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Exhibit C: General Plan Land Use Map
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COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT AGENCY 
LONG RANGE PLANNING 
2850 Fairlane Court, Placerville, CA 95667 
Phone (530) 621-4650, Fax (530) 642-0508

Date: November 1, 2016 

To: Board of Supervisors 

From: Shawna Purvines, Interim Assistant Director, Community Development Agency, 
Long Range Planning 

Subject: El Dorado Hills Business Park Marketability 

Purpose 

This staff memo is a follow-up to the item Supervisor Mikulaco presented to the Board on August 2, 2016 
recommending the Board provide direction to the Chief Administrative Office and Community 
Development Agency to explore enhancing the marketability of the El Dorado Hills Business Park (“EDH 
Business Park”). The Board directed staff to explore potential issues, options for action as appropriate 
(including resource and time frame estimates for each), and report back to the Board in late fall/early 
winter for consideration. 

Background 

On March 21, 2016, the Board adopted the County’s 2016-2019 Strategic Plan. Economic Development 
is one of the Plan’s goals and includes the following objectives: 1) Attract, develop and retain businesses 
that provide economic sustainability and quality job creation; 2) Increase employment opportunities by 
improving workforce development skills; 3) Invest in infrastructure needs to improve and maintain 
competitiveness; 4) Strengthen the County’s business friendly reputation; and 5) Develop and maintain an 
economic development plan that is time relevant and community and market oriented; and 6) Provide 
diverse workforce housing options - balance jobs with housing. 

Following the August 2, 2016, Board meeting where the Board directed staff to explore potential issues 
and options for action as appropriate for the EDH Business Park, a working group comprised of staff from 
the CAO’s office, District One Supervisor’s Office, and the Community Development Agency Long 
Range Planning have attended several meetings with representatives from the El Dorado Hills Chamber 
of Commerce, the Greater Sacramento Area Economic Council (GSAC) and three of the largest property 
owners in the EDH Business Park. Meeting discussions identified some perceived challenges with how 
the current EDH Business Park functions.  

16-0821 2A  1 of 7

Exhibit F 
PA17-0004

19-1610 B 12 of 151



EDH Business Park Marketability 
November 1, 2016 
Page 2 of 7 
 
Development planning for the EDH Business Park dates back to 1981. A draft Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR) for the business park was prepared in August 1982. The EIR noted that the plan was to 
develop a 909 acre site into a high technology industrial business park including assembly plants, research 
laboratories, warehouses and business offices. At that time, the land was zoned as Exclusive Agriculture 
(AE). The EIR indicated that the applicant planned to request cancellation of the Williamson Act Contract 
No. 124 (1070 acres) and to request a rezone of the entire 1070 acres from AE to Research and 
Development (R&D). 
 
On March 6, 1984, the Board of Supervisors adopted Resolutions 61-84 through 67-84 pertaining to the 
establishment of an Assessment District for Phase I of the EDH Business Park. 
      
Current Conditions 
 
Ridge Capital Evaluation 

The County received an evaluation of the EDH Business Park prepared in August 2016 by Ridge Capital, 
Inc., a real estate investment and development firm headquartered in Sacramento.  
The evaluation stated that the EDH Business Park is approximately 832 acres, comprised of 829 acres 
zoned for R&D and three acres zoned for CG (Commercial, General). The Ridge Capital evaluation noted 
that an extremely slow rate of land absorption has taken place within the EDH Business Park over its life 
cycle. According to Ridge Capital, “In + 36 years since its inception, the EDH Business Park has 
experienced an average annual absorption rate of + 8.4 acres per year, with only 302 developed acres 
out of 832.” Applying the historical absorption rate on a straight-line basis to the existing land stock 
results in a “forecasted build-out date for the EDH Business Park of +2079 – 63 years from now (i.e., 
530 acres/8.4 acres per year = 63 years)”.   
 
The Ridge Capital Evaluation also cites that the absorption rate is significantly underperforming other 
business park locations within the Sacramento region. During 2000–2015, the industrial land absorption 
rate for the EDH Business Park averaged 3.68 acres/year, compared to Power Inn (15.97 acres/year), 
Natomas/Northgate (15.84 acres/year), and West Sacramento (14.27 acres/year).  
 
Changing Workforce 

The changing workforce (e.g., influx of Millennials and their amenity preferences) are also a significant 
factor in site location. More than one-in-three American workers today are Millennials (adults ages 18 to 
34 in 2015), and last year they surpassed Generation X to become the largest share of the American 
workforce, according to new Pew Research Center analysis of U.S. Census Bureau data. The U.S. Bureau 
of Labor Statistics predicts that by 2030 this hyper-connected, tech savvy generation will make up 75 
percent of the workforce. 
 
Current Statistics 

Currently, 302 acres or 37 percent of the total 832 acres are developed. According to occupancy reports 
prepared by ProEquity Asset Management on July 28, 2016, the vacancy rate of all developed properties 
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(148 properties/3,026,243 square footage) is 13.9 percent. The vacancy rate of existing office space only 
(56 properties/1,038,434 square footage) is 28.8 percent.  
 
Available data varies regarding the reported number of businesses operating and employees working in 
the EDH Business Park.  The number of reported individual businesses range from approximately 2001 to 
5002 employing from 3,5001 to 6,0002 full- and part-time employees. A 2015 data report based on  
D-U-N-S3 number information, prepared by Buxton Analytics for the County Treasurer/Tax Collector’s 
Office, identified 305 businesses located within the EDH Business Park employing over 3,500 full- and 
part-time employees. 
 
Major individual employers comprise the following industries: Billing output services; Aircraft 
Manufacturing; Building Construction and Specialty Contractors; Computer, Office Equipment and 
Software Merchant Wholesalers; Architecture and Engineering, Residential Real Estate Leasing; along 
with the U.S. Department of the Interior.  
 
The types of businesses also vary significantly. Some of the more prevalent types reported include: Health 
Care Practitioners and services; Construction; Architecture and Engineering; Services including: 
insurance/real estate agents, consulting, legal, investment, computer system design, banking, child day 
care; personal care, advertising; amusement and recreation; commercial real estate leasing; printing and 
publishing; machinery, equipment and metal products manufacturing.     
 
Employment Cap 

The 2004 General Plan Policy TC-1y conditions an employment cap of 10,045 full-time employees 
within the EDH Business Park “unless it can be demonstrated that a higher number of employees would 
not violate established level of service standards.” This employment cap was calculated as part of the 
analysis in the Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the 2004 General Plan (see Appendix E.1, 
Mitigation Measure 5.4-1(b) Traffic Model Run (Reduced Business Park)). The employment cap may be 
lifted if the County implements one of the following mitigation measures included in the 2004 General 
Plan EIR, and addressed by General Plan policies as noted below: 
  

• Mitigation Measure 5.4-1(a):  Amend the Circulation Diagram to include a new arterial roadway 
from El Dorado Hills to U.S. 50.  [Policy TC-1u] 

• Mitigation Measure 5.4-1(b): Implement growth control mechanism for new development 
accessing Latrobe Road or White Rock Road [Policy TC-1y] 

• Mitigation Measure 5.4-1(c): Modify LOS Policies 
• Mitigation Measure 5.4-1(d): Amend the Circulation Diagram to include a frequent transit service 

on exclusive right-of way to the El Dorado Hills Business Park  [Policy TC-1v] 
                                            
1 El Dorado Hills Chamber of Commerce phone survey, 2012 
2 Greater Sacramento Area Economic Council (GSAC), Avention OneSource, 2016 
3 A DUNS number (Data Universal Numbering System,) is a unique, non-indicative 9-digit identifier for each 
physical location of a business issued and maintained by Dun & Bradstreet (D&B) that verifies the existence of a 
business entity globally.  
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Mitigation Measure 5.4-1(a) and Policy TC-1u are being addressed in the proposed Major Capital 
Improvement Program (CIP) and Traffic Impact Mitigation (TIM) Fee Program Update which includes 
the Latrobe Connection project (CIP Project No. 66116).  This project includes construction of a new 
arterial connecting the south end of Golden Foothill Parkway to Carson Creek Drive. This new roadway 
was constructed in 2015. The Major CIP/TIM Fee Program Update includes a proposed General Plan 
Amendment that includes revisions to the Circulation Diagram (General Plan Figure TC-1) and removal 
of General Plan Policy TC-1y. On September 20, 2016, the Board tentatively approved the 2016 CIP 
Book. On December 7, 2015, the Board adopted Resolution of Intention (ROI) 204-2015 and directed 
staff to proceed with the General Plan Amendment. Adoption of the Major CIP/TIM Fee Program Update 
is anticipated to be approved by December 2016. 
 
Current Allowed Uses  

The County Zoning Ordinance, which was updated in December 2015 and adopted by the Board of 
Supervisors on December 15, 2015, allows a variety of uses in Industrial/Research and Development 
(R&D) zones, as shown on Table 130.23.020 in the County Code of Ordinances Title 130 – Zoning.  
Some of the uses are allowed without any special permit required, other than a business license. Other 
uses are allowed with a permit required such as a Conditional Use Permit. The updated Zoning Ordinance 
includes several new and/or expanded allowed uses in R&D Zones, including but not limited to: Animal 
Sales and Service: Veterinary Clinics; Brewery (Large Commercial and Micro Brewery); Distillery; 
Wineries: Production Facilities; Retail Sales (not limited to being incidental to the primary use conducted 
on site); College & University. Some of these uses may have been allowed in the EDH Business Park 
prior to the adoption of the updated Zoning Ordinance, but may not have been specifically noted in the 
prior Zoning Ordinance, but are noted in the current Zoning Ordinance.  
 
Potential Opportunities and Constraints 
 
Following are observations expressed by the working group and studies that may possibly increase the 
vitality of the business park. These observations are based on: a) staff’s discussions with EDH Business 
Park property owners and board members, existing businesses, EDH Chamber of Commerce, and others; 
b) information compiled by the Greater Sacramento Area Economic Council (GSAC), El Dorado County 
Report, August 2016; c) results of the El Dorado Hills Community Survey conducted in late 2013; and  
d) El Dorado County Industry-Focused Economic Development Study prepared by Center for Strategic 
Economic Research (CSER), June 30, 2010. 
 

• Existing Capacity Potential – 530 undeveloped acres, many are large parcels that could 
accommodate large scale businesses 

• Existing Infrastructure (e.g., water, sewer, natural gas and roads) 
• Transportation – convenient access to U.S. Highway 50 economic corridor 
• New developments must include road improvements with pedestrian and bicycle access  
• Proximity to the greater Sacramento regional market – potential to attract reverse commute 

workforce and economic opportunities 
• Expanded uses in R&D Zone as part of the Zoning Ordinance updated December 2015  
• Educated work force and proximity to colleges and universities 
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• Community support for attracting industry that provides quality and higher paying jobs  
• Community desire for more shopping, dining, and entertainment opportunities  
• Close to regional  UPS center and airports for efficient product delivery 
• County Community Development Agency Ombudsman for centralized technical assistance team 

approach to streamline the permit process. 
• County commitment to economic development and moderate housing 

 
Observations perceived as constraints to expansion of the EDH Business Park include: 
 

• Limited to R&D zoning – no mixed use, residential component presently allowed 
• Low market rents per square foot – discourages new construction 
• Oversupply of vacant R&D land (nearly 70% undeveloped after 30 years) – disincentive for 

future new development  
• Vacancy rates of existing space reduces demand for new development 
• Undersupply of industrial flex/warehouse space 
• Land costs – generally higher than other business parks in the greater Sacramento region 
• Development fees associated with infrastructure (e.g., water, sewer, and roads)  
• Associated Development fees (fire, etc.) 
• County’s regulatory and permitting process perceived as disjointed, cumbersome, costly, and 

uncertain  
• Regional competition – Other regional business parks outperforming EDH Business Park 
• Proximity to high-technology jobs along U.S. Highway 50 Corridor west of EDH (e.g., Folsom, 

Rancho Cordova) 
• Changing workplace environment and workforce – downsizing, reduced workspaces, 

telecommuting, home-based businesses, entrepreneurial start-up business incubators, Millennial 
generation workplace preferences and access to housing 
 

Options for Action 
 
Recognizing the desire to enhance the image and marketing position of the EDH Business Park, the EDH 
Business Park Owners Association Board of Directors is in the process of identifying key concerns and 
solutions to attract new and expanded business opportunities to the Park.  The Association has retained a 
facilitator to work with the Association Board and other stakeholders in the following weeks. Building on 
existing assets, a priority list of short-, medium- and long- term strategic goals for the Business Park to 
implement will be brought forward to the working group for discussion and the opportunity for 
collaboration. 
 
As the Association works to develop targeted objectives for the Business Park, the Board of Supervisors 
may want to consider the following suggested “general” options that potentially could enhance the 
marketability of the Business Park. Based on staff’s discussions with EDH Business Park property 
owners/board members, the Ridge Capital Evaluation, the ProEquity occupancy/absorption rate reports, 
and other data, these options could be considered in any combination and are not mutually exclusive. 
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A.  Revisions to R&D Land Use and Zoning Uses Allowed 
 
There appears to be a growing interest for residential, commercial and/or mixed use products to be 
allowed and planned for in the EDH Business Park. The Board may wish to target revisions and enhance 
the zoning uses allowed in the EDH Business Park to include: mixed use, residential, transient lodging 
(e.g., hotels and conference centers), and parks/open space; Or projects may be considered by the Board 
on a case-by-case basis. Staff recommends that the Board wait until after the EDH Business Park 
Association Board completes its efforts with the facilitator, as other desired uses may be identified. 
 
B.  “Re-Visioning” Plan 
 
At the working group meeting on September 22, 2016, the EDH Business Park Association Board 
member noted that the Association was in the process of hiring a facilitator to help the Association 
develop a plan to “re-envision” the business park. This “Re-envision” or “Re-Visioning” effort would be 
led by the EDH Business Park Association. 
 
Items that may be considered as part of the re-visioning of the EDH Business Park include but are not 
limited to: 
   

• Encourage development and revitalization though a mix of uses that supports the County’s 
jobs/housing balance consistent with General Plan Objective 2.1.4 (Opportunity Areas) and 
consider residential product types such as multifamily, townhomes, as well as single family 
cluster housing products  

• Provide transportation, pedestrian and visual connectivity 
• Streetscape enhancements (e.g., landscaped medians, sidewalks, bike lanes, transit stops)   along 

Latrobe Road and major roads within the business park  
• Identify potential locations which will provide for a centralized mixed use core that benefit 

residents of the EDHBP, while protecting existing job development opportunities to ensure R&D 
(high paying) jobs can be created 

• Protect existing job base within the EDH Business Park 
• Create usable open space and funding mechanisms 

 
This option may include General Plan and Zoning amendments as well as a potential combining zone 
district (overlay) with development standards and guidelines, and parameters for funding of development 
and maintenance for infrastructure, roads, open space, landscaping and lighting. Any recommendations 
for changes to land use or zoning designations, and/or General Plan and Zoning Amendments would 
require County involvement to process. 
 
C.  Marketing Strategy/Rebranding  
 
Given the expanded allowed uses in R&D Zones and other positive features, the EDH Business Park 
could develop a marketing plan to inform existing and potential property owners of the added allowed 
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uses and new opportunities in the EDH Business Park. The marketing plan could include components 
including but not limited to the following: 
 

• Data driven targeted business attraction to create awareness and foster interest (EDH Business 
Park/GSAC/Chamber of Commerce) 

• Brand marketing – Develop new image and catch phrase based on attracting key industries for 
business park location/community, i.e. EDH Commerce Center, EDH Work Park (EDH Business 
Park) 

• Create a simple but comprehensive County Economic Development website page and feature 
sections on local business parks, beginning with the El Dorado Hills Business Park (County) 

o Provide links to county chamber pages where they may be better positioned to promote 
links to park agents and property owners. 

o Feature County benefits, development team assistance and contacts. 
o Provide local and county-wide demographics, retail analytics, housing data, etc. 

• Refine business incentive options and business support services coordinating with other agencies 
such as PG&E services and incentives, workforce training, etc. while strengthening the County’s 
business friendly reputation. (County) 

• Co-sponsor (County/Business Park/Chamber) broker and business events at business park ( i.e., 
Elevate El Dorado II). The County was a sponsor of the Elevate El Dorado I event for a cost of 
$5,000 (see Legistar File 10-1057 on April 22, 2014). 

• Working in partnership with stakeholders, target site specific marketing in available business 
media (i.e., Site Selection Publications such as Site Selection Magazine).  Seek out cooperative 
advertising potential. [Cost determined by media agencies] (EDH Business Park/Chamber of 
Commerce). 

 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
The Board may consider the following approaches: 

1) Authorize CAO/Economic Development to aid in discussions with the working group in 
consideration of an Economic Development component to the effort as needed; 

2) Designate and authorize  Community Development Agency representatives to assist the working 
group and/or the EDH Business Park Association Board, as needed, in development of any 
requested General Plan and Zoning amendments or potential combining zone district (overlay), 
due to the land use planning component of the effort; and 

3) CEDAC to designate a representative to the working group to maintain consistency with other 
efforts within the County. 
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COUNTY OF EL DORADO, CALIFORNIA 

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS POLICY 

Subject: 

GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT INITIATION 

PROCESS 

Policy Number 

J-6

Page Number: 

Page 1 of 4 

Date Adopted: 

12/10/13 

Revised Date: 

BACKGROUND: 

The El Dorado County General Plan is the comprehensive, long-term plan for the physical 

development of the county.  State planning law requires the County to develop, adopt and 

maintain a legally adequate general plan, and provides for periodic monitoring, update and 

amendment of the general plan.  The El Dorado County General Plan implements State 

planning law by providing for periodic monitoring of development activity and adjustment of 

the development potential of properties or modification of Community Region and Rural 

Center boundaries as the County deems necessary.   

On April 4, 2011, the County completed the first five-year review following adoption of the 

General Plan.  The County assessed prior activity and determined that the basic General 

Plan Assumptions, Strategies, Concepts and Objectives were still generally valid, and that 

land-use amendments would not be needed at this time.  The County identified a number of 

General Plan policy revisions that would reinforce certain priorities including creation of jobs, 

provision of housing affordable to moderate-income households, retention of sales tax 

revenue, promotion and protection of agriculture and compliance with revisions in state law. 

The County initiated a Targeted General Plan Amendment to address the identified policy 

revisions. 

State planning law permits General Plan Amendments to be initiated by the County or by a 

private party.  A property owner may request a General Plan Amendment by submitting an 

application.  Although a property owner has the right to submit amendment requests to the 

County, not all such requests further the County’s goals and priorities.  Considering the 

significant investment that is required to initiate and process a development application, the 

Board has determined a procedure is needed to ensure that applicants are fully informed of 

the potential issues and risks associated with privately initiated General Plan Amendments, 

applications for new Specific Plans and Specific Plan Amendments, This policy is issued to 
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specify the manner in which amendments to the El Dorado County General Plan, Specific 

Plan Applications and Specific Plan Amendments sought by private parties shall be initiated 

pursuant to Government Code Section 65358 (general plan amendments), Government Code 

Section 65453 (specific plan amendments), and General Plan Policies [2.9.1.1 through 

2.9.1.6.] 

POLICY: 

It is the policy of the Board of Supervisors (Board) that any privately-initiated application to 

amend the General Plan, adopt a new Specific Plan, and/or amend a Specific Plan (herein 

collectively referred to as “Applications”) proposing to increase allowable residential densities 

shall require an “Initiation” hearing before the Board.  The "Initiation” hearing is the first point 

of consideration by a decision maker and is intentionally limited in scope.  The hearing shall 

focus on the fundamental question of whether the proposed Application  complies with the 

Criteria described below in this section.   

 

This policy shall apply only to Applications submitted after the effective date of this policy. 

General Plan Amendment Initiation Process 

Applicants shall submit a complete application to the Community Development Agency. The 

completed application shall include, but not be limited to, the following items: 

1. A description of the proposed project and General Plan amendment, Specific Plan, or 

Specific Plan amendment, as applicable, including a discussion of the elements and 

policies to be amended, the reasons for the amendment, and compliance with the 

criteria below; 
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2. Vicinity and Location Maps; 

3. Site plan(s) showing existing and proposed general plan land use designations for the 

subject property and surrounding properties; 

4. Optional exhibits, such as photographs or aerial photographs. 

Once staff has determined that the application is complete, a staff report shall be prepared by 

staff and the Application shall be referred to the Board of Supervisors for a hearing to 

evaluate whether the application complies with the criteria identified below.  The County will 

strive to schedule this hearing within 60 days from the date staff determines the application is 

complete. 

Notice of the hearing shall be provided in the manner required by Government Code section 

65091 or as otherwise required by County Ordinance or Resolution. 

Criteria for Initiation of General Plan Amendments 

Applications shall be evaluated to determine whether it complies with the following criteria: 

1. The proposed Application is consistent with the goals and objectives of the General 

Plan; and  

2.   Public infrastructure, facilities and services are available or can be feasibly provided to 

serve the proposed project without adverse impact to existing or approved 

development; and 

3. The Application meets one or more of the following goals and objectives: 

 A. Increases employment opportunities within El Dorado County. 
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B. Promotes the development of housing affordable to moderate income 

households. 

C. Provides additional opportunities to retain retail sales and sales tax revenues 

within El Dorado County. 

D. Protects and enhances the agricultural and natural resource industries; 

E. Is necessary to comply with changes in state or federal law;, and; 

4.   The Application is consistent with any applicable Board adopted community vision and 

implementation plan. 

Exemptions 

General Plan and Specific Plan amendments necessary to correct technical errors or 

mapping errors, to facilitate the development of qualified housing projects available to very 

low or low income households, to protect the public health and safety, or that propose to 

increase allowable density/intensity by less than 50 dwelling units are exempt from the 

provisions of this policy.   

POLICY REVIEW: This Board Policy shall be reviewed no less than annually to assess 

whether this policy is working effectively and as intended.    

19-1610 B 47 of 151



AREA=1.67 ACRES

CLUBHOUSE 
3.05 ACRES

OPEN SPACE
PRESERVE

OPEN SPACE
PRESERVE

OPEN SPACE
PRESERVE

PARK

EXIT ONLY

AERIAL PHOTO 
CARSON CREEK FUTURE RESIDENTIAL
EL DORADO HILLS,   CALIFORNIA
SCALE: 1"=100' NOVEMBER, 2017

LEGEND
PEDESTRIAN TRAIL
APPROVED CROSSING

M:\17-057-001\PLANNING\EXHIBITS\17-057-001-AERIAL-EXHIBIT.dwg, 11/9/2017 3:48:25 PM, mbabchanik, 1:1

Exhibit I PA17-0004

19-1610 B 48 of 151



AREA=1.67 ACRES

CLUBHOUSE 
3.05 ACRES

OPEN SPACE
PRESERVE

OPEN SPACE
PRESERVE

OPEN SPACE
PRESERVE

PARK

EXIT ONLY

INFRASTRUCTURE AND CIRCULATION MAP
CARSON CREEK FUTURE RESIDENTIAL
EL DORADO HILLS,   CALIFORNIA
SCALE: 1"=200' NOVEMBER, 2017

TOTAL

45' x 105'
55' x 105'

LEGEND

COMMERCIAL
LANDSCAPE/OPEN SPACE
PEDESTRIAN TRAIL
APPROVED CROSSING

45' x 105'  -  256 LOTS - 61.7%
55' x 105'  -  159 LOTS - 38.3%

TOTAL:  415 LOTS + 1.67 AC COMMERCIAL

M:\17-057-001\PLANNING\EXHIBITS\17-057-001-FUTURE-RESIDENTIAL.dwg, 11/10/2017 9:03:27 AM, mbabchanik, 1:1

Exhibit J PA17-0004

19-1610 B 49 of 151



OS

R&D

IND

R&D

OS

R&D

PARK

IND

IND

OS

OS

RESIDENTIAL VILLAGE 11

LOCAL

PARK

RESIDENTIAL VILLAGE 11

RESIDENTIAL VILLAGE 11

COMMERCIAL
(LC)

COMMUNITY
CENTER

EXISTING & PROPOSED LAND USE

CARSON CREEK SPECIFIC PLAN AMENDMENT

EL DORADO HILLS,   CALIFORNIA
SCALE: 1"=200' NOVEMBER, 2017 

GENERAL PLAN (AP) LAND USE CCSP LAND USE

LEGEND

PROPOSED LAND USE

LEGEND

PROPOSED AGE RESTRICTED COMMUNITY

M:\17-057-001\PLANNING\EXHIBITS\17-057-001-LAND USE EXHIBIT.dwg, 11/10/2017 2:01:52 PM, mbabchanik, 1:1

Exhibit K PA17-0004

19-1610 B 50 of 151



AREA=1.67 ACRES

CLUBHOUSE 
3.05 ACRES

OPEN SPACE
PRESERVE

OPEN SPACE
PRESERVE

OPEN SPACE
PRESERVE

PARK

EXIT ONLY

AGE RESTRICTED UNIT (ARU) STUDY MAP
CARSON CREEK FUTURE RESIDENTIAL
EL DORADO HILLS,   CALIFORNIA
SCALE: 1"=100' NOVEMBER, 2017

45' x 105'  -  256 AGE RESTRICTED UNITS (ARUs) - 61.7%
55' x 105'  -  159 AGE RESTRICTED UNITS (ARUs) - 38.3%

TOTAL

TOTAL:  415 ARUs + 1.67 AC LOCAL COMMERCIAL + 3.05 AC COMMUNITY CENTER

45' x 105'
55' x 105'

LEGEND

LOCAL COMMERCIAL
LANDSCAPE/OPEN SPACE
PEDESTRIAN TRAIL
APPROVED CROSSING

M:\17-057-001\PLANNING\EXHIBITS\17-057-001-OVERALL-LAYOUT-COLOR.dwg, 11/10/2017 9:02:26 AM, mbabchanik, 1:1

Exhibit L PA17-0004

19-1610 B 51 of 151



OS

OS

LC

PARK

SFHD

SFHD

SFHD

COMMUNITY
CENTER

OS

R&D

IND

IND

IND

R&D

OS

R&D

PARK

IND

IND

LEGEND

EXISTING ZONING PROPOSED ZONING

EXISTING & PROPOSED ZONING

CARSON CREEK SPECIFIC PLAN AMENDMENT

EL DORADO HILLS,   CALIFORNIA
SCALE: 1"=200' NOVEMBER, 2017 

PROPOSED AGE RESTRICTED COMMUNITY

LEGEND

LEGEND

M:\17-057-001\PLANNING\EXHIBITS\17-057-001-ZONING EXHIBIT.dwg, 11/10/2017 1:59:04 PM, mbabchanik, 1:1

Exhibit M PA17-0004

19-1610 B 52 of 151



PED BRIDGE

FOUR SEASONS
CONNECTION

TRAIL EXHIBIT
CARSON CREEK SPECIFIC PLAN-PHASE 2
EL DORADO HILLS,   CALIFORNIA
SCALE: 1"=300' FEBRUARY, 2018

FOUR SEASONS

CARSON CREEK
UNIT 1 CARSON CREEK

UNIT 3

CARSON CREEK
UNIT 2

FUTURE
RESIDENTIAL

LEGEND

M:\17-057-001\PLANNING\EXHIBITS\17-057-001-TRAIL-EXHIBIT.dwg, 2/9/2018 4:44:53 PM, mbabchanik, 1:1

Exhibit N
PA17-0004

19-1610 B 53 of 151



Memorandum 
TO: Sean MacDiarmid, Lennar 

FROM: Tom Kear, PhD, PE 

Date: August 22, 2019 

RE: Summary of Trip Generation Analysis Findings from Proposed CCSP rezone 

Our prior analysis found that rezoning industrial and R&D land within the Cason Creek Specific Plan 
(CCSP) to age restricted housing would dramatically reduce cumulative trip generation. Specifically, 
the proposed rezone is anticipated to more than half cumulative trips to and from the CCSP area 
(reducing 18,600 daily trips, 3,200 AM peak-hour trips, and 3,500 PM peak-hour trips). 

Cumulative trip generation for the CCSP, with and without the proposed rezone, is anticipated to be: 

Daily Trips AM Peak Hour 
Trips 

PM Peak Hour 
Trips 

Approved CCSP 37,153 4,436 5,640 
CCSP with Proposed Rezone 18,544 1,211 2,093 

The 94.1 Ac of land in question would accommodate roughly 4,550 employees if develuped as 
industrial and R&D uses. As housing is was assumed to accommodate 434 age restricted dwelling 
units1. Its easy to understand the potential trip reduction considering the employment the parcels in 
questions would ultimately accommodate if not rezoned to housing. 

Our prior analysis, dated 11/7/2018, is attached for reference. The above findings are taken from 
that memorandum, which was more detailed and complex because it addressed the changes in trip 
generation relative to approved CEQA documents.   

1 Subsequent to our analysis the proposed rezone reduced the number of age-restricted dwelling units to 415, 
which would further reduce trip generation. 

Exhibit O
PA17-0004
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Memorandum 
 
TO: Carson Creek El Dorado, LLC 

FROM: Tom Kear, PhD, PE 

Date: November 7, 2018 

RE: Trip Generation Implications of Rezoning Carson Creek R&D and Industrial Acreage 

Summary 

Highlights 
The proposed rezoning changes 94.1 acres of undeveloped industrial and R&D land to age-restricted 
housing in the Carson Creek Specific Plan area. Assuming allowed floor-area-ratios, this change 
replaces an estimated 4550 employees with approximately 434 age-restricted single-family homes. 
Relative to the currently approved Specific Plan at buildout, cumulative trip generation would be 
reduced by more than half (reducing 18,600 daily trips, 3,200 AM peak-hour trips, and 3,500 PM peak-
hour trips).  

Abstract of Findings 
Trip generation checks against those from prior land use assumptions do not indicate any issues with 
the proposed rezoning. Relative to the 1996 DEIR1 and the amended land use adopted in 1999, this 
analysis shows that the proposed changes would reduce about 18,600 daily trips at build-out2. 

Project Understanding 
The original Carson Creek Specific Plan (CCSP), approved in 1996, included more than 2,500 homes 
and resulted in a variety of cumulative transportation related impacts that required projects 
contribute their fair share to improvement costs through impact fees at the time of development. A 
subsequent Settlement Agreement and Mutual Release between “El Dorado Taxpayers for Quality 
Growth”, proponents of the Specific Plan, and El Dorado County, resulted in an amended Specific Plan 
in 1999, which included: 

• 1,700 age restricted dwelling units on 368.6 acres; 
• Research and development - 34.4 acres; 
• Industrial - 59.7 acres; 
• Community center – 3 acres; 

                                                           
1 Michael Brandman Associates (1996) Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Carson Creek Specific Plan, 
State Clearinghouse no, 94072021 
2 Based on the difference between approved and proposed land uses. At buildout, the proposed rezone would 
replace approximately 4550 jobs with 434 age restricted dwelling units. 
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• Local commercial – 4.6 acres; 
• Quasi-public (sheriff substation & fire station) – 6.6 acres; 
• Parks – 37 acres; and 
• Open space – 198.9 acres. 

Currently CCSP development has been broken into four or more phases (See Figure 1): 

• The existing Euer Ranch/Four Seasons neighborhood, constructed in 2003, which includes 
458 age-restricted dwelling units, a community center, and parks. The Rolling Hills Christian 
Church is situated on the northern edge of Euer Ranch; 

• The approved Carson Creek Unit 1, currently under construction, which includes 285 age 
restricted dwelling units, parks, and a community center; 

• The approved Carson Creek Unit 2 is anticipated to include 633 age restricted dwelling units 
along with parks and community center space; 

• The approved Carson Creek Unit 3 – which would consist of 140 age restricted dwelling units, 
parks, and the Westmont of El Dorado Assisted Living and Memory Care Facility; 

• The industrial and R&D portion of the Carson Creek Specific Plan, which is the focus of this 
trip generation study. 
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Figure 1. CCSP Phasing 
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Approach 
The consistency of proposed amendments to the trip generation allowed by Carson Creek Specific 
Plan (CCSP) development is documented. The proposed amendments include rezoning industrial 
space, and R&D space, to age restricted housing. Trip generation with the proposed zoning changes 
is compared to:  

• Estimated trip generation for the 1999 amended Specific Plan land3 use at buildout;  
• The published trip generation from the 1996 DEIR; and 

Trip Generation Estimates 
Three sets of trip generation estimates are presented in the following tables and text. Table 1 
represents the proposed rezone. It presents estimated trip generation for the CCSP, with the industrial 
and R&D land rezoned to age restricted hosing. A density of 4.61 units per acre was assumed, 
matching the average density of CCSP Unit 1, Unit 2, and Unit 3. The Rolling Hills Christian church and 
the Westmont of El Dorado Assisted Living CUP projects are also included. Table 2 represents 
currently approved zoning from the 1999 CCSP Amendment. It assumes build-out of the CCSP as 
amended in 1999. The 94.1 acres of industrial and R&D space is anticipated hold 2,958 ksf of building 
space, accommodating roughly 4,550 employees4. The trip generation assumptions from the 1996 
DEIR are then shown (Table 3).  

Table 1. Trip generation at build-out of CCSP with industrial and R&D replaced with age restricted housing 

 
*  1,700 DU allowed under CCSP Settlement Agreement plus 434 DU from the proposed rezone of industrial and R&D acreage. 
**  Carson Creek Specific Plan, page 4-15, 1996. 
***  SACOG Maximum Employees/Acre, 28*6 Emp/Ac.6.6 Ac =184.8 Emp. 
Source: TKTPM  

                                                           
3 Palisades Development (1999) The Carson Creek Specific Plan Adopted September 24, 1996 Minor 
Amendment September 28, 1999. 
4 Assumes 0.65 ksf/employee 

In Out Total In Out Total
Housing Trip Rate 2,134 DU * 251 3.68 0.12 0.17 0.29 0.19 0.15 0.34 n/a

Housing Trips Trips 7,853 266 353 619 406 319 726
Community Center Trip Rate 52.27 KSF 495 33.82 1.65 1.24 2.89 1.70 1.85 3.55 0.4

Community Center Trips Trips 1,768 86 65 151 89 96 185
Local Commercial Trip Rate 69.69 KSF 820 77.06 1.11 0.68 1.79 4.75 5.14 9.89 0.4**

Local Commercial Trips Trips 5,371 78 48 125 331 358 689
Quasi-Public Trip Rate 185 Emp*** 730 11.95 0.86 0.16 1.02 1.41 0.50 1.91 n/a

Quasi-Public Trips Trips 2,208 158 30 188 261 92 353
Parks Trip Rate 37 Acres 412 2.28 0.37 0.15 0.52 0.21 0.38 0.59 n/a

Parks Trips Trips 84 14 6 19 8 14 22
Rolling Hills Christian Church Trip Rate 103 KSF 560 9.11 0.48 0.39 0.87 0.51 0.43 0.94 n/a

Rolling Hills Christian Church Trips Trips 938 49 40 90 52 45 97
Westmont Memory Crare Trip Rate 134 Units 255 2.40 0.09 0.05 0.14 0.06 0.10 0.16 n/a

Westmont Memory Crare Trips Trips 322 12 7 19 8 13 21
Open Space 198.9 Acres n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
Total Trips 18,544 602 501 1,211 1,095 880 2,093

Floor Area 
Ratio

Land Use Size/Unit Daily Rate
Weekday AM Peak Hour Weekday PM Peak Hour

ITE Code
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Table 2. Trip generation at build-out of CCSP as amended in 1999 

 
* EI Dorado County General Plan, page 21, 2004 
** Carson Creek Specific Plan, page 4-15, 1996 
***SACOG Maximum Employees/Acre, 28*6 Emp/Ac.6.6 Ac =184.8 Emp 
Source: TKTPM 

Table 3. Carson Creek Specific Plan DEIR trip generation 

 

Source: Michael Brandman Associates (1996) Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Carson 
Creek Specific Plan, State Clearinghouse no, 94072021 

Findings: 
Amending the CCSP to convert the industrial and R&D space to age restricted housing is anticipated 
to reduce 18,600 daily trips, 3,200 AM peak-hour trips, and 3,500 PM peak-hour trips at build-out 
(relative to currently approved zoning).  

With the proposed amendments to the CCSP, trip generation would be below what was assumed in 
the DEIR analysis. Most of the trip reductions accrue to inbound travel during the morning and 
outbound travel during the afternoon, which would be expected to improve traffic operations along 
Latrobe Road and White Rock Road. 

In Out Total In Out Total
Housing Trip Rate 1,700 DU 251 3.68 0.12 0.17 0.29 0.19 0.15 0.34 n/a

Housing Trips Trips 6,256 212 281 493 324 254 578
Research and Development Trip Rate 747.1 KSF 760 8.11 1.01 0.21 1.22 0.16 0.91 1.07 0.5*

Research and Development Trips Trips 6,059 756 155 911 120 679 799
Industrial Trip Rate 2,210 KSF 110 6.97 1.04 0.12 1.15 0.19 1.17 1.36 0.85*

Industrial Trips Trips 15,407 2,293 255 2,548 422 2,592 3,014
Community Center Trip Rate 52.27 KSF 495 33.82 1.65 1.24 2.89 1.70 1.85 3.55 0.4

Community Center Trips Trips 1,768 86 65 151 89 96 185
Local Commercial Trip Rate 69.69 KSF 820 77.06 1.11 0.68 1.79 4.75 5.14 9.89 0.4**

Local Commercial Trips Trips 5,371 78 48 125 331 358 689
Quasi-Public Trip Rate 185 Emp*** 730 11.95 0.86 0.16 1.02 1.41 0.50 1.91 n/a

Quasi-Public Trips Trips 2,208 158 30 188 261 92 353
Parks Trip Rate 37 Acres 412 2.28 0.37 0.15 0.52 0.21 0.38 0.59 n/a

Parks Trips Trips 84 14 6 19 8 14 22
Open Space 198.9 Acres n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
Total Trips 37,153 3,597 839 4,436 1,554 4,086 5,640

ITE CodeLand Use Size/Unit Daily Rate Weekday AM Peak Hour Floor Area 
Ratio

Weekday PM Peak Hour

SF Residential (1-5 Units/Acre) 689 DU 6,580 510 696
SF Residential (5-17 Units/Acre) 1,548 DU 14,629 1,130 1,533

MF Residential (18-20 Units/Acre) 310 DU 1,947 136 152
Research & Development 843.3 KSF 6,493 1,037 902

Elementary School 100 KSF 1,072 274 28
Middle School 200 KSF 2,144 548 56

Local Convenience Commercial 240.4 KSF 12,361 274 1,156
Park 31.2 Acres 93 90 98

Open Space 142.8 Acres n/a n/a n/a
Subtotal Trips 45,319 3,999 4,621

Internalization Reduction (15%) -6798 -600 -693
Total Net Trips 38,521 3,399 3,928

PM Peak 
Hour Trips

Land Use Size/Unit Daily Trips AM Peak 
Hour Trips
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Memorandum 

To: Sean MacDiarmid  
From: Development Planning & Financing Group 
Date: April 9, 2019 
Subject: El Dorado Hills/Sacramento Region Office/Industrial Market Findings 

Purpose of Report 

Development Planning and Financing Group, Inc. (“DPFG”) was retained to prepare this report on behalf 

of Lennar to highlight the current greater Sacramento market and El Dorado Hills sub market of office 

and industrial real estate.  

Current Carson Creek Specific Plan R&D and Industrial Land Use 

Executive Summary 

The Sacramento economy was strong in 2018 with unemployment lowering 40 basis points to 3.7% and 

total employment increasing by 12,400 jobs. With this, the Sacramento office and industrial real estate 

market saw record low vacancy rates in both sectors market wide.  The office and industrial market saw 

average asking rents increase.  These robust conditions have led to investment in new construction in 

both sectors. 

The El Dorado Hills office market showed gains, yet its vacancy rate is still in the lowest quadrant as 

compared to other Sacramento submarkets in an economic environment where the Sacramento Region 

saw significant economic gains and record low vacancies in office space market wide.  Sacramento 

market wide office rental rates increased 27%, nearly 2.5 times the El Dorado Hills office market, which 

increased 11% year over year.    The addition of almost 600,000 square feet of industrial space would 

increase the market square footage 34.1%. 

Exhibit P
PA17-0004
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The El Dorado Hills industrial market remained flat in an environment where the Sacramento Region saw 

very healthy economic gains and record low vacancies in industrial space market wide.  Sacramento 

market wide industrial rental rates increased 53% while the El Dorado Hills market declined 4.3% year 

over year.  Vacancy rates on average declined 1.3% Sacramento market wide while the El Dorado Hills  

industrial vacancy rate increased 1.6% year over year. The addition of almost 1 million square feet of 

industrial space would increase the market square footage 73.8%. 

El Dorado Hills distance from the downtown job core, major interstate highways, and port, rail and air 

transportation, are also limiting factors as compared to many of the Sacramento sub markets it 

competes against. 

Key Findings 

Sacramento Economy 

 Increasing employment 

o 12,400 new jobs year over year (“YOY”)  

 Unemployment at 3.7% (Down from 4.1% YOY) 

 Market near full employment 

 

Sacramento Office Market 

 Vacancy 9.2% (Historical average 13.0%) 

o Lowest Cushman Wakefield has recorded 

 2018 Absorption of 533k square feet 

 Rental rate increases of 5.6% YOY 

Within the Sacramento market vacancies range from 3.7% (East Sacramento), to 19.2% (Carmichael/Fair 

Oaks).  

El Dorado Hills Office Market  

 El Dorado Hills vacancies declined from 23.8% to 13.2% from Q4 2017 to Q4 2018 

 5th highest vacancy rate of the 20 sub‐markets studied 

 30,216 of new office space currently under construction 

 

Sacramento Industrial Market Report  

 Industrial vacancies at record low of 4.5% (10.0% historical average) 

 Asking rental rates increase of 50.0% YOY 

 2018 net absorption of 2.9M square feet 

 Only 985k square feet new construction coming available 

 

El Dorado Hills Industrial Market Report  

 Industrial vacancies increased from 8.8% in Q4‐17 to 10.4% in Q4‐18  

 Asking rental rates decreased 4.3% YOY 

19-1610 B 61 of 151



 
Carson Creek 

 
 

Page 3 of 3 
 

 2018 net absorption of ‐21,075 square feet 

 139,667 square feet of existing available space 

 No new construction is currently underway 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Sources 

Cushman & Wakefield (2018). Marketbeat, Sacramento Office Q4 2017. 
Cushman & Wakefield (2018). Marketbeat, Sacramento Industrial Q4 2017. 
Cushman & Wakefield (2018). Marketbeat, Industrial Market Report, El Dorado Hills Q4 2017. 
Cushman & Wakefield (2019). Marketbeat, Sacramento Office Q4 2018. 
Cushman & Wakefield (2019). Marketbeat, Sacramento Industrial Q4 2018. 
Cushman & Wakefield (2019). Marketbeat, Industrial Market Report, El Dorado Hills Q4 2018. 
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Sacramento
Investment Q4 2018

MARKETBEAT

Economy
Sacramento’s economy remains robust with signs of growth

across all major economic sectors. The market is near full-
employment, with the unemployment rates at only 3.7%, leaving 
little room for further decline. Strong demand is expected to 
remain for both housing and highly skilled talent as new 
employers like Centene and Penumbra anticipate entering the 
market in the near future. 

Market Overview
Sacramento continues to draw significant interest from investors 
looking to capitalize on the burgeoning local economy. 
Investment activity reached $1.14 billion during the fourth quarter 
of 2018, the seventh consecutive quarter surpassing $1.0 billion.
This represents a quarter-over-quarter increase of $120 million, 
bringing the 2018 total to $4.48 billion, the highest amount since 
2000. Multifamily properties accounted for the majority of activity 
with 53.1% of total sales volume, continuing the product’s 

popularity among investors. Industrial product was also very 
popular during the period, responsible for 17.9% of quarterly 
dollar volume. The primary cause for strong showings in these 
sectors is rapid rent growth within multifamily and industrial 
markets. Cap rates continued their overall downward trend 
during the quarter, with the multifamily sector averaging 4.7%, 
the first sub 5.0% average since the first quarter of 2014. As 
reflected in data from the latter half of 2018, investment activity 
was overwhelmingly dominated by the developer/owner user 
category, representing 80.5% of the total dollar volume in the 
fourth quarter alone. The biggest mover during the quarter was 
Fairfield Residential sold a total of five multi-family properties 
across the Sacramento region.

Outlook
Sacramento continues to draw interest from national investors. 
Of the 82 properties sold during the quarter, 16 were to 
companies based outside of California. Cap rates returned to 
appropriate market levels, led by multifamily product that 
continues to see rapid rent growth. Industrial buildings are seeing 
similar rent effects and more investor demand for this product is 
expected throughout 2019. More broadly, low vacancy rates and 
sustained lease rate growth have become a market-wide trend 
and continues to drive rents higher supporting investor demand. 

SACRAMENTO INVESTMENT

Q4 17 Q4 18
12-Month 

Forecast

Sacramento MSA Employment 979.6k 992.0k

Sacramento MSA Unemployment 4.1% 3.7%

U.S. Unemployment 4.1% 3.9%

U.S. GDP 3.2% 3.4%

U.S. 10-year Treasury 3.1% 2.7%

Q4 17 Q4 18
12-Month 

Forecast

Overall Cap Rate 7.1% 5.8%

Total Volume (USD) $1.06B $1.14B

Total Properties 76 89

Total SF (Excluding Multifamily) 5.0M 4.2M

Total Units (Multifamily) 2,684 2,922
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Sources: Real Capital Analytics, Cushman & Wakefield Research Services
Closed transactions over $2.5 million
*SF includes office, industrial and retail. Unit calculation for apartment only.

Significant Sales Q4 2018
PROPERTY NAME TYPE BUYER SELLER TOTAL

SF / UNITS
PURCHASE 

PRICE
PRICE/UNIT 

($ PSF)
Fairfield Residential Portfolio Apartment MG Properties Fairfield Residential 447 $106,000,000 $236,484
The U Apartments Apartment Tilden Properties Carmel Partners 132 $76,000,000 $575,758
BGK CA Industrial Portfolio Industrial The Blackstone Group INNOVA Development 904,305 $71,550,500 $79.00
Somerfield at Lakeside Apartment Gleiberman Investments Fairfield Residential 280 $64,000,000 $228,571
Bella Vista Apartments Apartment MG Properties Fairfield Residential 241 $59,000,000 $244,813

Bridgeway Square Apartment Oakmont Properties AG Spanos 199 $57,500,000 $288,945

Atwood Apartment MG Properties Fairfield Residential 206 $47,000,000 $225,155
Oakmont Properties Portfolio Apartment Benedict Canyon Equities Oakmont Properties 220 $47,000,000 $213,616.00
8670 Younger Creek Dr, Sacramento Industrial The Blackstone Group INNOVA Development 584,820 $49,959,000 $80.00

Sources: Real Capital Analytics, Cushman & Wakefield Research Services
*Approximate allocation based on purchase price

Cushman & Wakefield
400 Capitol Mall
Suite 1800
Sacramento, CA 95814
cushmanwakefield.com

For more information, contact:
William Austin, Senior Analyst
Tel: +1 916 288 4562
will.austin@cushwake.com
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PROPERTY TYPE PROPERTIES SOLD SALES VOLUME (USD) TOTAL
SF / UNITS PRICE / SF, UNIT CAP

RATE

Office 19 $173,689,518 931,238 $176.12 6.6%
Industrial 19 $203,374,469 2,324,022 $89.01 #N/A
Retail 22 $155,605,396 981,376 $155.73 5.8%
Multifamily 29 $604,417,740 2,922 $206,851 4.7%
TOTAL 89 $1,137,087,124 4,236,636 $125.73 5.8%

About Cushman & Wakefield
Cushman & Wakefield (NYSE: CWK) is a leading global real estate services firm that delivers exceptional value by putting ideas into 
action for real estate occupiers and owners. Cushman & Wakefield is among the largest real estate services firms with 48,000 
employees in approximately 400 offices and 70 countries. In 2017, the firm had revenue of $6.9 billion across core services of 
property, facilities and project management, leasing, capital markets, valuation and other services. To learn more, visit 
www.cushmanwakefield.com or follow @CushWake on Twitter. 

©2019 Cushman & Wakefield. All rights reserved. The information contained within this report is gathered from multiple sources 
believed to be reliable. The information may contain errors or omissions and is presented without any warranty or representations as 
to its accuracy.

19-1610 B 64 of 151

http://www.cushmanwakefield.com/


cushmanwakefield.com I 1

MARKETBEAT

Sacramento
Office Q4 2018

Economic Indicators

Market Indicators (Overall, All Classes)

Overall Net Absorption/Overall Asking Rent
4-QTR TRAILING AVERAGE

Overall Vacancy

Q4 17 Q4 18
12-Month 

Forecast

Sacramento MSA Employment 979.6k 992.0k
Sacramento MSA Unemployment 4.1% 3.7%
U.S. Unemployment 4.1% 3.7%

Q4 17 Q4 18
12-Month 

Forecast

Vacancy 9.8% 9.2%
Net Absorption (sf) 236k -51k
Under Construction (sf) 0k 1,977k
Average Asking Rent* $1.79 $1.89

*Rental rates reflect gross asking $psf/month
** Not reflective of U.S. MarketBeat

Economy
Sacramento’s economy remains robust with signs of continued 

growth across all major economic sectors. The unemployment 
rate declined further during the fourth quarter, falling 20 basis 
points (bps) to 3.7%, leaving little room for decline in a market 
where. In many cases, there are more jobs than workers to fill 
them. With new companies entering the market, Sacramento is 
diversifying away from the traditional government employment 
base, a move likely to help mitigate the length and severity of 
any future economic downturn. 

Sustained Growth
Overall, 2018 was a strong year for the office market; net 
absorption totaled +533,000 square feet (sf), vacancy fell 60 
basis points (bps), and the overall asking rate increased by $0.10 
(5.6%). The market ended its streak of ten consecutive quarters 
of positive net absorption, posting -51,000 sf. Even so, the 
vacancy rate fell by 30 bps to 9.2%, the lowest point Cushman & 
Wakefield has recorded. Penumbra’s lease of 160,000 sf in 

Roseville prompted the statistical anomaly. The building was 
immediately vacated by the current tenant but as it is already 
leased, resulting in no negative impact to the vacancy rate. The 
balance of the market was responsible for +108,000 sf of net 
absorption. 

The Sacramento Central Business District (CBD) led the market 
in net absorption during the fourth quarter and the full year at 
+102,000 sf and +187,000 sf, respectively. Such strong activity 
has resulted in vacancy falling 120 bps year-over-year to 7.4%. 
Correspondingly, asking rates have risen quickly, up $0.20 per 
square foot per month, on a full service gross basis (psf), since 
the fourth quarter of 2017 (an 8.7% increase). Furthermore, 
asking rates for Class A space surpassed $3.00 psf, another first 
for the region.  This is an excellent vital sign of the health of the 
Sacramento, whose office market has long been driven by 
suburban activity.

Class A space remains the most popular segment of the market 
with a vacancy rate of just 8.0%, well below the market average 
of 9.2%. However, the declining availability in Class A office 
buildings, combined with rising costs, is pushing tenants towards 
other asset classes. Similarly, there are early signs of “lily 

padding” where cost sensitive tenants look to escape rising real 

estate costs by moving to neighboring, lower-cost submarkets. 

SACRAMENTO OFFICE
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Availabilities by Size Segment
OVERALL AVAILABILITIES IN ONE SUITE

Direct vs. Sublease Space Available Comparison
SUBLEASE SPACE A NON-FACTOR

Average Asking Rate by Class (Full Service)
CLASS A AND CLASS B RENTS SHOWING HEALTHY GROWTH.

On the development front, Centene has broken ground on 
Phase 1 (255,900 sf) of its new headquarters in North 
Natomas. While this brings construction totals to nearly 2.0 
million sf, it is entirely build-to-suit activity, and primarily driven 
by two State of California buildings downtown totaling 1.2 
million sf. While many developers are positioning themselves to 
react quickly to new requirements necessitating construction, 
none are willing to build on a purely speculative basis at this 
time, largely due the high land prices and fluctuating costs of 
construction. 

Perhaps the best indicator for the office market is the number 
of new private sector tenants looking to either expand within or 
enter the region. As mentioned previously, Penumbra, a 
medical device company, relocated part of its operation from 
the Bay Area, signing for 160,000 sf in Roseville, the largest 
new lease of the year. This marks the second consecutive year 
in which Sacramento has landed a new, large employer and 
speaks to the region’s talented work force and low-cost real 
estate. 

Overall, sale activity slowed to end the year, with the largest 
sale of the quarter being The Senator Office Building at 1121-
1123 L Street. in the CBD. Seagate Properties acquired the 
building at the end of December, for 47.7% more than its prior 
sale price in 2015.  At the time of sale, the class A building was 
91 percent leased,

“THE CBD LED THE MARKET IN NET 
ABSORPTION FOR THE QUARTER AND THE 
YEAR.”

Outlook
• Rents will continue to grow quickly as landlords are 

increasing base rates and annual increases.

• Tenant “lily padding” will continue as cost sensitive 

companies move toward low cost submarkets.

• Class A space will become more scarce as large blocks 
become increasingly rare.
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Key Lease Transactions Q4 2018
PROPERTY SF TENANT TRANSACTION TYPE SUBMARKET
8040 Foothills Blvd, Roseville 160,000 Penumbra New Lease Roseville/Rocklin
8745 Folsom Blvd, Sacramento 83,750 County of Sacramento New Lease Highway 50
2101 Arena Blvd, Sacramento 78,400 State of CA New Lease North Natomas
4400 Auburn Blvd, Sacramento 36,663 Sacramento County Sherriff’s 

Department New Lease Carmichael/Fair Oaks

Key Sales Transactions Q4 2018
PROPERTY SF SELLER/BUYER PRICE / $PSF SUBMARKET

1121-1123 L St, Sacramento 159,637 Swift Real Estate/Seagate Properties $46,900,000 / $293.79 Downtown

7801 Folsom Blvd, Sacramento 70,000 Folsom & Hornet, LLC/IMA Walnut 
Creek I, LLC $12,300,000 / $176.71 Highway 50

11931 Foundation Pl, Gold River 63,387 Alice A. Backer/Brent Lee $11,175,000 / $176.30 Highway 50

516 Gibson Dr, Roseville 55,544 Shea Properties Management 
Co/Schwager Development, LLC $9,900,000 / $178.24 Roseville/Rocklin

*Rental rates reflect gross asking $psf/month. **Does not include Renewals. ***Net Absorption entries are not reflective of U.S. MarketBeat tables.

SUBMARKET INVENTORY (SF)
SUBLET 

VACANT (SF)

DIRECT 

VACANT (SF)

OVERALL 

VACANCY RATE

CURRENT QTR OVERALL 

NET ABSORPTION (SF)

YTD OVERALL NET 

ABSORPTION (SF)

YTD Leasing 

Activity (SF)**
UNDER CNSTR (SF)

OVERALL 

AVERAGE ASKING 

RENT (ALL 

CLASSES)*

OVERALL 

AVERAGE 

ASKING RENT 

(CLASS A)*

Downtown Sacramento 20,093,466 22,506 1,458,218 7.4% 102,337 186,833 832,205 1,198,000 $2.51 $3.04 

Campus Commons 1,322,481 3,968 185,499 14.3% 13,277 16,509 126,165 0 $2.15 $2.75 
Carmichael / Fair Oaks 989,315 0 189,949 19.2% 1,764 -14,388 34,990 0 $1.09 N/A
Citrus Heights / Orangeville 1,498,903 0 159,401 10.6% 49,302 44,341 148,861 0 $1.50 $2.65 
Auburn / Lincoln 1,375,773 0 65,166 4.7% 4,160 15,506 43,911 0 $1.48 N/A
Davis/Woodland 2,062,003 1,000 106,702 5.2% -8,317 -17,015 61,755 0 $1.96 $2.70 
East Sacramento 2,582,641 0 95,039 3.7% 6,296 17,424 54,497 0 $2.65 N/A
El Dorado Hills 1,668,199 4,050 215,621 13.2% 19,109 173,226 275,872 30,216 $1.78 $1.94 
Elk Grove 1,776,283 0 124,798 7.0% -11,165 -4,457 63,082 22,362 $2.20 $2.53 
Folsom 4,775,262 2,731 310,976 6.6% -58,750 32,960 204,415 0 $1.98 $2.26 
Highway 50 / Rancho 
Cordova 17,336,679 73,333 1,817,123 10.9% 37,693 153,451 890,858 0 $1.64 $1.96 

Howe Ave / Fulton Ave 2,387,180 0 393,567 16.5% 36,156 13,998 213,415 0 $1.61 $1.79 
Midtown 3,727,635 0 343,023 9.2% -4,889 -15,477 109,111 0 $2.36 $2.90 
North Natomas 2,888,694 2,281 370,359 12.9% -15,398 86,337 316,348 275,900 $1.55 $2.07 
Point West 2,729,749 16,516 362,139 13.9% -12,913 -4,885 218,749 14,484 $1.84 $2.05 
Roseville / Rocklin 10,851,864 11,773 958,186 8.9% -185,081 -274,354 629,620 436,000 $1.74 $2.14 
South Natomas 3,613,194 19,511 258,348 7.7% -34,124 26,797 236,075 0 $2.19 $2.22 
South Sacramento 3,296,523 0 329,192 10.0% -2,163 75,724 130,770 0 $1.49 N/A
Watt Avenue 2,398,201 8,415 206,937 9.0% 12,329 31,693 71,950 0 $1.62 N/A
West Sacramento 2,020,487 0 151,930 7.5% -740 -11,695 34,681 0 $1.73 $1.70 
Sacramento Totals 89,394,532 166,084 8,102,173 9.2% -51,117 532,528 4,697,330 1,976,962 $1.89 $2.35 

Class A 26,764,215 57,198 2,084,672 8.0% 56,371 119,387 1,324,084 1,198,000 $2.35 
Class B 42,314,176 107,886 4,025,673 9.8% -140,166 300,452 2,415,125 778,962 $1.83 
Class C 20,316,141 1,000 1,991,828 9.8% 32,678 112,689 957,121 0 $1.52 
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About Cushman & Wakefield
Cushman & Wakefield (NYSE: CWK) is a leading global real estate services firm that delivers exceptional value by putting ideas into 
action for real estate occupiers and owners. Cushman & Wakefield is among the largest real estate services firms with 48,000 
employees in approximately 400 offices and 70 countries. In 2017, the firm had revenue of $6.9 billion across core services of 
property, facilities and project management, leasing, capital markets, valuation and other services. To learn more, visit 
www.cushmanwakefield.com or follow @CushWake on Twitter. 

©2019 Cushman & Wakefield. All rights reserved. The information contained within this report is gathered from multiple sources 
believed to be reliable. The information may contain errors or omissions and is presented without any warranty or representations as 
to its accuracy.

Cushman & Wakefield
400 Capitol Mall, Suite 1800
Sacramento, CA 95814 | USA

For more information, contact:
Will Austin 
Senior Analyst
Sacramento Research
Tel: +1 916 288 4562
will.austin@cushwake.com

19-1610 B 68 of 151

http://www.cushmanwakefield.com/


Sacramento
Industrial Q4 2018

MARKETBEAT

cushmanwakefield.com

Economic Indicators

Market Indicators (Overall, All Classes)

Overall Net Absorption/Overall Asking Rent
4Q TRAILING AVERAGE

Overall Vacancy

Q4 17 Q4 18
12-Month 

Forecast

Sacramento MSA Employment 979.6k 992.0k
Sacramento MSA Unemployment 4.1% 3.7%
U.S. Unemployment 4.1% 3.7%

Q4 17 Q4 18
12-Month 

Forecast

Vacancy 6.1% 4.5%
Net Absorption (sf) 1,706k 32k
Under Construction (sf) 547k 987k
Average Asking Rent* $0.44 $0.66**

*Rental rates reflect NNN asking $psf/month. **Not reflective of U.S. MarketBeat tables 

Sacramento Economy
Sacramento’s economy remains strong with signs of continued 

expansion across all major industries. The metropolitan area saw 
a 40-basis point (bps) decrease in the unemployment rate over 
the past year as total employment increased by 12,400 jobs. The 
trade, transportation and utilities sector led the region in job 
growth by adding more than 4,700 jobs during the fourth quarter 
alone.   

Record Territory
The Sacramento industrial market set yet another record for low 
vacancy, recording a quarter-over-quarter decrease of 10 bps to 
4.5%. The same trend extended throughout 2018 as vacancy fell 
a total of 160 bps. With such low vacancy the market posted 
below average net absorption during the quarter, recording 
+32,000 square feet (sf), though the market posted +2.9 million 
square feet (msf) of additional occupancy, a strong mark for the 
year. 

Robust levels of tenant demand have led to rapid growth in 
asking lease rates, which ended the year at $0.58 per square 
foot per month on a NNN basis (psf). While this number is 
impressive it is most likely a statistical anomaly, as very little 
product is leasing at that number. With that said, the introduction 
of the cannabis industry was a dominant factor in reduction of 
vacancy and initial lease rate increases. However, growth from 
that sector has plateaued and current rises in prices are now 
being fueled by sustained levels of low vacancy. This trend is 
expected to continue as the market has yet to reach replacement 
cost for smaller buildings (50,000 sf and less) that make up the 
majority of the market’s inventory.

With that said, the rapid increases in lease rates is one factor 
pushing developers to build speculative product on a large scale.  
Currently there is 987,000 sf of active construction, 956,000 sf of 
which is speculative. The two largest projects are the 418,000 sf 
at McClellan Park, slated to complete in the second quarter of 
2019 and two buildings totaling 408,000 sf in West Sacramento 
developed by NorthPoint. These projects come with some 
associated risk. Developers in both cases hope to find large, 
high-cube tenants to take a majority, if not all of the buildings. 
This type of tenant has historically preferred the Central Valley or 
Reno markets whose lower cost basis keep rents low without 
sacrificing access to the Northern California market.

SACRAMENTO INDUSTRIAL
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Availabilities by Size Segment
OVERALL AVAILABILITIES IN ONE UNIT

Direct vs. Sublease Space Available Comparison
SUBLEASE SPACE A NON-FACTOR

Vacant Industrial Product (By Age and Clear Height)
60% OF VACANT SPACE FUNCTIONALLY OBSOLETE

Leasing activity surpassed +1.5 msf for the sixth consecutive 
quarter, reaching +8.1 msf year-to-date. West Sacramento, 
Placer County and McClellan led the market in terms of net 
absorption for the year recording, +1.28 msf, +849,000 sf and 
+560,000, respectively. Much of the net absorption for 2019 will 
likely be tied to the future completion and leasing of the 
speculative construction. 

There was 2.8 msf of industrial properties sold in the fourth 
quarter, for nearly $215 million in total consideration. The 
largest single building sale was of a two property portfolio in 
Yolo County totaling 644,600 sf.  The buildings located in West 
Sacramento and Woodland were a piece of a larger national 
portfolio acquired by Mapletree Properties of Singapore. 

For 2019, expect net absorption to slow due to a lack of 
available product on the market with lease rates continuing to 
climb until construction across multiple building sizes can be 
justified. That said, demand remains strong as tenants seek 
low-cost, in-market alternatives to their current locations as 
they seek to control real estate overhead. 

“…THE MARKET HAS YET TO REACH 
REPLACEMENT COST FOR SMALLER 
BUILDINGS (50,000 SF AND LESS) THAT MAKE 
UP THE MAJORITY OF THE MARKET’S 

INVENTORY.”

Outlook
• Vacancy will remain low putting upward pressure on lease 

rates.

• Construction activity will accelerate as tenant demand 
greatly outpaces current supply.

• Net absorption will be tied to construction completions as 
there is little available existing product left to absorb.
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Key Lease Transactions Q4 2018
PROPERTY SF TENANT TRANSACTION TYPE SUBMARKET
1281 W National Dr, Sacramento 136,079 Undisclosed New Lease Natomas/Northgate
8250 Industrial Ave, Roseville 132,570 Denman of California New Lease Placer County
148-152 Whitcomb Ave, Colfax 57,752 Undisclosed New Lease Auburn/Newcastle
4291 Pell Dr. Sacramento 54,060 MS International New Lease Natomas/Northgate
6041-6079 Power Inn Rd, Sacramento 42,000 Kitchens Now New Lease Power Inn

Key Sales Transactions Q4 2018
PROPERTY SF SELLER/BUYER PRICE / $PSF SUBMARKET
2 Property Portfolio* 644,600 Prologis/Mapletree Investments $43,974,727 / $68.22 West Sacramento
10030 Foothills Blvd, Roseville 175,072 Kirkpatrick Family Trust/PRIDE 

Industries $24,430,000 / $139.54 Roseville/Rocklin
1670 Overland Ct, West Sacramento 154,260 A & F Properties/LBA Realty $11,700,000 / $75.85 West Sacramento
5601-5671 Warehouse Way, Sacramento 79,776 Echosphere/Convor Warehouse Way $5,425,000 / $68.00 Power Inn
1600 Tide Ct, Woodland 64,800 Edmund Richmond/AMERCO Real 

Estate Co $6,400,000 / $98.77 Woodland

*Rental rates reflect NNN asking $psf/month. **Not reflective of U.S. MarketBeat tables 

SUBMARKET INVENTORY  SUBLET 
VACANT

DIRECT 
VACANT**

VACANCY 
RATE

CURRENT NET 
ABSORPTION

YTD NET 
ABSORPTION

UNDER 
CONSTRUCTION

AVERAGE 
ASKING RENT

(NNN)**

Woodland 15,472,928 73,173 678,919 4.9% 193,111 388,586 0 $0.35 

Downtown Sacramento 7,005,062 30,300 125,344 2.2% -20,818 -11,081 0 $0.46 

Folsom / El Dorado Hills 3,187,608 7,500 154,777 5.1% 12,139 -21,169 0 $0.71 

McClellan 13,483,358 0 219,587 1.6% 28,864 559,826 462,737 $0.42 

Natomas 12,489,803 62,211 417,982 3.8% -96,861 -285,633 0 $0.64 

NE Sacramento 4,991,442 0 238,355 4.8% 30,413 20,755 0 $0.45 

Placer County 18,509,761 0 544,882 2.9% 34,502 849,344 0 $0.45 

Power Inn 24,364,536 14,456 910,380 3.8% -41,776 -45,123 0 $0.84 

South Sacramento 4,010,719 0 937,327 23.4% 7,524 -51,997 0 $0.42 

Elk Grove 5,822,816 0 313,847 5.4% -100,035 62,661 0 $0.49 

Sunrise / Rancho Cordova 13,553,597 43,200 299,404 2.5% -81,760 147,996 51,134 $0.63 

West Sacramento 18,509,866 28,000 1,329,431 7.3% 67,146 1,280,998 473,016 $0.53 

TOTAL 141,401,496 258,840 6,170,235 4.5% 32,449 2,895,163 986,887 $0.66 

*Part of national portfolio sale
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*Due to data sourcing local market statitics 
vary from those reported natioanally.

For more information, contact:
Will Austin
Senior Research Analyst
Sacramento Research
Tel: +1 916 228 4562
will.austin@cushwake.com

About Cushman & Wakefield
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action for real estate occupiers and owners. Cushman & Wakefield is among the largest real estate services firms with 48,000 
employees in approximately 400 offices and 70 countries. In 2017, the firm had revenue of $6.9 billion across core services of 
property, facilities and project management, leasing, capital markets, valuation and other services. To learn more, visit 
www.cushmanwakefield.com or follow @CushWake on Twitter. 
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to its accuracy.
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El Dorado Hills
Quarter Q4-17 Q1-18 Q2-18 Q3-18 Q4-18

Total Building Base: 1,346,572 1,346,572 1,346,572 1,346,572 1,346,572
Total Buildings: 32 32 32 32 32

Direct Vacant: 118,912 115,753 134,574 151,916 139,987
Sublease Vacant: 0 0 0 0 0
Total Vacant: 118,912 115,753 134,574 151,916 139,987
Total Occupied SF 1,227,660 1,230,819 1,211,998 1,194,656 1,206,585

Vacancy: 8.8% 8.6% 10.0% 11.3% 10.4%

Gross Absorption: 15,253 9,057 0 0 21,440
Net Absorption: 88,753 3,159 -18,821 -17,342 11,929
YTD Net Absorption 84,744 3,159 -15,662 -33,004 -21,075
Growth Rate (%) 1.0% 0.2% -1.4% -1.3% 0.9%
Total New Construction: 75,000 0 0 0 0

Avg Asking Rate (NNN): $0.69 $0.66 $0.67 $0.67 $0.66 

Vacancy & Average Asking Rate Trend
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
Rapidly Growing Senior Population and Changing Demographics of Califo1·nia Seniors Raise 

Issues About Long-Term Supports and Services (LTSS) System. Seniors are major users ofLTSS-defined 

broadly as services and supports provided to the disabled (of any age) who have difficulty performing 

daily activities. The senior population (adults aged 65 and older) in California is projected to increase 

more than twofold from roughly 5 million in 2015 to nearly 12 million in 2060. The demographics of the 

senior population are also projected to change during this period. For example, the senior population 

is projected to shift from being majority white to majority nonwhite by 2030. The rapid growth and 

changing demographics of California's senior population raise issues about seniors' LTSS needs, LTSS 

system capacity, and the financial impact of LTSS on personal and state finances. This report presents the 

results of our projections of disability levels of California's seniors through 2060 to inform the Legislature 

and stal<eholders about levels of disability and the potential need for LTSS among California's seniors 

over the next several decades. These projections provide a useful starting point in understanding how 

California's changing population demographics will impact the LTSS delivery system. 

Population of California Seniors With Disabilities Projected to Grow Faster Than Overall 

California Senior Population. We project that the number of seniors in California with disabilities 

(as defined by limitations in routine activities of daily living, such as dressing or bathing) will increase 

from 1 million in 2015 to 2.7 million in 2060. This represents 160 percent growth in the population of 

seniors with disabilities, while California's overall senior population is projected to grow by 135 percent 

over this period. The faster growth of the senior population with disabilities is partially driven by the 

increasing share of seniors aged 85 and older and increasing racial diversity of the senior population. 

California Seniors Turning 65 Between 2015 and 2019 Projected to Spend 4.5 Years on 

Average With a Disability . On average, seniors turning 65 between 2015 and 2019 are projected to 

live for 23.6 years after age 65 and spend 4.5 of these years with a disability. The average number 

of years lived with a disability varies based on demographics of the seniors in this cohort. For 

example, white seniors in this cohort are projected to spend 3.6 years on average with a disability, 

while Hispanic seniors are projected to spend 5.8 years on average with a disability and nonwhite, 

n on-Hispanic seniors are projected to spend 5.6 years on average with a disability. (Data constraints 

prevent us from brealdng out the nonwhite, non-Hispanic race category into additional groups.) 

California-Specific Projections Are a Necessaty First Step in Planning for the Growing Senior 

Population. California-specific projections are necessary to inform the conversation around the future 

of the LTSS system as California's senior population grows over the next several decades. Available 

national-level projections of disability levels (and the related issues of LTSS utilization and LTSS 

financing), while a u seful starting point, are not sufficient to reflect California's unique demographics 

and LTSS system. (For example, California's senior population is projected to be majority nonwhite by 

2030, while the senior population nationwide is projected to remain majority white through at least 

2060.) As the Legislature, administration, and stakeholders continue to engage in planning for the 

impact of the growing senior population on the LTSS system, it is necessary to have projections that 

accurately reflect the uniqueness of California's population and LTSS system to inform policymaking. 

www. lao.ca.gov Legis lative Ana lyst's Office 3 
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INTRODUCTION 

Over the next several decades, the senior 

population (adults aged 65 and older) in California 

is projected to increase more than twofold from 

roughly 5 million in 2015 to nearly 12 million in 
' 

2060. This increase is largely driven by the aging of 

the Baby Boomer population who began turning 65 

in 2011. A similar increase in the senior population 

nationwide will also occm during this time frame. 

However, differences in the demographics of 

California's population when compared to the 

population nationwide will lead to important 

differences between California's senior population 

and the senior population nationwide. For example, 

California's senior population is projected to shift 

from being majority white to majority nonwhite 

by 2030, while the senior population nationwide is 

projected to remain majority white through at least 

2060. 

Long-term supports and services (LTSS) are 

broadly defined as services and supports provided 

to the disabled (of any age) who have difficulty 

performing daily activities. The rapid growth and 

changing demographics of California's senior 

population raise issues about seniors' LTSS needs, 

LTSS system capacity, and the financial impact 

ofLTSS on personal and state finances. (We 

also note that similar issues could be considered 

for the working-age disabled population, but a 

discussion specific to that population is beyond 

the scope of this report.) At the national level, 

detailed projections of the disability levels and 

potential LTSS needs of seniors over the next 

several decades are available to inform the 

discussion around these issues. However, given 

California's demographic .differences compared 

to the United States as a whole, the national-level 

results may not be applicable to California and to 

our knowledge similar projections are not available 

for California's senior population. To address this 

information gap, we projected disability levels 

of California's seniors through 2060. This report 

presents the results of our projections to inform 

the Legislature and stakeholders about levels of 

disability and the potential need for LTSS among 

California's seniors over the next several decades. 

These projections provide a useful starting point 

in understanding how California's changing 

population demographics will impact the LTSS 

delivery system. The results presented in this report 

can also be built upon with further analysis focused 

on utilization and financi~g of LTSS over the long 

term. 

DISABILITY AND LTSS LANDSCAPE 

In this section, we discuss how disability is 

measured and what types ofLTSS services are 

provided to people with disabilities. This applies to 

the broader population of people with disabilities, 

including seniors as well as working-aged adults 

and children. However, this report focuses on 

seniors, and where possible in this section, we 

present data specific to the senior population. 

Defining Disability and LTSS 

Disability Is Measured by Limitations in 

Daily Activities. Disability is often measured by 

limitations in daily activities. These limitations 

are typically grouped into two categories: 

(1) limitations in activities of daily living (ADLs) 

and (2) limitations in instrumental activities of 

www.lao.ca.gov Legislative Analyst's Office 5 
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daily living (IADLs). As shown in Figure 1, ADLs 

are limitations in routine, daily, personal care 

activities, such as eating or dressing. IADLs are 

limitations in more complex skills necessary to live 

independently, such as grocery shopping or money 

management. 

LTSS Are a Range of Services and Supports 

Provided to People With Disabilities. LTSS 

are commonly grouped into three categories: 

(1) institutional care, such as skilled nursing 

facilities (SNFs); (2) home- and community-based 

services, such as outpatient facility-based services 

or paid in-home services, aimed at helping people 

with disabilities live in the least restrictive setting 

possible; and (3) informal, unpaid care that is 

often provided at home by a spouse or other family 

member. 

Paying for LTSS 

Payers ofLTSS include the state and federal 

governments, private insurers, and individuals 

Figure 1 

who pay out-of-pocket for their own LTSS. Within 

the state and federal governments, Medi-Cal and 

Medicare are the two main payers ofLTSS. 

Medicare Covers Limited LTSS. Medicare is 

the federal health insurance program for qualifying 

persons over age 65 and certain people with 

disabilities, and is overseen by the federal Centers 

for Medicare and Medicaid Services (CMS). As a 

contrast to Medi-Cal (discussed below), individuals 

are eligible for Medicare regardless of income. 

Medicare only pays for a limited amount ofLTSS. 

For example, Medicare covers up to WO days of 

long-term care in a SNF for individuals receiving 

skilled care, such as physical therapy, following a 

recent hospital stay of at least three days. 

Medi-Cal Covers a Broader Range ofLTSS. 

Medi-Cal- a joint federal-state health care 

program for low-income Californians- covers 

a much broader range of LTSS than Medicare. 

(Medi-Cal is California's Medicaid program.) The 

costs of Medi-Cal services are shared by the state 

Activities of Daily Living (ADLs) and Instrumental Activities of Daily Living (IADLs) 

AD Ls 
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and federal governments. Generally, the federal 

government pays for one-half of most Medi-Cal 

costs (although, in some circumstances the federal 

government pays for a larger amount of the costs), 

with the state paying the balance. Examples of 

LTSS covered by Medi-Cal include: 

In-Home Supportive Se1·vices (IHSS). Tue 
IHSS program provides personal care and 

domestic services to individuals to help 

them remain safely in their own homes. 

Community-Based Adult Services (CBAS). 

The CBAS program-sometimes referred 

to as ''.Adult Day Health Care"-is an 

outpatient, facility-based service program. 

Program participants live in their own 

homes, but attend a day program with 

services provided by a multidisciplinary staff, 

including: professional nursing services; 

physical, occupational, and speech therapies; 

mental health services; therapeutic activities; 

social services; personal care; meals and 

nutritional counseling; 

Figure 2 

SNFs. SNFs provide nursing, rehabilitative, 

and medical care to facility residents. 

Generally, SNF residents receive their 

medical care and social services at the SNF. 

Nationally, Medicaid Is the Largest Payer of 

LTSS. According to data from CMS on national 

health spending in 201~, Medicaid spending 

represented 43 percent of all LTSS spending 

nationally while Medicare spending accounted 

for 22 percent. Figure 2 shows national LTSS 

spending by payer in 2013 (such a breakout is riot 

available for California). In California, the most 

recent analysis released by CMS indicates that 

Medi-Cal spending on LTSS was over $14 billion 

total funds in the 2012-13 federal fiscal year. This 

includes LTSS-related spending for the entire 

population served by Medi-Cal, including children, 

working-age adults, and seniors. An analysis by the 

Kaiser Family Foundation found that 42 percent 

of all LTSS spending in 2010 was for the senior 

population. 

and transportation 

to and from the Medicaid Is the Largest Payer of 
participant's residence. 

Multipurpose 

Senior Services 

Program (MSSP). 

The MSSP benefit 

provides intensive 

case management 

and home visits for 

Medi-Cal recipients 

aged 65 or older who 

meet the eligibility 

criteria for a SNF 

but live outside of 

institutional settings. 

Long-Term Supports and Services in the U.s.a 

Medicare 

Medicaid 

Out-of-Pocket 

Other Public 

a Data are from 2013 and are based on an analysis by the Congressional Research Service. 

b Includes private insurance and other private payers such as philanthropic support. 
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Informal, Unpaid CareAlso an Important 

Part of LTSS. In addition to paid LTSS, a large 

amount of LTSS is provided through informal, 

unpaid care. This type of care is most often 

provided by spouses, adult children, or other 

relatives and may be in addition to paid LTSS. The 

AARP and the National Alliance on Caregiving 

estimate that nationwide 34.2 million adults 

(about 14 percent) served as an unpaid caregiver 

of an adult aged 50 or older in 2014. These unpaid 

caregivers spent an average of 24 hours per week 

providing care such as helping the recipient with 

ADLs and IADLs or communicating with health 

care professionals on the recipient's behalf. In 

California, m ore than 6 million adults provided 

informal care for a family m ember or friend in 

2009 according to an analysis by the University of 

California Los Angeles. These caregivers provided 

an average of 21 hours of care per week. 

CALIFORNIA'S POPULATION PROJECTED TO 
CHANGE SUBSTANTIALLY BETWEEN 2015 AND 2060 

In this section, we provide an overview of the 

changing population characteristics in California 

through 2060. The information presented in 

this section is based on projections from the 

California Department of Finance and the United 

States Census Bureau and our analysis of data 

from the Current Population Survey (a survey 

of U.S. households that 

provides demographic and 

economic information about Figure 3 

increase more than twofold from 5.2 million to 

12.2 million, while the under 65 population is 

projected to grow only 17 percent from 33.7 m illion 

to 39.5 million (see Figure 3). The largest growth 

of seniors during this time period is projected to 

occur among the population of seniors aged 85 and 

older. The number of seniors aged 85 and older is 

Americans). See the Appendix 

for a full list of data sources 

used in this analysis. 

Growth in Senior Population to 

Senior Population 

Projected to Increase Over 

Twofold, With Largest 

Growth Among 85 and Older 

Population. In 2015, seniors 

represented 13 percent of 

California's population, but 

by 2060, seniors are projected 

to represent 24 percent of 

California's population. 

Over this period, ~he sen ior 

population is projected to 

Far Outpace Growth of Under 65 Population 

Percent Change From 2015 to 2060 

300% 

250 

200 

150 

100 

50 

'------Seniors-----' 

8 Legis lative Analyst 's Office www.lao.ca .gov 

19-1610 B 81 of 151



A N LAO REPORT 

projected to increase over threefold from about 

700,000 in 2015 to over 2.5 million in 2060. This 

corresponds to a projected increase in the share of 

seniors aged 85 and older from 14 percent in 2015 

to 21 percent in 2060. 

Ratio of Wo1·king-Aged Adults to Seniors 

Projected to Decrease by 50 Percent From 2015 

to 2060. The projected rapid growth of the senior 

population relative to the rest of the population 

results in a projected decrease of roughly 50 percent 

in the ratio of working-aged adults to seniors by 

2060. In 2015, there were 4.7 working-aged adults 

for every senior in California. By 2060, this ratio 

is projected to decrease to 2.3 working-aged adults 

for every senior. Researchers have suggested this 

may be problematic for the provision of informal 

care as there may be more seniors who need LTSS 

and fewer working-aged adults to provide informal 

care. We revisit this issue later in this report. 

California's Senior Population Projected to 

Become Majority Nonwhite While National Senior 

Figure 4 

at least 2060. As discussed later in this report, rates 

of disability vary by race; therefore, this projected 

shift in demographics is likely to have an impact 

on the number of seniors with disabilities in 

California. 

California's Senior Population May Be More 

Well-Educated if Current Trends Continue. 

Consistent with research at the national level, we 

find that the rate of adults in California attaining 

more than a high school education is increasing, 

as shown in Figure 5 (see next 'page). This has also 

translated into higher levels of education among 

seniors in California. Assuming these trends 

continue, California's senior population will be 

more highly educated in 2060 than in 2015. Rates 

of disability vary by education level, meaning 

that trends towards higher levels of education are 

important to consider when projecting the number 

of disabled seniors in the future. We discuss this 

further later in this report. 

Population Projected to 

Remain Majority White. Both 

in California and nationally, California's Senior Population Projected to Be 

the share of the senior 

population that is nonwhite 

is projected to increase (see 

Figure 4). However, the 

nonwhite senior population 

is projected to become the 

majority in California well 

before this shift happens 

nationally. In California, the 

senior population is projected 

to shift from being majority 

white to majority nonwhite 

by 2030, while nationally, 

white seniors are projected to 

remain the majority through 

Majority Nonwhite Much Sooner Than National Population 

Percent of Nonwhite Seniors 
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PROJECTIONS OF SENIORS WITH DISABILITIES 
IN CALIFORNIA FROM 2015 THROUGH 2060 

In this section, we provide projections of the 

population of seniors with disabilities in California 

from 2015 through 2060. These projections assume 

current rates of disability remain constant for 

subgroups of the senior population. For example, 

the rate of disability for married Hispanic women 

who hold a high school degree and are between the 

ages of 65 and 84 is held constant. This means that 

any changes in population-wide levels of disability 

projected in our analysis result from projected 

changes in the size and demographics of the senior 

population as opposed to increases or decreases in 

disability rates. While we project the majority of 

the senior population will not be disabled in any 

given year from 2015 through 2060, we project 

there will be substantial growth in the population 

of seniors with disabilities during this time period 

Figure 5 

Adults in California Are 
Attaining Higher Levels of Education 

Percent of Californians Aged 25 and Older 

70% 

60 More Than HS 
·="" 

! · : r.. . .,r·· ... _; .. 
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50 :·- -

40 

30 - HS or GED Credential 

20 -
Less Than HS 

10 

1993 1998 2003 2008 

HS = high school. 

Note: Data from the Current Population Survey. 
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as a result of changes in the size and demographic 

makeup of the senior population. 

Disability Defined Based on Limitations . 

in ADLs. For the remainder of this report, we 

define disability based on limitations in AD Ls (see 

Figure I for a list of ADLs). We generally present 

results for seniors with limitations in one or more 

ADLs and for seniors with limitations in two or 

more ADLs. (We include results specific to seniors 

with limitations in two or more ADLs because in 

many cases individuals are required to have at least 

two ADL limitations to trigger private long-term 

care insurance benefits if they have such cover age.) 

Substantial Increase in Number of Disabled 

Seniors, but Majority of Senior Population Not 

Disabled. The number of seniors in California 

with any ADL limitations is projected to increase 

. -

-

2013 

from I million in 2015 to 

2.7 million in 2060 (see 

Figure 6), although the vast 

majority of seniors in any 

given year from 2015 to 

2060 are not projected to be 

disabled. Specifically, among 

the population of seniors 

projected to have a disability 

in 2060, about I million 

are projected to have one 

ADL limitation and about 

1.7 million are projected 

to have two or more ADL 

limitations. 

Population of Seniors 

With Disabilities Projected 

to Grow Faster Than Overall 

Senior Population. While 

California's overall senior 
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Figure 6 
population is projected to grow 

by 135 percent from 2015 to 

2060, the population of seniors 

with disabilities is projected 

Population of Seniors With Disabilities 
Projected to Increase Substantially by 2060 

to grow by 160 percent (see 

Figure 6). This is the net 

Californians Aged 65 and Older (In Millions) 

14 

result of the factors discussed 

below. (We note that our 

results do not reflect a causal 

relationship between these 

characteristics and disability. 

We observe in cunent data 

12 

10 

8 

6 

that these relationships, such 4 

2 

2015 

No AOL Limitations 

2030 2045 2060 

as the relationship between 

education and disability, exist 

and assume they continue 

going forward. We are not 

speculating as to why these 

relationships exist currently.) 

ADL = activity of dally living. 

Share of Seniors Aged 

85 and Older Is Projected to Increase, 

and Older Seniors Have Higher Rates 

of Disability. As the share of California's 

senior population that is aged 85 and older 

increases, this shift is likely to have an 

impact on the number of disabled seniors 

in California. Currently, rates of disability 

among seniors aged 85 and older are higher 

than among seniors aged 65 to 84. If this 

difference continues as the share of seniors 

aged 85 and older increases, there will be 

faster growth in the population of seniors 

with disabilities than the overall senior 

population. 

Senior Population Is Pt"Ojected to Become 

More Nonwhite, and Nonwhite Population 

Has Higher Rates of Disability. As 

California's senior population shifts from 

being majority white to majority nonwhite, 

this will contribute to faster growth among 

the population of seniors with disabilities 

than the overall senior population (again 

assuming current rates of disability by race 

do not change). Currently, white seniors 

have lower r ates of disability than Hispanic 

seniors and nonwhite, non-Hispanic 

seniors. (Data constraints prevent us from 

breaking out the nonwhite, non-Hispanic 

race category into additional groups.) As 

the population of nonwhite sen iors grows, 

this contributes to faster growth in the 

population of seniors with one or more 

ADL limitations than the overall senior 

population . 

Share of Seniors With Higher Levels of 

Education Projected to Increase, and 

Rates of Disability A re Lowe1' Among 

Those With Higher Education. Currently, 

rates of disability are lower among seniors 

who have attained more than a high 

school education than among seniors with 
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a high school or less-than-high-school 

education. (We note that education is 

considered to be a proxy for socioeconomic 

status.) Assuming this difference in rates 

of disability and current trends towards 

higher levels of educational attainment 

continue going forward, this will partially 

offset the impact of the trends in race and 

age on the growth of the senior pop~ation 

with disabilities. In other words, the 

growth rate of seniors with disabilities 

will not be as high as it would otherwise 

be absent this impact of increasing 

educational attainment. 

Potential Increased Caregiving Role for 

Population of Seniors Without Disabilities. As 

discussed above, the ratio of working-aged adults to 

seniors is projected to decrease roughly 50 percent 

from 2015 to 2060. This may mean there are fewer 

caregivers available for seniors with disabilities. 

However, focusing only on working-aged adults 

ignores seniors without disabilities who may be able 

to provide care for their disabled spouses or other 

disabled relatives. A recent analysis by the National 

Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine 

found roughly one-third of family members who 

provided care to seniors were aged 65 or older in 

2011. We project that the ratio of seniors without 

disabilities to seniors with disabilities in California 

will decrease only 13 percent from 4:1in2015 to 

3.5:1 in 2060. This may suggest a greater role for 

seniors without disabilities in providing informal 

care over the next several decades. 

PROJECTIONS OF LENGTH OF DISABILITY 
AMONG CALIFORNIANS TURNING 65 
BETWEEN 2015 AND 2019 

In this section, we provide projections of years 

lived with a disability for the cohort of Californians 

turning 65 between 2015 and 2019. These results 

reflect only this cohort as compared to the results 

presented in the prior section which reflect the full 

population of seniors in California in each year 

from 2015 through 2060. We focus on this cohort 

because we can generally observe their entire 

remaining life in our projections through 2060. 

Disability Projections Among Californians 

Turning 65 Between 2015 and 2019 

Throughout this section, we discuss projections 

depicted in Figure 7. The figure begins with results 

for the total senior population turning 65 between 

2015 and 2019 and then breaks out the results for 

this cohort by race, education, and sex. The left 

12 Legis lative Analyst's Office www.lao.ca.gov 

column of Figure 7 depicts the average number 

of years lived after turning age 65 broken out by 

years lived with no ADL limitations, one ADL 

limitation, and two or more ADL limitations. 

For example, we project seniors in this cohort 

will spend an average of 19.1 years with no ADL 

limitations, 1.7 years with one ADL limitation, 

and 2.8 years with two or more ADL limitations. 

The right column of Figure 7 depicts the average 

percent oflife after turning 65 broken out by no 

ADL limitations, one ADL limitation, and two or 

more ADL limitations. For example, we project 

seniors in this cohort will spend an average of 

80.1 percent oflife after turning 65 with no ADL 

limitations, 7.2 percen t of life with one ADL 

limitation, and 11.9 percent oflife with two or more 

ADL limitations. 
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Figure 7 

Length of Time Lived With AOL Limitations 
Varies by Demographics Among Seniors Turning 65 Between 2015 and 2019 
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Seniors Turning 65 Between 2015 and 2019 

Projected to Spend 4.5 Years and 19 Percent of 

Remaining Life With a Disability. On average, 

seniors turning 65 between 2015 and 2019 are 

projected to live for 23.6 years after age 65 and 

spend 4.5 of these years (about 19 percent) with one 

or more ADL limitations. This reflects an average 

of 1.7 years with one ADL limitation and 2.8 years 

with two or more ADL limitations. The average 

number of years lived with a disability varies based 

on demographics of the seniors in this cohort, as 

discussed below. While Figure 7 shows the average 

years lived with ADL limitations, not all seniors in 

this cohort are projected to have ADL limitations 

during their life after age 65. Twenty-three percent 

of seniors in this cohort are projected to spend no 

years with ADL limitations. 

Nonwhite Senio1-s in This Cohort Projected to 
Live More Years With a Disability. While seniors 

on average in this cohort are projected to spend 

4.5 years with any ADL limitations, the number of 

years lived with ADL limitations varies by race. White 

seniors in this cohort are projected to spend 3.6 years 

on average with ADL limitations, while Hispanic 

seniors are projected to spend 5.8 years on average 

with ADL limitations and nonwhite, non-Hispanic 

seniors are projected to spend 5.6 years on average 

with ADL limitations. (Data constraints prevent us 

from breaking out the nonwhite, non-Hispanic race 

category into additional groups.) 

While nonwhite seniors are projected to live 

longer than white seniors in this cohort, nonwhite 

seniors are also projected to spend a larger share of 

life after age 65 with ADL limitations than white 

seniors. White seniors in this cohort are projected 

to live, on average, 15.9 percent oflife after turning 

65 with at least one ADL limitation, while Hispanic 

seniors and nonwhite, non-}Iispanic seniors are 

projected to live 23.7 percent and 22.5 percent, 

respectively, of their life after turning 65 with at 

least one ADL limitation. 

14 Legislative Analyst's Office www.lao.ca.gov 

Seniors in This Coho1·t With More Than a 

High School Education Projected to Live Fewer 

Years With a Disability. The average number 

of years lived with a disability among seniors in 

this cohort also varies by educational attainment. 

Seniors turning 65 between 2015 and 2019 who 

have greater than a high school education spend 

fewer years on average with one or more ADL 

limitations than seniors with a high school degree 

or GED credential and seniors with less than a 

high school education (4.2 years vs. 4.8 years and 

5.8 years, respectively). 

Not only do seniors with more than a high 

school education live longer on average than 

their counterparts with less education, they are 

projected to spend a smaller share of their life after 

turning 65 with one or more ADL limitations on 

average than seniors with a high school degree or 

GED credential and seniors with less than a high 

school education (17.1 percent vs. 21.1 percent and 

26.2 percent, respectively). 

Female Seniors in This Cohort Are Projected 

to Live More Years With a Disability. Female 

seniors turning 65 between 2015 and 2019 are 

projected to live more years with a disability 

on average after turning 65 than male seniors 

in this cohort. Female seniors are projected to 

live 5.3 years on average with one or more ADL 

limitations while male seniors are projected to 

live 3.7 years on average with one or more ADL 

limitations. 

Female seniors in this cohort are projected to 

live longer after turning 65 than male seniors on 

average, but female seniors are also projected to 

spend a larger share of life after turning 65 with 

one or more ADL limitations on average. Female 

seniors are projected to spend 21.4 percent oflife 

after turning 65 with at least one ADL limitation 

on average compared to 16.6 percent oflife after 

turning 65 lived with at least one ADL limitation 

on average among male seniors. 
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California Seniors Compared to 

Seniors Nationally 

Compared to Seniors Turning 65 Between 

2015 and 2019 Nationwide, California's Seniors 

Pmjected to Live More Years With Two or More 

ADL Lim itations. Seniors in California turning 

65 between 2015 and 2019 are projected to spend 

nearly one year longer on average with two or 

more ADL limitations than seniors nationally (see 

Figure 8). The Urban Institute projects that seniors 

nationwide will spend two years on average with 

two or more ADL limitations compared to our 

projection of2.8 years on average for California's 

seniors. California's seniors in this cohort are 

also projected to spend a larger share of life after 

turning 65 with two or more ADL limitations than 

seniors nationally (11.9 percent vs. 9.6 percent). 

CALIFORNIA-SPECIFIC PROJECTIONS ARE A 
NECESSARY FIRST STEP IN LTSS SYSTEM PLANNING 

This analysis demonstrates the need for 

California-specific projections to inform the 

conversation around the future of the LTSS 

system as California's senior population grows 

over the next several decades. The national-level 

projections that provide information on disability 

levels (and the related issues of LTSS utilization 

and LTSS financing), while a useful starting point, 

Figure 8 

California's Seniors Projected to Spend 

are not sufficient to reflect California's unique 

population and LTSS system. As the Legislature, 

administration, and stakeholders continue to 

engage in planning for the impact of the growing 

senior population on the LTSS system, it is 

necessary to have projections that accurately reflect 

the uniqueness of California's population and 

current LTSS system to inform policymaking. 

More Years With a Disability Than Seniors Nationanya 

California's Seniors Turning 65 
Between 2015 and 2019 Projected to Spend . • . 

With 2+ ADL Limitations 

a National projections are from the Urban Institute. 

ADL = activity of daily living. 

U.S. Seniors Turning 65 
Between 2015 and 2019 Projected to Spend •.• 

With 2+ ADL Limitations 
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This report begins to fill the need for 

California-specific information by providing 

projections of disability among California's seniors 

through 2060. To further understand the impact 

of the aging California population on the LTSS 

system, it would also be useful to have projections 

ofLTSS utilization and financing. However, such 

projections are not available at this time. Our 

office will assess the feasibility of producing such 

projections in the future subject to available data. 

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 
AVAILABLE ON LAO WEBSITE 

In addition to the findings presented in 

this report, the LAO website (www.lao.ca.gov) 

contains additional resources based on our analysis 

including: 

A.summary infographic that highlights key 

findings from our analysis. 

Supplemental results that provide 

additional details and explore results for 

additional subpopulations beyond what 

is in this report (for example, results are 

16 Legislative Analyst's Office www.lao .ca .gov 

presented for nonwhite seniors who are 

married compared to nonwhite seniors 

who are not married). 

Future work that will be added to our 

website over time, including analyses 

that provide projections of California's 

population of seniors with disabilities 

under alternative scenarios in which rates 

of disability (1) decrease over time and 

(2) increase over time. · 
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APPENDIX 

Data Sources Used in This Analysis 

American Community Survey, 2013 1-year 

PUMS Data [Data :file]. Washington, DC: 

U.S. Census Bureau, 2013. Available from 

the American FactFinder website: 

http://factfinder.census.gov 

Favreault, Melissa, and Judith Dey. (2015). 

Long-Term Services and Supports for 

Older Americans: Risks and Financing. 

Washington, DC: US Department of 

Health and Human Services, Office of 
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California's senior population is entering a period of rapid growth. By 2030, as the Baby 
Boom generation reaches retirement age, the over-65 population will grow by four 
million people. It will also become much more r.aclally and ethnlcally,~1verse, with the 
fastest growth among Latinos and Asians. Many more seniors are likely to be single 
and/or childless-'--siJggesting an incre9sed number of people li,vlng alone: All ofthese 
changes will have a slgniflcantlmpact on senior support services: 

V{~jirpNStthat by 5030slightly more than one million seniors Will require same 
assls.tance.w.lth self-care, and that the demand for nursing home care wil.1 begin to 

· .' incre,ase .ofter decades of decline. These changes will have direct buclget implications 
·for 'tH~ M.edl-Cal and In-Home Supportive Services (IHSS) prograf11S; both of which pay 
. 'for care and services for low-income seniors. The state will need additional resources; 

lndvdlng nursing care facilities and health care professionals, especially those who 
provide hof11e- and community-based services. California's community college system 
wilLbe Critlcol in trnlnlng workers to meet the state's health care workforce needs for 
the growing and changing senior population. 

Introduction 

California's senior population will grow substantially by 2030, when the youn::Jest Baby Boon1ers hit 

retirement age. This report highlights how this population is growing and changing. We also project 

some of the potential age~related needs this population will face-Jn partlculc r, the number of 

seniors who will have trouble caring for themselves and the number vvho wHI require full-time 

nursing home care. 

As people age, they tend to require more medical care. They are increasingly likely to have trouble 
living alone-some will need home- or community-based health services, others wl11 move into 

assisted living, and still others, mainly those with the most serious self-care limitations, will enter 
nursing homes. The spectn.1m of age-related needs points to an Increased demand for a variety of 
support workers, from home health aides to nurses and doctors. While care requirements for 

California's aging population will continue to evolve past 2030, the estimates Jn this report provide 

a useful starting point for the state to plan for changes in the demand for hon1e-based care and 

nursing home facilities. 

Changes in the senior population 

Over the next two decades. California's over-65 population will nearly double, clearly indlcating an 
increased demand for health and support services. This population will also become more radal!y 

and ethnically diverse, signaling ci growing need for culturally competent car1:-that is, care that 

respects the beliefs and responds to the linguistic needs of seniors from dive1rse backgrounds. ln 

addition, the senior population in 2030 will have more single and/or chlldles~; adults than it does 

today, suggesting an increused number of people llvlng alone. This particula ·shift is likely to have a 
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significant Impact on senior support services, since on average, people living alone as they age are 

more likely to need either home health care or nursing home care. Taken together, al! of these 
changes point to a new and evolving landscape for senior care In the state. 

Callfornia's over-65 population is expected to be 87 percent higher In 2030 than in 2012, an 

increase of more than four million people (Figure 1). 1 This group will grow much faster than the rest 
of the populatlon, rising frorn 12 percent in 2012 to 19 percent in 2030. Because of this faster 

growth, there will be fewer adults of prime working age relat!ve to the senior population.2 As a 
result, a greater share of the state's human and economic resources will be used to provide health 
care and other types of support for this group. 

The first Baby Boon1ers began hitting retirement age in 2011, and the youngest will turn 65 In 2029. 

Figure 1 shows historical and projected levels of the state's senior population broken down into age 

groups. In 2030 rnost senlors will be relatively young, between age 65 and 75. However, beginning 

In 2020 the fastest growth will occur among seniors age 75 and older. By 2030, the over-85 

population will have grown considerably, Increasing 61 percent (around 400,000 people) from 2012. 

°Fl~u;e:1/Galifornla's senior population will neaily double by 21)30 
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SOURCE: Stale of Ce!lfornla. Department of Finance. Stale and County Populatlon Projections by Race/Et inlclly, Sel<, and Age 
2010-2060, Sacrnmert!o. canromla. December 2014. 

NOTE: See T;,r.tmi,:,Ji A;·;p•~n{!I~ /\for delal!ed tables and T<:t011:1l_,if ..:,ppc•nd,~ !:I for data and methods u,;ed to generate the 
projections. 

The number of seniors in ev(HY major racial/ethnic group will increase by 2030 (Figure 2). Whites 
will remain the largest group and are projected to grow by 53 percent (1.5 m!!lion people). However, 

the fastest rates of growth will occur among nonwhite populations, especially Latinos (170%, or 
1,430,000 people) and Asians (118% or 765,000 people). The African American senior population 
will increase by 96 percent, or 230,000 people. 

Because Latino and Asian senior populations are growing so quickly, they will make up an 

Increasing share of the total over 0 6S population going forward (Figure 2). Sln:e 1990, there has 

been a steady decline in the percent of seniors who are white, and by 2030 that fraction Is 

expected to d!p to just below 50 percent. At thot point, no ethnic group will constitute a majority of 

the senior population. Latinos will have Increased from 18 percent ln 2012 to 25 percent by 2030; 
Asians wlll grow from 14 percent to 16 percent. The fraction of seniors who are African American will 

hold constant at 5 percent. 
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Fam!ly struCtures in this age group will also change considerably-in partlcular, marital status wtl! 
look quite different among seniors in 2030 than It does today (Figure 3). ThB fastest projected rates 

of growth are among the divorced/separated and never married groups. Between 2012 and 2030, 

the number of married people over age 65 will increase by 75 percent-but the number who are 
divorced or separated will increase by 115 percent, and the number who are never married will 
increase by 210 percent. 

·····' o··o,::c':.,· "i .. ;. 
Figufo.3. More seniors will be divorced/separated or have never married 
·.~ .,· . '. ' ·.· . . ' . '• ' ' ' . ' . 

100 ., 

90 -

BO -
~ 

70 
·~ 
w 60. • ~ 50 0 

• Never rnMri~d 

• D!vorcL~disL1parnled 

• 'A'klowed 
~ c 40 -w • Married 
~ 30 w 
0. 

20 .. 

10 

0 -··--~-

1990 2000 2012 2030 

SOURCE: Author ca lculatlons basi.'d on the American Community Survey and Decennial Census. 

NOTE: See Tt'thn.,:,1! l\ppend1~ t. for detailed tables and T;:ctw,-.;-sl t\p~&rid,Y 8 for data and methods 1,.s1~d to generate tile 
projections. 

Another significant change \Viii be in the number of seniors who have children. Those who have 
never been married are much less likely to have children than those who hav(~ been married at 
some polnt.3 As a result, seniors in the future will be more likely to be childless than those today 
(Table 1). In 2012, just 12 percent of 75-year-old women had no children. We project that by 2030, 

nearly 20 percent will be childless. 4 Since we know that adult children often provide care for their 

senior parents, these projections suggest that alternative non-famlly sources of care will become 

more common in the future.!l 
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Changes in tl1e need for support services 
Jn the previous section, we established that by 2030, ca.llfornla's senior population will grow 

significantly and become more racially and ethnically diverse. In addition, more seniors are likely to 
Hve alone, without family members to care for them. In light of these shifts, California policymakers 

should be considering the kinds of resources that will best address the needs of this changing 
population. Many seniors will prefer to use services that allow them to ren1aln !n their homes. 

Assisted living facilities provide a range of services with activities of daily living and some medical 
support for seniors or people with disabilltles. For those needing the highest level of care, nursing 

homes are !lkely to play an important role-for both long- and short-term care {such as post-surgery 

recovery). Among the options for seniors requiring some assistance with da•ly living, nursing homes 

are by far the most expensive. !n this section, we offer a brief overview of the likelihood of needing 

some sort of care, focusing particularly on potential changes in the need for nursing home care. 5 

Fl~uD4.Thi> nu~ber of seniors facing dlfflcuitles with selfcare 0rn al)11ost . 
do~W~ . . . . 
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NOTE; See l.:·r:hn1«d APl)(~nc1> t, for detailed tables and T·:~fip,.;i,I ;.ppi;r1J;i: 8 (or data and me\hod5 'Jsed lo gene1ate thfl 
projections. 

We begin by estimating the number of people who will have difficulty caring for themselves.7 The 

people In this category have a wide range of needs, from transportation and deaning services to 

help with basic tasks such as bathing or eating. The strongest predictors of self-care difficulties are 

age and marital status, with older seniors and never-married seniors much n1ore likely to experience 
some type of limitation.I~ We project that there will be slightly more than one 1nillion seniors with 

self-care \imitations In 2030 (Figure 4).0 This represents an 88 percent Increase over 2012 
population levels, about the same as the overall increase in the senior population. The vast majority 
of these seniors-more than 900,000-wlll not be living In nursing homes. 
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What about those needing nursing home care? Our projections suggest that these numbers V.'ill 

grow more slowly than the overall senlor population. We find that, based on h!storical trends and 
future population projections, slightly more than 106,000 people will need nursing home care in 

2030 (Figure 5). This represents a 16 percent increase over the 91,500 who were in nursing homes 

in 2012. These projections assume a continued decline in the rate of reliance upon nursing homes; 
they also assume that the general preference for living at home and relying on support services will 
continue to lncrease.10 However, !f the !ikellhood of living In a nursing home remains the same over 

time, then the number of seniors In nursing homes wlH exceed 150,000 by 2030. 

Who is most likely to need nursing hon1e care?11 The single most important predictor is having 

difficulty with dally actlvitles--ln fact, our findings suggest that age alone is becoming a less 
significant factor than self·care lirnitations. Other important factors Include bei.1g single-especially 

If a person has never been n1arried. Whites and African Americans are more lil<ely to be in nursing 
hornes than Asians and Latinos, although other work has found that the gap has been shrinking 
over recent decades.12 In addition, women are more 11kely to !Ive in nursing homes than men, but 

that ls prlmarlly because they live longer, have more self·care limitations, and are more likely to be 

unrnarried (or widowed). Once we control for these factors, men are slightly more likely to be in 

nursing 11omes. 

Planning for the future 

We have shown that the number of seniors requiring support to live at home, and the nurnber 
requiring nursing home care, will Increase significantly by the year 2030. In the near future, 
California policymakers can anticipate a demand for increased spending on programs like Medi-Ca! 

and In-Home Supportive Services (IHSS). Policymakers should also plan for thE· efficient use of state 

resources and Incorporate the specific wants and needs of this generation of seniors. To do so, It is 

helpful to think in two broad categories: where seniors w!ll live, and what type of workers they will 

need for help. In this section, we touch briefly on these two Issues. 

The state can anticipate that most seniors will prefer to remain in their own homes for as long as 

possible. Cal!fornla pays 50 percent of Medi-Cal costs, which include both IHSS services and 
nursing home care. Nursing home care is consJderably more expensive than home· and community
based services and IHSS support. In 2015, a semi-private room in a nursing horne costs 68 percent, 

or nearly $30,000, more than 40 hours a week of support from a home health aide.13 From a 

budgetary perspective, the state should implement regulations that reserve nursing home care only 

for those whose needs cannot be supported in their own home. 
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Policymakers wlll also need to consider workforce development in anticipation of the growing 

senior populatlon. The source, location, and type of care provided all detern1ine the types of 
workers seniors will rely on. While there will certa!nly be a need for more doctors and nurses, the 
biggest demand for workers will occur Jn allied health professions, such as physician's assistants, 

medical assistants, and horne health aides. In addition to working in traditional medical settings, 
these workers will be especially Important in providing home· and communlty~based services. 

Previous PPIC work has explored the state of Callfornia's allied health workforce and training 

programs, as well as options to meet workforce needs !n 1he future (Mcconville, et al. 2014). This 

work suggests that Ca!iforn;a policymakers can most effectively address the state's heal1h 

workforce needs through the community college system and programs that increase access and 

funding for postsecondary education. 

In addition to addressing the sheer number of workers needed, state policies and programs should 
also bear !n mind the increasing diversity of seniors. As we saw, the ethnic and racial makeup of the 
over~65 population is going to change significantly. Even within broadly defined racial and ethnic 

groups there are i1nportant cultural differences. With that in mind, It will be irnportant to ensure that 

the growing health workforce is culturally competent.; 4 The state can address this issue both by 

supporting outreach, education, and training for workers across racial and ethnic groups, and 

through the IHSS program, which would allow participants to hire support workers from their own 

farni!y or community. 

Conclusions 
Cal!fornla's senior population w!ll grow rapidly over the next two decades, Increasing by an 
estimated 87 percent, or folH mil!!on people. This population will be more divc~rse and less likely to 

be married or have children than seniors are today. The pollcy implications of an aging population 

an~ wide-ranging. We estimate that about one million seniors will have some difficulties with self

care, and that tnore than 100,000 will require nursing home care. To ensure that nursing home 

populations do not increase beyond this number, the state will need to pursue polfcies that provide 
resources to allow niore people to age in their own homes. 

There are many policies that could push the state toward that goal. The IHSS program provides 
resources for seniors to hire workers, including family members, to provide support with personal 

care, household work, and errands. One benefit of hiring family members is that they may provide 

more culturally competent care. Medl~Cal is already the primary payer for nursing home residents, 

and the state could potentially save money by providing more home- and con1munity~based 
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services that support people as they age, helplng to keep them out of Institutions. Fina Hy, the 

projected growth in nursing home residen1s and in seniors with self-care llmi1ations will require a 

larger health care workforce. California's community college system will be a critical resource in 

trHinfng qualified vvorkers focused on the senior population. 

While this report provides projections for the year 2030, the Issues of California's growing senior 
population are in1portant today. The oldest Baby Beamers are now in their late 60s, and this group 

will require Increasing levels of services and support in the immediate future. In this report. we have 

focused on 2030 as a cr!tlcal point In managing a new, larger number of seniors Jn the state. But 
California should anticipate that its aging population wJll require a range of policy responses before 

that time to address both st1ort- and !ong-term challenges. 

NOTES 

1. 2030 population projections are based on State of Cnllforn!a, Department of Finance Rep::irt P-3 (December 2014). 
2012 is used as the base year for comparison because It ls the most recent yeDr for whic.h survey data from the 
American Community Survey ls available at the Ume of publication. 

2. The "aged dependency ratio" (the ratio of the numbe1 of seniors to the number of people of working ages) will 
Increase from 19 to 32, This r:itio Is the number of seniors age 65 and over for every 100 adults ages 18 to 64. The 
child dependency ratio wl!l change very little during this lime period, so that the overall dependency ratio will 
Increase from 57 to 71. 

3 Using data f1om tile Health and Retirement Study {HRS), we estlmate that in 2012 93.4 p~rcenl of all 70-75-year-olds 
had children, while only 36.1 percent of the never married subsample did. 

4 ACS and Decenn!ul Census and author calc1.Jlalions. 

5 Johnson and Wiener (2006). 

6 Our focus on nursing home c:ire is primarily due to limitations of the ACS questions about 1es!dency, Assisted llv!ng 
fadlllies provide an Important: tler of housing and support for people who are relatively self-sufficient. Since 2006, 
California has had a Medicaic waiver allowing Medl·Cal to subsidize assisted living for quallf1ed beneficiaries in 
several counties (expanded to 15 ln 2014). More Information at W#w.c;:ml1r.or~j/facts!H·;··~;~/rcfe _l~.itltm!ifs_.Nw i1tm. 

7 We base our projections on a Census Bureau survey question that asks whether the respondent has "any physical or 
mental health condition th<1t has lasted at least slK months and makes it difficult to take care of personal needs." 
Some of these respondents live In nursing homes, but most remain in the!r homes. See lechniC<JI Apper1,Jix: 8 for 
more deta!ls, 

8. There is obviously reason to believe that people living alone are more likely to report these difficulties precisely 
because they do not have a spouse, etc., to assist them. However, because we rire mostly Interested Jn estimating the 
number of people who wl!I require some assistance, the direction of causality ls not probli~matic. 

9. To project the size of this population, we develop statistical models that predict se!f·care limitations based on age, 
gender, race, ethnicity, marital status, education level, and nativity. These are brised on ACS categorizations. Nativity 
refers to whether or not the respondent was born In the United States. 

10. Based on data from the ACS and the Decennial Census, we estimate that the rate of utilization of nursing homes has 
declined significantly across all age groups since 1990. Please see the \echr.i<:"ol nppend1ce~: for more detriils. 

11. As in the projections of the population with self-care limitations, we use demographic and household charncterlst!cs 
to project the probability of being In a nursing home. 

12. This trend could be due to cultural shifts, or to changes in the accessibility and affordabH!ly of nursing homes and 
other options for members of dlffe1ent HICial/ethnlc groups. Zhanl!an. et al. (2011). 

13. These estimates are based on the /I.A.HP l.rnl9-T ~"'1 rr~ CO"lnilatar T0·JL The est!ma1ed cost, tissuming residence ln Los 
Angeles County, of a semi-private n1.Jrsing home room is $71,175. and the estimate for 40 hours a week of a home 
health aide ls $42,432. Nursing home care ls estimated to be less expensive, however, Ii c1 patient requires more than 
70 hours a weel< of home health aide support. 

14. Callfornla ls already one of several states with legislation mandating continuing education on cultural competency for 
physicians and surgeons. Stai:e leglslation-AB 801 (2003), AB 1195 (2005). and AB 496 (2013)-identines these 
concerns. 
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I. Executive Summary 

Introduction 
This report was prepared by Development Planning and Financing Group, Inc. (“DPFG”) on behalf 
of Lennar (“Developer”) to analyze the fiscal impacts of development scenarios of The Carson 
Creek Specific Plan Area.  The developer has submitted an application for a Specific Plan 
Amendment to rezone the Industrial and R&D phase of the Carson Creek Specific Plan to a 
proposed 415 unit Age-Restricted Residential Community.  A Fiscal Impact Analysis (“FIA”) is 
intended to estimate the demand that a potential land use will place on County General Funded 
services and provide an estimate of the revenues that will be generated by the Project to offset the 
increased demand on services. This report estimates the County General Fund impacts for the 
proposed Age-Restricted Residential Community as well as the approved Industrial and R&D land 
use. 
 
Project Overview 
Residential 
The proposed project consists of approximately 178 acres that is proposing a general plan 
amendment for residential land uses, that include 415 age restricted single family detached 
residential units, and 1.7 acres of commercial zoned property (the “Residential Project”).  The 
Residential Project also includes approximately 30 acres of parks, and 50 acres of open space.  The 
site is west of Latrobe Road and to south of Golden Foothill Parkway. 

The Residential Project is estimated to generate approximately 776 residents based on person per 
household factors found in Figure 1.  
 
Industrial and R&D  
The approved land use consists of approximately 178 acres that includes 57 acres of industrial 
zoned property, and 33.3 acres of R&D zoned property.  It also includes approximately 30 acres 
of parks, and 57.4 acres of open space (the “Industrial and R&D Project”).   

The Industrial and R&D Project is estimated to generate approximately 1,709 persons served based 
on square feet per employee factors found in Figure 1.  

 
Fiscal Impact Analysis Summary 
Residential 
The FIA indicates that the Residential Project, at buildout, is estimated to generate a relatively 
neutral fiscal impact to the County’s General Fund and a positive fiscal impact to the Road Fund. 

The Residential Project is estimated to generate a total of approximately $475,000 in General Fund 
revenues, against $583,000 in expenditures (i.e., costs) at buildout, resulting in a General Fund 
deficit of approximately $107,000 annually.   

The Residential Project is estimated to generate a net surplus in the County’s Road Fund of 
approximately $68,000 annually.   

The annual fiscal impacts for the Residential Project after buildout are shown in Table 1. 
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Industrial and R&D 
The FIA indicates that an Industrial and R&D Project, at buildout, is estimated to generate a 
negative fiscal impact to the County’s General Fund and a positive fiscal impact to the Road Fund. 

The Industrial and R&D Project is estimated to generate a total of approximately $610,000 in 
General Fund revenues, against $1,283,000 in expenditures (i.e., costs) at buildout, resulting in a 
General Fund deficit of approximately $673,000 annually.   

The Industrial and R&D Project is estimated to generate a net surplus in the County’s Road Fund 
of approximately $59,000 annually.   

The annual fiscal impacts for the Industrial and R&D Project after buildout are shown in Table 2. 

A side-by-side comparison of the proposed Residential Project and approved Industrial and R&D 
Project revenues and expenditures is shown on Table 3. 

 

II. Introduction 

Purpose of Report 
Development Planning and Financing Group, Inc. (“DPFG”) was retained to prepare this report 
on behalf of the Carson Creek Project. This report and the attached tables describe the 
methodology, assumptions, and results of two FIA scenarios at buildout.  A proposed residential 
land use scenario and Industrial and R&D land use scenario. The site is located in the El Dorado 
Hills Community Region area of unincorporated El Dorado County (“County”).  

The purpose of this report is to determine the applicable recurring revenue and expenditure impacts 
to the County General Fund, and Road Fund to quantify the annual net fiscal impacts at buildout 
of a Residential Project and Industrial and R&D Project.  The FIA’s were prepared in accordance 
with the County’s draft general guidelines for FIAs that were developed by the County and their 
consultants dated February 18, 2015. 

DPFG has analyzed the individual increases in the expenditure multipliers used in the FIA for the 
previous project and has applied the percentage change in the County’s costs to prepare a high 
level fiscal impact analysis for the FIA’s being presented.   

DPFG has reviewed the 2019-20 Recommended Budget (“2019-20 Budget”) presented to the El 
Dorado County Board of Supervisors on June 17, 2019 and compared the 2019-20 Budget general 
fund expenditures to the 2014-15 Budget general fund expenditure assumptions used in a previous 
project’s FIA that was reviewed and accepted by County staff.  The 2014-15 Budget identifies 
general fund appropriations at approximately $254 million while the 2019-20 Budget identifies 
total general fund appropriations at approximately $313 million resulting in an estimated 23% 
increase in the County’s cost structure over that five-year period. 
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Organization of Report 
The report describes the methodology and assumptions applied in both FIA’s, a description of the 
FIA components for calculating revenues and expenditures, and conclusions of the analysis of the 
land uses at buildout. 
 
 

III. Project Description 

Location, Land Uses, and Assumptions 

The Residential Project consists of approximately 178 acres that is proposing a specific plan 
amendment for residential land uses, that include 415 age restricted single-family detached 
residential units, and 1.7 acres of commercial zoned property.  The Residential Project also 
includes approximately 30 acres of parks, and 50 acres of open space.  The site is west of Latrobe 
Road and to south of Golden Foothill Parkway. 

Residential Development:  The anticipated residential yield from the Project area is an additional 
415 age restricted single-family detached residential units. The FIA includes an estimated price 
range for residential units between $550,000 and $625,000.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Product [1] Units/SF
Residential
Age Restricted 45 x 105 256 550,000$                    140,800,000$           
Age Restricted 55 x 105 159 625,000$                    99,375,000$             
Total Residential Land Uses 415 240,175,000$        

Nonresidential
Commercial (Assumes 0.4 FAR) 29,098         200$                         5,819,616$            
Total All Land Uses 245,994,616$        

Source:
[1] Product type and unit count provided by Developer.

Estimated Market 
Value Per Unit [2]

Estimated 
Assessed Valuation

Residential Project Land Use Summary

[2] Estimated market value provided by Developer.
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Industrial and R&D Development:  The anticipated yield from an Industrial and R&D Project 
area is an additional 1.573 million square feet of Industrial and R&D space. The FIA includes an 
estimated price range for Industrial and R&D space between $175 and $200 per square foot. 

 

IV. Methodology and Assumptions 

Scope and Methodology 
The methodology used to determine the recurring revenue and expenditure impacts to the County 
General Fund, and Road Fund as a result of the outlined land uses was determined by applying 
two methodologies, the multiplier method and the case study method. 

The multiplier method uses the current fiscal year budget as a baseline to forecast fiscal impacts.  
Revenue and expenditure funds that are impacted by residents use the County’s total population 
in determining the fund’s per capita factor.  Revenue and expenditure funds that are impacted by 
both residents and employees use the County’s total persons served (the total population and half 
of employees counted) in determining the fund’s per capita factor.  As is standard fiscal practice 
in determining the number of persons served, employees are assumed to create half the impact of 
a resident on services and thus are counted as equivalent to one half of a resident. 

The case study method is used to estimate recurring revenue and expenditures when use of the 
multiplier method will not accurately quantify fiscal impacts.  Case study methods were used 
where estimated revenues were more accurately estimated as a function of tax rates, assessment 
districts, and/or estimated home prices.   

General and/or Major Assumptions 
An overview of the general assumptions utilized in the FIA’s is summarized in Figure 1 below.   
 

 
 

 

 
 
 

 

Nonresidential Square Feet
R&D (Assumes 0.4 FAR) 580,219         200$                          116,043,840$           
Industrial (Assumes 0.4 FAR) 993,168         175$                          173,804,400$           
Total Residential Land Uses 1,573,387    289,848,240$        

Source:
[1] Estimated market value provided by DPFG.

Industrial and R&D Project Land Use Summary

Value Per Square 
Foot [1]

Estimated 
Assessed Valuation
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Initial Market Values

Residential
Age Restricted 45 x 105 [1] 550,000$      
Age Restricted 55 x 105 [1] 625,000$      

Nonresidential
Per Square 

Foot

R&D (Assumes 0.4 FAR) [1] 200$            
Industrial (Assumes 0.4 FAR) [1] 175$            

Property Tax Rate (Post ERAF)
County General Fund Share of 1% Tax Rate [2] 8.46%
Road District Tax Share of 1% Tax Rate [2] 3.61%

Annual Turnover Rate
Residential Project

Age Restricted 45 x 105 [3] 10.00%
Age Restricted 55 x 105 [3] 10.00%
Commercial [3] 5.00%

Nonresidential
R&D [3] 5.00%
Industrial [3] 5.00%

Total Countywide
El Dorado County Population [4] 184,917
El Dorado County Employees [5] 83,300

El Dorado County Persons Serviced [6] 226,567

Unincorporated County
El Dorado County Unincorporated Population [4] 152,506
El Dorado County Unincorporated Employees [5] 68,300

El Dorado County Unincorporated Persons Served [6] 186,656

Figure 1

Fiscal Modeling

Population Data
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Buildout Focus 
Also consistent with recently prepared FIA’s, the fiscal impacts of the both Projects were analyzed 
based on the estimated revenues and expenditures of the Projects at buildout. 
 

V. Fiscal Impact Analysis 

County Revenue Methodology and Assumptions 
This section of the Report describes the methodology used to forecast revenues at buildout. The 
calculations of estimated revenues used either a case-study methodology or a multiplier method 
(i.e., per capita or per persons served).  
 
The case-study approach was used to estimate Property Taxes, Property Tax In-Lieu of Vehicle 
License Fees, Property Transfer Taxes, Prop. 172 Public Safety Sales Tax, Sales and Use Tax, 
Property Tax In-Lieu of Sales Tax, and Road District Tax. (see Table A.1 & A.2, B.1 & B.2).   
 
The multiplier method was used to estimate; Licenses, Permits and Franchise Revenues; Fines, 
Forfeitures, and Penalties Revenues; and Charges for Services (see Table 1, Table 2).   
 

Case Study Method 

Case Study tables for the Residential Project are located in Appendix A. 

Case Study tables for the Industrial and R&D Project are located in Appendix B. 
 
Property Taxes 
At buildout, the Residential Project, including non-residential components is estimated to have an 
assessed value of approximately $245.9 million dollars and the Industrial and R&D Project is 
estimated to have an assessed value of approximately $289.8.  The subject area falls within two 
tax rate areas which have identical allocation.   
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Table A.3 shows the estimated allocation of tax revenue to each district, fund, and agency after 
funds have been diverted to the Education Revenue Augmentation Fund (“ERAF”). Following the 
estimated ERAF and traditional tax split to the remaining agencies, El Dorado County would 
receive 8.457% of the total 1% property tax revenue.  Secured property tax revenue is derived from 
taxes on residential units.  Annual property tax revenues are summarized in Table A.1 and Table 
B.1. 

Property Tax In-Lieu of Vehicle License Fees 
The calculation of Property Tax In-Lieu of Vehicle License Fees was a consequence of the passage 
of Proposition 1A in November of 2004.  Revenue was calculated by taking the estimated percent 
change in assessed value that the Projects would have on El Dorado County and applying that 
percent change on the revenue adopted in the FY 2018-19 Budget.  Vehicle License Fees and 
Property Tax In-Lieu of Vehicle License Fees revenues are shown in Table A.1 and Table B.1. 

Property Transfer Tax 
The County receives this tax at the time in which a new or existing property is sold and ownership 
is transferred.  Property transfer tax is collected upon the sale of property at a rate of $1.10 per 
$1,000 of assessed valuation.  The FIA calculates the property transfer tax by using an annual 
turnover rate of 10% for single family residential units.  Annual document transfer tax revenues 
are shown in Table A.1 and Table B.1 

Prop. 172 Public Safety Sales Tax 
The one-half percent sales tax imposed by Proposition 172 is collected by the State Board of 
Equalization and apportioned to each county based on its proportionate share of statewide taxable 
sales.  The FIA calculates the Prop 172 Tax Revenue at 0.5% of total taxable sales from new 
households.  The county receives 93.5% of all Prop 172 Sales Tax revenues generated in the 
County.  Prop 172 Public Safety Sales Tax revenues are shown in Table A.2 and Table B.2. 
 
Sales and Use Tax 
Taxable sales generated are calculated by examining the amount of taxable sales that will be 
generated by new residents or employees.  The amount of sales and use tax generated by residents 
is determined through several steps.  First, the estimated household income for residents is 
determined.  Second, the proportion of new residents’ household income that will be spent on 
taxable goods and services is determined.  Third, a taxable sales capture rate is assumed, as only a 
portion of the total amount of taxable goods and services generated by residents will occur in the 
County.  Previous Fiscal Impact Reports accepted by the County for other projects have used a 
sales tax capture rate of 65%.  Carson Creek is in close proximity to the El Dorado Hills Town 
Center that offers a variety of retail stores, and dining options.  To be conservative we have reduced 
sales tax capture in this report to 50%.  Sales and Use Tax revenue is calculated at 0.75% of the 
estimated retail capture rate of sales within unincorporated El Dorado County.  Sales and Use Tax 
revenues are shown in Table A.2 and Table B.2. 
 
Property Tax in Lieu of Sales Tax 
Property Tax in Lieu of Sales Tax revenue is based on Senate Bill 1096 as amended by Assembly 
Bill 2115 which states ¼ of the 1 percent sales tax revenue will be exchanged for an equal dollar 
amount of property tax revenue.  Property Tax in Lieu of Sales Tax revenue is calculated at 0.25% 
of the estimated partial capture rate of sales within unincorporated El Dorado County. Property 
Tax in Lieu of Sales Tax revenues are shown in Table A.2 and Table B.2. 
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Road District Tax 
Road District Tax revenues are part of the County’s Road Funds.  Table A.3 shows the allocation 
of tax revenue to the Road District Tax after funds have been diverted to the Education Revenue 
Augmentation Fund (“ERAF”).  The Road District Tax would collect 3.61% of the total 1% 
property tax revenue.  Road District Tax revenue is derived from taxes on residential units.  Annual 
property tax revenues are summarized in Table A.1 and Table B.1. 
 
Multiplier Method 
All other general fund revenue items not calculated using a case study are estimated to be generated 
on a per capita or per person served basis at a rate calculated from the existing County budget.  Fee 
revenue which is assigned to fund specific departments is not included in this analysis.  All 
revenues calculated using the multiplier method are shown in Table 1 and Table 2. 
 
Licenses, Permits, and Franchises 
Revenue from Licenses, Permits, and Franchises is calculated on a per person served basis. See 
attached Table 1 and Table 2 for further detail. 
 
Fines, Forfeitures, and Penalties 
Revenue from Fines, Forfeitures, and Penalties is calculated on a per person served basis. See 
attached Table 1 and Table 2 for further detail. 
 
Charges for Services 
Revenue that the County receives for charging for services is calculated on a per person served 
basis. See attached Table 1 and Table 2 for further detail. 
 
State Highway Users Tax 
Revenue that the County receives from the State Highway Users Tax is calculated on a per persons 
served basis using only the population of residents in unincorporated El Dorado County.  See 
attached Table 1 and Table 2 for further detail. 

Expenditures Methodology and Assumptions 
This section of the Report describes the methodology used to forecast the expenditures (costs) at 
buildout. All General Fund expenditures are projected using a per-person-served basis.  

Expenditure estimates are based on the County’s FY 2019-20 approved budget and supplemental 
information included in other recently prepared Fiscal Impact Analyses.  

Multiplier Method 
All General Fund expenditure items were estimated on a per person served basis at a rate per capita 
consistent with the existing County budget.  

Public Protection Expenditures 
Public Protection expenditures were estimated by splitting the amount of expenditures used to 
serve countywide residents/employees and sheriff patrol expenditures used to serve the 
unincorporated population only.  The ratio of expenditures used was taken from other El Dorado 
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County FIAs with roughly 52% of expenditures allocated to serving countywide 
residents/employees and 48% allocated to serving solely the unincorporated population. 

VI. Conclusions 

This section of the Report summarizes the annual fiscal impact at buildout on the General Fund 
and Road Funds.  Table 1 and Table 2 provide a summary of the estimated General Fund and Road 
Funds revenue and expenditures projections for the proposed Residential Project and Industrial 
and R&D Project. 

Residential Development 

Net Annual Fiscal Impacts at Buildout 
The annual net fiscal impacts at buildout indicate an annual deficit of $107,457 to the General 
Fund and an annual surplus of $68,131 to the County’s Road Fund. 

Amount of Revenues at Buildout Summary 
The total annual General Fund revenues at buildout are estimated at $475,263.  Property tax 
revenues, which are comprised of property taxes, property tax in-lieu of VLF, and property tax in-
lieu of sales tax, represent the majority of revenues. 

The Road Funds are anticipated to generate $133,932 in revenue annually at buildout. 

Amount of Expenditures at Buildout Summary 
The total annual General Fund expenditures at buildout are estimated at $582,720. The largest 
expenditure item is Public Protection services (servicing Countywide residents).   

The Road Fund is anticipated to generate $65,801 in expenditures annually at buildout. 

Revenues to Offset General Fund Deficit 

The Developer is committed to providing funding mechanisms to ensure that the Project will not 
negatively impact the County.  If necessary, the Developer would propose that a services tax be 
levied on future homeowners within the Project through a community facilities district to mitigate 
any negative fiscal impacts to the County resulting from the Project. 

Industrial and R&D Development 

Net Annual Fiscal Impacts at Buildout 
The annual net fiscal impacts at buildout of the Project indicate an annual deficit of $673,963 to 
the General Fund and an annual surplus of $59,068 to the County’s Road Fund. 

Amount of Revenues at Buildout Summary 
The total annual General Fund revenues at buildout are estimated at $609,577.  Property tax 
revenues, which are comprised of property taxes, property tax in-lieu of VLF, and property tax in-
lieu of sales tax, represent the majority of revenues. 

The Road Funds are anticipated to generate $204,005 in revenue annually at buildout. 
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Amount of Expenditures at Buildout Summary 
The total annual General Fund expenditures at buildout are estimated at $1,283,540. The largest 
expenditure item is Public Protection services (servicing Countywide residents).   

The Road Funds are anticipated to generate $144,937 in expenditures annually at buildout. 

VII. FIA Sources 
Information used in preparing the FIA was obtained from the following sources: (1) El Dorado 
County FY 2019-20 Adopted Budget, (2) El Dorado County Auditor/Controller, (3) 2013 El 
Dorado County General Plan, (4) California Department of Finance 
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2019/20

Estimating Service Revenue Annual Revenue/Expenditures

Item Procedure Population Multiplier at Buildout

Estimated General Fund Revenues

Property Tax Case Study ‐ 208,034$                                           

Property Tax in Lieu of VLF Case Study ‐ 154,624$                                           

Property Transfer Tax Case Study ‐ 26,739$                                             

Prop. 172 Public Safety Sales Tax Case Study ‐ 21,773$                                             

Sales and Use Tax Case Study ‐ 34,926$                                             

Property Tax in Lieu of Sales Tax Case Study ‐ 11,642$                                             

Licenses, Permits and Franchises Unincorp. Co. Persons Served 776       5.26$          4,081$                                               

Fine, Forfeitures, & Penalties Persons Served 776       1.83$          1,424$                                               

Charges for Services Persons Served 776       15.49$       12,020$                                             

Subtotal Estimated General Fund Revenues 475,263$                                           

Estimated General Fund Expenditures

General Government Persons Served 776       132.60$    (102,910)$                                         

Public Protection (Servicing Countywide Res/Emp) Persons Served 776       335.12$    (260,086)$                                         

Public Protection (Serving Countywide Residents) County Population 776       37.61$       (29,191)$                                            

Public Protection (Sheriff Patrol ‐ Unincorporated County Only) Unincorp. Co. Persons Served 776       175.97$    (136,566)$                                         

Health and Sanitation Persons Served 776       ‐$            ‐$                                                   

Public Assistance County Population 776       14.51$       (11,258)$                                            

Education County Population 776       10.36$       (8,043)$                                              

Non‐Departmental and General Fund Contributions  Persons Served 776       44.67$       (34,666)$                                            

Subtotal Estimated General Fund Expenditures (582,720)$                                         

General Fund Surplus/(Deficit) (107,457)$                                         

Overall General Fund Suplus/(Deficit) Including CFD Revenue Per Lot Average (415 Units) (258.93)$                                           

Estimated Road Fund Revenues

Licenses, Permits and Franchise Fees Persons Served 776       2.77$          2,154$                                               

State Highway Users (Gas) Tax Unincorp. Co. Per Capita 776       55.33$       42,943$                                             

Road District Tax Case Study ‐ 88,836$                                             

Subtotal Estimated Road Fund Revenues 133,932$                                           

Estimated Road Fund Expenditures (includes 100% offsetting revenue) Persons Served 776      84.78$       (65,801)$                                           

Road Fund Surplus/(Deficit) 68,131$                                             

Road Fund Surplus/(Deficit) Per Lot Average (415 Units) 164.17$                                             

Combined General Fund and Road Fund Surplus/(Deficit) (39,326)$                                             

Combined General Fund and Road Fund Surplus/(Deficit) Per Lot Average (415 Units) (94.76)$                                                

TABLE 1

Carson Creek ‐ Proposed Residential Project

Fiscal Impact Analysis

Estimated General Fund and Road Fund Fiscal Impact

Prepared by DPFG 8/14/2019
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2018/19

Estimating Service Revenue Annual Revenue/Expenditures

Item Procedure Population Multiplier at Buildout

Estimated General Fund Revenues

Property Tax Case Study ‐ 245,121$                                           

Property Tax in Lieu of VLF Case Study ‐ 182,188$                                           

Property Transfer Tax Case Study ‐ 15,942$                                             

Prop. 172 Public Safety Sales Tax Case Study ‐ 40,692$                                             

Sales and Use Tax Case Study ‐ 65,275$                                             

Property Tax in Lieu of Sales Tax Case Study ‐ 21,758$                                             

Licenses, Permits and Franchises Unincorp. Co. Persons Served 1,709   5.26$          8,989$                                               

Fine, Forfeitures, & Penalties Persons Served 1,709   1.83$          3,137$                                               

Charges for Services Persons Served 1,709   15.49$       26,475$                                             

Subtotal Estimated General Fund Revenues 609,577$                                           

Estimated General Fund Expenditures

General Government Persons Served 1,709   132.60$    (226,678)$                                         

Public Protection (Servicing Countywide Res/Emp) Persons Served 1,709   335.12$    (572,883)$                                         

Public Protection (Serving Countywide Residents) County Population 1,709   37.61$       (64,298)$                                            

Public Protection (Sheriff Patrol ‐ Unincorporated County Only) Unincorp. Co. Persons Served 1,709   175.97$    (300,810)$                                         

Health and Sanitation Persons Served 1,709   ‐$            ‐$                                                   

Public Assistance County Population 1,709   14.51$       (24,799)$                                            

Education County Population 1,709   10.36$       (17,715)$                                            

Non‐Departmental and General Fund Contributions  Persons Served 1,709   44.67$       (76,357)$                                            

Subtotal Estimated General Fund Expenditures (1,283,540)$                                      

General Fund Surplus/(Deficit) (673,963)$                                         

Estimated Road Fund Revenues

Licenses, Permits and Franchise Fees Persons Served 1,709   2.77$          4,744$                                               

State Highway Users (Gas) Tax Unincorp. Co. Per Capita 1,709   55.33$       94,589$                                             

Road District Tax Case Study ‐ 104,673$                                           

Subtotal Estimated Road Fund Revenues 204,005$                                           

Estimated Road Fund Expenditures (includes 100% offsetting revenue) Persons Served 1,709   84.78$       (144,937)$                                         

Road Fund Surplus/(Deficit) 59,068$                                             

Combined General Fund and Road Fund Surplus/(Deficit) (614,895)$                                           

TABLE 2

Carson Creek ‐ Industrial and R&D

Fiscal Impact Analysis

Estimated General Fund and Road Fund Fiscal Impact

Prepared by DPFG 8/14/2019
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Proposed Residential Project Industrial and R&D Project

Annual Revenue/Expenditures Annual Revenue/Expenditures

Item at Buildout at Buildout

Estimated General Fund Revenues

Property Tax 208,034$                                           245,121$                                          

Property Tax in Lieu of VLF 154,624$                                           182,188$                                          

Property Transfer Tax 26,739$                                             15,942$                                            

Prop. 172 Public Safety Sales Tax 21,773$                                             40,692$                                            

Sales and Use Tax 34,926$                                             65,275$                                            

Property Tax in Lieu of Sales Tax 11,642$                                             21,758$                                            

Licenses, Permits and Franchises 4,081$                                               8,989$                                              

Fine, Forfeitures, & Penalties 1,424$                                               3,137$                                              

Charges for Services 12,020$                                             26,475$                                            

Subtotal Estimated General Fund Revenues 475,263$                                           609,577$                                          

Estimated General Fund Expenditures

General Government (102,910)$                                          (226,678)$                                         

Public Protection (Servicing Countywide Res/Emp) (260,086)$                                          (572,883)$                                         

Public Protection (Serving Countywide Residents) (29,191)$                                            (64,298)$                                           

Public Protection (Sheriff Patrol ‐ Unincorporated County Only) (136,566)$                                          (300,810)$                                         

Health and Sanitation ‐$                                                   ‐$                                                  

Public Assistance (11,258)$                                            (24,799)$                                           

Education (8,043)$                                              (17,715)$                                           

Non‐Departmental and General Fund Contributions  (34,666)$                                            (76,357)$                                           

Subtotal Estimated General Fund Expenditures (582,720)$                                         (1,283,540)$                                     

General Fund Surplus/(Deficit) (107,457)$                                         (673,963)$                                        

Estimated Road Fund Revenues

Licenses, Permits and Franchise Fees 2,154$                                               4,744$                                              

State Highway Users (Gas) Tax 42,943$                                             94,589$                                            

Road District Tax 88,836$                                             104,673$                                          

Subtotal Estimated Road Fund Revenues 133,932$                                           204,005$                                          

Estimated Road Fund Expenditures (includes 100% offsetting revenue) (65,801)$                                            (144,937)$                                        

Road Fund Surplus/(Deficit) 68,131$                                             59,068$                                            

Combined General Fund and Road Fund Surplus/(Deficit) (39,326)$                                              (614,895)$                                          

TABLE 3

Carson Creek 

Fiscal Impact Analysis ‐ Comparison by Land Use

Estimated General Fund and Road Fund Fiscal Impact
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TABLE A.1

Carson Creek ‐ Proposed Residential Project

Fiscal Impact Analysis

Case Study Analyses

Land Use Assumption and Estimated Valuation

Build Out Price Total

Item Units/SF Per Unit/SF Valuation

Residential

45 x 105 256 550,000$  140,800,000$        

55 x 105 159 625,000$  99,375,000$          

Nonresidential

Commercial (Assumes 0.4 FAR) 29,098    200$          5,819,616$            

Total 245,994,616$        

A. Estimated Annual Property Tax Case Study

Basic Rate 1.00%

Total Residential Secured Property Tax 2,459,946$            

Percent Allocated to County General Fund 8.457%

Annual Property Tax Allocated to County General Fund 208,034$                 

 

B. Estimated Property Transfer Tax Case Study

Residential

45 x 105 10.00%

55 x 105 10.00%

Nonresidential

Commercial (Assumes 0.4 FAR) 5.00%

Residential

45 x 105 140,800,000$        

55 x 105 99,375,000$          

Nonresidential

Commercial (Assumes 0.4 FAR) 5,819,616$            

Estimated Assessed Valuation Turnover Amount 24,308,481$          

Rate per $1,000 of Assessed Value ($1.1/1000) 0.11%

Total Estimated Property Transfer Tax 26,739$                   

C. Estimated Property Tax in Lieu of VLF Case Study

FY 2018‐19 El Dorado County Assessed Valuation [1] 33,345,789,163$   

Assessed Value of Project 245,994,616$        

Total Assessed Value 33,591,783,779$   

Percent Change in Assessed Value 0.74%

Total FY 2018‐19 Property Tax in Lieu of VLF Adopted Revenue [2] 20,960,000$          

Estimated Increase in Property Tax in Lieu of VLF 154,624$                 

D. Estimated Road District Tax

Property Tax Revenue (1% of Assessed Value) 2,459,946$         

County Road District Tax Rate (Post ERAF) 3.61%

Estimated County Road District Tax Revenue 88,836$                   

Notes:

[2]  El Dorado County FY 2018‐19 Adopted Budget

[1]  Total FY 2018‐19 secured and unsecured value for El Dorado County per Auditor's Office ‐ 2018 Tax Rate Area 

Value Report
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TABLE A.2

Carson Creek ‐ Proposed Residential Project

Fiscal Impact Analysis

Case Study Analyses

Average Income and Retail Expenditures for Residential Units (2018$)

Residential Land Use Assumption

Average Household Income Avg Home Value [1]

45 x 105 $550,000 $42,656 $106,641

55 x 105 $625,000 $48,473 $121,183

Average Retail Expenditures [4]

45 x 105 20% ‐ $21,328

55 x 105 20% ‐ $24,237

Total Retail Expenditures Units Retail Expenditures

45 x 105 256 $5,460,002

55 x 105 159 $3,853,606

Total 415 $9,313,608

Taxable Sales from New Households

Est. Retail Capture Rate within Unincorp. El Dorado County [5] 50%

Total Taxable Sales from New Households $4,656,804

Taxable Sales from Commercial Site

Annual Taxable Sales 

/ SF SF Total Annual Taxable Sales [6]

Commercial (Assumes 0.4 FAR) $170 29,098                                  $4,946,674

Estimated Tax Revenue Revenue

F. Estimated Sales Tax Revenue 0.75% $34,926

G. Estimated Annual Property Tax in Lieu of Sales Tax Revenue [6] 0.25% $11,642

H. Estimated Prop 172 Public Safety Sales Tax Revenue

Gross Prop 172 Public Safety Sales Tax Revenue 0.50% $23,284

El Dorado County Allocation [7] $21,773

Notes:

[1] Estimated home values based on a market study performed by the Gregory Group and Developer estimates.

[2] Based on a 6%, 30‐year fixed rate mortgage with a 20% down payment and 2% for annual taxes and insurance.

[3] Assumes mortgage lending guidelines allow no more than 40% of income dedicated to mortgage payments, taxes, and insurance.

[7] According to El Dorado County, the County receives 93.5 percent of all Prop. 172 Sales Tax revenues generated in the County.

Household Income and Retail Expenditures

Average Retail Expenditures

Taxable Exp. As % of 

Income

Percentage of Annual 

Taxable Sales

[6]  The taxable spending derived from project new residents exceeds the taxable sales derived from the commercial component of the 

project.  Therefor to be conservative we will only assume the retail spending of new residence in estimated sales tax revunue.     

Total Annual Mortgage, 

Ins., & Tax Payments [2] Estimated Household Income [3]

Case Studies

[4] Average retail expenditures per household used to estimate annual sales tax revenue.  A factor of 20% of taxable expenses as a percent of 

income was the most conservative factor used in other El Dorado County FIAs.

[5] Previous Fiscal Impact Reports accepted by the County for other projects have used a sales tax capture rate of 65%.  Carson Creek is in 

close proximity to the El Dorado Hills Town Center that offers a variety of retail stores, and dining options.  To be conservative we have 

reduced sales tax capture in this report to 50%.  
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TABLE A.3

Carson Creek

Property Tax Allocation for Project Tax Rate Area

TRA ERAF Post‐ERAF

076‐031/033 Adjustment [1] Allocation

Percent of Total Assessed Value

Taxing Entities

County General 0.118036 0.283536            0.0846

Road District Tax 0.038940 0.072602            0.0361

Accum Capital Outlay  0.008048 0.253998            0.0060

County Water Agency 0.012705 0.097256            0.0115

CSA #7 0.026139 0.260252            0.0193

EID 0.026667 ‐                       0.0267

EDH County Wtr/Fire 0.170000 ‐                       0.1700

El Dorado Hills CSD 0.100000 0.222121            0.0778

Latrobe Elementary 0.202410 ‐                       0.2024

El Dorado High 0.190596 ‐                       0.1906

Los Rios Community 0.068106 ‐                       0.0681

City School Services 0.038530 ‐                       0.0385

Subtotal (not including ERAF) 1.000 0.9316

ERAF Allocation 0.0684

Total 1.000 1.0000

Source: El Dorado County Assessor's Office

[1]  Based County ERAF Property Tax Revenue Shift Estimate for the 2017‐18 fiscal year.

Fund

Prepared by DPFG 8/14/2019

19-1610 B 117 of 151



TABLE B.1

Carson Creek ‐ Industrial and R&D

Fiscal Impact Analysis

Case Study Analyses

Land Use Assumption and Estimated Valuation

Build Out Price Total

Item Units/SF Per Unit/SF Valuation

Nonresidential

R&D (Assumes 0.4 FAR) 580,219       200$          116,043,840$        

Industrial (Assumes 0.4 FAR) 993,168       175$          173,804,400$        

Total 289,848,240$        

A. Estimated Annual Property Tax Case Study

Basic Rate 1.00%

Total Residential Secured Property Tax 2,898,482$             

Percent Allocated to County General Fund 8.457%

Annual Property Tax Allocated to County General Fund 245,121$                

 

B. Estimated Property Transfer Tax Case Study

Nonresidential

R&D (Assumes 0.4 FAR) 5.00%

Industrial (Assumes 0.4 FAR) 5.00%

Nonresidential

R&D (Assumes 0.4 FAR) 116,043,840$        

Industrial (Assumes 0.4 FAR) 173,804,400$        

Estimated Assessed Valuation Turnover Amount (5% of Total) 14,492,412$          

Rate per $1,000 of Assessed Value ($1.1/1000) 0.11%

Total Estimated Property Transfer Tax 15,942$                 

C. Estimated Property Tax in Lieu of VLF Case Study

FY 2018‐19 El Dorado County Assessed Valuation [1] 33,345,789,163$   

Assessed Value of Project 289,848,240$        

Total Assessed Value 33,635,637,403$   

Percent Change in Assessed Value 0.87%

Total FY 2018‐19 Property Tax in Lieu of VLF Adopted Revenue [2] 20,960,000$          

Estimated Increase in Property Tax in Lieu of VLF 182,188$                

D. Estimated Road District Tax

Property Tax Revenue (1% of Assessed Value) 2,898,482$         

County Road District Tax Rate (Post ERAF) 3.61%

Estimated County Road District Tax Revenue 104,673$                

Notes:

[2]  El Dorado County FY 2018‐19 Adopted Budget

[1]  Total FY 2018‐19 secured and unsecured value for El Dorado County per Auditor's Office ‐ 2018 Tax Rate Area Value 

Report
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TABLE B.2

Carson Creek ‐ Industrial and R&D

Fiscal Impact Analysis

Case Study Analyses

Average Income and Retail Expenditures for Residential Units (2018$)

Taxable Sales from Site

Annual Taxable Sales 

/ SF SF Total Annual Taxable Sales [6]

R&D (Assumes 0.4 FAR) $15 580,219                              $8,703,288

Industrial (Assumes 0.4 FAR) $0 993,168                              $0

Estimated Tax Revenue Revenue

F. Estimated Sales Tax Revenue 0.75% $65,275

G. Estimated Annual Property Tax in Lieu of Sales Tax Revenue [6] 0.25% $21,758

H. Estimated Prop 172 Public Safety Sales Tax Revenue

Gross Prop 172 Public Safety Sales Tax Revenue 0.50% $43,516

El Dorado County Allocation [1] $40,692

Notes:

[1] According to El Dorado County, the County receives 93.5 percent of all Prop. 172 Sales Tax revenues generated in the County.

Case Studies

Percentage of Annual 

Taxable Sales
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	Purpose
	This staff memo is a follow-up to the item Supervisor Mikulaco presented to the Board on August 2, 2016 recommending the Board provide direction to the Chief Administrative Office and Community Development Agency to explore enhancing the marketability...
	Background
	On March 21, 2016, the Board adopted the County’s 2016-2019 Strategic Plan. Economic Development is one of the Plan’s goals and includes the following objectives: 1) Attract, develop and retain businesses that provide economic sustainability and quali...
	Following the August 2, 2016, Board meeting where the Board directed staff to explore potential issues and options for action as appropriate for the EDH Business Park, a working group comprised of staff from the CAO’s office, District One Supervisor’s...
	Development planning for the EDH Business Park dates back to 1981. A draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the business park was prepared in August 1982. The EIR noted that the plan was to develop a 909 acre site into a high technology industria...
	On March 6, 1984, the Board of Supervisors adopted Resolutions 61-84 through 67-84 pertaining to the establishment of an Assessment District for Phase I of the EDH Business Park.
	Current Conditions
	Ridge Capital Evaluation
	The County received an evaluation of the EDH Business Park prepared in August 2016 by Ridge Capital, Inc., a real estate investment and development firm headquartered in Sacramento.  The evaluation stated that the EDH Business Park is approximately 83...
	The Ridge Capital Evaluation also cites that the absorption rate is significantly underperforming other business park locations within the Sacramento region. During 2000–2015, the industrial land absorption rate for the EDH Business Park averaged 3.68...
	Changing Workforce
	The changing workforce (e.g., influx of Millennials and their amenity preferences) are also a significant factor in site location. More than one-in-three American workers today are Millennials (adults ages 18 to 34 in 2015), and last year they surpass...
	Current Statistics
	Currently, 302 acres or 37 percent of the total 832 acres are developed. According to occupancy reports prepared by ProEquity Asset Management on July 28, 2016, the vacancy rate of all developed properties (148 properties/3,026,243 square footage) is ...
	Available data varies regarding the reported number of businesses operating and employees working in the EDH Business Park.  The number of reported individual businesses range from approximately 2000F  to 5001F  employing from 3,5001 to 6,0002 full- a...
	Major individual employers comprise the following industries: Billing output services; Aircraft Manufacturing; Building Construction and Specialty Contractors; Computer, Office Equipment and Software Merchant Wholesalers; Architecture and Engineering,...
	The types of businesses also vary significantly. Some of the more prevalent types reported include: Health Care Practitioners and services; Construction; Architecture and Engineering; Services including: insurance/real estate agents, consulting, legal...
	Employment Cap
	The 2004 General Plan Policy TC-1y conditions an employment cap of 10,045 full-time employees within the EDH Business Park “unless it can be demonstrated that a higher number of employees would not violate established level of service standards.” This...
	 Mitigation Measure 5.4-1(a):  Amend the Circulation Diagram to include a new arterial roadway from El Dorado Hills to U.S. 50.  [Policy TC-1u]
	 Mitigation Measure 5.4-1(b): Implement growth control mechanism for new development accessing Latrobe Road or White Rock Road [Policy TC-1y]
	 Mitigation Measure 5.4-1(c): Modify LOS Policies
	Mitigation Measure 5.4-1(a) and Policy TC-1u are being addressed in the proposed Major Capital Improvement Program (CIP) and Traffic Impact Mitigation (TIM) Fee Program Update which includes the Latrobe Connection project (CIP Project No. 66116).  Thi...
	The County Zoning Ordinance, which was updated in December 2015 and adopted by the Board of Supervisors on December 15, 2015, allows a variety of uses in Industrial/Research and Development (R&D) zones, as shown on Table 130.23.020 in the County Code ...
	Potential Opportunities and Constraints
	Following are observations expressed by the working group and studies that may possibly increase the vitality of the business park. These observations are based on: a) staff’s discussions with EDH Business Park property owners and board members, exist...
	 Existing Capacity Potential – 530 undeveloped acres, many are large parcels that could accommodate large scale businesses
	 Existing Infrastructure (e.g., water, sewer, natural gas and roads)
	 Transportation – convenient access to U.S. Highway 50 economic corridor
	 New developments must include road improvements with pedestrian and bicycle access
	 Proximity to the greater Sacramento regional market – potential to attract reverse commute workforce and economic opportunities
	 Expanded uses in R&D Zone as part of the Zoning Ordinance updated December 2015
	 Educated work force and proximity to colleges and universities
	 Community support for attracting industry that provides quality and higher paying jobs
	 Community desire for more shopping, dining, and entertainment opportunities
	 Close to regional  UPS center and airports for efficient product delivery
	 County Community Development Agency Ombudsman for centralized technical assistance team approach to streamline the permit process.
	 County commitment to economic development and moderate housing
	Observations perceived as constraints to expansion of the EDH Business Park include:
	 Limited to R&D zoning – no mixed use, residential component presently allowed
	 Low market rents per square foot – discourages new construction
	 Oversupply of vacant R&D land (nearly 70% undeveloped after 30 years) – disincentive for future new development
	 Vacancy rates of existing space reduces demand for new development
	 Undersupply of industrial flex/warehouse space
	 Land costs – generally higher than other business parks in the greater Sacramento region
	 Development fees associated with infrastructure (e.g., water, sewer, and roads)
	 Associated Development fees (fire, etc.)
	 County’s regulatory and permitting process perceived as disjointed, cumbersome, costly, and uncertain
	 Regional competition – Other regional business parks outperforming EDH Business Park
	 Proximity to high-technology jobs along U.S. Highway 50 Corridor west of EDH (e.g., Folsom, Rancho Cordova)
	 Changing workplace environment and workforce – downsizing, reduced workspaces, telecommuting, home-based businesses, entrepreneurial start-up business incubators, Millennial generation workplace preferences and access to housing
	Options for Action
	Recognizing the desire to enhance the image and marketing position of the EDH Business Park, the EDH Business Park Owners Association Board of Directors is in the process of identifying key concerns and solutions to attract new and expanded business o...
	As the Association works to develop targeted objectives for the Business Park, the Board of Supervisors may want to consider the following suggested “general” options that potentially could enhance the marketability of the Business Park. Based on staf...
	A.  Revisions to R&D Land Use and Zoning Uses Allowed
	There appears to be a growing interest for residential, commercial and/or mixed use products to be allowed and planned for in the EDH Business Park. The Board may wish to target revisions and enhance the zoning uses allowed in the EDH Business Park to...
	B.  “Re-Visioning” Plan
	At the working group meeting on September 22, 2016, the EDH Business Park Association Board member noted that the Association was in the process of hiring a facilitator to help the Association develop a plan to “re-envision” the business park. This “R...
	Items that may be considered as part of the re-visioning of the EDH Business Park include but are not limited to:
	 Encourage development and revitalization though a mix of uses that supports the County’s jobs/housing balance consistent with General Plan Objective 2.1.4 (Opportunity Areas) and consider residential product types such as multifamily, townhomes, as ...
	 Provide transportation, pedestrian and visual connectivity
	 Streetscape enhancements (e.g., landscaped medians, sidewalks, bike lanes, transit stops)   along Latrobe Road and major roads within the business park
	 Identify potential locations which will provide for a centralized mixed use core that benefit residents of the EDHBP, while protecting existing job development opportunities to ensure R&D (high paying) jobs can be created
	 Protect existing job base within the EDH Business Park
	 Create usable open space and funding mechanisms
	This option may include General Plan and Zoning amendments as well as a potential combining zone district (overlay) with development standards and guidelines, and parameters for funding of development and maintenance for infrastructure, roads, open sp...
	C.  Marketing Strategy/Rebranding
	Given the expanded allowed uses in R&D Zones and other positive features, the EDH Business Park could develop a marketing plan to inform existing and potential property owners of the added allowed uses and new opportunities in the EDH Business Park. T...
	 Data driven targeted business attraction to create awareness and foster interest (EDH Business Park/GSAC/Chamber of Commerce)
	 Brand marketing – Develop new image and catch phrase based on attracting key industries for business park location/community, i.e. EDH Commerce Center, EDH Work Park (EDH Business Park)
	 Create a simple but comprehensive County Economic Development website page and feature sections on local business parks, beginning with the El Dorado Hills Business Park (County)
	o Provide links to county chamber pages where they may be better positioned to promote links to park agents and property owners.
	o Feature County benefits, development team assistance and contacts.
	o Provide local and county-wide demographics, retail analytics, housing data, etc.
	 Co-sponsor (County/Business Park/Chamber) broker and business events at business park ( i.e., Elevate El Dorado II). The County was a sponsor of the Elevate El Dorado I event for a cost of $5,000 (see Legistar File 10-1057 on April 22, 2014).
	 Working in partnership with stakeholders, target site specific marketing in available business media (i.e., Site Selection Publications such as Site Selection Magazine).  Seek out cooperative advertising potential. [Cost determined by media agencies...
	RECOMMENDATION
	The Board may consider the following approaches:
	1) Authorize CAO/Economic Development to aid in discussions with the working group in consideration of an Economic Development component to the effort as needed;
	2) Designate and authorize  Community Development Agency representatives to assist the working group and/or the EDH Business Park Association Board, as needed, in development of any requested General Plan and Zoning amendments or potential combining z...
	3) CEDAC to designate a representative to the working group to maintain consistency with other efforts within the County.
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