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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

REPORT OBJECTIVES AND CONCLUSIONS 

Objectives 

This Public Facilities Financing Plan (PFFP) was prepared to evaluate the ability of land uses 
proposed in the draft Lincoln East Specific Plan, dated March 2009, to support the array of 
public improvements needed to serve the plan area.  The Lincoln East Specific Plan project area 
(Project) is divided into seven discrete development phases, each with its own mix of land uses 
and infrastructure requirements.  Because improvement plans by phase have not been developed, 
the preliminary phasing plan does not affect the recommended financing strategy or the 
conclusions reached in this report, as this version of the PFFP focuses solely on buildout of the 
Project. 

This PFFP offers an in-depth assessment of the one-time burdens associated with providing 
backbone infrastructure and community facilities to the Project.  This financing plan will act as a 
blueprint to guide individual development applications and will ensure that future development 
conforms to the strategy described in this report.  In addition, this analysis provides developers 
and landowners with figures that can be factored into an estimate of residual land values and 
potential returns from their development proposals. 

Because of the changing nature of the variables driving this analysis, there are many significant 
assumptions included in this PFFP that are relatively uncertain at this point in time.  The local 
real estate market, for instance, will ultimately determine home prices and phasing plans, 
potentially causing actual results to differ substantially from those calculated and evaluated in 
this report.  Obviously, material changes to the underlying assumptions may trigger the need for 
revisions and/or more extensive updates to this PFFP. 

It must be recognized that this PFFP is only a test of financial feasibility.  As development 
progresses and circumstances change, the timing and mix of costs and funding sources may vary.  
Nonetheless, regardless of the extent to which proposed financing mechanisms are used, or other 
financing mechanisms are introduced, the feasibility of the overall burden has been evaluated. 

Conclusions 

For purposes of this report, feasibility is defined in terms of estimated one-time and annual 
burdens as a percentage of developed value.  The determination is not meant to assess the 
Project’s overall viability; rather, feasibility is limited to whether the proposed land uses can 
reasonably be expected to bear the burdens associated with public improvements needed to serve 
the Project.  Ultimately, it is important to acknowledge that developers will make their own 
determination of their development proposal’s overall feasibility. 



 

 
Lincoln East Specific Plan 
Public Facilities Financing Plan ii April 27, 2010 

This PFFP indicates that the lower density residential land uses, as well as the non-residential 
portion of the Project, fall within or below the typically accepted range of burden feasibility.  
Over the past two decades, a common measure of burden feasibility emerged, which suggested 
that one-time burdens of 15%-20% were generally manageable.  However, in this period of 
depressed home prices, it is not unexpected for some land uses to fall at the upper-end of, or just 
outside, the typically accepted range. 

While the one-time burdens for the medium and high density products come in at 22% and 25%, 
respectively, the real estate downturn has forced many to reassess the absoluteness of the range 
of burden feasibility.  The decline in values, coupled with the absence of a similar decline in 
construction costs, has resulted in one-time burdens in the 20%-25% range becoming much more 
commonplace.  So, although the medium and high density burdens appear high by historical 
standards, the numbers are tempered by the circumstances shaping the current market. 

REPORT CONTENTS 

In summary, this PFFP does the following: 

• Describes the proposed land uses, demographic assumptions, and estimated values 

• Summarizes the public improvements required to serve future development in the Project 

• Presents cost estimates for the various categories of public improvements 

• Allocates the costs of required public improvements to the proposed land uses 

• Determines Mello-Roos bonding capacity based on acceptable annual burdens 

• Evaluates revenue bond capacity based on manageable, incremental utility charges 

• Identifies the one-time burdens (development impact fees) 

• Assesses the annual and one-time burden feasibility of the Project by comparing the 
burdens to the estimated values for each land use in the Project 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The Lincoln East Specific Plan project area is located in an unincorporated area of northwestern 
Sutter County, adjacent to the southwest boundary of the City of Yuba City (City); it is situated 
within the City’s Sphere of Influence and is expected to be annexed into the City prior to 
development.  Seven separate phases are proposed for development, each with a mix of 
residential and non-residential land uses.  More than 4,800 residential units are anticipated, as 
well as over 370,000 square feet of commercial space.  The Project is expected to accommodate 
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approximately 13,000 residents and to generate almost 750 new jobs.  Both a vicinity map and 
preliminary land use plan are shown below. 

Vicinity Map 

 

Source:  Draft Lincoln East Specific Plan, March 2009 
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Preliminary Land Use Plan 

 

Source:  Draft Lincoln East Specific Plan, March 2009 
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ONE-TIME BURDENS 

The Project requires a significant number of public improvements, including project-specific 
backbone infrastructure (i.e., water, wastewater, transportation, and storm drainage facilities).  
Additional costs incurred in connection with the development of the Lincoln East Specific Plan 
are included as well.  Together, the backbone infrastructure and Specific Plan costs are estimated 
to be $137.4 million at buildout of the Project. 

Certain offsets, which include costs expected to be funded by revenue bonds, were also 
identified.  Net revenue bond proceeds reduce the total project-specific costs to $127.4 million.  
The table below summarizes the gross and net project-specific cost estimates by capital facility 
category. 

Gross and Net Project-Specific Costs 
 

Capital Facility Category 
Gross 

Project-Specific Costs 
Net 

Project-Specific Costs 
Water $18,488,000 $8,488,000 
Wastewater $34,512,000 $34,512,000 
Transportation $70,475,000 $70,475,000 
Storm Drainage $12,819,000 $12,819,000 
Specific Plan $1,100,000 $1,100,000 
Total $137,394,000 $127,394,000 

 

Based on pre-determined allocation factors (i.e., benefit units), the net project-specific costs are 
assigned to the various land uses to establish each land use category’s fair share of these costs.  
The Project, however, will also be subject to certain one-time City and other agency fees 
throughout the course of the development process.  These amounts are added to the 
project-specific one-time burdens to determine the total one-time burdens on each land use, as 
presented in the table below. 

Project-Specific, City, Other Agency, and Total One-Time Burdens 
 

Land Use Category 

Project-Specific 
One-Time 
Burdens 

City 
One-Time 
Burdens 

Other Agency 
One-Time 
Burdens 

Total 
One-Time 
Burdens 

Residential     
Low Density-10K SF min $29,400 per unit $24,200 per unit $3,700 per unit $57,300 per unit 
Low Density $27,200 per unit $24,200 per unit $3,700 per unit $55,100 per unit 
Low-Medium Density $25,800 per unit $24,200 per unit $3,700 per unit $53,700 per unit 
Medium-High Density $19,800 per unit $16,900 per unit $2,700 per unit $39,400 per unit 

     
Non-Residential     

Community Commercial $173,100 per acre $103,000 per acre $10,900 per acre $287,000 per acre
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It is important to note that the facilities included in the detailed list of project-specific backbone 
infrastructure were sized to meet the demands of the Project.  Still, future development to the 
west of the plan area could tie into the Project’s water and wastewater facilities. A reasonable 
planning horizon suggests, however, that such development is unlikely to warrant inclusion in 
the proposed Lincoln East Specific Plan impact fee program.  Nevertheless, if circumstances 
change and future development to the west of the plan area comes sooner than expected, City 
staff may reconsider the fees proposed in this report.  The net effect would be a reduction in the 
project-specific fees outlined above, as the costs are spread over a larger base. 

PUBLIC FACILITIES FINANCING STRATEGY 

Based on discussions with City staff and others, this PFFP recommends a combination of 
development impact fees, utility revenue bonds, and Mello-Roos Community Facilities District 
(CFD) bonds.  Collectively, these three mechanisms are anticipated to fund all of the Project’s 
backbone infrastructure and community facilities requirements. 

Although existing development impact fees will apply to the Project (i.e., certain City fees and 
other agency fees), it is suggested that project-specific development impact fees are implemented 
to fund the total net project-specific costs of $127.4 million.  Creating a project-specific fee 
program will ensure the equitable allocation of backbone infrastructure and community facilities 
costs among the various properties in the plan area. 

To offset a portion of the total gross project-specific costs, this PFFP proposes that utility 
revenue bonds be used to fund $10 million of utility infrastructure (water and/or wastewater).  As 
mentioned earlier, the reconciliation from gross to net project-specific costs includes a revenue 
bond component.  Without assistance from the utility bond revenues, the project-specific 
development impact fees would necessarily increase. 

Another funding source recommended in this financing plan is a Mello-Roos CFD, including the 
issuance of tax-exempt bonds.  The use of a CFD will limit the initial one-time burden on Project 
land uses.  Capitalizing on the entire annual burden capacity, the Project is expected to generate 
approximately $19.7 million in net CFD bond proceeds. 

BURDEN FEASIBILITY 

At the center of the recommended financing strategy is a consideration of burden feasibility.  
While there are no values in these tests that guarantee project success, a one-time 
burden-to-value ratio that is less than 20% was traditionally considered feasible in northern 
California.  As stated earlier, however, one-time burdens exceeding 20% will occur in more and 
more projects throughout the state because of the considerable decrease in property values in the 
past few years. 

It bears repeating that the one-time burden feasibility test is not an assessment of the Project’s 
overall viability – a conclusion that only the Project developers can reach.  The scope of the 
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one-time burden evaluation is confined to whether the proposed land uses can reasonably be 
expected to bear the burdens associated with public improvements needed to serve the Project. 

One-Time Burden Feasibility 

Because the use of CFD bond proceeds effectively converts a one-time expenditure to a 
long-term liability, the total one-time burdens are discounted to reflect the application of CFD 
bond proceeds.  In a sense, the portion of the initial one-time burden funded through a CFD bond 
issuance acts much like any other annual tax, which is why it is included in the annual burden 
feasibility test but excluded below.  The following table presents the one-time burdens for each 
of the land use categories after the application of the financing strategy, and the graph 
immediately following depicts the net one-time burdens as a percentage of developed value. 

Net One-Time Burdens 
 

Land Use Category 

Total 
One-Time 
Burdens 

CFD 
Bond-Funded 
Infrastructure 

Net 
One-Time 
Burdens 

Residential    
Low Density-10K SF min $57,300 per unit ($8,100) per unit $49,200 per unit 
Low Density $55,100 per unit ($5,600) per unit $49,500 per unit 
Low-Medium Density $53,700 per unit ($3,200) per unit $50,500 per unit 
Medium-High Density $39,400 per unit ($1,600) per unit $37,800 per unit 

    
Non-Residential    

Community Commercial $287,000 per acre -- $287,000 per acre 
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Net One-Time Burdens 
(As a Percentage of Developed Value) 

 

 
 

The net one-time burdens presented in this analysis are subject to change as assumptions 
continue to be refined, public agencies adopt policies that affect the proposed development, and 
actual public improvements are installed.  Nonetheless, at this time, three of the five land uses 
appear to pass the one-time burden feasibility test when applying the historical benchmark of 
15%-20% of developed value.  The other two land uses are within the 20%-25% range, which 
while high by past standards, seems reflective of the realities of the current real estate market. 

Annual Burden Feasibility 

Prior to consideration of any land-secured public financing option, an annual burden analysis 
was conducted.  The relevant ad valorem taxes and existing special taxes and assessments were 
identified and approximated for each land use as though the development were in place today.  
To estimate the additional special taxes and/or assessments that could reasonably be levied on 
properties in the Project, the City’s Policies and Procedures for Land-Secured Financings, 
Including Mello-Roos Districts was referenced.  The policies, among other things, seek to limit 
the annual burden to 2.0% of value.  However, builders in northern California have seen 
noticeable market resistance if the total tax rate exceeds 1.8%; therefore, this lower percentage is 
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often used in financing plans for projects in this part of the State.  For purposes of this PFFP, the 
cap was lowered even further to 1.6% to acknowledge the fact that the Project could be subject to 
Landscaping and Lighting District assessments and/or a services special tax, and to leave room 
for these overlapping levies. 

The annual burden evaluated herein includes all ad valorem taxes (the basic 1% property tax 
mandated by Proposition 13 plus overrides from voter-approved bonded indebtedness associated 
with school district bonds, etc.) as well as existing and proposed special taxes and assessments.  
The total annual burden is expressed in both dollar terms and as a percentage of market value 
when the land use is fully developed. 

Adhering to the total annual burden guideline of 1.6%, this report presents a yearly amount that 
could be leveraged by a land-secured public financing district designed to finance infrastructure.  
This annual burden capacity is critical to the recommended financing strategy, lessening the 
initial impact of the one-time burdens while improving the Project’s potential feasibility.  In an 
attempt to minimize obstacles to non-residential development, only the residential land uses are 
proposed to be encumbered by an additional annual levy designed to fund public improvements, 
as illustrated below. 

Annual Burdens 
(As a Percentage of Developed Value) 
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Although a fiscal impact analysis (i.e., an analysis that examines the recurring fiscal impacts of a 
project on an agency’s general fund) has not been conducted to substantiate the adequacy of the 
0.2% cushion identified above, the following table translates the cushion into a dollar figure.  
This dollar figure quantifies the “capacity” set aside in this report for potential special taxes 
and/or assessments that may be needed to ensure appropriate levels of funding, for example, of 
road maintenance, police and fire services, etc. 

Annual Burden Set-Aside for Potential Special Taxes and/or Assessments 
 

Land Use Category 
Annual Burden 

Set-Aside 
Residential  

Low Density-10K SF min $751 per unit 
Low Density $610 per unit 
Low-Medium Density $453 per unit 
Medium-High Density $308 per unit 

  
Non-Residential  

Community Commercial* To be determined 
 

*Special tax rates for non-residential property are not typically determined based on a percentage of 
property value.  Instead, non-residential tax rates are considered in relation to the competitive 
marketplace and economic development objectives.  The City will determine an appropriate tax rate for 
non-residential uses at a future date. 

If additional capacity beyond that resulting from the 0.2% cushion is needed, the Project’s ability 
to fund public improvements through Mello-Roos bond proceeds will be reduced.  Consequently, 
the net one-time burdens would be affected, as well as, potentially, the conclusions reached in 
this report. 

Phased Costs versus Fair-Share Costs 

Finally, because phased improvement plans are not yet available, this PFFP does not address any 
potential funding gaps that could arise due to timing issues.  Once phased improvement plans 
become available, it is highly recommended that this PFFP be updated to reflect the new data.  
Often, initial phases must support a disproportionate amount of the overall infrastructure, as 
certain large-scale and expensive capital facilities must be built before development can proceed.  
As a result, a PFFP that compares the phased costs with the fair-share costs can be a vital 
planning tool that informs the decisions related to the use of public financing mechanisms. 
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Chapter 1 
INTRODUCTION 

PURPOSE OF REPORT 

This report quantifies and analyzes the public facilities burden to be carried by the land uses 
proposed in the draft Lincoln East Specific Plan, dated March 2009 (Specific Plan or Project).  
The Specific Plan is a public policy document that sets guidelines for the long-term use of land 
within the plan area.  Similarly, the Public Facilities Financing Plan (PFFP) provides a long-term 
look at the burdens that will be associated with providing infrastructure to the Project. 

This financing plan has been prepared to evaluate the ability of the Project to support required 
public facilities and represents the culmination of a cooperative process.  This PFFP will act as a 
blueprint to guide individual development applications and will ensure that future development 
conforms to the proposed financing strategy. 

It must be recognized that this PFFP is only a test of financial feasibility.  As development 
progresses and circumstances change, the timing and mix of costs and funding sources may vary.  
Nonetheless, regardless of the extent to which proposed financing mechanisms are used, or other 
financing mechanisms are introduced, the feasibility of the overall burden has been evaluated. 

In summary, this report does the following: 

• Describes the proposed land uses, demographic assumptions, and estimated values 

• Summarizes the public improvements required to serve future development in the Project 

• Presents cost estimates for the various categories of public improvements 

• Allocates the costs of required public improvements to the proposed land uses 

• Determines Mello-Roos bonding capacity based on acceptable annual burdens 

• Evaluates revenue bond capacity based on manageable, incremental utility charges 

• Identifies the one-time burdens (development impact fees) 

• Assesses the annual and one-time burden feasibility of the Project by comparing the 
burdens to the estimated values for each land use in the Project 
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ORGANIZATION OF REPORT 

This report has been organized into the following nine chapters: 

1. Introduction 
Chapter 1 discusses the scope of the report and outlines its organizational structure. 

2. Project Description 
Chapter 2 presents the significant land use assumptions of the Project. 

3. Project-Specific Facilities and Cost Estimates 
Chapter 3 identifies and estimates the costs of the project-specific facilities intended to be 
funded through this PFFP. 

4. Project-Specific Cost Allocation 
Chapter 4 details the allocation of the project-specific costs identified in Chapter 3 to the 
various land uses presented in Chapter 2. 

5. Additional Impact Fee Obligations 
Chapter 5 considers the additional fees applicable to the Project.  Specifically, City fees 
and other public agency fees are approximated. 

6. Public Facilities Financing Strategy 
Chapter 6 describes the recommended financing strategy and includes both one-time and 
annual burden feasibility tests. 

7. Conclusions 
Chapter 7 restates the results of the feasibility tests and offers a qualitative discussion of 
how absorption can affect the results. 

8. Description of Proposed Financing Mechanisms 
Chapter 8 provides a detailed account of the Mitigation Fee Act, the Revenue Bond Law 
of 1941, and the Mello-Roos Community Facilities Act of 1982.  Collectively, these three 
financing mechanisms play a pivotal role in the financing strategy outlined in Chapter 6. 

9. Implementation Plan 
Chapter 9 presents the implementation plan, which discusses how to keep this PFFP 
current and what steps must be taken to execute the strategy outlined herein. 
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Chapter 2 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

LOCATION, LAND USES, AND RELATED ASSUMPTIONS 

The City of Yuba City lies on the northeastern boundary of Sutter County (County).  The Project 
is located in an unincorporated area of the County, adjacent to the southwestern edge of the 
City’s city limits.  Because the Project is located within the City’s Sphere of Influence, it is 
expected to be annexed into the City prior to development.  The plan area consists of 
approximately 1,160 gross acres and is bounded by Franklin Road to the north, Bogue Road to 
the south, George Washington Boulevard to the west, and Sanborn Road and Harding Road to 
the east.  Lincoln Road bisects the property in an east-west direction, eventually connecting with 
Highway 99 to the east.  These regional and local indicators can be found on the vicinity map 
shown on page 4. 

The Project consists of a mix of residential, commercial, and public land uses.  Over 4,800 units, 
featuring an assortment of housing types and densities, are planned for development.  Based on 
persons per household assumptions taken from the City’s General Plan, the Project is expected to 
be home to approximately 13,000 residents.  With over 370,000 square feet of commercial space 
situated on approximately 34 gross acres, the Project is also expected to produce over 700 jobs.  
More detailed information regarding land uses, demographics, and other related assumptions is 
presented in Table 1 in Appendix A.  In addition, a preliminary land use map is shown on page 5. 

Residential values are estimated based on projected sales prices of comparable product types in 
competing master plan developments.  The residential values assumed in this PFFP range from a 
high of $375,000 for the low density residential units (10,000 square foot lot size minimum) to a 
low of $150,000 for the medium-high density residential units.  The low and medium density 
residential products, meanwhile, are assumed to have market values of $300,000 and $225,000, 
respectively.  In addition, research into non-residential sales in the region suggests that the 
community commercial land use be valued at $250 per building square foot. 

It is important to note that these assumptions are of utmost importance, as they form the basis for 
the feasibility analyses that follow.  Market value changes can fundamentally impact the ability 
of certain land uses to manage the assigned one-time and annual burdens calculated in this PFFP.  
As such, it is critical to realize that sales prices, like many key variables, are estimates and will 
be reevaluated in future updates of this PFFP. 
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Vicinity Map 

 

Source:  Draft Lincoln East Specific Plan, March 2009 
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Preliminary Land Use Map 

 

Source:  Draft Lincoln East Specific Plan, March 2009 
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PROJECT ABSORPTION/PHASING 

Residential land uses are expected to be developed through each of the Project’s seven phases, 
while commercial development is expected to occur in two of the last three phases.  However, 
this version of the PFFP concentrates on the total residential and commercial development 
anticipated at buildout and the corresponding public improvements needed to support that 
development. 

Although the phasing assumptions are not used in this version of the PFFP, the preliminary 
phasing plan from the Specific Plan is shown below as it provides buildout estimates as well. 

Preliminary Phasing Plan 

 

Source:  Draft Lincoln East Specific Plan, March 2009 
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Chapter 3 
PROJECT-SPECIFIC FACILITIES AND COST ESTIMATES 

Numerous types of project-specific costs are incurred during the development of any large-scale 
project.  This PFFP focuses on the costs of backbone infrastructure and community facilities, 
which are outlined below.  While other improvements will be required for the Project, such as 
in-tract infrastructure that benefits just a particular subdivision or area, only backbone and 
community improvements are analyzed in this PFFP.  Unless stated otherwise, all 
project-specific costs referred to in this report relate solely to such improvements. 

The total gross cost of Project-specific improvements is approximately $137.4 million.  Net of 
offsets for costs expected to be funded by net revenue bond proceeds, the total cost is reduced to 
$127.4 million.  Table 2 in Appendix A provides the detail of this $10.0 million difference and 
delineates, by facility category, the total gross and net project-specific improvement costs. 

Gross and Net Project-Specific Costs 
 

Capital Facility Category 
Gross 

Project-Specific Costs 
Net 

Project-Specific Costs 
Water $18,488,000 $8,488,000 
Wastewater $34,512,000 $34,512,000 
Transportation $70,475,000 $70,475,000 
Storm Drainage $12,819,000 $12,819,000 
Specific Plan $1,100,000 $1,100,000 
Total $137,394,000 $127,394,000 

 

Each of the five capital facility categories are described below. 

BACKBONE INFRASTRUCTURE 

Backbone infrastructure is defined as project-wide public improvements that are essential for 
development, such as water, wastewater, transportation, and storm drainage improvements.  
Backbone infrastructure costs, the specifics of which are included in Appendix B, were provided 
by RRM Design Group. 

Water Improvements 

The City’s Utilities Department will likely provide potable and non-potable water services to the 
Project.  Existing water infrastructure is located to the east of the Project and will provide 
multiple access points for future connections.  Anticipated potable water improvements include 
regional water storage tanks, booster stations, water mains, and water laterals.  Complementing 
the potable water system, a non-potable water system is included in the Project’s initial design 
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objectives and policies.  Non-potable water is expected to be used to irrigate landscape corridors, 
parks, and other similar land uses for which such irrigation is acceptable. 

Approximately $18.5 million is included in the gross cost estimate for potable and non-potable 
water infrastructure.  However, it is assumed that $10.0 million of the water infrastructure will be 
funded with revenue bond proceeds, reducing the net cost estimate to $8.5 million.  As evidenced 
in the following chapter, some improvements are expected to overlap with items already 
included in existing impact fee programs.  In such cases, rather than reduce the gross cost, a 
credit is applied against the existing fee to avoid double-counting. 

Wastewater Improvements 

The City’s Utilities Department will also provide wastewater services.  Since the Project is not 
served by the City’s wastewater infrastructure, trunk line upgrades are needed to connect to 
existing conveyance systems and the wastewater treatment plant.  Other improvements include a 
standard gravity flow system, sewer lines, sewer mains, force mains, and a lift station. 

Project-specific wastewater improvements are estimated to cost $34.5 million on both a gross 
and net basis.  As was the case with the water improvements, some wastewater improvements 
are expected to overlap with items already included in existing impact fee programs.  The same 
methodology utilized above applies to wastewater improvements as well. 

Transportation Improvements 

The Project’s transportation network is designed to meet the needs of vehicles, bicyclists, and 
pedestrians through an interconnected system that promotes accessibility and connectivity.  
Included in the network are a parkway, major and minor arterials, major and minor collectors, 
local streets, alleyways, multi-use trails, Class II bicycle facilities, sidewalks, public transit, and 
traffic calming devices. 

Project-specific transportation improvements are estimated to cost $70.5 million on both a gross 
and net basis.  Once more, some improvements are expected to overlap with items already 
included in existing impact fee programs.  For additional detail, refer to Appendix B-2, 
Transportation Costs for the complete calculation. 

Storm Drainage Improvements 

The proposed stormwater drainage system for the Project is designed as a standalone system and 
will connect to the Live Oak Canal for the discharge of stormwater.  The system will include 
three basins co-located with parks, with each basin sized assuming the use of traditional curb, 
gutter, and underground piping.  Other improvements include pump stations as well as the 
possibility of force mains and/or pressurized pipes.  The City’s Public Works Department will 
provide stormwater services including collection, transmission, and disposal of stormwater. 

Both the total gross and net costs for stormwater system improvements are estimated to be 
approximately $12.8 million. 
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COMMUNITY FACILITIES 

Improvements traditionally categorized as “Community Facilities” are expected to be fully 
funded by the City’s existing impact fee program.  One item, however, is included below and 
relates to those costs incurred in the development of the Specific Plan.  Since future development 
in the plan area would benefit from any entitlements obtained as a result of the Specific Plan, 
such costs are treated much like the backbone infrastructure costs described above. 

Specific Plan 

Costs associated with the creation of the Specific Plan are included in the project-specific costs 
of the Project.  Both the total gross and net costs for drafting the Specific Plan are estimated to be 
approximately $1.1 million. 

TIMING/PHASING 

Phased improvements plans, while currently unavailable, are expected to be developed as the 
Project progresses.  When such information becomes available, this PFFP will incorporate the 
timing and phasing assumptions so that oversizing and related issues can be addressed 
accordingly. 
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Chapter 4 
PROJECT-SPECIFIC COST ALLOCATION 

METHODOLOGY 

To conduct this portion of the analysis, a benefit rationale was developed for each of the 
project-specific capital facility categories.  In all five cases, a benefit unit was selected and 
demand variables were assigned to each of the proposed land uses.  Table 3 in Appendix A 
presents the benefit unit assumptions for the following project-specific capital facility categories: 

• Water..........................Allocated based on gallons per day 
• Wastewater.................Allocated based on gallons per day 
• Transportation ............Allocated based on trips per day 
• Storm Drainage ..........Allocated based on storm water runoff 
• Specific Plan ..............Allocated based on acres 

A benefit unit is a measure of demand for a given class of infrastructure.  Estimates are provided 
for each land use designation to acknowledge the fact that different land uses have different 
service demands.  Although the type of benefit unit varies between capital facility categories, the 
same approach for allocating costs is applied to each of the categories. 

Based on the applicable demand variables, one-time burdens for each land use designation are 
established for the five project-specific capital facility categories.  Table 4-A thru Table 4-E of 
Appendix A present the detailed cost allocations.  Fees by category and by land use are presented 
in Table 5 of Appendix A. 

PROJECT-SPECIFIC ONE-TIME BURDENS 

Water 

Water costs are assigned to the various land uses based on water consumption factors, 
specifically gallons used per day.  With a net project-specific cost totaling $8.5 million, one-time 
burdens for residential land uses vary from $1,298 per medium-high density unit to $1,955 per 
low density residential unit.  The community commercial land use, meanwhile, is assigned a cost 
of $9,604 per acre. 

Wastewater 

Much like water costs, wastewater costs are based on estimated gallons per day factors.  Each 
land use category is allocated its fair share of the $34.5 million cost of sanitary sewer 
improvements.  All residential land uses have a one-time burden of $6,772 per unit, while the 
community commercial land use is assigned a cost of $46,112 per acre. 
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Transportation 

Transportation costs are allocated to the various land uses based on trip generation.  Assigning 
the total net cost of $70.5 million results in one-time burdens for the residential land uses ranging 
from $10,622 per medium-high density unit to $15,127 per unit for the remaining residential 
categories.  In addition, community commercial land uses are allotted a cost of $86,697 per acre. 

Storm Drainage 

Storm drainage costs are allocated based on each land use’s percent impervious factor, which 
quantifies how much stormwater runoff is attributable to a given land use relative to other land 
uses. With a total net cost of more than $12.8 million, one-time burdens for residential property 
vary from $1,090 per medium-high density unit to $4,904 per low density residential unit 
(10,000 square foot minimum).  Community commercial property, meanwhile, is assigned a cost 
per acre of $29,425. 

Specific Plan 

The $1.1 million cost of creating and implementing the Project’s Specific Plan is allotted on a 
per-acre basis, which is founded on the assumption that all land uses benefit equally from the 
Specific Plan.  Therefore, the per-acre cost of creating the Specific Plan is equal for all land uses.  
This allocation results in one-time burdens for residential land uses that vary from $54 per 
medium-high density unit to $643 per low density unit (10,000 square foot minimum).  The 
community commercial land use is assigned a cost of $1,285 per acre. 

Summary of Project-Specific Fees 

The preceding cost allocations produce the one-time fees that are presented in Table 5 in 
Appendix A.  These fees are project-specific fees, denoted on a per unit basis in the case of 
residential land use designations and per acre for non-residential land uses.  At this juncture of 
the analysis, Community Facilities District financing is excluded from the calculation.  The 
project-specific fees are summarized below. 

Project-Specific Fees 
(Net of offsets) 

 

Land Use Category 

Project-Specific 
One-Time 
Burdens 

Residential  
Low Density-10K SF min $29,400 per unit 
Low Density $27,200 per unit 
Low-Medium Density $25,800 per unit 
Medium-High Density $19,800 per unit 

  
Non-Residential  

Community Commercial $173,100 per acre 
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Chapter 5 
ADDITIONAL IMPACT FEE OBLIGATIONS 

CITY FEES 

Land uses in the Project will be subject to the City’s standard development impact fees (City 
Fees).  City Fees have been estimated for each of the residential and non-residential land use 
categories and are delineated below: 

• Roads 
• Police 
• Fire Protection 
• Civic Center 
• Corporation Yard 
• Parks and Recreation 
• Library 
• Levee 
• Water 
• Wastewater 
• Administration 

As mentioned earlier, where project-specific improvements and improvements intended to be 
funded through City Fees overlap, the full project-specific cost is allocated to the Project and a 
credit is applied against the related City Fee or Other Agency Fee (defined below).  Doing so 
ensures that costs related to the same improvement are not double-counted.  Table 6-A in 
Appendix A presents the City Fees applicable to the Project, adjusted to reflect any overlapping 
improvements. 

Residential fees are imposed on a per-unit basis.  The total City Fees estimated for residential 
land uses range from $23,128 per single family unit to $15,848 per multi-family unit.  Only the 
medium-high density land use is considered “multi-family” while the remaining residential land 
uses are classified as “single family” for purposes of this particular calculation. 

In contrast, the City Fees for the community commercial land use are levied on a per-building 
square foot basis.  Where fees are not originally defined on a per-building square foot basis, the 
fees are translated to this basis using the land use assumptions presented in Table 1 of Appendix 
A.  In total, the City Fees for the community commercial land use equate to $8.803 per building 
square foot. 

These fees are estimates and should only be interpreted as such.  Actual fees imposed during the 
construction and permitting process are subject to the specific circumstances of the development, 
generally at the time building permits are issued. 
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OTHER AGENCY FEES 

In addition to the City Fees highlighted above, the Project is also responsible for development 
impact fees levied by the County and the Yuba City Unified School District.  These other agency 
fees (Other Agency Fees) are identified and quantified in Table 6-B of Appendix A. 

Sutter County Development Impact Fees 

New residential and commercial development in the Project will be subject to payment of certain 
Sutter County development impact fees.  Specific development impact fees anticipated to apply 
to development within the Project include general government, animal control, criminal justice, 
and health and social services fees levied by Sutter County.  These fees will be collected at the 
time of building permit issuance, similar to the City Fees discussed above. 

In total, the Sutter County development impact fees for residential property range from $3,701 
per single family unit to $2,652 per multi-family unit.  As before, only the medium-high density 
land use is considered “multi-family” while the remaining residential land uses are classified as 
“single family” for purposes of this particular calculation.  In addition, it is estimated that the 
community commercial land use will pay $0.577 per building square foot. 

Lastly, it is important to note that the Sutter County development impact fees used in this report 
are the proposed fees related to the County’s updated fee study.  Since the proposed fees are 
significantly higher than the current fees, the proposed fees represent a conservative estimate for 
purposes of this report.  Once new fees are adopted, they should replace, where appropriate, the 
estimates contained herein. 

Yuba City Unified School District Impact Fee 

The Yuba City Unified School District (YCUSD or District) fee is levied on new development 
within the District’s boundaries to provide funding for new school facilities.  However, 
residential development in the Project will not be subject to the estimated $4,734 per unit 
YCUSD impact fee because it is anticipated that it will annex into the District’s Mello-Roos 
Community Facilities District No. 1 (CFD No. 1).  CFD No. 1 serves to defray the one-time 
costs, converting the otherwise applicable impact fee into an annual special tax. 

Community commercial land uses, on the contrary, will not be required to annex into CFD No. 1 
and will therefore be subject to the District’s impact fee of $0.42 per building square foot.  
Payment of the impact fee by community commercial properties is anticipated to fully mitigate 
that land use’s school facilities obligations. 
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Chapter 6 
PUBLIC FACILITIES FINANCING STRATEGY 

PROPOSED FINANCING MECHANISMS 

Development projects of this nature and extent typically attempt to make use of a land-secured 
debt financing technique to fund public improvements required before development can begin.  
By accessing capital to meet the substantial and front-loaded cash outflows, and spreading costs 
over the repayment term of the debt, the Project can increase its potential for successful 
implementation. 

The basic components of this financing plan are development impact fees, utility revenue bonds, 
and debt issued through the Mello-Roos Community Facilities Act (Act).  Assuming a 
Community Facilities District is formed pursuant to the Act, special taxes will be collected to 
repay the bonds issued by the CFD.  Likewise, an additional monthly charge included on 
property owners’ utility bills will be collected to repay the utility revenue bonds.  The annual and 
one-time burden feasibility analyses that follow account for the impacts that CFD debt and utility 
revenue bonds would have on the subject properties. 

Development Impact Fees 

Although existing City and Other Agency development impact fees will apply to the Project, it is 
suggested that project-specific development impact fees are established to fund the net 
project-specific costs.  Creating a project-specific fee program will ensure the equitable 
allocation of backbone infrastructure and community facilities costs among the various 
properties in the Project. 

Utility Revenue Bonds 

This PFFP proposes that utility revenue bonds be used to fund some of the utility infrastructure 
required by the Project.  Although the offset is applied to water improvements in the detailed 
tables, practically, the net proceeds can be used for water and/or wastewater improvements.  
Either way, the effect on the one-time burden feasibility is the same – the reconciliation from 
gross project-specific costs to net project-specific costs includes a revenue bond component.  
Without the utility bond revenues, the project-specific impact fees would need to increase by an 
amount commensurate with the offset. 

CFD Bonds 

The final public financing tool recommended in this financing plan is a Mello-Roos CFD and the 
issuance of tax-exempt bonds.  The land-secured, tax-exempt aspects of these bonds make them 
an attractive investment option and result in lower costs of borrowing.  Furthermore, the CFD 
will limit the initial, one-time burden incurred by the various land uses and will reduce the 
amount of upfront developer capital required. 
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As described more fully below, special taxes earmarked for the Project’s public facilities are set 
so as to maximize all available capacity, while adhering to the City’s annual burden guideline.  
Table 7 in Appendix A presents the special tax rates and the total annual burden, which is 
expressed in dollars and as a percentage of estimated value.  Based on the financing assumptions 
in Table 8-B of Appendix A, the special tax rates are translated into net CFD bond proceeds. 

Since phasing assumptions were not built into this PFFP, one bond issue is assumed to occur 
without any consideration of the timing of issuance.  Furthermore, because improvement costs 
are provided in current dollars, net proceeds are also presented in current dollars.  Two years of 
capitalized interest has been included in the bond issue to reduce the potential exposure of 
undeveloped land to special taxes.  The issue is also assumed to include a reserve fund, cover its 
costs of issuance, have a term of 30 years, and be issued at an average interest rate of 7.0%.  
Debt service on the bonds is assumed to escalate at 2.0% per year, which coincides with the 
annual escalator applied to the special tax rates.  Sufficient coverage and district administration 
costs are included as well. 

In total, $19.7 million in net CFD bond proceeds are expected to be generated by the 
development within the Project, based on the assumed infrastructure special tax rates.  
Collectively, the three mechanisms mentioned above are anticipated to fund all of the Project’s 
public improvements. 

ONE-TIME BURDEN ANALYSIS AND FEASIBILITY TEST 

Two of the principal purposes of any financing plan are to identify how improvements will be 
funded and to make a preliminary assessment of the financial feasibility of a proposed project.  
Financial feasibility is defined here in terms of the estimated annual and one-time burdens, both 
as a percentage of developed value, for each of the proposed land use categories. 

At buildout, the gross project-specific cost is $137.4 million.  However, certain offsets, including 
net utility revenue bond proceeds, were identified.  These various offsets reduce the gross cost of 
project-specific improvements to $127.4 million as stated earlier.  When combined with the total 
City Fees of $106.0 million and the total Other Agency fees of $17.0 million, the Project’s total 
gross one-time burden is an estimated $250.3 million.  Table 10 of Appendix A delineates these 
totals. 

For each land use, the net one-time burdens are determined by offsetting the total one-time 
burdens by the amount of infrastructure funded through the proposed CFD.  To calculate the 
CFD Bond-Funded Infrastructure numbers presented in Table 10 of Appendix A, the CFD 
capacity results that are summarized in Table 8-B of Appendix A must be referenced.  
Construction Costs Funded by Bonds (i.e., the net CFD bond proceeds) are allocated to each of 
the residential land use categories based on the respective special tax contributions of each.  
Although fixed liens do not apply in the case of CFD financing, this methodology approximates 
the debt financing attributable to the different land uses.  Simply dividing this allocation by the 
number of units within each land use category yields the numbers shown. 
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Because the use of CFD bonds effectively converts a one-time expenditure to a long-term 
liability, the total one-time burden is adjusted to reflect the application of CFD bond proceeds.  
In a sense, the portion of the initial, one-time burden funded through a CFD bond issuance acts 
much like any other annual tax, which is why it is included in the annual burden feasibility test 
below but excluded in the one-time burdens.  The following table illustrates the net one-time 
burdens for each of the land use categories, after application of the financing strategy. 

Net One-Time Burdens 
 

Land Use Category 

Total 
One-Time 
Burdens 

CFD 
Bond-Funded 
Infrastructure 

Net 
One-Time 
Burdens 

Residential    
Low Density-10K SF min $57,300 per unit ($8,100) per unit $49,200 per unit 
Low Density $55,100 per unit ($5,600) per unit $49,500 per unit 
Low-Medium Density $53,700 per unit ($3,200) per unit $50,500 per unit 
Medium-High Density $39,400 per unit ($1,600) per unit $37,800 per unit 

    
Non-Residential    

Community Commercial $287,000 per acre -- $287,000 per acre 
 

While the total one-time burden represents a sort of all-in cost, the net one-time burden accounts 
for the impacts of the recommended financing mechanisms.  Implementation of CFDs or other 
public financing options effectively reduces the developer’s upfront infrastructure liability, 
increasing the likelihood that the mix of land uses can reasonably bear the one-time burdens.  
The total one-time burdens presented in this report are provided for informational purposes only 
and are used solely as a means of calculating the net one-time burdens. 

The net one-time burdens lie at the heart of the one-time burden feasibility analysis.  When 
divided by the applicable estimated value, the total costs are translated into a burden percentage; 
it is this percentage that presents a meaningful and easily studied comparison.  The table below 
displays the net one-time burden-to-value ratios for all of the land use categories in the Project: 

Net One-Time Burdens 
(As a Percentage of Developed Value) 

 

Land Use Category 

Net 
One-Time 
Burdens 

Residential  
Low Density-10K SF min 12.9% 
Low Density 16.2% 
Low-Medium Density 22.0% 
Medium-High Density 24.5% 

  
Non-Residential  

Community Commercial 10.3% 
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This PFFP indicates that the lower density residential land uses, as well as the non-residential 
portion of the Project, fall within or below the typically accepted range of burden feasibility.  
Over the past two decades, a common measure of burden feasibility emerged, which suggested 
that one-time burdens of 15%-20% were generally manageable.  However, in this period of 
depressed home prices, it is not unexpected for some land uses to fall at the upper-end of, or just 
outside, the typically accepted range. 

While the one-time burdens for the medium and high density products come in at 22% and 25%, 
respectively, the real estate downturn has forced many to reassess the absoluteness of the range 
of burden feasibility.  The decline in values, coupled with the absence of a similar decline in 
construction costs, has resulted in one-time burdens in the 20%-25% range becoming much more 
commonplace.  So, although the medium and high density burdens appear high by historical 
standards, the numbers are tempered by the circumstances shaping the current market. 

ANNUAL BURDEN ANALYSIS AND FEASIBILITY TEST 

As is typical throughout northern California, the City’s Policies and Procedures for 
Land-Secured Financings, Including Mello-Roos Districts (Resolution No. 00-037) seeks to limit 
the annual burden to 2.0% of value.  However, builders in northern California have seen 
noticeable market resistance if the total tax rate exceeds 1.8%; therefore, this lower percentage is 
often used in financing plans for projects in this part of the State.  For purposes of this PFFP, the 
cap was lowered even further to 1.6% to acknowledge the fact that the Project could be subject to 
Landscaping and Lighting District assessments and/or a services special tax, and to leave room 
for these overlapping levies.  Taking this cap into account, the amounts available for 
land-secured financing (intended to fund the Project’s public improvements) were determined.  
Table 7 in Appendix A demonstrates that the additional annual burdens resulting from the 
proposed infrastructure CFD do not cause the guideline to be exceeded. 

The developed value assumptions shown at the top of Table 7 in Appendix A are based on the 
values shown in Table 1 of Appendix A.  Ad valorem taxes and existing special taxes and 
assessments were determined based on tax bills and supporting documentation provided by the 
entities responsible for the assessments.  Note that the table assumes that the Maintenance Area 
No. 7 and Maintenance Area No. 16 assessments are immaterial to the total annual burden 
amounts and are, therefore, not included in the calculations. 

In order to keep the annual burden on the expected non-residential land use more manageable, 
this PFFP proposes restricting any additional special taxes designed to fund public improvements 
to the residential land uses.  Therefore, the annual amount in the Proposed Infrastructure CFD 
line is set to zero for the community commercial land use.  While this reduces the overall 
bonding capacity of the proposed CFD, it does promote the development of this sales 
tax-generating land use. 

The annual amounts dedicated to the proposed CFD maximize the available bonding capacity of 
the residential land uses, given the constraint of the 1.6% limitation.  The proposed annual 
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special tax rates are $810 per low density unit (10,000 square foot minimum), $560 per low 
density unit, $320 per low-medium density unit, and $160 per medium-high density unit. 

Although a fiscal impact analysis (i.e., an analysis that examines the recurring fiscal impacts of a 
project on an agency’s general fund) has not been conducted to substantiate the adequacy of the 
0.2% cushion identified above, the following table translates the cushion into a dollar figure.  
This dollar figure quantifies the “capacity” set aside in this report for potential special taxes 
and/or assessments that may be needed to ensure appropriate levels of funding, for example, of 
road maintenance, police and fire services, etc. 

Annual Burden Set-Aside for Potential Special Taxes and/or Assessments 
 

Land Use Category 
Annual Burden 

Set-Aside 
Residential  

Low Density-10K SF min $751 per unit 
Low Density $610 per unit 
Low-Medium Density $453 per unit 
Medium-High Density $308 per unit 

  
Non-Residential  

Community Commercial* To be determined 
 

*Special tax rates for non-residential property are not typically determined based on a percentage of 
property value.  Instead, non-residential tax rates are considered in relation to the competitive 
marketplace and economic development objectives.  The City will determine an appropriate tax rate for 
non-residential uses at a future date. 

If additional capacity beyond that resulting from the 0.2% cushion is needed, the Project’s ability 
to fund public improvements through Mello-Roos bond proceeds will be reduced.  Consequently, 
the net one-time burdens would be affected, as well as, potentially, the conclusions reached in 
this report. 
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Chapter 7 
CONCLUSIONS 

BURDEN FEASIBILITY 

Based on the funding strategy proposed in this PFFP, the one-time and annual burdens on the 
Project appear manageable.  As discussed in detail in the preceding chapter, two of the 
residential land uses (medium and high density) come in above the targeted 15%-20% range.  
Nonetheless, at this time, three of the five land uses appear to pass the one-time burden 
feasibility test when applying the historical benchmark of 15%-20% of developed value.  The 
other two land uses fall within the 20%-25% range, which while high by past standards, seems 
reflective of the realities of the current real estate market.  Table 10 in Appendix A presents the 
results of the one-time burden feasibility analysis. 

Conversely, the annual burden feasibility analysis focuses on the total annual taxes and 
assessments, including proposed CFD special taxes.  City policies seek to limit the annual burden 
to 2.0% of developed value, but the threshold applied in this report is 1.6% for two reasons.  
First, in northern California, considerable market resistance is likely to be encountered when 
annual burdens exceed 1.8% of value.  Second, because the Project’s fiscal impacts have not 
been evaluated, a 0.2% cushion was reserved for potential Landscaping and Lighting District 
assessments and/or services CFDs, if necessary.  Table 7 in Appendix A demonstrates that, for 
each of the land use categories, the total annual burdens do not exceed the 1.6% guideline; the 
results of this analysis imply that the Project’s annual burdens are manageable given the 
projected values. 

PHASED COSTS VERSUS FAIR-SHARE COSTS 

Because phased improvement plans are not yet available, this PFFP does not address any 
potential funding gaps that could arise due to timing issues.  Once phased improvement plans 
become available, it is highly recommended that this PFFP is updated to reflect the new data.  
Often, initial phases must support a disproportionate amount of the overall infrastructure, as 
certain large-scale and expensive capital facilities must be built before development can proceed.  
As a result, a PFFP that compares the phased costs with the fair-share costs can be a vital 
planning tool that informs the decisions related to the use of public financing mechanisms. 

QUALITATIVE DISCUSSION OF ABSORPTION 

A longer absorption, while affecting the timing of proceeds generated through the recommended 
financing mechanisms, also suggests that the infrastructure needs would be stretched out over 
additional years.  Similarly, a quicker absorption would necessitate the need for infrastructure 
sooner than planned, but this would be compensated by access to fee revenues and bond 
proceeds earlier than originally planned and modeled. 
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If it does take longer to fully develop the Project, the financing plan should be able to adjust to 
meet the changing infrastructure demands.  The mechanisms considered and recommended are 
both flexible and comprehensive enough to adequately respond to different market conditions.  
This is one of the reasons why a Community Facilities District is chosen as a primary component 
of the financing plan.  In practice, changes in the timing of facilities requirements should 
coincide with changes in absorption (i.e., faster absorption means an earlier need for facilities); 
fortunately, the response to such variations is simplified due to the ease in which public 
financing amounts (i.e., bond issues) can be increased or decreased to reflect the pace of 
expected development. 

If a CFD is formed and bonds are sold to fund infrastructure, it may be necessary to levy an 
annual special tax on undeveloped land to pay a portion of the debt service on the bonds.  A 
slower than expected absorption schedule after bonds are issued would result in a higher amount 
of special tax collected from vacant land.  This is a risk the developers must consider carefully 
with respect to the Project’s cash flow and profit potential. 
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Chapter 8 
DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED FINANCING MECHANISMS 

As outlined above, three public financing tools constitute the framework of the recommended 
financing strategy.  While the numerical impacts of each are detailed in prior chapters, a general 
description of the authorizing legislation as well as some key considerations are presented below. 

DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES 

Assembly Bill 1600 (AB 1600), which was enacted by the State of California in 1987, created 
Section 66000 et seq. of the Government Code.  To establish, increase, or impose a fee as a 
condition of approval of a development project, AB 1600 (also known as the Mitigation Fee Act) 
requires a public agency to specifically identify the public facilities funded by the fees, and 
determine how there is a reasonable relationship, or “nexus,” between the type of development 
project and the need for the facilities, the cost of the facilities, and the need to impose a fee. 

Development impact fees are levied for the purpose of defraying all or a portion of the costs of a 
public facility, improvement, or amenity that benefits the project in question.  The collection of 
development impact fees does not require formation of a special district; a fee program is 
implemented by a public agency’s adoption of a resolution or ordinance.  Fees are paid by 
builders or developers, typically at the time a building permit is issued. 

While development impact fees cannot typically be leveraged (i.e., provide security for bonds or 
other debt instruments), fees can be used in conjunction with debt financing to help retire bonds 
secured by other means (e.g., land).  In this case, development impact fees can generate 
supplemental revenues to reduce future special taxes. 

Development impact fees will be an important component of this PFFP.  Fee revenues will be 
utilized to the extent possible to reduce costs associated with the issuance of debt or 
advance-funding from developers.  However, because fees are collected as development occurs 
and certain facilities will need to be in place prior to development, fee revenues may be collected 
in future years to reimburse developers that have covered costs prior to the availability of fee 
revenues.  If the Project is annexed into the City, a fee ordinance must be adopted by the City. 

REVENUE BONDS 

Revenue bonds are bonds payable from a special fund – a limited source pledge that will secure 
payment of the bonds.  As such, these bonds usually finance facilities for a revenue-generating 
enterprise and are payable from the revenues of that enterprise.  There are a number of statutes 
authorizing the issuance of revenue bonds, but the most commonly used statute is the Revenue 
Bond Law of 1941. 
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The Revenue Bond Law of 1941 allows cities, counties, and certain special districts to issue 
revenue bonds to finance, among other things, water and sewer collection, supply, and treatment 
facilities.  The law requires a majority vote to authorize the size and purpose of the bond issue.  
Because these bonds are secured by a pledge of revenues and not an agency’s general fund, they 
typically carry a higher interest rate than general obligation bonds.  In addition, there is usually a 
requirement that revenues generated from an enterprise exceed debt service on bonds by 25%.  
This “coverage” protects the bond holders from small delinquencies and defaults that may occur. 

MELLO-ROOS COMMUNITY FACILITIES ACT OF 1982 

A Mello-Roos Community Facilities District may provide for the purchase, construction, 
expansion, or rehabilitation of any real or other tangible property with an estimated useful life of 
at least five years.  A CFD may also finance the costs of planning, design, engineering, and 
consultants involved in the construction of improvements or formation of the CFD.  The 
facilities financed by the CFD do not have to be physically located within the CFD’s boundaries. 

The facilities that can be financed by a CFD include, but are not limited to, the following: 

• Roads, water and sewer lines, flood control channels 
• Local park, recreation, parkway, and open-space facilities 
• School sites, structures, furnishings, and equipment 
• Libraries 
• Child care facilities 
• Utility improvements (limited to five percent of bond proceeds if improvements are to be 

taken over by a non-publicly owned utility agency) 
• Any other governmental facilities which the legislative body creating the CFD is 

authorized by law to contribute revenue to, construct, own, or operate 

A CFD may also pay for public services, including the following: 

• Road maintenance 
• Police protection 
• Fire protection 
• Recreation program services 
• Library services 
• Park and open space maintenance 
• Flood and storm protection services 
• Removal or cleanup of hazardous substances 
• Sandstorm protection 
• Seismic retrofitting 
• School facilities maintenance 
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A CFD may only finance the services mentioned above to the extent that they are in addition to 
those provided in the area before the CFD was created and may not supplant services already 
available within that area. 

There are two limitations on the amount of bond financing available from a CFD.  The first is the 
value-to-lien ratio.  “Value” is considered to be the appraised value of the property, including 
entitlements and improvements in place on the date the CFD bonds are to be sold.  The value of 
improvements to be constructed with bond proceeds is included in the value calculation.  “Lien” 
refers to the proposed Mello-Roos bond issue, as well as any other public financing debt secured 
by the property.  Senate Bill 1464, which became effective January 1993, requires a minimum 
value-to-lien ratio of 3-to-1, and the City has adopted this ratio in its guidelines. 

The second restriction on the amount of financing available from a CFD is the total effective tax 
rate (ETR) paid by a homeowner or property owner in the CFD.  The ETR consists of the basic 
one percent ad valorem property tax levy mandated by Proposition 13, plus overrides from 
voter-approved bonded indebtedness and non-ad valorem taxes, assessments, and parcel charges 
(expressed as a percentage of market value).  Market value can be determined based on input 
from local developers, a market consultant, local realtors, or an appraiser. 

There is no legal limit, but a maximum ETR of 2.0% of market value has developed as a 
standard for residential development in many areas throughout the state, although it tends to be 
closer to 1.8% (approximately 0.2% lower) in northern California.  It is thought that ETRs higher 
than these amounts may lead to market resistance by prospective homebuyers, or potential 
“taxpayer revolts” by overburdened homeowners.  The maximum supportable ETR for a given 
project should also consider the maximum tax rates paid by homes in competing projects in the 
area and, based on the strength of the real estate market, the demand for homes in general.  
Commercial/industrial projects are even more sensitive to the annual burdens of competitive 
projects in the regional marketplace.  However, a property owner is able to spread the tax burden 
among many tenants and, therefore, has different issues to consider than a homeowner. 

Mello-Roos bonds can be short- or long-term obligations.  Typically, long-term bonds have 
either a twenty-five or thirty-year maturity and fixed interest rates.  Short-term notes or bonds 
can be issued to provide interim funding using variable or adjustable rates; these obligations are 
then retired when another source of revenue becomes available or long-term Mello-Roos bonds 
can be issued. 
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Chapter 9 
IMPLEMENTATION PLAN 

The Specific Plan and the PFFP are founded on assumptions of land uses, facility demands, 
facility standards and design, and cost estimates, some more preliminary than others.  Since the 
Specific Plan is subject to change in future years, the PFFP should be seen as a living document.  
The results and conclusions contained herein are sensitive to the assumptions built into this 
analysis; material changes to any of these assumptions can have substantial impacts on the 
recommended financing strategy. 

The ongoing implementation of the PFFP will be parallel to the continued monitoring of the 
Specific Plan itself, requiring the same degree of time and effort to remain current and useful.  
This financing plan will guide the preparation of subsequent plans and the overall funding of 
backbone infrastructure and community facilities required to serve the Project.  Following is a 
summary of many of the tasks associated with implementation of the PFFP. 

UPDATES AND REVISIONS 

The PFFP should be updated each time there is a significant change in the land use plan, 
facilities plan, or cost estimates.  If and when these items are revised, there will be a 
corresponding change in the fair-share cost to each land use in the Project.  More specifically, 
land use and facility changes will result in revisions to the benefit analysis and corresponding 
cost allocations.  Revisions, however, will apply only to future development, as some properties 
will have already been developed and paid their fair share, as defined at the time. 

If the updated burdens are higher than estimated in the current PFFP, the City may need to 
increase the project-specific impact fees and/or call on the developer to fund the extra expenses 
related to bond financing (through the provisions of an acquisition agreement).  The PFFP may 
also need to be adjusted to reflect actual costs, based on construction bids received and actual 
completed infrastructure.  If actual costs are higher than expected, again, the City may have to 
increase fees and/or rely on an acquisition agreement to avoid future financing deficits. 

ADOPTION OF FEE PROGRAMS 

Prior to commencement of development, the City would need to adopt a fee ordinance or 
resolution implementing a fee program for each of the capital facility categories outlined above.  
The ordinance or resolution must be adopted prior to approval of a final subdivision map, and the 
corresponding fees should incorporate a proportionate-share cost allocation of the required 
public improvements.  Fees should be adjusted, at least annually, to reflect new cost estimates. 

Pursuant to Section 66006 of the Government Code, the City will establish a separate Project 
account and a unique fund for each type of capital facility for which fees are collected.  
Establishment of this account will prevent commingling of the fees with other City revenues and 
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funds.  Interest income earned by fee revenues in this account will be deposited in the account 
and applied to facility construction costs. 

To maximize the efficiency of the capital improvements program, and to minimize debt issuance 
costs, the City may borrow money from one fund within the Project account to pay for facilities 
financed by another fund within the account.  This borrowing will occur when one type of 
facility is needed immediately, while another type is not needed for a number of years.  The City 
will monitor such borrowing on an ongoing basis and will repay funds from which fee revenues 
were borrowed in a timely manner and in an amount equal to the original amount borrowed plus 
the interest that would have accrued had the money not been borrowed from the fund. 

FEE CREDITS AND REIMBURSEMENTS 

Often, developers are expected to advance fund or construct certain backbone infrastructure and 
community facilities required to serve the Project.  The improvements that are advance funded 
may be improvements anticipated to be funded through the existing City Fees and other agency 
fee programs, the proposed project-specific fee program, or CFD bond proceeds. 

If developers are required to advance fund or provide shortfall funding for improvements, the 
developer may be entitled to fee credits or reimbursements from future development.  Fee credit 
and/or reimbursement programs for existing and proposed fee programs will require agreement 
among the developers, the City, and any other applicable agencies who will be administering the 
fee programs.  The policies and procedures for providing fee credits and reimbursements will be 
established in the implementing documents for the proposed project-specific fee program and 
should be consistent with the development agreement between the City and the applicant. 

FORMATION OF FINANCING DISTRICTS 

Because of its capability to fund public improvements and the flexibility inherent in its special 
tax allocation rules, a Mello-Roos CFD is the recommended land-secured public financing 
option for the Project at this time. 

If the developer requests formation of a CFD as suggested herein, and the City concurs with that 
request, the City should look to form a financing team made up of experts in the various fields 
associated with implementation of such districts, including bond counsel, bond underwriter, and 
special tax consultant.  The City and the designated financing team will be responsible for 
forming the district, issuing bonds to pay for facilities, and levying special taxes to ensure timely 
repayment of bonds, all consistent with the City’s land-secured goals and policies. 
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FORMATION OF AN IMPROVEMENT ZONE TO ISSUE REVENUE BONDS 

Before the start of development, the City will need to create an improvement zone comprising 
the plan area and adopt an ordinance or resolution implementing an incremental facilities charge 
within the improvement zone to fund the acquisition of utility improvements.  The City will need 
to adopt a resolution approving the issuance of revenue bonds and hold an election within the 
improvement zone.  Revenue bonds will be secured only by a pledge of the incremental facilities 
charges within the improvement zone; neither the City’s general fund, nor the portion of the 
monthly charges related to operation and maintenance, shall be liable for the repayment of the 
revenue bonds and the corresponding interest. 
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Table 1
City of Yuba City
Lincoln East Specific Plan PFFP
Land Use, Demographic, and Value Assumptions

Average Total Persons Total Value 1 per Total
Land Use Acres Density Units per Household Population Unit Value

166 2.00 332 2.67 886 $375,000 $124,500,000
466 4.25 1,981 2.67 5,288 $300,000 $594,150,000
134 9.00 1,206 2.67 3,220 $225,000 $271,350,000

56 24.00 1,347 2.67 3,596 $150,000 $201,996,000
822 4,865 12,990 $1,191,996,000

Average Total Bldg SF Total Value 1 per Total
Acres F.A.R. Bldg SF per Job Jobs Bldg SF Value

34 0.25 370,260 500 741 $250 $92,565,000
34 370,260 741 $92,565,000

Total 856 $1,284,561,000

32
10
20
20
59
29

134

Grand Total 1,160

1 Value is defined as market value when the land use is fully developed.

Sources: Lincoln East Specific Plan (March 2009); Lincoln East Specific Plan EIR (April 2009); Goodwin Consulting Group, Inc. 4/27/2010

Joint Use Facilities

Public Facilities
Quasi-Public Facilities
Major Circulation

City Park
Community Park

Residential

Neighborhood Park

Subtotal - Non-Residential

Low Density Residential-10,000 sf minimum (LD-10K)
Low Density Residential (LD)
Low-Medium Density Residential (MD)

Non-Residential
Community Commercial (CC)

Subtotal - Residential
Medium-High Density Residential (HD)



Table 2
City of Yuba City
Lincoln East Specific Plan PFFP
Project-Specific Costs at Buildout

Category Gross Offsets 1 Net

Water $18,487,474 ($10,000,000) $8,487,474
Wastewater $34,512,150 $0 $34,512,150
Transportation $70,474,500 $0 $70,474,500
Storm Drainage $12,819,300 $0 $12,819,300
Specific Plan $1,100,400 $0 $1,100,400

Total $137,393,824 ($10,000,000) $127,393,824

1 Offsets include (i) costs expected to be funded by property outside the LESP and (ii) net revenue bond proceeds.

Sources: RRM Design Group; Goodwin Consulting Group, Inc. 4/27/2010



Table 3
City of Yuba City
Lincoln East Specific Plan PFFP
Benefit Units

Category: Water Wastewater Transportation Storm Drainage Specific Plan

Benefit Gallons Gallons Trips Runoff
Land Use Unit: per Day per Day per Day Coefficient Acres

Residential
Low Density Residential-10,000 sf minimum 467 294 9.57 0.30 1.00
Low Density Residential 467 294 9.57 0.40 1.00
Low-Medium Density Residential 375 294 9.57 0.60 1.00
Medium-High Density Residential 310 294 6.72 0.80 1.00

Non-Residential
Community Commercial 2,294 2,000 54.85 0.90 1.00

Sources: Lincoln East Specific Plan EIR (April 2009); West Yuba City Area Master Drainage Study; Goodwin Consulting Group, Inc. 4/27/2010

PER UNIT PER ACRE

PER ACRE



Table 4-A
City of Yuba City
Lincoln East Specific Plan PFFP
Cost Allocation Table

WATER

Total
Gallons Gallons Percent Total Cost per

Land Use Units Acres per Day per Day Allocation Costs Unit/Acre

Cost $8,487,474

Residential per Unit per Unit

Low Density Residential-10,000 sf minimum 332 166 467 155,044 7.65% $648,992 $1,955
Low Density Residential 1,981 466 467 924,894 45.61% $3,871,474 $1,955
Low-Medium Density Residential 1,206 134 375 452,250 22.30% $1,893,055 $1,570
Medium-High Density Residential 1,347 56 310 417,458 20.59% $1,747,422 $1,298
Subtotal - Residential 4,865 822 1,949,646 96.15% $8,160,943

Non-Residential per Acre per Acre

Community Commercial 34 2,294 78,008 3.85% $326,530 $9,604
Subtotal - Non-Residential 34 78,008 3.85% $326,530

Total 856 2,027,654 100.00% $8,487,474

Sources: RRM Design Group; Goodwin Consulting Group, Inc. 4/27/2010



Table 4-B
City of Yuba City
Lincoln East Specific Plan PFFP
Cost Allocation Table

WASTEWATER

Total
Gallons Gallons Percent Total Cost per

Land Use Units Acres per Day per Day Allocation Costs Unit/Acre

Cost $34,512,150

Residential per Unit per Unit

Low Density Residential-10,000 sf minimum 332 166 294 97,508 6.51% $2,248,142 $6,772
Low Density Residential 1,981 466 294 581,673 38.86% $13,410,978 $6,772
Low-Medium Density Residential 1,206 134 294 354,202 23.66% $8,166,443 $6,772
Medium-High Density Residential 1,347 56 294 395,508 26.42% $9,118,788 $6,772
Subtotal - Residential 4,865 822 1,428,892 95.46% $32,944,350

Non-Residential per Acre per Acre

Community Commercial 34 2,000 68,000 4.54% $1,567,800 $46,112
Subtotal - Non-Residential 34 68,000 4.54% $1,567,800

Total 856 1,496,892 100.00% $34,512,150

Sources: RRM Design Group; Goodwin Consulting Group, Inc. 4/27/2010



Table 4-C
City of Yuba City
Lincoln East Specific Plan PFFP
Cost Allocation Table

TRANSPORTATION

Total
Trips Trips Percent Total Cost per

Land Use Units Acres per Day per Day Allocation Costs Unit/Acre

Cost $70,474,500

Residential per Unit per Unit

Low Density Residential-10,000 sf minimum 332 166 9.57 3,177.24 7.13% $5,022,037 $15,127
Low Density Residential 1,981 466 9.57 18,953.39 42.51% $29,958,269 $15,127
Low-Medium Density Residential 1,206 134 9.57 11,541.42 25.89% $18,242,702 $15,127
Medium-High Density Residential 1,347 56 6.72 9,049.42 20.30% $14,303,776 $10,622
Subtotal - Residential 4,865 822 42,721.47 95.82% $67,526,785

Non-Residential per Acre per Acre

Community Commercial 34 54.85 1,864.90 4.18% $2,947,715 $86,697
Subtotal - Non-Residential 34 1,864.90 4.18% $2,947,715

Total 856 44,586.37 100.00% $70,474,500

Sources: RRM Design Group; Goodwin Consulting Group, Inc. 4/27/2010



Table 4-D
City of Yuba City
Lincoln East Specific Plan PFFP
Cost Allocation Table

STORM DRAINAGE

Total
Runoff Runoff Percent Total Cost per

Land Use Units Acres Coefficient Coefficients Allocation Costs Unit/Acre

Cost $12,819,300

Residential per Acre per Unit

Low Density Residential-10,000 sf minimum 332 166 0.30 49.80 12.70% $1,628,209 $4,904
Low Density Residential 1,981 466 0.40 186.40 47.54% $6,094,340 $3,077
Low-Medium Density Residential 1,206 134 0.60 80.40 20.51% $2,628,674 $2,180
Medium-High Density Residential 1,347 56 0.80 44.89 11.45% $1,467,611 $1,090
Subtotal - Residential 4,865 822 361.49 92.20% $11,818,834

Non-Residential per Acre per Acre

Community Commercial 34 0.90 30.60 7.80% $1,000,466 $29,425
Subtotal - Non-Residential 34 30.60 7.80% $1,000,466

Total 856 392.09 100.00% $12,819,300

Sources: RRM Design Group; Goodwin Consulting Group, Inc. 4/27/2010



Table 4-E
City of Yuba City
Lincoln East Specific Plan PFFP
Cost Allocation Table

SPECIFIC PLAN

Percent Total Cost per
Land Use Units Acres Allocation Costs Unit/Acre

Cost $1,100,400

Residential per Unit

Low Density Residential-10,000 sf minimum 332 166 19.39% $213,368 $643
Low Density Residential 1,981 466 54.43% $598,973 $302
Low-Medium Density Residential 1,206 134 15.65% $172,237 $143
Medium-High Density Residential 1,347 56 6.55% $72,121 $54
Subtotal - Residential 4,865 822 96.03% $1,056,698

Non-Residential per Acre

Community Commercial 34 3.97% $43,702 $1,285
Subtotal - Non-Residential 34 3.97% $43,702

Total 856 100.00% $1,100,400

Sources: RRM Design Group; Goodwin Consulting Group, Inc. 4/27/2010



Table 5
City of Yuba City
Lincoln East Specific Plan PFFP

Project-Specific Cost Allocation Summary 1

Water Wastewater Transportation Storm Drainage Specific Plan

Total Cost

Residential (per Unit)

Low Density Residential-10,000 sf minimum $1,955 $6,772 $15,127 $4,904 $643 $29,400

Low Density Residential $1,955 $6,772 $15,127 $3,077 $302 $27,233

Low-Medium Density Residential $1,570 $6,772 $15,127 $2,180 $143 $25,790

Medium-High Density Residential $1,298 $6,772 $10,622 $1,090 $54 $19,834

Non-Residential (per Acre)

Community Commercial $9,604 $46,112 $86,697 $29,425 $1,285 $173,124

Total 2 $8,487,474 $34,512,150 $70,474,500 $12,819,300 $1,100,400 $127,393,824

1 Refer to tables 4-A through 4-E for detailed cost allocation analyses.
2 Totals under per-unit and per-acre columns equal amounts in column multiplied by land use quantities.

Source: Goodwin Consulting Group, Inc. 4/27/2010

Cost per Unit

Cost per Acre



Table 6-A
City of Yuba City
Lincoln East Specific Plan PFFP
City Fees

Single Family 1 Multi-Family 2

Residential Residential Commercial

Roads Fee $10,078 per Unit $5,824 per Unit $8.727 per Sq. Ft.
Less: Credit for Project-Specific Transportation Infrastructure ($8,191) per Unit ($5,752) per Unit ($4.311) per Sq. Ft.
Net Roads Fee $1,887 per Unit $72 per Unit $4.417 per Sq. Ft.

Police Fee $1,325 per Unit $951 per Unit $0.213 per Sq. Ft.
Less: Credit for Project-Specific Police Infrastructure -- -- --
Net Police Fee $1,325 per Unit $951 per Unit $0.213 per Sq. Ft.

Fire Protection Fee $1,508 per Unit $1,081 per Unit $0.242 per Sq. Ft.
Less: Credit for Project-Specific Fire Protection Infrastructure -- -- --
Net Fire Protection Fee $1,508 per Unit $1,081 per Unit $0.242 per Sq. Ft.

Civic Center Fee $572 per Unit $410 per Unit $0.092 per Sq. Ft.
Less: Credit for Project-Specific Civic Center Infrastructure -- -- --
Net Civic Center Fee $572 per Unit $410 per Unit $0.092 per Sq. Ft.

Corporation Yard Fee $902 per Unit $646 per Unit $0.145 per Sq. Ft.
Less: Credit for Project-Specific Corporation Yard Infrastructure -- -- --
Net Corporation Yard Fee $902 per Unit $646 per Unit $0.145 per Sq. Ft.

Parks & Recreation Fee $6,827 per Unit $4,893 per Unit --
Less: Credit for Project-Specific Parks & Recreation Infrastructure -- -- --
Net Parks & Recreation Fee $6,827 per Unit $4,893 per Unit --

Library Fee $1,011 per Unit $725 per Unit --
Less: Credit for Project-Specific Library Infrastructure -- -- --
Net Library Fee $1,011 per Unit $725 per Unit --

Levee Fee $3,185 per Unit $2,283 per Unit $0.510 per Sq. Ft.
Less: Credit for Project-Specific Levee Infrastructure -- --
Net Levee Fee $3,185 per Unit $2,283 per Unit $0.510 per Sq. Ft.

Water Fee $6,051 per Unit $4,307 per Unit $2.927 per Sq. Ft.
Less: Credit for Project-Specific Water Infrastructure ($2,753) per Unit ($1,960) per Unit ($1.332) per Sq. Ft.
Net Water Fee $3,297 per Unit $2,347 per Unit $1.595 per Sq. Ft.

Wastewater Fee $5,260 per Unit $5,260 per Unit $3.289 per Sq. Ft.
Less: Credit for Project-Specific Wastewater Infrastructure ($2,104) per Unit ($2,104) per Unit ($1.316) per Sq. Ft.
Net Wastewater Fee $3,156 per Unit $3,156 per Unit $1.973 per Sq. Ft.

Administration Component $509 per Unit $336 per Unit $0.274 per Sq. Ft.

Total $24,180 per Unit $16,900 per Unit $9.460 per Sq. Ft.

1 Single Family Residential includes the following land uses: LD-10K; LD; MD.
2 Multi-Family Residential includes the following land use: HD.

Sources: RRM Design Group; Yuba City; Goodwin Consulting Group, Inc. 4/27/2010



Table 6-B
City of Yuba City
Lincoln East Specific Plan PFFP
Other Agency Fees

Single Family 1 Multi-Family 2

Residential Residential Commercial

Sutter County Development Impact Fees $3,701 per Unit 3 $2,652 per Unit 3 $0.577 per Sq. Ft. 3

Less: Credit for Project-Specific Infrastructure -- -- --
Net Sutter County Fee $3,701 per Unit $2,652 per Unit $0.577 per Sq. Ft.

Yuba City Unified School District Development Impact Fee $4,734 per Unit 4 $2,630 per Unit 4 $0.420 per Sq. Ft.
Less: Credit for Project-Specific Infrastructure -- -- --
Net Yuba City Unified School District Fee 5, 6 n/a n/a $0.420 per Sq. Ft.

Total $3,701 per Unit $2,652 per Unit $0.997 per Sq. Ft.

1 Single Family Residential includes the following land uses: LD-10K; LD; MD.
2 Multi-Family Residential includes the following land use: HD.
3 Proposed.
4 Assumes an average Single Family home size of 1,800 sq. ft. and an average Multi-Family home size of 1,000 sq. ft.
5 Assumes the portion of the project that is not already within the YCUSD is annexed into the YCUSD.
6 According to YCUSD staff, the residential portions of the project are expected to annex into CFD No. 1 and, therefore, will not be subject to the standard development impact fees.

Sources: Sutter County; Yuba City USD; Goodwin Consulting Group, Inc. 4/27/2010



Table 7
City of Yuba City
Lincoln East Specific Plan PFFP
Annual Burden Feasibility Test

LD-10K LD MD HD CC

Estimated Value $375,000 $300,000 $225,000 $150,000 $2,722,500

Ad Valorem Taxes

Basic Property Tax 1.00000% $3,750 $3,000 $2,250 $1,500 $27,225

Yuba City Unified School District 1999 Debt Service 0.04066% $152 $122 $91 $61 $1,107

Yuba City Unified School District 2004-1 Debt Service 0.02992% $112 $90 $67 $45 $815

Yuba Community College District 2006-A Debt Service 0.00815% $31 $24 $18 $12 $222

Yuba Community College District 2006-B Debt Service 0.00935% $35 $28 $21 $14 $255

Total Ad Valorem Taxes 1.08808% $4,080 $3,264 $2,448 $1,632 $29,623

Existing Special Taxes and Assessments

Levee District #1 $9 $6 $6 $6 $35

Levee #1 Additional Assessment $8 $5 $5 $5 $31

Maintenance Area No. 7 1 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a

Maintenance Area No. 16 1 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a

Total Existing Special Taxes and Assessments $16 $11 $11 $11 $66

Proposed Special Taxes

Proposed Infrastructure CFD $810 $560 $320 $160 n/a

Yuba City Unified School District CFD No. 1 2 $1,093 $955 $818 $589 n/a

Total Proposed Special Taxes $1,903 $1,515 $1,138 $749 $0

Total Annual Burden $5,999 $4,790 $3,597 $2,392 $29,688

Total Annual Burden as a % of Estimated Value 3 1.60% 1.60% 1.60% 1.59% 1.09%

1 The annual assessment amounts for Maintenance Areas 7 and 16 are immaterial to this analysis.
2 Assumes average square footages of: 2,100; 1,800; 1,500; and 1,000 for LD-10K, LD, MD, and HD homes, respectively.
3 Total annual burden is limited to 1.60% of estimated value.

Sources: Sutter County; Goodwin Consulting Group, Inc. 4/27/2010

per Acreper Unit



Table 8-A
City of Yuba City
Lincoln East Specific Plan PFFP
Proposed Infrastructure CFD Special Tax Summary

Estimated Max Special Tax Max Special Tax
Land Use Value (2010-2011 $) (% of Value)

Residential per Unit per Unit

Low Density Residential-10,000 sf minimum $375,000 $810 0.22%
Low Density Residential $300,000 $560 0.19%
Low-Medium Density Residential $225,000 $320 0.14%
Medium-High Density Residential $150,000 $160 0.11%

Non-Residential per Acre per Acre

Community Commercial $2,722,500 $0 0.00%

Source: Goodwin Consulting Group, Inc. 4/27/2010



Table 8-B
City of Yuba City
Lincoln East Specific Plan PFFP
Mello-Roos Bond Summary

Assumptions

Average Interest Rate 7.00%
Capitalized Interest (Months) 24
Bond Term (Years) 30
Reserve Fund as a % of Bond Issue 10.00%
Capitalized Interest as a % of Bond Issue [Net-Funded] 12.38%
Issuance Cost / Underwriter's Discount as a % of Bond Issue 5.00%
Annual % Increase in Special Tax 2.00%

Bond Sources

Par Amount of Bonds Issued $27,086,000

Bond Uses
Construction Costs Funded by Bonds $19,670,000
Reserve Fund $2,709,000
Capitalized Interest $3,353,000
Issuance Costs / Underwriter's Discount $1,354,000
Total $27,086,000

Source: Goodwin Consulting Group, Inc. 4/27/2010



Table 9
City of Yuba City
Lincoln East Specific Plan PFFP
Incremental Utility Charges to Support Revenue Bonds

Net Revenue Bond Proceeds $10,000,000
Issuance Costs and Reserve Fund 10%
Gross Revenue Bond Proceeds $11,115,000

Percent Annual Monthly
Land Use Units Acres Allocation Payment Payment

(@ 6.50%
for 30 yrs.,
125% cov.)

Total per Unit per Unit per Unit

332 166 7.65% $849,905 $2,560 $245 $20
1,981 466 45.61% $5,069,993 $2,560 $245 $20
1,206 134 22.30% $2,479,101 $2,056 $197 $16
1,347 56 20.59% $2,288,384 $1,699 $163 $14
4,865 822 96.15% $10,687,383

Total per Acre per Acre per Acre

34 3.85% $427,617 $12,577 $1,204 $100
34 3.85% $427,617

Total 100.00% $11,115,000

1 Based on the percentages shown in Table 4-A.

Source: Goodwin Consulting Group, Inc. 4/27/2010

Residential

Subtotal - Non-Residential

Estimated
Lien

Low Density Residential-10,000 sf minimum
Low Density Residential
Low-Medium Density Residential
Medium-High Density Residential

Community Commercial
Non-Residential

Subtotal - Residential

1



Table 10
City of Yuba City
Lincoln East Specific Plan PFFP
One-Time Burden Feasibility Test

Project- Other CFD Bond- Net One-Time
Specific City Agency Gross Funded Net Burden as a %

Fees Fees Fees Total Burdens Infrastructure Total Burdens Estimated Value of Estimated Value

Residential
Low Density Residential-10,000 sf minimum $29,400 $24,180 $3,701 $57,281 $8,049 $49,232 $375,000 13.13%
Low Density Residential $27,233 $24,180 $3,701 $55,114 $5,565 $49,549 $300,000 16.52%
Low-Medium Density Residential $25,790 $24,180 $3,701 $53,671 $3,180 $50,491 $225,000 22.44%
Medium-High Density Residential $19,834 $16,900 $2,652 $39,386 $1,590 $37,796 $150,000 25.20%

Non-Residential
Community Commercial $173,124 $103,025 $10,857 $287,006 $0 $287,006 $2,722,500 10.54%

Total 1 $127,393,824 $111,338,328 $16,962,407 $255,694,559 $19,670,000 $236,024,559

1 Totals under per-unit and per-acre columns equal amounts in column multiplied by land use quantities.

Source: Goodwin Consulting Group, Inc. 4/27/2010

per Unit

per Acre
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PROJECT-SPECIFIC BACKBONE INFRASTRUCTURE COSTS 
 



DATE: Dec 21, 2009
JOB No.: 1005500
JOB NM: Lincoln East Specific Plan 3765 South Higuera, Suite 102
CALC BY: SHS  San Luis Obispo, Ca.
CHK BY: ARC Ph: (805) 543-1794  Fax: (805).543.4609  email: www.rrmdesign.com

Lincoln East Specific Plan Conceptual Cost Estimate For Utilities

CAT. ITEM QUANT UNIT COST/UNIT COST DESCRIPTION
STORM DRAINS:

STORM DRAIN FORCE MAINS 11,050 LF 250.00 $2,762,500 Average width estimated based on previous widths
STORM DRAIN GRAVITY LINES 8,165 LF 350.00 $2,857,750 Average width estimated based on previous widths
DETENTION BASIN 18 ACRES 45000.00 $810,000 Basin grading only, no landscaping, no park improvements
INLET STRUCTURES 5 EA 25000.00 $125,000
LIFT STATIONS 2 EA 2000000.00 $4,000,000
STORM DRAIN MANHOLES 15 EA 8500.00 $127,500

Streets Subtotal: $10,682,750

WATER

36" WATER MAINS 4,150 LF 330.00 $1,369,500
Needed to complete loop with existing connections (includes asphalt demo/patch 
back)

30" WATER MAINS 13,750 LF 240.00 $3,300,000 Within Specific Plan Area (includes asphalt/patch back)
16" WATER MAINS 25,595 LF 170.00 $4,351,150 Quantity verified via cad mapping
8.2 MGB BOOSTER STATION 1 EA 2563495.00 $2,563,495
3.0 M.G. WATER TANK 1 EA 3572083.00 $3,572,083 Located at Franklin/Ohlyer
8.5 MGD WELL 1 EA 250000.00 $250,000 Required for park irrigation

Water Subtotal: $15,406,228

SEWER
48" SEWER MAINS 8,315 LF 600.00 $4,989,000 Based on a cost of $12.5/LF/in. diameter
42" SEWER MAINS 5,035 LF 525.00 $2,643,375

36" FORCE SEWER MAIN 16,865 LF 450.00 $7,589,250
This is a force main. Since the City provided only the estimate of 
12.5/LF/diameter, Doubled costs per City's comments.

33" SEWER MAINS 7,250 LF 412.50 $2,990,625
30" SEWER MAINS 1,700 LF 375.00 $637,500
27" SEWER MAINS 1,960 LF 337.50 $661,500
24" SEWER MAINS 5,210 LF 300.00 $1,563,000
21" SEWER MAINS 5,470 LF 262.50 $1,435,875
SEWER LIFT STATION 1 EA 6250000.00 $6,250,000

Sewer Subtotal: $28,760,125

SUBTOTAL: $54,849,103
CONTINGENCIES & INFLATION (20% of subtotal): $10,969,821

GRAND TOTAL: $65,818,924

 THIS ESTIMATE WAS PREPARED USING STANDARD COST AND/OR QUANTITY ESTIMATE PRACTICES.  IT IS UNDERSTOOD AND AGREED THAT THIS IS AN ESTIMATE
 ONLY, AND THAT THE ENGINEER SHALL NOT BE LIABLE TO THE OWNER OR TO A THIRD PARTY FOR ANY FAILURE TO ACCURATELY ESTIMATE THE COST AND/OR
 QUANTITIES FOR THE PROJECT, OR ANY PART THEREOF.

 THIS ENGINEER'S ESTIMATE IS PREPARED AS A GUIDELINE AND DOES NOT CONSTITUTE THE BASIS FOR BID.  THE CONTRACTOR IS TO PERFORM HIS/HER
 OWN QUANTITY TAKE-OFF AND TO BID ACCORDINGLY.  IN THE EVENT THAT ERRORS OR OMISSIONS ARE ENCOUNTERED THROUGH THE BIDDING PROCESS,
 PLEASE CONTACT THE ENGINEER FOR CLARIFICATION.

PRINT:  12/21/2009 AT 2:54 PM 1 LEST PRELIMINARY COST  EST..xls



Lincoln East Specific Plan
Transportation Costs

Developer Cost Supporting Schedule
Roadway City Cost 1 Developer Cost Total Cost

Segment Length Cost per Lin. Ft.
East-West Roadways (Lin. Ft.) Cost per Lin. Ft. in City Cost Soft Costs Total Costs

Bogue Road George Washington Blvd to Harter Parkway $2,125,500 $1,849,700 $3,975,200 2,062 $1,090 ($400) 30% $1,849,700
Bogue Road Harter Parkway to Sanborn Road $5,317,900 $3,183,500 $8,501,400 5,915 $1,090 ($676) 30% $3,183,500
Lincoln Road George Washington Blvd to Harter Parkway $2,536,600 $1,387,300 $3,923,900 1,670 $1,110 ($471) 30% $1,387,300
Lincoln Road Harter Parkway to Sanborn Road $3,572,800 $673,800 $4,246,600 2,920 $1,110 ($933) 30% $673,800
Franklin Road George Washington Blvd to El Margarita Road $3,900,500 $1,246,100 $5,146,600 2,700 $1,110 ($755) 30% $1,246,100
Franklin Road El Margarita Road to Harter Parkway $1,397,000 $1,776,800 $3,173,800 1,925 $1,110 ($400) 30% $1,776,800
Franklin Road Harter Parkway to Harding Road $2,600,300 $544,200 $3,144,500 1,965 $1,110 ($897) 30% $544,200
Total East-West Roadways $21,450,600 $10,661,400 $32,112,000

North-South Roadways
Harter Parkway Bogue Road to Lincoln Road $3,360,500 $5,005,000 $8,365,500 5,500 $1,170 ($470) 30% $5,005,000
Harter Parkway Lincoln Road to Franklin Road $4,261,800 $6,347,300 $10,609,100 6,975 $1,170 ($470) 30% $6,347,300
El Margarita Road Harter Parkway to Franklin Road $682,700 $2,180,300 $2,863,000 1,940 $910 ($46) 30% $2,180,300
George Washington Blvd Bogue Road to Lincoln Road $2,812,700 $4,875,300 $7,688,000 5,282 $1,110 ($400) 30% $4,875,300
George Washington Blvd Lincoln Road to Franklin Road $5,593,200 $2,443,700 $8,036,900 5,295 $1,110 ($755) 30% $2,443,700
Total North-South Roadways $16,710,900 $20,851,600 $37,562,500

Additional Signalized Intersections
SR20/El Margarita Road $400,000 $400,000
Bogue Road/Walton $400,000 $400,000

TOTAL TRANSPORTATION COSTS $38,161,500 $32,313,000 $70,474,500

1 This column represents the amount eligible for a fee credit against the City's Traffic Impact Fee.

Prepared by Goodwin Consulting Group, Inc. based on the Draft-Yuba City Traffic Impact Fee -LESP.xls file (with City-directed revisions)




