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RECOMMENDATION:
Staff recommends that the City Council request the Sacramento Regional County Sanitation
District (District) Board adopt proposed Alternative 1 B for two-tiered impact fees. It is also
recommended that City Council request the District Board add additional criteria to include basic
infrastructure and minimum age of development to the requirements for qualifying an area as
infill.
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SUMMARY:
At the request of the City, the Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District Board directed
its staff to develop alternatives for tiered impact fees to remove disincentives to infill
development in consideration of recent proposed fee increases. District staff convened a
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working group consisting of representatives from the District, Sacramento County, the building
industry, local environmental and neighborhood groups, and the cities of Sacramento, Folsom,
Elk Grove, Citrus Heights, and West Sacramento. One of the alternatives the working group
developed defines infill as areas in which at least 70% of the lots are developed. Under this
alternative, all of the City except for North Natomas and portions of Robla would qualify as infill.
The fees would be approximately $5800 for new development and $2300 for infill development.
In addition to the 70% development criteria, City staff propose that infill areas also be required
to have basic infrastructure (roads, sewer, water, etc.) in place, and the average age of buildings
be at least 20 years. City staff recommend Council request the District Board adopt proposed
Alternative 1 B, and add criteria for basic infrastructure and minimum age.
COMMITTEE/COMMISSION ACTION:
None.
BACKGROUND INFORMATION:
In 2000, the Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District (District) developed new
interceptor and treatment plant master plans. The master plans contemplate approximately $1.3
billion of capital improvements, $300 million for new plant capacity and $1 billion for new
interceptors. These improvements will provide wastewater collection and treatment capacity for
ultimate growth.
To pay for these improvements, the District proposed increases to connection, or impact fees.
The previous impact fees were approximately $2400 per equivalent single-family dwelling
(ESD). The proposed impact fees will ultimately rise to $5255 per ESD. Currently, the District
has implemented one increase and the fee is $3500 per ESD.
Given the substantial proposed increase in impact fees, the City of Sacramento raised concerns
regarding impacts on infill development. SCRSD sewer facility impact fees are typically the
highest single fee paid by infill development, representing about 25% of the total governmental
fee burden on residential infill development. New development in infill areas frequently sells or
leases for less than in newer outlying areas, so fees are a greater proportion of total
development costs and infill development is more vulnerable to fee increases, since the market
typically can't accommodate passing such increases on to buyers or renters.
Given the financial constraints to infill development which already exist, the City believes that
substantial increases to District impact fees will only exacerbate the problem. As a result, the
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City proposed, and the District Board agreed, to investigate a two-tiered system of impact fees:
one fee for new development, and another fee for infill development.
To this end, District staff convened a working group consisting of representatives from
neighborhood organizations, environmental groups, the building industry, Sacramento County,
and the cities of Sacramento, Folsom, Citrus Heights, Elk Grove, and West Sacramento. The
working group explored various criteria to define infill areas, and methods for determining fees.
The discussions eventually resulted in two proposed alternatives.
The two alternatives are similar in approach. Each defines infill based on the level of
development within community planning areas defined by the respective land-use authorities.
The first alternative uses a threshold level of 50% development, and the second uses a
threshold of 70%. For both alternatives, all of the planning areas in the City except for North
Natomas would qualify as infill. However, the resultant fees from the 50% alternative would be
$6100 for new development and $3100 for infill development, while the fees for the 70%
alternative would be approximately $5800 and $2300 respectively.
In addition to level of development (50%, 70%, etc.), City staff recommend two additional criteria
to qualify an area as infill: installation of basic infrastructure, and a minimum average age of
development.
The basic infrastructure criteria would require that street, sewer, water, and drainage
infrastructure be already installed in areas greater than 20 acres. This criteria will insure that
infill areas do not include "green field" development. The minimum age criteria would require
that the average age of buildings in a given planning area be at least 20 years. This criteria will
insure that lower fees will apply to older areas with a need for financial incentives, and not to
new areas which experience rapid growth. The resultant fees would be somewhat less than the
$5400 and $2300 for the 70% alternative.
In conclusion, staff recommends Council support the proposed 70% alternative, with addition
of criteria for basic infrastructure and minimum age.
FINANCIAL CONSIDERATIONS:
If the District Board adopts proposed tiered impact fee structure Alternative 1 B, sewer impact
fees in infill areas will return to levels close to those in 2000, while impact fees for new
development areas will be increased beyond the future level proposed by SRCSD of $5255 per
ESD.
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ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS:
Compliance with any CEQA requirements regarding tiered impact fees will be the responsibility
of the Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District.
ESBD
ESBD considerations do not apply since no goods or services are being purchased.
Respectfully submitted,

Gary A. Reents
Engineering Services Manager
RECOMMENDATION APPROVED:

ROBERT P. THOMAS
City Manager

APPROVED:

OA., JAMES G. SEQUEIRA
Director of Utilities

RESOLUTION NO.
ADOPTED BY THE SACRAMENTO CITY COUNCIL
ON DATE OF

RESOLUTION RECOMMENDING SACRAMENTO REGIONAL
COUNTY SANITATION DISTRICT ADOPT A TWO-TIERED SEWER
IMPACT FEE STRUCTURE

THE SACRAMENTO CITY COUNCIL HEREBY:
1. Promoting infill development within the region can provide for revitalization of exiting
areas and for efficient use of land, thereby reducing the need for regional expansion,
extensions of major infrastructure, and loss of open space;
2. In general, infill development is more sensitive to development fees than development
in newer areas as infill projects typically sell or rent at lower rates than in newer
development areas, and development fees are a larger proportion of development
costs;
3. Sewer facility fees are among the highest individual fees charged for infill development
and therefore play an important role in infill development feasibility;'
4. Older neighborhoods and commercial areas built over 20 years ago are those that
typically face the greatest challenges to disinvestment, have existing major
infrastructure, and are most appropriately deemed to be infill development.
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the City of Sacramento:
5. Requests the Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District Board of Directors adopt
proposed tiered impact fee Alternative 1 B to keep sewer impact fees as low as feasible
to limit disincentives to infill development.
6. Requests the Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District to include criteria for
requiring basic infrastructure be in place for an area to qualify as infill.
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RESOLUTION NO.
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7. Requests the Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District to include criteria
requiring the average age of development be at least 20 years for an area to qualify
as infill.

MAYOR

ATTEST:

CITY CLERK

FOR CITY CLERK USE ONLY
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Staff recommends adoption of the attached resolution which authorizes the Executive
Director or her designee and the City Planning Director to:
•

•

Prepare the necessary documentation, including as appropriate, amendments
to Chapter 17.188 of Title 17 of the City Code, provide the notice and
schedule the necessary hearings to allow the Council to consider:
•

Amending Chapter 17.188 of the Zoning Code to eliminate the separate
housing trust fund fee established for non-residential development in the
North Natomas Community Plan area and to instead subject all
development to the uniform citywide housing trust fund fee; and

•

Amending Chapter 17.188 of the Zoning Code to increase the housing
trust fund fees to reflect increases in the building cost index, as provided
in Section 17.188.070 F.

Set the administrative fees paid to SHRA for its administration of the Housing
Trust Fund and its investments at fifteen percent of trust fund revenues.

CONTACT PERSONS
Beverly Fretz-Brown, Director of Development Services, 440-1357
FOR COUNCIL MEETING OF: December 11, 2001
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SUMMARY
The Housing Trust Fund Performance Report, which is Attachment I, describes the
revenues and production generated by both the city and county housing trust funds,
evaluates their economic impact, and makes recommendations regarding the
administration of the funds, including a request to increase housing trust fund fees.
COMMISSION ACTION
At its meeting of November 7, 2001, the Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment
Commission adopted a motion recommending approval of the attached resolutions. The
votes were as follows:
AYES:
NOES:
ABSENT:

Amundson, Burns, Castello, Cespedes, Harland, Hoag, McCarty,
Newsome, Simon
None
Faust, Graham

BACKGROUND
Below is a summary of the Housing Trust Fund Performance Report. Please refer to
Attachment I for the complete report.
The City and County Housing Trust Fund (HTF) ordinances were adopted in 1989 and
1990, respectively, to raise local financing for affordable housing near employment
centers. Fees on non-residential development generate the funds' revenues. They are
based on an economic nexus analysis that determined that the construction of such
commercial projects as offices, business parks, hotels, warehouses, and shopping centers
played a major role in attracting new very low- and low-income workers to Sacramento.
Because the workers are often unable to afford housing close to their work sites, the feegenerated revenue is used to increase the supply of housing affordable to these income
groups, creating the nexus or linkage between jobs and housing.
The city's HTF benefits both very low- and low-income households; the county's
benefits very low-income households exclusively. "Very low-income households" are
those who earn less than 50 percent of the area median income; "low-income
households" earn less than 80 percent of the area median income. A project is considered
to meet the minimum income targeting requirement if the percentage of very low- or lowincome occupants equals at least the percentage of trust fund contribution to the total
development cost.
Because of the jobs/housing linkage, trust funds assist housing likely to be occupied by
persons in the labor force. Therefore, housing for senior citizens is not an eligible use.
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With respect to location, housing units produced with trust fund dollars must be located
within a reasonable commuting distance of the employment-generating uses that pay
housing trust fund fees. The ordinances define a reasonable commuting distance to be
within a seven-mile radius. Housing trust fund revenues may be invested in new
construction or substantial rehabilitation; rehabilitation of occupied housing is not
considered a "net new" use.
Housing trust fund collections since the inception of the funds total $10,688,532 in the
city fund, $1,119,152 in the North Natomas fund, and $15,159,468 in the county (total
$26,967,152). The city/Natomas fund represents 44 percent and the county 56 percent of
collections.
By June 2001, $11.4 million in city and Natomas housing trust funds were committed to
the development of 1,385 homes and apartments, of which 1,053 were affordable to very
low-, low-, and moderate-income households. Fifty-one percent of the assisted units are
projected to be affordable to very low-income households, and 40 percent affordable to
low-income persons. (Other sources of funding, namely redevelopment tax increment
revenues, assisted 87 moderate-income households.) Nine of the 20 projects with
funding commitments are homeownership developments, the remaining 11 being
multifamily rental property.
By June 2001, $10.25 million in county housing trust funds were committed, to the
development of 1312 homes and apartments, of which 854 were projected to be
affordable to very low-income households and 390 to low-income households.
The housing produced with HTF revenues is characterized most by its diversity.
Greenway Village, Cordova Meadows, and Land Park Woods, for example, took
boarded, vacant and deteriorated multifamily properties which had been major
neighborhood problems, and turned them into attractive and safe residences with
community-based tenant services.
Auberry Park and Terracina Laguna, on the other hand, constructed new apartments near
high employment centers in new growth areas in the face of neighborhood opposition,
which disappeared after the apartments were constructed. The Sacramento Veterans
Resource Center, probably the most unusual HTF-funded development, is a transitional
housing and employment program for homeless veterans. It has provided a successful
vehicle to permanent jobs and self-sufficiency. The developers (and owners) of housing
trust fund projects are both nonprofit and for-profit companies.
The Agency administers the Housing Trust Fund. The ordinance allows for the
expenditure of funds for administrative expenses, which the 1993 regulations set at ten
percent of annual revenues. The past seven years' experience in operating the funds have
demonstrated that the cost of administration is approaching fifteen percent, caused in part
by the increasing difficulties in project financing, which prolong the financing analyses
needed for loan origination, the cost of construction monitoring, and the increasing
responsibilities of loan compliance, which includes regular on-site inspections.
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Therefore, staff recommends that the annual administrative expense limit be set at fifteen
percent, effective as of the date of the attached resolution.
On February 27, 2001, the City Council amended the city housing trust fund ordinance to
allow the use of commercial development impact fees paid into the North Natomas
housing trust fund to be used for the same purposes as the citywide fund, including North
Natomas. The amendment of the city housing trust fund ordinance to integrate the two
funds' purposes, however, did not change their different fee schedules. The North
Natomas fees were based on land use, while the city (and county) fee schedules were
based on building type.
SHRA and the city planning staff request that the City Council direct staff to prepare the
appropriate documentation and schedule the necessary hearings to allow the Council to
consider amending Chapter 17 of the Zoning Code to eliminate the separate housing trust
fund fee established for non-residential construction in the North Natomas Community
Plan area and to instead subject all development, including development in the North
Natomas Community Plan area, to the uniform citywide HTF fee..
The Housing Trust Fund's initial fees have never been raised, although the ordinance
permits annual adjustments. Chapter 17.188 of Title 17 of the City of Sacramento
Zoning Code and Title 16.89 of the Sacramento County Code state the following: The
fees set forth (in the appendices to the code) shall be revised effective January 1 of each
year by the percentage increase or decrease in the building cost index of the Valuation
Quarterly published by Marshall and Swift or its successor since January 1 of the
previous year." The Marshall and Swift Valuation Quarterly historic cost data show that
construction costs increased 23.3 percent since January 1992, when the city adopted its
fee schedule, and 24.3 percent from July 1990, when the county adopted its fee schedule.
(Please refer to Attachment V of the report.) SHRA and city planning staff recommend
that the City Council direct staff to prepare the appropriate documentation and schedule
the necessary hearings to allow the Council to consider amending Chapter 17 of the
Zoning Code to increase the housing trust fund fees to reflect increases in the building
cost index, as provided in Section 17.188.070 F. In the city, this action implements the
Housing Element goal of aggressively pursuing all opportunities to increase local sources
of financing for the production of affordable housing.
'
FINANCIAL CONSIDERATIONS
The report requests that the City Council direct SHRA and city planning staff to provide
the documentation and conduct hearings to allow the Council to consider housing trust
fund fees increases according to the provisions of the ordinance. It also recommends that
SHRA be compensated for its costs of administering the housing trust funds and
providing compliance monitoring for its investments (the latter having grown
significantly with the number of housing developments funded). The 1993 regulations
for the fund set the administration fees at ten percent. Staff recommends that they be
raised to 15 percent, which current staff costs for loan origination, portfolio management,
and reporting is approaching.
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POLICY CONSIDERATIONS
The proposed changes conform to existing policy and the provisions of the housing trust
fund ordinance. The County of Sacramento will consider increases to the housing trust
fund fees as part of its Housing Element update, which is in process. Staff will provide
county officials with the documentation required for the city and county's consideration
of fee increases, as mandated by the housing trust fund ordinances. In addition, SHRA
staff would like to explore different arrangements for cooperation in the funding of trust
fund developments among the cities and county of Sacramento and report back on ways
to foster affordable housing development countywide.
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
The proposed action does not constitute a project under CEQA per Guidelines Section
15378(b)(2), and is exempt from NEPA per 24 CFR Part 58.34(a)(1).
'
M/WBE CONSIDERATIONS
The items discussed in this report have no M/WBE impact; therefore the Agency's
M/WBE policies do not apply.
Respectfully submitted,

( ^ 4"

S
GARY STONEHOU
Director of Planning

Respectfully submitted,

ANNE M. MOOR]
Executive Director

Transmittal approved,

ROBERT P. THOMAS
City Manager
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RESOLUTION NO.

2001-825

ADOPTED BY THE SACRAMENTO CITY COUNCIL
ON DATE OF

DEC 1 1 2001
HOUSING TRUST FUND PERFORMANCE REPORT; CITY-WIDE HOUSING TRUST
FUND FEE SCHEDULE; HOUSING TRUST FUND FEE INCREASE; AND HOUSING
TRUST FUND ADMINISTRATION FEE

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SACRAMENTO:
The City Council receives and files the Housing Trust Fund Performance Report,
Section 1.
dated November 2001.

Staff shall prepare the necessary documentation, including, as appropriate,
Section 2.
amendments to Chapter 17.188 of Title 17 of the City Code, provide the appropriate notice and
schedule the necessary hearings to allow the Council to consider the following:
i)

amendments to Chapter 17.188 of the Zoning Code to eliminate the separate housing trust
fund fee established for non-residential development in the North Natomas Community
Plan area and to instead subject all development, including developmerit in the North
Natomas Community Plan area, to the uniform citywide housing trust fund fee; and

ii)

amendments to Chapter 17.188 of the Zoning Code to increase the housing trust fund fees
to reflect increases in the building cost index, as provided in Section 17.188.070-F.

Staff shall report back to Council with recommendations to increase the
Section 3.
fee
paid annually to SHRA for the administration of the housing trust fund when
administrative
the report described in Section 2 is presented.

HEATHER FARGO
MAYOR
ATTEST:

VALERIE SURROWES
CITY CLERK

FOR CITY CLERK USE ONLY
,1-825,
00
RESOLUTION NO.: 9,
DATE ADOPTED:

ADOPTED BY THE SACRAMENTO CITY COUNCIL

HOUSING TRUST FUND PERFORMANCE REPORT; CITY-WID HOUSING TRUST
FUND FEE SCHEDULE; HOUSING TRUST FUND FEE INCRE SE; AND HOUSING
TRUST FUND ADMINISTRATION FE
BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SAtCRAMENTO:

Section 1.
The City Council receives and files the Housir,4 Trust Fund Performance Report,
dated November 2001.
Section 2.
Staff shall prepare the necessary docum tation, including, as appropriate,
amendments to Chapter 17.188 of Title 17 of the Cit Code, provide the appropriate notice and
schedule the necessary hearings to allow the Coun ' to consider the following:
i)

amendments to Chapter 17.188 f the Zoning Code to eliminate the separate
housing trust fund fee establis ed for non-residential development in the North
Natomas Community Plan ea and to instead subject all development, including
development in the North atomas Community Plan area, to the uniform citywide
housing trust fund fee; d

ii)

amendments to Chapter 17.188 of the Zoning Code to increase the housing trust
fund fees to refleconcreases in the building cost index, as provided in Section
17.188.070-F.

Section 3.
The adminis ative fees paid annually to SHRA for the administration of the
housing trust fund and th ousing investments made pursuant to it are increased to 15 percent of
the fees collected in tha year, effective January 1, 2002.

MAYOR
ATTEST:

CITY CLERK

FOR CITY CLERK USE ONLY
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HOUSING TRUST FUND PERFORMANCE REPORT
The City and County Housing Trust Fund ( HTF) ordinances were adopted in 1989 and 1990,
respectively, to raise local financing for affordable housing near employment centers.' Fees
on non-residential development generate the funds' revenues. They are based on an
economic nexus analysis that determined that the construction of such commercial projects
as offices, business parks, hotels, warehouses, and shopping centers played a major role in
attracting new very low- and low-income workers to Sacramento. Because the workers are
often unable to afford housing close to their work sites, the fee-generated revenue is used to
increase the supply of housing affordable to these income groups, creating the nexus or
linkage between jobs and housing.

This report contains the following sections and recommendations:
1.

The revenues andi production generated by the city and county housing trust
funds and the economic impact of trust fund investments;

2.

A request that Council direct staff to prepare the documentation and
schedule the public hearings necessary to allow Council to consider
amending Chapter 17 of the zoning code to (a) eliminate the separate
housing trust fund fee in the North Natomas Community Plan Area, and to
subject all development, including that in the North Natomas Community Plan
area, to the uniform citywide housing trust fund fee; and (b) increase the
housing trust fund fees to reflect increases in the building cost index, as
provided in the zoning code Section 17.188.070 F.

3.

Establishment of the cost of HTF administration at no more than 15 percent
of annual HTF revenues.

Income targeting. For reference throughout the report, a chart on "Income Levels and
Maximum Housing Payments" is found in Attachment I. The city's HTF benefits both very
low- and low-income households; the county's benefits very low-income households
exclusively. "Very low-income households" are those who earn less than 50 percent of the
area median income; "low-income households" earn less than 80 percent of the area median
income. A project is considered to meet the minimum income targeting requirement if the
percentage of very low- or low-income occupants equals at least the percentage of trust fund
contribution to the total development cost.
Unioue requirements. Because of the jobs/housing linkage, trust funds assist housing likely
to be occupied by persons in the labor force. Therefore, housing for senior citizens is not an
eligible use. With respect to location, housing units produced with trust fund dollars must be
located within a reasonable commuting distance of the employment-generating uses that pay
housing trust fund fees. The ordinances define a reasonable commuting distance to be
within a seven-mile radius. Housing trust fund revenues may be invested in new construction
or substantial rehabilitation; rehabilitation of occupied housing is not considered a "net new"
use.

On February 27, 2001, the City Council eliminated the North Natomas Housing Trust Fund as a
separate fund and redirected its revenues to the citywide fund, where they could be used to support
housing for low- and very low-income households throughout the city, including North Natomas.
Previously the North Natomas Fund could only be used to fund infill projects in the North Sacramento
Community Plan Area.
,
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1. Revenues and Production
Housing Trust Fund Collections
Housing trust fund collections since the inception of the funds total $10,688,532 in the city
fund, $1,119,152 in the North Natomas fund, and $15,159,468 in the county (total
$26,967,152). Figure 1 shows the irregular nature of those collections, based as they are on
underlying economic conditions. The city/Natomas fund represents 44 percent and the
county 56 percent of collections.

Figure 1
Annual Revenues Housing Trust Fund
City and County of Sacramento
$3,000,000 1

-City of Sacramento
-County of Sacramento

$2,500,000

^ n

North Natomas

$2,000,000

$1,500,000

$1,171,574

$1,051,2

$1,000,000 d
$873,
4,285
$500,000 ^
$416,276

n $129,477

n $151,4%9

n $126,
jj $71,6 %7

1991

n $394,242
$208 142

$38,023

1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

Source: Sacramento Housing & Redevelopment Agency
Figure 2 shows the combined city/county annual collections against net balances.
Combining the funds shows how the real estate recovery of 1998 impacted contributions.
Collections in 1998 amounted to $5.4 million, approximately twice the annual average for the
review period.
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Figure 2

Total Revenues to Housing Trust Fund
Fund Accumulation 1996-2000
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$5,068,141

$5,000,000

$4,000,000

$3,333,238
$3,000,000

,497
$2,000,000
$1,000,000

$1996

1997

1998

1999

2000

Figure 3 shows that the revenues to the housing fund function as a leading indicator to
regional employment changes. Depending on the annual benchmarking of data, year 2000
employment increases may approach growth rates during 1998-1999. The presence of
State government with its related regional effects suggests that employment growth during
the next few years should be less affected by the national economic downturn than other
regions.
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Figure 3

Change in Non Agricultural Wage and Salary Employment
And Additions to the Housing Trust Fund Sacramento City and County
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Source: Sacramento Housing & Redevelopment Agency
Labor Market Information Division, EDD

Housing Production
Table 1 summarizes city and county housing production financed with housing trust funds.
More detailed project information on distribution of incomes and total sources of funds
invested in the developments may be found in Attachment II.
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Table 1
HOUSING TRUST FUND EXPENDITURES - CITY OF SACRAMENTO - 1992-2001

Project
931 T Street
1500 Q Street
18th & L Streets (1)
21 st & L Streets 1

Tenure
Ownership
Rental

No.
Units
13
6

Assisted
Units
5
4

Rental
Rental

178
65

48
31

Housing Trust
Total Dev. Cost
Funds
$330,427
$2,561,049
$119,810
$870,050
$1,200,000
$370,000

Begin Homeownership
Ownership
28
28
$38,160
Boarded and Vacant Homes Program
Ownership
16
16
$165,000
CADA Warehouse (1)
Ownership
106
29
$800,000
Del Paso Nuevo Phase I
Ownership
54
27
$367,446
Evergreen Estates
Rental
56
54
$100,000
Kennedy Estates
Rental
100
100
$969,529
Land Park Woods
Rental
75
75
$1,916,420
Lexington/Dixieanne (2)
Rental
76
76
$726,052
Morrison Point
Ownership
22
22
$190,000
Pensione K
Rental
137
137
$500,587
Preapprenticeship Training (Homes)
Ownership
8
8
$500,000
Surreal Estates
Ownership
11
11
$200,000
Terracina Gold, Village 2
Rental
120
120
$1,000,000
Terracina Gold, Villages 1 & 3
Rental
160
108
$610,000
Terracina Meadows
Rental
148
148
$1,000,000
Total City Expenditures (3)
1379
1047
$11,103,431
Total City and North Natomas Funds
1385
1053
$11,401,431
(1) These developments are pending approval of final construction and financing costs.
(2) The expenditure represents funds for the acquisition and demolition of a boarded/vacant apartment complex,
reconstruction of a reduced number of units, and rehabilitation of adjacent units owned by Mutual Housing.
(3) The chart lists Housing Trust Fund investments only. The majority of the developments have multiple sources of
funding, such as Low Income Housing Tax Credits, local redevelopment funds, or federal HOME funds. The
"assisted units" column represents total assisted units as a result of all sources of funds.

$25,196,449
$9,590,000

$2,846,005
$1,360,000
$22,719,066
$6,613,694
$1,695,000
$6,840,985
$6,602,307
$9,287,378
$1,915,000
$5,199,580
$800,000
$1,466,305
$12,069,610
$19,158,328
$15,953,001
$152,743,807
$153,112,807

NORTH NATOMAS HOUSING TRUST FUND EXPENDITURES - 1992-2000
(Restricted to North Sacramento Community Plan Area)
Project
Habitat for Humanity
Surreal Estates Ink
Total (3)

Location
N. Sac.
N. Sac.

No.
Units
6
11
17

Assisted Units
6
11
17

Housing Trust
Total Dev. Cost
Funds
$129,000
$369,000
$169,000
$1,466,305
$298,000
$1,835,305

The North Natomas Housing Trust Fund has been merged with the City of Sacramento Housing Trust Fund. These two
developments predated the merger.
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HOUSING TRUST FUND EXPENDITURES
COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO 1992- 2001

Project

Tenure

No. Units

Arlington Creek

Rental

148

Assisted
Units
148

Auberry Park

Rental

110

110

$315,000

$10,295,274

Cordova Meadows
Crossroad Gardens Florin Woods)

Rental
Rental

184
70

184
70

$1,380,000
$495,151

$13,342,036
$7,911,810

Danbury Park

Rental

140

140

$525,503

$12,133,979

Housing Trust Funds

Total Dev. Cost

$2,000,000

$16,504,808

Fleming Place
Ownership
30
30
$608,700
$2,279,000
Greenway Village
Rental
54
54
$500,000
$3,894,903
Los Robles
Rental
80
80
$878,934
$8,201,868
Olive Wood
Rental
68
68
$188,000
$3,817,115
Sacramento Veterans Center
Rental
32
32
$250,000
$1,400,000
Terracina at Laguna Creek
Rental
136
136
$1,679,550
$10,771,840
Terracina at Vineyard
Rental
64
64
$431,967
$5,634,004
Village Crossing
Rental
196
129
$1,000,000
$18,259,488
Total 1
1312
1245
$10,252,805
$114,446,125
The chart lists Housing Trust Fund investments only. The majority of the developments have multiple
sources of funding, such as Low Income Housing Tax Credits or federal HOME funds. The "assisted
units" column represents total assisted units as a result of all sources of funds.

City Housing Production. By April 2001, $11.4 million in city and Natomas housing trust funds
were committed to the development of 1,385 homes and apartments, of which 1,053 were
affordable to very low-, low-, and moderate-income households. Fifty-one percent of the
assisted units are projected to be affordable to very low-income households, and 40 percent
affordable to low-income persons. (Other sources of funding, namely redevelopment tax
increment revenues, assisted 87 moderate-income households.) Nine of the 20 projects with
funding commitments are homeownership developments, the remaining 11 being multifamily
rental property.
City trust fund expenditures will ultimately leverage a total capital investment of $153 million in
the city, producing a leverage ratio of 1:13.4. The average housing trust fund subsidy therefore
equaled 7.4 percent of the project cost. The average per unit development cost was $110,551,
of which an average of $10,828 in housing trust funds was spent per assisted unit (1053 units).
Half of the developments assisted with housing trust funds also received other sources of city
funding, which are described in Attachment II. If all sources of locally controlled funds are
considered, the average total city subsidy per assisted unit is $19,057, which equals 13.2
percent of the project cost.
County Housing Production. By April 2001, $10.25 million in county housing trust funds were
committed to the development of 1312 homes and apartments, of which 854 were projected to
be affordable to very low-income households and 390 to low-income households.
County trust fund expenditures will ultimately leverage a total capital investment of $114.4
million in the unincorporated county, creating a leverage ratio of 1:11. The average housing trust
fund subsidy therefore equaled 8.96 percent of the project cost. The average per unit
development cost was $87,230, of which an average of $8,235 in housing trust funds was spent
per assisted unit (1,245). Four of the 13 HTF-assisted developments received other county
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funds from the federal HOME program. If all sources of locally controlled funds are considered,
the average total county subsidy per assisted unit is $10,016. Projects received HOME funds
in the early years of the housing trust fund program, when there were insufficient revenues to
meet the projects' financing gaps.
If all sources of public funding (local, state, and federal assistance, including tax credits) are
considered, the average amount of public funding per unit approaches $56,000. In the county,
these investments represent 60 percent of the projects' costs. In the city, the total public
investments in HTF-financed projects represent 39 percent of the projects' costs, the difference
attributed in part to the higher level of private debt and equity in mixed-income developments.
A summary of housing trust fund expenditures by stage of development is detailed in
Table 2, which combines both city and county production.
Table 2
Housing Trust Fund Production by Status
Units

Assisted
Units

Housing
Trust Funds

Total
Cost

Cost per
Unit

Application

254

177

$1,800,000

$38,672,067

$152,252

4.7%

$10,169.49

Funded

497

333

$4,904,752

$62,857,635

$126,474

7.8%

$14,728.98

Under
Construction

557

411

$3,511,446

$58,927,425

$105,794

6.0%

$8,543.66

Complete

1,389

1,377

$11,438,038

$107,101,805

$77,107

10.7%

$8,306.49

TOTALS

2,697

2,298

$21,654,236

$267,558,932

$99,206

8.1%

$9,423.08

Percentage HT Fund Per
HTF Funds
Assisted
Unit

Characteristics of Housing Trust Fund Developments. The housing produced with HTF

revenues is characterized most by its diversity. Greenway Village, Cordova Meadows, and Land
Park Woods, for example, took boarded, vacant and deteriorated multifamily properties which had
been major neighborhood problems, and turned them into attractive and safe residences with
community-based tenant services.
Auberry Park and Terracina Laguna, on the other hand, constructed new apartments near high
employment centers in new growth areas in the face of neighborhood opposition, which disappeared
after the apartments were constructed. The Sacramento Veterans Resource Center, probably the
most unusual HTF-funded development, is a transitional housing and employment program for
homeless veterans. It has provided a successful vehicle to permanent jobs and self-sufficiency.
The developers (and owners) of housing trust fund projects are both nonprofit and for-profit
companies.
There are differences in the housing produced by city and county funds. All except one of the
county's 13 developments raised capital contributions through Low Income Housing Tax Credits. As
a result, a higher percentage of county developments serve very low-income households (68 percent
in the county versus 51 percent in the city). City projects, on the other hand, reflect the diverse
goals of city policy: downtown revitalization through ownership and mixed-income development,
boarded/vacant homes turned into homeownership, residential hotel alternatives, and inclusionary
housing.
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Another important characteristic of housing trust fund developments is that their residents are
working people in many different employment sectors. Attachment III provides just one sample of
the jobs held by residents of Auberry Park, located in southern Sacramento County and financed
primarily through the Low Income Housing Tax Credit Program. Owners of this and similar
developments also report that some families leave their rental housing to become first-time home
buyers, their ability to save linked to the affordability of their housing costs.
Location. The developments financed with city housing trust funds range from North Natomas to
Meadowview, and from Interstate 5 to 65th Street Parkway. The highest concentration of projects is
in the central city, reflecting a purposeful redevelopment effort to increase residential life downtown.
The higher per unit subsidy cost for city developments reflects the higher cost of land, parking
structures, infrastructure repair, and entitlement issues affecting urban infill development.

As a result of the city's Mixed Income Housing Ordinance, which established an inclusionary housing
program in new growth areas, more developments will be forthcoming in those areas, creating
affordable single family and multifamily housing near new employment centers.
In the unincorporated county, developments have been financed from Antelope to Laguna on the
north-south axis, and in Rancho Cordova to the east.
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MAP1
LOCATION OF HOUSING TRUST FUND PROJECTS

,^p

Map 1 presents the relationship between payments to the funds and developments financed with
those revenues. The location of commercial and industrial projects that contributed to the funds in
the year 2000 is indicated by the black dots.

Map 1 also demonstrates that most of the non-residential construction projects generating housing
trust fund fees are located within two miles of HTF-financed developments. Commercial
development in eastern Sacramento County generated considerable fees as a result of economic
development surrounding the newly converted Mather Air force Base. Another area of economic
development is North Natomas, where housing trust fund developments are under construction.
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MAP 2
SPATIAL RELATION BETWEEN HOUSING TRUST FUND FEES 2000
AND HOUSING TRUST FUND PROJECTS

^
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I 75 -100 Units
300 - i50 Units
150 - 200 Units
®'hb bata

Map 2 locates the 33 housing trust fund projects in the city and county and indicates the number of
units created per location. The actual point location of each housing development is shown by a
triangle symbol. The various color panels reflect the density of HTF-financed developments. This
spatial analysis documents the distribution of these developments away from impacted
neighborhoods and toward newer growth areas.
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li.

Economic Impact of Sacramento's Housing Trust Funds
Steven Krohn, Real Estates Analytics

Economic growth, especially in California, is tied to the production of housing. Economic growth
also stimulates the need for affordable housing, the production of which contributes back to the
economy. Housing construction can be described as a one time infusion of development capital that
creates jobs, generates wages, and ultimately produces tax revenues derived from a stimulated
economy.
Table 3 shows that housing trust fund investments leveraged $267 million in direct expenditures on
housing construction. A simplified input-output analysis of that direct housing construction suggests
a total regional economic impact of $582 million, including both indirect and induced multipliers.

In the "direct impact" column, the difference between total industry output, less personal income and
return of capital, equals the funds spent on materials. The employment generated by direct impacts
is estimated at 2,726 worker-years, with more than $5.7 million paid in federal and state income
taxes.
Indirect impacts include those transactions that are caused by the initial expenditure of funds such
as payments to suppliers and businesses that provide support to the initial construction impact.
Induced impacts include those growth effects occurring among retailers and providers of goods and
services (furniture, lawn mowers, etc.). Direct construction/development workers will generate an
estimated $1.4 million in retail sales taxes and $2.2 million in property tax revenue to local
government.
Table 3
ECONOMIC IMPACT EXPECTED FROM
BUILD OUT OF HOUSING TRUST FUND PROJECTS
ECONOMIC IMPACTS

DIRECT

Total Industry Output*
Personal Income
Total Income
Value Added

TOTAL

$117,490,000
$42,249,000
$66,009,000
$73,849,000

$196,797,000
$63,039,000
$115,804,000
$131,430,000

$581,856,000
$157,036,000
$249,862,000
$274,258,000

2,726

2,111

3,068

7,905

$18,982

$20,019

$20,546

$59,547

MULTIPLIERS
Total Industry Output
Personal Income
Total Income
Value Added
Employment

INDUCED

$267,569,000
$51,748,000
$68,049,000
$68,979,000

Employment
Per Employee
*Direct reduced for Imports

INDIRECT

1

0.44
0.82
0.97
1.07

0.74
1.22
1.70
1.91

2.17
3.03
3.67
3.98

0.77

1.13

2.90

Source: Real Estate Analytics and Sacramento Housing & Redevelopment Agency
When the direct, indirect and induced economic impact of construction is considered, Sacramento's housing trust
funds will have leveraged approximately 7,840 work years of employment, which will generate an increase in
personal income of $157 million. In Table 4, these wages and earnings are allocated to localized personal
consumption, spent in neighborhood shopping mails and retail centers.
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Table 4

ECONOMIC IMPACTS TO THE HOUSEHOLD SECTOR
FROM HOUSING TRUST FUND INVESTMENTS
DIRECT
Money Income
Personal Taxes
Money Income After Taxes
Average Annual Expenditures
Food
Alcoholic Beverages
Housing
Utilities
Household Operations
Housekeeping Supplies
Household Furnishings & Equipment
Apparel & Services
Vehicle Purchases
Gasoline & oil
Other Vehicle Expenses
Health Care
Entertainment
Personal Care Products
Personal Insurance & Pensions
Miscellaneous

INDIRECT

INDUCED

$51,748,000
$5,746,000
$45,575,000
$46,390,000
$6,783,000
$570,000

$42,249,000
$4,691,000
$37,209,000
$37,875,000
$5,538,000
$465,000

$63,039,000
$7,000,000
$55,520,000
$56,512,000
$8,263,000
$694,000

$157,036,000
$17,437,000
$138,304,000
$140,777,000
$20,584,000
$1,729,000

$9,905,000
$2,379,000
$727,000
$550,000
$2,091,000

$8,087,000
$1,943,000
$594,000
$449,000
$1,707,000

$12,067,000
$2,899,000
$886,000
$670,000
$2,547,000

$30,059,000
$7,221,000
$2,207,000
$1,669,000
$6,345,000

$2,310,000
$3,259,000
$1,528,000
$2,715,000
$1,795,000
$2,403,000
$548,000
$4,372,000
$3,642,000

$1,886,000
$2,661,000
$1,248,000
$2,217,000
$1,465,000
$1,962,000
$448,000
$3,569,000
$2,973,000

$2,813,000
$3,970,000
$1,861,000
$3,308,000
$2,187,000
$2,927,000
$668,000
$5,326,000
$4,436,000

$7,009,000
$9,890,000
$4,637,000
$8,240,000
$5,447,000
$7,292,000
$1,664,000
$13,267,000
$11,051,000

TOTAL

Source: Real Estate Analytics
Sacramento Housing & Redevelopment Agency

For example, Table 4 indicates that $9.9 million is returned to the regional housing market by the
first round impact. Food stores captured $6.7 million, apparel stores captured $2.3 million, health
care accounted for $1.8 million and entertainment garnered $2.4 million.
As this economic stimulation flows through the economy, eventually the total economic impact to
households (including the direct impact) will amount to $155.7 million, of which $20.5 million will be
spent for food, $7.0 million for apparel, $5.4 million for health care and $7.3 million for entertainment.
The analysis suggests that housing investment redirected into housing trust fund projects generates
substantial economic benefits in addition to specific housing opportunities for lower income
households.
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Housing Trust Fund Regulations

The City Council and the Board of Supervisors adopted regulations for the use of housing trust funds
in January 1993. At that time, the Agency did not operate over-the-counter lending programs for
multifamily new construction or homeownership housing. As the Agency moved toward a more
active role in affordable housing finance, it developed lending guidelines with underwriting standards
and compliance policies that governed its loan-making across all sources of funds. The
requirements of any specific funding source were always controlling, such as differing income limits
or the calculation of maximum rents, but the manner in which feasibility, cost-effectiveness, market
analysis and gap financing were determined were consistent throughout Agency programs.

Within 90 days, staff will bring forward revised multifamily lending guidelines recommending that the
Housing Trust Fund regulations be rescinded; that the city and county's adopted multifamily rental
and homeownership policies govern the use of these funds; and that the unique requirements of the
Housing Trust Funds rely directly on the ordinances as their referent.
The ordinances dictate the following uses of the funds:
•

Incomes: The County HTF serves persons of very low-income (at or below fifty
percent [50%]of the area median income). The City HTF serves persons of low and
very-low income, with priority given to very low-income households. Low-income
households earn eighty percent (80%) or less of the area median income.

•

Work-force housing. For a project to be eligible, there must be a reasonable
expectation that the prospective residents will be in the labor force in the area.
Therefore, housing for senior citizens is not an eligible use.

•

Tenure. Housing may be rental or owner-occupied.

•

Uses: Funds may be used for a wide range of purposes (loans, grants, equity
participation)

•

Location Preference: Preference is given to locations within one-quarter mile of
existing or planned transit services. Overall, assisted units should be located within
seven miles of the sources of the funds' revenues.

The ordinance allows for the expenditure of HTFs for administrative expenses. The 1993
regulations set a rate of ten percent. The past seven years' experience in operating the funds have
demonstrated that the cost of administration is approaching fifteen percent, caused in part by the
increasing difficulties in project financing, which prolong the financing analyses needed for loan
origination, the cost of construction monitoring, and the increasing responsibilities of loan
compliance, which includes regular on-site inspections. Therefore, staff recommends that the
annual administrative expense limit be set at fifteen percent, effective as of the date of the attached
resolutions.
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Application of Citywide Fee Schedule to North Natomas Community Plan Area

On February 27, 2001, the City Council amended the city housing trust fund ordinance to allow the
use of commercial development impact fees paid into the North Natomas housing trust fund to be
used for the same purposes as the citywide fund, including North Natomas. The city's housing
element recommended this action, and City Council approved its planning staffs findings that the
original objectives of the North Natomas HTF had been obtained. Those objectives were to
stimulate housing development in the North Sacramento Community Plan Area and to achieve an
overall jobs-housing balance for the early phases of North Natomas, where it was believed that
commercial development would proceed residential construction. Consequently, HTF collections
from North Natomas had only been permitted to be used in the North Sacramento Community Plan
Area.
The amendment of the city housing trust fund ordinance to integrate the two funds' purposes,
however, did not change their different fee schedules, shown below. The North Natomas fees were
based on land use, while the city (and county) fee schedules were based on building type.
(Attachment IV shows all fee schedules.)

City Fee Requirement

North Natomas Fee Requirement

Type of Use

Fee/Sq Ft.

Type of Use

Fee/Sq. F.

Office
Hotel
R&D
Commercial
Manufacturing
Warehouse/office*
Warehouse

$.99
.94
.84
.79
.62
.36
.27

Highway Commercial
Neighborhood Comm.
Office/Business
M-50*
M-20*
Light Industrial

$1.08
.81
.81
.69
.57
.44

*Notes:
"Warehouse/office" includes warehouse buildings with less than 25 percent of the space used for incidental office use.
M-50 and M 20 are manufacturing, research, and development land uses; the suffix refers to the maximum percentage of
gross floor area devoted to office uses.

SHRA and the city planning staff request that Council direct them to prepare the documentation and
conduct the necessary hearings to allow the Council to consider amending Chapter 17.188 of the
zoning code to eliminate the separate HTF fee on non-residential development in the North Natomas
Community Plan area, and to instead subject all development, including that in the North Natomas
Community Plan area, to the uniform citywide housing trust fund fee.
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Increase in Housing Trust Fund Fees
The Housing Trust Fund's initial fees have never been raised, although the ordinance permits annual
adjustments. Chapter 17.188 of Title 17 of the City of Sacramento Zoning Code and Title 16.89 of
the Sacramento County Code state the following: The fees set forth (in the appendices to the code)
shall be revised effective January 1 of each year by the percentage increase or decrease in the
building cost index of the Valuation Quarterly published by Marshall and Swift or its successor since
January 1 of the previous year." The Marshall and Swift Valuation Quarterly historic cost data show
that construction costs increased 23.3 percent since January 1992, when the city adopted its fee
schedule, and 24.3 percent from July 1990, when the county adopted its fee schedule. (Please refer
to Attachment V.)

In the city, SHRA and city planning staff request that Council direct them to prepare the appropriate
documentation and conduct the necessary hearings to allow the Council to consider amending
Chapter 17.188 of the zoning code to increase the housing trust fund fees to reflect increases in the
building cost index. In the city, this action implements the Housing Element goal of aggressively
pursuing all opportunities to increase local sources of financing for the production of affordable
housing.
In the county, staff recommends that consideration of a fee increase be incorporated in the Housing
Element update that is in progress, and that any request to the Board of Supervisors to amend the
Sacramento County Code to effect an increase be part of the larger housing affordability discussions
that will take place as the Housing Element is produced.
Household income in Sacramento has not kept up with the increases in construction costs.
The cost of delivering housing units affordable to very low-income households was estimated at
$55,360 in 1990 in the original nexus study analyzing the relationship between jobs and housing in
Sacramento. The same unit today has a development cost of approximately $97,000. In the 1990
nexus study produced by Keyser Marston Associates, a three-person very low-income household in
a two-bedroom unit produced an affordability gap of $33,131 (the difference between the cost of
development and the cost supported by the rent). Today the same size very low-income household
in the same size unit produces an affordability gap of approximately $68,442. In other words, the
gap has more than doubled for very low-income households.
Regional Approach to Housing Trust Fund Collections and Expenditures in Sacramento
County
Staff requests the City Council's and Board of Supervisor's authorization to explore coordination in
the use of HTFs with the incorporated cities within the county. Both Elk Grove and Citrus Heights
adopted the county's HTF ordinance in their incorporations. Folsom has never adopted a trust fund,
but may consider doing so to meet its Housing Element obligations.
The purpose of this approach (which is successfully operating in King County, Washington) is to
ensure that housing for lower income working families is built near employment centers, and to take
advantage of development opportunities when they arise. For example, funds could possibly be
advanced among jurisdictions and repaid by future HTF revenues or project financing.
This regional approach has implications for each jurisdiction's Housing Element production goals.
Staff will be discussing these ideas with the State Department of Housing and Community
Development and with other counties in California interested in such regional approaches to the
production of affordable housing.
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ATTACHMENTI
INCOME LEVELS AND MAXIMUM HOUSING PAYMENTS
SACRAMENTO AREA - 2001
Household
Median
Low
Maximum
Very Low
Size
Income
Income
Payment (1)
Income
1
$39,400
$31,550
$789
$19,700
2
$45,000
$36,050
$901
$22,500
3
$50,700
$40,550
$1,014
$25,350
4
$56,300
$45,050
$1,126
$28,150
5
$60,800
$48,650
$1,216
$30,400
6
$65,300
$52,250
$1,306
$32,650
7
$69,800
$55,850
$1,396
$34,900
8
$74,300
$59,450
$1,486 ---^_ $37,150
(1) Maximum monthly housing expense is 30 percent of the income limit divided by 12.

Maximum
Payment (1)
$493
$563
$634
$704
$760
$816
$873
$929

"Low Income" is gross annual income below 80% of the area median income, adjusted for family size.
"Very low income" is gross annual income below 50% of the area median income, adjusted for family
size.

HOMEOWNERSHIP AFFORDABILITY ESTIMATES
Sale Price
$90,000
$100,000
$110,000
$120,000
$130,000

7%
$670
$745
$819
$893
$967

Monthl y Payment
7.50%
$699
$745
$819
$893
$967

8%
$728
$810
$890
$971
$1,052

Monthly payme
price), and are based on a 95% mortgage amount.
MAXIMUM ALLOWABLE RENTS IN DEVELOPMENTS
WITH LOW-INCOME HOUSING TAX CREDITS
Very Low
Basis of Rent
Low Income
Income
Size
Calculation
Household
Household
Studio
1 Person
$591
$492
1 Bedroom
1.5 Persons
$633
$527
2 Bedrooms
3 Persons
$760
$633
3 Bedrooms
4.5 Persons
$878
$731
4 Bedrooms
6 Persons
$979
$816
5 Bedrooms
7.5 Persons
$1,080
$900
Rents are redu
on bedroom size.
Rents on assisted units must be below comparable market rents.
"Low Income" tax credit rents are figured at 60% area median income, rather than the usual 80% AMI.
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HOUSING TRUST FUND DEVELOPMENTS
CITY OF SACRAMENTO

Project Name
931 T Street
1500 Q Street

Project Address

Developer or Owner

931 T Street

MogaverolNotesUne

1500 0 Street

VdlakasJHenkeVKnepprath

18th & L Streets

18th & L Street

SKK Development

218 L Streets

21st & L Streets

Grupe Development

CADA Warehouse

1108 R Street

Sares Regis/Holliday/Baker

TG
or
Assisted
Units

New or
Rehab

Total
Units

Under Construction

N

13

5

Completed

N&R

6

4

ProJectstatus

Funded

N

Funded
ficelien Entered

178

Very
Low
3
2

48

4

9

22

29

11

18

Mercy Housing California

Completed

R

100

100

100

Land Park Woods

2814 Fifth Street

John Stewart Co & Mercy Housing CA

Completed

R

75

75

57

2401•2441 Lexington Sacramento Mutual HsO.

Morrison Point Subdivision

282 Morrison Ave.

Pensione K

1100 17th Street

Surreal Estates

760 Dixieanne
SWC Del Paso &
Terracina Gold, Villages 1& 3 Gatexay Park Blvd.
SWC Del Paso &
Tenacina Gold (MRB)
Gateway Park Blvd.

SVOC Affordable Homes
Sac. SRO Partnership Barone Galasso
Surreal Estates Ink & Mercy Housing
California

54

27

27

R

56

54

54

Funded

N&R

76

76

76

Completed

N

22

22

10

Completed
Under Construction

N
N

137
11

137

125

11

N

160

108

53

55

Under Construction

N

120

120

24

96

Preapprenticeship Program

Meadowoiew

Individual Owners
Individual Owners

Habitat for Humanity

Citywide

Individual Owners

Boarded & Vacant Homes

Citywide

Individual Owners

Application Entered

N

148

148

Completed

N

8

8

Completed

Completed
Ongoing

N
N
R

28
6
16

84

6
16

$100,000

I28,80

$402,920
$530,000

$25,000

$70,00g

$150,000
$736,000

$2,379,546

1,385
1,053
S41
425
Notes:
1.
Information on completed tax cred'd Projects have been taken from Placed in Service summaries. Data for other projects have been taken from SHRA documents.
2. Funding sources:
AHP - AOordable Housing Program of the Federal Home Loan Bank of San Francisco
CDBG • Community Development Block Grant Program (U. S. Department of Housing and Urban Development)
HOME - Home Investment Partnership Program (U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development)
Tax Incremenl- Redevelopment Agency Low/Moderate Income Housing Funds

5743,80

$100,000

$1,532,920

$200,000

$1,695,00

$4,373,981

$6,g4g,98

$3,078,9

$6,602,30

$6,113,339

$9,287,37
$1,915,0

$1,010,000

$2,650,580

$956,30

$662,41

$5198

$141,000

$1,466,30

$61o,WO

$1,760,000

$6,650,000

$1,000,000

$1,200,000

$7,050,00

$2,819,610

$12,069,61

$1,0OO,ODO

$971,689

$6,130,000

$7,851,312

$15,953,001

$11,401,431

$19,158,32 81

$10,138,32

$300,000
$560,000

$800,0 0

$2,247,845

$2.846.00 5

$240,000

$166,000
87

$6 , 613 , 6
$327,000

$1,700,000
$476,00

$870,0

$9,590,00

$1,380,53

$129,000
16

$22,719,0

$16,203,520

$764,00

$38,160

6

$2,600,000

$8,470,00

$760,000

$377,44

$2,56104

$25,196,44

$6,246,24

$206,000

$500,000

28

$352,04

$2,800,000

$1,250,000

$369,00

ax
Increment

$21,196,449

$17,47

7

ax Credit
Equity

$50,000

$111,17

$728,052

ep
ehab
Program

$481,050

$1,916,42D

$500,587

64

rivate
Financing

$969,52

8

TOT

HTF PROJECTS ALL SOURCES

nvestent

$190,00g

8

28

DIN ner

$1,878,579
$149,1g0

$370,00
$800,000

$160,000

4

er
tate
unds

$367'44

12

Under Construction

USA Properties Fund

$600,000

$230,000

4

Loan or
rant

$1,200,000

$100,000

18

USAPmperiles Fund

North Natornas

Del Paso Heights

N

Completed

USA Properties Fund

Tenadna Meadows

BEGIN Homeownership

Under Construction

Housing
rust Fund
$330,427

30

106

Kennedy Estates

Lexington/ Daieanne

14

N&R

1048 Dixieanne
6509 Elder Creek
Rd.

ME

$118,810

31

Evergreen Estates

BG

2

65

Norwood & Ford Ave SHRA

Either
P

2

N

Del Paso Nuevo Phase I

Sacramento Mutual Hsg.

Moderale

$369,00

$1,195,00

$1.321,4481

$709,190

$7,135,

$86,109,53 5

$1,360,0g
$327,000

37,028,135

6,705,456

153,112,800

HOUSING TRUST FUND DEVELOPMENTS
COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO
Project Name
Arlington Creek

Project Address
Walerga Road

AubenyPark
Cordova Meadows

Crossroads Gardens
Danbury Park
Fleming Phase II

Project
Status
Funded

New
Total
or
Total Assisted LVery
Rehab Units
Units
ow Low erate
N
148
148
30
118

Housing Trust
ther State or
wner
Federal Funds Investment
Fund
$2,000,000
$2,341,882

rivate
Financing
$9,350,000

8120Power lnnRoad

Developer or Owner
St. Anton Capital LLP
Community Housing Opportunity
Corporation

Completed

N

110

110

110

0

$315,000

$77,534

$2,275,000

$7,627,740

$10,295,274

2314 Sierra Madre

Daniels Logue & Cyrus Youseff

Completed

R

184

184

184

0

$1 , 380 , 000

$443,594

$4,786,261

$6,732,181

$13,342,036

Completed

N

70

70

57

12

$56 , 524

$1 , 564 , 280

$3,830,405

$7,911,810

Completed

N

140

140

63

77

$525,503

$178,764

$4,422,483

$7,007,229

$12,133,979

Funded

N

30

30

12

18

$80,000

$608,700

$85,800

$1,504,500

$0

$2,279,000

Completed
Completed
Completed

R
N
R

54
80
68

54
80
68

40
32
50

14
48
18

$219,110
$396,794

$500,000
$878,934
$188,000

$165,480
$553,521
$14,751

$434,200
$1,004,036
$1,585,249

$1,826,113
$5,030,999
$1,475,115

$3,894,903
$8,201,868
$3,817,115

Completed
Completed
Completed
Under
Construction

N
N
N

32
136
64

32
136
64

32
80
64

56
0

In-kind
$339,677
$395,907

$3,900,000
$2,150,000

$4,852,613
$2,656,130

$1,400,000
$10,771,840
$5,634,004

N

196
1,3121

$722,194
$5,375,628

$7,550,000
$40,526,009-

$8,987,294
$52,838,74*

- Mercy Housing California (Rural
7322 Florin Woods
California Housing Corp.)
Community Housing Opportunity
7840 Walerga Rd.
Corporation
New Willow Ct. and
Sacramento Valley Organizing
WalterAvenue
Community
6311 Sampson
Avenue
Sacramento Mutual Housing
5500 Sky Parkway
Sacramento Mutual Housing
2811 La Quinta Drive Professional Apt. Mgt. (PAM)

Greenway Village
Los Robles (Sky Parkway)
Olive Wood
Sacramento Veterans
Resource Center
Terracina at Laguna Creek
Terracina at Vineyard

7270 Southgate Drive Vietnam Veterans of California
9274 Franklin Blvd.
USA Properties Fund
8861 Vintage Park
USA Properties Fund

Village Crossing

9241 Bruceville Rd.
TOM

USA Properties Fund

129
100
1,245-- _W

AHP

$290,000

HOME

$575,450

$750,000
$337,584
$554,000

$250 , 000
$1,679,550
$431,967

29
ITITIW -$2,217,034

Notes:
1. Information on completed tax credit projects have been taken from Placed in Service summaries. Data for other projects have been taken from SHRA documents.
2. Funding sources:
AHP - Affordable Housing Program of the Federal Home Loan Bank of San Francisco
CDBG - Community Development Block Grant Program (U. S. Department of Housing and Urban Development)
HOME - Home Investment Partnership Program (U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development)
Tax Increment - Redevelopment Agency Low/Moderate Income Housing Funds

HTF PROJECTS ALL SOURCES

$495 , 151

$1,000,000
$1U,252,8u*

$1 , 100 , 000

$1 , 150 , 000

$2,250,000

Tax Credit Equlty Project Total
$2,812,926
$16,504,808

$18,259,488
$114,446,1251

ATTACHMENT III
EMPLOYMENT SOURCES
Development Owned by Nonprofit Corporation
Financing: Low Income Housing Tax Credits and County Housing Trust Funds
Accountant
Car Salesman
Car Washer
Cashier
Certified Nursing Assistant
Computer Operator
Computer Technician
Correctional Officer
Customer Service Representative
Daycare Teacher
Deli Clerk
Dietary Consultant
Direct Care Provider
Driver
Driver/Salesman
Environmental Service Technician
Fence Builder
Field Representative
Food Service
Hairstylist
Horticulturist
Key Data Operator
Laborer
Landscaper
Machine Operator/Administrative Assistant
Manager/Food Service
Manicurist
Mental Health Worker
Office Clerk
Office Technician
Painter
Personnel Technician
Programmer
Retail/Asst. Manager
Secretary/Housekeeping
Smog Technician
Student Assistant
Tax Program Asst.
Teachers Assistant
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ATTACHMENT IV

Current Fee Schedules
Cit
Type of Use

Regular Fee

Office
Hotel
Research and Development
Commercial
Manufacturing
Warehouse/Office
(25% max. office use)
Warehouse
North Natomas Housin g Fee Re uire
Type of Use
Highway Commercial
Community/Neighborhood
Commercial
Office Business
M-50
M-20
Li ht Industrial

$0.99
0.94
0.84
0.79
0.62
0.36

Build Option
(20% fee p lus Construction )
$0.20 + 1.27 HU/10,000 s q. ft.
0.19 + 0.42;HU/10,000 sq. ft.
0.17 + 0.91 HU/10,000 sq. ft.
0.16 + 1/06 HU/10,000 sq. ft.
0.12 + 0.42,HU/10,000 sq. ft.
0.07 + 0.21;HU/10,000 sq. ft.

0.27

0.07 + 0.21 ;HU/10,000 sq. ft.

Regular Fee
$1.08
0.81

Build Option
Construction Onl
2.96 HU%10,000 sq. ft.
2.22 HU%10,000 sq. ft.

0.81
0.69
0.57
0.44

2.22 HU/10,000 sq. ft.
1.91 HU/10,000 sq. ft.
1.57 HU/10,000 sq. ft.
1.21 HU/10,000 sq. ft.

Land Use Cate g ory
Office
Hotel
Research and Development
Commercial
Manufacturing
Warehouse

Fee
$0.97
0.92
0.82
0.77
0.61
0.26

NOTES:
1.

Amounts shown are dollars per square foot of permit area unless otherwise indicated.

2.

The term "HU/10,000 sq. ft." reflects the number of housing units required to be provided for
every 10,000 square feet of non-residential construction of the category shown.
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ATTACHMENT V

COMPARISON OF HOUSING TRUST FUND FEE INCREASES
City of Sacramento*
Type of Use
Office
Hotel
Research & Development
Commercial
Manufacturing
Warehouse/office (<25% office)
Warehouse
Effect on City HTF Collections
(Base year 2000)

Current fee

5% Increase

10% Increase 15% Increase

0.99
0.94
0.84
0.79
0.62
0.36
0.27

1.04
0.99
0.88
0.83
0.65
0.38
0.28

1.09
1.03
0.92
0.87
0.68
0.40
0.30

1.14
1.08
0.97
0.91
0.71
0.41
0.31

919,221

965,182

1,011,143

1,057,104

"City revenues include North Natomas Trust Fund collections

County of Sacramento
Type of Use
Office
Hotel
Research and Development
Commercial
Manufacturing
Warehouse
Effect on County HTF Collections
(Base year 2000)

Current fee

5% Increase

10% Increase 15% Increase

0.97
0.92
0.82
0.77
0.61
0.26

1.02
0.97
0.86
0.81
0.64
0.27

1.07
1.01
0.90
0.85
0.67
0.29

1.12
1.06
0.94
0.89
0.70
0.30

1,891,276

1,985,840

2,080,404

2,174,967
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