalf of CALIFORNIA STATE
UNIVERSITY, SACRAMENTO (“Grantee”), all of that certain real property in the County of
Placer, State of California, as more particularly described in Exhibit A attached hereto and
incorporated herein by this reference and made a part hereof (the “Land”), together with any and
all structures and improvements located thereon, all of Grantor’s right, title and interest in and to
the rights, benefits, privileges, easements, tenements, hereditaments, and appurtenances to the
extent belonging or appertaining to the Land or such structures and improvements (collectively,
the “Property”).
The Grantee’s interest shall terminate and the entire Property shall revert back, upon the
written election of Grantor, to Grantor if, within three years of the recordation of this Grant
Deed, Grantee has not completed a Campus Master Plan for the Property, which Campus Master
Plan must include, without limitation, the preparation and adoption of an environmental
document satisfying the requirements of CEQA in support of the Campus Master Plan. In
addition, the Grantee’s interest in that portion of the Property shown in Exhibit B, attached
13490475.5
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hereto and incorporated herein by this reference (“Designated Portion”) shall terminate and
revert back, upon the written election of Grantor, to Grantor if at any time after the date that is
fifteen (15) years following the recordation of this Grant Deed, Grantee does not provide written
confirmation to Grantor within one year of written request by Grantor that Grantee intends to use
the Property as a main campus for a university in the California State University system or
Grantee confirms in writing, at any time, that Grantee does not intend to use the Property as a
main campus for the CSU. In the event that the Property or the Designated Portion is to revert
back to Grantor, Grantee agrees to execute such documents and take such other reasonable
actions as required by Grantor to effectuate or better evidence such reversion. For the avoidance
of doubt, the terms and conditions of this paragraph run with the Property and bind the CSU and
its successors and assigns. The term “Grantor” as used in the prior two paragraphs includes
Grantor and its permitted successors and assigns of any of Grantor’s rights hereunder. Permitted
successors and assigns of Grantor are limited to a Broad Foundation entity or any entity affiliated
with a Broad Foundation entity. Grantor and Grantee acknowledge that the reversion as
provided in this paragraph would not be a transfer or sale but rather the exercise by Grantee of a
condition subsequent.
If the Designated Portion alone reverts back to Grantor, the following uses shall be
prohibited uses on the Designated Portion following reversion (unless both Grantor and Grantee
agree in writing to allow such use):
(i)
(ii)
(iii)
(iv)

Cannabis dispensary (medical or otherwise)
Sales of any tobacco, nicotine or vaping products
Smoke or vaping shops
Liquor stores (defined by a store wherein more than 10% of the floor
space is used for the sale of alcohol) except large format specialty
beverage retailers (wine, beer, and spirits);
(v)
Adult bookstore or adult novelty store (a store primarily engaged in the
sale, rental, distribution or display of pornographic, lewd, and/or sexually
explicit material)
(vi)
Tattoo and/or body piercing establishments
(vii) Sales, rental or storage of firearms or explosives
(viii) Uncertified, unpermitted massage parlors
(ix) Check-cashing/same-day cash operations
(x)
Establishments engaged in unlawful activities.
By acceptance of this Grant Deed, Grantee covenants by and for itself, its successors and
assigns that there shall be no discrimination against or segregation of a person or of a group of
persons on account of race, color, religion, creed, sex, sexual orientation, marital status, ancestry
or national origin in the sale, lease, sublease, transfer, use, occupancy, tenure or enjoyment of the
Property nor shall Grantee or any person claiming under or through Grantee establish or permit
any such practice or practices of discrimination or segregation with reference to the selection,
location, number, use or occupancy of tenants, lessees, subtenants, sublessees, vendees, or
employees in the Property. The foregoing covenant shall run with the land.
This conveyance is made and accepted subject to all real property taxes and assessments
that are not yet delinquent, unrecorded leases, all matters of record, and all matters that would be
13490475.5

1021

reflected on an accurate survey or shown by a physical inspection of the Property, as of the date
hereof.
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, Grantor has caused this instrument to be executed on March
[*___*], 2020.
“GRANTOR”
PLACER RANCH, INC.,
a California corporation
By:
____________________
Name: Holly Tiche
Title: President

13490475.5
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A notary public or other officer completing this certificate verifies only the identity of the individual who signed the
document to which this certificate is attached, and not the truthfulness, accuracy, or validity of that document.

State of California
County of _____________________

)
)

On ____________________, before me, ____________________________, a Notary Public,
personally appeared _______________________________, who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence to be the person(s) whose name(s) is/are subscribed to the within
instrument and acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in his/her/their
authorized capacity(ies), and that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or
the entity upon behalf of which the person(s) acted, executed the instrument.
I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the
foregoing paragraph is true and correct.
WITNESS my hand and official seal.

Signature

13490475.5
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EXHIBIT A
LEGAL DESCRIPTION
[*To Be Inserted*]
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Integra Realty Resources
Sacramento
Appraisal of Real Property
Placer Ranch University Site (PR‐141)
Vacant Land
NEC of Sunset Blvd and Fiddyment Road
Roseville, Placer County, California 95747
Prepared For:
Placer Ranch, Inc.
Effective Date of the Appraisal:
January 24, 2020
Report Format:
Appraisal Report – Standard Format
IRR ‐ Sacramento
File Number: 193‐2020‐0018
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Integra Realty Resources
Sacramento

3825 Atherton Road
Suite 500
Rocklin, CA 95765

T 916.435.3883
F 916.435.4774
www.irr.com

February 13, 2020
Holly Tiche
President
Placer Ranch, Inc.
PO Box 3353
Rocklin, CA 95677
SUBJECT:

Market Value Appraisal
Placer Ranch University Site (PR-141)
NEC of Sunset Blvd and Fiddyment Road
Roseville, Placer County, California 95747
IRR - Sacramento File No. 193-2020-0018

Dear Ms. Tiche:
Integra Realty Resources – Sacramento is pleased to submit the accompanying appraisal of
the referenced property. The purpose of the appraisal is to develop an opinion of the
market value subject to a hypothetical condition of the fee simple interest in the property.
The client for the assignment is Placer Ranch, Inc., and the intended use is for quantification
of donation value purposes.
The subject (appraised) property is designated for a public use (university) site. Pursuant to
common industry practice in the valuation of public, or non-economic uses, with
corroboration from both public and private market participants, the market valuation of
public use land is based on the alternate, economic productivity of the site. Further, the
subject property represents an interior portion of a larger master planned community,
which often would not transfer under typical market conditions at this point in time in the
development process. Thus, for the valuation scenario employed herein, in which market
logic is applied in a non-market scenario, the subject property is valued consistent with the
approach to valuing a prospective elementary or high school site within a similar master
planned community. Specifically, the valuation considers the subject property based on its
highest and best economic use; had the subject property not been previously designated for
use as an educational site, it would likely have approved entitlements for single-family
residential development commensurate with surrounding uses. Further, it is important to

1028

Holly Tiche
Placer Ranch, Inc.
February 13, 2020
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note, we have been tasked with appraising the subject property at a specific point in time in
which it would otherwise not transfer in the market; namely, the market value of the
appraised property, which is a 301‐acre portion of a 1,256.70‐acre Assessor’s parcel within a
master planned community of single‐family residential, multifamily residential, commercial
and public land uses, is estimated presuming development (completion of necessary
backbone infrastructure) of the subject property would occur in conjunction with the
balance of the Placer Ranch master planned community rather than independent thereof.
Further, as will be described herein, the estimate of market value, which is subject to a
hypothetical condition the subject property would be a transferable site with access
provided. The subject’s proportionate share of infrastructure costs considered herein
represents only that portion of the costs necessary to develop the Placer Ranch master
planned community in its entirety; development and completion of the infrastructure would
necessarily occur commensurate with installation of such infrastructure to serve the subject
and the balance of the Placer Ranch master planned community. Please note, the value
estimate derived herein is based on the specific client requirements and intended use for
this assignment.
The subject property represents an undeveloped 301‐acre (gross) site within the Placer
Ranch Specific Plan, currently designated for the development of the California State
University, Sacramento – Placer Campus. The Placer Ranch Specific Plan (PRSP) will
encompass 2,213 acres upon completion and include 5,636 dwelling units in a variety of
density ranges, elementary and middle schools, approximately 330± acres of open space
and parks, a town center with a vibrant, high‐density residential and commercial, mixed‐use
area, and a bike and trail network that ties into existing trails and connects the university
campus with the schools, parks and neighborhoods. The PRSP is part of the Sunset Area Plan
located in unincorporated southern Placer County. After Placer Ranch’s former developer
withdrew its application from the City of Roseville in 2015, Placer County decided to process
the project on its own in 2016 to continue the forward momentum for the Sunset Area
overall. Relative to major roadways, the PRSP is approximately one mile west of Highway 65,
one mile north of Blue Oaks Boulevard, and one mile south of Athens Avenue. The site is
accessible from several major thoroughfares, including Sunset and Foothills Boulevards in
the eastern portion, Fiddyment Road through the central area, and Sunset Boulevard West
along a portion of the site’s northern edge. In addition, Woodcreek Oaks Boulevard is
stubbed to the southern edge of the site, which is contiguous with the existing Roseville City
Limits.
The subject site is centrally located within the Placer Ranch community adjacent to major
planned roadways (Campus Park Boulevard, University Village Drive, Sunset Boulevard and
Fiddyment Road). On‐site uses would include academic buildings, a student union,
student/faculty‐servicing commercial areas, a recreation building, student and faculty
housing, athletic fields, a stadium, a library, a performing arts center, and outdoor gathering
spaces. The campus is planned to grow in several phases in response to demand from the
region and, at build‐out, could support as many as 25,000 Sac State students; Sierra College
may plan to locate a transfer center on the site to serve an additional 5,000 students.
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The subject is being donated to the University with the following provided: the site's
proportionate share of backbone infrastructure in place (estimated at $17.8 million, to be
completed by Placer County), all county and regional traffic fees paid (estimated at $32
million), PCCP mitigation fee (estimated at $7 million), infrastructure stubbed to site
(estimated at $510,000), as well as the initial draft campus master plan study completed.
The appraised property represents a 301‐acre yet‐to‐be created portion of County of Placer
Assessor’s Parcel Number 017‐063‐039, which totals 1,256.70 acres. Due to the fact the
subject (appraised property) is not yet a separate, legal parcel that may be transferred, this
valuation assignment is premised on the hypothetical condition the proposed 301‐acre site
has been created. The analysis herein does not consider and/or assign value to the above‐
noted elements. Further, this Appraisal Report considers the value of the subject property
based on its highest and best economic use, which is determined herein to be single‐family
residential development. As part of any master planned community, and consistent with the
highest and best economic use, had the subject property not been previously designated for
use as an educational site, the subject property would likely have approved entitlements
commensurate with surrounding uses as of the date of value. Therefore, the value
estimated herein is subject to a hypothetical condition that the subject will obtain approved
tentative subdivision maps that reflect five units per acre (a total of 917 lots, typically 6,000
SF). The estimate of market value herein considers the infrastructure development costs
necessary to deliver a transferable, developable property. Please note, the value estimate
herein is not equivalent or representative of the as‐is market value.
The appraisal is intended to conform with the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal
Practice (USPAP), the Code of Professional Ethics and Standards of Professional Appraisal
Practice of the Appraisal Institute, and applicable state appraisal regulations.
To report the assignment results, we use the Appraisal Report option of Standards Rule 2‐
2(a) of USPAP. As USPAP gives appraisers the flexibility to vary the level of information in an
Appraisal Report depending on the intended use and intended users of the appraisal, we
adhere to the Integra Realty Resources internal standards for an Appraisal Report –
Standard Format. This format summarizes the information analyzed, the appraisal methods
employed, and the reasoning that supports the analyses, opinions, and conclusions.
Based on the valuation analysis in the accompanying report, and subject to the definitions,
assumptions, and limiting conditions expressed in the report, our opinion of value is as
follows:
Value Conclusions
Parcel
Market Value subject to a hypothetical condition

Interest Appraised
Fee Simple

Date of Value
January 24, 2020

Value Conclusion
$27,430,000

This appraisal arrives at an estimate of market value, subject to the aforementioned
hypothetical conditions, based upon certain assumptions which may or may not be fulfilled;
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namely, the completion and delivery of infrastructure integral to the development not only
of the subject property but the balance of the Placer Ranch master planned community.
Consequently, no assurance can be given that should the subject property portion of the
proposed Placer Ranch become available for sale (exposed to the market) as of the date of
value herein, that any offer to purchase would be received for such property or, if an offer
were received, that such offer would be commensurate with the conclusion of value
estimated herein under the hypothetical conditions and specific assumptions noted.
Extraordinary Assumptions and Hypothetical Conditions
The value conclusions are subject to the following extraordinary assumptions that may affect the assignment
results. An extraordinary assumption is uncertain information accepted as fact. If the assumption is found to be
false as of the effective date of the appraisal, we reserve the right to modify our value conclusions.
1. It is a hypothetical condition of this report that the subject property can achieve an approved tentative
subdivision map (noted below). However, no preliminary project map indicating lot count or lot sizing has been
prepared for the subject. As such, we’ve considered lot sizing permitted by zoning regulations and have
estimated a lot count and typical lot size for the subject property in accordance with its zoning and surrounding
land uses with similar zoning. Although our estimates are reasonable in comparison to other projects in the
area, note that our estimates are not as reliable as what an engineer could provide. It is assumed the lot count
and typical lot size are reasonable. If it is determined that the lot count and typical lot size estimated herein are
not valid, the value conclusion may be affected.
2. The value estimated herein relied on site development costs estimated by the appraiser ($45,000 per lot) by
considering costs at other projects in the market area. It is assumed the estimated site development costs for the
subject property are reasonable. If it is determined that site development costs estimated herein are not valid,
the value conclusion may be affected.
3. The value estimated herein relied on permits and fees estimated by the appraiser ($72,000 per lot) based on
recent, surrounding projects. It is assumed the estimated permits and fees for the subject property are
reasonable. If it is determined that the permits and fees estimated herein are not valid, the value conclusion may
be affected.
4. Implicit in the hypothetical condition is the premise that the subject property would be taxed as a single‐family
residential project. In this valuation, we have estimated property taxes, including ad valorem, direct levies and
special taxes, based on nearby single‐family lots. It is assumed the subject property would be taxed similarly.
The value conclusions are based on the following hypothetical conditions that may affect the assignment results. A
hypothetical condition is a condition contrary to known fact on the effective date of the appraisal but is supposed
for the purpose of analysis.
1. It is a hypothetical condition of this report that the subject can achieve approved tentative subdivision maps
that reflect five units per acre (917 lots total, typically 6,000 SF).
2. Due to the fact the subject (appraised property) is not yet a separate, legal parcel that may be transferred, this
valuation assignment is premised on the hypothetical condition the proposed 301‐acre site has been created.
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If you have any questions or comments, please contact the undersigned. Thank you for the
opportunity to be of service.
Respectfully submitted,
INTEGRA REALTY RESOURCES ‐ SACRAMENTO

Kevin Ziegenmeyer, MAI
Certified General Real Estate Appraiser
California Certificate # AG013567
Telephone: 916‐435‐3883, ext. 224
Email: kziegenmeyer@irr.com

Eric Segal, MAI
Certified General Real Estate Appraiser
California Certificate # AG026558
Telephone: 916‐435‐3883, ext. 228
Email: esegal@irr.com

Kari Tatton
Certified General Real Estate Appraiser
California Certificate # 3002218
916‐435‐3883, ext. 229
Email: ktatton@irr.com
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Summary of Salient Facts and Conclusions
Property Name
Address
Property Type
Owner of Record
Tax ID
Land Area (Gross)
Wetlands Land Area
Landfill Buffer Zone
Land Area (Developable under H&BU)

Placer Ranch University Site (PR‐141)
NEC of Sunset Blvd and Fiddyment Road
Roseville, Placer County, California 95747
Land ‐ Commercial
Placer Ranch, Inc.
017‐063‐039 (ptn.)
301.30 acres; 13,124,628 SF
58 acres
59.76 acres
183.54 acres; 7,995,002 SF

Zoning Designation
Highest and Best Use
Exposure Time; Marketing Period
Effective Date of the Appraisal
Date of the Report
Property Interest Appraised

UZ, University
Single‐family residential development
12 months; 12 months
January 24, 2020
February 13, 2020
Fee Simple

The values reported above are subject to the definitions, assumptions, and limiting conditions set forth in the accompanying report of which this
summary is a part. No party other than Placer Ranch, Inc. may use or rely on the information, opinions, and conclusions contained in the report.
It is assumed that the users of the report have read the entire report, including all of the definitions, assumptions, and limiting conditions
contained therein.

This appraisal arrives at an estimate of market value, subject to the aforementioned hypothetical
conditions, based upon certain assumptions which may or may not be fulfilled; namely, the
completion and delivery of infrastructure integral to the development not only of the subject property
but the balance of the Placer Ranch master planned community. Consequently, no assurance can be
given that should the subject property portion of the proposed Placer Ranch become available for sale
(exposed to the market) as of the date of value herein, that any offer to purchase would be received
for such property or, if an offer were received, that such offer would be commensurate with the
conclusion of value estimated herein under the hypothetical conditions and specific assumptions
noted.

Placer Ranch University Site (PR‐141)
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Extraordinary Assumptions and Hypothetical Conditions
The value conclusions are subject to the following extraordinary assumptions that may affect the assignment
results. An extraordinary assumption is uncertain information accepted as fact. If the assumption is found to be
false as of the effective date of the appraisal, we reserve the right to modify our value conclusions.
1. It is a hypothetical condition of this report that the subject property can achieve an approved tentative
subdivision map (noted below). However, no preliminary project map indicating lot count or lot sizing has been
prepared for the subject. As such, we’ve considered lot sizing permitted by zoning regulations and have
estimated a lot count and typical lot size for the subject property in accordance with its zoning and surrounding
land uses with similar zoning. Although our estimates are reasonable in comparison to other projects in the
area, note that our estimates are not as reliable as what an engineer could provide. It is assumed the lot count
and typical lot size are reasonable. If it is determined that the lot count and typical lot size estimated herein are
not valid, the value conclusion may be affected.
2. The value estimated herein relied on site development costs estimated by the appraiser ($45,000 per lot) by
considering costs at other projects in the market area. It is assumed the estimated site development costs for the
subject property are reasonable. If it is determined that site development costs estimated herein are not valid,
the value conclusion may be affected.
3. The value estimated herein relied on permits and fees estimated by the appraiser ($72,000 per lot) based on
recent, surrounding projects. It is assumed the estimated permits and fees for the subject property are
reasonable. If it is determined that the permits and fees estimated herein are not valid, the value conclusion may
be affected.
4. Implicit in the hypothetical condition is the premise that the subject property would be taxed as a single‐family
residential project. In this valuation, we have estimated property taxes, including ad valorem, direct levies and
special taxes, based on nearby single‐family lots. It is assumed the subject property would be taxed similarly.
The value conclusions are based on the following hypothetical conditions that may affect the assignment results. A
hypothetical condition is a condition contrary to known fact on the effective date of the appraisal but is supposed
for the purpose of analysis.
1. It is a hypothetical condition of this report that the subject can achieve approved tentative subdivision maps
that reflect five units per acre (917 lots total, typically 6,000 SF).
2. Due to the fact the subject (appraised property) is not yet a separate, legal parcel that may be transferred, this
valuation assignment is premised on the hypothetical condition the proposed 301‐acre site has been created.

Placer Ranch University Site (PR‐141)
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General Information
Identification of Subject
The subject property represents an undeveloped 301‐acre (gross) site within the Placer Ranch Specific
Plan, currently designated for the development of the California State University, Sacramento – Placer
Campus. The Placer Ranch Specific Plan (PRSP) will encompass 2,213 acres upon completion and
include 5,636 dwelling units in a variety of density ranges, elementary and middle schools,
approximately 330± acres of open space and parks, a town center with a vibrant, high‐density
residential and commercial, mixed‐use area, and a bike and trail network that ties into existing trails
and connects the university campus with the schools, parks and neighborhoods. The PRSP is part of
the Sunset Area Plan located in unincorporated southern Placer County. After Placer Ranch’s former
developer withdrew its application from the City of Roseville in 2015, Placer County decided to
process the project on its own in 2016 to continue the forward momentum for the Sunset Area
overall. Relative to major roadways, the PRSP is approximately one mile west of Highway 65, one mile
north of Blue Oaks Boulevard, and one mile south of Athens Avenue. The site is accessible from
several major thoroughfares, including Sunset and Foothills Boulevards in the eastern portion,
Fiddyment Road through the central area, and Sunset Boulevard West along a portion of the site’s
northern edge. In addition, Woodcreek Oaks Boulevard is stubbed to the southern edge of the site,
which is contiguous with the existing Roseville City Limits.
The subject site is centrally located within the Placer Ranch community adjacent to major planned
roadways (Campus Park Boulevard, University Village Drive, Sunset Boulevard and Fiddyment Road).
On‐site uses would include academic buildings, a student union, student/faculty‐servicing commercial
areas, a recreation building, student and faculty housing, athletic fields, a stadium, a library, a
performing arts center, and outdoor gathering spaces. The campus is planned to grow in several
phases in response to demand from the region and, at build‐out, could support as many as 25,000 Sac
State students; Sierra College may plan to locate a transfer center on the site to serve an additional
5,000 students.
The subject is being donated to the University with the following provided: the site's proportionate
share of backbone infrastructure in place (estimated at $17.8 million, to be completed by Placer
County), all county and regional traffic fees paid (estimated at $32 million), PCCP mitigation fee
(estimated at $7 million), infrastructure stubbed to site (estimated at $510,000), as well as the initial
draft campus master plan study completed. The appraised property represents a 301‐acre yet‐to‐be
created portion of County of Placer Assessor’s Parcel Number 017‐063‐039, which totals 1,256.70
acres. Due to the fact the subject (appraised property) is not yet a separate, legal parcel that may be
transferred, this valuation assignment is premised on the hypothetical condition the proposed 301‐
acre site has been created. The analysis herein does not consider and/or assign value to the above‐
noted elements. Further, this Appraisal Report considers the value of the subject property based on its
highest and best economic use, which is determined herein to be single‐family residential
development. As part of any master planned community, and consistent with the highest and best
economic use, had the subject property not been previously designated for use as an educational site,
the subject property would likely have approved entitlements commensurate with surrounding uses

Placer Ranch University Site (PR‐141)
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as of the date of value. Therefore, the value estimated herein is subject to a hypothetical condition
that the subject will obtain approved tentative subdivision maps that reflect five units per acre (a total
of 917 lots, typically 6,000 SF). The estimate of market value herein considers the infrastructure
development costs necessary to deliver a transferable, developable property. Please note, the value
estimate herein is not equivalent or representative of the as‐is market value.

Property Identification
Property Name
Address
Tax ID
Owner of Record

Placer Ranch University Site (PR‐141)
NEC of Sunset Blvd and Fiddyment Road
Roseville, California 95747
017‐063‐039 (ptn.)
Placer Ranch, Inc.

Sale History
To the best of our knowledge, no sale or transfer of ownership has taken place within a three‐year
period prior to the effective appraisal date.

Placer Ranch University Site (PR‐141)
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Pending Transactions
To the best of our knowledge, the property is not subject to an agreement of sale or an option to buy,
nor is it listed for sale, as of the effective appraisal date. However, as previously noted, the subject site
is being donated by the property owner to California State University, Sacramento.

Purpose of the Appraisal
The purpose of the appraisal is to develop an opinion of the market value subject to a hypothetical
condition of the fee simple interest in the property as of the effective date of the appraisal, January
24, 2020. The date of the report is February 13, 2020. The appraisal is valid only as of the stated
effective date or dates.

Definition of Market Value
Market value is defined as:
“The most probable price which a property should bring in a competitive and open market under all
conditions requisite to a fair sale, the buyer and seller each acting prudently and knowledgeably, and
assuming the price is not affected by undue stimulus. Implicit in this definition is the consummation of
a sale as of a specified date and the passing of title from seller to buyer under conditions whereby:


Buyer and seller are typically motivated;



Both parties are well informed or well advised, and acting in what they consider their own
best interests;



A reasonable time is allowed for exposure in the open market;



Payment is made in terms of cash in U.S. dollars or in terms of financial arrangements
comparable thereto; and



The price represents the normal consideration for the property sold unaffected by special or
creative financing or sales concessions granted by anyone associated with the sale.”

(Source: Code of Federal Regulations, Title 12, Chapter I, Part 34.42[g]; also Interagency Appraisal and
Evaluation Guidelines, Federal Register, 75 FR 77449, December 10, 2010, page 77472)

Definition of Property Rights Appraised
Fee simple estate is defined as, “Absolute ownership unencumbered by any other interest or estate,
subject only to the limitations imposed by the governmental powers of taxation, eminent domain,
police power, and escheat.”
(Source: Appraisal Institute, The Dictionary of Real Estate Appraisal, 6th ed. (Chicago: Appraisal
Institute, 2015))

Intended Use and User
The intended use of the appraisal is for quantification of donation value purposes. The client is Placer
Ranch, Inc. and the intended user is the Trustees of the California State University, Sacramento The

Placer Ranch University Site (PR‐141)
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appraisal is not intended for any other use or user. No party or parties other than Placer Ranch, Inc.
may use or rely on the information, opinions, and conclusions contained in this report.

Applicable Requirements
This appraisal is intended to conform to the requirements of the following:


Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice (USPAP);



Code of Professional Ethics and Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice of the Appraisal
Institute;



Applicable state appraisal regulations.

Report Format
This report is prepared under the Appraisal Report option of Standards Rule 2‐2(a) of USPAP. As
USPAP gives appraisers the flexibility to vary the level of information in an Appraisal Report depending
on the intended use and intended users of the appraisal, we adhere to the Integra Realty Resources
internal standards for an Appraisal Report – Standard Format. This format summarizes the information
analyzed, the appraisal methods employed, and the reasoning that supports the analyses, opinions,
and conclusions.

Prior Services
USPAP requires appraisers to disclose to the client any other services they have provided in
connection with the subject property in the prior three years, including valuation, consulting, property
management, brokerage, or any other services. We have not performed any services, as an appraiser
or in any other capacity, regarding the property that is the subject of this report within the three‐year
period immediately preceding acceptance of this assignment.

Scope of Work
To determine the appropriate scope of work for the assignment, we considered the intended use of
the appraisal, the needs of the user, the complexity of the property, and other pertinent factors. Our
concluded scope of work is described below.

Valuation Methodology
Appraisers usually consider the use of three approaches to value when developing a market value
opinion for real property. These are the cost approach, sales comparison approach, and income
capitalization approach. Use of the approaches in this assignment is summarized as follows:

Approaches to Value
Approach
Cost Approach
Sales Comparison Approach
Income Capitalization Approach

Placer Ranch University Site (PR‐141)

Applicability to Subject
Not Applicable
Applicable
Not Applicable

Use in Assignment
Not Utilized
Utilized
Not Utilized
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The valuation of the underlying land, based on its highest and best economic use, which is single‐
family residential, will be estimated in the Valuation Section presuming tentative subdivision maps will
be in place for 917 potential LDR lots. Based on development of similar master planned communities
in south Placer County, it is reasonably presumed such small lot tentative maps would be approved
consistent with the underlying entitlements of the Placer Ranch master planned community during
the initial three years while infrastructure development is being completed. The costs associated with
obtaining tentative maps will be considered in the analysis.
The valuation began by employing the sales comparison approach and extraction technique. In the
sales comparison approach to value, the underlying land was compared to transactions of single‐
family residential land throughout the region. Then, to support the reasonableness of the sales
comparison approach conclusion, we utilized an extraction analysis, a form of the cost approach. The
lot values indicated by each approach were then reconciled into an opinion of lot value. The final
estimate of market value was estimated by employing a discounted cash flow analysis; whereby, the
expected revenue, absorption period, expenses and discount rate associated with the sell‐off of the
917 lots was taken into account.
The use of public land‐secured financing mechanisms like community facilities districts and
assessment districts are often used as part of the development of public infrastructure for master
planned communities. This observation is illustrated by the fact all of the bulk lot sales analyzed within
the sales comparison approach utilized community facilities districts to finance a portion of the project
public infrastructure. Further, several of the master planned community land sales analyzed herein
that are currently under development did subsequently utilize land secured financings (community
facilities districts) to aid in the completion of public infrastructure. While not necessary, it is possible
the ultimate development of the subject property (under the highest and best economic use) would
also involve similar community facilities district financing. However, analysis of the subject property at
this stage of the development cycle under the presumption a land‐secured financing mechanism is
either in place, or utilized, would require a significant number of assumptions. The subdivision
development method, when applied to properties at the subject’s status in the development process,
already requires a number of assumption inputs. The general consensus among those that employ the
SDM is that there is an inverse relationship between the number of assumptions and the credibility of
the valuation results. Consequently, assumption inputs regarding the use of land‐secured financings
were not part of this analysis.
The cost approach is not applicable because there are no improvements that contribute value to the
property, and the income approach is not applicable because the subject is not likely to generate
rental income in its current state.

Research and Analysis
The type and extent of our research and analysis is detailed in individual sections of the report. This
includes the steps we took to verify comparable sales, which are disclosed in the comparable sale
profile sheets in the addenda to the report. Although we make an effort to confirm the arms‐length
nature of each sale with a party to the transaction, it is sometimes necessary to rely on secondary
verification from sources deemed reliable.
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Inspection
Kari Tatton conducted a site inspection of the property on January 24, 2020.
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Economic Analysis
Area Analysis – Placer County
Introduction
Placer County is part of the four‐county Sacramento Metropolitan Area, along with the counties of
Sacramento, Yolo and El Dorado. The county is located in the north‐central part of California,
approximately 420 miles north of Los Angeles, 250 miles south of Oregon, 100 miles northeast of San
Francisco, 80 miles west of Lake Tahoe and 100 miles southwest of Reno. The southernmost part of
Placer County consists of a valley commonly referred to as South Placer, while the remainder of the
county is divided into the Gold Country, where parts of Auburn and Colfax are located, and the High
Country, which encompasses Tahoe City and Kings Beach along Lake Tahoe. Placer’s largest cities are
Roseville, Rocklin and Lincoln. Elevations in the county range from 165 feet above sea level in Roseville
to 10,000 feet above sea level in the Sierra Nevada Mountains.
Placer County is developed with a mix of urban and rural uses. The larger cities, namely Roseville and
Rocklin, are mostly urban, while the smaller communities, such as Loomis and Newcastle, have
remained rural. Auburn and Lincoln both exhibit a combination of urban and rural settings. However,
in recent years the city of Lincoln has experienced dramatic growth and development and has become
one of the fastest‐growing cities in California.

Population
Placer County has experienced population growth in recent years, primarily in the southern part of the
county. The main origin for in‐migration to the region are the Bay Area, other parts of the Sacramento
region and Southern California. The state’s population data indicate a strong pattern of movement by
residents from the high‐cost, high‐density Bay Area to inland areas in Northern California.
Following is a table depicting the population change in Placer County and its component cities over
the past few years.
Population Trends
City
Auburn
Colfax
Lincoln
Loomis
Rocklin
Roseville
Unincorporated
Total

2014
13,948
2,027
45,586
6,628
59,891
127,873
112,188

2015
13,979
2,026
46,159
6,648
60,502
129,120
112,892

2016
14,110
2,048
46,974
6,686
61,595
132,000
113,030

2017
14,262
2,068
47,433
6,803
64,397
134,110
114,646

2018
14,291
2,071
47,808
6,848
66,711
136,260
115,491

2019
14,392
2,073
48,277
6,887
69,249
139,643
116,170

%/Yr
0.6%
0.5%
1.2%
0.8%
3.1%
1.8%
0.7%

368,141

371,326

376,443

383,719

389,480

396,691

1.6%

Source: California Department of Finance

As indicated in the previous table, Placer County has experienced a strong average rate of annual
growth of 1.6% over the past five years. The cities of Rocklin, Roseville and Lincoln are the fastest
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growing in the region. Loomis and the unincorporated areas have had relatively little growth. Over the
past decade, Placer County has been the fastest‐growing county within the four‐county Sacramento
MSA (which also includes Sacramento, El Dorado and Yolo Counties). It is projected this trend will
continue for the near future.

Employment & Economy
The California Employment Development Department has reported the following employment data
for Placer County over the past several years.
Employment Trends
Labor Force
Employment
Job Growth
Unemployment Rate

2013
175,800
162,300
3,800
7.7%

2014
175,500
164,500
2,200
6.3%

2015
176,500
167,600
3,100
5.0%

2016
179,800
171,700
4,100
4.5%

2017
181,700
174,700
3,000
3.9%

2018
185,200
179,400
4,700
3.1%

Source: California Employment Development Department

The average annual unemployment rate in Placer County was 3.1% during 2018. This compares to the
average rates of 4.2% for California and 3.9% for the nation. Most areas within the state and nation,
including Placer County, saw declining unemployment rates in 2004 through 2006, increases from
2007 to 2010, and declines during 2011‐2018.
Placer County has a diverse economy, with no one sector accounting for a majority of the employment
in the region. The following chart indicates the percentage of total employment for each sector within
the county.
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The area’s largest employment sectors are Trade/Transportation/Utilities, which includes retail and
wholesale trade (18.8% of total employment); Educational and Health Services (16.9%); and Leisure
and Hospitality (14.0%).
Although many residents commute to employment centers in Sacramento, Placer County offers
thousands of jobs and attracts workers from the local area as well as “reverse commuters” from
Sacramento and residents of outlying areas such as Marysville/Yuba City to the north. The largest
employers in the county, according to the Sacramento Business Journal, are highlighted as follows:
Largest Employers
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

Employer
Kaiser Permanente
Sutter Health
Squaw Valley Alpine Meadows
Thunder Valley Casino Resort
Hewlett Packard Enterprise Co.
PRIDE Industries
Roseville City School District
City of Roseville
Safeway
Adventist Health

Industry
Healthcare
Healthcare
Leisure/Hospitality
Leisure/Hospitality
Electronics/Technology Manufacturing
Professional/Business Services
Education
Government
Grocery Store
Healthcare

Employees
5,835
3,386
2,600
2,114
2,000
1,747
1,486
1,148
1,137
1,008

Source: Sacramento Business Journal, The List: Employers ‐ Placer County, December 2018

Household Income
Median household income represents a broad statistical measure of well‐being or standard of living in
a community. The median income level divides households into two equal segments with one half of
households earning less than the median and the other half earning more. The median income is
considered to be a better indicator than the average household income as it is not dramatically
affected by unusually high or low values. The U.S. Census Bureau estimates a median household
income of $80,488 for Placer County in the year 2017 (most recent data available), which was higher
than the state of California’s median income of $67,169.

Transportation
Interstate 80, State Highway 65 and State Highway 193 are the major routes traversing the region.
Major urban arterials in the southern part of the county include Douglas Boulevard, Sierra College
Boulevard, Roseville Parkway, Pleasant Grove Boulevard, Sunrise Avenue, Auburn‐Folsom Road and
Foothills Boulevard.
In addition to roadways within the county limits, south Placer County enjoys proximity to many of the
Sacramento region’s freeways that provide access to the San Francisco Bay Area to the west, Central
and Southern California to the south, Northern California and Oregon to the north, and Nevada to the
east. Sacramento International Airport is situated about 10 miles west of the county border. The
county is also home to a couple of small private airports. The region has good railroad service,
including the transcontinental Union Pacific Railroad and Amtrak. The Capitol Corridor system
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provides high‐speed commuter rail service from Roseville to San Jose and Placer County Transit
provides seven fixed routes servicing areas from Colfax down to Watt Avenue in Sacramento.

Recreation & Community Services
Placer County has ample community services and recreational opportunities. The County, cities and
various park districts operate numerous public parks, golf courses, aquatic centers, libraries and
community centers. Many private golf courses are located in the region, and several ski resorts are
located in the mountains. Within the county lies a portion of the Folsom Lake State Recreation Area, a
boating, fishing, and swimming retreat.
In terms of higher education, Placer County is home to Sierra College in Rocklin, a two‐year
community college offering a wide range of day and evening classes serving over 25,000 students.
Sierra College also has an extension campus located in the Vernon District in Roseville and two
additional campuses – the Nevada County and Tahoe‐Truckee campuses. In 2004, William Jessup
University, a private Christian college, moved from San Jose to a new facility in Rocklin. Additional
university campuses within the county include Brandman University, National University and
University of Phoenix, all located in Roseville.
The region offers good health services, including hospitals and medical office facilities. Two hospitals
are located in Roseville – the Sutter Roseville Medical Center and Kaiser Permanente. In addition to
the hospital, construction is in progress for a new state‐of‐the‐art, 210,000 square foot Kaiser
Permanente medical campus to replace their existing campus on Riverside Avenue and is expected to
open to patients in the Fall 2019. The city of Auburn is home to Sutter Auburn Faith Hospital, Sutter
Medical Center‐Auburn, UC Davis Medical Center, Foundation Medical Clinic and Heritage Medical
Center Complex. The city of Lincoln contains medical offices/clinics operated by Sutter, UC Davis,
Kaiser and Catholic Healthcare West. In addition to these institutional health care facilities, the county
is home to a large and growing number of private physicians, dentists, clinics and other medical
specialists.
The city of Roseville is south Placer’s hub for fine dining and entertainment. Several upscale
restaurants are situated along Eureka Road, Roseville Parkway and Galleria Boulevard. Roseville and
Rocklin both offer two multi‐screen movie theatres, and Auburn has one theatre. Shopping centers
are widespread, the largest of which are the Galleria at Roseville, a regional shopping mall that
opened in 2000 and was expanded in 2008‐2009, and the Fountains at Roseville, an outdoor lifestyle
center that opened in June 2008.

Conclusion
Placer County encompasses a diverse area, with growing cities, small towns and rural areas, and an
abundance of open space. The cities of Roseville, Rocklin and Lincoln have experienced strong growth
in population and development over the past several years. Placer County is one of the most affluent
in the greater Sacramento region in terms of household income levels. The area has a number of
positive attributes, including seismic stability, a well‐educated work force, good transportation
systems, relative affordability and availability of housing compared to the Bay Area, and an excellent
level of community services. The long‐term outlook for the region is very good.
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Area Map
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Surrounding Area Analysis
Location
The boundaries of a neighborhood identify the physical area that influences the value of the subject
property. These boundaries may coincide with observable changes in prevailing land use or occupant
characteristics. Physical features such as the type of development, street patterns, terrain, vegetation
and parcel size tend to identify neighborhoods. Roadways, waterways and changing elevations can
also create neighborhood boundaries.
The subject property is located just north of the Roseville city limits, in Placer County, California.
Specifically, the subject is situated in the West Roseville area; the subject’s neighborhood boundaries
can generally be described as Athens Road to the north, the Roseville city limits to the south, Highway
65 to the east and S. Brewer Road to the west.

Access and Linkages
The main surface streets in the neighborhood that provide access to the subject are Fiddyment Road,
Sunset Boulevard and Woodcreek Oaks Boulevard. In a southerly direction, Fiddyment Road connects
to Baseline Road (another thoroughfare that eventually connects with Highway 99 in a westerly
direction) and continues south (when it becomes Walerga Road) to the communities of Antelope and
North Highlands. In a northerly direction, Fiddyment Road connects to areas of unincorporated Placer
County and the outskirts of the city of Lincoln (where it terminates at Moore Road). Blue Oaks
Boulevard is another major surface street that runs in an east‐west direction and currently terminates
at the western boundaries of Fiddyment Ranch, and in an easterly direction travels through West
Roseville and the city of Rocklin. Blue Oaks Boulevard is also considered the primary means of access
to State Highway 65, which is about two miles to the east of the subject property.
State Highway 65 is a north‐south route that provides access to Lincoln, Wheatland and Yuba City to
the north and Interstate 80 to the south. Interstate 80 is a primary east‐west corridor for the
Sacramento Metropolitan Area that intersects with State Highway 65 to the east of the subject
property.
Traveling east, Interstate 80 provides access to the outlying portions of Placer County and continues
toward Reno, Nevada. To the west, Interstate 80 connects the subject neighborhood to Sacramento’s
Central Business District (via Business 80/Capital City Freeway) before continuing on toward Davis and
San Francisco.
Roseville Transit provides public transportation for the area, which features fixed bus routes,
commuter services and ride sharing minivans. Free transfers are also provided for the Placer County
Transit and Sacramento Regional Transit.

Demographics
A demographic profile of the surrounding area, including population, households, and income data, is
presented in the following table.
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Surrounding Area Demographics
2020 Estimates
Population 2010
Population 2020
Population 2025
Compound % Change 2010‐2020
Compound % Change 2020‐2025

1‐Mile Radius
3,279
4,704
5,097
3.7%
1.6%

3‐Mile Radius
28,518
38,246
40,986
3.0%
1.4%

5‐Mile Radius
129,662
161,945
172,974
2.2%
1.3%

95747 (Roseville,
CA)
52,316
67,001
71,241
2.5%
1.2%

Placer County, CA
348,432
398,650
419,234
1.4%
1.0%

Households 2010
Households 2020
Households 2025
Compound % Change 2010‐2020
Compound % Change 2020‐2025

1,023
1,527
1,657
4.1%
1.6%

9,961
13,242
14,187
2.9%
1.4%

47,354
58,464
62,346
2.1%
1.3%

19,070
24,277
25,809
2.4%
1.2%

132,627
153,060
161,485
1.4%
1.1%

Median Household Income 2020
Average Household Size
College Graduate %
Median Age
Owner Occupied %
Renter Occupied %
Median Owner Occupied Housing Value
Median Year Structure Built
Average Travel Time to Work in Minutes

$131,751
3.2
45%
35
87%
13%
$574,808
2007
33

$110,615
2.8
45%
40
82%
18%
$556,826
2004
31

$100,624
2.8
41%
39
72%
28%
$528,013
2002
30

$105,426
2.8
40%
40
78%
22%
$530,164
2002
31

$88,748
2.6
38%
43
71%
29%
$557,525
1994
30

Source: Environics Analytics

As shown above, the current population within a 3‐mile radius of the subject is 38,246, and the
average household size is 2.8. Population in the area has grown since the 2010 census, and this trend
is projected to continue over the next five years. Compared to the subject’s 95747 zip code overall,
the population within a 3‐mile radius is projected to grow at a faster rate.
Median household income is $110,615, which is higher than the household income for the 95747 zip
code. Residents within a 3‐mile radius have a higher level of educational attainment than those of
95747 zip code and median owner occupied home values are also higher.

Land Use
A map of land uses and communities under development in the vicinity of the subject is provided as
follows:
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Industrial Development

Placer Ranch
boundaries

Fiddyment Farms
(Under Devlopment

Subject

Retail

Water Treatment
Plant

Campus Oaks

Westpark – Phase 4
(under development)

Westbrook
(Under development)

Sierra Vista Specific Plan
(Ptn. under Development)

Community Uses
There are several community uses in the neighborhood, such as schools, churches, medical facilities,
parks, and recreational and cultural facilities. The most prominent recreational facility in the
neighborhood is Mahany Park, a regional park at the southwest quadrant of Woodcreek Oaks
Boulevard and Pleasant Grove Boulevard. This facility offers a softball complex and the neighboring
Roseville Aquatics Complex and Roseville Sports Center. There are several golf courses in the
neighborhood, including the public Woodcreek Oaks Golf Club and Diamond Oaks Municipal Golf
Course, as well as the private Sierra View Country Club and 27 holes in the Sun City Roseville
development.
Woodcreek High School is located on the west line of Woodcreek Oaks Boulevard, south of Pleasant
Grove Boulevard. The Placer County Fairgrounds is located at the intersection of Junction Boulevard
and Washington Boulevard.
There are two main hospitals in Roseville, both of which are located in east Roseville, just south of
Interstate 80 – Kaiser Permanente, located at the northeast corner of Rocky Ridge Drive and Douglas
Boulevard, and Sutter Roseville Medical Center on Roseville Parkway.
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Conclusion
In conclusion, the subject is located in an expanding suburban area that should continue to experience
adequate demand for various urban property uses. While the subject is located outside of the existing,
developed neighborhood, it is within an expanding area and overall the neighborhood will offer a
balanced mix of land uses. The area has good access to neighborhood thoroughfares. Households in
the area have above‐average income levels, and the community appeal is good. The characteristics of
the neighborhood relative to other parts of the Sacramento region are desirable.
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Surrounding Area Map
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Residential Market Analysis
Given prevailing land use patterns and the subject’s zoning, a likely use of the property is for
residential development. In the following paragraphs, we examine supply and demand indicators for
residential development in the subject’s area.

Submarket Overview
The subject property is located just north of the Roseville city limits, Placer County. The surrounding
neighborhood is characterized as a growing suburban area. Based on existing surrounding homes
within adjacent projects and new projects under development, the subject characteristics best
support projects designed for entry level to move‐up buyers.
In this analysis of the housing market, we will analyze market trends within Placer County and, more
specifically, the neighboring city of Roseville.

Single‐Family Building Permits
Single‐family building permits for the city of Roseville as well as the unincorporated areas of Placer
County and Placer County totals are shown in the following table.

Building Permits
Year
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016
2017
2018
2019 (Nov.)

City of Roseville
1,050
676
602
635
411
663
535
645
967
862
1,191
808
904

Unincorporated
Placer County
470
309
194
213
212
223
338
385
395
430
352
363
293

Placer County
2,188
1,393
1,130
1,087
812
1,189
1,268
1,636
1,996
2,107
2,500
1,884
1,875

Source: SOCDS Buidling Permits Database

As shown by the preceding chart, building permit activity in Placer County was at a high point in 2007,
followed by a dramatic decline during the recessionary period through 2011, when it resumed an
upward climb since.
A generally similar pattern is observed for permit activity in the city of Roseville. Activity generally fell
from 2007 into 2011, then increased into 2012, was generally stable/flat for a few years, and resumed
an upward climb from 2013 into 2015, with a slight decline in 2016. Permit activity in 2017 surpassed
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the previous high experienced in 2007. However, based on the permit numbers for both Roseville and
Placer County, they do not look to outpace the numbers seen in 2017, indicating the market has
begun to level out.

New Home Pricing and Sales
The Gregory Group surveys active new home projects in California and Nevada. On the following page
we present a table containing indicators for active single‐family residential projects the subject’s
County for the past three years. The data include both attached and detached projects, but the vast
majority of units are detached homes.
New Home Sales History
Time Period
1Q 2015
2Q 2015
3Q 2015
4Q 2015
1Q 2016
2Q 2016
3Q 2016
4Q 2016
1Q 2017
2Q 2017
3Q 2017
4Q 2017
1Q 2018
2Q 2018
3Q 2018
4Q 2018
1Q 2019
2Q 2019
3Q 2019

Average price
$466,467
$477,351
$479,019
$485,446
$490,226
$500,866
$512,573
$519,126
$520,325
$526,062
$513,858
$519,636
$517,797
$533,097
$546,323
$552,195
$558,717
$562,415
$561,823

% Change
Average Home
Average Price
Size (SF)
‐‐
2,597
2.3%
2,656
0.3%
2,682
1.3%
2,667
1.0%
2,675
2.2%
2,700
2.3%
2,735
1.3%
2,737
0.2%
2,698
1.1%
2,688
‐2.3%
2,610
1.1%
2,606
‐0.4%
2,538
3.0%
2,566
2.5%
2,568
1.1%
2,570
1.2%
2,587
0.7%
2,559
‐0.1%
2,533

Average
Price/Avg SF
$179.62
$179.73
$178.61
$182.02
$183.26
$185.51
$187.41
$189.67
$192.86
$195.71
$196.88
$199.40
$204.02
$207.75
$212.74
$214.86
$215.97
$219.78
$221.80

% Change
Price/SF
‐‐
0.1%
‐0.6%
1.9%
0.7%
1.2%
1.0%
1.2%
1.7%
1.5%
0.6%
1.3%
2.3%
1.8%
2.4%
1.0%
0.5%
1.8%
0.9%

Quarter
Sold
396
436
328
343
428
462
352
401
493
700
341
332
520
535
373
248
399
433
388

Number of
Projects
46
46
46
44
49
53
53
55
59
59
55
56
60
57
50
47
47
55
54

Sold Per Proj.
Per Month
2.87
3.16
2.38
2.60
2.91
2.91
2.21
2.43
2.79
3.95
2.07
1.98
2.89
3.13
2.49
1.76
2.83
2.62
2.40

As shown by the table, new home pricing in Placer County has generally been in an upward trend over
the past three years, albeit with some fluctuations. The highest sale price (net of incentives) in the data
set ‐ $562,145 ‐ was observed in the Second Quarter 2019. The average price per square foot over the
last three years was at a low point in Third Quarter 2015 and has been on a gradual upward trend since
then.
With regard to absorption of product, the range of the number of home sales per project per month
over the last three years is 1.76 (Fourth Quarter 2018) to 3.95 (Second Quarter 2017), with no particular
noticeable pattern in the data set. Over the past year, absorption rates have ranged from 1.76 to 2.83
sales per month, with most of the data lying toward the higher end of this range, and the average
absorption over the past year has been 2.40 sales per month, or approximately 7.21 sales per quarter.

Active New Home Projects Pricing and Absorption
According to the Gregory Group, there are currently 30 active projects in Roseville, all of which are
detached product. The projects are summarized in the following table as of Fourth Quarter 2019.
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Active Projects
Project
Aspire
Blume
Bromley
Cadence
Catalina
Corvara
Farms at Riolo Mariposa
Heritage Eclipse*
Heritage Larissa*
Heritage Meridian*
La Maison II
Legato
Liberty Village
Manchester II
Monarch
Monterosa
Monument Village
Morgan Ranch
Northwood II
Palisade Village
Pinnacle Village
Summerwood
The Hills at Paradiso
The Ridge at Paradiso
The Summit
Treo
Valleybrook
Veranda
Wildwood
Woodbridge

Master Plan
WestPark
Solaire
Solaire
WestPark
Fiddyment Farm
Fiddyment Farm
‐‐
Solaire
Solaire
Solaire
Diamond Creek
WestPark
‐‐
Solaire
Fiddyment Farm
Fiddyment Farm
Sierra Vista
‐‐
Fiddyment Farm
Sierra Vista
Sierra Vista
Fiddyment Farm
Solaire
Solaire
WestPark
Solaire
Fiddyment Farm
Stone Ridge
Fiddyment Farm
Fiddyment Farm

Community
Roseville
Roseville
Roseville
Roseville
Roseville
Roseville
Roseville
Roseville
Roseville
Roseville
Roseville
Roseville
Roseville
Roseville
Roseville
Roseville
Roseville
Roseville
Roseville
Roseville
Roseville
Roseville
Roseville
Roseville
Roseville
Roseville
Roseville
Roseville
Roseville
Roseville

Developer
K. Hovnanian Homes
Taylor Morrison Homes
Woodside Homes
KB Home
Taylor Morrison Homes
Lennar Homes
Homes by Towne
Lennar Homes
Lennar Homes
Lennar Homes
Lennar Homes
KB Home
Taylor Morrison Homes
D.R. Horton
Taylor Morrison Homes
Lennar Homes
JMC Homes
Homes by Towne
JMC Homes
JMC Homes
JMC Homes
JMC Homes
Woodside Homes
Woodside Homes
Meritage Homes
Taylor Morrison Homes
JMC Homes
Elliot Homes
JMC Homes
Signature Homes

Average Price
$452,657
$483,657
$542,200
$462,500
$484,990
$532,490
$497,205
$584,657
$512,490
$435,240
$438,657
$591,372
$399,990
$444,657
$518,323
$552,740
$487,490
$597,681
$445,990
$402,657
$613,490
$474,990
$467,990
$499,990
$543,450
$533,740
$753,323
$414,200
$607,390
$568,840

Avg. Home
Size (SF)
2,037
2,314
2,764
2,119
2,314
2,469
2,271
2,627
2,111
1,546
1,878
3,631
1,775
2,206
2,468
2,569
2,100
3,024
1,455
1,394
2,657
1,811
1,971
2,175
2,648
2,695
3,572
1,652
2,716
2,648

Avgerage
Price/SF
$222
$209
$196
$218
$210
$216
$219
$223
$243
$282
$234
$163
$225
$202
$210
$215
$232
$198
$307
$289
$231
$262
$237
$230
$205
$198
$211
$251
$224
$215

Typical
Lot Size
3,825
5,000
6,000
4,050
5,250
4,000
7,000
6,000
5,000
4,500
2,600
7,150
2,200
4,500
5,775
5,500
4,500
10,000
5,775
3,600
7,150
6,050
4,500
5,500
6,600
6,000
8,500
3,000
6,600
5,500

Minimum
Maximum
Average

$399,990
$753,323
$511,502

1,394
3,631
2,321

$163
$307
$226

2,200
10,000
5,388

Units
Planned
56
73
86
88
45
134
107
86
86
96
57
147
53
162
94
68
92
61
116
88
82
125
58
42
152
72
70
149
134
116

Units
Offered
56
73
86
45
16
60
47
85
86
96
13
147
24
162
16
68
60
32
116
27
38
125
30
25
83
72
56
120
99
65

Units
Sold
56
64
86
35
0
44
32
72
73
85
2
147
7
162
4
59
51
21
108
14
35
114
21
12
71
70
47
120
95
57

Units
Unsold
0
9
0
10
16
16
15
13
13
11
11
0
17
0
12
9
9
11
8
13
3
11
9
13
12
2
9
0
4
8

*Age‐restricted project
Source: The Gregory Group

The locations of the master planned communities are shown on the following map.
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Active Projects – West Roseville
Directly competing areas to the subject would include all communities within West Roseville,
including: Fiddyment Farm, Solaire, Sierra Vista and WestPark. Active projects within these
communities are presented in the following table.
Absorption
Project
Aspire
Blume
Bromley
Cadence
Catalina
Corvara
Heritage Eclipse*
Heritage Larissa*
Heritage Meridian*
Legato
Manchester II
Monarch
Monterosa
Monument Village
Northwood II
Palisade Village
Pinnacle Village
Summerwood
The Hills at Paradiso
The Ridge at Paradiso
The Summit
Treo
Valleybrook
Wildwood
Woodbridge

Master Plan
WestPark
Solaire
Solaire
WestPark
Fiddyment Farm
Fiddyment Farm
Solaire
Solaire
Solaire
WestPark
Solaire
Fiddyment Farm
Fiddyment Farm
Sierra Vista
Fiddyment Farm
Sierra Vista
Sierra Vista
Fiddyment Farm
Solaire
Solaire
WestPark
Solaire
Fiddyment Farm
Fiddyment Farm
Fiddyment Farm

Builder
K. Hovnanian Homes
Taylor Morrison Homes
Woodside Homes
KB Home
Taylor Morrison Homes
Lennar Homes
Lennar Homes
Lennar Homes
Lennar Homes
KB Home
D.R. Horton
Taylor Morrison Homes
Lennar Homes
JMC Homes
JMC Homes
JMC Homes
JMC Homes
JMC Homes
Woodside Homes
Woodside Homes
Meritage Homes
Taylor Morrison Homes
JMC Homes
JMC Homes
Signature Homes

Avg. Home Price
(4Q 19 Only)
$452,657
$483,657
$542,200
$462,500
$484,990
$532,490
$584,657
$512,490
$435,240
$591,372
$444,657
$518,323
$552,740
$487,490
$445,990
$402,657
$613,490
$474,990
$467,990
$499,990
$543,450
$533,740
$753,323
$607,390
$568,840

Avg. Home Size
(4Q 19 Only)
2,037
2,314
2,764
2,119
2,314
2,469
2,627
2,111
1,546
3,631
2,206
2,468
2,569
2,100
1,455
1,394
2,657
1,811
1,971
2,175
2,648
2,695
3,572
2,716
2,648

Lot Size (SF)
3,825
5,000
6,000
4,050
5,250
4,000
6,000
5,000
4,500
7,150
4,500
5,775
5,500
4,500
5,775
3,600
7,150
6,050
4,500
5,500
6,600
6,000
8,500
6,600
5,500

Total
No. of Active Projects
Quarterly Pro‐Rata
Monthly Pro‐Rata

Placer Ranch University Site (PR‐141)

4Q 2019 3Q 2019 2Q 2019 1Q 2019
3
4
19
17
0
14
6
7
1
0
0
2
5
15
15
‐‐
0
‐‐
‐‐
‐‐
10
14
4
‐‐
6
6
19
14
5
14
11
15
12
19
5
19
1
0
1
11
2
16
21
16
4
‐‐
‐‐
‐‐
23
22
2
‐‐
21
28
2
‐‐
6
10
25
17
14
‐‐
‐‐
‐‐
12
16
7
‐‐
13
10
3
8
6
8
6
‐‐
12
9
4
‐‐
9
9
8
6
6
1
13
13
5
10
13
9
13
8
7
10
2
9
8
10
191
25
7.6
2.5

242
22
11.0
3.7

199
22
9.0
3.0

174
15
11.6
3.9
3.3

12‐Month
Total
43
27
3
35
0
28
45
45
55
13
55
4
47
51
58
14
35
34
20
25
32
33
37
38
29

Average Per
Quarter
10.8
6.8
0.8
11.7
0.0
9.3
11.3
11.3
13.8
3.3
13.8
4.0
15.7
17.0
14.5
14.0
11.7
8.5
6.7
8.3
8.0
8.3
9.3
9.5
7.3

Average Per
Month
3.6
2.3
0.3
3.9
0.0
3.1
3.8
3.8
4.6
1.1
4.6
1.3
5.2
5.7
4.8
4.7
3.9
2.8
2.2
2.8
2.7
2.8
3.1
3.2
2.4

Average Monthly Pro‐Rata
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Resale Pricing
The following table shows historical resale data for more recently built homes (2012 and newer) in
West Roseville. We restricted our search to lot sizes with less than 10,000 square feet.
Resales
Address
309 Dorado Ln
1697 Marseille Ln
2032 Leighham Dr
5048 Foxfield Way
1172 Peoria Way
6017 Opera Way
8624 Trinidad Way
1089 Dennington Pl
1224 Mandy Pl
7709 Mount Evans Way
208 Loon Lake Ct
1528 Marseille Ln
4096 Payson Ave
2009 Sycamore Grove Ln
3208 Dolcetto St
1320 Oakbriar
2008 Sycamore Grove Ln
2033 Sycamore Grove Ln
4064 Waterhouse Way
1057 Makeway Street
7089 Greenford Way
1096 Makeway St
4201 Settlers Ridge Way
4040 Jerome Way
4072 Payson Ave
1017 Pine Log Pl
1025 Dennington Pl
6032 Barnside Pl
1017 Dennington Pl
3024 Didcot Pl
1128 Oakbriar Cir
4249 Bob Doyle Dr
1912 Della Verona Dr
2089 Mannington Pl
4281 Weathervane Way
7185 Castle Rock Way
1065 Provence Village Dr
3260 Dolcetto St
2204 Castle Pines Way
1105 Provence Village Dr
4105 Wheelright Way
6496 Garland Way
2032 Honey Church Pl
5296 Maddux Way
2073 Provincetown Way
1837 Vignolia Loop
5080 Wood Way
7032 Sandwich Pl
Total Sales

Sale Date
1/8/2020
1/6/2020
1/2/2020
12/31/2019
12/31/2019
12/30/2019
12/30/2019
12/24/2019
12/20/2019
12/19/2019
12/17/2019
12/16/2019
12/16/2019
12/13/2019
12/13/2019
12/12/2019
12/12/2019
12/9/2019
12/9/2019
12/6/2019
12/6/2019
12/5/2019
12/4/2019
12/3/2019
11/26/2019
11/25/2019
11/25/2019
11/22/2019
11/22/2019
11/22/2019
11/22/2019
11/22/2019
11/22/2019
11/21/2019
11/21/2019
11/20/2019
11/19/2019
11/14/2019
11/14/2019
11/14/2019
11/14/2019
11/13/2019
11/13/2019
11/12/2019
11/12/2019
11/7/2019
11/5/2019
11/4/2019
48

Living Area
(SF)
2,318
1,358
1,992
3,101
2,670
2,606
3,101
2,218
1,864
2,347
1,884
1,373
3,649
1,601
1,300
1,601
1,845
1,845
2,530
1,486
2,464
1,686
1,854
2,278
2,927
1,658
2,218
4,000
1,963
1,658
1,845
2,041
1,486
2,218
3,105
3,101
2,185
1,916
2,444
2,185
3,438
2,361
2,041
3,512
1,365
1,486
2,779
2,391

Sale Price
$499,500
$370,000
$505,000
$565,000
$595,000
$537,500
$580,000
$433,000
$420,000
$515,000
$435,000
$395,000
$616,000
$407,000
$417,000
$431,000
$430,000
$434,750
$551,000
$460,000
$513,000
$489,500
$491,000
$545,000
$539,000
$410,000
$440,990
$775,000
$403,000
$417,000
$430,000
$415,000
$445,000
$430,000
$650,000
$579,000
$451,375
$478,000
$524,000
$469,500
$627,000
$530,000
$425,000
$670,000
$439,990
$450,000
$590,000
$480,000

Last List Price
$499,500
$369,900
$510,000
$569,000
$599,000
$550,000
$599,000
$430,000
$424,000
$519,000
$439,000
$399,000
$629,900
$409,900
$424,900
$430,000
$434,999
$439,900
$549,990
$460,000
$519,999
$489,500
$499,999
$544,900
$544,000
$410,000
$445,000
$775,000
$405,000
$415,000
$439,900
$419,999
$450,000
$434,999
$650,000
$579,000
$475,000
$479,999
$522,000
$479,000
$629,900
$535,000
$435,000
$689,000
$439,990
$450,000
$585,000
$497,000

Sale Price
/SF
$215
$272
$254
$182
$223
$206
$187
$195
$225
$219
$231
$288
$169
$254
$321
$269
$233
$236
$218
$310
$208
$290
$265
$239
$184
$247
$199
$194
$205
$252
$233
$203
$299
$194
$209
$187
$207
$249
$214
$215
$182
$224
$208
$191
$322
$303
$212
$201

Sale/List
100.0%
100.0%
99.0%
99.3%
99.3%
97.7%
96.8%
100.7%
99.1%
99.2%
99.1%
99.0%
97.8%
99.3%
98.1%
100.2%
98.9%
98.8%
100.2%
100.0%
98.7%
100.0%
98.2%
100.0%
99.1%
100.0%
99.1%
100.0%
99.5%
100.5%
97.7%
98.8%
98.9%
98.9%
100.0%
100.0%
95.0%
99.6%
100.4%
98.0%
99.5%
99.1%
97.7%
97.2%
100.0%
100.0%
100.9%
96.6%

Year Built
2017
2013
2012
2017
2015
2014
2018
2015
2014
2017
2012
2012
2016
2017
2018
2017
2017
2017
2017
2016
2016
2017
2013
2015
2015
2016
2016
2016
2016
2015
2016
2016
2013
2016
2014
2016
2018
2016
2015
2018
2015
2017
2016
2018
2018
2015
2015
2016

Days on
Market
3
68
54
72
6
91
80
13
35
21
13
124
66
75
50
48
3
43
10
88
57
7
75
4
75
31
9
4
43
20
11
13
3
99
23
69
18
115
41
13
5
50
4
58
36
6
11
152

Lot Size
5,158
3,642
6,438
6,656
6,900
7,327
7,841
2,622
2,553
6,721
3,372
4,378
5,580
2,801
3,781
3,391
2,836
2,801
6,504
6,530
7,073
7,671
8,150
9,230
5,676
2,330
2,705
9,814
2,574
2,452
2,962
2,574
3,990
2,976
7,026
7,166
4,835
3,868
5,345
2,592
7,719
6,072
3,938
6,970
5,336
4,160
7,958
9,034

2,235
(avg.)

$493,836
(avg.)

$498,462
(avg.)

$230
(avg.)

99.1%
(avg.)

2016
(avg.)

42
(avg.)

5,209
(avg.)

It’s worth noting, the remaining undeveloped acreage (approximately 400 to 500 acres) in the
Fiddyment Ranch development sold in December 2019 for approximately $17 million. Fiddyment
Ranch’s third and final phase includes land entitlements for approximately 1,100 single‐family home
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lots as well as sites for separate multifamily and affordable housing projects, and parks and open
space. It was reported that the seller (an affiliate of Wells Fargo Bank) had received waivers from the
Comptroller of the Currency for 7 years allowing them to continue to improve and sell assets to
developers/builders, but no further waivers were to be granted. The seller had to complete a sale
before year end 2019; this transfer is characterized as a liquidation sale and not a market transfer. The
motivation placed on the seller by bank regulators created a time constraint on the transfer that did
not permit a market anticipated timeline to complete due diligence. The hastened timeline to dispose
of the asset placed significant pressure on the seller that typically warrants a discernable deduction in
the market. Reportedly, the buyer was the highest all cash offer (from among 8 bidders) that could
close the quickest on the deal and leave the seller in compliance with the regulators. As such, this
transaction is not considered to represent an indication of market value and was not considered in our
valuation of the subject.

Conclusions
We have summarized some of the key points from this section as follows:


Building permit activity for single‐family residences in Roseville reached a peak about 10 years
ago, then fell precipitously during the recessionary period, but has been increasing in more recent
years and has surpassed the previous high point in 2007.



New home pricing in Roseville has been in a general increasing pattern over the last four years,
albeit with a few quarterly dips. The most recent period indicates among the highest new home
pricing observed over the last four years.



According to the Gregory Group, there are currently 30 active new home projects in Roseville.



Absorption rates within new home projects in West Roseville have ranged from 2.5 to 3.9 sales
per month over the past year, with an average of 3.3 sales per month.



Re‐sale homes in West Roseville are transferring at or near the asking price, and the exposure
period has averaged just over a month, both indicators of a healthy market.



Overall, demand for new homes in the subject’s market area remains steady.

Placer Ranch University Site (PR‐141)

1057

Land Description and Analysis

25

Property Analysis
Land Description and Analysis
Land Description
Land Area (Gross)
Land Area (Usable)
Source of Land Area
Primary Street Frontage
Shape
Corner
Topography
Drainage
Environmental Hazards
Ground Stability

301.30 acres; 13,124,628 SF
183.54 acres; 7,995,002 SF
Public Records
Fiddyment
Irregular
Yes
Generally level and at street grade
No problems reported or observed
None reported or observed
No problems reported or observed

Flood Area Panel Number
Date
Zone
Description
Insurance Required?

060239
November 2, 2018
X
Outside of 500‐year floodplain
No

Zoning; Other Regulations
Zoning Jurisdiction
Zoning Designation
Description
Legally Conforming?
Zoning Change Likely?
Permitted Uses

Placer County
UZ
University
N/Ap
No
The University (UZ) land use is provided exclusively for the development of a
public university on an approximately 301‐acre site. For planning purposes,
the site is sized to accommodate approximately 30,000 students.
Approximately 58 acres of open space are contained within the 301‐acre
university site. Because portions of the open space corridors contain
sensitive wetland areas, campus development will incorporate the corridors
as natural open space areas.

Other Land Use Regulations

None reported or observed

Utilities
Service
Water
Sewer
Electricity
Natural Gas
Local Phone

Provider
Placer County Water Agency
Placer County
PG&E
PG&E
Comcast, AT&T, CCI
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We are not experts in the interpretation of zoning ordinances. An appropriately qualified land use
attorney should be engaged if a determination of compliance with zoning is required.

Easements, Encroachments and Restrictions
We were not provided a current title report to review. We are not aware of any easements,
encroachments, or restrictions that would adversely affect value. Our valuation assumes no adverse
impacts from easements, encroachments, or restrictions, and further assumes that the subject has
clear and marketable title.

Seismic Hazards
According to the Seismic Safety Commission, the subject property is located within Zone 3, which is
considered to be the lowest risk zone in California. There are only two zones in California: Zone 4,
which is assigned to areas near major faults; and Zone 3, which is assigned to all other areas of more
moderate seismic activity. In addition, the subject is not located in a Fault‐Rupture Hazard Zone
(formerly referred to as an Alquist‐Priolo Special Study Zone), as defined by Special Publication 42
(revised January 1994) of the California Department of Conservation, Division of Mines and Geology.

Environmental Hazards
At the time of inspection, the appraiser did not observe the existence of hazardous material, which
may or may not be present on the property. The appraiser has no knowledge of the existence of such
materials on the property. However, the appraiser is not qualified to detect such substances. The
presence of potentially hazardous materials could affect the value of the property. The value estimate
is predicated on the assumption there is no such material on or in the property that would cause a loss
in value. No responsibility is assumed for any such conditions, or for any expertise or engineering
knowledge required to discover them. The client is urged to retain an expert in the field if desired.

Zoning
According to the Placer Ranch Specific Plan, the University (UZ) land use is provided exclusively for the
development of a public university on an approximately 301‐acre site. For planning purposes, the site
is sized to accommodate approximately 30,000 students. Approximately 58 acres of open space are
contained within the 301‐acre university site. Because portions of the open space corridors contain
sensitive wetland areas, campus development will incorporate the corridors as natural open space
areas; this area is not developable.
This report considers the value of the subject property based on its highest and best economic use,
which is determined herein to be single‐family residential development. Consistent with the highest
and best economic use, had the subject property not been previously designated for use as an
educational site, the subject property would likely have approved entitlements commensurate with
surrounding uses as of the date of value. The PRSP map identifies the surrounding land uses as low‐
density residential development (LDR) with a typical density of 5.0 units per acre. Lot sizes typically
range between 4,500 and 7,500 square feet but could be smaller or larger depending on site slope,
natural features, and neighborhood design. A typical density of five units per acre and lot size of 6,000
square feet will be used in our analysis.
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Subject

The subject is located south of the existing Western Regional Sanitary Landfill which requires a 2,000
foot “buffer zone” between residential development. A portion of the subject property (59.76 acres) is
within this boundary and is not considered developable under our highest and best economic use.
Interviews with several market participants, including brokers actively, or formerly, marketing large
master planned communities, as well as investors and land developers familiar with similar projects,
affirm the best unit of comparison is the price per potential single‐family (LDR and MDR) lot, with
nominal, if any, contributory value to multifamily (HDR) and non‐residential land uses. This unit of
comparison isolates the most valuable component of the development, as the latter land uses often
depend on the build‐out of the single‐family lots. As such, while there is potential to develop non‐
residential uses within a smaller buffer zone (1,000 feet vs. 2,000 feet), no contributory value is
considered at this stage of development as it is too speculative.
The boundary map is shown as follows.
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Entitlements
The subject property is part of the Placer Ranch Specific Plan and is designated for use as a university. The
subject does not have an approved tentative subdivision map; it is a hypothetical condition of this report
that the subject is zoned for residential use and can obtain approved tentative subdivision maps that
reflect five units per acre (917 lots total, with a typical lot size of 6,000 square feet). The density and
typical lot size are consistent with the surrounding land uses and is considered reasonable for our
analysis based on the highest and best economic use.

Infrastructure Development Costs
The subject is being donated to the University with the following provided: the site’s proportionate
share of backbone infrastructure in place (estimated at $17.8 million, to be completed by Placer
County), all county and regional traffic fees paid (estimated at $32 million), PCCP mitigation fee
(estimated at $7 million), infrastructure stubbed to site (estimated at $510,000), as well as the initial
draft campus master plan study completed (estimated at $500,000). The preceding estimates will be
included in our analysis, excluding the county and regional traffic fees (total of $25,810,000).
According to a representative with the property owner, Placer County will defer their fees of $18mm
to a second issuance of bonds on the project and the Development Agreement specifies the project
will pay a fee per residential unit to offset the regional traffic fees of $18mm.

Permits and Fees
In order to estimate the permits and fees, we have considered permit and fee information from
properties located within the adjacent Fiddyment Farms project. As such, we will apply $72,000 per lot
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for permits and fees in our analysis. This estimate is generally supported by the data found within the
Sales Comparison Approach section of the report.

Site Development Costs
Based on information from similar projects, the site development costs for this project are estimated
to be $45,000 per lot, which we will use in our analysis.

Conclusion of Land Analysis
Overall, the subject property is functional in terms of its size, topography, shape and overall location
within the market area. There appear to be no unusual or restrictive physical limitations of the site.
The subject property is considered physically and functionally suitable for development.

Assessor’s Parcel Map
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Aerial

N. Foothills Blvd.

Sunset Blvd. W

Proposed Placer Parkway

Fiddyment Road

Subject Site

W. Sunset Blvd.

Woodcreek Oaks Blvd.

Source: Google Maps; subject parcel boundaries are approximate.
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Looking east across subject site from Fiddyment Road

Aerial view

Aerial view

Aerial view

Aerial view

Aerial view
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Aerial view

Looking northwest across subject from terminus of
Woodcreek Oaks Blvd.

Looking east across subject from Fiddyment Road

Looking east across subject from Fiddyment Road

Aerial view

Existing residential development southeast of subject site
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Existing residential development southwest of the subject
site
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Street scene looking south along Fiddyment Road
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Real Estate Taxes
The property tax system in California was amended in 1978 by Article XIII to the State Constitution,
commonly referred to as Proposition 13. It provides for a limitation on property taxes and for a
procedure to establish the current taxable value of real property by reference to a base year value,
which is then modified annually to reflect inflation (if any). Annual increases cannot exceed 2% per
year.
The base year was set at 1975‐76 or any year thereafter in which the property is substantially
improved or changes ownership. When either of these two conditions occurs, the property is to be re‐
appraised at market value, which becomes the new base year assessed value. Proposition 13 also
limits the maximum tax rate to 1% of the value of the property, exclusive of bonds and direct charges.
Bonded indebtedness approved prior to 1978, and any bonds subsequently approved by a two‐thirds
vote of the district in which the property is located, can be added to the 1% tax rate.
Real estate taxes and assessments for the current tax year are shown in the following table.
Taxes and Assessments ‐ 2019/20
Assessed Value
Tax ID
017‐063‐039 (ptn.)

Land
$28,015,891

Improvements
$0

Total
$28,015,891

Taxes and Assessments
Ad Valorem
Tax Rate
Taxes Direct Assessments
1.099251% $307,965
$6

Total
$307,971

The existing ad valorem taxes are of nominal consequence in this appraisal, primarily due to the fact
the taxes would be adjusted as the infrastructure and property improvements are completed and the
property is sold off to merchant builders.
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Highest and Best Use
Process
Before a property can be valued, an opinion of highest and best use must be developed for the subject
site, both as if vacant, and as improved or proposed. By definition, the highest and best use must be:


Legally permissible under the zoning regulations and other restrictions that apply to the site.



Physically possible.



Financially feasible.



Maximally productive, i.e., capable of producing the highest value from among the
permissible, possible, and financially feasible uses.

Highest and Best Use As If Vacant
Legally Permissible
As previously noted, the subject property (based on a hypothetical condition that a legal parcel exists
to facilitate a transfer) is part of a larger land area that has an adopted Specific Plan in place (PRSP).
Specific Plans are documents that act as a bridge between the General Plan and Zoning Regulations for
future development of a particular area. A Specific Plan is a tool that public agencies and developers
use to achieve better distinction on the development potential of a particular tract of land without
having to go through extensive site‐specific land use analysis and entitlement proceedings. It typically
deals with major infrastructure, development and conservation standards and includes an
implementation program. Often, a specific plan will establish what future development on the
property will be and it can provide a more clear and refined definition of the parameters in which
development will be allowed and the responsibilities for major infrastructure area developers will be
expected to fulfill. Specific plans can be useful to developers in helping to size the potential, and costs
of, development and the bulk of the entitlement process for land is generally achieved with the
adoption of a specific plan. It should also be noted the Specific Plan process has become one of the
most desirable land‐use planning mechanisms today for municipalities to entitle for development
larger tracts of undeveloped land. As previously cited, during the land use process for adoption of a
specific plan the General Plan designation and Zoning classification are assigned based on an overall
land use plan that addresses factors like traffic circulation, concentration of retail and other non‐
residential uses, as well as the balanced use of varying residential uses to complete an overall
development plan that creates compatibility among the planned land use categories and as well as a
balance of community uses. After the adoption is in place, the final entitlement process (i.e. tentative
map) is generally routine or perfunctory in that specific plan adoption involves most of the
entitlement approval process. The appraised property is a portion of an adopted specific plan for
which a substantial amount of entitlement risk has been mitigated.
The adoption of a Specific Plan, as discussed above, also identifies the public and quasi‐public uses
that are deemed beneficial to the development, as well as the larger community. Public Agencies have
premised the valuation of public and quasi‐public land use parcels (part of the Specific Plan) on the
Highest and Best (economically productive) use. The acknowledgement between public agencies and
the developer(s) is that if the public use land (i.e. public school sites, parks, etc.) had not been placed

Placer Ranch University Site (PR‐141)

1068

Highest and Best Use

36

at a certain location within the boundaries of the Specific Plan, the best indication (equitable) of the
land is likely the land uses surrounding the public/quasi‐public use land. For example, when a school
district desires to acquire its next school site within a master planned development (Specific Plan) they
direct the appraiser used for acquisition to be premised on the hypothetical condition that the school
site is at the tentative map stage in the entitlement process for valuation purposes. This logic drives
the use of the hypothetical conditions cited in this report.
The legal factors influencing the highest and best use of the subject property are primarily
government regulations, such as zoning and building codes. As stated, the subject property is zoned
University (UZ) and currently designated for use as a university. We will be analyzing the subject
property under its highest and best economic use, which is single family residential development
based on the surrounding zoning as well as the predominant land use reflected by existing
development.
Physically Possible
The physical characteristics of a site that affect its possible use(s) include, but are not limited to,
location, street frontage, visibility, accessibility, size, shape, topography, availability of utilities, offsite
improvements, easements along with soil and subsoil conditions. The legally permissible test has
resulted in a potential use of single‐family residential development; at this point the physical
characteristics are examined to see if this is suited for the legally permissible use.
Locational considerations include the compatibility and position of the subject property with respect
to surrounding uses. Based on our physical inspection of the subject property, we know of no reason
why the property would not support any legal development. The subject property is situated within
Flood Zone X, which is not an adverse flood zone. The property is not located within a Fault‐Rupture
Hazard Zone. Evidence of residential construction in the immediate area provides additional support
for the possibility of development. It is assumed any easements do not adversely affect the subject’s
potential for development. Further, all necessary infrastructure (roads, utility connections, etc.) are
presumed to be in place under the hypothetical condition for which the subject is being appraised
herein. However, in‐tract development, such as utility extensions, grading, and interior roadway
development, would be needed before any single‐family homes could be constructed.
At the time of inspection, the appraisers did not observe the existence of hazardous material, which
may or may not be present on the property. The appraisers have no knowledge of the existence of
such materials on the property. However, the appraisers are not qualified to detect such substances.
The presence of potentially hazardous materials could affect the value of the property. As previously
mentioned, the subject is located south of the existing Western Regional Sanitary Landfill which
requires a 2,000 foot “buffer zone” between residential development. A portion of the subject
property (59.76 acres) is within this boundary and is not considered developable under our highest
and best economic use. It is noted, our concluded value herein reflects consideration to the subject’s
proximity to the landfill. The value estimate is predicated on the assumption there is no such material
on or in the property that would cause a loss in value. No responsibility is assumed for any such
conditions, or for any expertise or engineering knowledge required to discover them. The client is
urged to retain an expert in the field if desired.

Placer Ranch University Site (PR‐141)

1069

Highest and Best Use

37

Overall, the subject property has physical characteristics that support residential development.
Financially Feasible
Financial feasibility depends on supply and demand influences. With respect to financial feasibility of
single‐family residential development, in recent months merchant builders have acquired unimproved
lots in Placer County for near‐term construction, and there are multiple active projects in the area that
demonstrate demand for new homes. Finished lots are transferring for prices that exceed the sum of
unimproved lots and site development costs, which indicate completion of site development is
financially feasible.
Maximally Productive, Conclusion and Probable Buyer
Legal, physical, and market conditions have been analyzed to evaluate the highest and best use of the
subject property as vacant. The analysis is presented to evaluate the type of use(s) that will generate
the greatest level of future benefits possible to the property. Based on the factors previously
discussed, single‐family residential development is the only economic use that is legally permissible,
physically possible, and financially feasible. The maximally productive use of the subject property, and,
thus, its highest and best use economic use as vacant is for single‐family residential development. The
most probable buyer of the subject property would be a national or regional home builder. These
conclusions are based upon the hypothetical condition the subject can obtain approved tentative map
(917 lots, typical lot size of 6,000 SF).
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Valuation
Valuation Methodology
Appraisers usually consider three approaches to estimating the market value of real property. These
are the cost approach, sales comparison approach and the income capitalization approach.
The cost approach assumes that the informed purchaser would pay no more than the cost of
producing a substitute property with the same utility. This approach is particularly applicable when
the improvements being appraised are relatively new and represent the highest and best use of the
land or when the property has unique or specialized improvements for which there is little or no sales
data from comparable properties.
The sales comparison approach assumes that an informed purchaser would pay no more for a
property than the cost of acquiring another existing property with the same utility. This approach is
especially appropriate when an active market provides sufficient reliable data. The sales comparison
approach is less reliable in an inactive market or when estimating the value of properties for which no
directly comparable sales data is available. The sales comparison approach is often relied upon for
owner‐user properties.
The income capitalization approach reflects the market’s perception of a relationship between a
property’s potential income and its market value. This approach converts the anticipated net income
from ownership of a property into a value indication through capitalization. The primary methods are
direct capitalization and discounted cash flow analysis, with one or both methods applied, as
appropriate. This approach is widely used in appraising income‐producing properties.
Additional analyses often undertaken in the valuation of subdivisions include extraction, land residual
analysis, and the subdivision development method.
Reconciliation of the various indications into a conclusion of value is based on an evaluation of the
quantity and quality of available data in each approach and the applicability of each approach to the
property type.
The methodology employed in this assignment is summarized as follows:

Approaches to Value
Approach
Cost Approach
Sales Comparison Approach
Income Capitalization Approach

Placer Ranch University Site (PR‐141)

Applicability to Subject
Not Applicable
Applicable
Not Applicable

Use in Assignment
Not Utilized
Utilized
Not Utilized
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Benchmark Lot Valuation
As previously noted, we will utilize a typical lot size of 6,000 square feet in our analysis. With regard to
lot count, the surrounding LDR designated larger parcels have lot counts that range from 50 to 183
lots, with an average of 122 lots, which will be utilized in our analysis.
In this section of the report, we will utilize the sales comparison approach to estimate the market
value of a typical village or larger parcel. The estimate of value assumes the lots would sell on a bulk,
or wholesale, basis. That is, a group of lots would transfer in one transaction to a single buyer.

Sales Comparison Approach
This approach is based on the economic principle of substitution. According to The Appraisal of Real
Estate, 14th Edition (Chicago: Appraisal Institute, 2013), “The principle of substitution holds that the
value of property tends to be set by the cost of acquiring a substitute or alternative property of similar
utility and desirability within a reasonable amount of time.” The sales comparison approach is
applicable when there are sufficient recent, reliable transactions to indicate value patterns or trends
in the market.
The proper application of this approach requires obtaining recent sales data for comparison with the
subject property. In order to assemble the comparable sales, we searched public records and other
data sources for leads, then confirmed the raw data obtained with parties directly related to the
transactions (primarily brokers, buyers and sellers).
On the following page, we have arrayed comparable sales that have occurred in West Roseville. The
summary table is accompanied by a map and followed by details of each comparable. The basis of
analysis is price per lot. The comparable data includes finished and unimproved transactions (with
adjustments for remaining site costs and profit applied to the unimproved transactions).
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Summary of Comparable Land Sales ‐ Parcel 1

No.
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

Sale
Date;
Status
Nov‐19
Closed

Sale Price;
PV of Spec.
Tax/Lot
$6,810,500
$0

Typical Lot
Site Dev. Costs/Lot;
Name/Address
Size
Number of Lots $/Lot
Permits & Fees/Lot
Westpark‐Federico Parcels FD‐22B & FD‐3
3,825
106
$64,250 $47,565
E/O Westbrook Blvd., N/O Federico Dr.
$72,488
Roseville
Tax ID: 498‐020‐006 & ‐007
Grantor: Solaire Community Builders, LLC.
Grantee: Taylor Morrison of California, LLC.
Document ID: 94028
Comments: This sale represents the transfer of 106 LDR paper lots (60 ‐ 50'x100', 46 ‐ 55'x105') in Phase 1 of Westpark‐Federico. Permits & Fees are approximately $72,488/lot and development costs are approximately
$47,565/lot. Annual special taxes are $1,800/lot. These lots are located within the RJUHSD/RCSD.
Aug‐19
$11,172,000
147
$76,000 $43,972
Westbrook Parcels WB‐20 & WB‐21
S/O Pleasant Grove Blvd, E/O Santucci Blvd.
Closed
$0
$48,197
Roseville
Tax ID: 496‐100‐031 & ‐033
Grantor: WestPark Development Co., LLC.
Grantee: K Hovnanian Homes of Northern CA
Document ID: 55154
Comments: This sale represents the transfer of 147 MDR paper lots (typical lot size of 3,825 sf) in Phase 3 of Solaire. Permits & Fees are approximately $48,197/lot and development costs are approximately $43,972/lot.
Annual special taxes are $1,407/lot. These lots are located within the CJUSD.
Fiddyment Ranch, Villages F‐13A‐1 & 2, 13B‐3
Jun‐19
$6,969,000
5,775
138
$50,500 $76,000
N/O N Hayden Pky, W/O Fiddyment Rd
$0
$70,391
Closed
Roseville
Tax ID: 492‐012‐081 thru ‐083
Grantor: ATC Realty One, LLC.
Grantee: Taylor Morrison Homes
Document ID:
Comments: This comparable represents the sale of three villages (Phase 2J) within Fiddyment Ranch totaling 138 "super pad" lots with a typical lot size of 5,775 square feet. Site development costs are estimated at
$76,000/lot, permits & fees average $70,962/lot, and special assessments are $1,792/lot. Taylor Morrison experienced slightly higher costs because there is a large storm drain that runs through the middle of the project
that serves upstream property. Thus, they have to construct landscaping/retaining walls/bike trail/fences along the boundary, as well as backup landscaping/sidewalk/soundwalls along the north boundary of Hayden
Parkway.
Fiddyment Ranch, Villages F‐7A & 7B
Dec‐18
$15,851,000 4,500
131
$121,000 $0
S/O Holt Pky, W/O Fiddyment Rd
Closed
$0
$70,397
Roseville
Tax ID: 492‐011‐007 & ‐008
Grantor: ATC Realty One, LLC.
Grantee: Lennar Homes of CA, Inc.
Comments: This comparable was part of a multi‐village take‐down and represents the transfer of 131 finished lots with a typical lot size of 4,500 SF within Fiddyment Ranch. Permits & Fees average $66,973/lot; annual
special assessments are $1,792/lot.
Dec‐18
$9,940,000
5,775
70
$142,000 $0
Fiddyment Ranch, Village F‐9B
S/O Holt Pky, W/O Fiddyment Rd
Closed
$0
$70,397
Roseville
Tax ID: 492‐011‐009
Grantor: ATC Realty One, LLC.
Grantee: Lennar Homes of CA, Inc.
Document ID: 87663
Comments: This comparable was part of a multi‐village take‐down and represents the transfer of 70 finished lots with a typical lot size of 5,775 SF within Fiddyment Ranch. Permits & Fees average $66,973/lot; annual
special assessments are $1,792/lot.
Fiddyment Ranch, Village F‐8C
Jun‐18
$11,039,600 5,125
88
$125,450 $0
N/O Blue Oaks Blvd, W/O Fiddyment Rd
Closed
$0
$70,397
Roseville
Tax ID: 492‐010‐057 (por.)
Grantor: ATC Realty One, LLC.
Grantee: John Mourier Construction, Inc.
Comments: This comparable was part of a multi‐village take‐down and represents the transfer of 88 finished lots with a typical lot size of 5,125 SF within Fiddyment Ranch. Permits & Fees average $66,973/lot; annual
special assessments are $1,792/lot.
Fiddyment Ranch, Village F‐9C
Jun‐18
$11,159,350 6,300
83
$134,450 $0
N/O Blue Oaks Blvd, W/O Fiddyment Rd
Closed
$0
$70,397
Roseville
Tax ID: 492‐010‐057 (por.)
Grantor: ATC Realty One, LLC.
Grantee: John Mourier Construction, Inc.
Comments: This comparable was part of a multi‐village take‐down and represents the transfer of 83 finished lots with a typical lot size of 6,300 SF within Fiddyment Ranch. Permits & Fees average $66,973/lot; annual
special assessments are $1,792/lot.
Fiddyment Farms ‐ 88 Lots
Dec‐17
$11,000,000 5,125
88
$125,000 $0
N/O Blue Oaks Blvd, W/O Fiddyment Rd
Closed
$0
$63,800
Roseville
Tax ID: 497‐040‐034
Grantor: William & Kathleen Wistrich
Grantee: John Mourier Construction, Inc.
Comments: This is the sale of 88 lots of 5,125 square feet in Fiddyment Farms. Annual Special Assessments per lot $1,688 Estimated permits and fees are $63,800. The lots are to be delivered finished.
Subject
5,500
97
Placer Ranch University Site (PR‐141)
Roseville, CA
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Comparable Land Sales Map
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Adjustment Factors
The sales are compared to the subject and adjusted to account for material differences that affect
value. Adjustments are considered for the following factors, in the sequence shown below.
Loaded Lot Analysis
Prior to the application of adjustments, the following items are added to the per lot sale price.
Loaded Lot Analysis
Remaining Site Dev. Cost

We apply adjustments for remaining site development costs (if any).

Permits and Fees

Permits and fees due upon building permit are included on a dollar‐for‐
dollar basis, all of which are presumed to be an obligation of the
merchant builder.

Loaded Lot Adjustments
Subject

Comparable 1
$64,250

Comparable 2
$76,000

Comparable 3
$50,500

$47,565

$43,972

$76,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

$0

$72,488

$48,197

$70,391

$70,397

$70,397

$70,397

$70,397

$63,800

Loaded Lot Price

$184,303

$168,169

$196,891

$191,397

$212,397

$195,847

$204,847

$188,800

Loaded Lot Adjustment

$120,053

$92,169

$146,391

$70,397

$70,397

$70,397

$70,397

$63,800

Lot Price
Remaining Site Development Costs
Permits & Fees

Comparable 4
$121,000

Comparable 5
$142,000

Comparable 6
$125,450

Comparable 7
$134,450

Comparable 8
$125,000

Adjustment Factor

Accounts For

Comments

Real Property Rights

Fee simple, leased fee, leasehold,
partial interest, etc.

All the comparables represent fee
simple estate transactions.
Therefore, adjustments for property
rights are not necessary.

Financing Terms

Seller financing, or assumption of
existing financing, at non‐market
terms.

Conditions of Sale

Extraordinary motivation of buyer
or seller, assemblage, forced sale.

The comparable sales were cash to
the seller transactions and do not
require adjustments.
No adjustments are warranted.

Market Conditions

Changes in the economic
environment over time that affect
the appreciation and depreciation
of real estate.

Placer Ranch University Site (PR‐141)

Most of the comparables
transferred during a period of
stability in residential land prices,
and no adjustments for market
conditions are warranted. However,
2% annual upward adjustments are
made to Comparables 6 through 8
to account for the increase in site
development costs which in turn
has driven up the price of finished
lots.
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Adjustment Factor

Accounts For

Comments

Location/Community
Appeal

Market or submarket area
influences on sale price;
surrounding land use influences.

South Placer County is a highly
desirable submarket for single‐
family residential lots. The subject
and all of the comparables are
located within similar areas of West
Roseville. However, Comparable 2 is
located within the Center Joint
Unified School District (CJUSD),
while the subject is located within
the Roseville City School District
(RCSD) and Roseville Joint Union
High School District (RJUSD), which
is considered superior. As such, a
slight upward adjustment is applied
to this comparable.

Number of Lots

Generally, there is an inverse
relationship between the number of
lots and price per lot such that
larger projects (with a greater
number of lots) achieve a lower
price per lot.

Typically variances in per lot prices,
all else being equal, are not
observed in transactions between
50 and 250 lots. All of the
comparable represent fairly similar
sized transactions and do not
require adjustments.

Lot Size

Adjustments for differences in lot
size between the comparables and
subject are estimated by applying
lot size adjustment factors to
difference in lot size.

Those comparables with smaller lot
sizes relative to the subject’s
estimated lot size of 6,000 square
feet are adjusted upward.
Conversely, upward adjustments
are applied to those comparables
with relatively larger lot sizes.

Lot Premiums/
Discounts

Primary physical factors that affect
desirability of lots.

None of the comparables benefit
from view or significant open space
premiums. No adjustments apply
for this factor.

The following table summarizes the adjustments we make to the comparable sales.
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Land Sales Adjustment Grid ‐ Parcel 1
Name

City
Sale Date
Sale Status
Sale Price
Number of Lots
Price per Lot
Loaded Lot Adjustment
Price per Lot
Property Rights
Adjustment
Financing Terms
Adjustment
Conditions of Sale
Adjustment
Market Conditions
Annual % Adjustment
Cumulative Adjusted Price
Location/Community Appeal
Adjustment
Number of Lots
Adjustment
Lot Size (Typical)
Adjustment
Lot Premiums/Discounts
Adjustment
Net $ Adjustment
Net % Adjustment
Final Adjusted Price
Overall Adjustment
Range of Adjusted Prices
Average
Indicated Value

Subject
Placer Ranch
University Site (PR‐
141)
Roseville

97
–
–

1/24/2020
2%
West Roseville
122
6,000
Average

Comparable 1
Westpark‐Federico
Parcels FD‐22B &
FD‐3
Roseville
Nov‐19
Closed
$6,810,500
106
$64,250
$120,053
$184,303
Fee Simple
=
Cash to seller ‐
=
Market
=
Nov‐19
–
$184,303
West Roseville
–
106
–
5,336
2%
Average
–
$3,984
2%
$188,287
2%

Comparable 2
Comparable 3
Westbrook Parcels Fiddyment Ranch,
WB‐20 & WB‐21
Villages F‐13A‐1 &
2, 13B‐3
Roseville
Roseville
Aug‐19
Jun‐19
Closed
Closed
$11,172,000
$6,969,000
147
138
$76,000
$50,500
$92,169
$146,391
$168,169
$196,891
Fee Simple
Fee Simple
=
=
Cash to seller ‐
Cash to seller
=
=
Market
Market
=
=
Aug‐19
Jun‐19
–
–
$168,169
$196,891
West Roseville
West Roseville
3%
–
147
138
–
–
3,825
5,775
8%
1%
Average
Average
–
–
$18,487
$1,350
1%
11%
$191,701
$198,241
14%
1%

Comparable 4
Comparable 5
Comparable 6
Comparable 7
Comparable 8
Fiddyment Ranch, Fiddyment Ranch, Fiddyment Ranch, Fiddyment Ranch, Fiddyment Farms ‐
Villages F‐7A & 7B Village F‐9B
Village F‐8C
Village F‐9C
88 Lots
Roseville
Dec‐18
Closed
$15,851,000
131
$121,000
$70,397
$191,397
Fee Simple
=
Cash to seller
=
Market
=
Dec‐18
–
$191,397
West Roseville
–
131
–
5,775
1%
Average
–
$1,350
1%
$192,747
1%

Roseville
Dec‐18
Closed
$9,940,000
70
$142,000
$70,397
$212,397
Fee Simple
=
Cash to seller
=
Market
=
Dec‐18
–
$212,397
West Roseville
–
70
–
4,500
4%
Average
–
$9,000
4%
$221,397
4%

Roseville
Jun‐18
Closed
$11,039,600
88
$125,450
$70,397
$195,847
Fee Simple
=
Cash to seller
=
Market
=
Jun‐18
3%
$201,722
West Roseville
–
88
–
6,300
‐1%
Average
–
‐$1,800
‐1%
$199,922
2%

Roseville
Jun‐18
Closed
$11,159,350
83
$134,450
$70,397
$204,847
Fee Simple
=
Cash to seller
=
Market
=
Jun‐18
3%
$210,992
West Roseville
–
83
–
5,125
2%
Average
–
$5,250
2%
$216,242
6%

Roseville
Dec‐17
Closed
$11,000,000
88
$125,000
$63,800
$188,800
Fee Simple
=
Cash to seller
=
Market
=
Dec‐17
4%
$196,352
West Roseville
–
88
–
5,125
3%
Average
–
$5,250
3%
$201,602
7%

$188,287 ‐ $221,397
$201,267
$200,000
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Land Value Conclusion
Overall, the comparable sales are considered to provide a good indication of market value. The
comparables reflect an unadjusted range of $50,500 to $142,000 per lot. The wide disparity in the
unadjusted range is largely attributable to differences in permits and fees and remaining site costs.
After accounting for the remaining site development costs and permits and fees, the comparables
exhibit a loaded lot range of $168,169 to $212,397 per loaded lot. We then applied the necessary
adjustments to account for the various elements of comparison which resulted in an adjusted range
between $188,287 and $221,397 per loaded lot.
Equal emphasis is placed on the entire data set and they all repreent fairly recent transactions within
the subject’s West Roseville market area. Based upon the data, we have concluded an estimate of
$200,000 per lot on a loaded lot basis.
Deducting the anticipated site development costs ($45,000 per lot) and building permits and fees due
($72,000 per lot) from the loaded lot value concluded yields a per lot value of $84,000 (rounded) for
the subject. Extending this estimate to the subject property results in the following estimate of market
value (subject to a hypothetical condition).
Lot Value Conclusion
Concluded Loaded Lot Value
Less: Permits & Fees
Less: In‐Tracts
Indicated Unimproved Lot Value (Rd.)

$200,000
($72,000)
($45,000)
$83,000

It is a hypothetical condition of this report the subject can obtain approved tentative subdivision
maps that reflects five units per acre (typically 6,000 SF) and the property is delivered in a finished
site condition with mass grading complete and all offsite improvements in place. The density and
typical lot size are consistent with surrounding zoning.
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Extraction Analysis
As support for the estimate of unimproved lot value concluded in the sales comparison approach we
utilize an extraction (residual) analysis that takes into account home prices, direct and indirect
construction costs, accrued depreciation and developer’s incentive in order to arrive at an estimate of
finished lot value. The elements of the extraction technique are discussed below.

Revenue
Based on the Residential Market section of this report and considering current asking prices, we
estimate a typical average‐sized home on the subject would contain approximately 2,600 square feet
and would have a corresponding base price of $585,000. These estimates will be utilized in the
extraction analysis.

Expense Projections
As part of an ongoing effort to assemble market information, the table below reflects survey
responses and developer budget information for numerous single‐family residential subdivisions
throughout California.
Subdivision Budgets
Developer Classification

Budget
Date

No. of
Unit

Regional
Local
Regional
Regional
Local
Regional
Regional
Regional
Regional
Regional
Local
Regional
Regional
Local
Regional
National
Regional
Local

2019
2019
2018
2018
2018
2018
2018
2018
2018
2018
2018
2017
2017
2017
2017
2017
2016
2016

84
48
88
112
35
16
46
60
83
90
44
147
44
46
94
38
42
32

Quality
Average
Average
Average
Average
Average
Good
Good
Average
Average
Average
Average
Average
Average
Average
Average
Average
Good
Good

Avg. Home
Size (SF)

2,349
2,545
2,421
N/Av
2,371
2,765
1,946
2,179
1,728
2,502
2,114
2,100
2,171
1,874
2,188
2,078
2,152
2,614

G & A % of
Revenue
4.0%

Mkt & Sales % of Direct
Revenue
Costs/SF
2.6%
$90.21

Indirect % of
Direct Costs
14%

Site
Costs/Lot
N/Av

Permits &
Fees/Unit
$46,576

Cost per
Model
$106,667

Profit % of
Revenue
12.6%
6.8%

2.1%

5.7%

$88.47

21%

$63,645

$72,300

$133,333

N/Av

N/Av

$81

N/Av

$43,843

$68,879

N/Av

N/Av

5.0%

5.0%

$85

N/Av

$50,000

$67,000

$40,000

15.0%

N/Av

N/Av

$77.00

N/Av

N/Av

$50,613

N/Av

N/Av

N/Av

N/Av

$83.88

N/Av

N/Av

$57,097

N/Av

N/Av

N/Av

N/Av

$105.00

N/Av

N/Av

$28,370

N/Av

N/Av

N/Av

N/Av

$61.52

N/Av

$61,030

$65,149

N/Av

N/Av

N/Av

N/Av

$69.50

N/Av

$63,568

$68,864

N/Av

N/Av

N/Av

N/Av

N/Av

N/Av

$93,027

$63,750

N/Av

N/Av

N/Av

N/Av

$86.00

N/Av

$68,524

$39,525

N/Av

N/Av

N/Av

N/Av

$73.00

N/Av

$35,000

$44,000

$80,000

N/Av

5.0%

5.0%

$84.85

6%

$68,524

$33,323

N/Av

N/Av

N/Av

N/Av

$90.33

14%

$51,807

$23,332

N/Av

N/Av

5.0%

6.2%

$80.54

11%

N/Av

$35,000

$41,512

10.1%

N/Av

N/Av

$62.70

N/Av

N/Av

$46,822

N/Av

N/Av

N/Av

1.3%

$78.26

29%

$46,977

$29,290

$67,500

11.1%

2.0%

5.1%

$72.46

12%

$64,490

$46,000

$27,372

8.8%

Information from the survey above will contribute to the estimate of development expenses classified
as follows.

General and Administrative
These expenses consist of management fees, liability and fire insurance, inspection fees, appraisal
fees, legal and accounting fees and copying or publication costs. This expense category typically
ranges from 2.5% to 4.0%, depending on length of project and if all of the categories are included in a
builder’s budget. We have used 3.0% for general and administrative expenses.

Marketing and Sale
These expenses typically consist of advertising and promotion, closing costs, sales operations, and
sales commissions. The expenses are expressed as a percentage of the gross sales revenue. The range
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of marketing and sales expenses typically found in projects within the subject’s market area is 5.0% to
6.5%. A figure of 6.0%, or 3.0% for marketing and 3.0% for sales, is estimated in the marketing and
sales expense category.

Direct and Indirect Construction Costs
Construction costs are generally classified into direct and indirect costs. Direct costs reflect the cost of
labor and materials to build the project. Direct costs generally are lower per square foot for larger
floor plans, all else being equal, due to economies of scale. Indirect items are the carrying costs and
fees incurred in developing the project and during the construction cycle. Construction quality and
market‐segment are significant factors that affect direct construction costs. In addition,
national/public builders, which are able to achieve lower costs due to the larger scale in which orders
are placed, routinely achieve lower direct costs.
Based on the cost comparables, and considering the product line under development in nearby
communities, a direct cost estimate of $90 per square foot is applied to the 2,600 square foot home.
Regarding indirect costs, the following list itemizes some of the typical components that generally
comprise indirect costs:
•

Architectural and engineering fees for plans, plan checks, surveys and environmental studies

•

Appraisal, consulting, accounting and legal fees

•

The cost of carrying the investment in land and contract payments during construction. If the
property is financed, the points, fees or service charges and interest on construction loans are
considered

•

All‐risk insurance

•

The cost of carrying the investment in the property after construction is complete, but before
sell‐out is achieved

•

Developer fee earned by the project coordinator

•

Interest reserve

Conversations with homebuilders indicate the indirect costs generally range anywhere from 10% to
15% of the direct costs (excluding marketing, sales, general and administrative expenses, taxes, which
are accounted for separately). An estimate of 12% is considered reasonable for the subject.

Permits and Fees
As noted, permits and fees due at building permit are estimated to average $72,000 per lot.

In‐Tract Costs
As previously noted, in‐tract development costs are estimated at $45,000 per lot.
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Accrued Depreciation
For new construction on the subject, an allocation for depreciation (physical, functional, or economic)
is not applicable.

Developer’s Incentive
According to industry sources, developer’s incentive (profit) historically has ranged anywhere from 5%
to 25%, with a predominate range of 5% to 15%. This is consistent with our survey presented earlier in
this section, which ranged from 6.8% to 15.0%. Profit is based on the perceived risk associated with
the development. Low profit expectations are typical for projects focused on more affordable product
with faster sales rates. Higher profit expectations are common in projects with more risk such as
developments where sales rates are slower, project size produces an extended holding period or the
product type is considered weak or untested.
Elements affecting profit include location, supply/demand, anticipated risk, construction time frame
and project type. Another element considered in profit expectations is for the development stage of a
project. First phases typically generate a lower profit margin due to cautious or conservative pricing,
as new subdivisions in competitive areas must become established to generate a fair market share.
Additionally, up front development costs on first phases can produce lower profit margins.
Positive attributes of the subject property include:





Approved entitlements
Anticipated completion of off‐site development (assumed for analysis only)
Good transportation linkages
Steady pricing and steady absorption

There are generally few “negative” attributes associated with the subject property, other than the
potential for deterioration in market conditions in the residential sector that would result from a
change in macroeconomic factors (e.g., unemployment rates, interest rates, etc.). The prior table at
the beginning of the Expense Projections discussion includes survey results for profit expectations of
active home builders in the region.
Based on the preceding discussion and developer surveys, we have concluded an estimate of 12% for
developer’s incentive.

Conclusion
Our estimate of unimproved lot value for the subject’s lots via the extraction analysis is presented on
the following page.
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Extraction Analysis
Revenue
Average Floor Plan Size
Typical Home Price
Expense Projections
G&A Costs
Marketing/Sales
Average Direct Costs
Indirect Costs
Permits and Fee
In‐Tracts
Developer's Incentive

2,600 SF
$585,000

3.00%
6.00%
$90.00
12.00%
$72,000
$45,000
12.00%

of Retail Value
of Retail Value
per SF
of Direct Costs
per lot
per lot
of home price

$17,550
$35,100
$234,000
$28,080
$72,000
$45,000
$70,200
$501,930

Residual Lot Value
Rd.

$83,070
$83,000

Reconciliation of Lot Value
For the benchmark lot (6,000 square feet), both the sales comparison approach and the extraction
technique yielded an indicator of $83,000 per lot. As such, we conclude a value of $83,000 per lot for
the benchmark lot category.
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Subdivision Development Method
In order to estimate the bulk market value of the subject, a discounted cash flow analysis will be
employed; whereby, the expected revenue, absorption period, expenses and discount rate associated
with the sell‐off of the holdings will be taken into account. A discounted cash flow analysis is a
procedure in which a discount rate is applied to a projected revenue stream generated from the sale
of individual components of a project. In this method of valuation, the appraiser/analyst specifies the
quantity, variability, timing and duration of the revenue streams and discounts each to its present
value at a specified yield rate.
As a discounted cash flow analysis, the subdivision development method consists of four primary
components summarized as follows:
Revenue – the gross income is based on the individual component values.
Absorption Analysis – the time frame required for sell off. Of primary importance in this analysis is the
allocation of the revenue over the absorption period – including the estimation of an appreciation
factor (if any).
Expenses – the expenses associated with the sell‐off are calculated in this section – including
infrastructure costs, administration, marketing and commission costs, as well as taxes and special
taxes.
Discount Rate – an appropriate discount rate is derived employing a variety of data.
Discussions of these four concepts follows below, with the discounted cash flow analysis offered at
the end of this section.

Revenue
The revenue component associated with the subject includes the concluded lot value for a typical lot
size within the development. The value conclusion is based on the lots in an unimproved state and
therefore site development costs will not be accounted for within the expenses. As previously
mentioned, interviews with several market participants, including brokers actively, or formerly,
marketing large master planned communities, as well as investors and land developers familiar with
similar projects, affirm the best unit of comparison is the price per potential single‐family (LDR and
MDR) lot, with nominal, if any, contributory value to multifamily (HDR) and non‐residential land uses.
This unit of comparison isolates the most valuable component of the development, as the latter land
uses often depend on the build‐out of the single‐family lots. As such, while there is potential to
develop non‐residential uses within a smaller buffer zone (1,000 feet vs. 2,000 feet), no contributory
value is considered at this stage of development as it is too speculative.

Absorption
Absorption rates are best measured by looking at historic absorption rates for similar properties in the
region. In developing an appropriate absorption period for the disposition of the parcels, we have
considered historic absorption rates for similar properties and also attempted to consider the impacts
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of present market conditions, as well as the anticipated changes in the market. Real estate is cyclical in
nature, and it is difficult to accurately forecast specific demand over a projected absorption period.
In attempting to estimate the exposure time that would be required for the disposition of the lots
comprising the subject, both historical exposure times and projected economic conditions have been
considered. A number of assumptions are made in the discounted cash flow analysis, not the least of
which is the forecast of absorption, or disposition, of the various land use components comprising the
subject properties. It is common for surveys of market participants to reveal different estimations of
anticipated absorption periods for the sell‐off of multiple components comprising a master planned
development, or large land holding, with some developers preferring to hasten the holding period in
favor of mitigating exposures to fluctuations in market conditions; whereas, other developers prefer
to manage the sell‐off of the property over an extended period of time so as to minimize direct
competition of product within the master planned project – most often associated with large
residential developments.
Based on surveys of land developers in the market, coupled with the exposure of other projects in
West Roseville, in the analysis that follows, we estimate a total absorption (sell‐off) period of five
years, for the holdings considering the infrastructure that needs to be completed as well as the large
amount of existing inventory of lots in surrounding projects (Fiddyment Farms, Solaire, WestPark and
Sierra Vista). The revenue will be evenly distributed over the final three periods, assuming a bulk of
the infrastructure will be completed in the first two periods.

Expense Projections
General and Administrative
The general and administrative expense category covers the various administrative costs associated
with managing the overall development. This would include management, legal and accounting fees
and other professional services common to a development project. For purposes of this analysis, we
have estimated this expense at 2% of the total gross sale proceeds. This expense is spread evenly over
the entire sellout period.
Marketing and Sale
The costs associated with marketing, commissions and closing costs relative to the disposition of the
subjects’ components are estimated at 2% of the total gross sale proceeds. Although this rate is
somewhat negotiable, it is consistent with current industry trends. Larger transactions, such as the
subject, typically have a lower sales commission as a percentage of sale price.
Infrastructure Development Costs
The subject is being donated to the University with the following provided: the site’s proportionate
share of backbone infrastructure in place (estimated at $17.8 million, to be completed by Placer
County),), all county and regional traffic fees paid (estimated at $32 million), PCCP mitigation fee
(estimated at $7 million), infrastructure stubbed to site (estimated at $510,000), as well as the initial
draft campus master plan study completed (estimated at $500,000). The preceding estimates will be
included in our analysis, excluding the county and regional traffic fees (total of $25,810,000).
According to a representative with the property owner, Placer County will defer their fees of $18mm
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to a second issuance of bonds on the project and the Development Agreement specifies the project
will pay a fee per residential unit to offset the regional traffic fees of $18mm. The $25,810,000 will be
evenly distributed through the first four periods.
Property Taxes (Ad Valorem and Special Taxes)
This appraisal is predicated on, and assumes, a sale of the appraised property in bulk. Interim ad
valorem real estate taxes are based on a tax rate of 1.099251%. This rate is applied to the estimated
market value (in bulk) and divided by the total number of lots to yield an estimate of ad valorem
taxes/lot/year. The ad valorem taxes are appreciated by 2% per year and the total tax expense is

Discount Rate
The project yield rate is the rate of return on the total un‐leveraged investment in a development,
including both equity and debt. The leveraged yield rate is the rate of return to the “base” equity
position when a portion of the development is financed. The “base” equity position represents the
total equity contribution. The developer/builder may have funded all of the equity contribution, or a
consortium of investors/builders as in a joint venture may fund it. Most surveys indicate that the
threshold project yield requirement is about 20% to 30% for production home type projects. Instances
in which project yields may be less than 20% often involve profit participation arrangements in master
planned communities where the master developer limits the number of competing tracts.
According to a leading publication within the appraisal industry, the PwC Real Estate Investor
Survey[1], discount rates for land development projects ranged from 10.00% to 20.00%, with an
average of 15.90% during the Fourth Quarter 2019, which is 10 basis points above the average
reported in the Second Quarter 2019, the last time the survey was conducted. Without entitlements in
place, certain investors will increase the discount rate between 100 and 800 basis points (the average
increase is 519 basis points). These rates are free‐and‐clear of financing, are inclusive of developer’s
profit, and assume entitlements are in place. The surveyed investors have mixed opinions regarding
value trends for the national development land market; their expectations range from negative 10.0%
to positive 10.0% with an average expected value change of positive 1.2%.
According to the data presented in the survey prepared by PwC, the majority of those respondents
who use the discounted cash flow (DCF) method do so free and clear of financing. Additionally, the
participants reflect a preference in including the developer’s profit in the discount rate, versus a
separate line item for this factor. As such, the range of rates presented above is inclusive of the
developer’s profit projection.
The discount rates are based on a survey that includes residential, office, retail and industrial
developments. Participants in the survey indicate the highest expected returns are on large‐scale,
unapproved developments. The low end of the range was extracted from projects where certain
development risks had been lessened or eliminated. Several respondents indicate they expect slightly
lower returns when approvals/entitlements are already in place.
Excerpts from recent PwC surveys are copied below.
[1] PwC

Real Estate Investor Survey, PricewaterhouseCoopers, 4th Quarter 2019, Volume 32, Number 4.
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While investors are more optimistic about development opportunities for the year ahead in the
apartment, office, warehouse, and even retail sectors, they are less enthusiastic about the hotel
sector, where the annual score drops from 3.21 to 2.94 (on a scale of 1 being abysmal and 5 being
excellent). (Fourth Quarter 2019)
Over the next 12 months, surveyed investors hold mixed opinions regarding value trends for the
national development land market. Their expectations range from ‐5.0% to +10.0% with an
average expected value change of +3.2%. This average is slightly below where it was six months
ago (+3.8%), but ahead of the rate from a year ago (+1.2%). (Second Quarter 2019)
Looking ahead over the next 12 months, surveyed investors forecast property values in the
national development land market to either increase as much as 10.0% or decrease as much as
5.0%. Their average expected appreciation rate is 3.8% – just above the rate of 3.5% six months
ago. (Fourth Quarter 2018)
Compared to investors’ responses six months ago, a greater sense of caution is evident among our
participants due to heightened uncertainty as it related to the current political environment,
capital markets, and the industry’s position in the real estate cycle… “the further path of interest
rates and inflation, the longevity of the current cycle [are we near the peak?], and the high degree
of uncertainty with regard to the overall stability of the decision makers in the federal
government. (Second Quarter 2018)
The largest increase over the past year occurs for the retail sector, where the rating rises from
2.42 to 2.55. The retail sector’s development rating took a big hit between 2016 and 2017 and it
appears that developers are now becoming more comfortable with this sector’s evolution.
Ironically, the only two sectors to see their development ratings decline this year, albeit slightly,
are apartments and industrial, where concerns of oversupply issues have been expressed… Single‐
family development also gets a nod, as well as senior housing, where favorable demographics,
compelling returns, greater liquidity, rising transparency, and mounting understanding of the
benefits for residents appeal to investors… (Fourth Quarter 2017)
This quarter, most surveyed investors note that the industrial sector presents the best
opportunities for development land investing in the near term. Other top choices include
restaurant and high‐end luxury residential… Total spending on U.S. private construction was up
7.0% on a year‐over‐year basis in March 2017, according to the U.S. Census Bureau. When looking
more closely, private residential spending was up 7.5% while private nonresidential spending was
up 6.4% – still positive, but below its year‐over‐year growth for March 2016 (9.3%). In the
nonresidential sector, communication, office, and education reported the highest year‐over‐year
gains in spending as of March 2017. In contrast, spending for health care, religious, and
transportation construction declined year over year in March 2017… (Second Quarter 2017)
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Project Yield Rate Survey
Data Source

PwC Real Estate Investor Survey ‐
Fourth Quarter 2019 (updated semi‐annually)
National Builder
Regional Builder

National Builder
Developer
Developer
Land Management Company
Land Developer

Land Developer
Real Estate Consulting Firm
Land Developer

Regional Builder
National Builder
Regional Builder
Regional Builder
Land Developer
Regional Builder

Yield / IRR Expectations (Inclusive of Profit)

Range of 10.0% to 20.0%, with an average of 15.9%, inclusive of profit and
assuming entitlements in place, for land development (national average)
20% to 25% for entitled lots
18% to 25%. Longer term, higher risk projects on higher side of the range,
shorter term, lower risk projects on the lower side of the range. Long term
speculation properties (10 to 20 years out) often closer to 30%.
18% minimum, 20% target
Minimum IRR of 20‐25%; for an 8 to 10 year cash flow, mid to upper 20%
range
25% IRR for land development is typical (no entitlements); slightly higher for
properties with significant infrastructure costs
20% to 30% IRR for land development deals on an unleveraged basis
35% for large land deals from raw unentitled to tentative map stage,
unleveraged or leveraged. 25% to 30% from tentative map to pad sales to
merchant builders, unleveraged
18% to 22% for land with some entitlements, unleveraged. 30% for raw
unentitled land
Low 20% range yield rate required to attract capital to longer‐term land
holdings
Merchant builder yield requirements in the 20% range for traditionally
financed tract developments. Larger land holdings would require 25% to
30%. Environmentally challenged or politically risky development could well
run in excess of 35%.
10% discount rate excluding profit for single‐family subdivisions
10% to 40% for single‐family residential subdivisions with 1‐2 year
development timelines
15% to 20% IRR
No less than 20% IRR for land development, either entitled or unentitled
20% to 30% for an unentitled property; the lower end of the range would
reflect those properties close to tentative maps
No less than 30% when typical entitlement risk exists

Even though entitlement risk has been mitigated, there is risk associated with estimating the timing
that the subject land will be sold off. In addition, there is risk associated with unforeseen factors such
as broad economic declines and job losses. Considering these factors, and the positive and negative
characteristics previously described, we estimate a discount rate towards the higher end of the range,
or 22%. Responses to surveys by developers indicate a range of values which correspond to a
development project without site development or completed entitlement work.

Conclusion
The subdivision development method is presented as follows, which incorporates the preceding
factors in estimating the market value of the appraised property, subject to a hypothetical
condition. The subdivision development method is calculated on a yearly basis.
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Discounted Cash Flow Analysis
Inputs
Number of LDR Lots
Total LDR Revenue
Total LDR Revenue per Lot

917
$76,111,000
$83,000

Ad Valorem Tax Table
Annual Increase in Property Taxes
First Year Annual Taxes/Lot

2%
$329

General & Administrative
Marketing and Commissions
Infastructure Costs

2.0%
2.0%
$25,810,000

Revenue, Expenses and Valuation
LDR Revenue

Period (year)

Sales (Lots):
End of Period Inventory
Total Period Inventory
LDR Revenue

$

Total Revenue

$

1

2

3

0
917
917

0
917
917
$

306
611
917
25,398,000

‐ $

‐ $

25,398,000

$
$

(304,444) $
‐ $

(304,444) $
‐ $

Backbone Infrastructure (% incurred)
Infrastructure Development

$

25%
(6,452,500) $

LDR Only
Ad Valorem Taxes

$

Total Expenses
Net Revenue

Expenses
All Categories
General & Administrative
Marketing/Commissions

4

5

Total

$

306
305
611
25,398,000 $

305
0
305
25,315,000

$

76,111,000

$

25,398,000 $

25,315,000

$

76,111,000

(304,444)
(507,960)

$
$

(304,444) $
(507,960) $

(304,444)
(506,300)

$
$

(1,522,220)
(1,522,220)

25%
(6,452,500) $

25%
(6,452,500)

$

25%
(6,452,500) $

0%
‐

$

100%
(25,810,000)

(301,525) $

(307,555) $

(208,943)

$

(106,306) $

‐

$

(924,329)

$

(7,058,469) $

(7,064,499) $

(7,473,847)

$

(7,371,210) $

(810,744)

$

(29,778,769)

$

(7,058,469) $

(7,064,499) $

17,924,153

$

18,026,790 $

$

46,332,231

0.90090

0.81162
(5,733,706) $

$

27,430,188

$

27,430,000

Internal Rate of Return (IRR) 22.00%

‐

$

Discounted Cash Flow

$

(6,358,981) $

Net Present Value

$

27,430,188

Conclusion of Value (Rd.)

‐

0.73119
13,105,986

0.65873
$

11,874,805 $

24,504,256

917

0.59345
14,542,083

As a support for reasonableness, we have arrayed a number of recent transitional land sales within
the Region.
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Summary of Comparable Land Sales

No.
1

2

3

4

5

Sale
Date;
Status
Dec‐18
Closed

Effective Sale
Price
$9,834,000

SF;
Acres
12,179,376
279.60

No. of
Potential
Lots
447

$/Potential
Name/Address
Lot
$/Acre
PFE Rd. Residential Land
$22,000
$35,172
5200 PFE Rd.
Roseville
Placer County
CA
Comments: This is the sale of 279.6 gross acres, though only 99.3 acres are developable. Backbone infrastructure is located approximately 1/4 mile to the east. The property includes the
Glen Willow project, with an approved Tentative Subdivision Map for 177 lots (6.00 du/ac density, wgt. avg.). The property also includes the proposed Silver Sage development, in early
planning stages for 270 LDR and MDR lots ranging from 4,500 to 14,000 square feet (average density 4.58 du/ac). The sale included additional acreage for future residential development.
The buyer, Taylor Builders, a division of Jen Partners based in New York, is ultimately planning on building approximately 447 single‐family homes as part of the Riolo Vineyards Specific
The Ranch at Sierra Vista
Sep‐18
$23,464,500 13,068,000 1200
$19,554
$78,215
6400 Baseline Rd.
Closed
300.00
Roseville
Placer County
CA
Comments: This comparable represents the sale of 300 acres of residential land within the Sierra Vista Specific Plan. Lennar Homes intends to build 1,200 low and medium density residential
units. Phase 1 of "The Ranch", which consists of 554 lots within 5 neighborhoods broke ground in early 2019.
Grantline 208 Development
Apr‐18
$19,380,000 9,060,480
502
$38,606
$93,173
Grant Line Rd.
Closed
208.00
Rancho Cordova
Sacramento County
CA
Comments: This is the sale of vacant land planned for single‐family residential development. The property reportedly had a tentative subdivision map at the time of sale.
Parkeridge
Dec‐17
$12,000,000 3,942,180
530
$22,642
$132,597
Closed
90.50
S/O I‐80, W/O Northgate Blvd
Sacramento
Sacramento County
CA
Comments: This transaction represents the transfer of 90.5 gross acres in North Natomas. The project has entitlements in place for 530 lots, including 388 single‐family residential lots
(typical size of 3,850 SF) and 142 townhomes. The first phases final map of 151 units is ready to record. The site is rough graded with some storm drain installed; improvement plans for
Phase 1 are complete and approved.
Heritage Oaks
May‐19
$18,500,000 14,723,280 874
$21,167
$54,685
S/O W Dyer Ln
Listing
338.30
Roseville
Placer County
CA
Comments: This property represents a portion of the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan (PVSP), a mixed‐use master planned community approved for residential, commercial, open space,
recreational and public uses. Specifically, the Heritage Oaks property is approved for 516 LDR (2‐6 du/ac) units, 358 MDR (4‐8 du/ac) units and 120 HDR units. This property is located
within the Center Joint Unified School District.

It’s also worth noting, the remaining undeveloped acreage (approximately 400 to 500 acres) in the
nearby Fiddyment Ranch development sold in December 2019 for approximately $17 million.
Fiddyment Ranch’s third and final phase includes land entitlements for approximately 1,100 single‐
family home lots as well as sites for separate multifamily and affordable housing projects, and parks
and open space. It was reported that the seller (an affiliate of Wells Fargo Bank) had received waivers
from the Comptroller of the Currency for 7 years allowing them to continue to improve and sell assets
to developers/builders, but no further waivers were to be granted. The seller had to complete a sale
before year end 2019; this transfer is characterized as a liquidation sale and not a market transfer. The
motivation placed on the seller by bank regulators created a time constraint on the transfer that did
not permit a market anticipated timeline to complete due diligence. The hastened timeline to dispose
of the asset placed significant pressure on the seller that typically warrants a discernable deduction in
the market. Reportedly, the buyer was the highest all cash offer (from among 8 bidders) that could
close the quickest on the deal and leave the seller in compliance with the regulators. As such, this
transaction is not considered to represent an indication of market value and was not considered in our
valuation of the subject.
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Final Opinion of Value
Based on the preceding valuation analysis and subject to the definitions, assumptions, and limiting
conditions expressed in the report, our opinion of value is as follows:
Value Conclusions
Parcel
Market Value subject to a hypothetical condition

Interest Appraised
Fee Simple

Date of Value
January 24, 2020

Value Conclusion
$27,430,000

This appraisal arrives at an estimate of market value, subject to the aforementioned hypothetical
conditions, based upon certain assumptions which may or may not be fulfilled; namely, the
completion and delivery of infrastructure integral to the development not only of the subject property
but the balance of the Placer Ranch master planned community. Consequently, no assurance can be
given that should the subject property portion of the proposed Placer Ranch become available for sale
(exposed to the market) as of the date of value herein, that any offer to purchase would be received
for such property or, if an offer were received, that such offer would be commensurate with the
conclusion of value estimated herein under the hypothetical conditions and specific assumptions
noted.
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Extraordinary Assumptions and Hypothetical Conditions
The value conclusions are subject to the following extraordinary assumptions that may affect the assignment
results. An extraordinary assumption is uncertain information accepted as fact. If the assumption is found to be
false as of the effective date of the appraisal, we reserve the right to modify our value conclusions.
1. It is a hypothetical condition of this report that the subject property can achieve an approved tentative
subdivision map (noted below). However, no preliminary project map indicating lot count or lot sizing has been
prepared for the subject. As such, we’ve considered lot sizing permitted by zoning regulations and have
estimated a lot count and typical lot size for the subject property in accordance with its zoning and surrounding
land uses with similar zoning. Although our estimates are reasonable in comparison to other projects in the
area, note that our estimates are not as reliable as what an engineer could provide. It is assumed the lot count
and typical lot size are reasonable. If it is determined that the lot count and typical lot size estimated herein are
not valid, the value conclusion may be affected.
2. The value estimated herein relied on site development costs estimated by the appraiser ($45,000 per lot) by
considering costs at other projects in the market area. It is assumed the estimated site development costs for the
subject property are reasonable. If it is determined that site development costs estimated herein are not valid,
the value conclusion may be affected.
3. The value estimated herein relied on permits and fees estimated by the appraiser ($72,000 per lot) based on
recent, surrounding projects. It is assumed the estimated permits and fees for the subject property are
reasonable. If it is determined that the permits and fees estimated herein are not valid, the value conclusion may
be affected.
4. Implicit in the hypothetical condition is the premise that the subject property would be taxed as a single‐family
residential project. In this valuation, we have estimated property taxes, including ad valorem, direct levies and
special taxes, based on nearby single‐family lots. It is assumed the subject property would be taxed similarly.
The value conclusions are based on the following hypothetical conditions that may affect the assignment results. A
hypothetical condition is a condition contrary to known fact on the effective date of the appraisal but is supposed
for the purpose of analysis.
1. It is a hypothetical condition of this report that the subject can achieve approved tentative subdivision maps
that reflect five units per acre (917 lots total, typically 6,000 SF).
2. Due to the fact the subject (appraised property) is not yet a separate, legal parcel that may be transferred, this
valuation assignment is premised on the hypothetical condition the proposed 301‐acre site has been created.

Exposure Time
Exposure time is the length of time the subject property would have been exposed for sale in the
market had it sold on the effective valuation date at the concluded market value. Exposure time is
always presumed to precede the effective date of the appraisal. Based on our review of recent sales
transactions for similar properties and our analysis of supply and demand in the local land market, it is
our opinion that the probable exposure time for the subject at the concluded market value stated
previously is 12 months.

Marketing Time
Marketing time is an estimate of the amount of time it might take to sell a property at the concluded
market value immediately following the effective date of value. As we foresee no significant changes
in market conditions in the near term, it is our opinion that a reasonable marketing period for the
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subject in bulk is likely to be the same as the exposure time. Accordingly, we estimate the subject’s
marketing period at 12 months.
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Certification
We certify that, to the best of our knowledge and belief:
1.

The statements of fact contained in this report are true and correct.

2.

The reported analyses, opinions, and conclusions are limited only by the reported
assumptions and limiting conditions, and are our personal, impartial, and unbiased
professional analyses, opinions, and conclusions.

3.

We have no present or prospective interest in the property that is the subject of this report
and no personal interest with respect to the parties involved.

4.

We have not performed any services, as an appraiser or in any other capacity, regarding the
property that is the subject of this report within the three‐year period immediately preceding
acceptance of this assignment.

5.

We have no bias with respect to the property that is the subject of this report or to the parties
involved with this assignment.

6.

Our engagement in this assignment was not contingent upon developing or reporting
predetermined results.

7.

Our compensation for completing this assignment is not contingent upon the development or
reporting of a predetermined value or direction in value that favors the cause of the client, the
amount of the value opinion, the attainment of a stipulated result, or the occurrence of a
subsequent event directly related to the intended use of this appraisal.

8.

Our analyses, opinions, and conclusions were developed, and this report has been prepared,
in conformity with the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice as well as
applicable state appraisal regulations.

9.

The reported analyses, opinions, and conclusions were developed, and this report has been
prepared, in conformity with the Code of Professional Ethics and Standards of Professional
Appraisal Practice of the Appraisal Institute.

10.

The use of this report is subject to the requirements of the Appraisal Institute relating to
review by its duly authorized representatives.

11.

Kari Tatton made a personal inspection of the property that is the subject of this report. Kevin
Ziegenmeyer, MAI and Eric Segal, MAI, have not personally inspected the subject.

12.

No one provided significant real property appraisal assistance to the person(s) signing this
certification.

13.

We have experience in appraising properties similar to the subject and are in compliance with
the Competency Rule of USPAP.
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As of the date of this report, Kevin Ziegenmeyer, MAI, Eric Segal, MAI, have completed the
continuing education program for Designated Members of the Appraisal Institute.

Kevin Ziegenmeyer, MAI
Certified General Real Estate Appraiser
California Certificate # AG013567

Eric Segal, MAI
Certified General Real Estate Appraiser
California Certificate # AG026558

Kari Tatton
Certified General Real Estate Appraiser
California Certificate # 3002218
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Assumptions and Limiting Conditions
This appraisal and any other work product related to this engagement are limited by the following
standard assumptions, except as otherwise noted in the report:
1.

The title is marketable and free and clear of all liens, encumbrances, encroachments,
easements and restrictions. The property is under responsible ownership and competent
management and is available for its highest and best use.

2.

There are no existing judgments or pending or threatened litigation that could affect the value
of the property.

3.

There are no hidden or undisclosed conditions of the land or of the improvements that would
render the property more or less valuable. Furthermore, there is no asbestos in the property.

4.

The revenue stamps placed on any deed referenced herein to indicate the sale price are in
correct relation to the actual dollar amount of the transaction.

5.

The property is in compliance with all applicable building, environmental, zoning, and other
federal, state and local laws, regulations and codes.

6.

The information furnished by others is believed to be reliable, but no warranty is given for its
accuracy.

This appraisal and any other work product related to this engagement are subject to the following
limiting conditions, except as otherwise noted in the report:
1.

An appraisal is inherently subjective and represents our opinion as to the value of the
property appraised.

2.

The conclusions stated in our appraisal apply only as of the effective date of the appraisal, and
no representation is made as to the effect of subsequent events.

3.

No changes in any federal, state or local laws, regulations or codes (including, without
limitation, the Internal Revenue Code) are anticipated.

4.

No environmental impact studies were either requested or made in conjunction with this
appraisal, and we reserve the right to revise or rescind any of the value opinions based upon
any subsequent environmental impact studies. If any environmental impact statement is
required by law, the appraisal assumes that such statement will be favorable and will be
approved by the appropriate regulatory bodies.

5.

Unless otherwise agreed to in writing, we are not required to give testimony, respond to any
subpoena or attend any court, governmental or other hearing with reference to the property
without compensation relative to such additional employment.

6.

We have made no survey of the property and assume no responsibility in connection with
such matters. Any sketch or survey of the property included in this report is for illustrative
purposes only and should not be considered to be scaled accurately for size. The appraisal
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covers the property as described in this report, and the areas and dimensions set forth are
assumed to be correct.
7.

No opinion is expressed as to the value of subsurface oil, gas or mineral rights, if any, and we
have assumed that the property is not subject to surface entry for the exploration or removal
of such materials, unless otherwise noted in our appraisal.

8.

We accept no responsibility for considerations requiring expertise in other fields. Such
considerations include, but are not limited to, legal descriptions and other legal matters such
as legal title, geologic considerations such as soils and seismic stability; and civil, mechanical,
electrical, structural and other engineering and environmental matters. Such considerations
may also include determinations of compliance with zoning and other federal, state, and local
laws, regulations and codes.

9.

The distribution of the total valuation in the report between land and improvements applies
only under the reported highest and best use of the property. The allocations of value for land
and improvements must not be used in conjunction with any other appraisal and are invalid if
so used. The appraisal report shall be considered only in its entirety. No part of the appraisal
report shall be utilized separately or out of context.

10.

Neither all nor any part of the contents of this report (especially any conclusions as to value,
the identity of the appraisers, or any reference to the Appraisal Institute) shall be
disseminated through advertising media, public relations media, news media or any other
means of communication (including without limitation prospectuses, private offering
memoranda and other offering material provided to prospective investors) without the prior
written consent of the persons signing the report.

11.

Information, estimates and opinions contained in the report and obtained from third‐party
sources are assumed to be reliable and have not been independently verified.

12.

Any income and expense estimates contained in the appraisal report are used only for the
purpose of estimating value and do not constitute predictions of future operating results.

13.

If the property is subject to one or more leases, any estimate of residual value contained in
the appraisal may be particularly affected by significant changes in the condition of the
economy, of the real estate industry, or of the appraised property at the time these leases
expire or otherwise terminate.

14.

Unless otherwise stated in the report, no consideration has been given to personal property
located on the premises or to the cost of moving or relocating such personal property; only
the real property has been considered.

15.

The current purchasing power of the dollar is the basis for the values stated in the appraisal;
we have assumed that no extreme fluctuations in economic cycles will occur.

16.

The values found herein are subject to these and to any other assumptions or conditions set
forth in the body of this report but which may have been omitted from this list of Assumptions
and Limiting Conditions.

17.

The analyses contained in the report necessarily incorporate numerous estimates and
assumptions regarding property performance, general and local business and economic
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conditions, the absence of material changes in the competitive environment and other
matters. Some estimates or assumptions, however, inevitably will not materialize, and
unanticipated events and circumstances may occur; therefore, actual results achieved during
the period covered by our analysis will vary from our estimates, and the variations may be
material.
18.

The Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) became effective January 26, 1992. We have not
made a specific survey or analysis of the property to determine whether the physical aspects
of the improvements meet the ADA accessibility guidelines. We claim no expertise in ADA
issues, and render no opinion regarding compliance of the subject with ADA regulations.
Inasmuch as compliance matches each owner’s financial ability with the cost to cure the non‐
conforming physical characteristics of a property, a specific study of both the owner’s financial
ability and the cost to cure any deficiencies would be needed for the Department of Justice to
determine compliance.

19.

The appraisal report is prepared for the exclusive benefit of the Client, its subsidiaries and/or
affiliates. It may not be used or relied upon by any other party. All parties who use or rely
upon any information in the report without our written consent do so at their own risk.

20.

No studies have been provided to us indicating the presence or absence of hazardous
materials on the subject property or in the improvements, and our valuation is predicated
upon the assumption that the subject property is free and clear of any environment hazards
including, without limitation, hazardous wastes, toxic substances and mold. No
representations or warranties are made regarding the environmental condition of the subject
property. Integra Realty Resources – Sacramento, Integra Realty Resources, Inc., Integra
Strategic Ventures, Inc. and/or any of their respective officers, owners, managers, directors,
agents, subcontractors or employees (the “Integra Parties”), shall not be responsible for any
such environmental conditions that do exist or for any engineering or testing that might be
required to discover whether such conditions exist. Because we are not experts in the field of
environmental conditions, the appraisal report cannot be considered as an environmental
assessment of the subject property.

21.

The persons signing the report may have reviewed available flood maps and may have noted
in the appraisal report whether the subject property is located in an identified Special Flood
Hazard Area. We are not qualified to detect such areas and therefore do not guarantee such
determinations. The presence of flood plain areas and/or wetlands may affect the value of the
property, and the value conclusion is predicated on the assumption that wetlands are non‐
existent or minimal.

22.

Integra Realty Resources – Sacramento is not a building or environmental inspector. Integra
Sacramento does not guarantee that the subject property is free of defects or environmental
problems. Mold may be present in the subject property and a professional inspection is
recommended.

23.

The appraisal report and value conclusions for an appraisal assume the satisfactory
completion of construction, repairs or alterations in a workmanlike manner.

24.

It is expressly acknowledged that in any action which may be brought against any of the
Integra Parties, arising out of, relating to, or in any way pertaining to this engagement, the
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appraisal reports, and/or any other related work product, the Integra Parties shall not be
responsible or liable for any incidental or consequential damages or losses, unless the
appraisal was fraudulent or prepared with intentional misconduct. It is further acknowledged
that the collective liability of the Integra Parties in any such action shall not exceed the fees
paid for the preparation of the appraisal report unless the appraisal was fraudulent or
prepared with intentional misconduct. Finally, it is acknowledged that the fees charged herein
are in reliance upon the foregoing limitations of liability.
25.

Integra Realty Resources – Sacramento, an independently owned and operated company, has
prepared the appraisal for the specific intended use stated elsewhere in the report. The use of
the appraisal report by anyone other than the Client is prohibited except as otherwise
provided. Accordingly, the appraisal report is addressed to and shall be solely for the Client’s
use and benefit unless we provide our prior written consent. We expressly reserve the
unrestricted right to withhold our consent to your disclosure of the appraisal report or any
other work product related to the engagement (or any part thereof including, without
limitation, conclusions of value and our identity), to any third parties. Stated again for
clarification, unless our prior written consent is obtained, no third party may rely on the
appraisal report (even if their reliance was foreseeable).

26.

The conclusions of this report are estimates based on known current trends and reasonably
foreseeable future occurrences. These estimates are based partly on property information,
data obtained in public records, interviews, existing trends, buyer‐seller decision criteria in the
current market, and research conducted by third parties, and such data are not always
completely reliable. The Integra Parties are not responsible for these and other future
occurrences that could not have reasonably been foreseen on the effective date of this
assignment. Furthermore, it is inevitable that some assumptions will not materialize and that
unanticipated events may occur that will likely affect actual performance. While we are of the
opinion that our findings are reasonable based on current market conditions, we do not
represent that these estimates will actually be achieved, as they are subject to considerable
risk and uncertainty. Moreover, we assume competent and effective management and
marketing for the duration of the projected holding period of this property.

27.

All prospective value opinions presented in this report are estimates and forecasts which are
prospective in nature and are subject to considerable risk and uncertainty. In addition to the
contingencies noted in the preceding paragraph, several events may occur that could
substantially alter the outcome of our estimates such as, but not limited to changes in the
economy, interest rates, and capitalization rates, behavior of consumers, investors and
lenders, fire and other physical destruction, changes in title or conveyances of easements and
deed restrictions, etc. It is assumed that conditions reasonably foreseeable at the present
time are consistent or similar with the future.

28.

The appraisal is also subject to the following:
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Extraordinary Assumptions and Hypothetical Conditions
The value conclusions are subject to the following extraordinary assumptions that may affect the assignment
results. An extraordinary assumption is uncertain information accepted as fact. If the assumption is found to be
false as of the effective date of the appraisal, we reserve the right to modify our value conclusions.
1. It is a hypothetical condition of this report that the subject property can achieve an approved tentative
subdivision map (noted below). However, no preliminary project map indicating lot count or lot sizing has been
prepared for the subject. As such, we’ve considered lot sizing permitted by zoning regulations and have
estimated a lot count and typical lot size for the subject property in accordance with its zoning and surrounding
land uses with similar zoning. Although our estimates are reasonable in comparison to other projects in the
area, note that our estimates are not as reliable as what an engineer could provide. It is assumed the lot count
and typical lot size are reasonable. If it is determined that the lot count and typical lot size estimated herein are
not valid, the value conclusion may be affected.
2. The value estimated herein relied on site development costs estimated by the appraiser ($45,000 per lot) by
considering costs at other projects in the market area. It is assumed the estimated site development costs for the
subject property are reasonable. If it is determined that site development costs estimated herein are not valid,
the value conclusion may be affected.
3. The value estimated herein relied on permits and fees estimated by the appraiser ($72,000 per lot) based on
recent, surrounding projects. It is assumed the estimated permits and fees for the subject property are
reasonable. If it is determined that the permits and fees estimated herein are not valid, the value conclusion may
be affected.
4. Implicit in the hypothetical condition is the premise that the subject property would be taxed as a single‐family
residential project. In this valuation, we have estimated property taxes, including ad valorem, direct levies and
special taxes, based on nearby single‐family lots. It is assumed the subject property would be taxed similarly.
The value conclusions are based on the following hypothetical conditions that may affect the assignment results. A
hypothetical condition is a condition contrary to known fact on the effective date of the appraisal but is supposed
for the purpose of analysis.
1. It is a hypothetical condition of this report that the subject can achieve approved tentative subdivision maps
that reflect five units per acre (917 lots total, typically 6,000 SF).
2. Due to the fact the subject (appraised property) is not yet a separate, legal parcel that may be transferred, this
valuation assignment is premised on the hypothetical condition the proposed 301‐acre site has been created.
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Kevin Ziegenmeyer, MAI

Integra Realty Resources
San Francisco

Experience
Mr. Ziegenmeyer is a Certified General real estate appraiser and holds the Appraisal
Institute's MAI designation. In 1989, Mr. Ziegenmeyer began his career in real estate as a
controller for a commercial and residential real estate development corporation. In 1991
he began appraising and continued to be involved in appraisal assignments covering a
wide variety of properties, including office, retail, industrial, residential income and
subdivisions throughout the Central Valley area of California, Northern Nevada, and
within the Sacramento Metropolitan Area. Over the past several years, Mr. Ziegenmeyer
has handled many of the firm’s master-planned property appraisals and has developed
expertise in the valuation of Community Facilities Districts and Assessment Districts. In
early 2015, Mr. Ziegenmeyer obtained the Appraisal Institute's MAI designation. Kevin is
currently Senior Managing Director of the Integra-San Francisco office and Managing
Director of the Integra-Sacramento office.

San Francisco, CA 95765
T 916-435-3883
F 916-435-4774
irr.com

Licenses
California, Certified General Real Estate Appraiser, AG013567, Expires June 2021

Education
Academic:
Bachelor of Science in Accounting, Azusa Pacific University, California
Appraisal and Real Estate Courses:
Standards of Professional Practice, Parts A, B & C
Basic Valuation Procedures
Real Estate Appraisal Principles
Capitalization Theory and Techniques, Part A
Advanced Income Capitalization
Report Writing and Valuation Analysis
Advanced Applications
IRS Valuation Summit I & II
2008, 2009, 2010 & 2011 Economic Forecast
Business Practices and Ethics
Contemporary Appraisal Issues with Small Business Administration Financing
General Demonstration Appraisal Report Writing Seminar
7-Hour National USPAP Update Course
Valuation of Easements and Other Partial Interests
2009 Summer Conference
Uniform Appraisal Standards for Federal Land Acquisitions
2008 Economic Update
Valuation of Conservation Easements
Subdivision Valuation
2005 Annual Fall Conference
General Comprehensive Exam Module I, II, III & IV
Advanced Income Capitalization
Advanced Sales Comparison & Cost Approaches
2004 Central CA Market Update
Computer-Enhanced Cash Flow Modeling
Forecast 2000, 2001, 2002, 2003 & 2004
Land Valuation Assignments

kziegenmeyer@irr.com - 916-435-3883 x224
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Kevin Ziegenmeyer, MAI

Integra Realty Resources
San Francisco

Education (Cont'd)
Land Valuation Adjustment Procedures
Highest & Best Use and Market Analysis
Entitlements, Land Subdivision & Valuation
Real Estate Value Cycles
El Dorado Hills Housing Symposium
Federal Land Exchanges
M & S Computer Cost-Estimating, Nonresidential

San Francisco, CA 95765
T 916-435-3883
F 916-435-4774
irr.com

kziegenmeyer@irr.com - 916-435-3883 x224
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Eric Segal, MAI

Integra Realty Resources
Sacramento

Experience

3825 Atherton Rd
# 500
Rocklin, CA 95765

Mr. Segal is a Certified General real estate appraiser and holds the Appraisal Institute's
MAI designation. In 1998, Mr. Segal began his career in real estate as a research
analyst/appraiser trainee for Richard Seevers and Associates. By 1999, he began writing
narrative appraisal reports covering a variety of commercial properties, with an
emphasis on residential master planned communities and subdivisions. Today, Mr. Segal
is a partner in the firm and is involved in appraisal assignments covering a wide variety
of properties including office, retail, industrial, multifamily housing, master planned
communities, and specializes in the appraisal of Mello-Roos Community Facilities
Districts and Assessment Districts for land-secured municipal financings, as well as
multifamily developments under the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development’s
Multifamily Accelerated Processing (MAP) Guide. He has developed the experience and
background necessary to deal with complex assignments covering an array of property
types, with a particular focus on urban redevelopment in the cities of San Francisco,
Monterey, Alameda and San Mateo. He has developed the experience and background
necessary to deal with complex assignments covering an array of property types. Eric is
currently Managing Director of the Integra-San Francisco office and Senior Managing
Director of the Integra-Sacramento office.

T 916-435-3883
F 916-435-4774
irr.com

Professional Activities & Affiliations
Appraisal Institute, Member (MAI) Appraisal Institute, January 2016

Licenses
California, Certified General, AG026558, Expires February 2021
Nevada, Certified General, A.0207666-CG, Expires January 2021

Education
Academic:
Bachelor of Science in Business Administration (Concentrations in Finance and Real
Estate & Land Use Affairs), California State University, Sacramento
Appraisal and Real Estate Courses:
Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice
Appraisal Principles
Basic Income Capitalization
Highest & Best Use and Market Analysis
Advanced Income Capitalization
Report Writing and Valuation Analysis
Self-Storage Economics and Appraisal Seminar
Appraisal Litigation Practice and Courtroom Management
Hotel Valuations: New Techniques for today’s Uncertain Times
Computer Enhanced Cash Flow Modeling
Advanced Sales Comparison & Cost Approaches
Advanced Applications
Supervisor-Trainee Course for California

esegal@irr.com - 916-435-3883 x228
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Kari Tatton

Integra Realty Resources
Sacramento

Experience

3825 Atherton Rd
# 500
Rocklin, CA 95765

Ms. Tatton is a Certified General real estate appraiser. After completing her bachelor’s
degree at California State University, Sacramento, Ms. Tatton began her career in real
estate in March 2011, and has been writing narrative appraisal reports for a variety of
properties. Today, she is involved in appraisal assignments covering office, retail,
industrial, multifamily housing, land and mixed-use properties; as well as
special-purpose properties including self-storage facilities, religious facilities, schools
and auto dealerships. Ms. Tatton has developed the experience and background
necessary to deal with complex assignments covering an array of property types,
including subdivisions, as well as Mello-Roos and Assessment Districts.

T 916-435-3883
F 916-435-4774
irr.com

Licenses
California, Certified General Real Estate, 3002218, Expires June 2020

Education
Academic:
Bachelor of Arts in Interior Design (Concentration in Interior Architecture)
California State University, Sacramento
Appraisal and Real Estate Courses:
Basic Appraisal Principles
Basic Appraisal Procedures
Site Valuation & Cost Approach
General Market Analysis & Highest and Best Use
Sales Comparison Approach
Income Capitalization Approach Part I
Income Capitalization Approach Part II
General Appraiser Report Writing and Case Studies

ktatton@irr.com - 916-435-3883 x229
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About IRR
Integra Realty Resources, Inc. (IRR) provides world‐class commercial real estate valuation, counseling,
and advisory services. Routinely ranked among leading property valuation and consulting firms, we are
now the largest independent firm in our industry in the United States, with local offices coast to coast
and in the Caribbean.
IRR offices are led by MAI‐designated Senior Managing Directors, industry leaders who have over 25
years, on average, of commercial real estate experience in their local markets. This experience,
coupled with our understanding of how national trends affect the local markets, empowers our clients
with the unique knowledge, access, and historical perspective they need to make the most informed
decisions.
Many of the nation's top financial institutions, developers, corporations, law firms, and government
agencies rely on our professional real estate opinions to best understand the value, use, and feasibility
of real estate in their market.
Local Expertise...Nationally!

irr.com
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The source of the following definitions is the Appraisal Institute, The Dictionary of Real Estate
Appraisal, 6th ed. (Chicago: Appraisal Institute, 2015), unless otherwise noted.
As Is Market Value
The estimate of the market value of real property in its current physical condition, use, and zoning as
of the appraisal date.
Disposition Value
The most probable price that a specified interest in property should bring under the following
conditions:
1.

Consummation of a sale within a specified time, which is shorter than the typical exposure
time for such a property in that market.

2.

The property is subjected to market conditions prevailing as of the date of valuation.

3.

Both the buyer and seller are acting prudently and knowledgeably.

4.

The seller is under compulsion to sell.

5.

The buyer is typically motivated.

6.

Both parties are acting in what they consider to be their best interests.

7.

An adequate marketing effort will be made during the exposure time.

8.

Payment will be made in cash in U.S. dollars (or the local currency) or in terms of financial
arrangements comparable thereto.

9.

The price represents the normal consideration for the property sold, unaffected by special or
creative financing or sales concessions granted by anyone associated with the sale.

This definition can also be modified to provide for valuation with specified financing terms.
Effective Date
1. The date on which the appraisal or review opinion applies.
2.

In a lease document, the date upon which the lease goes into effect.

Entitlement
In the context of ownership, use, or development of real estate, governmental approval for
annexation, zoning, utility extensions, number of lots, total floor area, construction permits, and
occupancy or use permits.
Entrepreneurial Profit
1. A market‐derived figure that represents the amount an entrepreneur receives for his or her
contribution to a project and risk; the difference between the total cost of a property (cost of
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development) and its market value (property value after completion), which represents the
entrepreneur’s compensation for the risk and expertise associated with development. An
entrepreneur is motivated by the prospect of future value enhancement (i.e., the
entrepreneurial incentive). An entrepreneur who successfully creates value through new
development, expansion, renovation, or an innovative change of use is rewarded by
entrepreneurial profit. Entrepreneurs may also fail and suffer losses.
2.

In economics, the actual return on successful management practices, often identified with
coordination, the fourth factor of production following land, labor, and capital; also called
entrepreneurial return or entrepreneurial reward.

Exposure Time
1. The time a property remains on the market.
2.

The estimated length of time that the property interest being appraised would have been
offered on the market prior to the hypothetical consummation of a sale at market value on
the effective date of the appraisal; a retrospective opinion based on an analysis of past events
assuming a competitive and open market.

Fee Simple Estate
Absolute ownership unencumbered by any other interest or estate, subject only to the limitations
imposed by the governmental powers of taxation, eminent domain, police power, and escheat.
Floor Area Ratio (FAR)
The relationship between the above‐ground floor area of a building, as described by the zoning or
building code, and the area of the plot on which it stands; in planning and zoning, often expressed as a
decimal, e.g., a ratio of 2.0 indicates that the permissible floor area of a building is twice the total land
area.
Highest and Best Use
1. The reasonably probable use of property that results in the highest value. The four criteria
that the highest and best use must meet are legal permissibility, physical possibility, financial
feasibility, and maximum productivity.
2.

The use of an asset that maximizes its potential and that is possible, legally permissible, and
financially feasible. The highest and best use may be for continuation of an asset’s existing use
or for some alternative use. This is determined by the use that a market participant would
have in mind for the asset when formulating the price that it would be willing to bid. (ISV)

3.

[The] highest and most profitable use for which the property is adaptable and needed or likely
to be needed in the reasonably near future. (Uniform Appraisal Standards for Federal Land
Acquisitions)
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Investment Value
1. The value of a property to a particular investor or class of investors based on the investor’s
specific requirements. Investment value may be different from market value because it
depends on a set of investment criteria that are not necessarily typical of the market.
2.

The value of an asset to the owner or a prospective owner for individual investment or
operational objectives.

Lease
A contract in which rights to use and occupy land, space, or structures are transferred by the owner to
another for a specified period of time in return for a specified rent.
Leased Fee Interest
The ownership interest held by the lessor, which includes the right to receive the contract rent
specified in the lease plus the reversionary right when the lease expires.
Leasehold Interest
The right held by the lessee to use and occupy real estate for a stated term and under the conditions
specified in the lease.
Liquidation Value
The most probable price that a specified interest in real property should bring under the following
conditions:
1.

Consummation of a sale within a short time period.

2.

The property is subjected to market conditions prevailing as of the date of valuation.

3.

Both the buyer and seller are acting prudently and knowledgeably.

4.

The seller is under extreme compulsion to sell.

5.

The buyer is typically motivated.

6.

Both parties are acting in what they consider to be their best interests.

7.

A normal marketing effort is not possible due to the brief exposure time.

8.

Payment will be made in cash in U.S. dollars (or the local currency) or in terms of financial
arrangements comparable thereto.

9.

The price represents the normal consideration for the property sold, unaffected by special or
creative financing or sales concessions granted by anyone associated with the sale.

This definition can also be modified to provide for valuation with specified financing terms.
Marketing Time
An opinion of the amount of time it might take to sell a real or personal property interest at the
concluded market value level during the period immediately after the effective date of an appraisal.
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Marketing time differs from exposure time, which is always presumed to precede the effective date of
an appraisal.
Market Value
The most probable price which a property should bring in a competitive and open market under all
conditions requisite to a fair sale, the buyer and seller each acting prudently and knowledgeably, and
assuming the price is not affected by undue stimulus. Implicit in this definition is the consummation of
a sale as of a specified date and the passing of title from seller to buyer under conditions whereby:


buyer and seller are typically motivated;


both parties are well informed or well advised, and acting in what they consider their own
best interests;


a reasonable time is allowed for exposure in the open market;


payment is made in terms of cash in U.S. dollars or in terms of financial arrangements
comparable thereto; and

the price represents the normal consideration for the property sold unaffected by special or
creative financing or sales concessions granted by anyone associated with the sale.
(Source: Code of Federal Regulations, Title 12, Chapter I, Part 34.42[g]; also Interagency Appraisal and
Evaluation Guidelines, Federal Register, 75 FR 77449, December 10, 2010, page 77472)
Prospective Opinion of Value
A value opinion effective as of a specified future date. The term does not define a type of value.
Instead, it identifies a value opinion as being effective at some specific future date. An opinion of
value as of a prospective date is frequently sought in connection with projects that are proposed,
under construction, or under conversion to a new use, or those that have not yet achieved sellout or a
stabilized level of long‐term occupancy.
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Land Sale Profile

Sale No. 1

Location & Property Identification
Property Name:

Westpark‐Federico Parcels
FD‐22B & FD‐3

Sub‐Property Type:

Residential, Residential
Subdivision

Address:

E/O Westbrook Blvd., N/O
Federico Dr.

City/State/Zip:

Roseville, CA 95747

County:

Placer

Market Orientation:

Suburban

IRR Event ID:

2315515

Sale Information
Sale Price:
Effective Sale Price:
Sale Date:
Sale Status:

$/Unit:
Grantor/Seller:
Grantee/Buyer:
Portfolio Sale:
Assets Sold:
Property Rights:
% of Interest Conveyed:
Financing:
Document Type:
Recording No.:

Sale Analysis
$6,810,500
$6,810,500
11/20/2019
Closed

$64,250 /Unit
Solaire Community Builders,
LLC.
Taylor Morrison of California,
LLC.
No
Real estate only
Fee Simple
100.00
Cash to seller ‐ buyer obtained
financing
Deed
94028

Sale Price Includes FF&E?

No

Improvement and Site Data
MSA:
Legal/Tax/Parcel ID:
Acres(Gross):
Land‐SF(Gross):
Potential Lot SF:
No. of Units (Potential):
Shape:
Topography:
Zoning Code:
Zoning Desc.:
Environmental Issues:
Flood Zone Designation:
Source of Land Info.:

Sacramento‐‐Roseville‐‐Arden‐
Arcade, CA
498‐020‐006 & ‐007
21.59
940,460
5,336

106
Irregular
Level
LDR
Low Density Residential
No
X
Other

Comments
This sale represents the transfer of 106 LDR paper lots (60 ‐
50'x100', 46 ‐ 55'x105') in Phase 1 of Westpark‐Federico.
Permits & Fees are approximately $72,488/lot and
development costs are approximately $47,565/lot. Annual
special taxes are $1,800/lot. These lots are located within

Westpark‐Federico Parcels FD‐22B & FD‐3
1122

Land Sale Profile

Sale No. 1

Comments (Cont'd)
the RJUHSD/RCSD.

Westpark‐Federico Parcels FD‐22B & FD‐3
1123

Land Sale Profile

Sale No. 2

Location & Property Identification
Property Name:

Westbrook Parcels WB‐20 &
WB‐21

Sub‐Property Type:

Residential, Residential
Subdivision

Address:

S/O Pleasant Grove Blvd, E/O
Santucci Blvd.

City/State/Zip:

Roseville, CA 95747

County:

Placer

Market Orientation:

Suburban

IRR Event ID:

2267788

Sale Information
Sale Price:
Effective Sale Price:
Sale Date:
Sale Status:

$/Unit:
Grantor/Seller:
Grantee/Buyer:
Assemblage:
Portfolio Sale:
Assets Sold:
Property Rights:
% of Interest Conveyed:
Financing:
Document Type:
Recording No.:

Sale Analysis
$11,172,000
$11,172,000
08/01/2019
Closed

$76,000 /Approved Lot
WestPark Development Co.,
LLC.
K Hovnanian Homes of
Northern CA
No
No
Real estate only
Fee Simple
100.00
Cash to seller ‐ buyer obtained
financing
Deed
55154

Sale Price Includes FF&E?

No

Improvement and Site Data
MSA:
Legal/Tax/Parcel ID:
Acres(Gross):
Land‐SF(Gross):
Potential Lot SF:
No. of Units (Potential):
Topography:
Zoning Code:
Zoning Desc.:

Flood Plain:
Source of Land Info.:

Sacramento‐‐Roseville‐‐Arden‐
Arcade, CA
496‐100‐031 & ‐033
20.21
880,347
3,825

147
Level
RS/DS
Small Lot
Residential/Development
Standards
No
Public Records

Comments
This sale represents the transfer of 147 MDR paper lots
(typical lot size of 3,825 sf) in Phase 3 of Solaire. Permits &
Fees are approximately $48,197/lot and development costs
are approximately $43,972/lot. Annual special taxes are
$1,407/lot. These lots are located within the CJUSD.

Westbrook Parcels WB‐20 & WB‐21
1124

Land Sale Profile

Sale No. 3

Location & Property Identification
Property Name:

Fiddyment Ranch, Villages
F‐13A‐1 & 2, 13B‐3

Sub‐Property Type:

Residential, Residential
Subdivision

Address:

N/O N Hayden Pky, W/O
Fiddyment Rd

City/State/Zip:

Roseville, CA 95747

County:

Placer

Market Orientation:

Suburban

IRR Event ID:

2218345

Sale Information
Sale Price:
Effective Sale Price:
Sale Date:
Recording Date:
Sale Status:

$6,969,000
$6,969,000
06/10/2019
06/10/2019
Closed

$/Unit:
Grantor/Seller:
Grantee/Buyer:
Assets Sold:
Property Rights:
% of Interest Conveyed:
Financing:
Document Type:

$50,500 /Approved Lot
ATC Realty One, LLC.
Taylor Morrison Homes
Real estate only
Fee Simple
100.00
Cash to seller
Deed

Improvement and Site Data
Legal/Tax/Parcel ID:
Acres(Gross):
Land‐SF(Gross):

Potential Lot SF:
No. of Units (Potential):
Shape:
Topography:
Zoning Code:
Zoning Desc.:
Easements:
Flood Plain:
Flood Zone Designation:
Source of Land Info.:

5,775

138
Irregular
Level
RS/DS
Small lot residential, design
standards overlay
No
No
X
Public Records

Comments
This comparable represents the sale of three villages (Phase
2J) within Fiddyment Ranch totaling 138 "super pad" lots with
a typical lot size of 5,775 square feet. Site development costs
are estimated at $76,000/lot, permits & fees average
$70,962/lot, and special assessments are $1,792/lot. Taylor
Morrison experienced slightly higher costs because there is a
large storm drain that runs through the middle of the project
that serves upstream property. Thus, they have to construct
landscaping/retaining walls/bike trail/fences along the
boundary, as well as backup landscaping/sidewalk/soundwalls
along the north boundary of Hayden Parkway.

492‐012‐081 thru ‐083
29.40
1,280,664

Fiddyment Ranch, Villages F‐13A‐1 & 2, 13B‐3
1125

Land Sale Profile

Sale No. 4

Location & Property Identification
Property Name:

Fiddyment Ranch, Villages
F‐7A & 7B

Sub‐Property Type:

Residential, Residential
Subdivision

Address:

S/O Holt Pky, W/O Fiddyment
Rd

City/State/Zip:

Roseville, CA 95747

County:

Placer

Market Orientation:

Suburban

IRR Event ID:

2195641

Sale Information
Sale Price:
Effective Sale Price:
Sale Date:
Contract Date:
Sale Status:

$15,851,000
$15,851,000
12/05/2018
05/15/2018
Closed

$/Unit:
Grantor/Seller:
Grantee/Buyer:
Assemblage:
Portfolio Sale:
Assets Sold:
Property Rights:
% of Interest Conveyed:
Financing:
Document Type:
Recording No.:

$121,000 /Approved Lot
ATC Realty One, LLC.
Lennar Homes of CA, Inc.
No
Yes
Real estate only
Fee Simple
100.00
Cash to seller
Deed
87653

Potential Lot SF:
No. of Units (Potential):
Topography:
Zoning Desc.:
Source of Land Info.:

4,500

131
Level
Single‐family
Other

Comments
This comparable was part of a multi‐village take‐down and
represents the transfer of 131 finished lots with a typical lot
size of 4,500 SF within Fiddyment Ranch. Permits & Fees
average $70,397/lot; annual special assessments are
$1,792/lot.

Improvement and Site Data
Legal/Tax/Parcel ID:

492‐011‐007 & ‐008

Fiddyment Ranch, Villages F‐7A & 7B
1126

Land Sale Profile

Sale No. 5

Location & Property Identification
Property Name:

Fiddyment Ranch, Village F‐9B

Sub‐Property Type:

Residential, Residential
Subdivision

Address:

S/O Holt Pky, W/O Fiddyment
Rd

City/State/Zip:

Roseville, CA 95747

County:

Placer

Market Orientation:

Suburban

IRR Event ID:

2195644

Sale Information
Sale Price:
Effective Sale Price:
Sale Date:
Contract Date:
Sale Status:

$9,940,000
$9,940,000
12/05/2018
05/15/2018
Closed

$/Unit:
Grantor/Seller:
Grantee/Buyer:
Assemblage:
Portfolio Sale:
Assets Sold:
Property Rights:
% of Interest Conveyed:
Financing:
Document Type:
Recording No.:

$142,000 /Approved Lot
ATC Realty One, LLC.
Lennar Homes of CA, Inc.
No
Yes
Real estate only
Fee Simple
100.00
Cash to seller
Deed
87663

Potential Lot SF:
No. of Units (Potential):
Topography:
Zoning Desc.:
Source of Land Info.:

5,775

70
Level
Single‐family
Other

Comments
This comparable was part of a multi‐village take‐down and
represents the transfer of 70 finished lots with a typical lot size
of 5,775 SF within Fiddyment Ranch. Permits & Fees average
$70,397/lot; annual special assessments are $1,792/lot.

Improvement and Site Data
Legal/Tax/Parcel ID:

492‐011‐009

Fiddyment Ranch, Village F‐9B
1127

Land Sale Profile

Sale No. 6

Location & Property Identification
Property Name:

Fiddyment Ranch, Village F‐8C

Sub‐Property Type:

Residential, Residential
Subdivision

Address:

N/O Blue Oaks Blvd, W/O
Fiddyment Rd

City/State/Zip:

Roseville, CA 95747

County:

Placer

Market Orientation:

Suburban

IRR Event ID:

2195569

Sale Information
Sale Price:
Effective Sale Price:
Sale Date:
Contract Date:
Sale Status:

$11,039,600
$11,039,600
06/21/2018
11/17/2017
Closed

$/Unit:
Grantor/Seller:
Grantee/Buyer:

$125,450 /Approved Lot
ATC Realty One, LLC.
John Mourier Construction,
Inc.
Yes
Real estate only
Fee Simple
100.00
Cash to seller
Deed
44304

Portfolio Sale:
Assets Sold:
Property Rights:
% of Interest Conveyed:
Financing:
Document Type:
Recording No.:

Potential Lot SF:
No. of Units (Potential):
Topography:
Zoning Desc.:
Source of Land Info.:

5,125

88
Level
Single‐family
Other

Comments
This comparable was part of a multi‐village take‐down and
represents the transfer of 88 finished lots with a typical lot size
of 5,125 SF within Fiddyment Ranch. Permits & Fees average
$70,397/lot; annual special assessments are $1,792/lot.

Improvement and Site Data
Legal/Tax/Parcel ID:

492‐010‐057 (por.)

Fiddyment Ranch, Village F‐8C
1128

Land Sale Profile

Sale No. 7

Location & Property Identification
Property Name:

Fiddyment Ranch, Village F‐9C

Sub‐Property Type:

Residential, Residential
Subdivision

Address:

N/O Blue Oaks Blvd, W/O
Fiddyment Rd

City/State/Zip:

Roseville, CA 95747

County:

Placer

Market Orientation:

Suburban

IRR Event ID:

2195629

Sale Information
Sale Price:
Effective Sale Price:
Sale Date:
Contract Date:
Sale Status:

$11,159,350
$11,159,350
06/21/2018
11/17/2017
Closed

$/Unit:
Grantor/Seller:
Grantee/Buyer:

$134,450 /Approved Lot
ATC Realty One, LLC.
John Mourier Construction,
Inc.
No
Yes
Real estate only
Fee Simple
100.00
Cash to seller
Deed
44304

Assemblage:
Portfolio Sale:
Assets Sold:
Property Rights:
% of Interest Conveyed:
Financing:
Document Type:
Recording No.:

Potential Lot SF:
No. of Units (Potential):
Topography:
Zoning Desc.:
Source of Land Info.:

6,300

83
Level
Single‐family
Other

Comments
This comparable was part of a multi‐village take‐down and
represents the transfer of 83 finished lots with a typical lot size
of 6,300 SF within Fiddyment Ranch. Permits & Fees average
$70,397/lot; annual special assessments are $1,792/lot.

Improvement and Site Data
Legal/Tax/Parcel ID:

492‐010‐057 (por.)

Fiddyment Ranch, Village F‐9C
1129

Land Sale Profile

Sale No. 8

Location & Property Identification
Property Name:

Fiddyment Farms ‐ 88 Lots

Sub‐Property Type:

Residential, Residential
Subdivision

Address:

N/O Blue Oaks Blvd, W/O
Fiddyment Rd

City/State/Zip:

Roseville, CA 95747

County:

Placer

Market Orientation:

Suburban

IRR Event ID:

1885827

Sale Information
Sale Price:
Effective Sale Price:
Sale Date:
Recording Date:
Sale Status:
$/Unit:
Grantor/Seller:
Grantee/Buyer:
Property Rights:
Financing:
Document Type:
Recording No.:

$11,000,000
$11,000,000
12/29/2017
12/29/2017
Closed
$125,000 /Improved Lot
William & Kathleen Wistrich
John Mourier Construction,
Inc.
Fee Simple
Cash to seller
Deed
2017‐0104362‐00

Potential Lot SF:
No. of Units (Potential):
Topography:
Zoning Desc.:
Source of Land Info.:

5,125

88
Level
Single‐family
Other

Comments
This is the sale of 88 lots of 5,125 square feet in Fiddyment
Farms. Annual Special Assessments per lot $1,688 Estimated
permits and fees are $63,800. The lots are to be delivered
finished.
Annual Special Assessments per lot $1,688

Occupancy
Occupancy at Time of Sale:

100.00%

Improvement and Site Data
Legal/Tax/Parcel ID:

497‐040‐034

Fiddyment Farms ‐ 88 Lots
1130

ATTACHMENT 3
MAP OF UNIVERSITY PROPERTY
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ATTACHMENT 4
ENVIRONMENTAL AND OTHER STUDIES

105783984.1 0059682-00001
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ENVIRONMENTAL AND OTHER STUDIES
1.

Preliminary Geotechnical Engineering Report, Wallace Kuhl & Associates, Inc., August
31, 2004

2.

Special Status Amphibian & Reptile Survey, ECORP Consulting, Inc., August 11, 2005

3.

Special Status Bird Survey, ECORP Consulting, Inc., August 11, 2005

4.

Biological Resource Assessment, ECORP Consulting, Inc., December 15, 2005

5.

Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment, Engeo, June 28, 2013 [*Updated Phase 1
required]

6.

Delineation of Potential Jurisdictional Waters of the U.S., Including Wetlands, Wildlands
March 24, 2014

7.

Wetlands Verification, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, March 25, 2015

8.

Cultural Resources Inventory & Evaluation, ECORP Consulting, Inc., May 22, 2015

9.

Preliminary Title Report, Placer Title Company, July 2, 2019

10.

Storm Drainage Master Plan, July 18, 2017

11.

Review of Odor Management at Western Regional Sanitary Landfill, September 25, 2017

12.

Final Environmental Impact Report, Sunset Area Plan/Placer Ranch Specific Plan,
County of Placer, December 10, 2020

13.

Cultural Resources Due Diligence Summary: 300-acre Parcel Within Placer Ranch,
ECORP Consulting, Inc., January 2020

1134

EXHIBIT 1.C
PLACER RANCH RESPONSIBILITIES

105783984.1 0059682-00001
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PLACER RANCH RESPONSIBILITIES
Placer Ranch Inc. (“Placer Ranch”) shall be responsible for the following costs otherwise
attributable to the Sacramento State – Placer Center property ( the “Property”) consistent with
the Development Agreement By and Between the County of Placer and Placer Ranch, Inc.
Relative to the Placer Ranch Specific Plan, dated December 10, 2019 (the “Development
Agreement”), attached to MOU1 as Exhibit 1.F., as “Placer Ranch Responsibilities”.
1. Backbone Infrastructure: Placer Ranch shall be responsible for backbone infrastructure,
including roadway, sewer, water, recycled water, and drainage facilities, required for the
development of the Placer Ranch Specific Plan (“PRSP”), net of Placer County (the
“County”) investment in such backbone infrastructure, as identified in the Development
Agreement.
2. County and Regional Traffic Fees: Placer Ranch shall be responsible for the following
County and Regional Traffic Fees, as identified in the Development Agreement:
a)
b)
c)
d)
e)
f)
g)

County Traffic Mitigation Fee;
South Placer Regional Transportation Authority Fee;
Highway 65 Joint Powers Authority;
Roseville Traffic Impact;
Rocklin Traffic Impact Mitigation Fee;
Regional Traffic Fee (County Tier II Fee); and
Economic Incentive Fee (for University traffic impacts)

3. Off-Site Road Improvements: Placer Ranch, or other developers within the PRSP, shall
construct and improve all roadways within the PRSP not located within the Property,
except as listed in subsection 4 below, including roadway frontage improvements, or any
roadway or roadway frontage improvements within or outside the PRSP that may be
constructed by the County.
4. First Campus Building Infrastructure: Placer Ranch shall construct roadways, and wet
and dry utilities to the first building on the Property, generally consistent with the
Preliminary Cost Estimates – Placer Ranch CSUS Stub Streets, prepared by MacKay &
Somps, dated October 25, 2018 (Attachment 1).
5. Biological Resource and Agricultural Land Conversion Mitigation Costs: Placer Ranch
shall pay the costs associated with the mitigation of impacts to biological resources and
conversion of agricultural lands on the Property, generally consistent with the areas
labeled Academic Student Services Housing & Support Facilities, and Sports/Recreation

1136

Facilities identified in the Sunset Area Plan/Placer Ranch Specific Plan Draft
Environmental Impact Report, Exhibit 3-10, either through an individual permitting
process with applicable state and federal resource agencies or participation in the Placer
County Conservation Plan (“PCCP”), once adopted by the County.
6. Technical Studies: Prior to transfer of the Property, pursuant to Gift Agreement sections
2 and 3, Placer Ranch shall conduct the following studies for the Property:
a) Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (Gift Agreement, section 6.f)
(completed April 9, 2020); and
b) Updated Biological Resource Assessment (Gift Agreement, section 11).

1137

ATTACHMENT 1
PRELIMINARY COST ESTIMATES – PLACER RANCH CSUS STUB STREETS,
PREPARED BY MACKAY & SOMPS

105783984.1 0059682-00001
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PRELIMINARY
COST ESTIMATES
Placer Ranch
CSUS Stub Streets

Placer County, California
October 25, 2018

1139

DRAFT
DESCRIPTION, ASSUMPTIONS, & NOTES

18458.COO
10/25/18
BD

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:
This estimate consists of surface improvements (Streetwork & Concrete), utilities (Sewer, Storm Drain, Potable & Recycled...) and Miscellaneous
Items required for the stub streets at the CSUS Parcel out of Placer Ranch. Specific roadway improvements are listed below.
PROJECT ASSUMPTIONS:
1. All proposed roadways currently do not exist and thus they will be a new roadways.
2. Roadway sections and utility layouts are based on preliminary designs on the approved Technical Studies and CSUS plan dated 01/08/2015

NOTES:
1. This estimate is prepared as a guide only and is subject to possible change. It has been prepared to a standard of accuracy that, to the best of our
knowledge and judgment, is sufficient to satisfy our understanding of the purpose of this estimate. MacKay & Somps makes no warranty, either
expressed or implied, as to the accuracy of this estimate.
2. This estimate does not consider the following:
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.
h.
I.
j.
k.
l.
m.
n.
o.
p.
q.
r.
s.
t.
u.
v.
w.
x.
y.

Fencing and bulkheads
Assessments for assessment, lighting & landscaping, GHAD, Mello Roos districts of the like
Reimbursable dry utilities costs.
Postal pads and mail boxes
Land costs, right of way acquisition, entitlements, easements, and/or rights of entry
Backflow Devices
Pole relocation or under grounding of existing overhead facilities
Fees due at building permit
Out of regular sequence construction
Over excavation of unsuitable materials, undercutting, and/or landslide repair
Costs associated with high groundwater or inclement weather conditions
Costs associated with limitations on construction access
Tree preservation systems and mitigation costs
Paseo landscaping & associated design costs
Costs associated with Homeowner’s Associations
Financing, bonds, and overhead charges.
Costs associated with Endangered Species and Wildlife Conservation.
Cost associated with Corps of Engineer, Fish & Game, Fish& Wildlife and Wetlands (Permitting, Mitigation & Preservation)
Cost associated with inclusionary zoning and low income housing requirements
Toxic contamination evaluation studies or remediation
Archaeological studies, investigations or relocations
Cost associated with siltation basins
Bridges and associated design costs
Bike paths or equestrian trails
Cost associated with traffic engineering studies, signalization design, and construction

2. This estimate does not consider the following: (continued)
aa. Irrigation systems and associated design costs
bb. Interior CMU and/or rock retaining walls
cc. Cost associated with the design, construction and maintenance of stormwater quality treatment units
dd. Costs associated with detention facilities
ee. Costs associated with the preparation of SWPPP
ff. Architectural design and associated fees
gg. Costs and fees associated with facility maintenance
hh. Cost associated with the design, construction and maintenance of residential and regional parks
ii. Costs specifically associated with turn lanes and bus turnouts, and are the responsibility of the adjacent developer.
jj Costs associated with extending potable water to the park sites within non-collector streets.
kk Costs associated with extending recycled water to the park sites within non-collector streets.

P:\18458\_C00\Admin\Estimates\CSUS\Stub Street Est\PR-Stub_sts_CSUS_est.xlsx
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2

DRAFT

18458.COO
10/25/18
BD

3. The “cash flow” situation may be different than the costs shown herein and whoever uses this estimate should take this into consideration. For
example, PG&E may require refundable deposits for gas and electricity that are paid back when the houses are connected.
4. Costs presented herein represent an opinion based on historical information and coordination efforts with the contractors, consultants and the
owners group. No provision has been made for inflation
5. Unit costs presented herein for street lights were provided by Roseville Electric, per e-mail dated 27 July 2009.
6. Roadway excavation represented in these estimates limits the excavation to the pavement section plus 1-1/2 foot within the right-of-way.

P:\18458\_C00\Admin\Estimates\CSUS\Stub Street Est\PR-Stub_sts_CSUS_est.xlsx
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18458.COO
10/25/18
BD

DRAFT
PRELIMINARY OPINION OF QUANTITIES & COSTS FOR
Placer Ranch
CSUS Stub Streets
Single Southern Access Point (300 LF) Assuming std. 40-ft Roadway BOC-BOC
ITEM QUANTITY UNIT
I.

DESCRIPTION

UNIT PRICE

AMOUNT

STREETWORK AND CONCRETE
1.

0.6

AC Clearing & Grubbing

$750.00

$450

2.

1,600

CY Roadway Excavation

$10.00

$16,000

3.

12,000

SF

Roadway Subgrade Preparation (Including Curb, Gutter)

$0.25

$3,000

4.

10,200

SF

Paving 4" AC on 9" AB

$5.00

$51,000

5.

1,800

SF

6" AB under Curb & Gutter

$1.50

$2,700

6.

600

LF

Type 2 Vertical Curb & Gutter

$20.00

$12,000

7.

2

$550.00

$1,100

8.

300

$10.00

$3,000

EA Survey Monument Well
LF

Signage and Striping
TOTAL STREETWORK & CONCRETE

II.

$89,300

SEWER SYSTEM
1.

300

2.

2

LF

10" VCP Sewer Pipe

EA 48" SSMH

$60.00

$18,000

$4,500.00

$9,000

TOTAL SEWER SYSTEM

$27,000

III. STORM DRAINAGE
1.

150

LF

12" Storm Drain, RCP CLIII

$60.00

$9,000

2.

300

LF

36" Storm Drain, RCP CLIII

$95.00

$28,500

3.

3

EA 48" SDMH

$5,000.00

$15,000

4.

4

EA TYPE "C" DROP INLET

$3,000.00

$12,000

TOTAL STORM DRAINAGE

$64,500

IV. WATER SYSTEM
$80.00

$24,000

EA 12" Butterfly Valve

$3,500.00

$10,500

1

EA 2" Blow-Off Valve Assembly

$3,750.00

$3,750

4.

1

EA 1" AVRV

$3,750.00

$3,750

5.

1

EA Fire Hydrant Assembly

$5,000.00

$5,000

1.

300

2.

3

3.

LF

12" Water ( PVC C900 CL 150, Includes: Fittings, Bends, Restrained Joints )

TOTAL WATER SYSTEM

P:\18458\_C00\Admin\Estimates\CSUS\Stub Street Est\PR-Stub_sts_CSUS_est.xlsx

$47,000
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4

DRAFT
ITEM QUANTITY UNIT
V.

DESCRIPTION

UNIT PRICE

18458.COO
10/25/18
BD

AMOUNT

RECYCLED WATER
1.

300

2.

3

3.
4.

LF

8" Recycled Water Main, PVC C900 (Purple Pipe)

$70.00

$21,000

EA 8" Gate Valve

$1,800.00

$5,400

1

EA 2" Blow-off Valve Assembly

$3,750.00

$3,750

1

EA 1" AVRV

$3,750.00

$3,750

TOTAL DRY UTILITIES SYSTEM

$33,900

VI. MISCELLANEOUS
1.

0.6

AC Erosion Control

$5,000

$3,000

2.

300

LF

Joint Utility Trench Conduit System

$150

$45,000

3.

300

LF

Street Llights (Lights/Wire/Transformer)

$150

$45,000

TOTAL MISCELLANEOUS

$93,000

COST SUMMARY
I.

STREETWORK AND CONCRETE

$89,300

II.

SEWER SYSTEM

$27,000

III. STORM DRAINAGE

$64,500

IV. WATER SYSTEM

$47,000

V.

$33,900

RECYCLED WATER

VI. MISCELLANEOUS

$93,000
Estimate Subtotal:
20% Contingency:
Construction Total:
20% Soft Costs:
Estimated Project Total:

P:\18458\_C00\Admin\Estimates\CSUS\Stub Street Est\PR-Stub_sts_CSUS_est.xlsx

$ 354,700.00
$ 70,900.00
$ 425,600.00
$ 85,100.00
$ 510,700.00
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EXHIBIT 1.D
CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY, SACRAMENTO RESPONSIBILITIES
AND OBLIGATIONS TO WHICH CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY,
SACRAMENTO SHALL NOT BE SUBJECT
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CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY, SACRAMENTO RESPONSIBILITIES AND
OBLIGATIONS TO WHICH CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY, SACRAMENTO
SHALL NOT BE SUBJECT
California State University, Sacramento (the “University”) shall be subject to the responsibilities
set forth below as they relate to development of the Sacramento State – Placer Center (the
“Project”), and shall not be subject to the obligations as specifically noted below, all pursuant to
and consistent with the Development Agreement By and Between the County of Placer and
Placer Ranch, Inc. Relative to the Placer Ranch Specific Plan, dated December 10, 2019 (the
“Development Agreement”), attached to MOU1 as Exh. 1.F, and incorporated herein by this
reference.
1.

University Responsibilities:
a) Mitigation for Project Impacts

b)

(i)

On-site stormwater detention/retention and water quality facilities
necessary to mitigate for on- and off-site stormwater impacts;

(ii)

On-site police protection services;

(iii)

Dedication to Placer County (“County”) of five (5) acres for a fire station
site;

(iv)

Compliance with requirements of Assembly Bill 52 and Senate Bill 18, as
applicable and necessary for cultural resource consultation, preservation,
and mitigation;

(v)

Costs associated with the University’s planning, and California
Environmental Quality Act analysis and mitigation for the Project,
including new and/or substitute mitigation measures to those included in
the Final Environmental Impact Report, Sunset Area/Placer Ranch
Specific Plan (October 2019), (the “EIR”); and

(vi)

On-site open space and biological resource management and maintenance
costs solely applicable to and within the 301-acre Sacramento State –
Placer Center campus site; excluding costs that Placer Ranch agrees to pay
pursuant to Exhibit 1.C., section 5.

Development Fees To Be Paid By the University
(i)

County and local agency impact connection fees pursuant to California
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Government Code section 54999, et seq., including sewer, water, recycled
water, drainage, and other connection fees.
c)

Campus Master Plan and Timing
(i)

2.

The University shall be responsible for the preparation, environmental
review, and adoption of a Campus Master Plan, as generally set forth in
section 2 of the Gift Agreement, and the timing for which shall be subject
to the provisions of section 5.a of the Gift Agreement.

Development Fees Not to be Paid by the University
a)

County Traffic Mitigation Fee;

b)

South Placer Regional Transportation Authority Fee (“SPRTA Fee”);

c)

Highway 65 Joint Powers Authority Fee;

d)

Roseville Traffic Impact Fee;

e)

Rocklin Traffic Impact Mitigation Fee;

f)

Regional Traffic Fee (County Tier II Fee);

g)

Economic Incentive Fee (for University Traffic impacts);

h)

County Public Facilities Fee;

i)

Placer Ranch Specific Plan Infrastructure;

j)

Placer Ranch Specific Plan Public Benefit Fee;

k)

Supplemental Sheriff Facilities Fee;

l)

County Park Fee, or Off-Site Park Improvement Costs;

m)

Community Recreation Fee;

n)

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Fees relating to the County’s December
2019 EIR;

o)

PCCP Fees, if adopted;
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3.

p)

Development Mitigation Fees, except those connection fees listed above;

q)

Reimbursement costs for Pleasant Grove Creek Crossing;

r)

Regional Stormwater Retention Basin Fee, to the extent that stormwater retention
mitigation requirements of the Sacramento State – Placer Center project are
satisfied with on-site retention;

s)

Site Dedication Fees and any other legally applicable obligation to provide
affordable housing;

t)

Transit Master Plan funding;

u)

School Mitigation Fees;

v)

Landfill/Composting Fee;

w)

Fire Fees;

x)

Repayment of Regional Fees;

y)

Repayment of deferred fees; and

z)

Any unidentified fees as of the effective date of the Gift Agreement, or future fees
that may be approved and implemented by the County.

Construction of Off-Site Facilities and Payment of Services Costs for Which the
University Shall Not Be Responsible
a)

Construction of any off-site roadway, sewer, water, recycled water, drainage, wet
and dry utility facilities, including roadway frontage improvements, except for
County and local agency connection fees as referenced in 1.b(i), above; and

b)

Service costs relating to Sheriff, fire protection (including the alternative fire
station site), County Service Area assessments, capital or maintenance
Community Facilities Districts, property taxes, or any other special tax or
assessment.
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EXHIBIT 1.E 4
MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING 2
BETWEEN
THE COUNTY OF PLACER AND TRUSTEES OF THE
CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY, SACRAMENTO AND CALIFORNIA STATE
UNIVERSITY, SACRAMENTO

4

This draft document (“MOU2”) presents the substantive terms of agreement between
Placer County and the University. In addition to being a stand-alone two-party agreement, it is
included here as an informational exhibit. MOU2 will become effective upon approval by both
the County and the University.

105783984.1 0059682-00001
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EXHIBIT 1.F
DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT BY AND BETWEEN THE COUNTY OF PLACER
AND PLACER RANCH, INC. RELATIVE TO THE PLACER RANCH SPECIFIC
PLAN
See MOU2, Exhibit 2.B

105783984.1 0059682-00001
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EXHIBIT 2.D
CLARIFICATIONS TO THE RIGHTS AND OBLIGATIONS OF THE PARTIES AS
THEY RELATE TO MOU1 EXHIBITS 1.C AND 1.D

106947264.1 0059682-00001
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EXHIBIT 2.D
CLARIFICATIONS TO THE RIGHTS AND OBLIGATIONS OF THE PARTIES AS
THEY RELATE TO MOU1 EXHIBITS 1.C AND 1.D
The Parties wish to clarify their respective rights and obligations as they relate to the
commitments contained in MOU1 Exhibits 1.C and 1.D. Such clarifications are provided
below. 1
1.

University Obligations:
a)

Mitigation for Sacramento State – Placer Center On-Site Impacts
(i)
On-site stormwater detention/retention and water quality facilities
necessary to mitigate for on- and off-site stormwater impacts;
(ii)

On-site police protection services;

(iii)

Dedication to Placer County of five (5) acres for a fire station site;

(iv) Compliance with requirements of AB 52 and SB 18, as applicable and
necessary for cultural resource consultation, preservation, and mitigation;
(v) Costs associated with the University’s planning, environmental project
level CEQA analysis and mitigation for the Sacramento State – Placer Center,
including new and/or substitute mitigation measures to those included in the
Final Environmental Impact Report, Sunset Area/Placer Ranch Specific Plan
(certified December 2019), (the “EIR”); and
(vi) On-site open space and biological resource management and maintenance
costs solely applicable to and within the 301-acre Sacramento State – Placer
Center campus site; excluding mitigation costs that Placer Ranch has agreed to
pay pursuant to Exhibit 1.C, Section 5.
b)

Development and Service Fees To Be Paid By the University
(i)
County and local agency connection and service fees pursuant to
California Government Code section 54999, et seq., including sewer, water,
recycled water, and drainage fees; and
(ii)

Campus Master Plan and Timing
(a)
The University shall be responsible for the preparation,
environmental review, and adoption of a Campus Master Plan, as
generally set forth in Section 2 of the Gift Agreement, and the timing for

The numerical and letter subsection designations in this Exhibit 2.D correspond to MOU1
Exhibit 1.D.
1

Exhibit 2.D-1
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which shall be subject to the provisions of Section 5.a of the Gift
Agreement.
Development Fees Not to be Paid by the University 2

2.

Traffic Fees as addressed in Development Agreement Between County and Placer Ranch
Section 6.5
a)

County Traffic Mitigation Fee;

b)

South Placer Regional Transportation Authority Fee (“SPRTA Fee”);

c)

Highway 65 Joint Powers Authority Fee;

d)

Roseville Traffic Impact Fee;

e)

Rocklin Traffic Impact Mitigation Fee; and

f)

Regional Traffic Fee (County Tier II Fee).

Development Fees paid by the Developer and not the University upon map recordation or at
the time of County building permit:
g)

Economic Incentive Fee (for University Traffic impacts);

h)

County Public Facilities Fee;

i)

Placer Ranch Specific Plan Infrastructure;

j)

Placer Ranch Specific Plan Public Benefit Fee;

k)

Supplemental Sheriff Facilities Fee;

l)

County Park Fee, or off-site park improvement costs;

m)

Community Recreation Fee;

[Subsections (n), (o), and (p) appear in the portion of this section below, titled,
“Mitigation and Permitting Expenses paid by the Developer per Gift Agreement.”]
q)

Reimbursement costs for Pleasant Grove Creek Crossing;

2

These shall include any unidentified fees, as of the effective date of the Gift Agreement, or
future fees subject to control, approval, and implementation by Placer County, excluding the
statutorily required fees set forth in Section (1)(b) of this Exhibit, unless the University consents
in writing to a limited and focused waiver of its sovereign status that otherwise bars the
application or enforcement of any County fees upon the University or University Property.
Exhibit 2.D-2
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r)

Regional Stormwater Retention Basin Fee, to the extent that stormwater retention
mitigation requirements of the Sacramento State – Placer Campus project are
satisfied with on-site retention;

s)

Site dedication, fees or any other legally applicable obligation to provide
affordable housing;

t)

Transit Master Plan funding;

u)

School mitigation fees;

v)

Landfill/Composting Fee;

w)

Fire Fees;

x)

Repayment of regional fees; and

y)

Repayment of deferred fees.

Mitigation and Permitting Expenses paid by the Developer per Gift Agreement

3.

n)

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Fees relating to Placer County’s December
2019 EIR;

o)

Mitigation costs for impacts to biological and agricultural resources on the
University Property, or payment of PCCP fees, if adopted; and

p)

Development Mitigation Fees, except those connection fees pursuant to California
Government Code Section 54999, et seq, listed above.

Construction of Off-Site Facilities and Payment of Services Costs for Which the
University Shall Not Be Responsible
a)

Construction of any off-site roadway, sewer, water, recycled water, drainage, wet
and dry utility facilities, including roadway frontage improvements, except for
County and local agency connection fees as referenced in MOU1 Exhibit 1.C,
section 1.b.i; and

b)

Service costs relating to Sheriff, fire protection (including the alternative fire
station site), County Service Area assessments, capital or maintenance
Community Facilities Districts, property taxes, or any other special tax or
assessment.

To the extent that any of the fees listed in this exhibit, MOU1 Exhibit 1.C. or 1.D. are mitigation
for environmental impacts for the University Property in the Sunset Area Plan/Placer Ranch
Specific Plan Final Environmental Impact Report, SCH 2106112012, the University agrees that
it will undertake separate environmental review as noted in Section 6 of the Memorandum of
Understanding 2 Between the County of Placer and the Trustees of the California State

Exhibit 2.D-3
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University, Sacramento and California State University, Sacramento, and will mitigate for any
impacts to the extent required by CEQA.

Exhibit 2.D-4
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