MEMORANDUM
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT RESOURCE AGENCY
PLANNING SERVICES DIVISION
County of Placer

TO:

Board of Supervisors

DATE: October 6, 2020

FROM:

Steve Pedretti
Agency Director

BY:

Shawna Purvines
Principal Planner

SUBJECT:

Implementation of the Affordable Housing and Employee Accommodation Fee Program
and Inclusionary Housing Requirement

ACTIONS REQUESTED
1. Conduct a public hearing to introduce and waive oral reading of an affordable housing ordinance
repealing and replacing Placer County Code Section 15.65 (Affordable Housing) in order to
implement the Affordable Housing and Employee Accommodation Fee Program ordinance with an
inclusionary housing requirement.
2. Adopt a resolution approving the nexus studies for Affordable Housing and Employee
Accommodation Fees, fee schedules, and other related requirements.
3. Find the aforementioned action exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines sections 15061(b)(3) and 15378(b)(4).
BACKGROUND
The recommended actions would establish an inclusionary housing requirement of 10% and establish
both an affordable housing fee and an employee accommodation fee expanding the capacity of the
County to fund affordable housing projects. Establishing an ordinance to implement housing element
policies for the provision of affordable and employee housing has been debated in the County since the
early 2000s, while State legislation continues to expand to incentivize and support the construction
affordable units. With the dissolution of redevelopment agencies in 2011 and the subsequent loss of a
steady stream of revenue to support affordable housing initiatives, recent sweeping changes in State
housing laws, and a statewide “housing crisis” over the past several years, it has become more difficult
to provide and/or qualify for affordable housing. With these issues in mind, CDRA staff conducted a
series of meetings and performed extensive outreach to key stakeholders and the Board to formulate
concepts on how to address the need to provide more affordable housing while balancing the overall
development of commercial and residential projects.
On April 14, 2017, the Board expressed support for implementing a wide variety of housing strategies- a
"menu"- that could be adapted for different parts of the County based on need. On August 8, 2017, the
Board endorsed the first Annual Housing Program Work Plan, which included a focused approach
towards affordable housing development. The primary objectives for the Annual Housing Work Program
Work Plan were to:
• Increase the availability of a mix of housing types in the County for existing and future residents,
students, and employees whose income cannot support the cost of housing in the County;
• Improve the County's overall employment growth by assisting County employers in reducing
critical shortages of skilled workers in part driven by a lack of available housing;
• Reduce vehicle miles travelled (VMT) by shortening commute distances for those who commute
within Placer County for education or work; and
• Bring County housing policies, ordinances, standards, and guidelines into conformance with
recent changes in State law.
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On September 25, 2018, the Board approved an update of the Annual Housing Work Plan, retaining the
four primary objectives outlined above and revising the tasks to be completed. One of the primary tasks
in both Annual Housing Program Work Plans was the completion of components associated with the
development of a Housing Strategy and Development Plan. In March 2019, the Board conducted a
strategic planning workshop and identified nine "critical success factors" to function as a framework for
prioritizing the County's strategic initiatives, including increasing the "diversity of achievable housing
throughout the County" as a countywide priority area.
Parallel to these efforts, discussion with the Board and key stakeholders regarding the establishment of
an in-lieu fee to support affordable housing objectives continued. An in-lieu fee would provide a means
by which a fee on new market-rate residential and commercial development may generate local funding
for affordable housing and allow certain projects a means to pay an in-lieu fee to meet its affordable or
employee accommodation requirements. On October 9, 2018, October 23, 2018, and November 6, 2018,
staff provided presentations to the Board on options for in-lieu fees. During those presentations, the
Board recognized that inclusionary and employee housing requirements on market rate development and
the option to pay a fee in-lieu represents only a small part of an overall strategy for providing affordable
and employee housing. Accordingly, the Board further directed staff to organize a stakeholder group and
attempt to obtain agreement on an overall strategy for providing affordable housing in western Placer
County.
Pursuant to direction from the Board, the Housing Stakeholder Group was formed and convened multiple
times to discuss guidelines for implementing General Plan Housing Element affordable and employee
housing requirements. The Housing Stakeholder Group began to reach consensus on overall principles,
strategies, and potential solutions to help provide more affordable housing in Placer County. On May 14,
2019, the Board received a presentation on the results of the Housing Stakeholder Group meetings and
was asked to provide direction to staff on the next steps. The consensus items of the stakeholders were
divided into guiding principles, strategies and potential solutions which included some support for the
establishment of in-lieu fees to help increase the total amount of housing constructed. A summary of
stakeholder outreach meetings and Board meetings is included as Attachment 1. As depicted in the
attachment, staff reached out to multiple groups and the Board on several occasions to garner input.
These efforts culminated at the August 27, 2019 Board meeting when staff and consultants provided a
presentation on affordable housing funding and investment strategies. Based on that presentation, the
Board directed staff to move forward with a program of “ten (10) percent affordable housing with a bridge
to achievable RHNA.” This requirement would be a bridge to help the County meet its Regional Housing
Needs Assessment (RHNA) mandated by State Housing Law as part of the periodic process of updating
the local housing elements of the General Plan. The RHNA quantifies the need for housing within each
jurisdiction during specified planning periods. The Board noted that this option aligned with General Plan
goals and policies for the development of affordable housing, the Board’s interest to implement an allaround approach to addressing the County’s housing needs, and the County’s intent to meet state
housing objectives all while allowing the Placer Housing Program to grow over time.
Founded on the discussions above, staff now recommends repealing and replacing Placer County Code
Chapter 15, Article 15.65, to establish requirements on private development for a 10% affordable housing
inclusionary requirement and to establish an in–lieu fee on both residential and non-residential
development to support affordable housing and employee accommodations. Further, staff recommends
the Board adopt fee studies and fee schedules. If the ordinance is adopted, staff will return to the Board
within 120 days with proposed amendments the Placer County Housing Trust Fund Guidelines to provide
clarity for the use of revenues received from the charging of these fees. The discussion below focuses
on the General Plan Housing Element (“Housing Element”) policies in support of achieving affordable
and workforce housing, overviews the fee studies supporting the proposed in-lieu fees, and outlines the
draft ordinance and how would apply to certain types of developments.
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DISCUSSION
The proposed Affordable Housing and Employee Accommodation ordinance (“Ordinance”) has been
framed by the current County’s Housing Element policies and goals and considers future policies
expected to arise out of the pending Housing Element Update for years 2021 to 2029. The proposed
Ordinance would be processed separate from, but concurrent to the Housing Element update. Similarly,
the Housing Element update would reflect requirements within the proposed Ordinance once codified in
Placer County Code Chapter 15, Article 15.65. The anticipated timeframe for review of the Housing
Element update by the Board is March 2021.
Affordable Housing 10% Inclusionary Requirement and In-Lieu Fee
The implementation of Housing Element goals and policies requiring development to provide a share of
affordable and employee housing needs as part of new development is based upon the current Placer
County General Plan Housing Element Policies noted in Attachment 2.
The County has a strong preference for the actual development of affordable housing units to achieve
the goals of the Housing Element. However, under certain circumstances an in-lieu fee may be an
appropriate option. Staff proposes the draft ordinance based on this preference and in consideration of
previous discussion and analysis presented to the Board and various stakeholder groups. The draft
ordinance codifies a 10% affordable housing requirement and parameters in which an in-lieu fee is
appropriate and in what amount. Currently, County Housing Element Policies B-12, B-13, B-14 and C-2
provide the basis for conditioning residential projects to provide for affordable housing.
Policy B-12
The County shall require that any privately-initiated proposal to amend a
General Plan or Community Plan land use designation of
Agricultural/Timberland, Resort and Recreation, Open Space, General
Commercial, Tourist/Resort Commercial, or Business Park/Industrial to a
land use designation of Residential or Specific Plan include an affordable
housing component.
Policy B-13
The County currently requires 10 percent of residential units in specific
plans be affordable (i.e., 4 percent very-low, 4 percent low, 2 percent
moderate). On a case-by-case basis, the County shall consider allowing
developers that provide extremely low-income units to reduce the required
percentage of other affordable units.
Policy B-14
The County shall consider requiring 10 percent affordable units, payment
of an in-lieu fee, or comparable affordable housing measure(s) acceptable
to the County, for any General Plan amendment that increases residential
density.
The Countywide 10% inclusionary requirement on residential development in the proposed ordinance
would expand these policies and apply the 10% requirement to construct affordable housing units onsite
to all new residential development, including projects within the Lake Tahoe Basin. Projects under 100
units would have an option to pay an in-lieu fee instead of constructing units. Currently, residential
projects in the Lake Tahoe Basin must comply with General Plan Policy C-2 only which is noted in
Attachment 2, however Policy C-2 only addresses employees housing generated from a project and is
not necessarily a traditional inclusionary housing policy. This 10% inclusionary requirement expands
affordable housing requirements above and beyond mitigation for employee housing impacts. Projects
of 100 units or greater typically have sufficient unit count and size to accommodate affordable units onsite.
The threshold of 100 units or greater is consistent with previous inclusionary housing ordinance
discussions in 2006-2008, however an ordinance was never adopted at that time. In addition, the
Western Housing Stakeholder Group discussed a 100-unit threshold. With that understanding, projects
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under 100 units would be allowed to pay an in-lieu Affordable Housing Fee and would not be required to
construct affordable housing units. Certain exemptions, as further described below may apply, however,
the proposed Ordinance would strengthen the requirements for affordable housing to meet the goals
expressed by the Board and the community. Fees generated from the Affordable Housing Fee would be
used in a variety of ways related to affordable housing, including supporting the construction of additional
affordable housing development, buying-down affordability levels in developments, preserving at-risk
units, and acquiring and rehabilitating multifamily projects.
Countywide Employee Accommodation Fee
In addition, within the proposed Ordinance, staff is recommending a Countywide Employee
Accommodation Fee. Currently, there is no requirement addressing impacts to affordable housing for
non-residential development outside of the Sierra Nevada and Lake Tahoe areas (Policy C-2). The
Countywide Employee Accommodation Fee would apply countywide, including in the Tahoe Basin, to
provide a revenue source to address affordable housing needs driven by the construction of nonresidential development. For eastern Placer County, payment of the Employee Accommodation fee
would mirror the existing requirements under General Plan Policy C-2 for new projects not otherwise
exempted from the fee as proposed below. Similar to the Affordable Housing Fee, funds generated from
the Countywide Employee Accommodation Fee would be used in a variety of ways, including supporting
the construction of additional affordable housing development, buying-down affordability levels in
developments, preservation of at-risk units and acquisition and rehabilitation of multifamily projects that
support employee accommodation needs. As noted above, the proposed Ordinance has been framed
by the current County’s Housing Element policies and goals and considers future policies expected to
arise out of the current Housing Element Update for years 2021 to 2029. The proposed Ordinance would
be processed separate from, but concurrent to the Housing Element update. Similarly, the Housing
Element update would reflect requirements within the proposed ordinance once codified in Placer County
Code Chapter 15, Article 15.65, including an update to Policy C-2 to reflect the requirements in the
ordinance. The anticipated timeframe for review of the Housing Element update by the Board is March
2021.
Applicability to Existing Projects
Pursuant to Government Code section 65864, projects that are subject to an existing development
agreement adopted prior to adoption of the proposed Ordinance, would not be subject to the Ordinance
unless the development agreement and associated land uses were changed or modified. County staff
would analyze any proposed changes to existing development agreements to determine the applicability
of the Ordinance on a case-by-case basis. Projects processed pursuant to their existing development
agreement will still be required to comply with the provisions included in their existing development
agreements related to affordable or employee housing.
Placer County Code Chapter 15, Article 15.65 (Affordable Housing) was previously adopted to implement
and enforce redevelopment inclusionary requirements in Placer County Redevelopment Project Areas.
With the dissolution of redevelopment in 2011, this code section is no longer applicable. The proposed
revisions to Article 15.65 are summarized below and will result in replacement of Article 15.65 with the
provisions of affordable housing on residential development and codify payment of an in-lieu fee for nonresidential development.
Proposed ordinance (Article 15.65)
Purpose: This Article is intended to
A. Require new residential projects to contribute to the inclusion of affordable housing and to promote
and implement Placer County’s Housing Element goals and policies for the development of
affordable housing for households with incomes of 120% or below the median income in Placer
County.
B. Require all new non-residential development projects, regardless of zoning designation of the
project site to contribute to employee accommodation housing. This article requires the payment
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of Employee Accommodation Fees for certain types of development to mitigate the impact of
nonresidential development on the need for affordable housing in Placer County.
Applicability: The Ordinance applies to all new residential and non-residential developments, including
residential mixed-use projects unless otherwise expressly noted as exempt. Development projects that
are subject to a Development Agreement in effect at the time of adoption of this Ordinance, as authorized
through the authority in California Government Code section 65864 through 65869.5, are not subject to
this Article unless otherwise amended.
Geographic Applicability: Countywide in all unincorporated areas.
Affordable Housing Requirements:
I.
New Residential Development of eight (8) units to one hundred (100) units may pay the
Affordable Housing Fee in effect at the time of building permit issuance.
II.
New Residential Development proposed to be greater than 100 units shall be subject to the
requirement providing for 10% of its units to be affordable. The affordable housing
requirement shall be met as follows:
a. New Residential Rental Projects shall provide at least 6% of new units as affordable
to low-income and 4% of new units affordable to very-low income.
b. New Residential For-Sale or Mixed–Use For-Sale projects shall provide at least 10%
of new units as affordable to moderate income.
c. For specific plans or master plan projects with 100 or more units with a residential
component, the property owner/developer shall construct 10% of its total units as
affordable (4% very low, 4% low and 2% moderate) within the plan area. In addition,
the property owner / developer will be required to enter into a Development Agreement
or Affordable Housing Agreement, as determined at the sole discretion of the County,
to detail the way and timing for construction of the affordable units.
Exemptions
Exemptions to the requirements of this affordable housing requirement are for the following types of
projects:
I.
All residential full-time occupancy projects of seven (7) units or less are excluded from the
affordable housing provisions.
II.
Development of an infill site as defined by Public Resource Code section 21061.3.
III.
A project located within a “Transit Priority Area” defined as an area within one-half mile of a
major transit stop that is existing or planned.
IV.
A residential mixed-use project where a minimum of at least 70 percent of the total project
floor area is constructed for residential use.
V.
Accessory Dwelling Units
VI.
Deed Restricted Affordable Housing
VII.
Emergency Shelters
VIII.
Community Care / Health Facilities
IX.
Single Room Occupancy Units
X.
A single dwelling unit constructed by an owner/ builder
XI.
Mobile Home Parks
XII.
Rehabilitation of an existing building that does not increase the number of dwelling units.
XIII.
Rehabilitation of existing residential single-family dwelling units.
XIV. Any residential project for development of single family residential units on subdivision lots
created pursuant to a final map recorded on or before December 31, 2020, unless otherwise
required by the condition of approval, so long as the only remaining discretionary entitlements
required to develop the project are non-legislative entitlements: variance, plan review or
design review.
XV.
Additions and replacement units
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XVI.

XVII.

Other
I.

II.
III.
IV.
V.

VI.

Residential project with a majority (51 percent or greater) of the primary units for full time
occupancy that have habitable square foot of less than 1,600 square feet. A deed restriction
for occupancy and resale requirement will be required to meet the exemption allowance.
Dormitories, fraternity and sorority houses, boarding houses, residential hotels, or live/ work
units, which are not considered a permanent dwelling unit.

The affordable housing in-lieu fee will be collected concurrently with the payment of the
building permit fees and prior to building permit issuance on all applicable projects for new
building permits granted after December 31, 2020. The Affordable Housing Fee shall be
adjusted annually to be effective July 1st based on the Building Cost Index 20-City Average
published by the Engineers News Record/McGraw Hill.
a. The Affordable Housing Fee shall be adjusted annually and currently is equal to $2.00 per
net building area square foot for each applicable market rate unit.
Allocated units will be subject to affordability restrictions for at least the next 55 years.
Fractional units are rounded to the net largest integer.
Affordable units shall be replaced when existing affordable units are eliminated in a project on
a 1 to 1 ratio.
Density bonus units as defined in Placer County Code Section 17.54.120 and Government
Code Section 65915 are not included in the total project unit count which is in turn used to
calculate the number of required allocated units.
Variances and Waivers
a. The Ordinance allows applicants to request a Variance or Waiver from the requirements.
A Variance is required to deviate from specific portions of the Ordinance, and a waiver is
required to be exempted entirely from the Ordinance. A Variance or a Waiver request may
only be approved if substantial findings are made.
b. Property owner or developer must demonstrate how each development will produce
affordable housing at least equivalent to the Affordable Housing Fee if requesting a
variance from the Affordable Housing Fee or which units in the development project will
be associated with which affordable housing options.
c. For rental projects, in compliance with Government Code Section 65850(g), a property
owner or developer may propose an alternative option to meet its affordable housing
requirements which may include off-site construction of affordable units; payment of in lieu fees; land dedication; or acquisition and rehabilitation of a site. The property
owner/developer must demonstrate how an alternative option is equivalent to or greater
than its affordable housing requirement pursuant to this Ordinance.

Non - residential development (Employee Accommodation Fee) Requirements:
Requirement: All new non-residential development, unless otherwise exempted, shall pay the Employee
Accommodation Fee prior to building permit issuance.
Exemptions to the Employee Accommodation Fee Requirements
I.
The commercial development portion of mixed – use projects consisting of two stories or more
of residential over commercial space.
II.
Any commercial development project being constructed by or on behalf of a government or
public institution such as a school, museum, homeless shelter, or other such community use
project.
III.
Public and private childcare facilities.
IV.
The construction of homeless shelters, community care / health care facilities.
V.
Churches
VI.
Reconstruction of any non – residential building that was destroyed by fire, flood, earthquake,
or other act of nature, so long as the square footage does not exceed the square footage
before the loss.
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VII.

VIII.
IX.

Other
I.

II.

Replacement for commercial use gross floor area previously on the site but demolished within
five years prior to the filing of a complete application for the new construction or if previously
paid a similar fee.
Non-residential warehouse new construction.
Development or redevelopment of non-residential properties located within the Industrial Infill
District in the Sunset Area.

The Employee Accommodation Fee will be collected concurrently with the payment of the
building permit fees and prior to building permit issuance on all applicable projects for new
building permits granted after December 31, 2020.
a. The Employee Accommodation Fee shall be set at $2.00 per net building area square foot
but shall be adjusted annually.
b. The Employee Accommodation Fee shall be adjusted annually to be effective July 1 st of
each year based on the Building Cost Index 20-City Average published by the Engineers
News Record/McGraw Hill.
c. “Net building area” is the aggregate floor area of all the unrestricted units excluding
common areas such as lobbies, common hallways, stairways, elevators, and equipment
spaces.
Variances and Waivers
a. The Ordinance allows applicants to request a Variance or Waiver from the Employee
Accommodation Fee requirements. A Variance is required to deviate from specific
portions of the Ordinance; and a waiver is required to be exempted entirely from the
Ordinance. A Variance or a Waiver request may only be approved if substantial findings
are made. Must demonstrate how each development will produce affordable housing at
least equivalent to the Employee Accommodation Fee if requesting a Board approved
variance.

The Ordinance and Resolution to approve the fee studies and adopt a fee schedule is included as
Attachment 4 and 5.
DISCUSSION - AFFORDABLE HOUSING AND EMPLOYEE ACCOMMODATION IN – LIEU FEES
To implement Housing Element policies, it is common for jurisdictions to adopt a fee ordinance. The
purpose of these fees is to allow, in some limited circumstances, the flexibility in meeting current
requirements for the development of affordable and employee housing associated with the development
of new market-rate residential units. Adoption of the proposed ordinance would facilitate construction of
affordable and employee housing by providing for the ability to pay in-lieu fees versus construct the
affordable or employee housing under certain circumstances. It is important to note that payment of fees
is market dependent, and as such the County may experience slowdown in development cycles outside
its control. A slowdown in development cycles would equate to a lower amount of fees being collected
while still needing to produce actual units. In 2016, the County contracted with Hansford Economic
Consulting and Mintier Harnish Planning Consultants to prepare an Affordable Housing/Workforce
Housing Fee Study for both the Tahoe area as well as the western portion of unincorporated Placer
County.
In April 2017, draft affordable and employee housing fee studies were released to the public for review
and comment, and two stakeholder meetings were conducted in eastern and western Placer County in
June of 2017. In addition, the studies were released on the Placer County Housing webpage. On October
9, 2018, October 23, 2018, and November 6, 2018 County staff and its consultants presented the
conclusions of the affordable and employee housing fee studies. The purpose of the fee studies was to
determine the maximum justifiable fees for each area (western and eastern Placer County). Copies of
the Western Placer and Eastern Placer Affordable Housing / Workforce Housing studies are included as
exhibits to Attachment 5.
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The collection of fees under certain circumstances provide for a widespread public benefit, namely (1) to
increase the amount of affordable and employee housing in the unincorporated County so that the County
can meet its responsibility of providing an adequate supply of housing for individuals and families at all
income levels and, at the same time, (2) to assure that new affordable and employee housing is
distributed throughout the County in economically diverse developments and providing benefits to
residents of new market rate housing as well as to other residents in the community. Revenue from
affordable and employee housing fees can be used by the County in many ways, including partial funding
of new housing units, down payment assistance programs, renovation of existing housing stock, and
other means that help to house workers who cannot afford market-rate rents and purchase prices.
Affordable Housing Fee
The Affordable/Workforce Housing fee studies prepared by Hansford Economic Consulting use the
affordability gap methodology, which is an industry-established methodology, to calculate "maximum
justifiable fees". The calculated "maximum justifiable fees" represent the highest amounts the County
could collect for affordable/workforce housing based on the fee methodologies presented in the studies.
The Board ultimately decides on the actual fee to be collected and method of collection, and could adopt
a fee at any amount, provided the fee is either at or less than the maximum justifiable fee and is supported
by the fee study or a subsequent study. Following public workshops conducted in both east and west
portions of the County, and a presentation to the Board of Supervisors on August 8, 2017, Hansford
Economic Consulting updated the studies in May 2018 to ensure the most current data was being used
to calculate the fees.
The Western Placer Study focused on all lands in outside of the North Lake Tahoe Transient Occupancy
Tax Area. It measured the income and spending generated by the new market rate households renting
or buying new units in unincorporated Placer County. The number of new jobs generated by the
development is estimated as well. Since low-wage households cannot afford to pay for market rate rental
and for-sale housing in Placer County, a housing impact fee can be justified to bridge the difference
between what these new households can afford to pay and the cost of developing affordable housing
units to accommodate them. This study included economic and statistical research on different types of
development and on the demand for affordable housing in the County. The study established the
reasonable relationship between new residential development and the demand created for affordable
housing and concluded that maximum justifiable fees. The Western Placer Study determined that the
maximum justifiable fee commensurate with a 10% inclusionary requirement was $5.95 per square foot
which included a 3% administrative component.
The Eastern County study focused on land within the North Lake Tahoe Transient Occupancy Tax Area.
General Plan Housing Element policies that area specific to Eastern Placer County include:
• General Plan Housing Element Policy C-2 - The County shall require new development in the
Sierra Nevada and Lake Tahoe areas to mitigate potential impacts to employee housing by
housing 50 percent of the full-time equivalent employees (FTEE) generated by the development.
If the· project is an expansion of an existing use, the requirement shall only apply to that portion
of the project that is expanded (e.g., the physical footprint of the project or an intensification of the
use).
o Employee housing shall be provided for in one of the following ways:
▪ Construction of on-site employee housing.
▪ Construction of off-site employee housing.
▪ Dedication of land for needed units; and/or
▪ Payment of an in-lieu fee.
• Martis Valley Community Plan Policy 3.A.4 - The County shall require new development in Martis
Valley such as Northstar-at-Tahoe, Eaglewood, Siller Ranch, Hopkins Ranch, Martis Ranch, and
Waddle Ranch to provide employee housing equal to 50 percent of the housing demand (based
on the number of fulltime equivalent employees) generated by the project. The housing is intended
to serve the needs of 18 the lower or moderate-income level employee.
o Employee housing shall be provided in one of the following ways:
▪ Construction of employee housing onsite.
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▪
▪
▪

Construction of employee housing offsite.
Dedication of land for needed units; or
Payment of an in-lieu fee to be used by the County to subsidize the construction of
affordable housing in the region.

While the methodology used to calculate fees for the eastern portion of the County is the same, the fee
structure in the Eastern Fee Study is different because of the different type of housing product types, and
the costs to develop those units.
Staff met directly with the Building Industry Association representatives, Contractors Association of Tahoe
/ Truckee, and the Placer Community Foundation. In addition, the Western Housing Stakeholder Group
discussed in-lieu fees for residential development but did not come to a specific conclusion as to
appropriate fee levels or even if the fee should be required. Some of the stakeholders preferred to see
the fee set at the maximum justifiable level ($5.95 per sq. ft. as determined by the 2018 Housing Fee
Study completed by Hansford Economics) which would provide gap funding for for-sale and rental
projects as discussed in the in October 2018 staff report to the Board. Others felt that the fee should be
based on the full cost of constructing an affordable housing unit, like the City of Roseville. Still, others
felt the fee should be more in line with what most other jurisdictions within the region charge, which is
around $2.00 per square foot.
Setting the amount of in-lieu fees should balance setting a fee high enough without impeding investment
in development altogether. Prior to the drafting the recommendations, staff and consultants conducted
a series of public workshops and study sessions. While there were many comments provided, key
comments and feedback are summarized in Attachment 3. Staff recommends setting the Employee
Housing Fee at $2.00 per habitable square foot for both western and eastern Placer County. A fee per
habitable square foot provides an equitable way to charge the fee. For Eastern Placer County, although
the study detailed the maximum justifiable fee as a percentage of sales prices, setting the fee at $2.00
per square foot is still lower than the maximum justifiable fee noted in the Eastern Placer County Study.
For example, a fee of $21,490 for a sales price of less than $500,000 would equate to a 10,745 square
foot house under a $2.00 per square foot fee setting. Setting affordable housing fees at a percent less
than the maximum, is comparable with most other Sacramento area jurisdictions. While the studies
provided maximum justifiable fees, it is not uncommon for a jurisdiction to adopt lower fees at a
percentage of the maximum justifiable fees. For instance, the City of Sacramento brought forward for
consideration an in-lieu fee study which demonstrated maximum justifiable fees, but ultimately the council
adopted lower fees. Since establishment of the fee in 2015, the affordable housing fee for the City of
Sacramento has increased to $2.78 per square foot for residential housing outside their housing incentive
zone as of June 30, 2020. Further, Sacramento County’s current fee is $2.92 per habitable square foot
of each market rate unit, with a cap as to the maximum amount charged. Sacramento County as well as
other jurisdictions in the region with similar fees tend to have smaller average sized homes at
approximately 2,200 square feet compared to Placer’s 2,900 square feet average size home in the
western area of the County, and 3,700 square feet in eastern Placer County. At the proposed $2.00
square foot, Placer County’s fee would be proportionate to other jurisdictions in the region.
Category

Market Rate Residential
Market Rate Residential with (1):
Sales price up to $500,000
Sales price $500,001 to $1,000,000
Sales price $1,000,001 to $2,000,000
Sales price greater than $2,000,000

Western Placer County
Fee Study – Maximum
Justifiable Fee (psf)
$5.95

Eastern Placer County Fee
Study – Maximum
Justifiable Fee (per unit)

$21,490
$44,500
$88,840
$177,690
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Multi-family (2)
$13,890
All fees include a 3% administration charge.
(1) Includes all detached and attached owned unit types; includes fractional ownership and
timeshares. Condotel units are in this category.
(2) Includes all rented units (apartments)
Employee Accommodation Fee
Establishing an Employee Accommodation Fee on non-residential uses recognizes the impact of nonresidential development on housing, as many jurisdictions within the region already do, and provides
funds to develop some affordable/workforce housing where none exist. As discussed earlier in this report,
the General Plan does not contain a policy for the collection of non-residential fees in the western portion
of the County. Policies pertaining to employee accommodations in eastern Placer County are noted
above. A non-residential fee is a per-square foot fee assessed to new non-residential development, such
as hotel, office space, and retail and restaurants, to address the affordable housing demand from new
workers. The fee is based on the idea that there will be a net gain in employment when new nonresidential space is built.
Hansford Economic Consulting (HEC) and Mintier Harnish Planning Consultants provided Workforce
Housing Fee Studies for the eastern and western portions of the county. The studies determined the
maximum justifiable fees that could be adopted and demonstrated a relationship between new
development and the increase in demand for affordable housing. The Western Placer Fee Study
calculated a per building square foot fee for non-residential land uses for office, general commercial,
industrial/flex, and warehouse uses. For the Eastern Placer County Study the methodology used to
calculate fees is the same as the western portion, but the fee structure in the Eastern Fee Study is
different because of the different type of housing product types, and the costs to develop those units.
Non-residential fees are calculated for several different land use types including lodging, campgrounds,
restaurant; bar, retail, office, service, light industrial, and other uses not specified. The non-residential fee
structure is per room, per campground site, and per building square foot. To ensure local data was used
to determine job generation in the study, HEC conducted the Tahoe Employment Survey, a telephone
and in-person survey that collected usable data such as construction and labor costs from 154 regional
businesses. The maximum justifiable fees from each study are noted below. While staff is proposing a
per square foot fee, the proposed fee is still less then maximum justifiable fees for uses outlined in the
Eastern Fee Study.

Category

Office (1)
General Commercial (2)
Industrial / Flex
Warehouse

Western Placer County Fee Study
– Maximum Justifiable Fee (psf)

Eastern Placer County Fee Study
– Maximum Justifiable Fee (psf
unless otherwise noted)

$4.27
$5.11
$2.01
$1.81

Restaurant / Bar
$184
Retail
$47
Office
$61
Service
$41
Light Industrial
$45
Other (not listed)
$49
Hotels / Motels per room
$11,700 per room
Fees are charged per building square feet. All fees include a 3% administration charge.
(1) Includes institutional uses.
(2) Includes retail and hospitality / accommodation
(3) Excludes campgrounds
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While the chart above establishes a wide range of maximum justifiable fees for non-residential uses, staff
is recommending the employee accommodation fee be set at $2.00 per square foot, adjusted annually,
of all non-residential development unless otherwise exempted. The list of the type of uses proposed to
be exempt is noted above and includes the commercial components of mixed-use projects to incentivize
the construction of mixed-use developments, any development by or on behalf of a government of public
institutions such as a school, museum, health care or community care facility, homeless shelter, public
and private child care facilities and churches. Other jurisdictions in the region that charge non-residential
fees includes the County of Sacramento which established its non-residential fee in 1990 and charges
retail office or industrial uses to contribute toward workforce housing.
HOUSING TRUST FUND GUIDELINES
The County-adopted 1992 Housing Element established a trust fund for in-lieu fee payments for projects
eligible to pay a fee instead of providing affordable housing units. In 2002, the Board adopted the Housing
Trust Fund-Housing Program Guidelines (Guidelines) and amended those Guidelines in 2012 to include
the addition of the Handyman Program. The purpose of the Guidelines is to provide direction on the
allocations and expenditures of the Housing Trust Fund. The current unencumbered balance of the
Housing Trust Fund is approximately $599,728.71 which has been reduced from $1,121,539.08 four
years ago due to expenditures associated with the Dollar Hill project, Mercy Housing Project, and support
of other affordable housing initiatives.
Staff proposes to amend the Guidelines to allow more flexibility to provide for a wide variety of housing
assistance to ensure that the programs and policies in the County-adopted 2013 Housing Element are
realized. Funds collected under the Affordable Housing and Employee Accommodation Ordinance may
be transferred to the Housing Trust Fund to be used pursuant to the amended Guidelines and in support
of the development of affordable housing and employee housing. Below are just a few examples of the
type of programs and projects staff propose to use the funds for. Staff anticipates returning to the Board
within 120 days of adoption of the Ordinance with proposed updates to the Guidelines to provide clarity
for calculation of the fees, administration of the program and the variety of ways in which the fees can be
used. Both the Affordable Housing and Employee Accommodation Fee contain a 3% administration
component to fund staff and consultant time to administer the fee programs.
EXAMPLES OF HOW FEES ARE CALCULATED AND HOW FUNDS COULD BE EXPENDED
Examples of how the fees may be calculated are noted below. The fees would be calculated pursuant
to the fee schedule based upon an eligible approved project. The fees would be due at the time of
building permit issuance. These fees can be used in many ways, including partial funding of new housing
units, down payment assistance programs, renovation of existing housing stock, and other means that
house workers who cannot afford market-rate rents and purchase prices.
1) New Residential Development of 30 – 2,800 square foot units is proposed. The Affordable
Housing Fee would be applied to all market rate units. Since all units proposed are market rate,
the fee would be 30 x 2800 x $2.00 = $168,000 or $5,600 per market rate unit. The fee is based
upon a market rate units’ square footage so smaller units will pay a different fee than larger units.
2) New Commercial Development of 150,000 square feet is proposed.
The Employee
Accommodation Fee applied to this development would be 150,000 x $2.00 per square feet=
$300,000.
3) A new project consisting of 150 residential units and 25,000 square feet of office / flex space is
proposed, with 15 mixed use units above 20,000 square feet of commercial as well. There would
be no Affordable Housing Fee. Since the project proposes over 100 residential units the project
would be required to set aside 10% of the residential units as affordable. Since the project
proposes 45,000 square feet of non-residential uses, but 20,000 square feet of that is for a mixed
use project, only 25,000 square feet of commercial would be subject to the Employee
Accommodation Fee, since the commercial component of a mixed use development is exempt.
Therefore, the Employee Accommodation Fee is 25,000 x $2.00 = $50,000.
Funds collected could be used in the following ways
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1. Housing Opportunity Sites
CDRA has identified over 100 housing opportunity sites that appear to suitable for construction of multifamily residences. These might be anything from a duplex to much larger multi-family sites. Staff believe
these present another opportunity to cost-effectively construct housing in a shorter timeframe. Monies
from the Housing Trust Fund generated from the Affordable Housing or Employee Housing Fees could
be used to acquire sites or finance the construction of affordable units in partnership with a private
developer.
2. First Time Home Buyer Program
The Housing Trust Funds Guidelines currently allow for funds to be used to support First Time
Homebuyers by providing silent second mortgages to eligible families for assistance in purchasing their
first home. The current program may be used on any newly constructed or older existing housing unit
within the unincorporated county.
3. Other initiatives
Other ideas that may be proposed include support for Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) construction,
partner with the recently formed Housing Trust Placer to leverage funds to support construction of
affordable projects, or other creative avenues such as the Workforce Housing Preservation (Deed
Restriction) Program to incentivize construction and acquisition of affordable housing.
Staff will return within 120 days of adoption of the ordinances with proposed amendments to the Housing
Trust Fund Guidelines to provide clarity regarding the proposed use of funds.
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
The proposed ordinance would not have any significant effect on the environmental and is exempt
pursuant to California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Section 15061(b)(3) and 15378(b)(4).
FISCAL IMPACTS
The adoption of an ordinance and resolution set requirements and a fee to be collected on residential
and non-residential development. A 3% administration component has been included in each fee to
cover the cost of the County to administer the fee program. The fees collected will provide additional
funding for development of affordable housing Countywide.
RECOMMENDATION
Staff requests approval of the following items at conclusion of the public hearing:
1. Introduce and waive oral reading of an affordable housing ordinance repealing and replacing Placer
County Code Section 15.65 (Affordable Housing) in order to implement the Affordable Housing and
Employee Accommodation Fee Program ordinance with an inclusionary housing requirement.
2. Adopt a resolution approving the nexus studies for Affordable Housing and Employee
Accommodation Fees, fee schedules, and other related requirements.
3. Find the aforementioned action exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines sections 15061(b)(3) and 15378(b)(4).
ATTACHMENTS
Attachment 1: Board and Stakeholder Outreach Meeting Summary
Attachment 2: Summary of General Plan Policies
Attachment 3: Summary of Comments Received on Fee Studies
Attachment 4: Ordinance Affordable Housing and Employee Accommodation Fee Program
Attachment 5: Resolution Adopting Affordable Housing and Employee Accommodation Fee Studies and
Fee Schedules
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cc:

Todd Leopold, County Executive Officer
Steve Pedretti - CDRA Director
EJ Ivaldi - Planning Director
Karin Schwab - County Counsel
David Defanti – Deputy CEO

Clayton Cook – Deputy County Counsel
Michele
Kingsbury,
CDRA
Principal
Management Analyst
Subject/chrono files
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ATTACHMENT 1
BOARD AND STAKEHOLDER OUTREACH SUMMARY
Date
Description
July 14, 2014
Presentation to the Contractor’s Associate of Truckee – Tahoe affordable
housing committee
October 25, 2016
Presentation to Board on the findings of the Tahoe-Truckee Housing
Needs Assessment for the North Lake Tahoe region
https://www.placer.ca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/28221/03a-PDF
April 4, 2017
Presentation on accomplishments to date on the Housing Element and
authorization of a three-year contract with the Tahoe Truckee community
Foundation to implement a Regional Housing Council.
https://www.placer.ca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/26543/09a-PDF
April 24, 2017
2016 Annual Housing Element Implementation Progress Report
https://www.placer.ca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/26299/09a-PDF
June 6, 2017
General Community Presentation (publicly noticed) on Affordable Housing
Fee Study at the North Tahoe Events Center
June 7, 2017
General Community Presentation (publicly noticed) on Affordable Housing
Fee Study at the Planning Commission Hearing Room, Auburn
August 8, 2017
Board presentation on the 2017-18 Housing Program and Updates for the
Eastern and Western Placer Fee Studies
https://www.placer.ca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/24028/01-PDF
December 7, 2017
Presentation to the Contractor’s Associate of Truckee – Tahoe affordable
housing committee
January 23, 2018
Board approved an agreement with BAE Urban Economics, Inc. to assist
staff in completing the 2017-2018 housing program work plan tasks
associated with the development of a Housing Strategy and Development
Plan which targets policy and process reforms.
https://www.placer.ca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/20041/04a-PDF
March 15, 2018
Housing Stakeholder interviews set up specifically for input on BAE
Housing Strategy and Development Plan.
July 24, 2018
Annual Update – Mountain Housing Council
https://www.placer.ca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/14968/1A-PDF
September 25, 2018
Board received a presentation on and approved the FY 2018-2019 annual
hosing work plan. Approved update of the Annual Housing Work Plan,
retaining the four primary objectives outlined and revising the tasks to be
completed.
https://www.placer.ca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/13619/9A-PDF
https://www.placer.ca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/13620/9B-PDF
October 9, 2018
Board discussion regarding an affordable / workforce housing fee
https://www.placer.ca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/12742/02A-PDF
October 23, 2018
Board discussion regarding a western affordable housing fee
https://www.placer.ca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/10314/4A-PDF
November 6, 2018
Board discussion regarding an affordable housing/ workforce housing fee
https://www.placer.ca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/10519/03-PDF
December 10, 2018
Housing Stakeholder Group meeting
January 17, 2019
Housing Stakeholder Group meeting
January 25, 2019
Housing Stakeholder Group meeting
February 4, 2019
Housing Stakeholder Group meeting
April 1, 2019
North Tahoe Business Association Economic Vitality Committee
presentation on the housing fee update
May 10, 2019
Housing Stakeholder Group meeting
May 14, 2019
Board presentation on housing stakeholder group recommendations
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May 30, 2019
August 1, 2019
August 27, 2019
March 5, 2020
June 18, 2020

https://www.placer.ca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/36607/9A
Presenting of Affordable Housing Fee Study to the Tahoe Sierra Board of
Realtors
North Tahoe Regional Advisory Committee and Squaw Valley Municipal
Advisory Committee presentation on the housing fee update
Board of Supervisors meeting affordable housing strategies
https://www.placer.ca.gov/DocumentCenter/View/39541/06A
Housing Stakeholder Group meeting
Housing Stakeholder Group meeting
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ATTACHMENT 2
The proposed Ordinance is consistent with the following General Plan policies:
Policy B- 4
The County shall require affordable housing that is to be constructed on – site in a new residential
project to be dispersed throughout the project to the extent practical given the size of the project and
other site constraints.
Policy B-5
The County shall strive to avoid the concentration of affordable housing projects in any one area of the
county while ensuring that affordable housing has appropriate access to infrastructure, services, and
amenities.
Policy B-6
The County shall require affordable housing that is required as part of project approval to be developed
in a timely manner with the market-rate units in the project to avoid delaying the construction of the
affordable units to the end of the project.
Policy B-7
The County shall facilitate expanded housing opportunities that are affordable to the workforce of
Placer County.
Policy B-12
The County shall require that any privately-initiated proposal to amend a General Plan or Community
Plan land use designation of Agricultural/Timberland, Resort and Recreation, Open Space, General
Commercial, Tourist/Resort Commercial, or Business Park/Industrial to a land use designation of
Residential or Specific Plan include an affordable housing component.
Policy B-13
The County currently requires 10 percent of residential units in specific plans be affordable (i.e., 4 percent
very-low, 4 percent low, 2 percent moderate). On a case-by-case basis, the County shall consider
allowing developers that provide extremely low-income units to reduce the required percentage of other
affordable units.
Policy B-14
The County shall consider requiring 10 percent affordable units, payment of an in-lieu fee, or comparable
affordable housing measure(s) acceptable to the County, for any General Plan amendment that increases
residential density.
Policy C-2
The County shall require new development in the Sierra Nevada and Lake Tahoe areas to mitigate
potential impacts to employee housing by housing 50 percent of the full-time equivalent employees
(FTEE) generated by the development. If the project is an expansion of an existing use, the
requirement shall only apply to that portion of the project that is expanded (e.g., the physical footprint of
the project or an intensification of the use).
Employee housing shall be provided for in one of the following ways:
• Construction of on-site employee housing.
• Construction of off-site employee housing.
• Dedication of land for needed units.
• and/or Payment of an in-lieu fee.
Currently there is no affordable housing requirement for new commercial development.
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ATTACHMENT 3
SUMMARY OF COMMENTS AND RESPONSES RECEIVED ON THE HOUSING FEE STUDIES

Since the June 2017 release of the Affordable Housing Fee Study and subsequent public presentations,
following are responses to the comments and questions received on the County’s consideration in the
adoption of an affordable housing fee. Staff responded directly to the Contractor’s Association of Truckee
Tahoe with responses to the DFA Technical Review letter. The responses are broken out into two parts:
part “A” are comments on the Eastern Placer Fee Study and part “B” are the comments received on the
Western Placer Fee Study.
A. EASTERN PLACER FEE STUDY
A.1. DFA Technical Review. Development and Financial Advisory (DFA) was hired by the
Contractor’s Association of Truckee Tahoe to conduct a technical review of the Eastern Placer Fee Study.
DFA found four key assumptions that they deemed invalid and that overstate the maximum supportable
impact fee levels for residential development. Responses to these four comments include:
a. Household expenditures assumptions are excessive. DFA’s understanding of the fee study is
that homeowners are assumed to spend 30% of income on housing costs, 55% on household
expenditures, and the remaining 15% of income on income taxes, social security, savings, other
debts and insurance costs.
Response: DFA’s understanding of the use of the Consumer Expenditure Survey data is incorrect.
HEC used percentage of average annual expenditures in the calculations, not total income before
taxes. The model assumes 26% of income is spent on household expenditures, not 55%.
b. County Housing Impacts Disregard Reality. DFA quotes from the Eastern Placer Fee Study,
without saying which page, “the affordable housing fees calculated in the study are applicable to
all lands in unincorporated Placer County inside the North Lake Tahoe Transient Occupancy Tax
Area and any incorporated cities.”
Response: The Final study, dated October 17, 2018, describes the fee area on pages one and
two and the description does not include the words “and any incorporated cities”.
DFA asserts that a capture rate should be applied to household spending because not all
spending will occur within the fee area, for example because a household might purchase goods
in Reno, or online. DFA cites an example of local capture rate in fiscal impact studies conducted
for large master plan areas in the Western portion of Placer County, which use a capture rate of
25%.
Response: This study includes taxable sales and non-taxable sales, such as food sales. The 25%
capture rate was used for a specific purpose for the Western Placer County fiscal studies and it
is appropriate for those studies. The same percentage would not be appropriate for this fee study.
It is true that not all household spending occurs within the fee area; however, there is a lack of
data to support what the capture rate should be in this fee study. The expenditure data used in
the study is average for the nation. Although the data may not precisely reflect the difference in
spending patterns that are experienced in resort economies, this data does provide a reasonable
assessment of expenditures for the area. For example, it may be that spending on food and
personal services is similar to the nation, but spending on goods (like hardware, electronics, etc.)
is less as households shop online or go to urban areas such as Carson City and Reno. Spending
on recreational equipment is probably far higher in the fee area than the US household average.
The fee study does deduct for vacancies due to seasonal occupancy; however, seasonal units
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likely generate a much higher spending on personal services (spa, massage, ski delivery services
etc.) than the average US household.
DFA concludes that the seasonality adjustment in the fee study model does not extend to all
sectors, such as education, and that the measurement of low wage job creation and household
formation is grossly overstated. In addition, DFA concludes that the residential methodology is
contradictory to the non-residential fee methodology which limits job creation impacts to
employees living in the fee area.
Response: All employment sectors are included in the fee study and the seasonality adjustment
is applied to all the employment sectors. Public sector employee estimates are based on a ratio
of private to public jobs using regional employment data from the Bureau of Labor Statistics. It is
unclear from DFA why any additional adjustment would be necessary. The non-residential fee
methodology follows the same logic as the residential methodology: the number of net new
workers estimated to be generated by the development is divided by the estimated number of
workers per household giving the number of net new worker households, from which the fee is
calculated. Whether the number of net new workers generated by residential extends beyond the
fee area because of a lack of capture rate applied to the analysis can be debated but cannot be
proven due to lack of good data.
c. Worker Household and Household Incomes. DFA contends that the use of 1.31 workers per
household is too low and inappropriate to use across all employment sectors. The Beacon
Economics Report dated December 2017 shows 1.6-2.0 average number of workers per
household.
Response: The Beacon Economics report uses data for the entire Tahoe Basin, not just Placer
County, in their analysis of number of workers per household therefore it is not appropriate to use
that data for the fee area. Table C-4 of the fee study shows the number of workers per household
using 2016 US Census data (the most current available at the time of the study). The number of
workers per household for the Eastern portion of the County is 1.54. The fee study uses the total
Placer County number of 1.31 because, as described on page 19 of the report, the higher number
of workers per household reflects the shortage of housing stock affordable to local workers. Using
a higher number of workers per household would lower the maximum justifiable fees; however, it
would also mean that the Study assumes overcrowded housing conditions continue. As described
in the Beacon Report, page 20, “Workers in Leisure and Hospitality and Retail Trade area notably
more likely to live in housing-cost-burdened and over-crowed households than the average
worker. Generally, workers in lower-wage sectors live in larger households but in smaller living
spaces – leading to more overcrowding.”
The number of workers in the household by industry is calculated using the same average number
of 1.31 workers per household for each industry; however, in tables C-8 through C-12 the
percentage of workers forming households is different in each industry which results in different
ratios of workers per household by industry with ratios ranging between 1.7 and 2.1.
d. Net New Workers and Households are Overstated. DFA claims that the fee study ignores part
time workers expanding their hours or becoming full time employees as a result of the economic
impact of spending; therefore, the 6.1% adjustment for unemployment is insufficient and
overstates
the
number
of
new
low
wage
workers
needing
housing.
Response: The fee study is already generous in using the 6.1% adjustment (it already accounts
for additional employment by existing workers); per the Federal Reserve, the natural rate of
unemployment is 4.5-5.0%. This suggests that the adjustment should perhaps only be 1.6%,
although the economy has been below the natural rate of unemployment since March 2017, and
a greater adjustment could be argued for.
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DFA claims that the fee study fails to quantify the actual number of new low-income jobs created,
rather, the fee study is purely theoretical.
Response: All fee studies are theoretical; best estimates are made using best available data at
the time of study. The fee study does quantify the number of new low-income jobs created per
1,000 market unit rates built.
DFA claims that the fee study fails to quantify the direct correlation between the number of new
low-income workers and respective households created in need of housing.
Response: It is unclear how DFA arrives at this conclusion. All of the analysis and methodology
used in the fee study is provided in detail in the fee report.
Finally, DFA feels that the study lacks some of the requirements of a nexus study by law.
Response: Section 7 of the report demonstrates how the requirements of the Mitigation Fee Act have
been fulfilled.
•

Use. The Housing Trust Fund guidelines specify how the fees may be used. This is a public
document. In addition, affordable and workforce housing requirements are provided for in the
County’s Housing Element of the General Plan and in Area Plans. The use of the fee is clear.

•

Benefit. The study demonstrates reasonable relationship among the residential and nonresidential land uses. Fees would only be used to address affordable/workforce housing needs
(quantified as the affordability gap) created by new development. It would not address any existing
deficiencies.

•

Burden. The fee study fulfills demonstration of the need for the public facilities and types of
development on which the fees are imposed per the Mitigation Fee Act.

•

Proportionality. The cost of the affordability gap is allocated to the residential and non-residential
land uses. Proportionality is demonstrated – for residential the greater the household spending,
the greater the fee; for non-residential the greater the number of low-wage earners generated the
higher the fee.

Also of note, unless the County adopts development impact fees pursuant to the Mitigation Fee Act,
whose purpose is to mitigate the effects or impacts of the development on which a fee is imposed, the
rigorous requirements of AB1600 do not apply. In-lieu fee calculations, such as this one which instead
produce a widespread public benefit to the community as a whole must only show that a reasonable
relationship exists between the amount of the fee and the purpose for which the fee is to be used.
Following are responses to the additional questions staff received on the Eastern Affordable Housing Fee
Study.
A.2.

There is disagreement with a sentence in the report that “In hot markets, development fee
increases may have no impact on home sales prices or land prices”.
Response: This statement is based on a) consultant experience in conducting fee studies in many
other places in California, and b) research conducted for development impact fee studies for other
jurisdictions in California that charge development fees. Of note, the sentence uses the word “may
have” rather than “have”.

A.3.

What the fee would look life if it were based on a per square foot basis instead of sales price for
residential projects?
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Response: There has been regional discussion that perhaps more fees should be charged on a
per square foot basis in the Tahoe area to help develop smaller units that could be more
affordable. There could, however, be an issue with this approach for an affordable housing fee in
the Tahoe area because the fee is based on the nexus that income levels drive spending. The
study has data supporting the fact that in Tahoe many smaller units (high-end condos particularly)
sell for more than larger units. Tahoe is not a typical housing market because of the large number
of second home units. For this reason, income levels (and therefore spending) is approximated
by sales price of the unit in the fee study, not by size of the unit. However, an affordable housing
fee that is charged on a per square foot basis could be computed.
A.4.

What would the fee look like if it were paid by the developer at time of project approval rather than
by the person or developer pulling the building permit?
Response: If the fee were paid by the developer at time of project approval it would have to be
based on an appraisal/market analysis prepared by a third party for the developer, similar to what
developers do currently when a fiscal impact analysis is required by the County.

A.5.

There is concern that the high-end market rate homes are not properly represented in the fee
study because household spending of a multi-millionaire is not median or average.
Response: The high-end market rate homes are not median or average, this is true. However, the
spending of high-end market rate homes had to be captured. Table B-4 in Appendix B of the study
shows the distribution of units by price brackets for homes built in the last five years and all homes
sold (of any age) in 2017 and on the market in November 2017. Of the units built in the last five
years that have recently sold, more than half have sold for more than $2 million, and almost onethird between $1 million and $2 million. The data in Appendix B indicates that it would be
appropriate to calculate the workforce housing fees using unit sales price brackets rather than
unit type or density as is often done in workforce housing studies. The same methodology to
estimate spending is applied to all home price brackets in the fee calculation. Household spending
of a multi-millionaire is very relevant for the fee (a multi-millionaire can be a permanent
homeowner). Although the spending patterns of multi-millionaires may be different from the
majority of the population the best consumer expenditure data available was used.

A.6.

How much vacant land is available for residential development in Placer County outside of TRPA’s
jurisdiction?
Response: The County has determined that 38,981 acres of vacant residential land remains. It
would be speculative for the County to say what subdivision application may be subject to the
50% employee housing requirement in the future. Any property owner has the right to request a
General Plan / Community Plan amendment. It is not possible to venture who, what or when any
one of the property owners in Eastern Placer outside of the Tahoe Basin might want to submit
such a proposal.

A.7.

If the residential fee were set at 3.2% of sales price does that indicate that the in-lieu fees would
only be used to provide affordable rentals, and conversely if the fee were set at 4.4% of sales
price does that indicate that the in-lieu fees would be used to provide rental and for sale units?
Response: All in-lieu fees would be deposited in the County Housing Trust Fund. All funds
including but not limited monies collected from in-lieu fees will be used to support the development
of rental and for sale housing in the unincorporated area of the County as allowed for in the County
Housing Trust Fund guidelines.

A.8.

Was the methodology used in the Eastern Placer fee study common industry practice?
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Response: There is no recognized standard methodology that is superior to another used for
calculating affordable housing fees. There are a few methodologies that are considered common
industry practice. The Eastern Placer fee study uses these methodologies. The methodology used
is very similar to that used in Mammoth Lakes, another California resort community.
A.9.

It is unclear why the Eastern housing requirement is for workforce housing and there is no
inclusionary housing requirement, while the Western housing requirement is only for inclusionary
housing. Could both be required of a project?
Response: Due to the way the County policies have been written the Eastern policy is in addition
to other requirements of a proposed project whereas the Western policy is included within the
requirements of a proposed project.

A.10. What is the current balance of the Housing Trust Fund and was this funding source used for the
County’s sponsorship of the Mountain Housing Council?
Response: The balance is approximately $1.4 million with approximately $850,000 collected from
Eastern Placer. The $150,000 Mountain Housing Council sponsorship was paid for by the General
Fund.
B. WESTERN PLACER FEE STUDY COMMENTS
B.1.

How many studies have been conducted in the past ten years on in lieu fees and how much was
spent on the studies?
Response: One Eastern Placer fee study was conducted between 2016 and 2018, and one
Western Placer fee study was conducted during the same time period. The total cost was
approximately $100,000.

B.2.

When were the affordable housing fee studies presented to the Board?
Response: The reports were presented to the Board on August 8, 2017, October 9, 2018, October
23, 2018, and November 6, 2018.

B.3.

There was some concern that an in-lieu fee would segregate the 57% of Placer County population
that needs affordable housing from new market-rate residential communities. A question was
asked, “Why are 90% of the units being produced in “affordable housing obligation communities”
unavailable to 57% of the Placer County community?”
Response: The inclusionary housing requirement is that 10% of units be at affordable levels.

B.4.

Is there a risk that the in-lieu program will create affordable island communities?
Response: In-lieu fees allow for creative ways to produce affordable units such as purchasing
existing units and restricting rents or purchase prices to affordable levels, dispersing affordable
housing in the community. When developers produce the units, they may be clustered together.
It isn’t necessarily riskier to have an in-lieu fee with regards to creating affordable island
communities than when developers are required to build the units.

B.5.

What is the production cost per unit to taxpayers for the County to accept an in-lieu fee and
administer production of an affordable unit?
Response: The cost is estimated to be 3% of the affordability gap, so about $400 per unit. The
cost is not borne by taxpayers, it is paid for by the developer as part of the fee.
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B.6.

Is there a time formula and strategy for County production of the in-lieu units that will bring these
units on-line in a time frame consistent with the “affordable housing obligation communities’
construction schedule?
Response: The County will need to have flexibility to use in-lieu fees, a portion of which may be
leveraged for new housing units with other funding sources. The timing and strategy will likely
need to evolve over time as funding becomes available.

B.7.

Does the Housing Strategy and Development Plan include language to ensure that affordable
units constructed in “Affordable housing obligation communities” are truly integrated among
market-rate units and not marginalized in less than desirable locations?
Response: Development in the areas referenced are subject to development agreements which
will specify limitations of locations for affordable housing.

B.8.

A stakeholder has strongly expressed that developers should be required to construct the
affordable units on-site and only allowed to pay an in-lieu fee in exceptional circumstances, and
then at a much higher fee level than the Western Placer fee study calculates so that the fee funds
construction of the affordable units, not just the affordability gap. In addition, the stakeholder
articulated that County policy needs to be determined and it needs to be clear so that all
developers know the rules.
Response: County staff is bringing policy to the Board of Supervisors this year; staff is working
with consultants and developers to find innovative ways to assure that affordable housing is
constructed. A County consultant has completed a report on potential funding sources for housing
and how to address the financing gap that will be presented in June 2019.
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ATTACHMENT 4
Before the Board of Supervisors
County of Placer, State of California

In the matter of: An Ordinance
to repeal and replace Placer County
Code, Chapter 15, Article 15.65
(Affordable Housing)

Ordinance No.: ____________
Introduced:________________

The following Ordinance was duly passed by the Board of Supervisors of the County of Placer at a
regular meeting held on ____________________________, by the following vote:

Ayes:
Noes:
Absent:

Signed and approved by me after its passage.

_______________________________
Chair, Board of Supervisors
Attest:
_______________________
Clerk of said Board
WHEREAS, the County has experienced rapidly increasing market rents and market housing prices
that perpetuate and exacerbate the shortage of affordable and workforce housing; and
WHEREAS, the intent and overall policy of the County is to achieve a balanced community with
housing available for households of all income levels, however there exists a shortage of housing that is
affordable to the County's existing residents and workforce, including within the North Tahoe-Sierra
region, which serves both year-round and seasonal employees; and
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WHEREAS, the legislature of the State of California has found that the lack of affordable housing is a
critical problem which threatens the economic, environmental, and social quality of life in California; and
WHEREAS, the County finds it necessary to require new development to provide a fair share of
affordable housing; and
WHEREAS, to implement the Placer County General Plan, to carry out the mandates of State housing
element law, to include an additional method to help meet the regional fair share housing requirements,
to assign in making affordable housing available in the County for all income levels, to achieve the
benefits of economic diversity of the residents of the County, and to provide adequate housing for the
residents and workforce in the County, it is essential that new development provide a fair share of
housing opportunities for all income levels; and
WHEREAS, this ordinance supports public purposes to (1) to increase the amount of affordable
housing in Placer County so that Placer County can meet its responsibility of providing an adequate
supply of housing for individuals, families, and the workforce at all income levels and, at the same time,
(2) to assure that new affordable housing is distributed throughout the County in economically diverse
developments, avoiding the problems and detrimental effects that municipalities have experienced in
the past when low income housing is relegated to separate, isolated locations within the community;
and
WHEREAS, the County finds it necessary to provide a regulatory and incentive framework which
ensures development of an adequate supply and mix of new housing to meet the future housing needs
of all income segments and the workforce of the community. It is the intent of this Ordinance to seek
the construction of the housing units on-site whenever it is feasible to do so; and
WHEREAS, the Board of Supervisors finds and determines that, based upon the above purposes and
findings, there is a reasonable relationship between the need for affordable housing and the type of
development projects that may meet their affordable housing obligation pursuant to this article by
payment of fees;
THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE COUNTY OF PLACER, STATE OF CALIFORNIA, DOES
HEREBY ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS:
SECTION 1: That Placer County Code Chapter 15, Article 15.65, is hereby repealed and replaced to
be entitled “Affordable Housing” and to read as set forth in Exhibit “A” attached to this Ordinance, which
is hereby incorporated herein by reference as if set forth in full.
SECTION 2: This ordinance shall take effect on January 1, 2021. The Clerk is directed to publish this
ordinance, or a summary thereof, within fifteen (15) days in accordance with government code section
25124.

Attached: Exhibit “A”
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Attachment 4, Exhibit A
ARTICLE 15.65 AFFORDABLE HOUSING
15.65.010

This section is intentionally left blank.

15.65.020

Purpose and intent.

This Article is intended to
A. Require new residential projects to contribute to the inclusion of affordable housing and to
promote and implement Placer County’s housing element goals and policies for the
development of affordable housing for households with incomes of one hundred twenty (120)
percent or below the median income in Placer County.
B. Require all new non-residential development projects, regardless of zoning designation of the
project site to contribute to employee accommodation housing. This article requires the
payment of employee accommodation fees for certain types of development to mitigate the
impact of nonresidential development on the need for affordable housing in Placer County.
15.65.030

Definitions.

Unless the context clearly requires otherwise, the definitions in this section shall govern the provisions
of this article.
“Accessory dwelling unit” means the term as it is defined in Section 17.56.200 of the Placer County
Code.
“Affordable rent” means monthly rent, including utilities and all fees for housing services, affordable to
households earning less than fifty (50) percent of the median income, less than eighty (80) percent of
the median income or less than one hundred twenty (120) percent of median income, as defined herein.
Affordable rent shall be based on presumed occupancy levels of one person in a studio unit, two
persons in a one-bedroom unit, three persons in a two-bedroom unit, and one additional person for
each additional bedroom thereafter.
“Affordable sales price” means the maximum purchase price that will be affordable to households
earning less than fifty (50) percent of the median income, less than eighty (80) percent of the median
income or less than one hundred twenty (120) percent of the median income as defined herein. In
setting the affordable sales price, realistic assumptions regarding down payment, mortgage interest rate
and term will be required, and those assumptions must demonstrate that targeted income families can
reasonably qualify. If evidence is presented that shows to the satisfaction of the county that targeted
income buyers can qualify for financing even though the percentage of their income allocated to
housing is higher than thirty (30) percent, then a corresponding increase may be approved in the
affordable sales price. Affordable sales price shall be based upon presumed occupancy levels of one
person in a studio unit, two persons in a one-bedroom unit, three persons in a two-bedroom unit, and
one additional person for each additional bedroom thereafter.
“Affordable housing unit” means and is limited to dwelling units which are required to be rented at
affordable rents or purchased at an affordable sales price to specified households as described in
Sections 15.65.070 and 15.65.080 of this article. An affordable housing unit must be permanent in
design and does not include a temporary or transient type unit such as a recreational vehicle, travel
trailer, or tiny home on wheels.
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“Annual household income” means the combined gross income for all adult persons living in a dwelling
unit as calculated for the purpose of the Section 8 program under the United States Housing Act of
1937, as amended, or its successor.
“Affordable housing fee” means a fee paid as an alternative to providing an allocated unit or a fraction
of an allocated unit.
“Board” means the Placer County board of supervisors.
“Building permit” means a permit issued pursuant to Chapter 15 of the Placer County Code.
“Commercial development” shall mean any land use listed by Section 17.06.050 (Land use permit
tables) as part of the retail trade or service use groups within the Placer County zoning ordinance.
“Community care / health facility” means a community care facility as defined in Health and Safety
Code section 1502, or a health facility as defined in Health and Safety Code section 1250.
“Construction costs” means the estimated cost per square foot of construction, as established by the
building department for use in the setting of regulatory fees, multiplied by the total square footage to be
constructed.
“Conversion” means the renovating of a vacant commercial or other nonresidential structure to a
residential use, and is also known as adaptive reuse, referring to the process of reusing an existing
building for a purpose other than which it was originally built or designed. Conversion or adaptive reuse
from a nonresidential to residential use is an effective strategy for achieving new housing in otherwise
vacant or underutilized commercial or industrial areas.
“Deed restricted accessory dwelling unit” means an accessory dwelling unit that is restricted for
affordability in accordance with current State Department of Housing and Community Development
requirements.
“Deed restricted affordable housing” means a residential unit that has a regulatory agreement or other
instrument recorded against the property which limits the sales price or rent of that unit for a minimum
of thirty (30) years affordable to households earning less than one hundred twenty (120) percent of the
area median income.
“Developer” means the qualified applicant for a development project. One who has a legal or equitable
interest in the real property which is the subject of a development project application. An authorized
agent of the applicant or principal developer as defined in Section 17.04.030 of the Placer County
Code.
“Development” means any construction activity or alteration of the landscape, its terrain contour or
vegetation, including the erection or alteration of a building or structure. New development is any
construction, or alteration of an existing structure or land use, or establishment of a land use after the
effective date of the ordinance codified in Chapter 17 of the Placer County Code or as otherwise
amended.
“Development agreement” means an agreement entered into between the county and a developer
pursuant to the California Government Code Section 65864 et seq.
“Discretionary approval” for purposes of this article means a discretionary permit, as the term is defined
in Section 17.04.030 of the Placer County Code, and the approval of a tentative, final or parcel map
pursuant to Chapter 16 of the Placer County Code.
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“Development project” means a proposed project requiring the approval of Placer County to proceed to
completion or as otherwise defined in Section 17.04.030 of the Placer County Code.
“Dwelling unit” shall have the meaning set forth in Section 17.04.030 of the Placer County Code.
“Emergency shelter” shall have the meaning set forth in section 17.04.030 of the Placer County Code.
“Employee accommodation fee” means the fee charged to new non-residential development as set
forth in Section 15.65.140.
“Fee study” means a study adopted by resolution of the board, that analyzes the connection between
project residential and/or non-residential development and the cost of addressing the need for
affordable and employee housing for lower income households created by new development.
“Full time occupancy” means the primary owner or renter shall occupy the unit on site as their primary
resident for more than ten (10) months per year.
“Live/work unit” or “live/work space” means a building or spaces within a building (e.g. studio, loft, or
one bedroom) used for commercial and residential purposes where the residential use of the space is
accessory to the primary use as a place of work. A live/work unit: (a) combines a commercial activity
allowed in the zone with a residential living space for the owner of the commercial business, or the
owner’s employee, and that person’s household; (b) where the resident owner or employee of the
business is responsible for the commercial activity performed; and (c) where the commercial activity
conducted takes place subject to a valid business license associated with the premises.
“Low income households” are those households with incomes of up to eighty (80) percent of median
income, or as set out in Health and Safety Code Sections 50079.5 and 50093.
“Market rate units,” means dwelling units in a residential project which are not restricted to an affordable
housing price or rent.
“Median income” means the median income, adjusted for family size, applicable to Placer County as
published annually pursuant to Title 25 of the California Code of Regulations, Section 6932 (or its
successor provision) by the United States Department of Housing and Urban Development.
“Mobile home park” shall have the meaning set forth in Section 17.04.030 of the Placer County Code.
“Moderate income households” are those households with incomes of up to one hundred twenty (120)
percent of median income, or as set out in Health and Safety Code Section 50093.
“Monthly for sale owner-occupied housing payment” shall be that sum equal to the principal, interest,
property taxes, utilities, homeowner’s insurance, and homeowner’s association dues paid on an annual
basis for the unit, divided by twelve.
“Net building area” means the aggregate floor area of the building, excluding common areas such as
lobbies, common hallways, stairways, elevators, and equipment spaces.
“Owner/builder” means an individual who obtains a building permit to construct a single dwelling unit on
a single lot that is his or her primary residence and who may not be issued another residential building
permit until completion of construction of the dwelling unit authorized thereunder.
“Planning commission” shall mean the Placer County planning commission.
“Director” means the director of the Placer County community development resource agency or the
designee of said director.
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“Residential project or development” means a project containing at least one residential unit, including
mixed-use developments. For the purpose of this article, “residential development” also includes
housing development projects as defined in California Government Code Section 65915(i), such as a
subdivision or common interest development, as defined in Section 4100 of the California Civil Code,
approved by the county and consisting of residential units or unimproved residential lots and either a
project to substantially rehabilitate and convert an existing commercial building to residential use or the
substantial rehabilitation of an existing multifamily dwelling, as defined in subdivision (d) of California
Government Code Section 65863.4, where the result of the rehabilitation would be a net increase in
available residential units.
“Section” unless otherwise indicated, means a section of the Placer County Code.
“Single room occupancy units” means any buildings containing five or more units intended or designed
to be used, or which are used, rented, or hired out to be occupied, or which are occupied, for sleeping
purposes by residents which is their primary residence. The individual units may lack either cooking
facilities, or individual sanitary facilities, or both and shall meet currently adopted California Building
Code R-2 occupancy classification requirements as defined in Placer County Code Section 17.04.030.
“Substantial rehabilitation” means rehabilitation of existing dwelling units, the value of which constitutes
twenty-five (25) percent of the after-rehabilitation value of the dwelling, and which results in rent
restrictions for those existing dwelling units to ensure that they will remain available at affordable
housing cost to persons of moderate, low and very low income for the longest feasible time, but for not
less than 30 years.
“Targeted income families” means those households that meet the classification as moderate, low, and
very low-income households as defined in this section.
“Very low-income households” are those households with incomes of up to fifty (50) percent of median
income or as set out in Health and Safety Code Sections 50079.5 and 50093.
15.65.040 Applicability.
The inclusionary requirements of this article apply to all new development within Placer County,
including the residential component of mixed–use projects, unless otherwise exempt. Development
projects that are subject to a development agreement in effect at the time of adoption of this ordinance,
as authorized through the authority in California Government Code Section 65864 through 65869.5, are
not subject to this article unless otherwise amended.
15.65.050 Exempted development.
A. The following development commercial projects shall be exempt from payment of employee
accommodation fees required by this article:
1. The commercial component of a mixed–use project consisting of two stories or more of
residential over commercial space
2. Any commercial development project being constructed by or on behalf of a government or
public institution such as a school, museum, homeless shelter, or other such community use
project
3. Public and private childcare facilities
4. Homeless shelters, community care / health care facilities
5. Churches
6. Reconstruction of any non–residential building that was destroyed by fire, flood, earthquake, or
other act of nature, so long as the square footage does not exceed the square footage before
the loss
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7. Replacement for commercial use gross floor area previously on the site but demolished within
one year (twelve (12) months) prior to the filing of a complete application for the new
construction
8. Non-residential warehouse new construction
9. Non-residential development or redevelopment located within the industrial infill district in the
Sunset area plan boundary
10. Modification to any plans or permits approved by December 31, 2020, to the extent that the
modification does not increase the floor area from the amount previously approved
B. The following residential development projects are exempt from this article and do not have an
affordable housing obligation pursuant to Section 15.65.060 below:
1. A residential full-time occupancy project of seven units or less
2. Residential development of an infill site as defined by Public Resources Code section 21061.3
3. A residential project located within a “transit priority area” as defined in Public Resources Code
Section 21099(a)
4. A residential mixed-use project where a minimum of at least seventy (70) percent of the total
project floor area is constructed for residential use
5. Accessory dwelling units
6. Deed restricted affordable housing
7. Emergency shelters
8. Community care / health facilities
9. Single room occupancy units
10. A single dwelling unit constructed by an owner/ builder
11. Mobile home parks
12. Rehabilitation of an existing building that does not increase the number of dwelling units
13. Rehabilitation of an existing residential single-family dwelling unit
14. Any residential project for development of single family residential units on subdivision lots
created pursuant to a final map recorded on or before December 31, 2020, unless otherwise
required by the condition of approval, so long as the only remaining discretionary entitlements
required to develop the project are non-legislative entitlements: variance, plan review or design
review.
15. An additions or replacement unit, where the total number of units are not increased
16. A residential project with a majority (fifty-one (51) percent or greater) of the primary units for fulltime occupancy that have habitable square footage of less than one thousand, six hundred
(1,600) square feet. A deed restriction for occupancy and resale requirement will be required to
meet the exemption allowance
17. Dormitories, fraternity and sorority houses, boarding houses, residential hotels, or live/ work
units, which are not considered a permanent dwelling unit.
15.65.060

Affordable residential development—basic requirement.

A. If a residential project exceeds one hundred (100) units, at least ten (10) percent of all dwelling
units in a new residential project shall be affordable as prescribed in Section 15.65.070 or
15.65.080, as applicable, and shall be constructed in a timely manner with, and the related
market rate units, unless one of the alternative actions set forth in Section 15.65.120 is
performed. Such dwelling units shall include a regulatory agreement recorded on title, requiring
that each dwelling unit shall be affordable for at least fifty-five (55) years. For fractions of
affordable units, the owner of the property must construct the next higher whole number of
affordable units or perform an alternative action pursuant to Section 15.65.120.
B. Residential projects of eight units to one hundred (100) units, the owner shall pay an affordable
housing fee on all newly constructed market rate dwelling units pursuant to Section 15.65.100.
C. Affordable units shall be comparable in number of bedrooms, exterior appearance, and overall
quality of construction to first-class quality affordable housing found elsewhere in Placer County.
Subject to the approval of the director, square footage of affordable units and interior features in
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affordable units need not be the same as or equivalent to those in market rate units in the same
residential project, so long as they are of good quality and are consistent with contemporary
standards for new housing. Affordable units shall be dispersed throughout the residential
project, or subject to the approval of the director, may be clustered within the residential project
when this furthers affordable housing opportunities.
15.65.070

Requirements of residential rental affordable units.

A. For specific plans or master plan projects with 100 or more units, the property owner / developer
shall construct ten (10) percent of its total units as affordable (four (4) percent very-low, four (4)
percent low, and two (2) percent moderate – income) within the plan area. In addition, the
property owner / developer will be required to enter into a Development Agreement or
Affordable Housing Agreement, as determined at the sole discretion of the County, to detail the
way and timing for construction of the affordable units.
B. For all other projects, pursuant to Section 15.65.060, at least ten (10) percent of all rental units
shall be affordable. Forty (40) percent of the affordable rental units required to be constructed in
connection with the project shall be available at affordable rents to very low income households
and sixty (60) percent of the affordable rental units shall be available at affordable rents to low
income households.
15.65.080

Requirements of residential for-sale affordable units.

A. For specific plans or master plan projects with 100 or more units, the property owner / developer
shall construct ten (10) percent of its total units as affordable (four (4) percent very-low, four (4)
percent low, and two (2) percent moderate – income) within the plan area. In addition, the
property owner / developer will be required to enter into a Development Agreement or
Affordable Housing Agreement, as determined at the sole discretion of the County, to detail the
way and timing for construction of the affordable units.
B. For all other projects, pursuant to Section 15.65.060, at least ten (10) percent of all for-sale units
shall be affordable. Any affordable units required to be constructed in connection with the
project that are for sale units shall be available at affordable sales prices to moderate income
households
15.65.090

Relationship to density bonus provision.

A residential applicant that proposes allocated units consistent with Section 15.65.060, but that also
applies for a density bonus consistent with Section 17.54.120, may count units affordable to low or
moderate income households toward both requirements. Additional units allowed by the density bonus
shall not be included in the total project units when determining the proportion of required affordable
units in a residential development.
15.65.100

Affordable housing fee (residential).

A. An affordable housing fee is established and imposed on real property for which a residential
project is proposed pursuant to the provisions of this article and as further described in the fee
study.
B. The Placer County board of supervisors, by resolution, shall establish the specific amount of the
affordable housing fee as identified in the fee study and as determined appropriate by the board
of supervisors, and shall make the findings required by this section in establishing the amount of
the fees.
C. Unless exempt from payment under Section 15.65.050, no building permit or building permit
extension for a project described in Section 15.65.060 shall be issued or granted unless and until
the affordable housing obligation has been met in accordance with the provisions of this article.
D. Amount of Affordable Housing Fee; Annual Adjustment; and Updates.
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1. Amount. The amount of the affordable housing fee shall be set by resolution adopted by
the board following a public hearing and consistent with the fee study.
2. Administration component. The affordable housing fee contains a three percent
administration component to be used by the county for staff and consultant costs
associated with the collection and administration of the fee program.
3. Adjustment. The amount of the affordable housing fee shall be adjusted annually on or
about July 1st using the Building Cost Index – 20 City Average published by the
Engineers News Record / McGraw Hill (CCI).
4. Updates. The affordable housing fee program may be subject to periodic updates if the
county determines it necessary to reflect changes in costs difference from the CCI
inflation factor.
5. Five year review. The fifth fiscal year following the first deposit into the fee account or
fund and every five years thereafter, the county will review the account or fund.
6. Calculation and timing of payment. The affordable housing fee shall be calculated at the
time of complete building permit application submittal and shall be paid in full prior to
issuance of a building permit.
15.65.110

Affordable housing incentives.

A. In the case of new residential and nonresidential projects which meet the affordability requirements
specified in Section 15.65.060 through the actual construction of affordable and employee units, up
to one hundred (100) percent of development-related application and processing fees shall be
waived for affordable units constructed in connection with such residential project. This waiver does
not include impact fees unless an alternative funding source has been identified. In addition, the
project hearing body, may consider, on a case-by-case basis, the provision of additional incentives
as provided by law or in the housing element of the Placer County general plan.
B. Deed Restricted Accessory Dwelling Units. In the case where a property owner or developer
voluntarily opts to deed-restrict an accessory dwelling unit that is seven hundred fifty (750) square
feet or greater in size for affordability, said unit shall be exempt from payment of building permit fees
and those fees identified in Placer County Code Chapter 15, Articles 15.28 (County Road Network)
and 15.34 (Parks and Recreational Facilities Fees). Verification that the unit is a deed restricted
accessory dwelling unit must be rendered in writing to the county prior to exemption from fees.
C. Modification of Planning and Public Works Development Standards. The county may modify, to the
extent feasible and in light of the proposed uses, those standards which include, but are not limited
to parking, lot coverage, road widths, curb and gutter, and sidewalks. No modification will be
considered that may compromise standards relating to public health and safety, drainage
considerations or standards resulting from state and federal requirements.
15.65.120

Equivalency proposals permitted.

Projects requiring a discretionary approval proposing to meet the minimum requirement for affordability
through equivalency shall submit an equivalency proposal to the project hearing body required for
approval. Projects requiring ministerial approval shall submit an equivalency proposal to the agency
director, or designee, for approval. Such proposals shall show why compliance with this ordinance is
not financially feasible and how the alternative proposal will further affordably housing opportunities in
the county to an equal or greater extent than compliance with the express requirements of Section
15.65.060. A proposal for an alternative equivalent action may include, but is not limited to, dedication
of vacant land, the construction of affordable units on another site, or the acquisition, or rehabilitation,
and enforcement of required rental/sales price restrictions on existing standard dwelling units,
development of accessory dwelling units, the conversion of nonresidential to residential units or
payment of a fee in-lieu of construction (only for residential project of one hundred (100) units or less) if
a fee is approved by resolution of the board for this purpose.
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15.65.130

Continued affordability.

Prior to the issuance of either temporary or permanent certificates of occupancy for the development
project that is subject to this article, all regulatory agreements and, if the affordable units are for sale,
resale restrictions, deeds of trust and/or other documents, all of which must be acceptable to the county
and consistent with the requirements of this article, shall be recorded against parcels having such
affordable units and shall be effective for at least the period of time of fifty-five (55) years or as required
by an accepted source of funding for the project.
15.65.140

Employee accommodation fee (commercial) – basic requirement

All new non-residential development is subject to payment of an employee accommodation fee prior to
building permit issuance, unless otherwise exempted pursuant to Section 15.65.050.
15.65.150

Calculation of employee accommodation fee

A. The employee accommodation fee shall be imposed on a per square foot basis according to the
net building area. The formula below shall be used in calculating the amount of the employee
accommodation fee:
(Gross square feet non-residential net building area) minus (existing square feet floor area)
multiplied by (per square foot fee in effect at the time of building permit issuance) equals total
employee accommodation fee
B. The per square foot employee accommodation fee shall be set through a fee resolution adopted
by the board, and consistent with the applicable fee study. The fee amount shall be adjusted
annually based on the Building Cost Index 20-City Average as published by the Engineer New
Record / McGraw Hill. Such fee shall not exceed the cost of mitigating the impact of
developments on the need for housing for employees in the county. The employee
accommodation fee contains a three percent administration component to be used by the
county for staff and consultant costs associated with the collection and administration of the
employee accommodation fee.
C. Calculation and Timing of Payment. The employee accommodation fee shall be calculated at
the time of complete building permit application submittal and shall be paid prior to issuance of
the first building permit for the project. A developer may pay all or a portion of the fee owed at
any time prior to issuance of the building permit, at the rate in effect at the time payment is
made. For phased projects, the amount due shall be paid on a pro rata basis across the entire
square footage of the approved development, and each portion shall be paid prior to the
issuance of any building permit for each phase.
15.65.160

Alternative payment to employee accommodation fee

As an alternative to payment of the employee accommodation fee, a developer may request to the
Board an alternative to mitigate employee housing impacts through construction of affordable
residential units on an appropriate housing site, or through other means as may be approved by the
county, as long as the alternative furthers affordable housing opportunities in the county equal to
payment of the employee accommodation fee.
15.65.170

Housing trust fund

All fees collected pursuant to this article shall be placed in the Placer County Housing Trust Fund, or
may be placed in a private trust fund established to accept and administer in-lieu fees pursuant to an
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agreement with the county, and shall be administered and used for the purposes of providing affordable
and employee housing pursuant to the Housing Trust Fund guidelines adopted by the board and as
may be amended from time to time. Upon election by the developer to place fees collected in a private
trust fund, the developer shall provide the county with satisfactory evidence of such payment.
15.65.180

Time performance required.

No temporary or permanent certificate of occupancy for any new dwelling unit located in a residential
project shall be issued until the permittee has met the affordable housing requirement of Section
15.65.060 or has satisfactorily performed an equivalent actions as set forth in Section 15.65.120, and
has provided any applicable recorded documents pursuant to Section 15.65.130. No building permit
will be issued for non-residential development until the permittee has provided satisfactory evidence of
payment of the employee accommodation fee pursuant to this article.
15.65.190

Waiver

Notwithstanding any other provisions of this article, the requirements as set forth in this article may be
waived, adjusted or reduced by the Placer County board of supervisors if an applicant shows, based on
substantial evidence, that there is no reasonable relation between the impact of the proposed
development and the requirement, or that applying the requirement of this article would take property in
violation of the United States Constitution, the California Constitution or world result in any other
unconstitutional result. Any request for a waiver or modification shall be reviewed and considered at
the same time as the project application. The waiver or modification may be approved only to the extent
necessary to avoid an unconstitutional result, upon review by the county counsel and upon adoption of
written findings in support of the requirements in this section.
15.65.200 Enforcement
The provisions of this article shall apply to all agents, successors and assigns of an applicant proposing
or constructing a development governed by this article. The county may institute any appropriate legal
actions or proceedings necessary to ensure compliance herewith, including but not limited to, actions to
revoke, deny or suspend any permit, including a development approval, building permit, or certificate of
occupancy. The county shall be entitled to costs and expenses for enforcement of the provisions of this
article, or any agreement pursuant thereto, as awarded by the court, including reasonable attorney’s
fees.
15.65.210

Severability

The board of supervisors declares that should any section, paragraph, sentence or word of this article
be declared for any reason to be invalid, it is the intent of the board of supervisors that it would have
passed all other portions of this article, independent of the provision declared invalid.
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Attachment 5
Before the Board of Supervisors
County of Placer, State of California

In the matter of:
Adopt a Resolution Approving the Fee
Studies and Establishing the Initial Fee
Schedule for the Affordable Housing
Fee and Employee Accommodation
Fee Program

Resolution No.: ____________

The following Resolution was duly passed by the Board of Supervisors of the County of Placer at a
regular meeting held on ____________________________, by the following vote:

Ayes:
Noes:
Absent:

Signed and approved by me after its passage.
_______________________________
Chair, Board of Supervisors

Attest:
_______________________
Clerk of said Board

WHEREAS, the “Western Placer County Nexus- Based Affordable Housing Fee Study” dated October
17, 2018 was prepared by Hansford Economic Consulting has been reviewed by this Board, and is
attached to this resolution as Exhibit B; and
WHEREAS, the “Eastern Placer County Nexus – Based Affordable Housing Fee Study” dated October
17, 2018 was prepared by Hansford Economic Consulting is on file with the Clerk of the Board and has
been reviewed by this Board, and is attached to this resolution as Exhibit C; and
WHEREAS, the studies establish the purpose; how the fee is used; determine how a reasonable
relationship exists between each fee’s use and the type of development project on which the fee is
imposed; determine how a reasonable relationship exists between the need for the public facilities and
type of development project on which the fee is imposed; and demonstrate a reasonable relationship
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between the amount of the fee and the cost of the public facilities or portion of the public facilities
attributable to the development on which the fee is imposed.
WHEREAS, the Board of Supervisors finds and determines that, based on the above purposes and
findings, there is a reasonable relationship between the need for workforce housing and the type of
commercial development projects that will be required to pay the Employee Accommodation Fee.
NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of Supervisors of the County of Placer that the
Western Placer County Affordable Housing Fee Study and the Eastern Placer County Affordable
Housing Fee Study, attached at Exhibits B and C, are hereby approved.
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the fee schedule set forth in Exhibit A for the Affordable Housing Fee
and the Employee Accommodation Fee is hereby adopted.
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that fee schedule does not exceed the estimated reasonable cost of
constructing the improvements and/or providing the facilities for which the fees are imposed as set forth
in the Western Placer County Nexus- Based Affordable Housing Fee Study and the Eastern Placer
County Nexus – Based Affordable Housing Fee Study.
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that this resolution is effective upon completion of both of the following
events: (1) adoption of the ordinance to repeal and replace Placer County Code Chapter 15, Article
15.65, and (2) passage of sixty (60) days following adoption of this resolution.
Attachment:
Exhibit A - Fee Schedule
Exhibit B - Western Placer County Nexus- Based Affordable Housing Fee Study*
Exhibit C - Eastern Placer County Nexus – Based Affordable Housing Fee Study*
* The fee studies are on file with the Clerk of the Board

171

Attachment 5, Exhibit A

FEE SCHEDULE
Affordable Housing Fee
The amount of the Affordable Housing Fee is equal to $2.00 per habitable square foot of each market rate
unit. The amount of the Affordable Housing Fee shall be adjusted annually on or about July 1st using the
Building Cost Index – 20 City Average published by the Engineers News Record / McGraw Hill (CCI). The
Affordable Housing Fee contains a three (3) percent administration component to be used by the County for
staff and consultant costs associated with the collection and administration of the fee program.

Employee Accommodation Fee
Employee Accommodation Fee is $2.00 per net building area square foot established by the fee resolution
adopted by the Board, which may be amended from time to time by the Board. The fee amount shall be
adjusted annually based on the Building Cost Index 20-City Average as published by the Engineer New
Record / McGraw Hill. Such fee shall not exceed the cost of mitigating the impact of developments on the
need for housing for employees in the County. The Employee Accommodation Fee contains a 3%
administration component to be used by the County for staff and consultant costs associated with the collection
and administration of the Employee Accommodation Fee.
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