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Housing & |
Redevelopment Staff Report
Agency February 10, 2009

Honorable Mayor and
Members of the City Council

Title: Inclusionary Housing Workshop
Location/Council District: Citywide

Recommendation: Review results of economic analysis and neighborhood research.
Provide direction on potential framework for changes to Mixed Income Housing
(inclusionary) Ordinance.

Contact: Lisa Bates, Deputy Executive Director, 440-1330, Cindy Cavanaugh,
Assistant Director, 440-1317

Presenters: Emily Halcon, Management Analyst
Department: Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Agency
Description/Analysis

Issue: In updating the City of Sacramento’s Housing Element over the past
year, inclusionary housing policies and practices have consistentiy risen to the
top as needing additional analysis and broader, deeper conversation. Council
members have expressed interest in modifying the City’s current inclusionary
approach to meet City Housing Element goals, including:

« Expanding the application of inclusionary housing beyond the current
“New Growth” boundaries;

« Encouraging inclusionary homeownership opportunities and increasing
equity share for homeowners;

« Providing additional options for the development of inclusionary housing,
especially for small developers and infill developers; and

« Diversifying inclusionary housing outcomes, such as promoting smalier,
mixed-income rental developments.

This report builds on the May 2007 assessment that showed a highly productive
inclusionary program that worked well for large developers in greenfield areas of
the City during a period of strong and unique market conditions. It was less
successful in producing affordable ownership units, or in providing meaningful
options for smaller developments. This report presents additional information
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(listed below and detailed in Attachment 1) to help inform the Council discussion
on potential changes:

« An economic analysis prepared by Bay Area Economics that tests the
feasibility of adding inclusionary options to several housing prototypes;

« A neighborhood characteristics survey that looks at relevant demographic
and housing information;

« A review of other jurisdictional approaches to inclusionary housing; and

e Feedback from community and neighborhood groups on potential
strategies and processes for changing the ordinance.

While conclusions are not uniform or entirely straightforward, staff has learned
the following from these studies and outreach:

1. The economic analysis is limited because new housing development is
infeasible in the current market, but additional inclusionary requirements
could delay market recovery. The impact of inclusionary requirements among
several prototypes is greater for small development and for dense, infill
development. It also confirms rental as the most feasible option and suggests
that a higher income target for homeownership is appropriate.

2. Neighborhoods vary greatly by growth potential, tenure, market prices,
income and poverty levels thereby necessitating multiple housing strategies
that not only enhance affordability in new developments but encourage

" rehabilitation of aging housing stock and improve overall neighborhood
conditions in weaker housing markets.

3. To meet varying development and neighborhood conditions and to function in
both strong and weak markets (and periods), a more fiexible inclusionary
program may be desirable. Examples of flexible policies seen in other
jurisdictions include: targeting moderately affordable units in its for-sale
products, allowing alternative options such as fees for some developments,
and exempting some areas of the City or types of developments.

Developing realistic or productive ordinance modifications is challenging given
these extraordinary times of real estate and economic uncertainty. Policy
changes can impact market recovery. In addition, it is difficult to formulate
options that will be viable under market conditions that do not currently exist. For
these reasons, staff offers three policy alternatives:

4. Maintain current ordinance and revisit changes when market stabilizes;

2. Make ordinance changes that improve flexibility and homeownership
outcomes, but do not change geographic application until market
stabilizes.

3. Make ordinance changes as in option two, but expand geographic
application of ordinance.

Should the Council wish to pursue ordinance changes, this report offers a
beginning policy framework that allows for more exemptions and options than the
current ordinance, recognizing the diversity of land, housing, and neighborhoods
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that would be captured in a citywide approach. Key features of the suggested
approach include:

o Increase exemptions for projects and areas. Exempt certain geographic
areas, stich as areas with high poverty concentrations or redevelopment
areas meeting their affordable housing obligations within their boundaries.
Increase the threshold for small project exemptions, currently at nine units.

« Create more compliance options, such as an in-lieu fee and/or compliance
by building unregulated housing that achieves affordability through design
or by location. Use the in-lieu fee to achieve other goalis, such as
deepening affordability in rental projects, allowing an equity share for
homeowners while continuing affordability for homeownership units,
and/or improving tenant services in multifamily developments

« Modify homeownership options to enhance feasibility, including targeting
households with moderate incomes. Allow owners to achieve equity more
comparable to the marketplace.

Staff is seeking feedback on the general policy direction, and, if changes are
desired, on the approaches for improving fiexibility and for expanding the
ordinance citywide. !f Council wishes to move forward with policy alternatives
two or three on page two, staff recommends that a well defined stakeholder
group which includes neighborhood representatives, builders, and advocacy
groups be appointed to work out the details of several key provisions, such as
exemptions, options and targeting.

Policy Considerations: Provision of affordable housing and creation of
integrated communities are City of Sacramento priorities that the inclusionary
housing program seeks to address. Program five of the Housing Element of the
2030 General Plan notes the importance of Inclusionary Housing and commits
the City to exploring possible expansion of the ordinance citywide. This
workshop begins that discussion with the Council, stakeholders and the
community.

Environmental Considerations:

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA): Thisis nota
project as defined by the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) [CEQA Section 21065 and CEQA Guidelines Section
15378 (b)(4)].

Sustainability Considerations: The items discussed through the
inclusionary Housing Workshop are consistent with the goals, policies and
targets of the City of Sacramento Sustainability Master Plan. Inclusionary
housing policies help implement the Sacramento Area Coungil of
Government (SACOG) Blueprint, a target of the “Urban Design, Land Use,
Green Building and Transportation” focus area of the master plan by
ensuring that new residential projects include units affordable to a diverse
range of income groups.
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Committee/Commission Action: Staff presented this report to the Sacramento
Housing and Redevelopment Commission on February 4, 2009, and will be
presenting it to the City of Sacramento Planning Commission on February 12,
2009. Staff will report out on any comments from the SHRA Commission during
the Council workshop and on any comments from the Planning Commission at
future Council discussions.

Rationale for Recommendation: As required in the recently adopted 2008-
2013 Housing Element, staff is asking for initial Council input and direction on
changes to the Inclusionary Ordinance.

Financial Considerations: There are no financial impacts assoclated with the
Inclusionary Housing workshop.

M/WBE Considerations: The items discussed in this report have no M/WBE impact;
therefore, MIWBE considerations do not apply.

Respectfully Submitted py:

[ A SHELLE bOZ
Executive Dir{act r

Recommendation Approved:

6‘JRAY KERRIDGE
City Manager
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Background

'Economic Impact Analysis_

Purpose._ To understand the fiscal impacts on developments subject to
inclusionary requirements, the Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Agency
(SHRA) commissioned Bay Area Economics (BAE) to complete an economic
impact analysis of the current ordinance requirements and potential ordinance
changes. Complete results and narrative findings are included in Exhibit A to this

attachment.

Economic impact analyses are typically used as a tool to inform communities
considering adoption of inclusionary policies. For the City of Sacramento, which
already has a performing policy, the analysis is being used to explore potential
changes to the current ordinance and potential expansion of the ordinance
beyond the “New Growth” areas. The goals of the analysis included determining

« Homeownership income targets that are more economicaily viable;

« Potential impact of an inclusionary requirement outside the New Growth
areas and,

o An appropriate “in-lieu” fee alternative.

Methodology. BAE first established an advisory panel of local land developers,
builders, and housing professionals to review and comment on the analysis
throughout the process. Using actual cost and building parameters from the
advisory panel, BAE created five base prototype developments representative of
typical for-sale developments you might find in Sacramento. The prototypes
capture the differences inherent in residential developments based on jocation,
density and development type, as follows:

e Small, single family detached subdivision, less than 30 units;

« Planned unit deveiopment (PUD) detached single family

subdivision;

e PUD “cluster” (smali lot) detached single family subdivision;

e Suburban condominium (low rise); and

« Urban condominium {mid rise).

Each prototype was “tested” against various affordable policy requirements,
including no obligation, compliance with the current inclusionary policy, and a
range of five alternative obligations. The analysis assumes current development
standards and a market profit of twelve percent, and calculates the market sales
prices that would be necessary for the project to support the various inclusionary
alternatives. The analysis further tests the impact of an “in-lieu” fee alternative
on each prototype, at varying amounts.
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Findings. After running over forty models, BAE found that, given the
deteriorating residential market and pased on the theoretical prototypes, N0 NEW
housing development was feasible, including development with no inclusionary
requirement. Despite this, the results still provide insight into potential ordinance
changes that could allow for better outcomes when the market recovers and that
could more appropriately address the varying needs of developers citywide.

First, the analysis confirms that, if based solely on economic, large planned unit
developments (PUDs) with multiple zoning designations will likely choose
partnering to build a multi-family rental project if given the choice. Even if income
limits are raised for for-sale inclusionary units, PUDs with large obligations will
still fare better by providing rental inclusionary units with lower income limits.
Building rental inclusionary units on- of off-site benefits the master developer in
terms of land subsidy (higher density product requires less land) and funding
availability (rental projects can access federal, state and local resources not

available for sale projects).

Second, the analysis demonstrates more viable alternatives for smaller
developments, including condominium and infill developments, which might not
be able to access the multi-family partnership model. While none of the
alternatives ailow for high profitability in the current market, itis clear that
increased income targeting, which allows for higher sales prices, benefits those
developers providing inclusionary units on-site as for-sale units. Further raising
homeownership income targets will not bring parity to the rental and ownership
options, but will help narrow the gap, and allow meaningful alternatives for both
developers of for-sale products and (with modifications to equity share) for

homebuyers.

Finally, the analysis outlines potential in-lieu fee alternatives that can dually serve
as an alternative for the smaller, infill developments and provide funding to
deepen affordability in rental housing or to ensuré long term affordability in for-
sale housing. In-lieu fee methodologies vary greatly; jurisdictions may ped in-lieu
fees as full cost recovery for an affordable unitoras a portion of the affordable
subsidy, or anywhere in between. Lower per unit fees are not only more
financially feasible for the development's boftom fine, but also enhance the parity
of the fee option with the rental partnership model.
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'Neighborhood Characteristics 0 T
To provide context for a review of the inclusionary program, this analysis
compares certain relevant characteristics of each of the City's 10 Community

Plan Areas (CPAs)

Community Plan Areas

e TheCityis + Y
divided into 10 B A E
CPAs, several
of which extend
beyond City
houndaries.

« For purposes of
this analysis,
CPA areas
outside City
boundaries are
excluded, with
the exception of
planned
developments
surrounding
North Natomas.

+ CPAsrangein
size from 6,200
housing units
inside City limits
(Arden Arcade)
to 30,000 units
(South Area).
Average size is
just under
18,000 housing
units.
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Poverty Rates Vary Widely

o Citywide poverty rate is 19 percent, compared to 13.6 percent for
Sacramento County, 12.7 percent for the Sacramento metropolitan area,
13.2 percent for California, and 12.7 percent for the nation.

e Data are derived from the 2000 Census, so are unreliable for North

Natomas, which has experienced rapid growth since that time.
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Homeownership Varies by Area

e Citywide homeownership rate is 50 percent, compared to 58.2 percent for
Sacramento County, 61.3 percent for the Sacramento metropolitan area,
56.9 percent for California, and 66.2 percent for the nation. (Source: 2000
Census)

e Areas with higher poverty tend to have lower homeownership rates.
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Housing Affordability has Increased in Many Areas

$400,000 -
$350,000 -
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$100,000 -
$50,000 A

Rental data is not availabie by CPA, but the average effective rent in the
Sacramento Metropolitan Area in the third quarter of 2008 was
$930/month (Source: Marcus & Millichap). This was affordable to a family
of four making 80 percent of Area Median Income (AMI), but not
affordable to a family of four making 50 percent of AML

Home prices tend to be more naturally affordable in low income/high
poverty areas, with average third quarter 2008 prices below the affordable
sales price for a family of four making 80 percent of AMI in half of the
CPAs in the City. (Source: SHRA analysis of data from Trulia.com)

B Average Home Sales Price, Q32008
—Affordable Sales Price, Family of Four at 80%AMI
==Citywide Average Sales Price, Q32008

Regulated Affordable Units Exist Throughout the City

About seven percent of housing units in the City have affordability
restrictions. (Source: City Long Range Planning and SHRA)

The highest percentage of regulated units (almost 18 percent) exists in the
Central City, followed by the CPAs that contain New Growth Areas that
are currently subject to the City’s inclusionary ordinance.

Older, wealthier areas of the City tend to have fewer regulated units.
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Opportunities for Growth Are Limited in Some Areas

e Older areas of the City, including wealthier areas, tend to have little
opportunity for growth. The following chart shows existing housing units
and growth potential for each area based on General Plan projections.
(Source: City Long Range Planning and SHRA)
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Limited Growth Opportunity Limits Possible Effect of Citywide
Inclusionary

« Ifa 15 percent inclusionary requirement were immediately implemented
citywide, and ALL new regulated units were built pursuant to the
inclusionary ordinance, some areas of the City wouid not see an
appreciable change in the percentage of regulated units by 2030, due to
low expected growth rates. (Source: SH RA)

o This analysis does not include likely affordable units to be produced in infill
areas via redevelopment, preservation, and rehabilitation activities, nor
does it reflect units that may have greater affordability due to their
jocation.

' % of All Units ~
Current % of Units  Regulated by 2030 if .
Regulated 15% of New Units . -

i Regulated = -

Lessons Learned from the Data

1. Housing affordability, homeownership rates and poverty vary greatly
among neighborhoods of City.

2. Some areas of the City have very high rates of poverty. These areas also
have low homeownership rates and higher levels of “natural affordability”.

3. The existing inclusionary ordinance has helped to extend affordability to
New Growth areas of the City. The effect on the distribution of incomes
throughout the City will not be known until after the next Census.

4. Regulated units exist and continue o be built citywide even without a
citywide inclusionary ordinance as a function of financing programs and
proactive policies and programs.

5. Limited opportunities for growth in established areas might fimit the net
impact of a citywide ordinance.
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Other Jurisdictional Approaches .

The table below gives comparable details on inclusionary ordinances throughout
the State of California. Staff surveyed all mandatory ordinances in the
Sacramento region, as well as eleven other ordinances in major metropolitan
areas (San Francisco and San Diego) and in jurisdictions somewhat comparable
in population to Sacramento. The table not only captures requirements and
alternatives of the ordinances, but also production of affordable units as a resuit
of the ordinance. All of the ordinances are unique, reflecting local development
and political landscapes, and the nuances of each ordinance and each
jurisdiction make them difficult to compare.

Overall, the review highlights several characteristics that may help frame
changes to Sacramento’s ordinance.

« Of the 17 jurisdictions surveyed, only four target homeownership
inclusionary units below 80 percent area median income (AMD),
including Sacramento City. Two of those four have a “sliding” scale,
allowing for a lesser obligation overall in exchange for the deeper
targeting.

« Eleven of the 17 jurisdictions target homeownership inclusionary units at
100 percent AMI or greater, up to 160 percent AMI.

« Only two of the jurisdictions surveyed (City of Sacramento and City of
Folsom) have no in-lieu fee alternative, although many of the
jurisdictions with in-lieu fees restrict access to this option based on
obligation size, location or tenure.

« In-lieu fee amounts varied widely, with some calculated based on
square footage of the market units, some on a percentage of market
price or construction costs and some on the total number of market
units. For those based on number of market units, the fees ranged from
$4,518 per market unit (Salinas) to $74,942 per market unit (San
Francisco).

« Most ordinances offered additional alternatives to constructing and in-
lieu fees, including land dedication, rehabilitation, and off-site
construction.

In addition to these commonalities, some ordinances have unique features that
might be of interest as Sacramento contemplates changes.
e Pasadena, Salinas and Carlsbad “tier” their obligations, allowing for a
lesser obligation for deeper affordability.
« San Diego has an exemption for “naturally” affordable projects whose
market prices are at or below 150 percent AMI.
« Davis has an additional “middle income” requirement of 10 to 20 percent
at 120 to 180 percent AMI for ownership projects.
o Woodland allows incomes for ownership projects to be greater than the
targeted sales price, thus expanding potential buyer pools.

12
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» Berkeley allows condominium projects to be rented at an affordable rent
until affordable sales are feasible.

« Concord and San Diego both have provisions that allow exemptions for
projects in redevelopment areas.

« Pasadena “tiers” its in-lieu fee to four sub-markets of the City, reflecting
different land values among the four areas.

13
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Throughout the month of November, SHRA staff reached out to stakeholders and
neighborhood groups in preparation for the Council workshop. A brief
presentation provided background to the ordinance, shared common challenges
and concerns, and previewed economic and demographic information. While a
citywide ordinance couid impact every neighborhood, staff targeted those
neighborhood associations with the greatest growth potential, and, therefore, the
potential for greatest impact from inclusionary policies. In addition, staff attended
each of the four area meetings, to capture other neighborhoods not specifically
targeted.

Input from the community groups was varied. For many of the groups, the
outreach served as an introduction to inclusionary policies and to its interplay
with other housing and redevelopment strategies throughout the City. Others
were more familiar with the current ordinance, and were most interested in
potential changes. The diversity of the City’s neighborhoods was reflected in the

diversity of comments:

» New growth areas were generally supportive of expansion of
inclusionary policies citywide, citing equity and parity as rationale.

« Infill areas were generally less supportive of expansion, citing current
poverty concentrations and “naturally” affordable units.

» Many neighborhood groups were supportive of creating incentives for
homeownership inclusionary units, including increasing income targets.

» Housing advocacy groups cautioned on creating too much of an
incentive for homeownership, fearing that deeply affordable rental units
would be compromised.

« Many groups generally agreed that when affordable rental complexes
are built under the ordinance, efforts should be made to provide a mix of
incomes, both regulated and unregulated, within the complexes.

Complete comments from each group are detailed in the matrix below, including

some which are not specifically pertinent to the inclusionary workshop
discussion.
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October 31, 2008

Emily Halcon
Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Agency
Transmitted via email to: ehalcon@shra.org

Dear Ms. Halcon:
Attached please find the Final Mixed Income Housing Ordinance Update Feasibility Analysis.
Since most residential development currently is not financially feasible within Sacramento due to

the prevailing economic conditions, the analysis focuses on the financial attractiveness of potential
policy updates, relative to the current developer requirements under the existing Mixed Income

Housing Ordinance.

Having received and incorporated your comments into this version, we have updated and finalized
the report for submittal to the City Council.

Please do not hesitate to contact either Sherry Rudnak in our Emeryville office, or me, if you have
any questions as you review the document.

Sincerely,

//// ﬁ%//i/@w ;'\

Matt Kowta, M.C.P.
Principal

oy Ol

Sherry Rudnak, M.A.
Senior Associate
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Executive Summary

Background and Purpose of Report

Recognizing the importance of affordable housing, the City of Sacramento has maintained a long-
standing commitment to affordable housing development. In addition to implementation of the
City’s inclusionary housing policy, this also includes various other programs and projects to
encourage, facilitate, and assist affordable housing development. However, while the cutrent
Mixed Income Inclusionary Housing Ordinance has successfully generated thousands of affordable

housing units, the majority are rental units.

As the City Council explores updating the current policy to provide more flexibility to small
developers, encourage affordable for sale units, and/or expand the requirements of the ordinance
beyond the City’s new growth areas, this report seeks to inform Council discussions about
development feasibility under a range of inclusionary requirement variations and potential in-lieu

fee allowances.

1t should be noted that the intent of the potential policy changes is not to remove current options for
compliance with existing requirements. Rather, the goal is to identify additional options that would
make it more financially attractive for developers to fulfill their inclusionary obligations by
building affordable for-sale units.

The report analyzes the cost of developing various residential product types and the financial effect
of applying different inclusionary housing requirements to prototype development projects, with
the goal of understanding how ordinance modifications might create market incentives for
developers to provide greater numbers of on-site inclusionary for-sale units. In addition, the report
establishes the basis for an inclusionary housing in-lieu fee.

To provide for stakeholder input into the study process, the Sacramento Housing and
Redevelopment Agency (SHRA) organized an Advisory Panel that included representatives with
different areas of interest, including market rate developers, affordable housing developers, land
brokers, building industry representatives, and affordable housing advocates. The Advisory Panel
met three times between February and September 2008, at which time SHRA staff and consultants
provided them with the background and purpose of the study, the proposed methodologies, the
proposed prototypes, key assumptions, and the results of the feasibility analyses.

Inclusionary Housing Feasibility Analysis

Inclusionary programs require market rate residential developers to reserve a certain portion of
units in a project for income-restricted affordable housing. While the City currently has an
inclusionary requirement under the Mixed Income Housing Ordinance, the City Council has
expressed interest in providing developers with additional compliance options to encourage the
development of more on-site for sale affordable housing units.
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Methodology

BAE formulated a series of financial feasibility pro-formas for prototype projects based on typical
residential development in the City, applying the 15 percent inclusionary requirement under the
current Mixed Income Housing Ordinance, where developers can either build the units, or partner
with affordable housing developers to satisfy their inclusionary requirements.] BAE then varied
the household income levels that the Inclusionary Housing Ordinance targets, to estimate the
minimum market rate unit sale prices required to support a minimum developer return, such that
developers would be willing to undertake the projects. This allows for a determination as to
whether certain policy modifications would make construction of on-site inclusionary units more
attractive,

Baseline Prototypes
BAE formulated pro-formas based on five prototype projects replicating typical residential
development in the City. These prototypes are:

¥ Suburban single-family residential project, less than 30 units

" Suburban single-family residential project, large development

® Suburban small lot/cluster single-family residential project, large development
® Suburban condominium project

B Urban infill condominium project

The characteristics of prototype projects, including density, lot and unit size, parking, revenue and
cost assumptions, and other details, were formulated with input from local developers, City and
SHRA staff, and various technical resources.

Key Findings

" None of the prototypes are financially feasible given prevailing market rates for comparable
new residential development within the City of Sacramento as of first quarter 2008. This means
that residential development is not feasible under current market conditions, even without an

inclusionary requirement.

" Since developers are not initiating new residential construction, even in locations that are not
subject to inclusionary requirements, the existing ordinance is not the driving factor that is
preventing developers from undertaking new residential development at this time.

¥ As the City has an existing inclusionary requirement, developers will decide to build when
market housing prices recover such that the prototypical developments under the current
inclusionary requirements provide sufficient returns on costs.

1
Only single-family developers can partner with affordable housing developers to satisfy their inclusionary
requirements.
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® The results of the analysis demonstrate that for each of the prototypes, as the City allows
developers to sell inclusionary units to higher income households, developer returns improve
relative to projects subject to the current inclusionary requirements, This means that the changes in
requirements would aliow projects to achieve financial feasibility when market rate housing unit
prices are lower than would otherwise be the case.

® Developers of large scale suburban single-family home and small lot/cluster hoine projects, who
can partner with affordable developers to build multifamily rental units under the existing
requirements, will likely continue to choose to partner because this option is most financially
attractive of any of the options considered in this analysis.

® For suburban condominium developers and small single-family developers, who cannot partner
with affordable rental housing developers, an updated policy that allows developers to target
inclusionary units to higher income households will help them to increase profitability and make
their projects more economically attractive.

" Updating the inclusionary ordinance to allow developers to comply with inclusionary
requirements using one of the potential policy options that allows a higher maximum price for
inclusionary units than under current policies would be more attractive to developers. This might
encourage housing starts at a point in time that market housing prices are lower than would be the
case if the current inclusionary requirements are maintained (i.e., earlier in the housing market

recovery cycle).

" Developers of small single-family and condominium projects already build for-sale inclusionary
units under existing policy, since they do not currently have a more attractive option. Modifying
the requirements for these types of projects could increase the share of affordable units built for
sale to the extent that increased feasibility due to policy modifications may bring additional smali-
scale single family and condominiom developments to market.

" Although developers may find the production of on-site units marketed to households with
incomes that are up to 110 percent of AMI more financially attractive than current requirements, if
restricted prices for inclusionary units are relatively close to market rate prices, the developer may
not be able to successfully market the affordable units. Thus, developers must consider a
combination of financial viability and marketability when choosing among compliance options.
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In-Lieu Fee Analysis

In-licu fees can serve as an alternative compliance method for the inclusionary housing program,
offering developers the option to pay a fee instead of constructing the affordable units on-site or
entering into agreements to partner with affordable housing developers, to develop affordable
housing units off-site. While the City does not currently offer an in-lieu fee option, in-licu fees
could be used to leverage other funds to maintain affordability in affordable for-sale units that are
re-sold over time and to achieve deeper income targeting in certain affordable rental housing

projects.

Methodology

The report presents three possible methods for calculating an in-lieu fee. These options were
examined to allow the City and SHRA staff to evaluate the pros and cons of various fee levels, and
to identify a fee that would effectively replace the unit that would otherwise have been built by a
matket rate developer. The three methods are presented below. In calculating the fee per market
rate unit, the analysis assumes a 15 percent inclusionary requirement,

" QOption 1. Improved Land Value Plus Current Cash Contribution for Affordable Rental
Unit Construction: This option is modeled on a market rate developer’s contribution to an
affordable rental developer under typical recent partnering arrangements. It bases the in-lieu fee on
the current value of improved land plus the amount of cash that large scale developers currently
contribute, on average, to their affordable housing partners. Currently, this option would produce
an in-licu fee calculation of $7,000 per market rate unit. However, as the market recovers and land
values increase, the value of the contributions would increase, and the equivalent in-lieu fee would

increase commensurately.

"  Option 2. Affordable Rental Unit Financing Gap: This option calculates the in-lieu fee
based on the cost to build an affordable unit, minus the size of the permanent mortgage loan that an
affordable rental housing developer can obtain, minus the equity that the affordable housing
developer could raise by selling Low Income Housing Tax Credits (LHHTCs). Currently, this
option results in an in-lieu fee of $24,400 per market rate unit. Changes in financial markets could
change the value of LIHTCs, which could alter the financing gap and cause the need for
adjustments in the in-lieu fee under this option.

" QOption 3. For-Sale Affordable Price Write-Down: This calculation bases the in-lieu fee on
the difference between the cost to build a market-rate unit (net of developer profit) and the
affordable sale price. Currently, this option would require an in-lieu fee of $32,800 per market rate
unit. However, as the market recovers and the relationship between market prices and
development costs change, the in-lieu fee would also change.

If the City decides to offer an in-lieu fee option, it should select 2 method after considering the
financial resources that would be necessary to produce affordable units that the market rate
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developers would otherwise have been required to build. The intent of Options 2 and 3 is to set in-
lieu fee amounts fully fund the required subsidies for rental or for-sale inclusionary units,
respectively. Option 1 represents a partnership model that would set in-lieu fees considerably
lower than Option 2 or Option 3. In so doing, it would place a burden on SHRA and its affordable
housing developer partners to contribute a portion of the required subsidies that would not be
contributed by the market rate housing developers. This is similar to the current situation, when
matket rate developers make relatively modest contributions to their affordable housing partners,
and the remaining subsidy amounts are contributed by SHRA and other sources.

The pro-formas developed for the residential prototypes outlined previously were then used to
analyze the feasibility of each in-lieu fee option. Again, the analysis assumed a 12 percent
developer return on cost as the feasibility threshold.

Key Findings

The analysis indicates that a $7,000 in-lieu fee per market rate unit would be more attractive than
the current requirements for developers of small-scale projects and suburban condominium
developments. All of the other in-lieu fee options examined result in lower returns than the $7,000
fee option. However, a $7,000 fee is not sufficient to replace an affordable unit. This means that
there would be a policy trade-off involved with easing the burden on small-scale single-family and
suburban condominium developers, by offering the lowest in-lieu fee option, but then increasing
the burden on SHRA and affordable housing developers to secure the subsidies required to produce
affordable units. Some in-lieu fee options that are greater than $7,000 per market rate unit, would
offer enhanced flexibility and financial feasibility to suburban condominium developers and urban
infill condominium developers.
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Introduction

This report presents the findings and recommendations from BAE’s analysis of the City of
Sacramento’s existing inclusionary housing requirements. It evaluates options to modify
requirements, to encourage developers to provide on-site affordable for-sale units.

Background

Cutrently the Sacramento housing market is contracting along with the regional, statewide, and
national housing markets. Although median home prices are coming within reach for moderate-
income households earning up to 120 percent of the Area Median Income (AMI), the City is
interested in increasing the proportion of affordable housing units produced through its
inclusionary program that are for sale. Once the housing market recovers, and a more normal
balance of supply and demand is re-established, prices will rise and affordability will deteriorate.
This will make it important to expand the supply of affordable for-sale unis.

Housing affordability is also important for long-term economic development. In order to aftract
and retain firms that provide quality jobs, Sacramento must provide a wide range of housing to
support workers at all income levels. The passage of SB 375 increases the importance of having a
wide range of housing available to all income groups, as it ties access to transportation funds to a
City’s and region’s ability to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from automotive activities. Thus, if
Sacramento wishes to receive transportation funds, it must plan for workers to live close to job
centers.

Recognizing the importance of affordable housing, the City of Sacramento has maintained a long-
standing commitment to affordable housing development, evidenced most recently by the City
being a top performer in the production of affordable housing units. In 2006, the City of
Sacramento constructed more affordable housing than any other jurisdiction in the State,
consequently receiving $2,239,134 in workforce housing grant funds from the State of California.

Currently, the City of Sacramento has an existing inclusionary ordinance, called the Mixed Income
Housing Ordinance, which requires that all residential developments of 10 or more units that are
located in new growth areas set aside 15 percent of the housing as affordable units, with ten
percent targeting very low income households and five percent targeting low income households.’
Because the existing ordinance does not dictate the tenure of affordable units, many single-family
developers, and particularly those with large PUD land holdings, choose to satisty their

’ Sacramento produced 10% of all affordable units in the state in 2006 (753), more than both Los Angeles
(599) and San Francisco (426).

3
New growth areas include North Natomas, Robla, Delta Shores, North Laguna Creek, Fruitridge/Florin
Perkins corridor, Downtown Railyards, and Curtis Park Railyards.

K
Single-family developments on less than five acres, and condominium developments can satisfy their
inclusionary requirements with a different mix of affordability, discussed in the feasibility section of this report.
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inclusionary requirement by partnering with affordable housing developers and contributing land or
other external subsidies. However, as smaller developers often do not have the land, resources, or
connections to partner with affordable housing developers, they typically must construct their
required affordable units on-site.

To date, the existing inclusionary ordinance has been very successful in developing new affordable
housing units. However, the vast majority of the affordable units produced were rental units built
through partnerships with affordable housing developers. As the City Council deliberates updating
the ordinance to potentially include areas not currently subject to the inclusionary ordinance (e.g.,
downtown), it is also interested in learning how the City might modify the ordinance in order to
secure greater numbers of inclusionary for-sale units, address the unique challenge of infill
development, and also provide flexibility to smaller single-family developers and condominium
developers who are currently unable to satisfy their inclusionary requirements through partnerships
with affordable developers due to various factors, particularly in the current “down” housing
market.

This report provides the economic information necessary to inform future Council discussions
regarding Mixed Income Housing Ordinance updates and potential in-lieu fee allowances.

Purpose of Report

The report analyzes the cost of developing various residential product types that can be expected in
Sacramento’s new growth areas. It analyzes the financial effect of applying different inclusionary
housing requirements to these prototypes, to provide insight into what modifications might be
necessary in order to create market incentives for developers to provide greater numbers of on-site
inclusionary for-sale units.

In addition, the report establishes the basis for an inclusionary housing in-lieu fee. In-lieu fees can
serve as a method of compliance that is an alternative to building affordable units within a market
rate project. Three different in-leu fee calculation methods were analyzed, to allow the City to
evaluate the pros and cons of various fee levels and to identify the cost to replace the unit that
would otherwise have been built by the market rate developer. The residential prototypes are then
tested to identify the ways in which an in-lieu fee would affect the financial feasibility of
development. Based on these analyses, the report outlines the primary elements of an in-lieu fee
policy, namely the target income groups for affordable units and the corresponding in-lieu fee

amounts.

Stakeholder Advisory Panel

To provide for stakeholder input into the study process, SHRA organized an Advisory Panel that
included representatives from different areas of interest, including market rate developers,
affordable housing developers, land brokers, building industry representatives, and affordable
housing advocates. Appendix A contains the Advisory Panel roster.
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The Advisory Panel met three times between February and September 2008, at which times they
were provided with the background and purpose of the study, the proposed methadologies, the
proposed prototypes, key assumptions, and the results of the feasibility analyses. The Advisory
Panel provided feedback on the analysis, including assumptions and findings, and identified their

main concerns regarding changes to the existing inclusionary ordinance.

Outline of Process
The following table provides a summary of the study process:

Project Initiation

Advisory Panel Meeting #1: Project and process overview, discussion of
general concerns regarding inclusionary housing ordinance changes;
discussion of proposed prototypes

Preliminary Analysis: Individual interviews with Panel members;
residential market overview; preliminary needs assessment analysis;
development of pro-forma models

Advisory Panel Meeting #2: Review of key pro-forma assumptions
Presentation to Council: Study process

Additional Analysis: Preliminary financial feasibility analysis

Advisory Panel Meeting #3: Review of refined assumptions and findings
Administrative Draft Report

Final Draft Report

Presentation to Council

December

February 15

February to
March

March 14
March 18
March to April
September 25
October 17
Ndvember 4

December 9
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Residential Market Conditions

The effectiveness and feasibility of any inclusionary housing program is tied to local development
conditions. Communities (or sub-areas within communities) with strong residential markets and/or
high production levels produce more inclusionary housing units and in-lieu fees, Conversely, areas
with weak markets and/or limited new housing development produce fewer inclusionary units. A
key policy consideration is to set the inclusionary requirements at levels where compliance is not
so burdensome as to render market rate housing development economically infeasible. This can be
a particular challenge when attempting to establish equitable policies within a community like
Sacramento, where market conditions vary from neighborhood to neighborhood. Additionally, the
current environment provides ample illustration that market conditions can change dramatically

over time,

This section provides an overview of Sacramento’s First Quarter 2008 residential real estate
market, discussing for-sale and rental housing, as well as production trends over time. Information
presented below comparing local conditions with other jurisdictions in the region, and discussing
changes in the market over time, are intended to provide context for the current situation within the

City of Sacramento.

For-Sale Housing

For-Sale Housing in Sacramento County

Between January 2006 and January 2008, median home prices in Sacramento County were
typically lower than most of the other Counties within the region. As of January 2008, Sacramento
had a median home sale price of $253,000. Among the six counties within the Sacramento Region,
Sacramento County’s median home prices were only consistently higher than Yuba County’s
median home prices.5 As of January 2008, Sacramento’s median home price was 38 percent lower
than El Dorado’s median home price, which had the highest median home price in the region, and
eight percent higher than Yuba County’s median home price, which represents the region’s lowest
median home price. These comparisons with other counties demonstrate that Sacramento County
housing is relatively affordable, when compared to neighboring counties.

5
Sacramento regional counties include: EI Dorado, Placer, Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo, and Yuba Counties.
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Table 1: Median Home Prices, Sacramento Region
Sale Volume Sale Price

All Jan Dec Jan 06-08 Jan Dec Jan 06-08
Homes 2006 2007 2008 % change 2006 2007 2008 %change
El Dorado 191 165 1M1 -41.80% $450,000 $437250 $407,500 -9.40%
Placer 512 525 354 -3090% $423500 $373000 $360,500 -14.90%
Sacramanto 1,376 1,372 1,077 -21.70% $345500 $280,000 $253,000 -26.80%
Suter a nfa nia nfa n/a n/a ra nia
Yoio 163 161 129 -20.90% $390000 $330250 $307,500  21.20%
Yuba 77 78 84 -1690% $281500 $245000 $233,280 -17.10%

Sources: SacBes BAE, 2008.

It is worth noting that the median home price in Sacramento County fell more sharply than in any
of the region’s other counties. Between January 2006 and January 2008, the median home price in
Sacramento County fell almost 27 percent, compared to more limited declines of between 9.4
percent and 21.2 percent in the other counties. This trend shows that the current housing downturn
is disproportionately affecting Sacramento County home prices. Although this is creating hardship
for many households whose homes have lost value, it also means that Sacramento County housing
has become significantly more affordable on an absolute basis, and relative to the region, during

the last two years.

For-Sale Housing in City of Sacramento

To provide a snapshot of the current for-sale market in the City of Sacramento, Appendix B-1
contains a distribution of all “fult”” and verified sales of newly constructed single-family home and
condominiums in the City between August 2007 and January 2008. The data are drawn from
DataQuick, a commercial service that compiles County Assessor’s records. During this sample
period, 76 full and verified sales were recorded, with a median sale price of $318,500 for new
single-family homes and $260,000 for new condominiums. '

Appendix B-2 lists new homes selling in the City of Sacramento as of March 2008, based on data
from Hanley Wood Market Intelligence. Currently, this source shows several projects for sale in

the City’s new growth areas of Natomas and South Sacramento. The single-family developments
have an average unit size of 1,900 square feet. Prices range from $196,500 to $845,000, with an

average of $367,200 across all projects and models.

In addition, the ongoing downturn in the national, state, and regional housing markets is apparent
within the City’s housing market. DataQuick reports that between July 2006 and July 2007, the
average median sale price for all homes decreased from $339,900 to $321,400, or 5.4 percent.
Continued fallout from the sub-prime lending crisis, as well as lack of consumer confidence in the
economy as a whole, may further impact local housing prices in upcoming years. This may mean
that while housing production continues to languish, affordability may remain “good” relative to
what was experienced in the previous boom market.

&
“Full” means that the recerded sale price represented full consideration for the value of the property.
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Rental Housing

Table 2 contains data on the City of Sacramento’s residential rental market, drawn from RealFacts,
a private data vendor that surveys apartment complexes with 50 or more units. The RealFacts
database contains data for projects containing 40,185 rental units in Sacramento.

The data show that the Sacramento rental market is relatively strong compared to the for-sale
market. Between 2006 and 2007, average rents rose from $894 to $908, a 1.6 percent increase. In
fact, the City’s rental market has experienced steady gains since 1999, with average rents rising by
41 percent over the last eight years. While for-sale housing has become more affordable over the
last few years, this information indicates that the same is not true of rental apartments.

The City of Sacramento also shows strong but varying occupancy rates. Between 1999 and 2002,
occupancy rates were above 95 percent, but dipped below this threshold starting in 2003 due to the
development of approximately 2,300 new units in 2003 and 2004, However, starting in 2005, the
market absorbed many of the new units and occupancy rates began to climb. Real estate
economists consider a 95 percent occupancy rate a sign of a “balanced” market, allowing sufficient
choice and mobility for tenants, while supporting adequate rents for property owners. As
occupancy rates rise above 95 percent, the market becomes increasingly tight, demand excecds
supply, and rents rise. Year-to-date data for Sacramento show a 93.6 percent occupancy rate in
2007, indicating that the rental market is nearing equilibrium.

Sacramento County as a whole has also shown a stable rental market in recent years. Between
2006 and 2007, rents rose from $914 to $922, a 0.9 percent gain, while occupancy rates increased
1.3 percent from 91.9 percent to 93.2 percent. Although countywide average rental rates exceed
rates within the City, complexes in the City tend to have marginally higher occupancy rates,
indicating that renters are marginally willing to trade off newer units in the County to live in older,
less expensive units within the City.
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Table 2: Overview of the City of Sacramento Rental Housing Market, Fourth Quarter 2007
CURRENT MARKET DATA:

Percent Ava. Ava, Avg.
Unit Type Number of Mix Sq. Ft Rent RentiSq. FL
Studio 1,021 25% 482 $729 51,51
JriBR 319 0.8% 655 S771 51.39
1 BR/1 BA 15,004 37.3% 689 %811 $1.18
1 BR Townhouse 70 0.2% 711 $769 $1.08
2BR/1 BA 9,350 23.3% 837 3343 $1.01
2BRM.5 BA 415 2.3% 2 3977 §1.07
2BR/2 BA 10,331 25.7% 987 51,034 $1.07
2BR/2.5BA 157 0.4% 1,002 §i,416 $1.30
2 BR Towrthouse 798 2.0% 1,071 $1,024 $0.96
3BRM BA 7 0.0% 1,165 $1,085 $0.94
3BRM1.5BA 32 0.1% 1,063 $1,199 51,14
3BR2BA 1,719 4.3% 1,201 $1,278 $1.06
3BR/3 BA 37 0.1% 2221 $1,734 51.74
3BR Townhouse 317 0.8% 1,405 1,303 $0.93
4BR 108 0,3% 1,172 $2,044 $1.74
Totals 40,185 100.0% 832 912 $1.10
AVERAGE RENT HISTORY:

2005-2006 2006-2007
Lnit Type 2005 2008 Change 2007 Change
Studio 642 $676 5.3% 3722 6.8%
JriBR $746 %750 0.5% 3766 21%
1 BRI BA 5768 $788 2.6% $305 2.3%
2BRM BA 8822 $831 1.1% %339 1.0%
2BR/2 BA $978 $1,007 3.0% $1,028 2.2%
2BR/TH $507 1,035 3.8% 1,022 -1.3%
IBD/ 2 BA $1,262 $1,274 1.0% 51,278 0.3%
IBDTH $1,398 $1,385 2.4% $1,308 4.2%
All 877 5884 1.9% 3908 1.6%
OCCUPANCY RATE:
Average

Year Qcoupancy
2002 86.7%
2003 94.2%
2004 92.0%
2005 92.6%
2006 93.1%
2007 93.6%

AGE OF HOUSING INVENTORY:

Percent of
Year Inventory
Pre-1960's 1%
1960's 14%
1970s 7%
1980s 33%
1990s 7%
2000s 10%

Notes:

(a) Represents only housing complexas with 50 units or more:

(b} Average rerts for fourth quarters of each year Iisted.

Sources: Real Facls, Inc, 2007; Bay Area Economics, 2008,
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Housing Production

While housing production in Sacramento has fluctuated over the last decade, building permit data
from the U.S. Census indicates a marked decline between 2006 and 2007. Between 1998 and
2006, annual units permitted in the City of Sacramento increased from 424 in 1998 to 3,388 in
2006, with a peak of 6,016 units in 2003. During this time period, single-family homes represented
approximately two-thirds of the housing production, with multifamily housing representing the
remainder. By 2007, housing production had dropped to 1,973 units for the year (see Table 3).
Although this production level represents a substantial reduction from the peak of 2003, the total
was still greater than the annual totals from both 1998 and 1999.

Tahble 3: Residential Building Permits, 1998-2007

10 Yeas Total
Building Type 1338 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2008 2007 Number _Percent
Single Family 350 922 1,954 2,739 3,242 3603 3155 1.85% 1,78 1,337 20,943 66.8%
2 Family 18 0 2 16 40 56 96 o] 10 B 246 0.8%
3 &4 Family 0 & 15 8 3 4 12 M 14 40 282 0.9%
& or More Family 56 184 818 29 1,448 2,353 989 1,165 1,472 588 9,202 31.6%
Total 424 1,114 2,789 3,592 4,733 8,016 4252 3092 3,360 1,973 31,373 1004

Sources: U.8. Census, 2008; BAE, 2006.

The City recently quantified the City’s housing unit production objectives as part of its 2008
Housing Element update. Estimates from the Draft 2008-2013 City of Sacramento Housing
Element project approximately 7,492 new single-family units and 7,199 new multifamily units in
the City through 2013, for a total current capacity of 14,691 new units, assuming no new rezoning

OCCUIS,

This figure does not include additional capacity in North Natomas, as the Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA) has declared that the North Natomas area is located in a flood
hazard zone following levee tests that indicated that the levees are not adequate to protect against a
30-year flood. Thus, development in the North Natomas growth area will be subject to a
moratorium effective January 1, 2009 until the levees can be repaired to a minimum 100-year flood
protection standard. Until the Federal Government removes the area from the flood hazald zone,
the moratorium will continue, resulting in fewer new homes being built in Sacramento. Once
levee 1mp10vements are completed, the Natomas Basin could accommodate an additional 7,310

umts

7
Vellinga, Mary Lynne, and Matt Weiser. “Levee Report Shocks City: Feds Plan Tough Restrictions that
could Halt Building in Natomas and Require Flood Insurance.” Sacramento Bee. January 16, 2008,

8
Draft 2008-2013 City of Sacramento Housing Element, page H 5-13.
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Housing Needs Assessment

This section of the analysis examines Sacramento households® abilities to purchase market rate
homes, and rent market rate apartments.

Households’ Ability to Purchase a Home

As HUD bases the affordability of units on houschold size and income level, this analysis focuses
on three-bedroom residential units. Three-bedroom units tend fo reflect the majority of for-sale
units, and thus act as a proxy for the market. Table 4 summarizes data for three-bedroom single-
family home and condominium sales in Sacramento between November 2007 and January 2008.
All documented sales are from the Sacramento County Assessor’s Office, as compiled by
DataQuick and the Sacramento Bee. Based on these data, 536 three-bedroom single-family homes
and six three-bedroom condominiums sold in Sacramento over the three-month time period.

By comparing market rate sale prices with the maximum purchase prices and rents for affordabie
housing units as determined by HUD, the proportion of homes in the market that a household at
each income category could afford can be estimated (see Table 5). " The analysis indicates that the
for-sale housing market serves primarily households at the moderate-income level and above.
Although limited proportions of the home sales (just over 35 percent) would have been affordable
to lower-income households, most lower-income households are accommodated in the rental

market.

’ Each income category is defined as follows:

Very low income — 30% to 50% of Arca Median Income (AMI)
Low income — 51% to 80% of AMI

Median income — 81% to 100% of AMI

Moderate income — 101% to 120% of AMI
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Table 4: Residential Sales in Sacramento 11/07-1/08, Three-Bedroom Units

THREE THREE

BEDROOM BEDROOM

Number % of

of Units Total

Tess than $200,000 169 31.2%

499
$250,000 to $299,999 1] 17.7%
499
$350,000 to $399,999 20 3.7%
$400,00
$450,000 to $499,999

$550,000 to $599,999 4 0.7%

$650,000 to $699,999 1 0.2%

$750,000 fo $799,988 1 0.2%

Total 542 100.0%
Median Sale Price $230,000

Average Sale Price $263,115

Avg. Square Feet 1,372

Ava. Price per SF $184

Notes:

(a) Represents al residential sades between November 2007 and January 2C08.
Sources: Sacramento Bee, 2008; BAE, 2008.
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Table 5: Affordability of Market Rate For-Sale Housing in Sacramente and High Growth Areas, 11/07-1/08 (a)

Satramento
Percent of SFRs Percant of Condos
Range of on Market within on Market within
Houschold Income. Affordable Sale Price Price Ranga (b) Price Range (b}
0to 50% AMI 30 to $131427 3% 16.7%
513 to 8035 AME 3131428 fo 5210244 289% 16.74
B1%to 120% AMI 5210,245 {0 $315.283 466% 50.0%
Oyer 120% AMI §315,267 or  more 172% 16.7%
Totad Units Seld 536 [
Single-Family

Residence Condominiums

edan Sde Pdce 229,597 $25750 (c)

South Sacramento - 55823

Percent of SFRs Percentof Condos

Range of on Market within on Market vithin

Household Incanme Affordabla Sale Price Price Range (b} Price Range (b}
Qe 8034 AMI 0 to  $131427 17.0% A
51% to 8034 AMI $131,428 to  $210244 34.0% WA
E1% to 120% AMI §210,245 to $315283 472% N/A
Gwer 12050 AME $35,267 o nore 1.8% NA
Tetal Units Sold 33 0

Single-Family

Residence Condorniniums

Medun Sde Price $209,295 NIA

Percent of SFRS Percent of Condos
Range of on Marketwithin on Market within
Houschold Incame Affordeblz Sale Price Price Range (b} Price Range (b)
Cto S0% AMI o Slaa2r 00% 0.0%
51% 10 80% AMI $131428 0 S210,244 0.0% 0.064
81% 10 120% AMI $210,245 to $315.288 0.0% 0,0%
Qver 1207 AMI $315267 or  more 1000% 100.0%
Tetal Units Sold 3 1

SingeFamily
Residence Condominiums
Medin Sale Prica $475,000 525,000

North datomas - 85834, 95835 © ST T T T
Percent of SFRs Percent of Condos

Range of o Marketwithin on Market within

Household Income Affordable Sale Price Price Range {b) Price Range (b)
0to 50% AMI Mo §131,427 00% 0.07%
5i% to 80% AMI 5131428 o 210244 13.0% 0.0%
81% to 120% AM! $210,245 1o §315263 56.5% 100.0F%
Qver 120% AMI $315,267 ¢ more 304% 0.0%
Told Unils Soid 46 2

Single-Family
' Rasidence Condominlums
Median Sde Price §2]’?,625 §80.000

Notes:

(a) Afferdatle sale price andrent basedon a four-person househdd in a thres-bedroom wnit, & defined by HUD and calculated by SHRA.
() Basad on reporled home sdes i tha City of Sacramentg, 11/1/07 - 1/31/08.

{c) Signficantly smaler number of condominivms sold conmpars to sg'e family homes, resultng n higher median homs sales price.
Sources: Sacrananto Bes, 2008; BAE, 2008,

42



February 10, 2009

Inclusionary Housing Workshop
Exhibit A

Households’ Ability to Rent

Unlike the falling prices in the for-sale housing market, the Sacramento region as a whole has
experienced a slight increase in rents, in recent years, in conjunction with the local economic
downturn. This trend has impacted the City of Sacramento as well. Table 6 shows rent trends for
the City of Sacramento, as reported by RealFacts. Average rents in Sacramento increased from
$894 to $908 per month between 2006 and 2007, a 1.6 percent increase. The average occupancy
rate also increased slightly, from 93,1 percent in 2006 to 93.6 percent in 2007.

Table 6: Average Rent History, City of Sacramento

2005-2006 2008-2007
Unit Type 2005 2008 Change 2007 Change
Studio %642 %676 5.3% §722 6.8%
Jr1BR $746 $750 0.5% $768 2.1%
1BR/1 BA $768 $788 2.6% 805 2.2%
2BRM BA $822 $831 1.1% $839 1.0%
2BR/2BA %978 $1,007 3.0% 51,029 2.2%
2BR/ITH 3097 $1,035 3.8% $1,022 -1.3%
3BD/2BA $1.262 $1,274 1.0% $1.278 0.3%
3BDTH $1,398 $1,365 2.4% $1,308 4.2%
All 877 $894 1.9% $908 1.6%

Notes:
(a) Represents only housing comrplexes with 50 units or more.
{&) Awerage rents for fourth quarters of each year listed.

Sources: Real Facts, Inc., 2007; Bay Area Economics, 2008.

By comparing the maximum affordable rental rate for a fom-person household (as determined by
the City of Sacramento) with average rents for three-bedroom units (shown in Table 6), one can
determine the affordability of rental units in Sacramento to four-person households at various
income levels."’

This analysis shows that very low-income households are likely to encounter difficulty in locating
an affordable unit, as the average three-bedroom unit rent ($1,278) exceeds the affordable rent for
this income category ($751) by approximately $527. In addition, the average three-bedroom unit
rent exceeds the affordable rent for the low-income category {$1,255) by approximately $23.
However, the affordable rent levels for median and moderate-income households exceed the
market rate rent, indicating that these households will have less difficulty locating an affordable
unit. This finding suggests that Sacramento’s rental market is serving households between 81 and
120 percent of AMI relatively well, with adequate vacancies and generally affordable rents.

16
It is assumed that a four-person household, including a couple and two children, would require a three-
bedroom unit.
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Inclusionary Housing Financial
Feasibility Analysis

This section of the report analyzes the feasibility of several inclusionary ordinance alternatives on
five prototype projects that atre representative of residential projects recently built or planned within
the City of Sacramento.

Residential Development Prototypes
The five residential development prototypes defined for this analysis include the following:

The suburban single-family home, less than 30 units prototype has 2,200 square foot units on
5,000 square foot lots. The project has five units per acre in an R-1 zone. Since this profotype
represents smaller developers without sufficient land to donate to affordable housing developers,
under the current ordinance, developers typically construct affordable for-sale units on-site to
satisfy their inclusionary requirement. However, the existing ordinance allows single-family
developments that are five gross acres or less to sell all of their inclusionary units to low-income
households.” This prototype is typical of the Robla area.

The suburban single-family home, large development prototype contains 2,200 square foot units
on 5,000 square foot lots. Five units per acre are assumed in an R-1 zone. This prototype
represents a project typical of larger developers who have the land available to donate to affordable
developers, and typically they partner with affordable housing developers and donate
approximately $20,000 per affordable unit in the form of in-kind land contributions and other
financial contributions, in order to satisfy their inclusionary requirements. All of the affordable
units constructed are rental units. Many examples of this prototype can be found in the North
Natomas area.

The suburban small lot/cluster single-family home, large development prototype contains 1,600
square foot units on 2,500 square foot lots. Eleven units per acre are assumed in an R-1A zone. As
with the prototype defined above, this type of project also involves developers who partner with
affordable housing developers by donating land and making additional financial contributions, in
order to satisfy their inclusionary requirement. All of the affordable units constructed are rental
units. These types of projects can also be found in the North Natomas arca.

The suburban condominium product is a townhouse development that includes 1,200 square foot
units, with a density of 30 units per acre in an R-3 zone. Since this prototype occurs on
multifamily-zoned land, the developer cannot partner with an affordable housing developer to
satisfy its inclusionary requirement. Typically, the developer constructs the affordable units on-site
as a for-sale product. However, the existing ordinance allows condominium developments with

" City of Sacramento Mixed Income Housing Ordinance, 17.190.030(B)(2) of the City Zoning Code.
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less than 200 units to offer and sell 10 percent of the project to low-income households, and five
12
percent to very low-income households.

The urban infill condominium prototype has 950 square foot units, built at 85 units an acre in an
RMX-UN zone. Since this prototype is located downtown, not in a new growth area, it is not
currently subject to the existing Mixed Income Housing Ordinance. However, these types of units
could be built in both the Curtis Park Railyard and Downtown Railyard areas, and these areas are
subject to the inclusionary requirement. Additionally, the City is interested in potentially extending
the ordinance outside the cuitent new growth areas. Therefore, the analysis tests the prototype’s
feasibility the various inclusionary scenarios.

For each prototype, project characteristics, including density, lot and unit size, parking, and other
details, were formulated with input from the Advisory Panel and SHRA staff.

Prototype Cost, Revenue, and Profit Assumptions

The prototype cost assumptions were developed through:

= In-depth interviews with local developers who served on the Advisory Panel;

» Research via RS Means Square Foot Costs (a widely-recognized construction cost estimating
manual);

» Land appraisals supplied by SHRA;

* Research on comparable land sales in the area, and,;

»  Applicable fee and permit schedules.

Sale prices and rent assumptions were based primarily on third party market data from DataQuick
and the Sacramento Bee.

Typically, pro-forma feasibility models measure a project’s financial performance by the amount of
developer profit generated as a percent of the project’s total development cost (“return on cost”).
For this study, a minimum developer return on cost threshold was set at 12 percent of costs. In
order words, a project is deemed financially feasible if the profit, after accounting for development
costs, is 12 percent or more. It should be noted that under current economic conditions developers
may require as much as a 14 percent return on costs due to the greater risk in today’s market.
However, this analysis uses the 12 percent threshold, because it is assumed that no significant new
development will occur until market conditions stabilize and there is less perceived risk.

Baseline Financial Feasibility Model

As a first step in the financial feasibility analysis, BAE formulated a series of pro-formas for each
of the prototype projects defined above, assuming no inclusionary requirement. The pro-formas
estimate the development costs and revenues associated with each prototype, and estimate project
feasibility based on ability to achieve a targeted rate of financial return. Table 7 summarizes the

12
City of Sacramento Mixed Income Housing Ordinance, Section 6,5.
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primary project parameters and cost and revenue assumptions for each of the development
prototypes. As any residential development will contain a range of unit sizes and model types,
these prototypes reflect the averages for units in the project. Appendix C contains the complete set
of financial feasibility pro-formas for prototype projects under the different inclusionary
requirement options.

Financial Model for Current Inclusionary Requirements

Starting with the baseline financial model developed for each of the residential development
prototypes, BAE then modified the pro-forma for each prototype so that they included 15 percent
of each prototype’s units as affordable units, per the current Mixed Income Housing Ordinance.
The model for each prototype estimates the sale price for each market rate unit that would be
necessary for the project to achieve financial feasibility. This approach is taken, since the baseline
financial models indicate that none of the prototypes are feasible in the current market, even
without any inclusionary a requirements.

Financial Model for Inclusionary Modification Options

BAE then developed another series of pro-forma models for each of the development prototypes.
These models varied the household income levels that the Inclusionary Housing Ordinance targets,
to estimate the minimum market rate unit sale prices that would be necessary in order to achieve
the 12 percent minimum developer return. By comparing the minimum required market rate unit
sales prices among various scenarios (baseline, current inclusionary requirements, inclusionary
modification options), it is possible to determine whether policy modifications would make
construction of on-site inclusionary units more economically attractive than under current
requirements.

Through this sensitivity testing process, the analysis identified potential inclusionary housing
policy updates that could create a financial incentive for developers to construct additional for-sale
affordable units, as compared to what would be likely if current requirements are maintained.
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Table 7: Primary Cost and Revenue Assumptions

Planned Unit Developments
Suburban SFR Suburban SFR Small Lot/Cluster Suburban Condo Urban Infill
<30 units >100 units SER, >100 units 100-200 units Condo, 100 units

Project Charactaristics (a)

Number of Units ) 16 103 118 1335 az
Market Rate 16 100 114 131 &9
Affordable 0 3 4 4 3

Site Acreage 31 19.8 1.2 4.5 1.4

Density (Units/Acte) 5 5 1 30 85

Zoring R-1 R-1 R-1A R3 RMY-UN

Lot Size 5,000 5,000 2,500 N n'a

Average Mkt Rate Uni Size 2,200 2,200 1,600 1,200 950

Average Affordable Unit Size 1,500 1,500 1,300 1,000 50

Common Area n/a nfa nfa 10% 10%

Parking Type Garage Garage Gaage Garage Podium

Parking Spacss/Unit 20 2.0 20 2.0 1.0

Guest Spaces/16 Units nfa nfa nla 1.0 0.0

Garage Sq. F1. for SFRA# Pkg Spaces for MER 400 400 400 400 92

Sale Prices/Rents (b)

farke! Sale PriceRent $387,600 387,500 $350,000 $300,000 300,000

Very Low (50% AMI) $131,048 $131,048 $131,0438 $83,137 $56,928

Low (8096 AR} $200,676 $209,676 $200,676 $153,903 $111,968

100% AMI $262,095 $262,085 $262,0% $201,080 $148,661

110% AMI $283,305 $288,305 $288,305 $224,706 §$166,934

Moderate (120% AMI) $314.514 314,514 $314,614 $248,331 $185,207

Annual HOA Fees $4,800 45,400

Davelopment Costs (a)

LanddfSeuere Foot $10 S5 $10 310 $125

Mkt Rate Construction Costs (Per 8q. Fi} $80 $15 $76 $100 $240

Affordable Construction Costs (Per Sq. Ft) 580 575 575 $100 3240

Cn and Off-Site Costs/Unit $40,000 $40,000 $47 500 $55,000 $12,000

Feesnit 321,700 $48,500 348,500 $26,100 $12,500

Developer Contribution/Affordable Unit $29,050 $29,050 $29,050 $29,050 526,050

Whrap insurance/Uni nfa nfa nfa $18,000 518,000

Cther Soft Costs (AS % OF HARD) 20% 20% 20% 20% 20%

Cost/Sq. F1. or Cost/Parking Space $35 35 $35 35 $40,000

Guest Paking CostiSpace nfa nfa nfa $1,000 nfa

Construction Finanding ()

Irterest Rae 75% 7.5% 7.5% 7.5% 7.8%

Pericd of nitial Loan (months) 12 1z 12 12 12

Initia Consfrudion Loan Fee {paints) 20% 2.0% 20% 2.0% 2%

Average Quistanding Baance 80.0% 80.0% B80.0% 60.0% 60%

Lean o Cost Ratio T0.0% 70.0% 70.0% 70.0% T0%

Minimum Required Returmn on Costs [b), (c} 120% 12.0% 12.0% 12.0% 12.0%

Total Dev't Cost per Unit $403,653 $369,350 $323,259 $317,229 $482,807

Total Dev't Cost Without Land $319,533 $327,475 $281,774 $302,709 $418,748

Notes:

(a) Based on developer interdews, BAE research, and Cily of Sacramento and SHRA staff input.
Prototypes reflect recently bullt projects in Sacramento, in addition to Ekely product types in future.

{b) Based on developer interviews and BAE marke! research.

{c) Represents the minmum profit as a percentage of totdl costs thal the developer would requirs in order to undertake the project. This number vAll decrease as the
market improves and developers become more opirmistic about fulure home vaues.

Source; BAE, 2008,
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Cost Assumption Sensitivities

The mode! uses current 2008 costs in developing pro-forma calculations. However, many factors
could affect the development costs. These cost changes are most likely to occur in the construction
costs, financing costs, and/or utility and impact fees.

Construction Costs. If the State or the City imposes more energy efficient building standards
under an updated Title 24, or local building ordinance, residential construction hard costs could
increase. Currently, the analysis does not include an assumption about cost increases due to new
building requirements. However, Advisory Panel members were concerned that increased building
costs won’t be offset by higher sclling prices for “green” homes. It should be noted that from a
homebuyer’s perspective, green design could justify a price premium above standard construction,
as energy-saving design features and appliances would generate real utility cost savings over the
home’s life-cycle.

Financing Costs. The analysis assumes that developers will pay 7.5 percent interest on their
construction loans, that the interest charged will reflect a drawdown factor that is 60 percent of the
total construction loan amount, averaged over the construction period, and that they will only
require a 12-month loan. These assumptions reflect the first quarter of 2008 construction lending
market, and were verificd by developers and lenders. In the current economic climate, with capital
markets struggling, and banking firms unwilling or unable to loan capital, interest rates could
increase dramatically, making borrowing funds more expensive, and squeezing developer returns.
If borrowing money continues to be difficult, even after the housing market begins to recover, less
favorable financing terms could delay new housing starts.

Utility and Impact Fees. The analysis uses 2008 planning, utility, and impact fees in modeling
development feasibility. If fees increase disproportionately and/or if new fees are added, they
could reduce feasibility and delay housing starts. With the passage of SB375, which promotes
transit oriented development and infill, developers who focus on infill development will fare better
as City fees are lower in previously developed areas than in greenfield areas.

Findings

Working from initial suggestions from SHRA staff, BAE tested the 15 percent inclusionary
housing requirement on a range of modifications to the restricted affordable housing income levels
for inclusionary units. These varied from very low income to 110 percent of AMI for the for-sale
prototypes. Again, this analysis assumes a financial feasibility threshold of 12 percent profit on
cost. Table 8 summarizes the results.
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Table 8: Summary of Inciusionary Housing Pro-Forma Analysis

Planned Unit Developinents
Suburban SFR | Suburban SFR Small LotiCluster Suburban Gondo Urban Infilt

<3unite

Required Retum on Costs (b)

1-No Reqﬁireméﬁt .

2-10% Very Low, 5% Low, all for sale !
3- Curent Ordinance Cempliance Option $508,000 $435.000 () $380,000 {c $404,000 N/A]
10% VL) 5% L 10% VLI 8% L) MF 5% VLI, 10% L1
o MF Rertal Renta Sale NFA
nimun Prices Requited Under Modified Afford abikty Optic i L j SRR
2 4- 5% Very Low, 10% Low $515,000 451,000 8404, $626,000
=
8 |5-T0% Low, 5% Median 505,000 453,000 $357,000 20,000
g
@ |6-5%Low, 10% Median $501,000 $450,000 $398,000 618,000
[2]
%]
E 7-5% Median, 10% 110% AMI $493,000 $444,000 £367,000 $514,000
< [g-15% 110 AN $482,000 $443,000 306,000 %12,000
9-Mixed Tenure N/A $437.000 $382,000 N/A N/A
3% for sala to 100% AMI
4% centributions for Low rental unds
8% contributions for Very Low rertal units
Nates:

(2) Pricas based on corversations with developers and market data between August 2007 and Febnuary 2008, As prices Tiuctuate
rapidly, the amalysis focuses on the refative mpact of options.

(b) Project feasibility is defined a5 adeveloper profitoncostof d feast 12%.

{c) These deveopers meet thar inclusicnary cbiigations through contributions to affordable multfamily developers.

Sourca BAE, 2008,

The analysis found that none of the prototypes have minimum required sale prices that are less than
or equal to the first quarter 2008 market prices, and are therefore not feasible. Even without an
inclusionary requirement, the market could not support any of these residential developments. It
should be noted that since developers are not initiating new residential construction, even in
locations that are not subject to inclusionary requirements, the existing ordinance is not the driving
factor that is preventing developers from initiating new construction at this time.

Since none of the prototypes are currently feasible without an inclusionary requirement, it follows
that compliance with the current requirements, and all of the potential inclusionary requirement
options are also infeasible.

As the City has an existing inclusionary requirement, developers will decide to build when housing
market prices recover such that the prototypical developments subject to current requirements
provide sufficient returns on costs. Updating the ordinance to allow developers to comply with
inclusionary requirements using one of the potential policy options that allows a higher maximum
sale price for affordable units than under the regulations (¢.g., 15 percent inclusionary units
targeted at 110 percent of AMI), would be more attractive to developers than the current
requirements. Furthermore, projects subject to relaxed requirements would require a lower sales
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price for market rate units in order to achieve feasibility. Such changes in requirements could
encourage housing starts at a point in time (i.e., earlier in the housing market recovery cycle) that
market housing prices are lower than would be the case if the current inclusionary requirements are
maintained.

The results of the analysis demonstrate that for each of the prototypes, as the City allows
developers to sell units to higher income households, developer returns improve relative to projects
subject to current requirements. This translates into lower minimum required sale prices for market
rate units in order to achieve feasibility. However, urban infill condominium developers would
always be worse off, and require higher sale prices for market rate units, than they would at
present, since they currently have no inclusionary requirement. In addition, developers of large
scale suburban single-family home and small lot/cluster home projects, who can partner with
affordable developers under the existing requirements, will continue to choose to partner with
affordable housing developets to build rental units. This reflects the large cost savings of
partnering with affordable developers and making contributions (in-kind land donation plus cash)
cutrently valued at approximately $20,000 per affordable unit, rather than building affordable units
on-site themselves.

The prototype project is infeasible for small developers under current regulations, and requires a
higher minimum sale price for market rate units ($509,000) than the market rate unit price needed
by larger developers who can partner with affordable developers ($435,000 and $380,000 for
suburban SFR and small-lot/cluster SFR projects, respectively). Nevertheless, housing units
produced by smaller developers typically have been able to profitably sell their market rate units at
lower prices than units in larger-scale projects. This may be due to factors such as lower overhead,
differences in the desirability/cost of land that smaller developers acquire, and lower profit margin
expectations, As a result, when prices were higher during the recent boom, small developments
with on-site inclusionary units were profitable.

In addition, these findings suggest that developers of larger suburban single-family projects with
the ability to partner with affordable housing developers will continue to do so under an updated
ordinance that allows them to continue with this practice. This is because none of the inclusionary
ordinance modifications considered in this study would be more financially attractive than this
current method of compliance. However, for suburban condominium developers and small single-
family developers, who cannot partner with affordable developers, an updated policy that allows
developers to target higher income households will help them to increase profitability and make
their projects more economically attractive,

Thus, none of the policy changes considered in this study are likely to encourage developers who
currently choose to partner with affordable housing developers to change their approach and build
inclusionary units for sale. The options may, however, help developers of small single-family and
condominium projects improve financial feasibility. If the increased feasibility brings additional
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small-scale single family and condominium developers to market, this may indirectly increase the
share of inclusionary units that are built for sale.

It should be noted that SHRA cwrrently subsidizes affordable housing developments resulting from
the partnerships between market-rate developers of large-scale single-family projects and
affordable housing developers. The analysis assumes that SHRA would continue to provide this
subsidy, which amounts to approximately $9,050 per affordable unit. Should SHRA become
unable and/or unwilling to subsidize future units, the cost differential between building affordable
for-sale units on-site and partnering with local affordable housing developers to construct off-site
rental units would be smaller. Table 9 shows the minimum sale prices required to achieve
feasibility under the current requirements, with SHRA subsidies and without subsidies.

Table 9: Pro-Forma Analysis for Current Requirments, With and Without SHRA Subsidy

Planned Unit Developments
Suburban SFR | Suburban SFR Smalf Lot/Cluster Suburban Condo Urban Infil

Condo, 100 units
,000.

Mininitimi Prices Réquired Under Clrnsnt:Ordinan
2- 10% Very Low, 5% Low, all for sale $628,000
Current Ordinance Complance Option, with
3- BHRA subsidy $509,000 $435,000 {c)i $380,000 (c $404,000 N/A
10% VL 5% U, 10% VL 5% L} MF 5% VLI 10% L4,
196 L1, Sae MF Rental Rental Sale NA
Current Ordinance Compliance Option, with
4- SHRA ne subsidy $508,000 $440,000 (c) $384,000 {¢ $404,000 NA
10% VLI 5% 1), 10% VLL 8% Li MF 5% VLI 10% L,
15% L1, Sale MF Rental Rentd Sale N/A

Ndles:
(a) Prices based on corversations with developers and market data batween August 2007 and February 2008. As prices fluciuate

rapidly, the analysis focuses on the relaive impact of options.
(b) Preject feasibiity is defined as a devefoper profit on costof a least 12%.
{¢) These developers meet their inclusionary cbligations through contribdions ta afferdable muktifamily developers.

Saurce: BAE, 2008,

Furthermore, because liquidity in the Low Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) market has
decreased in recent months, particularly in the current economic climate, affordable housing
developers will earn less revenue selling their tax credits, and will require greater subsidies from
other sources, such as increased cash contributions from market rate developers, further reducing
the cost differential between partnering with affordable housing developers and constructing for-

sale units on-site,

Feasibility Versus Marketability
Although developers may find the production of on-site units marketed to households with incomes

that are up to 110 percent of AMI more financially attractive then current requirements, if
affordable home prices are relatively close to market rate prices, the City may not be able to
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successfully market the affordable units. Affordable units typically include deed restrictions and
equity caps to ensute long-term affordability. If the gap between market prices and affordable
prices is relatively narrow, households in the target income groups may be unwiiling to accept
equity appreciation caps associated with affordable units because they may not perceive a great
enough economic benefit from the relatively shallow subsidy as a trade-off for the financial
constraints of the equity appreciation cap. Figure 1 shows the historic housing affordability gap for
Sacramento County and West Sacramento. This figure illustrates the fact that the subsidy built into
the affordable home sale price peaked in 2005, declined slightly in 2006, and has since dropped
precipitously since. At present, affordable homebuyers would realize little economic benefit from
the affordable home price; thus, they will tend to be less willing to accept equity appreciation caps.

Regardless of whether ordinance changes increasing the sales price income target are adopted, the
City has recognized the need to modify the current equity share cap on re-sale of inclusionary
homes. SHRA staff anticipate working with stakeholders on this modification subsequent to any
City Council recommendations for changes in income targets.

Figure 1: Histeric Housing Affordability Gap
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Sources: Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Agency, 2008; BAE, 2008.
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In-Lieu Fee Analysis

This section discusses the methodology and findings of the in-lieu fee analysis. Again, in-lieu fees
can serve as an alternative compliance method for the inclusionary housing program, offering
developers the option to pay a fec instead of constructing the affordable units on-site or entering
into agreements to partner with affordable housing developers to develop affordable housing units
off-site. Additionally, an in-lieu fee option may make sense in certain in-fill situations. In-fill
projects often confront more complex development challenges than “greenfield” development
projects due to such factors as need for land assembly and site clean-up, as well neighborhood
compatibility concerns. These types of issnes can make project design and site planning very
challenging. An in-lieu fee option may provide flexibility that would assist project feasibility in
such cases. These fees could be used to provide continued affordability for affordable units that are
re-sold over time and providing deeper income targeting for certain affordable rental projects.

As stated in the previous section, the feasibility analysis indicates that smaller developers of single-
family units and condominium developers cannot currently partner with affordable developers and
must build their units on site. One method to level the playing field for these developers and the
larger developers who can partner with affordable housing developers would be to allow the
smaller developers to pay an in-lieu fee to satisfy their inclusionary housing requirement.

This section first presents three options for an in-lieu fee calculation method. These options were
examined to allow SHRA to evaluate the pros and cons of various fee levels and to identify the cost
to replace the unit that would otherwise have been built by the market rate developer. Next, a pro-
forma analysis is conducted to identify whether any of the in-licu fee levels allows for financially
attractive alternatives, relative to current compliance options under the existing ordinance.
Appendix D includes the complete set of detailed in-lieu fee pro-formas.

In-Lieu Fee Calculation Options

In calculating the in-lieu fee per market rate unit, all the options below assumed a 15 percent
affordable requirement, the amount required under the existing Mixed Income Housing Ordinance.
The calculations below involve estimates based on current economic conditions, Over time,
changes in relationships between land costs, development costs, financing costs, household income
levels, market rate housing prices, and other factors will change the results of this analysis. It is
important that any in-lieu fees that are adopted are updated regularly, to reflect economic
conditions that will change over time.

Option 1: Improved Land Value Plus Current Cash Contribution for Affordable Rental
Unit Construction

This option is modeled on a market rate developer’s contribution to an affordable rental developer
under typical recent partnering arrangements. It bases the in-lieu fee on the current value of
improved land, plus the amount of cash that large scale developers currently contribute, on average,
to their affordable housing partners. Including the value of in-kind improved land contributions
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and cash subsidies, developers currently contribute approximately $44,000 per affordable unit, or
$7,000 per market rate unit.” This option would create the greatest parity in terms of the financial
contributions required of larger developers and the smaller developers. However, in order for this
fee to substitute for actual construction of required inclusionary units, SHRA would need to
continue to provide additional subsidies for affordable units. As the market recovers and land
values increase, the value of the contributions would increase, and the equivalent in-lieu fee should

increase commensurately.

Option 2: Affordable Rental Unit Financing Gap

This option calculates the in-lieu fee on cost to build an affordable unit, less the size of the
permanent mortgage loan that an affordable rental housing developer can obtain, less the equity
that they could generate by selling Low Income Housing Tax Credits (LIHTCs). Currently, this
option results in an in-lieu fee of $24,400 per market rate unit.

The following formula summarizes this method:

(Development cost of an affordable unit in Sacramento) — (Portion of costs that can be financed
through a permanent mortgage) — (Equity raised through sale of LIHTCs) = In-Lieu Fee

The development cost of an affordable unit was based on interviews with local affordable
developers, SHRA staff, and market information. This analysis resulted in a total current cost of

$254,400 per affordable unit.

The supportable loan for this affordable unit was then calculated based on the net operating income
(NOT) generated by the unit and typical financing terms encountered by affordable housing
developers. This calculation led to a supportable loan of $44,500 per unit. In addition, the project
could raise $56,100 per unit in Low Income Housing Tax Credits (LIHTC). This does not include
additional subsidies from SHRA.

The difference between the affordable unit cost and the supportable loan plus LIHTCs results in an
in-licu fee of $153,800 per affordable unit, or $24,400 per market rate unit. However, if liquidity
in the LIHTC market and the value of tax credits continue to decrease, the affordable unit financing
gap will increase. Appendix E shows the assumptions and pro-forma analysis that calculate the
affordable unit financing gap.

Option 3: For-Sale Affordable Price Write-Down

This calculation bases the in-lieu fee on the difference between the cost to build a market-rate unit
(net of developer profit) and the weighted sale price affordable to very low- and low-income
households. Tt assumes that two-thirds of the inclusionary requirement is targeted to very low-

13

This is higher than the estimated current value of large-scale developers’ contributions to their affordable
housing developer partners under current requirements. This amount was calculated based on the value of
improved land, whereas under the partnership model, developers contribute unimproved fand.
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income households and one-third is targeted to low-income households. The following formula
summarizes this method:

(Development cost of a market rate unit in Sacramento) —(2/3 of inclusionary units*Home sale
price affordable to very low income households + 1/3 of inclusionary units*Home sale price
affordable to low income households) = In-Lieu Fee.

The development cost in this calculation was estimated as the average development cost per unit,
absent an inclusionary requirement. This calculation resulted in a development cost of $363,800.
The weighted affordable sale price of a unit was based on the HUD income limits, resulting in a
weighted sale price of $157,300.

The difference between unit development cost and the affordable sale price leads to an in-lieu fee
of $206,500 per affordable unit, or $32,800 per market rate unit.

Feasibility Analysis

Tn formulating an in-lieu fee amount, the three options above do not consider the fee’s impact on a
project’s financial feasibility. Therefore, a sccond step is necessary to identify whether any of
these potential in-lieu fees allow for an adequate return to the developer. Since a 100 percent
market rate project for each of the prototypes is currently infeasible, this analysis focuses on the
attractiveness of each of the potential in-lieu fees, relative to the baseline case.

Using a pro-forma analysis, BAE tested the baseline prototypes described in the Inclusionary
Housing section of this report to sce how developer profit would be affected by a given in-lieu fee
amount. Again, a 15 percent inclusionary housing requirement was assumed as part of this
analysis, the requirements under the existing Mixed Income Housing Ordinance. The analysis also
assumes a 12 percent developer return on cost as the financial feasibility threshold. Table 10
presents the results of this analysis.
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Table 10: Summary of In-Lieu Fee Pro-Forma Analysis

Ptanned Unit Developments
Suburban SFR | Suburban SFR Small Lot/Cluster | Suburban Condo Urtan Infill

<30 units SF 00

Minimum Brices Hilr X Ordinan
1- 10% Very Low, 5% Low, all for sake $521,000

$465,000
2- Current Ordinance Compitance Option $493,000 $435,000 $380,000 $404,000 NA
10% VLU, 5% L1, | 10% VLI, 5% LI, MF 5% VL, 10% LI,

. 15% LJ, Sale MF Rental Rertal
Mi ‘Reqiired Unier In-lisi FeeAltematives:
Affcrdable Housing Confribution Based

on Caleulation of Improved Land Value

Sale A

3- plus Cash: $7,000 per market rate unit $478,000 $439,000 $384,000 $376,000 £571,000
Affordable Rental Unit Financing Gap:

4-$24 400 per market rate unit $502,000 $458,000 $405,000 $396,000 591,000
For Sale Affordebifty Gap: $32800 per

5- market rate unit 514,000 $467,000 415,000 $408,000 $601,000

Ntles:

{a) Proiact feasibifity is defined as a developer profit on cost of at least 12%.
{b) Assumes a 156% inclusionary housing requirement

Source; BAE, 2008.

The analysis indicates that while a $7,000 in-licu fee per market rate unit would be more attractive
to small developers and suburban condominium developers than compliance with current
requirements, all of the other fees examined result in lower returns than the current compliance
options. However, a $7,000 fee is not sufficient to replace an affordable unit.

Choosing Among In-Lieu Fee Options

In reviewing the three in-lieu fee options, the City should consider how the resulting in-lieu fees
relate to the actual costs to replace the unit that would otherwise have been built by the market rate
developer. The City will also want to consider how the options allocate the burden to secure the
subsidies necessary to build housing affordable to the targeted income level households between

the developer and other parties.

Option 1 places the heaviest burden on SHRA and affordable housing developers to secure the
subsidies necessary fund affordable housing units. Under Option 1, the market rate developer
makes a fairly modest subsidy contribution. Options 2 and 3 both place greater burdens on market
rate developers to provide the required subsidies for the affordable units. Because Option 3 is
calculated based on the cost to provide affordable for-sale units, which requires greater subsidy
amounts than providing affordable rental units, it places the greatest burden on developers.

Furthermore, the choice among in-lieu fee options must also consider the financial incentives that
the options would create. Establishing an in-lieu fee at a level that is low enough to be financially
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attractive, relative to complying with current requirements, will require that SHRA and its
affordable housing partners generate additional sources of revenue to subsidize the affordable units
that otherwise would have been required. Setting fees at higher levels may not be attractive to
developers of large projects who can currently partner with off-side affordable housing developers.
Even at the higher levels, an in-lieu fee option may be attractive to developers of smalter projects,
who do not currently have the option to partner with affordable housing developers. These smaller
developers may benefit from the extra flexibility an in-lieu fee would give them to comply with

inclusionary requirements.
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Conclusions

This analysis has demonstrated a number of options to adjust the City of Sacramento’s inclusionary
housing requirements to increase the financial attractiveness of construction of onsite affordable
for-sale housing units, compared to current requirements. In summary, Table 11 shows the
percentage increase from current market rate unit sales prices that would be needed to achieve
financial feasibility. By comparing the percentage increase needed to achievability for the various
inclusionary options, for each prototype, it is possible to see the relative financial attractiveness of
each option. For example, for the prototype that involves a suburban SFR project smaller than 30
units, an approximately 21 percent increase from current market rates is necessary to achieve
financial feasibility, even with no inclusionary requirement. The percentage increases in market
prices necessary to achieve feasibility for options 2 through 8, for this prototype, show the relative
attractiveness of the different options. As shown in the table, for the small suburban SFR
prototype, options 5 through 8 would each require comparatively smaller increases in market rate
unit prices to achieve feasibility than options 2 or 3. Thus, any of the policy changes considered in
those options would be more financially attractive than the options currently open to developers of
small suburban SFR projecs.

As shown in Table 11, the current options to comply with the existing inclusionary requirements
for developers of large Planned Unit Development projects are more attractive than any of the
options considered. This means, that none of the policy modifications considered in this study are
likely to encourage large developers to build affordable for-sale units to fulfill their inclusionary
requirements, as long as they continue to have the option to partner with affordable housing
developers in exchange for relatively low contributions. For the Suburban Condo and Urban Infill
Condo projects, Table 11 shows that the policy modifications represented in options 4 though 8
could potentially be more financially attractive to developers than compliance under the current

regulations.

This summary demonstrates that the City could consider modifying the inclusionary requirements
to conform with any of options 4 through 8; however, the impact on production of for-sale
affordable housing units is likely to be marginal. This is because none of the options to encourage
for-sale affordable unit production would be more financially attractive to the large-scale PUD
developers than partnering with affordable housing developers to produce affordable rental units.
The options would lessen the burden and be more financially attractive to the small suburban SFR
developers, the suburban condo developers, and the urban infill condo developers compared to
complying with current requirements. However, these types of developers typically must build
affordable for-sale units onsite at present, because they do not have large enough sites to donate
land to affordable housing developers. Therefore, any in increase construction of affordable for-
sale units that would be attributable to adopting any of the revised inclusionary policies would be
due to an overall increase in the number of market rate units coming to market, due to enhanced

feasibility offered by the options.
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Table 11: Percentage Change in Market Rate Unit Sale Prices from Current Values Req uvired for Feasibility

Pianned Unit Devefopments
SubwrbanSFR | Suburban SFR Small LotCluster
>100 units SFR, >100 units

AL ;0

27 10% Very Low, 5% Low, all for sale

3- Current Ordinance Cempliance Oplion 31.4% 12.3% (c) 86% (o 34.7% NA
1096 VLI, 5% LI, MF 10% VLI 5% LL MF 5% VLL 10% U,
Renfal Salg A

Rental

108.7%

g
‘—g 5= 10% Low, 5% Medn %% 6.5 T5a% 2% 108.7%
‘;E: 5 5% Low, 10% Medan A% % 2% 5% T06.0%
E 77 5% Medan, 109 110% AMI 7% 1% 106% 5% T047%)
2 i3 15%TI0AM 244% T45% 103% 55.0% 1040%
S Hied Terurs 7y 5% 51% A WA
3% for saleto 1G0% AM

4% oontributions for Low rental units

8% contributions for Very Low rental units

i Prica Increases Faguired Under Minmas nLisu £ee C

0- Affordable Housing Contribution based on
Cdcutation of lmproved Land Value plus Casiy
$7,000 per market rate unit 23.4%

13.3% 27% 25.3% 903%

Netes:
() Prices based on conversations with developers and market data between August 2007 and February 2008, As prices Thuctuste

rapidy, the aralysis fosuses on the relativeimpact of oplicns.
{b) Preject faashbifily is defined as a davaloper profit on cost of at least 12%.
(c) Thesse developars med their inciusionary obiigations through confribuiions to affordable muttfamily develtpers.

Source: BAE, 2008,

In regard to potential in-lieu fees, the analysis indicates that a $7,000 in-licu fee per market rate
unit would be more attractive than the current requirements for developers of small-scale projects
and suburban condominium developments. Each of the other in-lieu fee options examined results
in lower developer returns than the $7,000 fee option. However, a $7.000 fee is not sufficient to
replace an affordable unit. This means that there would be a policy trade-off involved with easing
the burden on small-scale single-family and suburban condominium developers, by offering the
lowest in-lieu fee option, but then increasing the burden on SHRA and affordable housing
developers to secure the subsidies required to produce affordable units. Some in-lieu fee options
that are greater than $7,000 per market rate unit would offer enhanced flexibility and financial
feasibility to suburban condominium developers and urban infill condominium developers.
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Advisory Panel Roster

e
Non-profit builder who can do for-

Ainger, Paul Mercy Housing sale affordable
‘ housing development

Jim Migliore Petrovich For profit developer of Curtis Park Rait yards
Development

Greene, Kevin Downtown Stakeholder for downtown development
Partnership

Brown, Geoff USA Properiies For-profit builder of many rental inclusionary projects

Cramer, Rick GSD, Inc. Developer who participated in an IH condo

development that went under
Cross, Ken Habitat for Humanity | Affordable ownership housing developer
Harlan, Mike Syncom Homes Small subdivision builder

Karvonen, Tom

SunCal

Developers of Delta Shores, large PUD in the South
Area, subject to [H

Lawler, Bob

Si. Anfon

For-profit builder of many rental inclusionary projects

Manikas, John

Manikas Properties

Smaller land developer who has participated in two for-
sale [H developments (100 units or less)

Nybo, David

Formerly with
Signature Homes

Downtown, urban developer of mid-rise condominiums

Roller, Shamus
Keasling, Stan

Sacramento Housing
Alliance

Advocacy group representing many interest groups
and organizations

Shattuck, Bob

Lennar Communities

Single family residence builder. IH rental partnership.
Public builder

Stevens, Kevin

Sycamore Homes

Small subdivision builder

Zahedani, Ardie
Rogers, Dennis

Building Industry
Association

Residential developer industry representative

The City Staff that participated were Desmond Parrington and Greg Sandiund
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Appendix B: City of Sacramento New
Construction Market Sale Price Data

Appendix B-1: Full and Verified New Construction Home Sales, City of Sacramento

U -Single Family ©5i0 o Gonde ST AN Units

Citywide Median Price # Sold Medlan Price # Sold Median Price # Sold

One Bedroom N/A 0 N/A 0 N/A [t}

Two Bedroom $270,000 2 $187.750 4 $215,000 6

Three+ Bedroom $318,500 82 $300,000 9 $310,879 71

All Units $318,500 84 $280,000 13 $300,000 7
High-Growth Area Median Price # Sold Median Price # Sold Median Price # Sold Median Price # Sold
Central Gity (b} N/A 0 $330,000 1 NIA 0 $330,000 1
North Natoras (c) N/A 0 $222,500 2 $327,750 32 $323,260 34
MNA Q N/A V] NA ] N/A 1]

South Sacramento (d)

MNotes:
(a) Includes homes constructad in 2007 and 2008 wilh sale dates between 8/1/07 and 1/31/08.

(b) Central City area Includes homes sold in Zip Code areas 95816 & 95814.
{c) Nerth Natomas area Includes homes sold In Zip Code areas 95834 & 5835,
{d) Scuth Sacramento area includes homes sold in Zip Code area 95823,

Sources; Datagulck, 2008; BAE, 2008.
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Appendix B-2; New Homes Currently Selling in Sacramento, August 2007 - January 2008

Square Feet

Area Unit Type Project Name Developer Piite Ranga Range
Natomas Condo CARRIAGE LANE CONDOMINIUMS D.R. Horlon $229,94%0 - $344,17¢ 1,156 - 1,680
Natermas Conda CORTILE AT ARTISAN SQUARE Shea Homes $258,650 - $275,000 1,436 - 1,580
Natomas Condo HAMPTON VILLAGE KB Homa $201,800 - $271,800 1,082 - 1,984
Natomas Condo PORTISOL AT ARTISAN SQUARE Shea Homas $267,000 - §308,300 1,635 - 1,806
Natomas Canda SERENADE AT REGENCY PARK Warminglon Homes Califomiz $215,000 - $250,000 1,254 - 1,453
Natomas Condo VILLE MAISON D.R. Horton $249,090 - 5269990 1,203 - 1,85C
Nalomas Duplax ISLA DEL LAGO AT WESTSHORE K Hovnanian Homes $301,430 - §369,990 1,250 - 2,108
Natomas Plex MYSTIQUE John Laing Homas $219,990 - $278,990 1,064 - 1,57¢%
Nateraas Single Family ALPINE AT WESTSHORE K. Hovnanian Homeas $289,990 - $341,980 1,502 - 1,703
Nalemas Singla Family AMERICAN COLLEGTION Beazer Homes $259,9%0 - $299,8%0 816 - 1,473
Nalemas Sing'e Family ARTISAN COLLECTION - BAROQUE SERIES Reynen & Bardis Communities, Ine $301,452 - $342.678 §.114 - 1,652
MNalomas Single Family ARTISAN COLLECTION - ROMANESQUE SERIES Reynen & Bardis Communities, Inc 5409,950 - $486,450 2,085 - 2,851
Natomas Sing'e Family BUNGALOWS AT WESTSHORE K. Hovnantan Homes $275,100 - $292,035 1402 - 1,610
Natemas Singla Family CANDELA AT WESTLAKE John Laing Homsas $209,900 - 3339,990 1,541 - 1,801
Natomas Sing'e Famdy CAPISTRANO AT WESTSHORE Shea Homes $512,800 - $636,068 2,592 - 3714
Natomas Single Famiy CARRIAGE AT WESTSHORE ¥. Hovnanizn Homes $301,136 - 5339,195 1,414 - 1,816
Natemas Single Family GOMMONS AT NATOMAS Lennar Homes $308,950 - 5374,950 1,228 - 1805
Matomas Single Family COURTYARD AT WESTSHORE K. Hovnanian Homes 5280585 - $320,275 1,463 - 1,941
Natomas Single Family FALLEN LEAF AT RWVERBEND Treasure Homes $284,990 - $389,9%¢ 1,026 - 2271
Natomas Single Family HAMPTONS (THEYMONTAUK KB Home §325800 - $370,500 1,360 - 2,561
Natomas Singla Femily HAMPTONS (THEYSTONYBROCK KB Heme $295,800 - $370,800 1,699 - 2277
Natomas Sing'a Femily HAMPTONS (THEYWESTRURY KB Homa $317,808 - %336,400 1,708 - 1992
Natomas Sing'e Family MANOR ON THE LAKE K. Hovnarian Homes $343.220 - $365,240 1,743 - 2,116
Natamas Single Family MAPLEWOOD Griffin Industries $265,990 - $316,890 1,481 - 1,823
Natomas Singte Family MORRISCN HOMES AT WESTSHORE Mormrisen Homes 5409,892 - $448,510 2,426 - 4,822
Natomas Singte Family NATOMAS MEADOWS/COTTONWOOD Pardes Homes 402,840 - $459,140 2,159 - 2,800
Natomas Single Family NATOMAS MEADOWS/POPPY LANE Pardee Homes $309,990 - $359,990 1,667 - 2,264
Natormas Single Family RIDGEFIELD AT WESTSHORE K. Hovnanian Homes $230,745 - $344,970 1,398 - 2,170
Natemas Single Family SERENITY John Laing Homes 5284990 - $389,990 1,686 - 2,131
Natomas Single Family SKYPARK AT NATOMAS FIELD Homes by Tewne 53156,990 - $3599,9%0 1,268 - 2,988
Natomas Sing's Family SONORASPRINGS D.R. Horden $342,990 - $392,990 i425 - 2320
Natomas Sing'e Family SUNRISE COLLECTION Beazer Homes 4$266,805 - $349,890 1,007 - 1775
Natomas Sing'e Family TRAILS AT WESTSHORE K Hovnantan Homas $408,990 - $584.910 2220~ 3245
Natomas Singla Famiy VILLAGES AT NATOMAS Kimball Hill Homes £799.990 -  $349,890 1653 - 2,200
Naleras sing'e Famiy WILDFLOWER AT WESTSHORE i Hovnanfan Homas §382,180 - 9408990 1,932 - 2,228
Nalomas Townhousa ASTORIA Centex Homes $249,890 - $312,480 1,113 - 1,622
Naternas Townhouse  DISCOVERY COLLECTION Beazer Homes $242.375 - $308,450 1,027 - 1,837
HNaloemas Townhouse  LANDING COLLECTION Beazer Homes $279,990 - $379,990 o84 - 1,871
Matemas Townhouse PROVENCE D.R. Horten 5248,980 - 5257,9%0 1,265 - 1351
Sacramento Condo 500 M ST CONDOS Housing Source Pariners $5369,950 - 5675950 832 - 1680
Sacramento Condo AURA CONDOS BCN Dsvelopment, LLC £455,999 - 5794240 766 - 1,564
Sacramente Cando L STREET LOFTS SKK Development £389,9%0 - §749,890 676 - 1,237
Sacramento Conda WASHINGTON PARK VILLAGE Signature Properlias $381,863 - $446,755 1,229 - 1468
Sacramento Singls Famiy MADISON ESTATES BLDCO Ine. $3025,000 -  $360,000 1,096 - 1,325
Sacramento Single Family MORRISON BROOKS €DB Development, (n¢. $299,500 - $367,800 1,871 - 2,504
Sacramenio Single Family ORLEANS AT PROVENCE MEADOWS Cambridgs Homes $561,900 - $603,880 2,973 - 3,699
Sacramanle Single Family SHORES AT RWERBEND Tim Lewis Communities $334,800 - $399,900 1,518 - 2447
Sacramento Single Family SULLY SUBDIVISICN Palace Development $438,000 - $548,000 1,894 - 2,748
Sacramanto Single Family TAPESTRISQUARE Treasure Homes $450,000 - §845,000 1,200 - 2,600
Sacramanta Tewnhouse SO CAP LOFTS Regis Homes 5395,000 - $453.380 4,179 - 1,207
Sacramanta Condo ALICANTE VILLAS Pacifica Companies $155,900 - $330,980 776 - 1,650
Sacramento Condo HIGHLANDS ’ Pacifica Companies §144,9%0 - 189,890 700 - 850
Sacramenta Townhouse  BLACKSTONE Shxells, LLC 5$335,000 - $335,000 1340 - 1721
Sacramenta Townhouse  PAVILLIONS Sixells, LLC $535,000 - $675,000 2277 - 2,537
Sacramento Townhouse  VILLAGGIO CONDOMINIUMS Seuthem California Invastments $169,890 - $193,890 850 - 850
Sacramento Sing'e FamBy BARRINGTON SQUARE Richmond American Homes 4$302,990 - $354,9%0 1400 - 2,100
Sacramento Single Family BRITTANY PARK Morrisan Homes $339.9%0 -  $555,555 1,839 - 2,459
Sacramanto Sing'e Family COBBLESTONE Syncaen Homes $287,590 -  $362,990 1,346 - 2200
Sacramsnto Single Family ISLANDS AT RIVERLAKE (THE) Regis Homes $389.900 - 5494,950 1428 - 2,154
Sacraméento Single Family LEGACY Timn Lewds Communitias 5286900 - 5434800 1,504 - 2,508
Sacamento Single Family REFLECTIONS AT RUSH RIVER John E. Johnson, LLG §434515 - $559,450 1,740 - 2,038
Sacramanto Single Family RESIDENCES AT 65TH STREET (THE} Caramazza Develepment Company £345930 - £445,890 1,267 - 1879
Sacramanto Single Family SIENNA Ryland Homes $319,990 -  $354,9%0 2,054 - 2,436
Sacramente Single Famty SOMERSET Kimba¥ Hil Homes $203,980 - $292,890 1,005 - 2,284
South Sacramento Single Family HAMPTOMN STATION Woodside Homes $258,880 - $366,590 1,395 - 2,562
South Sacramento Single Family LIBERTY LANE Rytand Homas $294,890 - $352,0990 1,641 - 1,885
South Sacramento Single Family SUN MEADOWS New Faze Devalopment $264,900 - $320,800 1,100 - 1,525
Soulh Sacramento Singla Family VILLA TERRASSA Regis Hornes $196,459 - $267,605 1,041 - 1,785
Soulh Sacramento Single Family WICKFORD SQUARE Richmond American Homes $234,990 - $320,9%0 1,200 - 2,200
Average

singte family 4$367,183 £,903
condoftownhouse $326,912 4,349

Sources: Hanley Wood; BAE, 2008,
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Appendix C: Inclusionary Policy
Prototype Pro-formas

No Inclusionary Requirement
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SFR, <30 Units

Characteristics of Project

Number of Units
Market Rale
Affordable
Site Acreage
Bensity {Units/Acre)
Average Mkt Rate Unit Size
Average Affordable Unit Size
Common Area
Parking Spacesfnit
Gerage Sq FL/Parking Spaces

Product Mix (# of Unifs)
Market

Very Low (50% AMI)
Low (B0% AMI)

Median (100% AMI}
110% AMI

Moderate (120% AM!}

Project Size (5q. Ft):
Unit Total
Markst Rate
Affordable
Common Area
Total Residential

Sale Prices: (a}
Market

Very Low (50% AMI}
Low {80% AMI)
Median {100% AMI)
110% AMI

Moderate {120% AMI)

Development Costs {b)

Land/Square Foot

On and Cff-Site Costs/Unit

Impact Fees/Unit

In-Lieu FeafAffordable Unit

Other Soft Costs (AS % OF HARD) {c}

Profit as a % of Davalopment Costs

Mit Rate Construction Costs (Per Sg. Ft.)
Affordable Construclion Costs (Per Sq. FL.}

Grg CostSq. Ft. or Pkg Structure Cost/Space

Construction Financing Assumptions {d}

Interest Rate

Periad of Intial Loan (months)

Initia! Construction Lean Fee {points)
Average Outstanding Batance

loan to Cost Ratio

Hard & Soft Costs, Land, Site Cosls
Amotnt of Loan

18
76

2,200
1,500
nfa

400

35,200
35,200

nfa
35,200

$387,500
$131,048
$209,675
$262,095
$288,205
$314,514

310

$80

$80
$40,000
$21,700
$207,000
20%

335

12%

7.5%

2.0%
60.0%
70.0%

35,762,004
£4,033,403

Devetopment Cost Survey

land

Mkt Rate Construction Costs
Affordable Construction Costs

QOn and Off-Sita Costs

Impact Feas

In-Lieu Feas

Other Soft Costs

Garage Cost or Parking Structure Cost

Finance Costs:
Interest on Construction Loan

Points on Construction Loan

Tofaf Developmeant Coslts
Total Development Costs/Unit

Development Feasibility

$1,346,004
$2,616,000
%0
$540,000
$347,200
20
$738,000
$224,000

$161,503
$80,668

$6,371,375
$398,211

Minimum Profit Required
Net Sales Required
Add 5% Commissions/iVarketing

Gross Sales Revenue
Less; Inclusionary Unit Sales
Gross Market Rate Sales Revenue

Minimum Sale Pricef Market Rate Unit

$764,565
§7,135,040
$356,797
$7,492,737
30
$7,492,737

$468,286

NOTES:

(a) Based on con tions with local P

end analysis of loral housing market conditions. Affordable sala prices based on conventional financing lesms and HCD income Emis.

(b) Based on Interviews with focal developers, lacal land value comparables, and BAE estimates.
{2} Soft cost a5 % of all fand and hard casts. Inciudes ARE, legal, general conditions, laxes, ¢closing casts, contingency, permi fees, porion of overhead.

and BAE

{d) Based on cof with local davelop

Sourte: BAE, 2007.
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Suburban SFR, 100+ Units

Characteristics of Project

Number of Units
Markef Rate
Affortiable
Site Acreage
Density {Units/Acre)
Average Mkt Rate Unit Size
Average Affordable Unit Size
Common Area
Parking Spaces/Unit
Garage Sq. FL/Parking Spaces

Product Mix (# of Units)
Market

Very Low (50% AMI)
Low (80% AMI)

Median (100% AMI)
110% AMI

Moderate (120% AMI}

Project Size (Sq. FL.):
Unit Total
Market Rafe
Affordable
Commeon Area *
Total Residential

Sale Prices: (3}
Market

Very Low (50% AMI)
Low (80% AMI)
Median {100% AbI)
110% AMI1

Maderate {120% AMI)

Dsovelopment Costs (b)

Land/Square Feol

On and Off-Site Costs/Unit

Feesfnit

Coniribution/Affordable Unit

Other Soft Costs (AS % OF HARD) (¢)

Profit as a % of Davelepment Costs

Interast Rale

Period of Initial Loan (months)

Inttial Construction Loan Fee (points)
Average Outstanding Balance

Lozn o Cost Ratie

Hard & Soft Costs, Land, Site Costs
Amount of Loan

Mkt Rate Censtruction Costs (Per Sq. FL)
Afferdable Construction Costs (Per Sq. FL)

Grg CostiSq. FL or Pkg Structure CostiSpace

Construction Finansing Assumptions (d)

103
102

20

2,200
1,500

400

226,800

226,600
nfa

226,600

$387,500
131,048
$209,676
$262,095
$288,305
314,514

$5

875

875
$40,000
$48,600
$207,000
20%

$35

12%

7.6%
1200.0%
2.0%

60.0%
70.0%
331,382,515
$21,967,7681

Development Cost Survey

Land $4,314,115
Mkt Rate Construclion Costs $16,885,000
Afiordable Construction Costs $0
Cn ang Off-Site Costs $4,120,000
Fees 4,995,500
Contributions for Affordable Units $0
Other Soft Costs 54,511,400
Garage Cost or Parking Structure Cost $1,442,000
Finance Costs:

Interest on Construction Loan $888,549
Points on Construction Lean $439,355
Total Development Cosfs $37,805,920
Tolal Development Costs/Unif 367,048
Development Feasibility

Minimum Proft Reguired 4,536,710
Net Sales Revenue Required $42 342,630
Add 5% CommissionsiMarketing $2,117,132

Gross Sales Revenue Required $44,459,762
Less Inclusionary Unit Sales Revenue $0
Minimum Gross Market Rate Sales Revenue $44,459,762

Minimum Sale Priceffdarket Rate Unit $431,648

NOTES:

(#) Based on conversations with jocat developers and analysls of local houslng market condiions. Affordable sale prices wased on conventional financing terms and HCD income fmis.
(b} Based on Interviews with local develepers, local land valua comparables, and BAE estimales.
(¢) Soft cost as % of alf land and hard costs. Includas ASE, legal, general condiions, laxes, closlng costs, contingency, permit fees, portion of overhead.
{d} Based on conversations with local developers and BAE estimafes.

Source: BAE, 2007,
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Small Lot Single-Family Residential

Characteristics of Project

Number of Unils

Market Refe

Affordable
Site Acreags
Density {UnistAcre)
Avarage Mkl Rate Unit Size
Average Affordable Unit Size
Common Area
Parking SpacesiUnit
Guest Space/Unit
Garage Sq. Ft/Parking Spaces

Product Mix (# of Units)
Market

Very Low (60% AMI)
Low (80% AME)
Moderate (120% AMI)
110% AMI

\Workforce (150% AMI)

Project Size (Sq. FL):
Unit Total
Market Rale
Affordable
Common Area
Total Residential

Sale Prices: {a}
Market

Vary Low (60% AMI)
Low {80% AM!Y)
Madian (100% AMI)
110% AMI

Moderate (120% AMI}

Development Costs (b)

tand/Square Foot

On and Of-Site Costs/Unit

FeasfUnit

ContributionsfAffordable Unit
Insurance/Unit

Cthar Soft Costs (AS % OF HARD) (¢}

Guest Parking/Space
Profit as a % of Development Costs

Wkl Rale Construction Cosis (Par 5q. Ft)
AHordable Construction Costs (Per 8q. Fi)

Grg Cost/Sq. Ft or Pky Structure Cost/Space

Construction Financing Assumptlons (d}

Interest Rate

Periad of Initiai Loan (menths}

Initial Construction Loan Fes (points)
Average Outstanding Balance

Loan to Cost Ratio

Hard & Soft Costs, Land, Site Cosls
Amount of Loan

118
118

11

kB
1,600
1,300
nfa

400

188,800

188,800
na

188,800

$350,000
$131,048
$200,676
$262,005
$288,305
$314,514

$10
$75
§75
$47,500
$48,500
$207,000
nfa

20%
35

na

12%

7.5%

12
2.0%
B60.0%
70.0%
$30,595,714
$21,417,000

Development Cost Survey

Land

Mkt Rate Construction Costs
Affordable Construction Costs

On and Off-Site Costs

Fees

Conlributions for Affordable Units
Cther Soft Costs

Garage Cost or Parking Structure Cost

Finance Costs:
Interest on Construction Loan

Polnts on Censlruction Loan

Tolal Devsiopment Cosls
Tolal Development CostaUnit

Development Feasibillty

Minimum Profit Required

Nat Sales Revenue Required

Add 5% Commissions/Marketing
Gross Sales Revenue Required

Less Inclusionary Unit Sales Revenus

pinimum Gross Market Rate Sales Revenue

Minlmum Sale Price/Market Rate Unit

4,895,314
$14,160,000
$0
5,605,000
$5,723,000
30
$4,283,400
§1,652,000

$963,765
$428,340

$37,710,819
5319,583

54,626,298
442,236,118
$2,111,808
$44,347,923
$0
$44,347,923

$376.830

NOTES:

(a) Based on conversations with local developers and anafysis of local housing market conditions. Affordal

(b) Based on Inteniews with focal developers, focal land value comparables, and BAE estimates,
{c) Soft cost as % of a!l land and hard cosis. Includes ASE, legat, general conditions, taxes, <losing costs, contingency, penmi fees, portion of overhead.

{d) Based on conversations with local developers and BAE estimatas.

Source: BAE, 2007,

ble sale prices based on conventional financing terms and HCD income Em3s.
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Exhibit A

Suburban Townhouse Condominium

Characteristics of Profect

Number of Units

Market Rale

Affordable
Site Acreage
Densily (UnfisfAcre}
Average Mkt Rate Unit Siza
Average Afferdable Unit Size
Common Area
Parking Spaces/Unit
Guest SpacefUnit
Garage Sq. FtiParking Spaces

Product Mix (# of Units}
Markat

Very Low (50% AMI)
Low (80% AMI)

Median {100% AM1)}
110% AMI

Moderate (12035 AMI)

Project Size (8¢. FL).
Unit Total
Market Rafe
Afferdable
Commeon Area
Total Residental

Sale Prices: (3)
Market

Very Low (50% AMI)
Low (80% AMI)
Median (100% AMI)
110% AMI

Moderata (120% AMI)

Development Costs (b)

Land/Square Foot
Mkt Rate Construction Costs (Per Sq. Ft}

Qn ard Off-Site Costs/Unit

Faes/Unit

Contributions/Affordable Unit
Insurancedunit

Olher Soft Costs (AS % OF HARD) (c)
Resident Parking/Garage Sq. FL
Guest Parking/Space

Profit as a % of Development Cosls

Affordable Construction Costs (Per Sq. FL)

Construction Financing Assumptions {d)

Interast Rate

Pericd of Initial Loan {months)

Initia Constniction Loan Fes (peints)
Average Culstanding Balance

Loan to Cost Ratio

Hard & Soft Cosls, Land, Site Costs
Amount of Loan

135
135

1,200
1,000
10%

400

162,000
162,000

18,200
178,200

$300,000

$83,137
5153903
$201,080
$224,706
5248,331

$10
$100
$100
855,000
526,100
$207,000
518,000
20%
835
51,000
12%

7.5%

12
2.0%
60.0%
70.0%
534,684,200
$24,278,940

Development Cost Survey

Land

Mkt Rate Construction Costs
Affordable Construction Costs

On and Off-Site Cosls

Fees

Cortributions for Affordable Units
insurance

Other Soft Costs

Garage Cost or Parking Structure Cost

Finance Coslts:
Interest on Construction Loan
Points on Construction Loan

Total Development Costs
Total Development Costs/Unit

Development Feasiblity

Minimum Profit Required

Net Sales Revenus Required

Add 5% CommissionsMarketing
Gross Salgs Revenue Required

Less Inclusionary Unit Sales Revenue

Minimum Gross Market Rate Sales Revenue

Minimum Sale Price/Market Rate Unit

$1,960,200
$17,820,000
50
57,425,000
$3,623,600
$0
$2,430,000
$5,454,000
$2,025,000

51,092,662
$485,579

§42,215,831
$312,710

$5,065,900
$47,281,731

$2,364,087
$49,645,817
50
549,645,817

$367,747

NOTES:

(3) Based on conversations with local developers and analysis of ncal housing market conditions. Affordable s:

(b) Based on Interviews with local developers, local fand value comparables, and BAE estimates.
(&) Soft cosl as % of a7l tand and hard costs. Includes ARE, legal, general sconditions, taxes, closing cosls, contingency, permi fees, podtion of overhead.
(d) Based on conversations with local davelopers and BAE estmales.

Sourca: BAE, 2007,

ala prices based on corventional fingncing lerms and HCD income Emds.
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Inclusionary Housing Workshop

Urban infill Condominium

Characteristlcs of Project

MNumber of Unils

Market Rele

Affordable
Site Acreage
Density {UnitsiAcre}
Average Mkt Rate Unit Size
Average Afferdable Unit Size
Common Arga
Parking Spaces/Unit
Guest SpacelUnit
Garage $g. FL/Parking Spaces

Froduct Mix (# of Units)
Market

Very Low (50% A1)
Low (80% AMI)

Median (100% AMI}
110% AMI

Moderate (120% AMI)

Project Size (Sq. FL):
Unit Totai
Market Rate
Affordable
Common Area
Total Residential

Sale Pricas: {a}
Market

Very Low (50% AMI)
Low (B0% AMI)
Median (100% AMD)
110% AMI

Moderate {120% AMI)

Development Costs (b}

Land/Squars Fool

On and Off-Gite Costa/Unit

Impact Fees/Unit
ContributionfAffordable Unit
Insurancefnit

Other Saft Costs (AS % OF HARD) (c)

Guest Parking/Space
Profit as a % of Development Costs

Mkt Rate Construction Costs (Per Sg. Ft)
Affordable Consiruction Costs (Per Sq. FL)

Gry CostiSg. Ft. or Pkg Structure Cost/Space

Canstruction Financing Assumptlons (d}

Interest Rate

Period of Initial Loan {months)

Initial Construetion Loan Fes {points)
Average Outstanding Balance

Loan fo Cost Ratio

Hard & Soft Costs, Land, Site Costs
Amount of Loan

92
42

85
950
650

10%

0.0
G2

87,400
87,400

8,740
98,140

$300,000

$56,928
$111,968
$148,661
$166,934
$185,207

$125
5240
$240
$12,000
$12,500
$207,G00
$18,000
20%
$40,000
nfa

12%

7.5%

12
2.0%
60.0%
70.0%
$40,978,532
$28,684,972

Development Cost Survey

Land

Mkt Rate Construction Costs
Affordable Construction Costs

On and Off-SHe Costs

Impact Fees

Conlrbutions for Affordable Units
Insurance

Cther Soft Costs

Garage Cost or Parking Structure Cost

Finance Costs:
Interest on Construction Loan
Polnts on Gonstruclion Loan

Total Development Costs
Total Development Costa/Urit

Davelopment Feaslbllity

Minimum Profit Required

Net Sales Revenus Required

Add 5% Commissions/Markeling
Gross Salas Revenue Required

Less Inclusionary Unit Sales Ravenus

Minimum Gross Markelt Rale Sales Revenue

Minlmum Sale Price/Market Rate Unit

$5,893,412
$23,073,600
50
$1,104,000
$1,150,000
S0
$1,856,000
$5,571,520
$3,680,000

$1,200,8624
$573,699

$43,993,085
$478,185

$5,279,187
$49,272,222
$2,463,611
$51,735,833
$0
$51,735,833

§562,346

NOTES:

(a} Based on conversations with local developers and analysis of local housing market conditions. Affordable sale pifces based on conventional finzacing terms and HCO income bmils.

(B) Based on interviews with local developers, locat land value compamables, and BAE estimates.

(c) Sof cost as % of all land and hard costs. Includes ARE, legal general conditions, taxes, closing cosls, cortingency, permit fees, portien of averhead.

(d) Based on comversations with focal developers and BAE estimates.

Source: BAE, 2007.
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Exhibit A

Ten Percent Very Low, Five Percent Low, All For Sale
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Exhibit A

SFR, < 30 Units

Characteristics of Project

Number of Units
Market Rate
Affordable
Site Acreage
Densily (UnitsfAcre)
Avarage Mkt Rate Unit Size
Average Affordable Unit Size
Common Area
Parking Spaces/Unit
Garage Sq. FL/Parking Spaces

Product Mix (# of Units)
Market

Very Low (50% AMI)
Low {B0% AMI)

Median (100% AMI}
110% AMI

Moderala (120% AMI}

Project Size (Sq. FL):
Uni Total
Market Rete
Affordable
Common Area
Total Residential

Sale Prices: (a}
Market

Very Low (50% AML)
Low (80% AMI)
Median (100% AMI)
110% AMI

Moderate (120% AMI)

Development Costs {b)

Lancg/Square Foot

On and Off-Site Costs/Unit

Impact Fees/Unit

[n-Lieu Fes/Affordable Unit

Other Soft Costs (AS % CF HARD) (¢}

Profit as a % of Development Costs

Mkt Rats Construction Costs (Per Sq. FL)
Atfordable Construction Costs (Per Sq. Ft.}

Grg Cost/Sq. Ft. or Pkg Structure CostiSpace

Construction Financing Assumptions (d}

Interost Rate

Period of [nitial Loan {months)

Initial Gonstruction Loan Fee (points)
Average Qutstanding Balance

Loan to Cost Ratio

Hard & Soft Cosls, Land, Sita Cosls
Amount of Lean

16
13

2,200
1,500

400

33,100
28,600
4,500
nia
33,100

$387 500
$131,048
209,676
$262,085
$288 305
$314,514

310
&80
$80
$40,000
$21,700
$20,000
20%
$35
12%

7.5%

12

2.0%
60.0%
70.0%
$5,560404
$3,892,282

Development Cost Survey

Land

Mkt Rate Censtruction Costs
Affordable Constniction Costs

Cn and Off-Site Costs

Impact Fees

In-Lieu Fess

Olher Soft Costs

Garage Cost or Parking Structure Gost

Finance Costs:
Interest on Construction Loan

Points on Construction Loan

Tolal Development Cosls
Total Development Costs/Unit

Development Feasibility

$1,346,004
$2,288,000
$360,000
§64¢C,000
$347,200
$0
$702,400
$224,000

$175,153
77,846

$6,160,602
$385,038

Minimum Profit Required

Net Sales Required

Add 5% CommissionsiMarketing
Gross Sales Revenue

Less: Inclusionary Unit Sales
Gross Market Rate Salas Revenue

Minimum Sale Price/ Market Rate Unit

$739,272
$6,859,875
$344,894
57,244,868
-5471,771
86,773,007

$521,007

NOTES:

{a} Based on conversations with local developers and analysis of lot2] housing market condftions. Affordal

(b} Based on interviews with local developers, local land value comparables, and BAE estimates.
(c) Soft cost as % of & land and hard costs. Includes ARE, lagal, general conditions, taxes, closing costs, contingency, penmi fess, portion of overhead,
(d) Based on conversalians with local developers and BAE estimates.

Saurce: BAE, 2007,

ble sala prices based on conventional inancing terms and HCD Inceme fmils.
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Exhibit A

Suburban SFR, 100+ Units

Characteristics of Project Development Cost Survey
Number of Units 103 ||Land $4,314,115
Market Rate 88 ||Mkt Rate Construction Cosls $14,520,000
Affordable 15 ||Affordable Conslruclion Costs $1,687,500
Site Acreage 20 ||Cn and Off-Site Costs $4,120,000
Density (UnitsfAcra) 5 ||Fees 24,995,500
Average Mkt Rate Unit Size 2,200 |{Contributions for Affordable Units $0
Average Affordable Unit Size 1,500 |[{Other Soft Cosis £4,353,500
Common Area n/a |{Garage Cost or Parking Struclure Cost $1,442,000
Parking SpacesfUnit 2
Garage Sq. FL/Parking Spaces 400 §|Finance Costs:
Intarest en Construction Loan $358,782
Froduct Mix (# of Units) Poinls on Conslruclion Loan $426,125
Market 88
Very Low (50% AMI) 10 |{Totst Development Costs $36,817,922
Low {80% AMI) 5 || Total Development Costs/Unit $357,456
Median {100% AMI} -
110% AMI - Davelopment Feasthility
Moderate (120% AM{) - Minimum Proft Reguired $4,418,151
Net Sales Revenus Required $41,236,073
Project Size (Sq. FL): Add 5% CommissicnsiMarketing $2,061,804
Unit Tatal 216,100 [|Gross Sales Revenue Required $43,297 877
Markel Rafe 493,800 ||Less Inclusionary LInt Sales Revenue -£2 358,855
Affordable 22,500 ||Minimum Gress Market Rate Sales Revenue $40,939,020
Common Area nfa
Total Residential 216,100 ||Minimum Sale Price/Market Rate Unit $465,216

Sale Prices: {a}

Market $387,500
Very Low (50% AMI) $131,048
Low (80% AMI) $209,676
Median (100% AMI) $2682,005
110% AMI ' $288,305
Modarata (120% AMI) $314.544
Devslopment Costs {b)

Land/Sguare Foot 35
Mkt Rate Construction Costs (Per Sq. Ft.) 75
Affordable Construction Costs (Per Sq. Ft) 575
On and Off-Site CostsfUnit $40,000
Feesitnit $48,500
Contribution/Affordable Unit $20,000
Other Soft Costs (AS % OF HARD} (¢) 20%
Grg CGostiSg. Ft. or Pkg Structure Cost/Space $35
Profit as a % of Davelopment Gosts 12%
Constrsction Fl ing Assumpti (d)

Interest Rate 7.5%
Periad of Initial Loan {months) 4200.0%
Initial Construction Loan Fes {points} 2.0%
Average Outstanding Balance 60.0%
Loan to Cost Ratic 70.0%
Hard & Soft Costs, Land, Site Costs £30,437.5156
Amount of Loan $21,306,261
NOTES:

{ay Based on conversations with local developers and analysis of local housing market conditions. Afferdable sala prices based on conventional financing terms and HCD mcoms imits,
{o) Based on Interviews with local developers, local land vatue comparabies, and BAE estimates.

{c) Sofi cost as % of all fand and hard cosls. lacludas ASE, legal, general conditions, taxes, closing cosls, contingeney, permit fees, portion of overhead.

(d) Based on conversations with local developers and BAE estimates.

Source: BAE, 2007,
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Inclusionary Housing Workshop

February 10, 2009

Exhibit A

Smali Lot Single-Family Residential

Characleristics of Project
Number of Units

Market Rale

Affordable
Site Acreage
Dansity (UnitsfAcra)
Average Mkt Rats Unit Size
Averaga Afferdable Unit Size
Commaon Area
Parking SpacesfUnit
Guest Space/Unit
Garage Sg. FL/Parking Spaces

Product Mix (# of Units}
Market

Very Low {50% AM))
Low (80% AMI)
Moderate {120% AMI)
110% AMI

Workforce (150% AMI}

Project Size (Sq. Ft):
Unit Tetal
Markel Rate
Affordabie
Cemmon Area
Total Rasidential

Sale Prices: {8}
Market

Vary Low (50% AMI)
Low (B0% AMI}
Median {100% AMI)
110% AMI

Moderate (120% AMI)

Development Costs (b)

Land/Square Foot

Mkt Rata Construction Costs (Per Sq. FL)
Affordable Construction Costs (Per Sq. FL)
On and Off-Sile Coste/Unit

FeesfUnit

Contributions/Afferdable Unit
Insurance/Unit

Othar Soft Costs {AS % OF HARD) {£)

Grg Cost/Sq. Ft. or Pkg Structure Cost/Space
Guest Parking/Space

Profit as a % of Development Costs

Consfruction Financing Assumptions (d)
Interest Rate

Period of Initial Loan (menths)

Initial Construction Loan Fea {points)
Avarage Outstanding Balance

Loan lo Cost Ratio

Hard & Seft Cosls, Land, Site Costs
Amount of Loan

18
foa
18
11

1,600
1,200
nfa

nfa
400

100
12

183,400
160,000
23,400
nfa
183,400

$350,000
$131,048
$209,676
$262,085
$288,305
$314,514

310
8§75

578
$47,500
$48,500
$20,000
nfa

20%
$35

nfa

12%

7.5%

12
2.0%
60.0%
70.0%
$30,100,714
$21,076,800

Devalopment Cost Survey

Land

it Rate Construction Costs
Affordable Construction Cests

On and Off-Site Costs

Faes

Contributions for Affordable Units
Other Soft Cosls

Garage Cost or Parking Structure Cost

Finance Costs:
Interest on Construclion Loan
Points on Construction Loan

Tolal Development Costs
Tolal Development Costs/Unit

Develgpment Foasibiflty
Minimurn Profit Required

Met Sales Revenus Required

Add 5% CommissionsiMarketing

Gross Sales Revenua Required

Less Inclusionary Unit Sales Revenua
Minimum Gross Market Rate Sales Revenue

Minimum Sale Price/Market Rate Unit

$4,895,314
$12,000,000
$1,765,000
5,605,000
$5,723,000
$0
$4,202,400
51,652,000

$948,456
$421,636

$37,202,706
$315,277

$4,464,325
$41,667,031
$2,083,352
$43,750,383
-$2,830,628
540,919,755

$409,198

NOTES:

(a) Based on conversations with local developers and analysis of local housing market conditions. Affardable sale prices based on conventional financing terms and HCD income fmis,
{b) Based on Intendews with lacal developers, locaf land value comparables, and BAE estimales.
() Soft cost as % of all land and hand costs. Includes ASE, Jegal, general conditions, taxes, clasing costs, centingency, permi fees, portion of overhead.
&) Based on conversations with local developers and BAE estimates.

Source: BAE, 2007.
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Exhibit A

Suburban Townhouse Condominium

Characteristics of Project

Number of Units

Market Rale

Affordable
Sita Acreage
Density {Units/Acre)
Averaga Mkt Rate Unit Size
Averaga Affordable Unit Size
Common Arga
Parking Spaces/Unit
Guest Space/Unit
Garage Sq. FL/Parking Spaces

Product Mix (4 of Units)
Market

Very Low (50% AMI}
Low (80% AMI)
Median (100% AMI)
110% AMI

Moderate {120% AMI)

Project Size (Sq. Ft):
Unit Total
Market Rate
Affordable
Common Area
Total Residental

Sale Prices: (a)
Aarket

Very Law (50% AMI)
Low (80% AMI)
Median (100% AM)
110% AMI

Moderate (120% AMI)

Development Costs {b)

Land/Square Foot
Mkt Rate Construclion Costs (Fer Sq. Ft.)

Cn and Cff-Site Costs/Unit

FeesfUnit

Contributions/Affordable Unit
InsurancefUnit

Gther Soft Costs (AS % OF HARD) (c}
Resident Parking/Garage Sq. FL
Guest Parking/Space

Profit as a % of Development Costs

Affordable Construction Costs (Per Sq. Ft)

Construction Financing Assumptions {d}

Interest Rats

Pericd of Initial Loan (months)

tnitial Gonstruction Loan Fes {points)
Average Cutstanding Balance

Loan to Cost Ratio

Hard & Soft Cosis, Land, Site Costs
Amount of Lean

135
115
20

30
1,200

1.000
10%

400

114 §

Development Cost Survey

Land

Mkt Rate Construction Costs
Affordable Construction Costs

On and Off-Sita Costs

Fees

Cantributions for Affordable Units
Insurance

Cther Soft Costs

Garage Cost or Parking Structure Cosl

Financse Costs:
Interast on Construction Loan
Pelnts on Construction Loan

Total Developmen! Cosls
Total Development Costs/Unit

Devefopmant Feasibllity

159,000
138,000
21,000
15,600
174,900

$300,000

$83,137
$153,903
$201,080
$2324,705
$248,331

310
$100
$100

555,000
$26,100
$20,000
$18,000
20%
$35
$1,000
12%

7.5%

12
2.0%
60.0%
70.0%
$34,288,200
$24,001,740

NOTES:

Minimum Profit Required

Net Sales Revenua Required

Add 5% Commissions/Marketing
Gross Sales Revenus Required

Less Inclusionary Unit Sales Ravenue

Minimum Gross Markst Rate Sales Revenue

Minimum Sate Prise/Market Rate Unit

$1,860,200
$15,390,000
$2,100,000
57,425,000
$3,623,500
$0
$2,430,000
$5,388,000
$2,025,000

$1,080,078
$480,035

$41,801,813
$300,643

$5,016,218
$46,818,031

$2,340,802
$49,158,932
($2,241,248)
546,917,687

$407,980

() Based on conversations with focal devefopers and analysis of focal housing market conditions. Affordable sale prices based on canventional financing terms and HCE Income Brmits.

() Based on Interviews with local developers, lacal land value comparables, and BAE gstimates.
{¢) Soft cost as % of all fand and hard ¢osls. Includes ARE, legal, general conditions, taxes, tlosing cosis, contingenty, pemiit fees, portion of overhead.
(dy Based on conversations wilh local developers 2nd BAE esvmales.

Souice: BAF, 2007.

73



Inclusionary Housing Workshop

February 10, 2009

Exhibit A

Urban Infill Condominium

Charack ics of Project

Number of Units

Marikel Rate

Affordable
Site Acreage
Density (Units/Acre)
Average Mkt Rate Unit Size
Averags Affordable Unit Size
Common Area
Parking Spaces{Unit
Guest SpacefUnit
Garage Sq. Ft /Parking Spaces

Product Mix (# of Units)
Market

Very Low {£0% AMI)
Low (80% AMI)

Median (100% AMI)
110% AMI

Moderate (120% AMB

Profect Size (Sq. FL):
Unit Total
Market Rale
Affordable
Comman Areg
Total Residential

Sale Prices: (a)
Market

Very Low (50% AMI)
Low {80% AMI)
Median (100% AMI}
110% AMI

Maderate (120% AMI)

Development Costs (b}

Land/Square Foot
Mkt Rate Gonslruction Costs (Per Sg. FL}

On and Off-Site Costs/Unit

impact Fees/Unit
ContibutionfAtiordable Unit
Insurance/Unit

Other Soft Costs {AS % CF HARD} (¢)

Guest Parking/Space
Profit as a % of Development Cosls

Affordable Construction Costs (Per Sq. Ft)

Grg CostiSq. FL or Pkg Structure Cost/Space

Construction Financing Assumptions {d)

Interest Rate

Period of Initizl Loan (months)

Initial Construckion Loan Fes (points}
Average Quistanding Balance

Loan to Cost Ratio

Hard & Soft Gosts, Land, Site Costs
Amount of Loan

92
75
14

85
850

10%

0.0
92

£3,200
74,100
9,100
8,320
91,520

$300,000

556,928
5111968
4148661
$166,934
$185,207

$125
$240
$240
512,000
$12,500
$20,000
$18,000
20%
$40,000
na

12%

7.5%

12
2.0%
60.0%
70.0%
$39,647,972
$27,753,680

Development Cost Survey

Land

Mit Rate Construction Costs
Affordable Construction Cosls

On and Off-Site Costs

Impact Fees

Contributions for Affordable Units
Insurance

Othsr Soft Costs

Garage Cost or Parking Struclure Cost

Finance Cosls:
interast on Construction Loan
Poirts on Construction Lean

Tolal Development Costs
Tola! Development Costs/Unit

Development Faasibility

Minimum Profit Required

Net Sales Revenue Required

Add 5% Commissions/idarketing
Gross Sales Revenue Required

Less Inclusionary Unit Sales Revenue

Minimum Gross Market Rale Sales Revenue

Minlmum Sale Price/Market Rate Unit

35,893,412
$19,780,800
$2,184,000
$1,104,000
$1,150,000
$0
$1,868,000
$5,349,760
$3,680,000

$1,248,911
$665,072

542,601,054
£483,085

$5,142,235
$47,714,168
$2,385,708
$50,099,598
($1,072,197)
$49,027,708

$628,560

NOTES:

fa) Based on conversations with local developers and analysis of local housing market conditons. Affordable sale prices based on conventional financing tenms and HeD income fmis.
{b) Based on inteniews with focal davelopers, local land vatus comparables, and BAE eslimates.
{c) Soft cost as % of all land and hard cosls. Includes A&E, legal, geners! conditions, taxes, closing costs, contingenicy, pesmit fees, partion of overhead.
{d) Based on conversations with local developers and BAE estimates.

Source: BAE, 2007,
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Compliance with Current Requirements
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Inclusionary Housing Workshop
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Exhibit A

SFR, < 30 Units

Characteristics of Project

Number of Units
Market Rate
Affordable
Site Acreage
Density (Units/Acre)
Average Mkt Rate Unit Size
Average Affordable Unit Size
Common Area
Parking SpacesfUnit
Garage 5q Fi/Parking Spaces

Product Mix (# of Units)
tarket

Very Low (50% AMI)
Low (80% AMI)

Median (100% AMI)
110% AM!

Maderate (120% AMI)

Project Size (Sq. Ft.):
Unit Total
Markef Rate
Affordable
Common Area
Total Residentia!

Safe Prices: (8)
Market

Very Low (50% AMI)
Low (80% AMI}
Median (100% AMI)
110% AMI

WModerate (120% AMI)

Development Costs (b}

Land{Square Foot

On and Off-Site Costs/Unit

Impact Feas{Unit

In-Lieu Fee/Affordable Unit

Other Soft Costs (AS % OF HARD) (6)

Profit as a % of Development Costs

Mkt Rate Construction Costs {Per Sq. Ft)
Affordatle Consiruction Costs (Per 5q Ft.)

Grg Cost/Sa. FL or Pkg Structure Cost/Space

Construction Financing Assumptions {d}

Interast Rate

Peried of Initial Loan {months)

Initia! Construction Loan Fee (points)
Average Cutstanding Balance

Loan to Cost Ratio

Hard & Soft Costs, Land, Site Costs
Amount of Loan

16
13

2,200
1,500

400

33,100
28,600
4,500
nfa
33,100

$387,500
$131,048
$202,676
$262,085
$288,305
$314,514

30

$80

$80
340,000
$21,700
$207,000
20%

$35

12%

7.5%

12

2.0%
60.0%
70.0%
$5,560,404
$3,892,283

Development Cost Survey

Land

Mkt Rate Construction Costs
Affordable Construction Cosls

On and Off-Site Cesls

|mpact Fees

In-Lieu Fees

Other Soft Costs

Garage Cost or Parking Structure Cost

Finance Costs:
Interest on Construction Loan

Points on Construction Loan

Tolal Deveiopment Cosls
Tolkal Devatopment Cosfs/Unit

Development Feasibility

$1,346,004
%2,288,000
£360,000
$640,000
$347,200
%0
$702,400
$224,000

$175,153
$77,848

$6,160,602
$385,033

Mirimum Profif Required

Net Sales Required

Add 5% CommissionsiMarketing
Gross Sales Revenue

Less: Inclusionary Unit Sales
Gross Market Rate Sales Revenue

Minimum Sale Price! Market Rate Unit

§738,272
56,898,875
$344,994
57,244,868
-§620,028
$6,615,840

$508,911

NOTES:

(a) Basad on conversations wah local developars and analysis of local housing market conditions. Affardab!

() Based on Interviews wih focal dsvelopers, local fand valus comparablas, and BAE estimales.
(c) Soft cast as % of afl land and hard costs. Includes ARE, legal, general conditions, taxes, closing costs, contingency. permit fees, partion of overhead.
(d) Based on conversafians with local davelopers and BAE estimales.

Sourca: BAE, 2007.

e sa'e prices based on conventional financing tems. and HCD income imits.
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Suburban SFR, 100+ Units

Characteristics of Project

Numbser of Units
Market Rale
Affordable
Site Acreage
Denasity (Units/Acre)
Average Mkt Rate Unit Size
Average Affordable Unit Sze
Commen Area
Parking Spaces/Unit
Garage Sq Ft/Parking Spaces

Product Mix ([# of Unifs)
Market

Very Low (50% AMI)
Low (80% AMI}

Median (100% AMI}
110% AN

Moderate (120% AMI}

Project Size (Sq. FL):
Unit Total
Mearket Rete
Affordable
Commen Area
Total Residential

Sale Prices: {a}
Market

Very Low (50% AMI)
Low (80% AMI)
Median (100% AMI}
110% Ab

Moderate (120% AMI)

Dovelopment Costs ()

Land{Square Foot

On and Qff-Site CosisitUnit

Fess/Unit

Contribution/Affordable Unit

Other Soft Costs {AS % OF HARD) (c)

Profit as a % of Development Cosis

Interest Rate

Period of Initial Loan (months)

initial Construction Loan Fee (points)
Average Outstanding Balance

Loan te Cost Ratio

Hard & Soft Costs, Land, Site Costs
Armount of Loan

Mkt Rate Construction Costs (Per Sq. Ft.)
Affordatle Construction Ceosts (Per 8q. FL)

Grg CostSa. Ft. or Pkg Structure Cost/Space

Construction Financing Assumptions (d)

103
103

20

2,200
1,500
nfa

400

226,600

226,800
nfa

226,800

£387.500
$131,048
$209,676
$252,085
$288,305
$314,514

$5

$75
375
$40,000
548,500
$20,000
20%
$35
12%

7.5%
1200.0%
2.0%

60.0%
70.0%
$31,382,515
$21,967,761

Development Cost Survey

Land

Mkt Rate Construction Cosls
Affordable Construction Costs

On and Cff-Site Costs

Fees

Contributions for Affordable Units
Other Soft Costs

Garage Cost or Parking Structure Cost

Finance Costs:
Interest on Construciion Loan

Peints on Construction Loan

Total Development Cosls
Tolal Development Costs/Unit

Davelopment Feasibility

$4,314,115
$16,895,000
80
$4,120,000
$4,895,500
$300,000
$4,511,400
$1,442,000

£988,549
$439,355

$38,105,920
$369,950

Minimum Profit Required

Mat Sales Revenue Required

Add 5% CommissionsiMarketing
Gross Sales Revenus Required

Less Inclusionary Unit Sales Revenue

Minimum Sale Price/Market Rate Unit

Minimum Gross Market Rate Sates Revenue

$4,672,710
$£42,678,630
$2,133,932
544,812,562
$0

$44,812 562

$435,073

NOTES:

(a) Based on conversations with local developers and analysls of local housing markei conditions. Affordabl
(b} Based on Interviews wah local davelopers, local land valua comp

, and BAE

‘s sals prices based on conventional financing terms and HCD income Emils.

{0) Soft cost a8 % of all land and hard cosls. Includes ASE, legal, general canditions, laxes, tiosing costs, contingency, permit fees, porion of overnead.
{d) Based on conversations with local developers and BAE estimales.

Source: BAE, 2007,

77



Inclusionary Housing Workshop

February 10, 2009

Exhibit A

Small Lot Singie-Family Residential

Characteristics of Preoject
Number of Unils

Markel Rate

Affordahie
Site Acreage
Dansily (Units/Acre)
Average Mit Rate Urit Size
Average Affordable Unit Siza
Common Area
Parking Spacesinit
Guesl SpacefUnit
Garage Sq. Ft/Parking Spaces

Product Mix (§ of Unfts)
Markat

Very Low {50% AMI)
Low (80% AM!)
Moderate (120% AMi}
110% AMI

Workforca (160% AMI)

Project Size (Sq. FL.):
Unit Totat
Market Rate
Affordable
Common Area
Total Residental

Sale Prices: (a)
Market

Very Low (50% AMI)
Low (80% AMI)
Median {100% AMI)
4110% AMI

Moderate (120% AMI)

Development Costs {b}

Land/Square Foot

Mkt Rate Construction Gosts {Per 8q. Ft)
Affordable Censtruction Costs (Per Sq. FL)
(On and Off-Site Cosls/Unit

FeasflUnit

ContrbutionsiAtiordable Unit
InsurancefUnit

Other Soft Gosts [AS % OF HARD) (¢)
Grg CostiSq. FL or Pkg Structure Cost/Space
Guest Parking/Space

Profit as a % of Development Costs

Gonstructian Financing Assumptions (d)
Interest Rate

Period of Initial Loan (months)

Initial Conslruction Loan Fee (points)
Average Outstanding Balance

Loan to Cost Ratio

Hard & Soft Costs, Land, Site Costs
Amount of Lean

118
118

1

1"
1,600
1,300
nfa

nia
400

488,800

186,800
nfa

188,800

$350,000
5131,048
$209,876
$262,085
$288,305
$314,514

310
8§75
75
£47,500
$48,500
$20,000
nfa
20%
$35

nia

12%

7.5%

12

2.0%

60.0%
70.0%
$30,965,7114
$21,669,000

Development Cost Survey

Land

Mkt Rale Construction Costs
Affordabla Gonstruction Cosls

On and Off-Site Costs

Fees

Contributions for Affordable Unils
Other Soft Costs

Garage Cost or Parking Struclure Cest

Finance Cosis:
Interest an Censtruction Loan

Points on Construction Loan

Total Development Cosls
Total Development Costs/Uni

Development Feaslbillty

Minimum Profit Required

Net Sales Ravenue Required

Add 5% Commissions/Marketing

Gross Sales Revenue Required

Less Inclusionary Unit Sales Revenue
Minimum Gross Markel Rate Sales Revenue

Minlmum Sale Price/Market Rata Unit

$4,895,314
$14,160,000
50
$5,605,000
$5,723,000
380,000
54,283,400
$1,652,000

$975,108
$433,380

$38,087,199
$322,773

54,570,464
$42,657,663
$2,132,883
$44,780,546
$0
544,790,546

$379,681

NOTES:

(a) Based on conversations with tocal developers and analysis of lacal hausing arket condfons. Affordable sale prices bas

(b) Based en Internviews with loca! developers, Jocal land vziue comparables, and BAE estimales.

(¢} Soft coslas % of all land and hard costs. Includes ASE, legal, gensral conditions, taxes, dosing costs, conlingency,

(d) Based on conversations with focal developers and BAE estimates.

Sourca; BAE, 2007,

penmi fees, portion of overhead.

od on conventional inanclng terms and HCD income Emas.
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Suburban Townhouse Condominium

NOTES:

(4} Based on conversations with local develepers and analysis of local housing markel conditions. Affordable sas prices based on cenventional financing lerms and HCD income Emits.

(b} Based on intendews with local developers, local land value comparables, and BAE estimates.

(c) Soft cost as % of all [and and hard costs. Includes A&E, legal, general conditions, taxes, closing costs, contingency, permit fees, portion of overhead.

(d) Based on conversations with local developers and BAE estimates.

Source: BAE, 2007,

Characteristics of Profect Development Cost Survey

Numbear of Units 135 ||Land %$1,860,200
Markef Rate 1156 ||Mkt Rate Construction Costs $16,380,000
Affordable 20 ||Affordable Construction Costs $2,100,000

Sile Acreage 5 ||On and Off-Site Costs $7.425,000

Density {Units/Acre) 30 ||Fees $3,623,500

Averaga Mkt Rate Unit Size 1,208 ||Contributions for Affordable Units T 50

Average Affordable Unit Size 1,000 ||Insurance $2,430,000

Common Area 10% ||Other Soft Casls $6,388,000

Parking Spaces/Unit 2 ||Garage Cost or Parking Structure Cost $2,025,000

Guast Spacefdnit 1

Garage Sq. Fi/Parking Spaces 40¢ ||Finance Costs:

Interest on Construction Loan $1,080,078

Product Mix (# of Unils) Peints on Construction Loan $480,035

Market 114

Wery Low (50% AMI) 7 |{Total Developmeni Costs $41,801,813

Low (80% AMI) 14 || Tofal Development Costs/Unit 5300643

Median {100% AMI} -

110%: AMI - Development Feaslbility

Moderale (120% AMI) - Minimum Profit Required $5,016,218

Net Sales Revernue Required $46,818,031

Project Size (Sq. FL): Add 5% Commissions/Marketing $2,340,802

Unit Total 154,000 ||Gross Sales Revenue Required $49,158,932
Market Rale 138,000 ||Less Incluslonary Uinit Sales Revenue (52,736,6C6)
Affordable 21,000 ||Minimum Gross Market Rate Sales Revenue $46,422,327

Commen Area 15,900

Total Residential 174,900 ||Minimum Sale Price/Market Rate Unit $403,872

Sale Prices: (a}

Markat $300,000

Very Low {60% AMI) $83,137

Low {80% AMI) $153,803

Madian (100% AM)) $201,080

140% AMI $224,708

Maderate (120% AMI) $248,331

Development Costs (b)

Land/Squara Foot §10

Mkt Rate Construction Costs (Per Sq. Ft) $108

Affordable Construction Costs (Per Sq. Ft.) 3100

On and OF-Site Costs/Unit $55,000

Fees!Unit 526,100

Confributions/Affordable Unit $20,000

Insuranca/Unit $18,000

Other Saft Cosls (AS % OF HARD) (¢} 20%

Resident Parking/Garage 8q. Ft $35

Guest Parking/Space $1,000

Profit s 2 % of Development Costs 12%

Construction Financing Assumptlons (d}

Interest Rate 7.5%

Period of Initial Loan {(menths) 12

Initiat Construction Loan Fee (points) 20%

Average Outstanding Balance 60.0%

Lzan to Cost Ratio 70.0%

Hard & Soft Costs, Land, Site Cosls 534,288,200

Amount of Lean 524,001,740




Inctusionary Housing Workshop

Urban Infill Condominium

February 10, 2009

Exhibit A

Characteristics of Project Davelopment Cost Survey

Number of Units 92 |{Land $5.893,412
Markel Ratle g2 |{Mkt Rata Construction Costs $23,073,600
Affordable 0 ||Affordatie Construction Costs L]

Site Acreage 1 |{On and Oif-Site Costs $1,104,000

Density {UnitsfAcre) 85 |jimpact Fees $1,160,00C

Average Mkt Rate Unit Size 450 |{ Contributions for Affordable Units 50

Average Affordabie Unit Size 850 |fInsurance $1,8566,000

Common Area 10% 1} Other Soft Costs $5,671,620

Parking SpaceasiUnit 1 {{Garage Cost or Parking S$tructure Cost $3,680,000

Guast SpaceUnit 0.0

Garage Sq. FL/Parking Spaces 92 }Finance Cosls:

Interest on Construction Loar $1,290,824

Product Mix (# of Units) Polnts on Construction Loan $573,699

Market 92

Very Low [50% AMI} - Total Development Cosls $43,993,055

Low (80% AMI) - Totai Devefopment Costs/Unit $478,185

Median {100% AMI) -

110% AMI - Dovelopment Feasibility

Modarate (120% AME) - Minimum Profit Reguired $5,279,167

Net Sales Revenua Required $49,272,222

Profect Size (8q. FL): Add 5% CommissionsfMarketing $2,463,611

Unit Tetal 87,400 |{Gross Sales Revenue Required N $51,735,833
Markel Rafe 87,400 |[Less Inclusionary Unit Sales Revenua 30
Affordable - Minimum Gross Market Rate Sales Revenue $51,735.832

Common Arga 8,740

Total Residantial 96,140 §{[MInimum Sate Price/Market Rate Unit £662,248

Sale Prices: (a)

Market $300,000

Very Low (50% AMI) $56,928

Low (80% AMI) $111,968

Median {100% AMI) $148,661

110% AMI 5166934

Moderate (128% AMI) $185207

Development Costs (b)

Land/Squara Foot 3125

Mkt Rate Construction Costs {Per Sq. Ft.) 5240

Affordable Construction Costs (Per Sq. FL) $240

On and Off-Site Costs/Unit $12,000

{mpact FeasfUnit $12,800

Contrbution/Affordable Unit $20,000

insurancefUnit $18,000

Other Soft Costs (AS % OF HARQO) (c) 20%

Grg CostSq. Ft. or Pky Structure CostiSpace $40,000

Guest Parking/Space nfa

Profit as & % of Development Costs 12%

Construction Financing Assumptions (d)

Interest Rate 7.5%

Pediod of Initial Loan (months) 42

Initial Construction Lean Fee (points) 2.0%

Average Outstanding Balance £0.0%

Loan to Cost Ratic 70.0%

Hard & Soft Gosts, Land, Site Costs $40,878,632

Amount of Loan $28,684,972

NOTES:
{a) Based on conversations with local developers and analysls of tocal housing markel condtions. Affordable ssle prices based on conventional financing temms and HCD income Emils.

{b) Based on Interviews with local developers, local fand value compsarables, and BAE estimates.
{c) Soft cost as % of 21 land and harg costs. Includes ASE, legal, general condiions, taxes, closing costs, contingency, panmit fees, portion of overhiead.

{d) Based on conversations with tocal developers and BAE estimales.
Source: BAE, 2007,
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Exhibit A

SFR, < 30 Units

Gharacteristics of Project Development Cost Survey
Number of Units 16 {jLand $1,346,004
Mariet Rale 13 {|Mkt Rate Construction Costs $2,288,000
Affordable 3 {]AFordable Construction Costs $360,000
Site Acreage 3 {{On and Off-Site Costs $640,000
Density (Units/Acre) 5 [{Impact Feos $347,200
Average Mkt Rate Unit Size 2,200 [{In-lieu Fees $0
Average Affordable Unit Size 1,500 [§Other Soft Costs £702,400
Common Area n/a |}Garage Cost or Parking Structure Cost $224,000
Parking Spaces/Unit 2
Garage Sq. Ft/Parking Spaces 400 j|Finance Costs:
Interest on Censtruction Loan $175,153
Product Mix (& of Units) Points on Construction Loan $77,846
Market 13
Very Low {50% AMI) 1 || Total Development Costs $6,160,602
Low (0% AMI) 2 || Totef Development Costs/Unit $385,038
Median (100% AMI) -
110% AMI - Development Feasibllity
Moderate {120% AMI) - Minimum Prefit Required §739,272
Net Sates Required $6,899,875
Project Size (Sq. FL): Add 5% Cemmissions/Marketing $344,984
Unit Total 33,100 [|Gross Sales Revenue $7,244,868
Markel Refe 28,600 ||Lass: Inclusionary Unit Sates -$550,400
Affordable 4,500 ||Gross Market Rate Sales Revenue $6,6894,469
Commen Area nfa
Total Residential 23,100 ||Minimum Sale Price/ Markst Rate Unit $514,959

Saie Prices: (a)

Market $387,500
Very Low (50% AMI) $131,048
Low (80% AMI) $209,676
Median {100% AMI) $262,095
110% AMI $288,305
Moderate (120% AMI) $314,514
Development Costs (b} -
Land/Square Foot $10
Mut Rate Construction Costs (Per Sq. Ft) 380
Affordable Construction Costs (Per S§q. Ft.) 80
On and OH-Sita Costs/Unit 40,000
Impact Feas/Unit $21,700
In-Lieu Fes/Affordable Unit $20,000
Other Soft Costs (AS % OF HARD) (¢} 20%
Grg Cost/Sq. Ft or Pkg Structure Cost/Space $35
Profit a5 a % of Development Costs 2%

Construction Financing Assumptions {d)

Interest Rate 7.5%
Peried of Initial Loan {months} 12
Initial Conslruction Loan Fee (points) 2.0%
Average Oulstanding Balance 60.0%
Lean to Cost Ratic 70.0%
Hard & Soft Costs, Land, Site Cosis $5,560,404
Amount of Loan $3,892,283
NOTES:

{8} Based on conversations wiih local developers and analysls of fecal housing markel conditions. Affordable sefe prices based on conventional financing temms and HCD incom limits.
{b) Based on Interviews with local developers, local land valua comparables, and BAE astimates.

{c) Soft cost as % of all land and hard costs. Includes ASE, legal, general condilions, taxes, closlng costs, contingency, permit fees, portion of overhead.

{d) Based on conversations with local davekepers and BAE estimates,

Saurce: BAE, 2007.
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Exhibit A

Suburban SFR, 100+ Units

|Characteristics of Project
Number of Units

Market Rale

Affordable
Site Acresge
Density (Units/Acre)
Average bkt Rate Unit Size
Average Afferdable Unit Size
Common Area
Parking Spaces/Unit
Garage Sq FtUParking Spaces

Product Mix (# of Units)
Markat

Very Low (50% AMI)
Low (80% AMI)

Median (100% AMI}
110% AMI

Moderate (120% AMI)

Project Size (Sq. Ft):
Unit Total
Market Ralfe
Afferdable
Common Area
Total Residential

Sale Prices: (a)
Market

Very Low {50% AMI}
Low (80% AMI)
Median {100% AM!)
110% AMI

Moderate (120% AMI)

Development Costs (b)

Land/Squara Foot

Mkt Rate Construction Costs (Per Sa. Ft.)
Affordable Consiruction Goats (Per Sq. FL)
On and Cf-Site Gosts/Unit

FessfUnit

Contrbution/Affordable Linit

Gther Soft Cosls (AS % OF HARD) (¢)

Grg GostiSq. Ft. or Pkg Structure CostfSpace
Profit as a % of Development Cosls

Construction Financing Assumptions {d)
Interest Rate

Peried of Initiaf Loan (menths)

Initial Construction Loan Fes (poinis)
Average Outstanding Balance

Loan o Cost Ratio

Hard & Soft Costs, Land, Site Costs
Amount of Loan

03
88
15
20

2,200
1,600

400

n B

10

216,100
193,600
22,500
nfa
216,100

$387,600
$131,048
$209,676
$262,095
$288,305
§314,514

$5

75
$76
$40,000
$48,500
$20,000
20%

12%

7.5%
1200.0%
2.0%

60.0%
70.0%
530,437,615
$21,308,261

Development Cost Survey

Land

Ikt Rate Conslruction Costs
Affordable Construclion Costs

On and Off-Site Costs

Fees

Contributiens for Affordable Units
Other Soft Costs

Garage Cost or Parking Structure Cost

Financs Costs:
Intarest on Construction Loan

Points on Construction Loan

Total Development Costs
Total Development Costs/AUnif

Development Feasibility

$4,314,115
$14,520,000
%1,687,500
$4,120,000
$4,995,500
$0
$4,353,200
$1,442,000

$958,782
$426,125

$36,817,922
$357,456

Minimum Profit Required

Net Sales Ravenue Required

Add 5% CommissionsiMarkeling

Gross Sales Ravenus Required

Less Inclusionary Unit Sales Revenue
Minimum Gross Market Rate Sales Revenue

Minimum Sale Price/Market Rate Unit

34,418,151
$41,236,073
$2,061,804
$43,297,877
$2,751,99%
$40,545,878

$460,749

NOTES:

(2) Based on conversations with lacal developers and analysis of local housing market conditions. Affordabla sale prices based on conventional financing terms and HCD income Bmits.

(b) Based on Interviews with local davelopers, iocal land value comparables, and BAL estimates,
(c) Soft cost as % ef all fand and hard costs. includes A&E, legal, general conditions, taxes, closing costs, contingency, permit fees, portien of overhead.
(d) Based on conversations with local developers and BAE sstimates.

Source: BAE, 2007.
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Small Lot Single-Family Residential

Charactersifcs of Project Dovelopment Cost Survey

Number of Units 118 {{Land 4,895,314
Markel Rate 100 {{Mkt Rate Construction Costs $12,606,000
Affordable 18 |{Aftardable Construction Costs $1,755,000

Site Acreage 11 |{On and Off-Sita Costs 55,605,000

Density (Units/Acra) 11 {|Fees $5,723,000

Average Mkt Rate Unit Size 1,600 {{ Contributions for Affordable Units 50

Avaraga Affordable Unit Size 1,300 | Other Soft Costs $4,202.400

Common Area nfa }| Garage Cost or Parking Structure Cost $1,6852,000

Parking SpacesfUnit 2

Gusst SpacedUnit nda fjFinance Costs:

Garage Sg. Ft/Parking Spaces 400 || Interest en Construction Loan $9486,456

Points on Construction Loan $421,638

Product Mix (¥ of Units)

ftarket 100 || Tofa! Development Cosls $37,202,706

Very Low {B0% AMI) 6 |{Tofal Development Casts/Unit 316,277

Low (80% AMI) 12

Moderate (120% AMI) - Development Feasibility

110% AMI - Minlmum Profit Required 84,464,325

Workferca {159% AMI) - Net Sales Revenue Required 341,687,031

Add 5% Commissions/Marketing $2,083,352

Project Size (Sq. FL.): Gross Sales Revenus Required $43,750,283

Unit Tolal 183,400 |[Less Inclusionary Unit Sales Revenue -$3,302,399
Market Rale 160,000 |{Minimum Gross Market Rate Sales Revenua $40,447 984
Affordabie 23,400

Common Area na }|Minimum Sale Price/Market Rate Unit $404,480

Tota! Ragidantial 183,400

Sale Prices: (3}

Market $350,000

Vany Low (50% AMI) $131,048

Low (80% AMI) $209,676

Median (100% AMI) $262,005

110% AMI $288,305

Moderate (120% AMI) £314,514

Development Costs (b)

Land/Square Foot $10

Mkt Rate Construction Cosls (Psr Sq. Ft.) 78

Affordable Construction Cosls (Par Sq. Ft.) 375

On and Off-Site Costs/Unit $47,500

Fees/Unit $48,5003

Contributions/Affordabla Unit $20,000

insurancefUnit nfa

Other Soft Costs (AS % OF HARD) (¢) 20%

Gry CostiSq. FL or Pkg Structure Cost/Space $35

Guest Parking/Space nia

Profit as a % of Development Cosls 12%

Constructlon Financing Assumptions (d)

Interest Rate 7.5%

Period of Initial Loan {(months) 12

itial Construction Loan Fes (points) 20%

Average Outstanding Batance 80.0%

Loan to Cost Ratie 70.0%

Hard & Soft Cosis, Land, Site Costs $30,108,714

Amount of Loan $21,076,600

NOTES:
(a) Based on conversations with local developers and analysls of local housfng market conditions. Affordabls sale prices based on conventional financing terms and HCD Income fimits.

(b) Based on Interviews with focal developers, local land valua comparebies, and BAE estimates.

{c) Soft cost as % of all land and hard costs. Includes ASE, legal, general condiions, taxes, closing costs, contingency, permit fees, parfion of overhead.
(d) Based on conversetions with local developers and BAE estimates.

Source: BAE, 2007.
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Suburban Townhouse Condominium

NOTES:

(=) Based on conversations with local developers and snalysis of local housing market condions, Afforda

(b} Based on intendews with local developers, tocal land value comparables, and BAE estimates.

(c) Soft cost as % of all and and hard costs. Includes ASE, fegal, general conditions, taxes, closing costs, contingency, penmit fees, portion of overhead.

(d)Basedonc jons wilh local developers and BAE estimales.

Source: BAE, 2007.

Halo

Characteristics of Preject Davelopment Cost Survey

Numnber of Units 135 ||L.and $1,860,200
Market Rate 115 |[MklL Rate Construction Costs $15,330,000
Affordable 20 ||Affordabla Construction Costs $2,100,000

She Acreags 5 [|On and Off-Site Costs $7,425,000

Density {Units/Acre) 30 ||Fees $3,623,500

Average Mkt Rete Unit Size 1,200 {{Contributicns for Affordable Units $0

Average Affordable Unit Size 1,000 fHnsurance $2,430,000

Gommon Area 10% f|Other Soft Costs $5,388,000

Parking SpacesiUnit 2 [|Garage Cost or Parking Structure Cost $2,025,000

Guest Space/Unit 1

Garage Sq. Ft/Parking Spaces 400 ||Finance Cosls:

Interest on Construction Loan 51,080,078

Product Mix (# of Unils) Points on Construction Loan 5480,035

Market 114

Very Low (50% AMIY 7 t|Total Development Costs 541,801,813

Low (BO¥ AMI) 44 || retal Development Costs/Unit $309,643

Madian (100% AMI) -

110% AMt - Development Feasibllity

Moderate (120% AMI) - Minimum Profit Required $5,016,218

Nat Sales Revenua Reguired $46,818,031

Project Size (Sg. FL): Add 5% Commissions/Marketing $2,340,902

Unit Total 159,000 ||Gross Sales Revenue Required 549,158,932
Marksf Rate 138,000 [{Less Inclusionary Unit Sales Revenua (52,736,608)
Affordable 21,000 ||Minimum Gross Market Rale Sales Revenus 546,422,327

Common Area 16,900

Total Residentiat 474,500 {[Minimum Sale Price/Market Rate Unit $403,672

Sale Prices: (a)

Market $300,000

Very Low (50% AMi) $83,137

Low (80% AMI) $153,903

Median (100% AMI) $201,080

110% AMI §224,706

Moderate (128% AMI) $248,331

Development Costs ()

Land/Square Foct $10

Mkt Rate Construction Costs (Per Sg. Ft) $100

Affordable Construction Costs {Per Sq. Ft) $100

On and Off-Site Cosls/Unit 555,000

FeesfUnit $28,100

Conltributions/Affordable Unit $20,000

InsurancesUnit $18,000

Other Soft Costs [AS % OF HARD) () 20%

Resident Parking/Garage Sq. FL 535

Guest Parking/Space $1,000

Profit as a % of Develepment Costs 12%

Construction Fitancing Assumptions (d)

Interest Rate 7.5%

Period of Initial Loan (menths) 12

Initial Construction Lean Fee (points) 2.0%

Average Cutsianding Balance 60.0%

Loan to Cost Ratio 70.0%

Hard & Soft Costs, Land, Site Costs $34,288,200

Amount of Loan 524,001,740

bla sale prices based en conventional financing temms and HCD income: Emits,
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Urban Infill Condominium

Characteristics of Project
MNumber of Units

Karkel Rafe

Affordable
Site Acreags
Density (UnitsfAcra)
Average Mii Rate Unit Size
Average Affordable Unit Size
Common Area
Parking SpacesfUnit
Guest Space/Unit
Garage Sq. Ft/Parking Spaces

Product Mix (# of Units)
Market

Very Low (50% AMD)
Low {80% AMI)
Median (100% AMI}
110% AMI

Moderate (120% AMI)

Project Size (Sq. FL).
Unit Totat
Market Rale
Affordabie
Common Area
Total Residential

Sale Prices: (8}
Market

Very Low (50% AMI)
Low {B0% AMI)
Median {100% AMI}
110% AML

Moderate (120% AMI)

Davelopment Costs [b)

Land/Square Foot

Mkt Rate Construction Costs (Per 8q. Ft)
Affordable Construction Gosts (Per Sa. Ft)
On and Off-Site Costs/Unit

Impact Feas/Unit

ContributiorvAffordabte Unit
Instrance/Unit

Other Soft Costs (AS 3% OF HARD) (¢}
Grg Gost/8q. Ft or Pkg Structure Cost/Space
Guast Parkding/Space

Profit as a % of Development Cosls

Construction Financing Assumptions {d}
Interest Rate

Period of Inilial Loan {monihs)

Initial Construction Loan Fea (points)
Average Outstanding Balance

Loan to Cost Ratio

Hard & Soft Costs, Land, Site Cosls
Amount of Lean

92
78
i4

85
950
850

10%

&0
92

83,200
74,100
9,100
8,320
91,620

$300,000

$56,528
$111,968
$148,661
$166,934
$185,207

$125
%240
240
$12,000
$12,500
$20,000
$18,000
20%
$40,000
nfa

12%

7.5%

12
2.0%
60.0%
70.0%
$39,847 972
$27,753,580

Development Cost Survey

Land

Mkt Rate Censtruction Costs
Affordable Construction Costs

On and Cif-Site Cosls

Impact Fees

Conbributions for Affordable Units
Insurance

Other Soft Costs

Garage Cost or Parking Structure Cast

Finance Costs:
Interest on Constructien Loan
Points on Construction Loan

Total Developmen! Cosls
Total Development Costs/Unit

Development Feasibility

Minimum Profit Required

Nel Sales Revenue Required

Add 5% CommissionsiMarketing

Gross Sales Revenue Required

Less Inclusionary Unit Sales Revenus
Minimum Gross Market Rate Sales Revenug

Minimum Sale PriceMarket Rate Unit

$5,893,412
$19,780,800
$2,184,000
$1,104,000
$1,150,000
%0
$1,656,000
$5,349,760
$3,680,000

$1,248,911
$556,072

$42,601,954
$463,0656

$5,112,235
$47,714,189
$2,365,709
$50,000,898
(81,292,351)
$48,807,548

$626,738

NOTES:

(@) Based on conversations with loca! developers and analysis of focal housing market conditons. Affordabls sale prices based on conventional financhig lemms and HCD incame imids.
{b) Based on Interviews with local developers, local land valus comparables, and BAE estimates.
{5) Scft cost as % of &1 land 2nd hard costs. Includes ABE, legal, general conditions, laxes, closing cosls, contingency, penmit fees, portion of averhead.
{d) Based on conversations with iocal developers and BAE estimates.

Sourcs: BAE, 2007,
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SFR, < 30 Units

Characteristics of Project

Number of Units
Market Rate
Affordable
Site Acreage
Density (Units/Acre)
Average Mit Rate Unit Size
Average Affordable Unit Size
Common Area
Parking SpacesiUnii
Garage 8q. Ft/Parking Spaces

Froduct Mix (# of Units)
Market

Very Low (50% AMI)
Low (80% AMI}

Median (100% AMI)
110% AMI

Moderate (120% AMI)

Profect Size (Sq. FL):
Unit Total
Market Rale
Affordable
Coemmon Area
Total Residential

Sale Prices: (a)
Market

Very Low (50% AMI)
Low (80% AMI)
Median {100% AMI}
110% AM}

Moderate (120% AMI}

Development Costs {b)

Land/Square Foot

On and Off-Site CostsiJnit

Impact Fees/Unit

[n-Lieu Feel/Affordable Unit

Other Soft Cosis (AS % OF HARD) (c)

Profit as a % of Development Cosls

Interest Rate

Period of Initial Loan (months)

Initial Construction Loan Fes (paints)
Average Quistanding Batance

Loan to Cost Ratio

Hard & Soft Costs, Land, Site Costs
Amount of Loan

Mkt Rate Construction Costs {Per Sq. Ft}
Affordable Gonstruction Costs (Per Sq. Ft.)

Grg Cost/Sq. FL or Pkg Structure CostiSpace

Construction Financing Assumptions {d)

2,200
1,500

400

33,100
28,600
4,500
nfa

Development Cost Survey

Land

Mkt Rate Construction Cosls
Affordable Censtruction Costs

On and Cff-Site Costs

impact Fess

in-Lieu Fees

QOther Soft Costs

Garage Cost or Parking Struclure Cost

Financs Costs:
Interest on Construction Loan

Paints on Construction Loan

Tolal Development Costs
Tolal Development Costs/Unit

Development Feastbility

$1,346,004
$2,288,000
$360,000
$540,000
$347,200
50
$702,400
$224,000

$175,153
$77,848

6,160,602
$385,028

Minimum Profit Required

Net Sales Required

Add 5% CommissionsMiarketing
Gross Sales Revenue

1.ess: Inctusionary Unit Sales
Gross Markel Rate Sales Revenus

33,100 {|Minimum Sale Price! Market Rate Unit

$387,600
$131,048
$200,676
$262,095
$288,305
$314,614

$10
$80
380
$40,000
$21,700
$20,000
20%
$35
12%

7.5%

12

20%
60.0%
70.0%
$5,560,404
$3,892,283

$739,272
$6,899,875
$344,994
$7,244,868
-$681,447
95,563,421

$504,879

NOTES:

(a) Based on conversations with focal developers and analysls of Jocal housing market conditions. Affordable sale prices based on conventiona! financing terms and HCD Income Emits.

(b) Based on inteniews with loca! developers, focal land value comparables, and BAE estimates.
{c) Soft cost a5 % of all land and hard cosls. Inciudes ASE, legal, general conditions, taxes, ¢lasing costs, contingency, permit fees, poion of overhead.

(d) Based on conversations with local developers and BAE estimates.

Source: BAE, 2007,
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Suburban SFR, 100+ Units

Characteristics of Project

Number of Units
Market Rale
Affordable
Site Acresge
Density (Units/Acre)
Average Mkt Rate Unit Size
Average Affordable Unit Size
Commeon Area
Parking Spaces/Unit
Garage Sq. FL/Parking Spaces

Product Mix (§ of Units}
Market

Very Low (50% AMI)
Low (80% AMI)

Median (100% AMI)
110% Anl

Moderate (120% AMI)

Praoject Size {Sq. FL.):
Unit Total
Market Rate
Affordable
Common Area
Total Residential

Sale Prices: (a)
Market

Very Low (50% AMI)
Low {80% AMI)
Median {100% AM!)
110% AMI

Maoderate (120% AM1)

Development Costs (b}

tand/Square Foot

On and Off-Site Costs/Unit

Feasfnit

ContrivutionfAffordable Unit

Other Soft Costs (AS % OF HARD) (¢}

Profit as a % of Development Costs

Mkt Rate Construction Costs (Per Sg. Ft.)
Affordable Gonstruction Costs {Per §q. Ft.)

Grg CostiSq. Ft. or Pkg Structure Cost/Space

Construstion Financing Assumptions (d}

Interest Rale

Pericd of Initial Loan (months)

Initial Construction Loan Fee (points)
Average Ouistanding Balance

Loan to Cost Ratio

Hard & Soft Costs, Land, Sits Costs
Amount of Loan

103
a8
1&
20

2,200
1,500
nia

400

216,100
193,600
22,500
nfa
216,100

$387,500
$131,048
$209,676
$262,085
$288,305
$314,514

35
$75
$75

$40,000
$48,500
$20,000
20%
$38
2%

7.5%
1200.0%
2.0%

60,0%
70.0%
$30,437,515
$21,306,261

Development Cost Survey

Land

Mkt Rate Construction Cosis
Affordable Construction Cosls

Cn and Off-Site Costs

Fees

Contributions for Affordable Units
Olher Soft Costs

Garage Cost or Parking Structure Cost

Finance Costs:
Interest on Construction Loan

Points on Censtruction Loan

Tolal Development Costs
Tolal Devefopment Costs/Unit

Development Feaslblity

$4,314,115
$14,520,000
$1,687.500
$4,120,000
$4,995,500
50
$4,353,500
$1,442,000

$958,782
$428.125

$36,817,922
$357,456

Minimum Profit Required

Net Sales Revenus Required

Add 5% CommissionsiMarketing
Gross Sales Revenue Required

Less Inclusionary Unit Sales Revenue

Minimum Gross Market Rate Sales Revenue

Minimum Sale Price/Market Rate Unit

$4,418,151
$41,236,073
$2,051,804
$43,297,877
3,407,237
$32,890,640

$453,303

NOTES:

{a} Based on conversations with local developers and analysis of local housing market conditions. Affordable sale prices based on conventional financing terms and HCD ncome kimits.
(b} Based on Interviews with {ocal developers, local land valus comparables, and BAE estimates.
(c) Soft cost as % of afl land and hard cesls. ncludes ASE, legal, general conditions, taxes, closing costs, contingency, permit fess, portion of overhead.

(d) Based on conversations with local developers and BAE estimates.

Source: BAE, 2007.
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Small Lot Single-Family Residential

Characteristics of Project
Number of Units

Market Rafe

Affordable
Site Acreage
Density (UnitsfAcre}
Average Mkt Rate Unit Size
Average Affordable Unit Size
Commeon Area
Parking SpacesfUnit
Guest Space/Unit
Garags Sq. FiParking Spaces

Product Mix (& of Unils)
Market

Vary Low (50% AMI)
Low (80% AMI)
Moderate (120% AMI}
110% AMI

Workforce (150% AMI}

Project Size {8q. FL):
Unit Total
Market Rale
Affordable
Gommon Area
Total Residential

Sale Prices: (a)
Market

Very Low (50% AMI}
Low (80% AMI)
Madtan (100% AMI}
110% AMI

Moderate (120% AMI)

Devetopment Costs (b}

Land/Square Foot

Mkt Rate Construction Costs (Per 8q. FL)
Affordable Censtruction Costs (Per Sq. Ft'}
On and Off-Site Costs/Unit

FeasfUnit

Contributions/Affordable Unit
Insurance/Unit

Cther Soft Gosls (AS % OF HARD) (c)
Crg CosliSq. Ft. or Pkg Structure CostiSpace
Guest Parking/Space

Profit as a % of Development Costs

Constructlon Financing Assumptions (d}
Interest Rate

Period of Initial Lean (months)

Initral Construction Loan Fes (points)
Averaga Quistanding Batance

Loan to Cost Ratio

Hard & Soft Costs, Land, Site Costs
Amount of Loan

118
100
18

11

11
1,600
1,300
nfa

nfa
400

100

12

183,400
160,000
23,400
n/a
183,400

$350,000
$131,048
$209,678
$262,085
$288,305
$314,514

$10
$75
375

$47 500
$48,500
$20,000
n/a
20%
%35

nla

12%

7.6%

12
2.0%
60.0%
70.0%
$30,108,714
$21,076,800

Davelopment Cost Suryey

Land

Mkt Rate Construction Costs
Affordable Construction Cosls

On and Off-Site Costs

Fees

Contriputions for Affordable Units
Other Soft Cosls

Garaga Cost or Parking Structure Gost

Finanece Costs:
Interast en Censtruction Loan
Palnts on Construction Loan

Total Development Cosls
Tota! Development Costs/Unit

Development Feasibility

Minimum Profit Regquired

Net Sales Revenus Reqguired

Add 5% GommissiensiMarketing

Gross Sales Revenus Required

Lass Inclusionary Unit Sales Revenus
Mintmum Gross Market Rate Sales Revenue

MInimum Sale Price/Market Rate Unit

£4,805,314
$12,000,000
51,755,000
$5,605,000
$5,723,000
$0
$4,202,400
54,652,000

5048,456
$421,536

$37,202,708
$315,277

$4,484,325
$41,667,031
$2,083,352
$43,750,383
-54,088,684
530,661,698

$396,617

NOTES:
{(#) Based on ¢

(0 Based on inferviews with loca! developers, local Jand vaiue comparables, and BAE estimates.
(c) Sof cost a3 % of all land and hard cosis. Includes ASE, legal, general conditions, laxes, closing costs, contingency, parmit fees, portion of overhead.
(d) Based on conversations with local devefopers and BAE estimates.

Source: BAE, 2007,

fons with tocat di pers and analysis of local housing market conditions. Atfardabla sale prices based on conventional finzncing terms and HCD Income Emits.
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Suburban Townhouse Condominium

Characteristics of Project

Number of Units

Markef Rale

Affordable
Site Acreage
Density (Units/Acro)
Average Mkt Rate Unit Size
Average Afferdable Unit Size
Common Area
Parking Spaces/Unit
Guest SpacefUnit
Garage Sq. Ft/Parking Spates

Product Mix (# of Units)
Markst

Very Low (50% AMI)
Low (80% AMT)

Median (100% AME)
110% AMI

Moderate {120% AMI)

Projoct Size (Sq. FL.):
Unit Tefal
Market Rafe
Affordable
Common Area
Tolat Residential

Sale Prices: (a)
Market

Very Low ($0% AMI)
Low (80% AMT}
Median (100% AR)
110% AMI

Maderate {120% AMT)

Development Costs (b}

L andfSquare Foot
Mkt Rate Construction Costs (Per Sq. FL)

Cn and OFf-Site Costs/Unit

Fees!Unit

Contributions/Affordable Unit
Insurance/Unit

Other Soft Cosls (AS % OF HARD) {c)
Rasldent Parking/Garage 8q. FL
Guest Parking/Space

Profit as a % of Development Costs

Affordable Construction Costs (Per Sq. Ft.)

Construction Financing Assumptions {d}

Interest Rate

Period of Initiaf Loan (months)

Initia} Conslruction Loan Fea {points)
Average Outstanding Balance

Lean lo Cost Ratio

Hard & Soft Costs, Land, Site Costs
Amount of Loan

Development Cost Survey

135
115
20

30
1,200
4.000

10%

400

114

14

159,000
138,000
21,000
15,400
174,500 |

'fand

Mkt Rate Construction Costs
Affordable Construction Costs

On and Off-Site Costs

Fees

Contributions for Affordable Units
Insurance

Other Soft Costs

Garage Cost or Parking Structure Cost

Finance Cosls:
Interest on Construction Loan
Psints on Construction Loan

Total Development Cosls
Total Deveiopment Cosls/Unit

Devetopment Feasibility

Minimum Profit Reguired

Net Sales Ravenue Required

Add 5% CommissionsiMarkeling
Gross Sales Revenue Required

Less Inclusionary Unil Sales Revenus

Minimum Gross Market Rate Sales Revenus

Minimum Sale Price/Market Rate Unit

51,860,200
515,390,000
$2,100,000
$7,425,000
43,523,500
30
52,430,000
$6,388,000
52,025,000

$1,080,078
$480,035

$41,801,812
$300,843

55,016,218
$46,818,031

32,340,802
$49,158,932
($3.562,208)
$45,606,727

$396,493

$300,000

583,137
$153,903
520,080
$224,706
$248,331

$10
$100
$100
$55,000
$28,100
$20,000
$18,000
20%
$35
$1,000
12%

7.5%

12

2.0%

60.0%
70.0%
534,288,200
$24,001,740

NOTES:

(a) Based on conversations with local deyelopers and analysis of local housing market condiions. Affordable sale prices based on conventional §na

) Based on inteniews with local developers, local land value camparables, and BAE estimates.
{c) Soft cost as % of all land and hard cosls. Includas ASE, legal, generzi conditions, 1axes, closing costs, contingency, permit fees, portian of overhead.
&) Based on conversstions with focal developers and BAE estimates.

Source: BAE, 2007,

neing temms and HCD Incoms Emis.
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Characteristics of Project

Number of Units

Market Rale

Affordable
Site Acreage
Densty (Units/Acro}
Average Mkt Rate Unit Size
Average Affordable Unit Size
Commen Afea
Parking Spacasinit
Guest Space/Unit
Garagas Sq. Ft/Parking Spaces

Product Mix {# of Units)
Market

Very Low {60% AMI)
Low (80% AMI)

Median (100% AMI)
110% AMI

Moderate (120% AMID)

Project Size {(Sq. FL.):
Unit Total
Market Rate
Affordable
Common Area
Total Residential

Sale Prices: (a}
Market

Very Low (50% AMI)
Low (80% AMI)
Median (100% AMI}
+10% AMI

fAoderate (120% AMY)

Development Costs (h)

Land/Square Foot
Mkt Rate Conslruction Cosls (Per Sg. FL)

On and Off-Site Costs/Unit

Impact Fees/Unit
Conteibution/Affordable Unit
Insurance/Unit

Other Soft Costs (AS % OF HARD] (c)

Gues! Parking/Space
Profit as a % of Davelopment Costs

Atfordable Construclion Costs (Par Sq. FL)

Grg CostiSq. FL or Pikg Structure Cost/Space

Construction Financing Assumptions (d

Interest Rate

Period of Inltial Loan (months)

Initial Construction Loan Fee (points)
Average Cutstanding Batance

Lean to Cost Ratio

Hard & Soft Costs, Land, Site Cosls
Amount of Loan

0%

0.0
92

3,200
74,100
9,100
8,320
§1,620

$300,000

358,928
$111,968
3148661
$166,934
$185,207

3125
$240
5240
$12,000
$12,500
$20,000
$18,000
20%
$40,000
nfa

12%

7.5%

12
20%
80.0%
70.0%
$39,647,972
527,753,580

Development Cost Survey

Land

Mkt Rate Construction Costs
Affordable Construction Costs

On and Off-Site Costs

Impacl Fees

Gonldbulions Tor Afferdable Units
insurance

Qther Soft Cosls

Garage Cost or Parking Structure Cost

Finance Costs:
Interest on Conslruction Loan
Points en Construction Lean

Total Development Cosls
Total Development Costs/Unit

Development Feaslbllity

iinimum Profit Required

Net Sales Revenue Reguired

Add 5% Commissions/iarketing
Gross Sales Revenus Required

Less Inclusionary Unit Sales Revenue

Minimum Gress Market Rate Sales Revenue

Minlmum Sale Prica/Market Rate Unit

$5,893,412
$19,760,800
52,184,000
$1,104,000
$1,150,000
$0
$1,656,000
$5,349,760
$3,680,000

$1,248911
$555,072

£42601,954
$463,065

%5,112,235
347,744,189

52,385,709
$50,099,898
{$1,751,017)
$48,348,881

$619,857

NQTES:

(a) Based on conversations with local developers and analysls of tocal housing market conditions. Affordabla sale prices based on conventional fnancing terms and HCD income Tmits.

(b) Based on interviews with locai developers, local fand vatue comparables, and BAE estimates.

(c) Soft cost as % of afl land and hard cesls. Includes ABE, legal, general conditions, taxes, closing costs, contingency, pemmit fees, portian of overhead,

(d) Based on conversations with local devetopers and BAE estimates.

Source: BAE, 2007.
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SFR, < 30 Units

Characteristics of Project

Number of Units
Market Rate
Affordable
Site Acreage
Density (UnitsfAcre)
Average Mkt Rate Unit Size
Average Affordable Unit Size
Commen Area
Parking SpacesfUnit
Garage Sq. Ft/Parking Spaces

Product Mix {# of Units)
Market

Very Low (50% AMI)
Low (BO% AMI)

Madian (100% AM!)
110% AMI

Koderate (120% AMI)

Project Size {Sq. FL):
Unit Total
Markel Rate
Affordable
Common Area
Tetal Residential

Sale Prices: (3)
Market

Vary Low {(50% AMI)
Low (BO% AMI)
Median (100% AMI)
110% AMI

Maderate (120% AMI)

Development Costs (b)

Land/Square Foot

On and Off-Site Costs/Unit

Impact Feas/Unit

In-Lieu Fee/Affordzbla Unit

Other Scft Costs {AS % OF HARD) (c)

Profit as a % of Development Costs

Mit Rate Construction Costs (Per Sq. Ft)
Affordable Construction Cosis {Per 8q. Fi.)

Grg Cost/Sq. Ft. or Pkg Structure Cost/Spacs

Construclion Financing Assumptions (d)

Interast Rate

Peried of Indtial Loan {months)

Initial Construction Loan Fee (points)
Average Outstanding Balance

Loan fo Cost Ralie

Hard & Soft Costs, Land, Site Costs
Amount of Loan

16
13

2,200
1,500

400

33,100
28,600
4,500
nfa
33,100

$387,500
£131,048
$209,576
$262,095
$288,305
£314,514

$10
$80
$80
$40,000
$21,700
$20,000
20%
435
12%

7.5%

12

2.0%
60.0%
70.0%
35,560,404
53,892,283

Development Cost Survey

Land $1,346,004
Mkt Rate Construction Costs $2,288,000
Affordable Construction Costs $360,000
On and Off-Site Costs $540,000
Impact Fees $347,200
In-Lieu Fees $0
QOther Soft Costs 702,400
Garage Cost or Parking Structure Cost $224,00C
Finance Cosls:

Interest on Construction Loan $175,153
Points on Construction Loan $77,846
Totel Cevelopment Costs $6,160,602
Tote! Development Costs/Unit $385,038
Development Feasibllity

Minimum Profit Required $739,272
Net Sales Required $6,889,875
Add 5% CemmissionsfMarketing $344,994
Gross Sales Revenue 37,244,858
Less: Inclusionary Unit Sales -$733,8668
Gross Market Rate Sales Revenue §6,511,002
Minimum Sale Price! Market Rate Unit $500,845

NOTES:

(a) Based on conversations with locaf developers and anaiysts of local housing marke} conditions. Affordable saks prices based on conventional financing terms and HCD Income limils.

(b) Based on Interviews with tocal developers, local land vaive comparables, and BAE estimates.
{¢) Soft cost as % of all land and hard cosls, Includes ABE, legal, general cond®ions, taxes, ¢losing costs, contingency, permit fees, portion of overhead.

() Based on conversations with local developers and BAE estimates.

Source: BAE, 2007,
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Suburban SFR, 100+ Units

Characteristics of Project

Number of Units 103
Market Rete ag
Affordable 15

Site Acreage 20

Dersity (Units/Acre} 5

Average Mkt Rale Unit Size 2200

Average Affordable Unit Size 1,600

Commen Area nia

Parking Spaces/Unit b

Garage 8q. Ft/Parking Spaces 400

Product Mix (# of Units)

Market 83

Very Law (50% AMI) -

Low (BO% AMI) 5

#eadian (100% AMI} 10

110% AMI -

Maoderate (120% AMi} -

Project Size (Sq. FL).

Untt Total 216,100
iarket Rate 193,600
Affordable 22,500

Commaon Area nfa

Total Residentiat 216,100

Sale Prices: ()

Market $387,500
Very Low (50% AMI) $131,048
Low (B0% AMI) $209,676
Median (100% AMI) $262,095
110% AMI $288,305
Moderate (120% AMI) $314,514
Development Costs (b}

Land/Square Foot %5
Mkt Rate Censtruction Costs (Per Sq. Ft.) $75
Affordable Construction Costs (Per §g. FL} 875
On and Off-Site CostsiUnit $40,000
FeasfUnit $48,500
Contributicn/Affordable Unit $20,000
Other Soft Costs (AS % OF HARD) (c) 20%
Grg Cosl/Sq. Ft. or Pkg Structure Cost/Space $35
Profit 5 & % of Development Cosls 12%

Construction Financing Assumptions {(d}

Development Cost Survey

tand

MKt Rate Ceonstruction Cosls
Affordabla Construction Costs

Cn and Off-Site Costs

Fees

Contributions for Affordable Units
Other Soft Costs

Garage Cost or Parking Strugture Cost

Finance Costs:
Interest on Construction Loan

Points on Censtruction Lean

Tolal Development Costs
Total Development Coste/Unit

Development Feasibilify

$4,314,11%
514,520,000
$1,687,500
$4,120,000
$4,995,500
$0
$4,353,900
$1,442,000

$858,782
$426,125

$36,617,922
$357,456

Minimum Prefit Required

Net Sales Revenue Reguired

Add 5% CemmissionsiMarkeling

Gross Sales Revenue Required

Less Inclusionary Unit Szales Revenue
Minimum Gross Market Rate Sales Revenua

Minimum Sale Price/Market Rate Unit

4,418,151
$41,236,073
$2,081,804
$43,297,877

63,669,332
$39,628,545

$460,324

Interest Rate 7.5%
Period of Initial Loan {months) 1200.0%
{nitial Construction Loan Fea (points) 2.0%
Averags Qutstanding Balance €0.0%
Loan to Cost Ratio 70.0%
Hard & Soft Costs, Land, Site Cosis $30, 437,815
Amount of Loan $21,506,281
NOTES:

(a) Based on conversations with local developers and analysis of local housing market conditions. Affordable sa'e prices based on conventional financing terms and HCD Income limits.
(b) Based on intenviews with lecal develapers, local land va'ue comparables, and BAE estimates.
(6} Sofi cost as % of 2l land and hard costs. Includes ALE. fegal, general condiions, taxes, closing costs, contingency, permit fees, portion of overhead.

{d) Based on conversations with local developers and BAE estimates.
Source: BAE, 2007,
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Inclusionary Housing Workshop

February 10, 2008

Exhibit A

Small Lot Single-Family Resldential

Characteristics of Project

Number of Units

Market Rale

Affordable
Site Acreage
Density (Units/Acre)
Average Mkt Rate Unit Size
Average Affordable Unit Size
Common Area
Parking Spaces/Unit
Guest Space/Unit
Garage §q. Fi/Parking Spaces

Product Mix (# of Units)
Market

Very Low (50% AMI)
Low (80% AMI)
Moderate (120% AMI)
110% AMI

Workforce (150% AMI)

Froject Size (Sq. FL.):
Unit Tetal
Markef Rale
Affordeble
Common Area
Total Residential

Sale Prices: (3}
Market

Very Low (50% AMI)
Low (80% AI)
Median {100% AMI)
110% AMI

Moderate (120% AN))

Development Costs (b}

LandfSquare Foot

On and Off-Site Costs/Unit

Feas/Unit

Conbributions/Affordable Unit
Insurance/Unit

Cther Soft Costs (AS % OF HARD) {c)

Guest Parking/Space
Profit 2s & % of Development Cosls

Mkt Rate Construction Costs (Per 8q. Ft)
Affordable Construction Costs (Per Sg. F.)

Grg Cost/Sq. Ft. or Pkg Structure Cost/Space

Construction Financing Assumptions {d}

interest Rate

Period of Initial Loan {months)

initial Construction Loan Fee {points)
Average Outstanding Balance

Loan to Cost Ratio

Hard & Soft Costs, Land, Site Costs
Armount of Loan

1,600
1,300
nfa

118
160
18
11

400

183,400
160,000
23,400

nfa

483,400

$350,000
$131,048
$200,676
$262,095
$288,305
$314,514

$10
375
375
547,500
348,500
$20,000
na
20%
35

nla

12%

7.5%

2

2.0%

60.0%
70.0%
$30,109,714
$21,076,800

Development Cost Survey

Land

Mxt Rale Construction Costs
Affordable Construction Costs

Cn and Cff-Site Costs

Fees

Contributions for Affordable Units
Other Soft Costs

Garage Gost or Parking Structure Cost

finance Costs:
Inferest on Construction Loan
Points on Construction Loan

Total Development Costs
Total Development Costs/Unit

Development Feaslbllity

Minimum Profit Required

Net Sales Revenus Required

Add 5% CemmissionsfMarkeling
Cross Sales Revenue Requirad

Less Inclusionary Unit Sales Revenue

Minimum Saie Price/Market Rate Unit

Menlmum Gross Marke! Rate Sales Revenue

$4,895,314
$12,000,000
$1,766,000
$65,605,000
$6,723,000
30
$4,202,400
$1,652,000

$948,456
$421,536

$37,202,706
$315,277

$4,464,325
$41,667,031
$2,083,352
$43,750,383
-$4,403,198
$39,347,184

§393,472

NOTES:

(s} Based on conversations with local developers and anafysis of local fousing market conditions. Affordable sala prices based on conventional fnancing terms and HCD Income mits.

(6} Based on Intenviews with local developers, lecal land vahiz camp
(c) Soft cost as % of afi k2nd and hard cosls. Includes A&E, legal, general condtions, laxes, closing ¢osls, contingency, permit fees, portion of overhead.

(d) Based on conversations with local developers and BAE estimates.

Source: BAE, 2007,

, and BAE
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Inclusionary Housing Workshop
Exhibit A

Suburban Townhouse Condominium

MaldrAss
Charasteristics of Project Development Cost Survay
Number ¢f Units 135 {{Land $1,960,200
Market Rale 115 {|MkL Rate Construction Costs $15,390,000
Affordable 20 ||Affordable Construction Cosls $2,100,000
Site Acreage 5 ||On and Off-Site Costs $7,425,000
Densiy {UnitsfAcre) 30 |{Fees $3,623,600
Averaga Mkt Rate Unit Size 1,200 |[{Contributions for Affordabla Units $0
Average Affordable Unit Size 1,000 |{Insurance 52,439,000
Commaon Area 10% |{Other Soft Costs $5,388,000
Parking SpacesfUnit 2 {iGarage Cost or Parking Structure Cost $2,025,000
Guest SpacelUnit 1
Garage Sq. Ft/Parking Spaces 400 §|Finance Costs:
Interest on Construction Loan $1,080,078
Product Mix (# of Units) Points on Construction Loan $480,035
Market 114
Very Low (50% AMD) - Tolal Devefopment Costs 341,801,813
Low {80% AMI) 7 |[Totaf Development Costs/Unit £300,643
Median (100% AMI) 14
110% AMI - Devetopment Feasibitlty
Modearate (120% AMI) - Minimum Profit Reguired $5,016,218
Net Sales Revenue Required 546,818,031
Project Size (8q. FL); Add 5% Commissions/Marketing $2,340,902
Unit Total 159,000 |{Gross Sales Revenue Required $49,168,932
Market Rale 138,000 |{Less Inclusionary Unit Sales Revenue ($3,892,445)
Affordable 21,000 JMinimum Gross Market Rate Sales Revenue $45,266 487
Common Area 16,800
Total Residential 174,800 1|Minlmum Sale PricefMarket Rate Unit $393,622

Sale Prices: (a)

tarket $300,000
Very Low (50% AMI} 383,137
Low (80% AMI) $153,903
Median (100% AMI) $201,080
110% AMI $224,706
Moderate (120% AMI) $248,331
Development Gosts {b)

LandfSquare Foot 310
Mkt Rate Construction Cosls (Per Sq. Fi) $100
Affordable Construction Costs (Per Sq. Ft.) %100
On and Off-Site Costs/Unit $55,000
FeesiUnit $26,100
Contributions/Afferdable Unit $20,000
Insurance/Unit $18,000
Qther Soft Costs {AS % OF HARD) (c) 20%
Resident Parking/Garags Sq. Ft. §35
Guest Parking/Space $1,000
Profit as a % of Development Costs 12%

Construction Financing Assumptions {d}

Interest Rate 7.5%
Period of Initial Loan {months) 12
Initial Construction Loan Fes (points) 2.0%
Average Outstanding Balance 60,0%
Loan to Cost Ratio 70.0%
Hard & Soft Costs, Land, Site Costs $34,288.200
Amount of Lean $24,001,740
NOTES:

(a) Based on conversations with focal developers and analysis of local housing market condRions, Affordable sala prices based on conventional finzacing terms and HGD income fimis.
{b) Based on Intendews with lecal develapers, local land value comparables, and BAE estimates.

{c) Soft cost as % of all fand and hard costs. Inciudes AGE, legal, general condifons, taxes, closing costs, contingency, permit fees, portion of overhead,

(0} Based on conversations with local developers and BAE estimates.

Seurce: BAE, 2007.
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Inclusionary Housing Workshop
Exhibit A

Urban Infill Condominium

GCharacteristics of Project Development Cost Survey
Number of Units 92 fLand $5,883,412
Market Rate 78 ||Mkt Rate Construction Cosls $19,780,800
Affordable 14 ||Affordable Gonstruction Cosls 52,184,000
Site Acreage 1 ||On and Cff-Sila Costs $1,104,000
Density (Units/Acre) 85 ||tmpact Fees $1,180,000
Average Mkt Rate Unit Size 950 |[{Contributions fer Affordable Units $0
Average Affordable Unit Size 650 |{Insurance $1,656,000
Commen Area 10% []Other Soft Costs $5,349,760
Parking SpacesiUnit 41 {}Garage Cost or Parking Structure Cost $3,680,000
Guest Space/Unit 0.0
Garage Sq. Ft/Parking Spaces 92 ||Finance Costs:
Interest on Construction Loan $1,248911
Product Mix (# of Units} Points on Censtruction Loan $555,072
Warket 78
Very Low (80% AMI} - Total Development Costs $42,801,954
Low (80% AAl 5 || Total Devsiopment Costs/Unit $463,065
Median (100% AMI) 9
110% AMI - Development Feasibifity
Maoderata (120% AMI) - iinimum Profit Reguired $5,112,2385
Net Sales Revenus Required 847,714,189
Profect Size (5g. Ft): Add 5% CommissionsiMarketing $2,285,709
Unit Total 83,200 |{Gross Sales Revenue Required $50,099,898
Market Rale 74,100 ||Less Inclusionary Unit Sales Revenua {51,897,790)
Affortable 8,100 ||Minimum Gross Market Ralo Sales Revenug $48,202,108
Cammon Area 8,320
Total Residential 91,520 ||{Minlmum Sale Price/Market Rate Unit £617,978

Sale Prices: (a)

ffarket $300,000
Very Low {50% ANI) $56,928
Low (80% AMN) $111,968
Median (100% AMI) $148,661
110% AMI $166,934
Moderate (120% AMI) $185,207
Development Costs [b)

Land/Square Foot 3125
Mkt Rate Constiuction Costs (Per Sa. Ft) $240
Affordable Construction Costs (Per Sq. Ft.) $240
On and Off-Site Costs/Unit $12,000
Impact FeesfUnit $12.600
Conlribution/Afferdable Unit $20,000
Insurance/Unit $18,000
Cher Soft Cosls (AS % OF HARD) (&) 20%
Grg CosUSq. FL or Pkyg Structure CostiSpace $40,000
Guest Parking/Space nfa
Profit s a % of Development Costs 12%

Construction Finanging Assumpiians (d)

interest Rate 7.5%
Period of Initial Loan {months) 12
Initial Gonstruction Loan Fee (points) 2.0%
Average Culstanding Balance 80.0%
Loan lo Cost Ratio 70.0%
Hard & Soft Costs, Land, Site Costs $30,847,972
Amount of Loan $27,753,580
NOTES:

(a) Based on conversations with local developers and analysls of local housing market conditions, Aflordable sale prices based on conventional financing terms and HCD income Emis.
(b) Based on interviews with local developers, local land value comparables, and BAE stimales.

{c) Soft cost as % of 21 land and hard cosis. Includes ASE, legal, general condiions, taxes, closing costs, contingency, penit fees, portion of averhead.

(d) Based on conversstions with local developers and BAE estimates.

Source; BAE, 2007.
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Five Percent Median, Ten Percent 110% AMII, All For Sale
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Inclusionary Housing Workshop

February 10, 2009

Exhibit A

SFR, < 30 Units

Characteristics of Project
Number of Units 16
Market Rate 13
Affordable 3
Site Acreage 3
Density {Units/Acrea) ]
Average Mkt Rate Unit Size 2,200
Average Affordable Unit Size 1,500
Lommon Area rfa
Parking Spaces/Unit 2
Garage Sq. Ft/Parking Spaces 400
Product Mix (# of Units}
Markeat 12
Very Low (50% AMI) -
Low {80% AMI) -
Median {100% ARI) 1
110% AMI 2
Moderate {120% AMI) -
Project Size (Sq. Ft.):
unit Total 33,100
Markef Rate 28,600
Affordable 4,500
Gommon Area nfa
Total Residential 33,100
Sale Prces: (a)
Market $387,500
Very Low (50% AMI) $131,048
Low (80% AMI) $209.676
Median (100% AMI) $262,095
110% AMI $288,305
Moderate (120% AMI) $314,514
Dovelopment Costs (b}
Land/Square Foot $10
Mkt Hate Construction Costs (Per Sa. FL) §80
Affordable Construction Costs (Per §q. FL.) $80
On and CHf-Site Costs/Unit $40,000
frpact Fees/Unit $21,700
In-Lisu Fee/Affordabla Unit $20,000
Other Soft Costs (AS % CF HARD) (c) 20%
Grg CostiSq. FL er Pkg Struclure Cost/Space $35
Profit as a % of Development Costs 12%
Construction Financing Assumptions {d}
Interest Rate 7.5%
Period of Initial L.oan {months) 12
Initial Construction Loan Fee (points) 2.0%
Average Outstanding Balance 60.0%
Loan to Cost Ratio 70.0%
Hard & Soft Cosls, Land, Site Costs $5,560,404
Amount of Loan $3,892,283

PDevelomment Cost Survey

Land

Mkt Rate Construction Costs
Afferdable Censtruction Costis

On and Gff-Site Costs

impact Fees

In-Lieu Fees

Other Soft Costs

Garage Cost or Parking Structure Cost

Finance Cosls:
Interast en Construction Loan

Peints on Construction Loan

Total Development Costs
Tolal Davelopment Costs/Unit

Development Feasibillty

$1,348,004
$2,288,000
$360,000
$640,000
$347,200
$0
$702,400
$224,000

$178,153
$§77,845

$6,160,602
$385,038

Minimum Profit Required

Net Sales Required

Add 5% CommissionsMarkeling
Gross Sales Revenue

Lass: Inclusionary Unit Sales
Gross Market Rate Sales Revenue

Minimum Sale Price/ Market Rate Unit

$739,272
$5,899,875
$344,994
$7,244,858
-$838,704
$6,406,184

$492,782

NOTES:

(&) Based on conversations with focal developers and analysis of local housing market condrtions. Afford

(b) Based on internviews with local davelopers, focal land valus comparables, and BAE estimates.
(c) Soft cost as % of all land and hard costs. Includes ARE, lega!, gensral conditions, laxes, closing costs, contingency, permit fess, portion of overhead.

(d) Based on cor

tons with local develof

rs and BAE estimates,

Source; BAE, 2007,

able sale prices based on conventional financing terms and HCD incomie Fmits,
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Inclusionary Housing Workshop

February

10, 2009

Exhibit A

Suburban SFR, 100+ Unlts

Characteristics of Project
Number of Unis

Markef Rate

Affordable
Sita Acreage
Density {Units/Acre}
Average Mkt Rale Unit Size
Average Affordable Unit Size
Common Area
Parking SpacesiUnit
Garage Sq. Ft/Parking Spaces

Product Mix (# of Units)
Market

Very Low (50% AMI)
Low {80% AMI)

Median {100% AMI)
110% AMI

Moderata {120% AMI)

Project Size (Sq. FL):
Unit Totat
Market Rate
Affardable
Common Area
Tolal Residential

Sale Prices: (a)
Market

Very Low (50% AMI}
Low (80% AMI)
Kedian (100% AM!}
110% AMI

Moderate (120% AMI)

Develonment Costs {b)

Land/Square Foot

Mkt Rale Construction Costs (Per 8q. FL}
Affordable Gonstruction Costs (Per §q. Ft.)
On and Off-Site Costs/Unit

FeasfUnit

Contribution/Affordable Unit

Other Soft Gosts (AS % OF HARD) (<)

Profit as a % of Development Cosls

Constructlon Elnancing Assumptions (d)
Interest Rate

Period of initial Loan (maonths)

Initial Construction Loan Fee {points)
Average Qutstanding Balance

Loan to Cost Ratic

Hard & Soft Costs, Land, Site Cosls
Amount of Lean

Grg CostiSq. Ft. or Pkg Structure CostiSpace

103
88
15
20

2,200
1,500
nia

400

216,100
193,600
22,500
nfa
216,100

$387,500
$131,048
$209,676
$252,095
$288,305
$314,614

$5

$75
8§75
$40,000
$48,500
$20,000
20%
335
12%

7.5%
1200.0%
2.0%
80.0%
70.0%
$30,437,515
$21,306,261

Development Cost Survey

Land

Mkt Rate Construgtion Costs
Affordable Construction Costs

On and Off-Site Cosls

Fees

Contributions for Affordable Linits
Other Soft Costs

Garage Gost or Parking Structure Cost

Finance Costs:
interest on Construction Loan

Points on Construction Loan

Tolat Development Costs
Total Development Gosts/Unit

Development Feasibility

54,314,115
$14,520,000
51,687,500
$4,120,000
$4,995,500
50
$4,353,900
$1,442,000

$958,762
$426,125

$36,817,922
$357,456

Minimum Profit Required

Nst Sales Revenue Required

Add 5% CommissionsMarketing

Gross Sales Revenus Required

Less Inclusionary Unit Sales Revenue
Minimum Gross Market Rate Sales Revenue

Minlmum Sale Price/Market Rate Unit

54,418,161
41,236,073
$2,051,804
%43,297,877
-$4,193,522
$39,104,354

$444,368

NOTES:

(2) Based on conversations with local developsars and analysls of local housing market conditions. Affordable sale prices based on conventional financing terms and HCD income imis.
(o) Based on Interviews with local developers, lota) land value comparables, and BAE estimates.
{0} Soft cost as % of all land and hard costs. Icludes ASE, lega!, general conditlans, taxes, closing costs, contingency, peamit fees. portion of overhead.

and BAE

T

(d) Based on ¢on with tacal lof

Source: BAE, 2007,
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Inclusionary Housing Workshop

February 10, 2009

Exhibit A

Small Lot Single-Family Residential

Characteristics of Project

Number of Units

Market Rafe

Affordable
Site Acreage
Density (UnitstAcra)
Average Mkt Rate Unit Size
Average Affordable Unit Size
Common Areg
Parking SpacesiUnit
Guest SpacesUnit
Garage $q. Ft/Parking Spaces

Product Mix {# of Unils}
Market

very Low (50% AMI)
Low (80% AMI)
Maoderate {120% AMI)
110% AMI

Workforce (150% AMI)

Project Size (Sq. FL):
Unit Total
Market Rale
Affordable
Commen Area
Tolal Residential

Sale Pricas: (a}
Market

Very Low (§0% AMI)
Low (80% AMI)
Median (100% AMI)
110% AMI

Moderate {120% AMI)

Development Costs (b)

Land/Square Foot

Cn and Off-Site Costs/Unit

Fees/Unit

Contributions/Affordabtls Unit
insurance/Unit

Other Soft Costs (AS % OF HARD]) (¢}

Guast Parking/Space
Profit as a % of Develepment Costs

Mkt Rate Construction Costs (Per Sq. Ft)
Affordable Construclion Costs {Per Sq. FL)

Grg Cost/Sq. Ft. or Pig Structure CosYSpace

Construction Financlng Assumptions (d)

Interast Rate

Period of [nitial Loan (months)

Initial Construction Loan Fee (points)
Average Outstanding Balance

Lean to Cest Ratio

Hard & Soft Costs, Land, Site Cosls
Amount of Loan

118
100
18

11

"
1,600
1,300
nia

nfa
400

183,400
160,000
23,400
nla
183,400

$350,000
5731,048
$209,676
$262,085
$288,305
$314,614

$10

$78
$75
$47,600
$48,500
$20,000
nfa
20%
36

n/a

12%

1.5%

12
2.0%
60.0%
70.0%
$30,109,714
$21,076,800

Develog t Cost Survey

Land -

Mkt Rate Construction Cosls
Atfordable Construction Costs
Cn and Off-Site Costs

Fees

Contributions for Affordable Units

Other Soft Costs
Garage Cost or Parking Structure Cost

Finance Cosls:
Interest on Construction Loan
Points on Construction Loan

Total Development Cosls
Total Development Costs/Unit

Development Feasihbility

Minimum Prefit Required

Net Sales Ravenue Required

Add 5% Commissionsi/Marketing
Gross Sales Revenue Required

Less Inciusionary Unit Sales Revenua

Minimum Gross Market Rate Sales Revenua

Minlmum Sale Price/Market Rate Unit

54,805,314
$12,006,000
$1,755,000
$5,505,000
$5,723,000
50
$4,202,400
$1,652,000

$948,456
$421,536

$37,202,706
$315,277

$4,4684,325
$41,667,031

$2,083,352
$43,760,383

-£5,032,227
$38,718,156

$387,182

NOTES:

(8) Based on sonversations with lecat developers and analysls of focal housing market conditons. Affordable sale prices based on conventional financing terms and HCD ncome Fmis.

(b) Based on infenviews with local davelopers, local land vahie ¢

tes, and BAE

{¢) Saft cost as % of alf land and hard costs. Includes AAE, legal, general condiions, taxes, closing costs, sontingency, permit fees, poriien of overhead.
) Based on conversations with local developers and BAE estimates.

Source: BAE, 2007,
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Inclusionary Housing Workshop

February 10, 2009

Exhibit A

Suburban Townhouse Condominium

Characteristics of Project

Number of Units

Market Rate

Affordable
Site Acreags
Density {UnitsfAcre)
Average Mkt Rate Unit Size
Average Affordable Unit Size
Common Ared
Parking SpacesfUnit
Guest SpacefUnit
Garage Sq. FtiParking Spaces

Product Mix (# of Units)
Markst

Very Low (50% AMI)
Low (85% AMI)

Madian (100% AM!}
110% AMI

Modarate (120% AMI)

Project Size (5q. FL.):
Unit Total
Market Rale
Affordable
Common Area
Total Restdential

Sale Prices: (a)
Market

Very Low (50% AMY)
Low (80% AMI)
Madian (100% AR}
110% AMI

Maderate (120% AMI)

Development Costs (b)

t and/Square Foot

Cn and Off-Site Costs/Unit

Fees/Unit

Contributions/Affordable Unit
Insurance/Unit

Other Soft Costs (AS % OF HARD) {¢)
Resident Parking/Garaga Sq. Ft.
Guest Parking/Space

Profit as a % of Davelopment Costs

Mkt Rate Gonstruction Gosts {Par Sq. FL)
Affordable Construction Costs (Per Sq. Ft)

Construction Financing Assumptions {d}

Interest Rate

Period of Injtial Loan {months)

[nitial Construction Loan Fes (points)
Average Outstanding Balancs

Loan lo Cost Ratio

Hard & Soft Costs, Land, Site Costs
Amount of Loan

Development Cost Survey

135
115
20

30
1,200
1,800

10%

400

169,000
138,000
21,000 |
15,800
174,500

Land

Mkt Rata Construction Costs
Affordable Construction Costs

On and Off-Site Costs

Fees

Contributions for Affordable Unils
Insurance

Other Soft Costs

Garage Cost or Parking Structure Cost

Finance Cosls:
Interest on Construction Loan
Points on Construction Loan

Tolal Davelopment Costs
Tolal Development Cosis/Unit

Develepment Feaslbillly

Minimum Profit Required

Net Sales Revenue Required

Add 5% Commissions/Marketing
Gross Sales Revenug Required

Less Inclusionary Unit Salss Revenue

Minimum Gross Market Rate Salas Revenua

Minlmum Sale Price/tMarket Rate Unit

$1,660,200
$15.390,000
$2,100,000
$7,425,000
$3,523,500
$0
$2,430,000
$5,388,000
$2,025,000

$1,080,078
£480,025

$41,801,813
$309,643

$5,016,218
548,818,031

$2,340,902
549,168,932
(54,553,442)
$44,605,4H

$387,874

$300,000

$83,137
$163,903
$201,080
$224,708
$248,331

$10
$100
$100
$55,000
$26,10C
$20,000
$18,000
20%
$35
$1,000
12%

7.5%

12
2.0%
60.0%
70.0%
$34,288.200
$24,001,740

NOTES:

{a) Based on comversations with foca! developers and analysis of lecal heusing market conditions. Affordable sate prices nased on conventional fnancing terms and HCD Income imis.
) Based on interviews with local davelopers, local land valus comparshies, and BAE estimates.
(c) Soft cost a5 5 of all and and hard costs. Includes ARE, legal, general conditions, taxes, closing casls, contingency, permit fees, portion of overhead.
(i} Based on conversations with loca! developers and BAE estimates.

Source: BAE, 2007.
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Inclusionary Housing Workshop

February 10, 2009

Exhibit A

Urban Infill Condominium

Characteristics of Project

Number of Unils

Market Rate

Affordable
Site Acreage
Deansity (Units/Acre)
Average Mkt Rate Unit Size
Average Affardable Unit Size
Common Area
Parking Spacesfunit
Guest SpacefUnit
Garage Sq. Ft./Parking Spaces

Product M (# of Units)
Market

Very Low {60% AMI)
Low (80% AMI)

Median {100% AMI)
110% AML

KModerata (120% AMI}

Prmject Size (Sq. Ft.):
Unit Total
Market Rale
Affordable
Gommon Area
Total Residential

Sale Pricas: (a)
farket

Very Low (60% AMI)
Low (80% AMI)
Median {100% AMI)
110% AMI

Moderate (120% AMI)

Development Costs (B)

Land/Square Fool
Mkt Rate Construclion Costs {Per $q. FL)

On and Off-5ite Costs/Unit

Impact Fees/Unit
Contribution/Affordable Unit
InsurancefUnit

Other Soft Costs (AS % OF HARD) {c)

Guest Parking/Space
Profit as a % of Development Costs

Affordable Construction Costs (Per Sq. Ft.)

Grg CosliSq. FL or Pkg Structure Gost/Space

Gonstruction Financing Assumptions (d)

Interest Rata

Period of Initial Loan {months)

Initial Construction Loan Fee (points)
Average Outstanding Balance

Loan t¢ Cost Ratio

Hard & Soft Costs, Land, Site Coats
Amount of Loan

92
78
14

85
950
650

10%

a.0
74

83,200
74,100
6,100
8,320
91,520

$300,000

$56,928
$171,968
$148,661
5166,934
5185207

$125
$240
$240
$12,000
512,500
$20,000
518,000
20%
£40,000
nfa
12%

7.5%

12
2.0%
60.0%
70.0%
$38,647,872
$27,763,680

Development Cost Survey

Land

Mkt Rate Construction Cosls
Affordable Construction Costs

On and Oif-Site Costs

Impact Fees

Cantributions for Affordable Units
Insurance

Other Soft Costs

Garage Cost or Parking Structure Cost

Finance Costs:
interest on Construclion Loan
Points on Construction Loan

Tolal Development Cosls
Total Development Costs/Unit

Pevelopment Feasibitlty

Minimum Profit Required

Net Sales Revenue Required

Add 5% Cemmissionsfifarkating
Gross Sales Revenus Required

Less Inclusionary Unit Sales Ravenue

Minimum Gross Market Rate Sales Revenue

MInimum Sale Price/Market Rate Unit

$5,803,412
$19,780,800
52,184,000
$1,104,000
$1,150,000
30
$1,658,000
$5,349,750
$3,680,000

£1,248,911
$555,072

$42.601,954
$463,085

$5,112,235
847,714,189
$2,385,708
50,009,898
(52,245,712)
$47,854,186

$613,516

NOTES:

(a) Based on conversations with local developers and analysis of loca! housing marke

{h) Based on Intendews with lacal develapers, local land value comparables, and BAE estimates.
{c) Soft cost as % of all land and hard cosls. ncludes ASE, legal, general conditions, 1axes, closing costs, contingency, pemmit feas, portion of overhesd.
{t) Based on conversations with lecal developers and BAE estimates.

Sourea: BAE, 2007.

t condltions. Afordabie sale prices based on conventonal financing terms and HCD income imits,
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SFR, < 30 Units

Characteristics of Project

Number of Units
Market Rele
Affordable
Site Acreage
Density (Uni{s/Acre)
Average Mkt Rate Unit Size
Average Affordable Unit Size
Common Area
Parking Spacesflnit
Garage Sq. Fi/Parking Spaces

Prodiuct Mix (# of Units)
Market

Very Low {50% AMI)
Low (80% ANI)

Median (100% AMI)
110% AM1

Moderate {120% AMY)

FProject Size (8q. FL):
Unit Total
Markef Rate
Affordable
Common Area
Total Residential

Sale Prices: (a)
Market

Very Low {50% AMI}
Low (80% AMI)
Median (100% AMI)
110% AMI

Moderate (120% AMI)

Land/Square Foot
Mkt Rate Construction Costs (Per 8q. FL)

On and Off-Site Costs/Unit

mpact Fees/Unit

In-Liet Fee/Affordable Unit

Other Soft Costs (AS % OF HARD) {c)

Profit as a % of Davelepment Costs

Interest Rate

Period of Initial Loan {monlhs)

Initial Construction Loen Fee {points)
Average Quistanding Balance

Loan to Cost Ratic

Hard & Soft Costs, Land, Site Costs
Amount of Loan

Development Costs {b}

Affordable Construction Costs (Per Sq. Ft.)

Grg Cost/Sq. Ft. or Pky Structure CostiSpace

Construction Financing Assumptions (d}

16
14

EAl

&
2,200
1,600

n/a

2

400

33,800
30,800
3,000
nfa
33,800

$387,500
$131,048
$209,676
$262,085
$288,305
£314,514

%10

$80
$80
$40,000
$21,700
$20,000
20%
%35
12%

7.5%

12

20%
60.0%
70.0%
$5,627,604
$3,939,323

Development Gost Survey

Land

Mkt Rate Construction Costs
Affordable Construction Costs

Cn and Off-Site Cosls

Impact Fees

Hin-Lieu Feos

Other Soft Costs

Garage Cost or Parking Structure Cost

Finance Cosls:
Interest on Construction Loan

Points on Construction Loan

Total Development Cosls
Total Development Gosts/Unit

Development Feasibility

Minimum Profit Reguired

Net Sales Required

Add 5% CommissionsiMarketing
Gross Sales Revenue

Less: Inclusionary Unit Sales
Gross Market Rate Sales Revenue

Minimum Safe Price/ Market Rate Unit

$1,346,004
$2,484,000
$240,000
$640,000
$347,200
%0
$713,600
$224,000

$177,270
$78,786

$6,230,860
$389,429

$747,703
$5,978,563
£348,928
$7,327,491
-5576,609
$6,750,882

$482,206

NOTES:

{a) Based on coniversations with lacal davelopers and analysis of lecal housing market conditions. Afferda

{b} Based on inteniews with local develepars, focal land value comparables, and BAE estimates.

(c) Soft cost as %5 of all Jand and hard costs. Includes ARE, legal, general conditions, taxes, clasing costs, contingency, pemait fees,

(d) Based on conversations with local devefopers and BAE estimates.

Source: BAE, 2007,

pottion of overhead.

bla sala prices based on conventional financing terms and HCD income fmits.
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Suburban SFR, 100+ Units

Majo

Characteristics of Project

Development Gost Survey

Nurmber of Units 103
Market Rete 88
Affordable 15

Site Acreage 20

Density (Units/Acre) 5

Average Mxt Rate Unit Size 2,200

Average Affordable Unit Size 1,500

Common Areg nfa

Parking Spaces/Unit 2

Gerage Sq. FUParking Spaces 400

Product fix (it of Units)

Market 88

Very Low (60% AMI) -

Low {80% AMI) -

Median {100% AMI) -

110% AMI 15

Moderate {120% AMI) -

Project Size {Sq. Ft.)

Land

Mkt Rate Gonstruction Costs
Affordable Construction Costs

On and Off-Site Costs

Feas

Contributions for Affordable Units
Other Soft Costs

Garage Cost or Parking Structure Gost

Finance Costs:
intzrest on Construction Loan

Points on Construction Loan

Total Development Costs
Total Development Gosts/Unit

Development Feasibility

$4,214,115
$14,520,000
$1,687,500
$4,120,000
$4,995,500
S0
$4,353,900
$1,442,000

5958,782
$426,125

36,817,822
$357,456

Minimum Profit Required

Net Sales Revenue Required

Add 5% Commissions/Marketing

Gross Sales Revenue Required

Less Inclusionary Unit Sales Revenue
Minimum Gross Market Rate Sales Revenue

Minimum Sate Price/Market Rate Unit

%4,418,151
$41,236,073

$2,061,804
43,267,877

-$4,324,570
$38,973,307

$442,878

Linit Tetal 216,100
Merket Rale 193,600
Affordable 22,500

Common Area nfa

Tetal Residential 216,100

Sala Prces: (a)

Markst $387,500

Very Low (50% AMI) $131,048

Low {80% AMI) $208,676

Median (100% AMI) $262,095

$10% AMI §$286.305

Moderate (120% AMI) $314,574

Development Costs {b)

Land/Square Foot $5

Mkt Rate Construction Costs (Per Sq. F1.) 875

Affordatle Construction Costs (Per Sq FL) 875

On and Off-Site Costs/Unit $40,000

FessiUnit 548,500

Contribution/Affordable Unit $20,000

Other Soft Costs (AS % OF HARD) (c) 20%

Grg Cost!Sq. FL or Pkg Structure Cost/Space $35

Profit as a % of Davelopment Costs 2%

Construction Financing Assumptions {d)

Interast Rate 7.5%

Period of Initial Loan {months) 1200.0%

Initial Construction Loan Fae (points) 2.0%

Average Qutstanding Balance 60.0%

Loan to Cost Ratio 70.0%

Hard & Soft Gosts, Land, Sits Cosls $30,437,515

Amount of Lean 321,308,261

NOTES:

{a) Based on conversations with local developers and analysls of local hous

ing market condilons. Affordable sale prices based on conventional financing terms and HCD income fimis.

{b) Based on interviews with local developers, local land vaiue comparables, and BAE estimates.
(c} Soft cost as % of all land and hard costs. Includes A&E, legal, general conditions, laxes, closing <osis, contingency, permit feas, portion of overhead.

(d) Based on conversations with local developers and BAE estimates.
Source: BAE, 2007.
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Small Lot Single-Family Residential

Development Cost Survey

Land

Mkt Rate Construglion Cosls
Affordable Construction Costs

On and Off-Site Gosts

Feas

Contributions for Afferdable Units
Other Soft Costs

Garage Cost or Parking Struciure Cost

Finance Costs:
[nterest on Construction Loan
Points on Construction Loan

Tolal Devefopment Cosls
Total Deveiopment Costs/Unit

Development Feasibiflty

$4,885,314
$12,000,000
51,755,000
$5,605,000
$5,723,000
£0
$4,202,400
$1,852,000

$948,456
$421,636

£37,202,705
$316,277

Minimum Profit Required

Net Sales Revenue Required

Add 5% Cormmisstons/Markeling

Gross Sales Revenue Required

Less Inclusionary Unit Sales Reverue
Minimum Gross Market Rate Szles Revenue

MInimum Sale Prica/Market Rate Unit

4,464,325
$41,667,081

$2,083,352
$43,750,383

55,189,484
38,660,890

$385,608

Characteristics of Project

Number of Units 118
Market Rate 100
Affordable 18

Site Acreage 11

Dansity (Units/Acre) 11

Average Mkt Rate Urit Size 1,800

Average Affardable Unit Size 1,300

Common Area nfa

Parking Spaces/Unit 2

Guest Space/Unit nia

Garage Sq. Ft/Parking Spaces 400

Product Mix (¥ of Unils)

Market 100

Very Low (50% AMIY -

Low (80% AMY) -

Modearata (120% AMI) .

110% AML 18

Workforce (150% A1) -

Froject Size (Sq. FL):

Unit Tota! 183,400
Market Rate 160,000
Affordable 23,400

Common Area nfa

Total Residential 183,400

Sale Prices: (a)

Market $350,000

Very Low (60% AMI) 5131,048

Lew (80% AMI) $209,676

Median (100% AMI) $262,095

110% AMI $288,305

Moderate (120% AMI) $314,614

Development Costs (b)

Land/Square Foot $1C

Mkl Rate Gonstruction Costs (Per Sq. Ft) 575

Affordable Construction Costs {Per $q. FL} 375

Cn and O#f-Site Costs/nit $47,500

FeasfUnit $48,500

Contributions/Affordable Unit $20,000

Ingurance/Unit nfa

Other Soft Cosls (AS % OF HARD) (o} 20%

Grg Cost/Sq. Ft. or Pkg Struclure Cost/Space $35

Guest Pariing/Space nfa

Profit as a % of Davelopment Costs 12%

Construction Financing Assurmptions {d}

Intergst Rate 7.8%

Peried of Initia! Loan (months) 12

Initial Construction Loan Fee (points) 2.0%

Average Quistanding Balence 60.0%

Loan to Cost Ratio 700%

Hard & Soft Costs, Land, Site Costs $30,109,714

Amount of Loan $21,076,800

NOTES:

(a) Based on conversations with local davelopers and analysis of local housing market condisons. Affordable s

(b) Based on Intenlews with local davelopers, local land value comparables, and BAE estimates.

(¢} Soft costas % of a¥f land and hard cosis. Includes ASE, legal, gencral conditions, laxes, closing costs, contingency, penmit fees, portiol

(6) Based on conversalions with local developers and BAE eslimates.
Source: BAE, 2007,

ala prices based on conventional financing lemms and HGD Incoms Emis.

n of overhead.
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Suburban Townhouse Condominium

Majs
Characteristics of Project Development Cost Survey
Number of Units 135 f|Land 51,960,200
Marke! Rafe 115 Mkt Rate Construction Cosis %15,380,000
Affordable 20 ||Affordable Construction Costs $2,000,000
Site Acreage § ||On and Off-Site Costs $7,425,000
Density (Units/Acre) 30 ||Fees $3,523,600
Average Mkt Rate Unit Size 1,200 ||Gontributions for Afferdable Units $0
Average Affordable Unit Stze 1,000 |jInsurance $2,430,000
Common Area 10% [{Other Seoft Cosls $5,366,000
Parking Spaces/Unit 2 ||Garage Cost or Parking Structure Cost $2,025,000
Guest Spacef/Unit 1
Garage §q. Ft/Parking Spaces 400 |{Finance Cosls:
Interest on Construction Loan $1,075,820
Product Mix (# of Unifs) Points on Construction Loan $478,187
Market 115
Vary Low (50% AMI) - Telal Development Cosls $41,663,807
Low (B0%: AMI) - Total Development Costs/Unit $308,621
Madian (100% AMI) -
110% AMI 20 ||Devetopment FeasibHity
Medsrate (120% AMI) - Minimum Profit Required $4,599,657
Net Sales Revenus Required $46,663,464
Project Size (Sq. FL): Add 5% Commissions/Marketing $2,333,173
Unit Total 156,000 ||Gross Sales Revanus Required 548,996,637
Markel Rate 138,000 |{Less Inclusionary Unit Sales Revenue ($4,494,114)
Affordable 20,000 |{Minimum Gross Market Rate Sales Revenue $44,602,623
Commen Area 15,800
Tolat Residential 173,800 |[MInimum Sale Price/Market Rate Unit $386,978

Sale Prices: (8]

Market $300,000
Very Low (50% AMI) £83,137
Low (BO% AMI} $153,203
Median (100% AMI) $201,080
110% AMI 5224706
Moderate (120% AM{} 248,331
Development Costs (b}

Land/Square Foot 310
Mkt Rate Construction Costs (Per Sg. Ft) 100
Affordable Construction Costs (Per Sq. FL) 5100
On and Off-Site Costs/Unit $55,000
Fees/Unit $26,100
ContributionsfAffordable Unit 520,000
Insurance/Unit §18,000
Other Soft Costs (AS % OF HARD} (c) 20%
Resldent Parking/Garage Sq. FL $35
Guest Parking/Spacs $1,000
Profit as a % of Development Costs 12%

Construction Flnancing Assumptions (d}

interest Rate 7.5%
Period of Initia! Loan (months) 12
Initial Construction L.oan Fee (points} 2.0%
Average Outstanding Balance 80.0%
Loan ta Cost Ratio T00%
Hard & Soft Costs, Land, Site Cosls $34,156,200
Amount of Loan $23,808,240
NOTES:

{a) Based on conversalions with local developers and analysis of local housing market condTions, Affordable sale prices based on comventional financing temms 2nd HCD income Tmds.

(6} Based on Interviews with local developers, local land value comparables, and BAE estimates.
() Soft cost a3 % of all land end hard costs. Includes ASE, legal, general conditions, 1x®s, closing costs, contingency, permit fees, portion of overhead.

(d Based on comversations with losal develapers and BAE estimates.
Source: BAE, 2007,

109



[nclusionary Housing Workshop

February 10, 2009

Exhibit A

Urban Infill Condeminium

Characteristics of Project

Number of Units

Market Rate

Affordable
Site Acreage
Density {Units/Acre}
Avarage Mkt Rate Unit Size
Average Affordable Unit Size
Cammon Area
Parking SpacesfUnit
Guest SpacesUnit
Garage Sq. Ft/Parking Spaces

Progiuct Mix (# of Units)
Market

Very Law (50% ANMI)
Low (BO% AMI)

Median (100% AMI}
110% AMI

Moderate (120% AMI)

Project Size (Sq. FL):
Unit Total
Market Rale
Affordable
Common Area
Total Raesidential

Sale Prices: (a)
Market

Very Low (50% AMI)
Low (80% AMI)
Median (100% AMI)
110% AMI

Moderate (120% AMI)

Davelopment Costs (b}

Land/Square Foot
Mkt Rate Construclion Costs (Per Sq. Ft)

On and Off-Site Costs/Unit

Impact Fees/Unit
ContributionfAffordabkle Unit
Insurance/Unit

Ciher Sok Cosls (AS % OF HARD) (c)

Guest Parking/Space
Profit as a % of Development Cosls

Affordable Construction Costs (Per Sq. Ft)

Grg CostiSq. Ft or Pkg Structure Cost/Spaca

Construction Financing Assumptions {d)

Interast Rate

Period of Initial Loan {months)

Initial Construclion Loan Fee {peints)
Average Cutstanding Balance

Lean to Cest Ratio

Hard & Seoft Gosts, Land, Site Costs
Amount of Loarn

92
78
14

85
950
850

10%

0.0
92

83,200
74,100
9,100
8,320
1,520

$300,000

$56,928
111,968
$148,661
$166,924
3186207

$126
$240
$240
512,000
512,500
$20,000
$18,000
20%
$40,000
nfa

12%

7.5%
12

2.0%

60.0%

70.0%

$39,847,972

$27,753,580

Development Cost Survey

Land

Mkt Rate Construction Costs
Afferdable Construction Cosls

On and Off-Site Costs

Impact Fees

Caonlbutions for Affordabla Units
Insurance

Other Soft Costs

Garage Cost or Parking Structure Cosl

Financs Costs:
Interast on Ceonstruction Loan
Points on Construction Lean

Total Development Costs
Tola! Development Costs/Unit

Devetopment Feasibility

Minimum Profit Required

Nef Sales Revenus Required

Add 5% Commissions/Markating
Gross Sales Revenue Required

Less Incluslonary Unit Sales Revenue

Minimum Gross Market Rate Sales Revenue

Minimum Sale Price/Market Rate Unit

$5,693,412
$19,750,800
$2,184,000
$1,104,000
$1,150,000
$0
$1,658,000
$5,348,760
$3,580,000

51,248,911
$655,072

$42,601,954
$463,085

$5,112,235
547,714,189
42,385,709
$50,099,898
($2,337,077)
347,762,822

$612,344

NOTES:

(2) Based on conversations with local developers and analysis of facal {wousing market conditions. Affordable sale prices based on conventional financing terms and HCD incoms bmits.

() Based on intenviews with local developers, locat land value comparables, and BAE estimates.
(¢} Soft cost as % of af land and hard costs. inchudes ASE, legal, general sandians, laxes, closing cosls, contingency. penmit fees, portion of everhead.
(6) Based on conversations with focal developers and BAE estimates.

Source: BAE, 2007.
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Mixed Tenure: Three Percent For Sale at 100% AMI, Four Percent
Contributions for Low Income Rental Units, and Eight Percent
Contributions for Very Low Income Rental Units

Only the two prototypes that are able to satisfy their inclusionary requirement under current
conditions by partnering to create affordable rental units are analyzed under this potential policy.
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Suburban SFR, 100+ Units

Characteristics of Project

Number of Units 103
Market Rete 100
Affordable 3

Site Acreage 20

Density (UnitsiAcre} 5

Average Mkt Rate Unit Size 2,200

Average Affordable Unit Size 1,600

Common Area nfa

Parking Spaces/linit 2

Garage 8q. Ft/Parking Spaces 400

Product Mbx (# of Units)

Market 100

Very Low (50% AMI) -

Low (80% AMI) -

Median (100% AMI) 3

110% AMI -

Maoderate (120% AMI) -

Project Size (Sq. FL.):

Unit Total 224,500
Market Rate 220,000
Affordable 4,500

Common Area nfa

Total Residentizl 224 500

Sale Prices: (a}

Development Cost Survey

Land 34,314,115
Mkt Rate Ceonsiruction Cosls $16,500,000
Affordable Construction Costs $337,500
On and Off-Site Costs 54,120,000
Fess $4,895,500
Contributions for Affordable Unils $240,000
QOther Soft Costs $4,479,900
Garage Cost or Parking Structure Cost $1,442,000
Finance Costs:

Interest on Construction Loan $882,596
Points on Construction Loan $436,709
Tolal Development Costs $37,846,320
Tolat Development CostsUnit $367 458
Development Feasibility

Minimum Proft Required 34,541,798
Net Sales Revenue Reguired $42,390,119
Add 5% CommissionsiMarketing $2,119,506

Gross Sales Revenue Required $44,509,625
Less Inclusionary Unit Sales Revenue -3786,285
Minimum Gross Market Rate Sales Revenue $43,723,339

Minimum Sale Price/Market Rate Unit $437,233

Market $387,500
Very Low (50% AMI) $131,048
Low (80% AME) $209,676
Median (100% AMI) $262,095
110% AMI $288,305
Moderate (120% AMI) $314,514
Davelopmant Costs (b)

Land/Square Foot 35
Mkt Rate Construction Costs {Per 3q. Ft} $75
Affordable Constuction Costs (Per 8q. Ft.) §75
On and Off-Site Costs/Unit $40,000
Faes/Unit $48 600
ContributionfAffardable Unit $20,00C
Diner Soft Costs (AS % OF HARD) (c) 20%
Grg Cost!Sq. Ft. or Pkg Slructure Cost/Space $38
Profit as a % of Development Costs 12%
Construction Financing Assumptions {d)

Interest Rate 7.5%
Period of Initial Loan (months) 1200.0%
Initial Conslruction Loan Fee (peints) 2.0%
Average Outsianding Balance 60.0%
Loan ta Cost Ratio 70.0%
Hard & Soft Costs, Land, Site Costs $31,193,515
Amount of Loan $21,835,481
NOTES:

(a) Based on conversations with local developers and analysis of local houslng market conditions. Affordable sale prices based on conventicnal financing terms and HGD inceme Emis.
(b) Based on intenews witih focal developers, focal tand valua comparables, and BAE estimates.
(¢} Soft cost as % of all land and hard costs. Includss ARE, legal, general conditions, taxes, closing casts, contingancy, permit fees, portion of overhead.

{d) Based on conversations with local developers and BAE estimates.
Source: BAE, 2007.
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Small Lot Single-Family Residential

Characteristics of Project
Number of Units

Market Rate

Affordable
Site Acreage
Density (Units/Acre)
Average Mkt Rate Unit Size
Average Affordable Unit Size
Common Area
Parking Spaces/Unit
Cuest Space/Unit
Garage Sq. Ft/Parking Spaces

Product Mix (# of Units)
Market

Vary Low (50% AMI)
Law (80% AMI}
Moaderate (120% AMI)
170% AMI

\Workforce (180% AMI}

Profect Size (8q. Ft):
Unit Total
Market Rale
Affordable
Commoen Area
Total Residential

Sale Prices: {a)
Market

Very Low {(50% AMI)
Low (80% AMI)
Median {100% AMI)
110% AMI

Moderate (120% AMI}

Davelog t Costs {b)

[LandiSquare Foot

4kt Rate Construction Costs (Per 8q. FL}
Affordabla Construction Costs (Per §q. FL)
On and Off-Site CostsiUnit

Fass/nit

ConlributionsfAffordable Unit
Insurance/Unit

Other Soft Costs {AS % OF HARD) ()

Grg Cost/Sy. FL or Pieg Strusture CestiSpace
Guest Parking/Spacs

Profit as a % of Development Gosts

Construction Financing Assumptons [d)
Interest Rate

Period of Initial Loan (months)

Initial Construction Loan Fee (points)
Average Qutstanding Balance

Loan to Gost Ratio

Hard & Soft Costs, Land, Site Cosls
Amaount of Loan

118
114

i1

11
1,500
1,300
nfa

nfa
400

187,600
182,400
5,200
nfa
187,600

$350,000
$131,048
$208,676
$262,095
$288,305
5314,514

$10
375

576
$47.600
$48,500
$20,000
nfa
20%
$35

nfa

12%

1.5%

12
7.0%
€0.0%
70.0%
$30,787,714
$21,537,400

Development Cost Survey

Land

Mkt Rate Construction Costs
Affordabla Construction Cosls

Cn and Cif-Site Cosls

Fees

Contributions for Affordable Units
Other Soft Costs

Garage Cost or Parking Structure Cost

Finance Costs:
Interast on Construclion Loan

Peints on Construciion Loan

Total Development Costs
Total Development Costs/Unit

Development Feaslbifity

Minimum Frofit Reguired

Net Sales Revenue Required

Add 5% CommissiensiMarketing

Gross Sales Revenue Required

Less Inclusionary Unit Sales Revanue
Minimum Gross Market Rate Sales Revenue

Minlmum Sale Price/Market Rate Unit

$4,805,314
513,680,000
$290,000
$5,605,000
$5,723,000
$280,000
$4,265, 400
$1,662,000

$969,143
$430,748

$37,890,645
$321,107

34,546,877
$42,437,523
42,121,876
$44,559,389
-$1,048,381
£43,511,018

$381,676

NOTES:

(&) Based on conversations with local developers and anaiysis of tocal housing market condiions. Affordable szle prices based on conventional financing terms and HCD income fmits.

(b) Based on Interviews with focal developers, locat land value comy

and BAE estimate

(c) Sof cost as % of all fand and hard costs. Inciudes ASE, legal, general condftions, taxes, cosing cosls, contingency, permit fees, portion of overhead.
{d} Based on comversations with local davelopers and BAE estimates.

Source: BAE, 2007,
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Appendix D: Affordable Rental
Development Assumptions and Pro-
formas
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Appendix D-1: Affordable Rental Project Assumptions

Affordable Rental (&)

Project Characteristics
Number of Units {b) 168
Very Low (60% AMI) 168
Site Acreage 8.7
Lot Size 378,972
Density {Units/Acre) 20
Average Afferdable Unit Size, Sq. Ft. 1,000
Common Area 15%
Parking Spaces/Unit 2
Parking Type Surface
# Resident Spaces 336
Guest Spaces/Unit 0.07
Parking Type Surface
# Guest Pkg Spaces 1
Net Operating Income
Annual RentVery Low (50% AMI) Unit $9,582
Annual Operating Cost/Unit {c) $5,800
Occupancy Rate 95%
Development Costs
Land/Lot Square Foot (d) $10.00
On- and Off-Site Costs/Unit $30,000
Developer Fee (g) 51,792,334
Residential
Affordable Construction Costs (Per Sq. FL.) $110.00 assumes prevailing wage
Fees/Unit {f) $26,100
Other Soft Cosis as a Percentage of Hard Costs 20%
Grg Cost/Pkg Space $1,000
Guest Parking Cost/Space $1,000
LIHTC Equity
Total Eligible Basis (g) $11,948,805  (h}
Current IRS Rate 8.3%
Number of Years for Credit 10
Current Value of Future Tax Credit (% of total credit) 95%
Permanent Financing
Debt Coverage Ratio on NOJ 1.2
Mortgage Interest Rate (i) 5.0%
Supportable Debt Service {menthly) $43,740
Term of Loan (years) 25
Loan Amount $7,482,107
Loan Fees/Points {i} 1.5%
Notes:

{a) Low-rise censtruction consists of Type V, wood frame censtruction.

{b) All units assumed as three bedroom/ane bath.

{c) Per LISC Operating Cost database 2608. This figure includes property management fees.

(d) Land value based on suburban Sacramento values.

() The maximum developer fee under a four percent project is the lesser of 15 percent of the eligible basis
ar $2.5 milion. CTCAC Regutaticns.

() Based on multifamily developments in new growth areas, per City staff.

() The portion of the eligible basis available for sals as tax credits.

(h) Eligible basis per mid-rise unit exceads TCAC specified threshold basis limits. Analysis uses TCAC
threshold basis limits adjusted 22 percent 1o account for [ccation and prevailing wages.

() Community Davelopment Loan Officers.

Sources: Gity of Sacramento Regulations; Local Brokers; Union Rank staff; The John Stewart Company staff;
HUD; CTCAC; SHRA staff; local affordable housing devalopers; LISC, 2008; BAE, 2008.
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Appendix D-2: Affordable Rental Housing Pro Forma

Number of Units
Very Low (50% AMY)

Site Acreage

Density (UnitsfAcre)

Average Affordable Unit Size

Common Arga

Paridng SpacesiUnit

Project Size (Sq. FL)
Unit Totat

Very Low (560% AMI)
Common Area
Total Residential

Net Qperating lncome

Very Low (50% AMI) Annual Rent
Annual Operating Cost/Unit
Cecupancy Rate

Development Costs (b)

Land/Square Foot

Affordable Construction Coste {Par Sg. Ft.)
On and OF-Site Costs/Unit

Developer Fees

FeesiUnit

Other Soft Costs (AS % OF HARD) {c)
Cost per Parking Space

1IHTC Equity

Total Efgible Basis (h)

Cumrent IRS Rate

Number of Years for Credit

Current Value of Future Tax Credit (% of total credif)

Permanent Financing

{)abt Coverages Ratio on NOI
Morigage Inierost Rate (f)
Supportable Dbt Service {(monthly)
Term of Loan {years)

Loan Amount

Loan Fees/Points {j)

168,000
168,000

25,200
183,200

$9,582
$6,800
95%

510

5110
$30,000
$1,792.334
$26,100
20%
$1,000

511,948,895
8.3%

10

$0.95

12

8%
$43,740

25
$7,482,107
1.5%

Sourca: BAE, 2007,

Davelopment Cost Summary

Land

On- and Off-Site Costs

Residential Gonstruction Hard Costs
Parking Costs

ISubtotal Construction Cosis

Soft Costs

Fees

Lean Feas

Developer Fees

Subtotal Soff Costs/Fees

Total Development Costs

Annual Revenues and Expenses

$3,789,720

$5,040,000
$21,252,000
$347,200
$26,639,200

$6,016,344
$4,384,800
$112,232
$1,792,334
$12,305,710

$42,734,630

Rental Revenues, Very Low (50% AMID)
Less Operating Expsenditures {b)
Tetal NOI

Development Feasibitlty

$1,529,287
(5925650}
$603,607

Development Costs

Less: LIHTC Valug (Egquity)
Less: Loan

Feasibility Gap

Gap Per Unit

Note:
(a) TCAC imposed maximum.
o) Includes properly management fees.

Source: BAE, 2007.

$42,744,630
$9,421,703
$7.482,107
$25,830,519
$153,758
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Appendix E: In-Lieu Fee Prototype
Pro-formas

Improved Land Value Plus Current Cash Contributions
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S§FR, <30 Units

Characteristics of Project

Number of Units
Market Rate
Affordable
Site Acreage
Density {Units/Acre)
Average Mkt Rate Unit Size
Average Affordable Unit Size
Common Area
Parking Spaces/Unit
Barage Sq. Ft/Parking Spaces

Product Mix (#of Units)
Market

Very Low (50% ANMI)
Low (80% AMI)

Median {100% AMI)
110% AMI

Modsrate (120% AR}

Project Size (Sq. FL):
Unit Total
Markel Rafe
Affordable
Commen Area
Total Residential

Sale Prices: (a)
tMarket

Very Low (50% AMI)
Low (80% AMD
Median (100% AMI)
140% AMI

Moderate (120% AMI)

Development Costs (b}

Land/Square Foot

On and Off-Site CostsiUnit

Impact Feas/Unit

In-Lieu FeelAffordable Unit

Qther Soft Costs (AS % OF HARD) (¢}

Profit as a % of Davelopment Costs

Interest Rate

Period of Initial Loan (months)

Initial Construction Loan Fee (points)
Average Outstanding Balance

Loan to Cost Ratio

Hard & Soft Costs, Land, Site Costs
Amount of Loan

Mkt Rate Construction Gosts (Per Sq. Ft)
Affordable Construction Gosts (Per Sq. FL}

Gry Cost!Sq. Ft or Pkg Structure Cost/Space

Construction Financing Assumptions (d)

2,200
1,500

400

35,200
35,200

nfa
35,200

$387,500
$131,048
$209,676
$262,095
$288,305
$314,514

10
£80
$80
340,000
$21,700
$44,000
20%
535
12%

7.5%

12
2.0%
60.0%
70.0%
$5,762,004
54,033,403

Davelopment Cost Suivey

Land

Mkt Rate Construction Costs
Affordable Gonstruction Costs

On and Off-Site Cosls

Impact Fees

In-Lieu Faes

Other Seft Cosls

Garage Cost or Parking Structure Gost

Finance Costs:
Interest on Construction Loan
Points on Canstruction Loan

Total Development Costs
Total Development Costs/Unit

Development Feasibllity

51,345,004
52,815,000
S0
$840,000
$347,200
$132,000
$736,000
$224,000

$181,503
$80,668

86,503,375
£406,461

Minimum Profit Required

Net Sales Required

Add 5% Commissions/Marketing
Gross Sales Revenue

Lass: [nclusionary Unit Sales
Gross Market Rate Sales Revenue

Mintmum Sale Price/ Market Rate Unit

$780,405
$7,283,780
$384,189
$7,647,989
$0
$7,647,989

$477,998

NOTES:

(2) Based 00 conversations with local developers and analysts of lecal how

. and BAE

(b) Based on interviews with local davelapers, local land valhta comp
(¢) S0t cost as % of alf land and hard costs. Includas ARF, fegal, general canditions, 1axes, closing costs, contingency, pemmit fees, portion of overhead.

(d) Based on conversalions with jocal developers and BAE. astimates.

Source: BAE, 2007.

sing market congions. Affordable sale prices based on conventional financing temms and HCD Incomae Emits,
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Suburban SFR, 100+ Units

Characteristics of Project

Number of Units
Marke! Rate
Affordable
Site Acreage
Density (UnitsiAcre)
Average Mkt Rate Unit Size
Average Afferdable Unit Size
Common Area
Parking SpacesfUnit
Garage 5q. Ft/Parking Spaces

Product Mix (# of Unils)
Market

Very Low (50% AMI)
Low (B0O% AMI}

Median (100% AMI)
110% A

Moderate (120% AMI)

Project Size (Sg. FL.):
Unit Total
Market Rale
Affordable
Common Area
Total Residential

Sale Frices: (8)
Markst

Very Low (50% AMI)
Low (80% AMI)
Median (100% AMI}
110% AMI

Moderate (120% AMI)

Davelopment Gosts (b)

Land/Square Foot

On and Of-Site Costs{Unit

FeasfUnit

ContributionfAffordable Linit

Other Soft Cosls (AS % QF HARD) (c)

Profit as a % of Development Costs

ikt Rate Construction Costs (Per Sq. Ft)
Affordable Construction Costs (Per Sa. Ft.)

Grg Cost/Sg. Ft. or Pkg Structure CostSpace

Construction Financing Assumptions {d}

[aterest Rate

Period of initial Loan (months)

initial Construction Loan Fee (points)
Average Outstanding Balance

1.0an to Cost Ratio

Hard & Soft Costs, Land, Site Costs
Amount of Loan

103
103

20

2,200
1,500
nia

400

226,600

226,600
nfa

226,600

$387,500
$131,048
$209,676
$262,085
$288,305
$314,514

5

875

378
$40,000
$48,500
44,000
20%

12%

7.5%
1200.0%
2.0%

60.0%
70.0%
331,382,515
%21,957,761

Davelopment Cost Survey

Land

Mkl Rate Construction Costs
Affordable Construclion Costs

Qn and Off-Site Costs

Fees

Conltributions for Affordabla Units
Other Soft Costs

Garage Cost or Parking Structure Cost

Financa Costs:
Interest on Consiruction Loan

Points on Gonstruction Loan

Total Development Costs
Total Deveiopment Costs/Unit

Beveloprment Feasibility

34,314,115
$16,995,000
$0
$4,120,000
§4,885,500
$660,000
$4,571,400
$1,442,000

$988 549
$439,355

$38,465,920
$373,458

Minimum Profit Required

Net Sales Revenue Required

Add 5% Commissions/arketing
Gross Sales Revenue Required

Lass Inclusionary Unit Sales Revenue

Minimum Gross Market Rate Sales Revenue

Minimum Sale Price/Market Rate Unit

$4,615,910
$43,081,830
$2,154,092
$45,235,922
$0
$45,235,922

$438,184

NOTES:

{a) Based on conversations with local davelopers and analysts of local housing market conditions. Affordable sal

{b} Based on intendews with local developérs, fogal land value comparables, and BAE estimates.
{c) Soft cost as % of all land and hard costs. Inciudas ARE, legal, general condions, taxes, closing cosls, contingency, pemmit feas, portion of overhead.
{d) Based on conversations with local davelopers and BAE estimates.

Source; BAE, 2007.

s prices based on conventiona! finanging terms and HCD incoma Emits.

119



Inclusionary Housing Workshop

Small Lot Single-Family Residential

Characteristics of Project

Mumber of Units

Market Rate

Affordable
Site Acreage
Densiy (UnitsfAcre)
Average Mkt Rate Unit Size
Average Affordable Linit Size
Common Area
Parking Spaces/Unit
Guest Space/Unit
Garage Sq. Ft/Parking Spaces

Product Mix (# of Units)
Markat

Very Low {50% AMI)
Low (80% AMI)
Modzarate (120% AMD
110% AMI

VWorkfarce (160% AMI}

Project Size (Sq. FLY:
Unit Total
Market Rate
Affordable
Comman Area
Tolal Restdential

Sale Prices: (a)
Market

Very Low (50% AMI)
Low {B0% AMI)
Median (100% AMI)
110% AMI

Moderate (120% AMI)

Development Costs (b)

Land/Square Foot

Mkt Rate Construction Costs (Per Sq. FL)
Affordable Construction Costs {Per Sq. Ft)
On ang Off-Site Costsinit

Feas/Unit

Contributions/Affordable Unit
InswrancefUnit

Other Soft Costs (AS % OF HARD) (c)
Grg Cost/Sq. Ft or Pkg Structure CostiSpace
Guest Parking/Space

Profit as a % of Development Costs

Canstruction Financing Assumptlons {d}
interest Rate

Period of Inilial Lean (months)

Initial Construction Loan Fee (poins)
Average Quistanding Balance

Loan to Cost Ratio

Hard & Soft Costs, Land, Sile Costs
Amount of Lean

118
118

11

11
1,600
1,300
nia

nfa
450

188,800

188,800
nia

188,800

$350,000
$131,048
$209,676
$262,095
$288,305
$314,514

$10
$75

75
$47.500
348,500
$44,000
nfa

20%
$35

nfa

12%

7.5%

12

2.0%

60.0%
70.0%
$31,387,714
321,871,400

Development Cost Survey

Land

Mkt Rate Gonstruction Costs
Affordable Construction Costs

On and Off-Site Costs

Fees

Contributions for Affordable Units
Other Soft Costs

Garage Cost or Parking Structure Cost

Finance Costs:
Interest on Construction Loan
Peints on Construction Loan

Toltal Development Cosls
Total Development Costs/Unit

Deovelopment Feasibility

Mirimum Profi{ Required

Net Sales Revenuge Required

Add 5% Commissions/Marketing

Gross Sales Revenue Required

Less Inclusionary Unit Sales Revenue
Minimum Grass Market Rale Sales Revenue

Minimum Sale Price/Market Rate Unit

$4,895.314
$14,160,000
$0
$5,605,000
$5,723,000
$792,000
$4,263,400
$1,652,000

$988,713
$439,428

$38,538,855
$326,600

$4,624,663
$43,163,518
$2,158,176
545,321,694
50
$45,321,694

$384,082

NOTES:

(4) Based on conversslions with ocal developers and analysis of lecal housing markel conditions. Affardable sale prices

(b) Based on interviews with local developers, local Tand valug comparables, and BAE estimates.

{c) Soft cost s % of 2fl land and hard costs. Includes A&E, legal, general conditions, taxes, closing sosts, contingency,

{d) Based on conversations with local developers and BAE estimates.

Source: BAE, 2007,

permit fees, portion of overhead.

s based on conventicnal financing terms end HCD incoma Bmis.
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Suburban 1ownhouse Condominium

Characteristics of Project

Number of Unils
Markst Rate
Affordable
Site Acreage
Density {UnitsfAcre)
Averaga Mkt Rate Unit Size
Averags Affordable Unit Size
Common Area
Parking SpacesfUnit
Guest Space/Unit
Garage Sq. FL/Parking Spaces

Product Mix (# of Units)
Market

Very Low (50% AMI)
Low {80% AMI) -
Median (100% AML}
110% AMI

Moderate (120% AMI)

Project Size (Sq. FL.):
Unit Total
Market Refe
Affordable
Common Area
Total Residential

Sale Prices: {a)
Markat

Very Low {50% AMI)
Low [80% AMI)
Median (100% AMI)
110% AMI

Moderate (120% AMI)

Devetopment Costs {b)

Land/Square Foot
Mkt Rate Construction Costs (Per Sg Ft)

On and Off-Site Costs/Unit

Feas/Unit

Contributions/Affordsbta Unit
InsurancesJnit

Other Soft Cosls (AS % OF HARD) (¢)
Resldent Parking/Garsge Sqg. Ft.
Guest Parking/Space

Profit as a % of Development Costs

Affordabla Construction Costs (Par Sq. FL)

Construction Financing Assumptions (d}

Interest Rate

Period of Initial Lean (months)

Initial Construction Loan Fee (points)
Average Outstanding Balance

Loan te Cost Ratio

Hard & Soft Cests, L.and, Site Cosis
Amount of Lean

135
135

30
1,200
1,000

10%

400

162,000
162,000

16,200
178,200

$300,000

$83,137
$153,803
$201,030
$224,706
$248,331

$10
§100
§100
$55,000
526,100
544,000
$18,000
20%
535
$1,000
1%

7.5%

12

2.0%

80.0%
70.0%
$34,684 200
524,278,840

Development Cost Survey

Land .

Mkt Rate Construction Costs
Atfordable Construction Costs

On and Off-Sits Costs

Fees

Contributions for Affordable Units
Insurance

Other Soft Cosls

Garage Cosl or Parking Structure Cost

Finance Costs:

Interast on Construction Loan
Points on Gonstruction Loan

Tofal Development Costs
Total Development Costs/Unit

Development Feastblity

Minimum Profit Required

Neot Sates Revenus Required

Add 5% CommissionsiMarketing
Gross Sales Revenue Required

Less Inclusionary Unit Sales Revenue

Minimum Gross Market Rate Sales Revenus

Minimum Sale Price/Market Rate Unit

$1,860,200
517,820,000
30
$7,425,000
$3,523,500
$924,000
$2,430,000
£5,454,000
52,026,000

$1,092,562
$485,679

$43,139,831
$316,654

$5,176,780
$48,316,611
$2,415,831
$50,732,441
$0
$50,732,441

$376,796

NOTES:

(2) Based on comversations with locat developers and analysts of local housing market conditions. Affordable sate prices based on conventional finanging terms and HCD incoma Emas.

() Based on inlendews with koca! developers, |oca! land valua comparables, and BAE estimates,
(c) Soft cost as % of &l Jand end hard cosls. Includes ASE, legal, general conditions, taxes. closing costs, contingency, permit fees, portion of overhead.
(d) Based on conversations with local developers and BAE estimates,

Sourcs: BAE, 2007,
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Urban Infill Condominium

Characterisilcs of Prajuct

Number of Unils

Market Rafe

Affordable
Site Acreage
Density (UnitsfAcre)
Average Mkt Rate Unit Size
Average Affordable Unit Size
Commen Area
Parking SpacesiUnit
Guest SpacefUnit
Garage So. Ft/Parking Spaces

Product Mix (i of Units)
Market

Very Low {50% AMI)
Low (80% AMT) -
Median {100% ARMI)
110% AMI

Mederate (120% AMI)

Projec! Size (Sq. Ft.):
Unit Totat
Market Rale
Affordable
Common Area
Total Residential

Safe Prices: (a)
Market

Very Low (0% AMI)
Low (80% AMI)
Median (100% AMI)
110% AMI

Moderate (120% AMI)

Development Costs (B)

Land{Square Foot
Mkt Rate Construction Costs (Per §g. Ft)

Onand Off-Site Costs/Unit

impact Fees/Unit
ContributiorvAffordable Unit
Insurance/Unit

Other Soft Costs (AS % OF HARD) {c)

Guest Parking/Space
Profit as a % of Davelopment Costs

Affordable Construction Costs (Per Sq. Ft)

Grg Cost/Sy. FL or Pkg Structure Cost/Spaca

Construction Financing Assumptions (d)

Interest Rats

Period of Initia! Lean {months}

Initial Construction Loan Fee (points)
Average Qutstanding Balance

Loan ta Cost Ratio

Hard & Soft Gosts, Land, Site Costs
Amount of Loan

92
92

85
950
850

0%

0.0
92

87,400
87,460

8,740
96,140

$300,000

$56,828
5111,968
$148,661
$166,934
$186,207

5125
$240
$240
$12,000
$12,500
$44,000
$18,000
20%
$40,000
nia

12%

7.5%

12
2.0%
80.0%
70.0%
$41,604,632
$29,118,172

DeveloEment Cost Survay

Land

Mkt Rate Construction Costs
Affordable Construction Costs

On and Off-Site Costs

Impact Feas

Contributions for Affordable Units
fnsurance

Qthar Soft Cosls

Garage Cast or Parking Slructure Cost

Finance Costs:
Interest on Construction Loan
Paints on Construction Loan

Total Development Costs
Tolal Devalopment Coste/Unit

Develogment Feaslbllity

Minitnum Profit Required

Net Sales Revenue Required

Add 5% Commissions/Marketing
Gross Sales Revenue Required

Less inclustonary Unit Sales Revenua

Minlmum Sale Price/Market Rate Unit

Minimum Gross Market Rate Sales Revenue

$5,803,412
$23,073,600
50
$1,104,000
$1,150,000
$616,000
51,656,000
55,571,520
$3,680,000

$1,310,228
$582,323

$44,637,083
$485,188

$5,366,450
$49,993,533
$2,409,677
$62,493,210
$0
$52,493,210

$570,578

NOTES:

(a) Based on conversations with local developers and analysis of local housing market conditions. Atfordabt

(b) Based on inlenviews with local developers, local land value camparables, and BAE estimales.

(c} Soft cost as % of 21l tand and hard costs. Includes ASE, lege, general conditions, laxes, cloging costs, contingency,

(d) Based on conversetions with Jocal developers and BAE estimales.

Source: BAE, 2007,

& sale prices based on conventional fnancing terms and HCD Income Bmis.

permit fees, paron of overhead.
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SFR, <30 Units

Characteristics of Project

Number of Units
Market Rate
Affordable
Site Acreage
Density (Units{Acre}
Average Mkl Rate Unit Size
Average Affordable Unit Size
Common Area
Parking Spaces/Unit
Garage Sq. Ft/Parking Spaces

Product Mix (# of Units)
Market

Very Low (50% AMI)
Low (B0% AMID)
Median (100% AMI)
110% AMI

Moderale (120% AMI)

Project Size (Sq. FL):
Unit Total
Market Rafe
Alfordable
Common Area
Total Residential

Sale Prices: {a)
Nearket

Very Low {60% AMI)
Low {80% AMI)
Median {100% AMI)
110% AML

Maoderats (120% AMI)

Development Costs (b)

Land/Squars Foot

Cn and Off-Site Costsinit

Impact Feas/Unit

In-Ligu FeefAffordable Unit

Other Soft Costs {AS % OF HARD) {c)

Profit as a % of Development Costs

Interast Rate

Pericd of Initial Loan {menths)

Initial Construction Loan Fee (points)
Average Cutstanding Balance

Loan to Cost Ratio

Hard & Soft Costs, Land, Site Cosis
Ameount of Loan

Mkt Rate Construction Costs (Per Sq. Ft)
Affordable Construction Costs (Per Sq. FL)

Grg Cost/Sg. Ft. or Pkg Structure Cost/Space

Construction Financing Assumplons {d)

16
16

2,200
1,500

400

35,200
35,200

nfa
35,200

$387,500
$131,048
$209,676
$262,005
$288,305
$314,514

$10

$80

580
$40,000
%21,700
$163,800
20%

$35

2%

7.5%
12

20%
50.0%
70.0%

$3,762,004

$4,033,403

Development Cost Survey

Land

Mkt Rate Construction Costs
Affordable Construction Cosls

On and Off-Site Costs

impact Fees

In-Lieu Fees

Other Soft Cosis

Garage Cost or Parking Structure Cost

Finance Costs:
Interest on GConstruciion Loan

Points on Construction Loan

Total Development Cosls
Total Development Costs/Unit

Development Feasibility

$1,346,004
$2,816,000
80
£640,000
$347,200
$461,400
$738,000
$224,000

$181,503
$80,668

$6,832,775
$427,048

Minimum Profit Reqguired

Net Salas Required

Add 5% CommissiensiMarketing
Gross Sales Revenue

Less: Inclusicnary Unit Sales
Gross Market Rate Sales Revenue

minfmum Sale Pricef Market Rate Unit

$819,933
$7,652,708
$382,635
38,035,344
$0
$8,035,344

$502,20%

NOTES:

(a) Based on conversations with local developers and analysis of local housing market conditions. Affordabl

(b) Based on interviews with local developers, local fand valus comparables, and BAE eslimates.
(c} Sofl cost ag % of &1l land and hard costs. Includes ARE, legal, general conditions, laxas, closing costs, conlingency, permit fees, portion of overhead.
(d) Based on conversations with local developers znd BAE astimates.

Source: BAE, 2007,

' sale prices based on conventional financing terms and HCD ncome: limis.
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Suburban SFR, 100+ Units

Characteristics of Project

Number of Units
Market Rate
Affordable
Site Acreage
Densty (Units/Acre)
Average Mkl Rate Unit Size
Average Affordable Unit Sze
Common Area
Parking SpacesiUnit
Garage Sq. Ft/Parking Spaces

Product Mix (& of Units)
Market

Very Low {(50% AMI)
Low (80% AMI)

Median (100% AMI}
110% AMI

Maoderate (120% AMI)

Project Size (5q. FL):
Unit Total
Market Rate
Affordable
Common Area
Total Residential

Sale Prices: (a)
Market

Very Low (60% AMI)
Low (80% AMI)
Median (100% AMI)
110% AMI

Moderate (120% AMI)

Development Cosis (b}

Land/Square Foot

On and Off-Site Costs/Unit

FeasiUnit

Contribution/Affordable Unit

Other Soft Costs (AS % OF HARD) {c)

Profit as a % of Develepment Costs

Mkt Rate Gonstruction Costs {Per §q. FL)
Alffordable Construction Costs (Per Sq. FL}

Grg Cost/Sqa. FL or Pkg Structure Cost/Space

Construction Financing Assumptions {d}

[nterest Rate

Period of Initial Loan (months)

{nitial Construction Loan Fee (points)
Average Oulstanding Balance

Loan ¢ Cost Ratio

Hard & Soft Costs, Land, Site Cosls
Amount of Loan

103
103

20

2,200
1,500
nfa

400

226,600

226,600
s

226,600

$387,500
$131,048
$209,676
$262,095
5288,305
$314,514

$5

875

§75
$40,000
548,500
$153,800
20%

535

12%

1.5%
1200.0%
2.0%

60.0%
70.0%
$31,382.515
521,967,761

Development Cost Survey

Land

Mkt Rate Construction Costs
Affordable Construction Costs

QOn and Off-Site Cosls

Fees

Contributions for Affordable Units
Other Soft Costs

Garage Cost or Parking Structure Cost

Finance Costs:
Interest on Construction Loan

Points on Construction Loan

Total Development Cosls
Tolal Development Gosfs/Unit

Davelopment Feasibility

34,314,115
$16,995,000
50
$4,120,000
§4,995,500
$2,307,000
$4,511,400
$1,442,000

$988,549
§438,355

40,912,920
$389,446

Minimum Profit Reguired

Net Sales Revenue Required

Add 5% Commissicns/Marketing
Gross Sales Revenus Required

Less inclusionary Unit Sales Revenue

Minimum Gross Market Rate Sales Revenue

Minimum Sale Price/Market Rate Unit

£4,813,550
544,926,470
$2,245,324
$47,172,794
§0
$47,472,794

$457,988

NOTES:

(a) Based an conversations with local developers and analysis of local housing market conditiens. Affordable sale prices based on conventienal financing terms and HCD come Emis.
(b) Based an intenvigws with local developers, Jocal land valus comparables, and BAE estimates.
(6} Soft cost as % of all land and hard costs. Includes ASE, legal, general conditions, taxes, clasing costs, contingency, permi fees, portion of overhead.
(d) Based on conversations with local developers and BAE estimates.

Sourca: BAE, 2007,
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Small Lot Single-Family Residential

Characteristics of ProJect

Numbar of Unils

Market Rele

Affordable
Sita Acreaga
Density {Units/Acre)
Average Mkt Rate Unit Size
Average Affordabla Uni Size
Comman Area
Parking SpacesiUnit
Guast Space/Unit
Garage Sq. Ft/Parking Spaces

Product Mix (# of Uaits)
Market

Very Low (50% AMI)
Low {80% AMI)
Moderate (120% AMY)
110% AMI

Workfarce (180% AMY)

Project Size (Sq. FLI
Unit Total
Markef Rate
Affordable
Common Area
Total Residential

Sale Prices: (a)
Market

Very Low (50% AMI}
Low (B0% AMI)
Median (100% AMI)
110% AMI

Moderate (120% AMI)

Davetopment Costs {b)

Land/Square Foot
Mkt Rate Construction Costs (Per Sq. Ft)

On and Off-Site Costs/Unit

Fees/Unit

Contributions/Affordable Unit
InsurancefUnit

Other Soft Costs {AS % OF HARD) {c)

Guest Parking/Space
Profit as a % of Develepment Costs

Affordable Construction Costs (Per Sq. Ft}

Grg CostiSq. FL or Pkg Structure Cost/Space

Construction Financing Assumptions (d)

Interest Rate

Peried of Initial Loan (months)

Initial Construction Loan Fee {points)
Average Outstanding Batance

Loan to Cost Ratio

Hard & Soft Gasts, Land, Site Cosls
Amount of Loan

118
118

11

11
1,800
1,300
nia

nfa
400

188,800

188,800
nia

188,800

$350,000
$131,048
$209,676
262,005
$288,305
$314,614

%10

$76

375
$47,500
$48,500
$183,800
n/a

20%
335

nfa

12%

7.5%

12
2.0%
60.0%
70.6%
$33,364,114
$73,354,880

Development Cost Survey

Land

Mkt Rate Gonstruction Costs
Affordable Construction Costs

On and Off-Site Costs

Fees

Contributions for Affordable Units
Cther Soft Costs

Garage Cost or Parking Structure Cost

Finance Costs:
Interest on Construction Loan
Points on Construction Loan

Tota! Development Cosls
Tolal Development Costs/Unit

Development Feasibliity

Kinimum Profit Required

Net Sales Revenus Required

Add 5% Commissions/Marketing
Gross Sales Revenue Required

Less Inclusionary Unit Sales Revenus

Minimum Gross Market Rate Sales Revenue

Minimum $ale Price/Market Rate Unlt

$4,695,314
$14,160,000
30
$5,605,000
$6,723,000
42,768,400
$4,283,400
$1,852,000

$1,050,970
$467,098

840,605,181
$344,112

$4,872,622
$45,477,803
$2,273,880
$47,751,693
30
$47,751,693

$404,676

NOTES:

(e) Based on conveérsations with local developers and analysis of focal housing market condiions. Affordable sa

(b} Based on interviews wilh local developers, lecal lend value comparables, and BAE estimales.

{2} Soft cost as % of all land and hard costs. Inctudes ARE, leqal, generai conditions, laxes, closing costs,

{d) Based on conversations with tncal developers and BAE estimates.

Gource: BAE, 2007,

'a prices based on comventional fnancing terms and HCD Income Emils.

contingency, permit fees, portion of overhead.
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Suburban Townhouse Condominium

Characteristics of Project

Number of Unils

Markef Rate

Affordable
Site Acreage
Density (Units/Acre)
Averaga Mkt Rale Unit Size
Average Affordable Unit Size
Commoen Area
Parking Spaces/Unit
Guast Space/lUnit
Garage 8q. Ft./Parking Spaces

Product Mix (# of Units)
Market

Very Low (0% AMI)
Low (80% AMI)

Median (100% AMI)
110% AMI

Moderate (120% AMI)

Project Size (Sq. FL):
Unit Total
Market Rale
Affordable
Common Araa
Total Residential

Sale Prices: (a)
Market

Very Low (50% AMI)
Low {80% AM1)
Median (100% AMI)
110% AMI

Moderate {120% AMI)

Pavelopment Costs (b)

Land/Square Foot

On ang OF-Site Gosls/Unit

FeasfUnit

Contributions/Affordable Unit
Insurance/Unit

Gther Soft Costs (AS % OF HARD) (6)
Resident Parking/Garags Sq. FL
Guest Parking/Space

Profit as & % of Development Costs

interest Rate

Pariod of Initial Loan (months)

Injtial Construction Lean Fea (points)
Average Outstanding Bafance

Loan to Cost Ratio

Hard & Soft Cosls, Land, Site Cosis
Amount of Loan

Mkt Rate Construction Costs (Per Sq. Ft)
Affordable Construction Costs (Per Sq. FL)

Construction Financing Assumptlons (d)

135
135

30
1,200
1,000

10%

400

162,000
162,000

18,200
178,200

$300,000

$83,137
$453,903
$201,080
5224,706
5248,331

$10
5100
5100
$56,000
526,100
$163,600
$18,000
20%
535
31,000
12%

7.5%

12

2.0%

60.0%
70.0%
534,684,200
$24,278,940

Development Cost Survey

Land

Mkt Rate Construction Cosls
Affordable Construction Costs
Qn and Off-Site Cosls

Fess

Contributions for Affordable Units

Insurance
Cther Soft Costs
Garage Cost or Parking Structure Cost

Finance Cosls:
Interest on Construction Loan
Points on Censtruction Loan

Total Development Cosls
Total Cevelopmen! Cosla/Uni

Development Feasibility

Minlmum Profit Required

Net Sales Revenua Required

Add 5% Commissions/Marketing
Gross Sales Revenus Required

Less Inclusionary Unit Sales Revenue

Minimum Gross Market Rate Sales Revenus

Minimum Sala BriceiMarket Rate Unit

$1,860,200
517,820,000
50
$7,425,000
53,523,500
$3,229,800
$2,430,000
$5,454,000
$2,025,000

$1,002,652
$485,57¢

$45,445.631
$336,634

$5,453,476
$50,899,107

$2,544,955
$53,444,062
S0
$53,444,062

$396,882

NOTES:

(2) Based on conversations with local developers and analysis of lacal housing market condRions. Affordable sale prices based on conventionat financing lemns and HCO Income Smis.
(b) Based on intenviews with local developers, focal land value comparables, and BAE estimates.
(2) Soft cost as % of all land 2nd hard costs. Includes ARE, Jegal, general conditons, taxes, closing costs, contingency, permit fees, portion of overhead.
(d) Based on convarsations wilh lecal developers and BAE estimates.

Source: BAE, 2007,
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Characteristics of Project
Number of Units

Market Rate

Affordable

Site Acreage

Density (Units/Acre)
Average Mkt Rate Unit Size
Average Affordable Unit Size
Common Area

Parking Spaces/Unit

Guast SpacefUnit

Garage Sg. Ft/Parking Spaces

Product Mix (# of Unifs)
Market

Vary Low (50% AMI}
Low (80% AMI)

Median (100% AMI)
110% AMI

Modsrate (120% AMI)

Project Size (8g. FLY:
Unit Total
Market Rale
Affordable
Common Area
Total Residential

Sale Prices: (a)
{Market

Very Low (50% AMI)
Low (80% AMI}
Madian (100% AMI)
110% AMI

Moderate (120% AMI)

Development Costs (b)

Land!Square Foot

Mkt Rate Construction Cosls (Per Sg. Ft)
Affordable Gonstruction Costs {Per 5q. FL)
On and Off-Site Costs{Unit

impact Feesfunit

Conlribution/Atfordabla Unit
Insurancefnit

Other Soft Costs (AS % OF HARO) (c)
Grg CostiSq. Ft. er Pkg Structure CostiSpace
Guest Parking/Space

Profit as a % of Davelopment Costs

Construction Financing Assumptions {(d}
Interest Rate

Period of [nitial Lean (months)

1nitial Construction Loan Fee (paints)
Average Oulstanding Balance

Loan to Cost Ratio

Hard & Soft Costs, Land, Site Costs
Amount of Loan

92
g2

85
950
650

10%

0.0
92

87,400
87,400

8740
96,140

$300,000

$56,928
$111,968
$148,661
5166,934
$185,207

$125
$240
$240
§12,000
$12,600
153,800
$18,000
20%
$40,000
nfa

12%

7.5%

12
2.0%
60.0%
70.0%
$43,131,732
$30,192,212

Davelopment Cost Survey

Land

Mkt Rate Construction Costs
Affordable Construction Cosls

On and Cff-Site Cosls

Impact Feas

Gontributions for Affordable Units
Insurance

Qther Soft Cosls

Garage Cost or Parking Structure Cost

Finance Cosis:
Interest on Censtruction Loan
Points on Gunstruction Loan

Tofel Development Cosls
Total Development Costs/Unit

Revelopment Feaslbillty

Minimum Profit Required

Net Sales Revenue Required

Add 5% CommissionsiMarketing

Gross Sales Ravenue Required

Less Inclugionary Unit Salss Revenue
Minimum Gross Market Rate Sales Revenue

Minimum Sale Price/Market Rato Unlt

$5,893,412
$23,073,600
30
$1,104,000
$1,150,000
$2,163,200
$1,656,000
$5,671,520
$3,680,000

31,358,850
$603,844

$46,244,226
$502,655

$5,548,307
$51,793,533
$2,689,677
$54,383,209
$0
$54,383,209

$691,122

NOTES:

(a) Based on conversations with local developers and analysis of local housing market conditions. Affardable sale prices based on conventional financing terms and HCD income Bmits.

(1) Besed on Intervisws with local devalopers, local land value comparables, 2nd BAE estimates.

(c) Soft costas % of 21 land and haid costs. Inchudes ASE, legal, general condiions, taxes, closing costs, contingency, p2rmi fees, portion of overhead.

(d) Based on con tions with local developers and BAE

Sourcs; BAE, 2007.
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SFR, < 30 Unifs

Gharacteristics of Project

Number of Units
Market Rale
Alfordable
Site Acreage
Density (Units/Acre)
Average Mil Rate Unit Size
Avarage Affordable Unit Size
Common Area
Parking SpacesiUnit
Garage Sq. Fi./Parking Spaces

Product Mix (# of Units)
Market

Very Low {50% AMI)
Low (60% AMI)

Median {(100% AlI)
110% AMI

Moderata (120% AMI)

Project Size (Sq. FL):
Unit Total
Market Rele
Affordable
Commen Area
Total Residential

Sale Prices: (a)
Market

Very Low (50% AMI)
Low (80% AMI)
Median (100% AMI}
110% AMI

Moderats (120% ARI)

Development Costs {b)

Land/Square Foot

On and Off-Site Cosls/Unit

Impact Faes/Unit

Ir-Lisu FeafAffordable Unit

Cther Soft Costs (AS % OF HARD) (c)

Proft as a % of Development Costs

Interast Rate

Period of Initia! Loan (months)

Initial Construction Loan Fee (points)
Average QOuistanding Balance

Lean to Cost Ralio

Hard & Soft Costs, Land, Site Costs
Amount of Loan

Mkt Rate Construction Gosts (Per 8q. Ft.)
Affordable Construction Costs (Per Sg. Ft.)

Grg Cost/Sa. Ft. or Pkg Struciure CostiSpace

Canstruction Financing Assumptions {(d)

16
16

2,200
1,600

400

35,200
35,200

nfa
35,200

$387,500
$131,046
$209,676
$262,095
$288,305
$314.514

$10

$80

$80
$40,000
$21,7C0
$208,500
20%

$35

12%

7.5%

12

2.0%
60.0%
70.0%
$5,762,004
54,023,403

Dovelopment Gost Survey

Land

Mkt Rate Construction Costs
Affordable Construction Costs

On and Qif-5#te Cosls

impact Fees

In-Lisu Feas

Other Soft Cosls

Garage Cost of Parking Structure Cost

Finance Costs:
Interest on Construction Loan

Points on Conslruction Loan

Total Development Cosls
Tola! Davelopment Costs/Unit

Development Feasibillty

$1,346,004
$2,816,000
$0
$640,000
$347,200
$619,600
$726,000
$224,000

$181,503
$80,668

$6,9%0,875
$426,930

Minimum Profit Required

Net Sales Required

Add 5% CommissionsiMarketing
Gross Sales Revenus

Less: Inclusionary Unit Sales
Gross Market Rate Sales Rovenus

Minimum Sale Price/ Market Rate Unit

$838,905
$7,829,780
$391,489
$8,221,269
$0
$8,221,269

$513,829

NOTES:

{#) Based on conversations with local davelopers and analysls of local housing market condiions. Affordabl

{6} Based on Interviews wih focal developers, local land va'ue comparables, and BAE estimatas.

(¢) Soft cost as % of afl land and hard cosls. [ncludes ARE, legal, general conditions, taxes, closing cosls, contingency,

(d) Based on conversafions with local developers and BAE estimates.

Source: BAE, 2007.

@ sale prices based on conventional financing terms and HCD income fimils.

perm fees, portion of overhead.
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Suburhan SFR, 100+ Units

Characteristics of Project
Number of Units

HMarket Rale

Affordable
Sita Acreage
Density {Units/Acre)
Averags Mkt Rate Unit Size
Average Affordable Unit Size
Common Area
Parking Spaces/Unit
Garage Sq. FtiParking Spaces

Product Mix (# of Units)
Market

Very Low [(50% AMI)
Low (B0% AbAI)

Median (100% AMI)
110% AMI

Moderate (120% AMI)

Project Size (5q. FL.):
Unit Tetal
Market Rate
Affordable
Common Area
Total Residential

Sale Prices: (a)
Markat

Wery Low (50% AMI)
Low (80% AMNI)
Median (100% AMI}
110% AM|

Mederate (120% AMI)

Development Costs (b}

LandiSguare Fool

Mkt Rate Construction Costs (Per $q. FL)
Affordable Construction Costs (Per Sq. Ft)
On and Cff-Site Costs/Unit

FeesiUnit

ContributionfAffordable Urit

Other Soft Casts (AS % OF HARD) (¢)

Grg CostfSq. FL or Pkg Structure Cost/Space
Profit as a % of Development Cosls

Construction Financing Assumptions (d)
Interest Rate

Paricd of Initial Loan (months}

Inttial Construction Lean Fee (points)
Average Quistanding Balance

Loan ta Cost Ratia

Hard & Soft Costs, Land, Site Costs
Amount of Loan

ic3
193

20

2,200
1,500
n/a

400

226,600

226,600
nfa

226,600

$387,500
§131,048
$209,676
$262,005
$288,305
$314,514

$8

575

375
$40,000
$48,500
$208,500
20%
535

12%

7.5%
1200.0%
2.0%

60.0%
70.0%
$31,362,515
$21,867,761

alys

Development Cost Survey

Land

Mkt Rate Construction Costs
Affordable Construction Costs

On and Off-Site Costs

Fees

Contributions for Affordable Units
QOther Soft Costs

Garage Cost or Parking Structure Cost

Finance Costs:
Interest on Construction Loan

Peints en Construction Loan

Tolal Development Cosis
Tolal Development Costs/Unit

Development Feasibillty

34,314,115
$16,985,000
80
54,120,000
54,995,500
$3,097,500
54,511,400
1,442,000

$958,549
$439,355

$40,803,420
$397,121

Minimum Profit Required

Net Sales Revenue Required

Add 5% Commissions/Marketing

Gross Sales Revenue Reguired

Less Inclusionary Unit Sales Revenue
Minimum Gross Market Rate Sales Revenus

Minimum Sale Price/Market Rate Unit

$4,908,410
$45,611,830
$2,250,592
$48,102,422
$0
$48,102,422

$467,014

NOTES:

(a) Based on conversations with local developers and analysis of local housing market conditions. Affordable sals prices based on conventional financing terms and HCD incoms limits.
(b} Based on Interviews wih local develapers, local land value comparables, and BAE estimates.
{v) Soft cost as % of alf fand and hard costs. includes ASE, legal, general conditions, taxes, tlosing casts, contingency, permi fees, portion of overhead.
{d) Based on conversations with local developers and BAE estimates.

Source: BAE, 2007,
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NOTES:
(a) Based on ¢ fens with local develop

(b} Based on inteniews with loca! developers, local fand vaiue comparables, and BAE estimates.

(c) Sof cost as % of all land and hard cosls. Includes ARE, lega), general condiions, taxes, closing costs, contingency, perm fees, portion of overhead.

{d) Based on conversations with local developers and BAE estimates.

Source: BAE, 2007,

Characteristics of Project Development Cost Survey

Number of Units 118 {{Land $4,895.314
Market Rate 118 ||kt Rate Construction Costs $14,160,000
Affordable 0 |pAffordable Construction Costs 50

Site Acreage 11 [{On and Cff-Sita Costs $5,805,000

Density (Units/Acre) i1 [|Fees $5,723,000

Average Mkt Rate Unit Size 1,600 [{Contributions for Affordable Units 33,717,000

Average Affordable Unit Size 1,300 |[Other Soft Costs 34,283,400

Common Area nfa |{Garage Cost or Panidng Structure Cost $1,852,000

Parking Spaces/Unit 2

Guest Space/Unit n/a ||Finance Cosls:

Garage Sq. FUParking Spaces 400 |lInterest on Construction Loan §1,080,851

Points on Construction Lean $480,378

Produck Mix (# of Units)

Market 118 [{Tofal Bevelopment Cosis $41,596,943

Very Low (50% AMI) - Total Development Costs/Unit $352,516

Low {B0% AMI) -

Moderale (120% AMI) - Development Feastbllity

110% AMI - Minlmum Profit Required $4,9918633

Worldorce (150% AMI) - Net Sales Revenue Required $£46,588,576

Add 5% Commissions/Marketing $2,320.42¢

Project Size (Sq. £t.): Gross Sales Revenue Required $48,818,005

Unit Tatal 188,600 |[|Less Inclusionary Unit Sales Ravenus 50
Markel Rafe 188,800 {{Minimum Gross Market Rate Sales Revenue $48,918,005
Affordable -

Common Area nfa |{MInimum Sale Price/Market Rate Unlt £414,559

Total Residential 188,800

Sale Prices: (a)

Markst £350,000

Very Low (60% AMI) $131,048

Low (80% AMI) $200,676

Median (100% AMI) $262,095

110% AMI $288,305

foderate (120% AMI) $314,514

Development Costs (b}

Land/Squars Feot 510

Mit Rate Construction Costs (Per Sq. Ft) 375

Affordable Construction Costs (Per Sg. FL) 375

On and Off-Site Costs/Unit $47,600

FeesfUnit 348,500

Contributions/Affordablo Unit $208,500

InsurancefUnit na

Cther Soft Costs (AS % OF HARD) {c) 20%

Grg Cost/Sg. Ft. or Pkg Structure Cost/Space $35

Guest Parking/Space nla

Profit as a % of Develepment Costs 12%

Construction Financing Assumptions {d)

Interost Rate 7.5%

Period of [nitial Loan (months) 12

Initial Construction Loan Fee (points} 2.0%

Average Cutstanding Balance 50.0%

Loan to Cost Ratic 70.0%

Hard & Soft Costs, Land, Site Costs $34,312,714

Amount of Loan $24,018,900

lysts of focal housing market conditions. Affordabla sale prices based on conventional financing terms and HCD income Emits,
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Suburban Townhouse Condeminium

Characteristics of Project Development Cost Survey
Number of Units 135 {fLand $1,960,200
flarke! Rele 135 ||Mkt Rate Construction Cosls $17,820,000
Affordable & ||Affordable Censtruction Costs L:13]
Site Acreage 5 {10n and Off-Sita Costs $7,425,000
Density (Units/Acra) 30 {|Fees $3,523,500
Average Mkt Rate Unit Size 1,200 |{Contributions for Affordabla Units 34,336,500
Average Affordable Unit Size 1,000 |{Insuranca $2,430,000
Common Area 10% ||Other Soft Costs $5,454,000
Parking SpacasiUnit 2 {[Garaga Cost or Parking Structure Cost $2,025,000
Guest Space/lnit 1
Garage Sq. FU/Parking Spaces 400 ||Finance Caosts:
Interest on Construction Loan $1,092,552
Product Mix (# of Units) Points on Construction Loan $485,578
Market 135
Very Low (50% AMI) - Tolal Development Costs $46,652,331
Low (80% AMI) - Total Development Costs/Unit $344,832
Median (100% AMI) -
110% AM! - Development Feasibllity
Moderate {12035 AMI) - Mintmum Profit Required $5,686,280
Net Sales Revenue Required $52,138,611
Project Size (Sq. FL): Add 5% Commissions/Marketing $2,606,831
Unit Totat 162,000 }{Gross Sales Revanue Required 564,745,511
Market Rate 162,000 {}l.ess Incluslonary Unit Sales Revenus S0
Affordable - Mirimum Gross Market Rate Sales Ravenua $54,745,544
Commaon Area 18,200
Total Residental 178,200 {|MInlmum Salte Price/Market Rate Unit $405,523

Sale Prices: (a)

Market $300,000
Very Low (50% AMI) $63,137
Low (80% AMI) $153,903
Median {100% AMI) $201,080
110% A $224,706
Moderate (120% AMI) $248,331
Development Costs (b}

Land/Square Foot $10
Mkt Rate Construction Costs (Per Sg. FL) $100
Affordabla Construction Costs (Per Sq. FL) s100
COn and OF-Site CostsiUnit $65,000
Fees/Unit $26,100
Canlribitions/Afferdable Unit $206,500
InsurancefUnit $18,000
QOther Soft Costs (AS % OF HARD) (¢} 20%
Resldent Paridng/Garage 5q. Ft. $35
Guest Parking/Space $1,000
Profit as a % of Development Costs 12%
Constructfon Financing Assumptions {d)

Interest Rate 7.5%
Peried of tnitfal Loan {months) 12
Initial Construction Loan Fes (points) 2.0%
Average Cutstanding Balance 60.0%
Leoan to Cost Ratio 70.0%
Hard & Soft Costs, Land, Site Costs $34,684,200
Amount of Loan $24,278,940
NOTES:

(4} Based on conversations with lecal davelopers and analysis of local housing markel conditiens. Affordable sale prices based on conventional Financing terms and HGD Income fimis,
{b) Based on intendews with focal davelopers, local land value comparablas, and BAE estmates,

{c) Soft cost as % of ati land and hard costs. Includes A&E, legal, general conditons, taxas, closing costs, contingency, permil fees, portion of overhead.

{d) Based on conversations with local developers and BAE estimates.

Source: BAE, 2007.
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Urban Infill Condeminium

Characteristics of Project Development Cost Survey

Number of Units 62 f[Land $5,893,412
Market Rafe 92 1Mkt Rate Construction Costs $23,073,600
Affordable 0 |{Atferdable Construction Cosls 0

Site Acreage 1 |}0n and Off-Site Costs $1,104,000

Density {Units/Acre) 85 ||Impact Fees $1,150,000

Average Mkt Rate Unit Size 950 [{Contributions for Affordable Units $2,891,000

Average Affordable Unit Size 850 ||nsurance $1,658,000

Common Area 10% J[Other Soft Costs $6,571,520

Parking SpacesiUnit 1 [{Garage Cost or Parking Structure Cost $3,680,000

Guast SpacefUnit 0.0

Garage 5q. Ft/Parking Spaces 92 ||Finance Costs:

Interest on Construction Loan $1,381,800

Product M (# of Units) Points on Construction Loan $614,173

Market 92

Very Low (50% AMI) - Total Devefopment Costs 347,015,585

Low {80% AMI) - Total Development Costs/Unit $511,039

Median (100% AMI) -

110% AML - Development Feaslbitlty

Moderate (120% AM)) - iinimum Profit Required 5,641,871

Net Sales Revanus Required $52,657,467

Project Size (Sq. Ft.): Add 8% Commissions/Marketing $2,632,873

Linit Total 87,400 ||Gross Sales Revenus Required 366,200 340
Markef Rale 87,400 fLess Inciuslenary Unit Sales Revenue &0
Affordsble - Minimum Gross Market Rate Sales Revenue $55,280,340

Common Area 8,740

Total Residential 26,740 |[MInimum Sale Price/Market Rate Unit $600,982

Sale Prces: (a)

Market $300,000

Vary Low (50% AMI 856,928

Low (80% AMI) $111,068

Median (100% AMI) $148,661

110% AMIL $166,934

Moderate (120% AM) 185,207

Development Costs (b)

Land!/Square Foot $125

Mkt Rate Construgtion Cosls (Per Sq. FL) $240

Affordable Construction Costs (Per Sq. FL} $240

On and Cif-Site Costs/Unit $12,000

Impact Fees/Unit $12,500

Coninbution/Affordabla Unit $208,500

Insurance/Unit 318,000

Other Soft Costs (AS % OF HARD) (c) 20%

Grg Cost/Sq. Ft. or Pkg Structure Cost/Space $40,000

Guest Parking/Space nia

Profit as a % of Develepmant Costs 12%

Construciion Finanteing Assumptions (d)

Interest Rate 7.5%

Period of Initial Loan (months} 12

[nitial Constructien Loan Fee (pelnts) 2.0%

Avarage Outstanding Balance 60.0%

Loan to Cost Ratio 70.0%

Hard & Soft Costs, Land, Site Costs 543,669,532

Amount of Loan $30,708,672

NOTES:

(2) Based on conversations with local developers and analysis of local housing market condiions. Affordable sals prices based on conventional financing terms and HCOD feome Emils.
(0) Based on Inferviews with focal davelopers, local land valus comparabies, and BAE estimates.

{c) Soft cost as % of ad land and hard costs. Inctudes ASE, legal, general conditions, taxes, clasing costs, contingency, parmit fees, perton of overhead.

(d) Based on conversations with facal developers and BAE estimates.

Sourca; BAE, 2007,
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