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DRAFT MEMORANDUM 
To:  Edward Biggs, Property Owner 
 Richard Loewke, Principal 
 Loewke Planning Associates 
From:  Isabel Domeyko and Jesse Walker 
Date:  December 4, 2013 
Re:  Canyon Estates Fiscal Impact Analysis 
 

The Canyon Estates Project is a proposed new development project in 

Southern Napa County adjacent to the City of American Canyon (City).  The 
Project comprises approximately 112 acres, of which 38 acres are within the 
City’s Urban Limit Line (ULL) and would annex into the City of American 

Canyon. This portion of the Project is expected to include 38 low-density 
residential estates with a gross density within the ULL of 1.0 unit per acre.  

The Project intends to provide executive housing, which will help to attract a 
diverse set of new industrial and commercial businesses to the City by 
providing executive level housing options.  The remaining portion of the 

Project, which would remain in the County, would consist of habitat preserve, 
including a public trails system.  The City’s General Plan requires that new 

development of a certain size undergo a fiscal impact analysis, to ensure that 
the project does not produce any net cost burden to the City’s General Fund.  
This memorandum summarizes the fiscal impacts of the proposed Canyon 

Estates Project on the City of American Canyon’s General Fund and Fire 
District as the Project develops.   

Context 
This Fiscal Impact Report provides an analysis of the incremental revenues, 

expenditures, and economic activity that may occur as a result of the 
development of the Canyon Estates Project. The Fiscal Impact Analysis 
evaluates the following questions: 

1. What would be the annual cost of providing needed City General Fund 
and Fire District General Fund services to the Project? 

2. What are the annual General Fund revenues that the Project will 
generate as it is developed, from items such as property tax, sales 
tax, and other miscellaneous sources? 

3. Are the General Fund revenues sufficient to offset the cost of General 
Fund public services, and, if so, what is the anticipated surplus 

conferred to the City and/or Fire District?  
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The Fiscal Impact Analysis estimates the fiscal impact to the City’s General 
Fund and American Canyon Fire District at 50 percent, 75 percent, and 100 

percent of Project buildout. Revenues and expenditures are based on the 
approved FY 2013/14 annual budget and are expressed in 2014 dollars.  

The summary below highlights the primary conclusions of the Preliminary 
Analysis, while Appendices A-D provide supporting documentation of the 
technical analysis.     

Summary of Conclusions  
The Fiscal Analysis resulted in the following conclusions: 

 The Project generates a net positive fiscal impact at 50%, 75%, 
and 100% of buildout on both the General Fund and Fire District 

Fund.  As shown in Table 1 below, General Fund revenues generated by 
Project are estimated at approximately $135,500 annually at buildout, 
while City expenditures required to serve the Project are estimated at 

approximately $78,700.  This results in a fiscal surplus of approximately 
$56,800 annually at Project buildout. 

 
The annual revenues generated by the Project and conferred to the 
American Canyon Fire Protection District at buildout are estimated at 

$35,500 per year, while the cost to provide fire protection services is 
estimated at $20,300.  This results in a fiscal surplus to the District of 

approximately $15,200 per year at buildout. 
 

 



 Major revenues generated to the City and Fire District include 
property tax and property tax in lieu of VLF.  Table 2 on page 5 

shows the annual revenues generated by the Project from each revenue 
source.  As shown property tax is estimated to generate $79,400 annually 

at building, and property tax in lieu of VLF is estimated to generate 
$33,500 annually at buildout.  Together these two sources account for 
over 80 percent of the General Fund revenues generated by the Project.   

 
 Project costs were derived using conservative assumptions; in 

reality, they may be significantly lower than what is included in 
the Fiscal Analysis. New Economics has performed the expenditure 
estimates using average cost multipliers, which assume that the cost to 

provide services to each new person served is the same as the average 
cost to provide services throughout the City. While this is a common 

methodology to estimate fiscal impacts, it is in reality a very conservative 
approach, since the City is unlikely to hire additional staff members to 
serve the Project, and many other additional expenditure items may not 

be required in order to serve a project of such small scale.  As a result, 
the positive fiscal impact of the Project is likely to be even greater than 

the amounts predicted in this memo, particularly in the near-term.  To the 
extent that multiple, other small projects like this one are built in the City, 

actual costs will tend toward the estimates included in this analysis owing 
to a cumulative impact of added service population. 

Caveats and Key Assumptions 
The Fiscal Analysis relies on a series of critical assumptions.  The following 
items may be revisited and modified as the Project moves forward: 

 Average Cost Multipliers May Conservatively Over-Estimate the 
Actual Cost to Provide Municipal Services to the Project.  As stated 

above, New Economics has utilized an average cost multiplier 
methodology to estimate the cost to provide City services to the Project.  
This approach generally entails calculating the average cost that the City 

incurs to services to its constituents by dividing the existing annual 
expenditure by the number of residents or persons-served in the City.1   

However, in reality, this may over-state the true expenditure that is 
incurred to serve the new population at the Project.  For example, an 
average cost multiplier approach would assume that an incremental new 

expenditure would be required to provide additional City Manager services 
to the Project.  However, since the Canyon Estates project is relatively 

small (with only 114 new residents estimated at buildout), in practice, the 
City may already be adequately staffed to handle City Manager duties for 
this additional population base and no marginal expenditure is required.  

There are likely similar instances of this dynamic throughout many 
departments of the City, which causes the tendency for average cost 

                                            
1 In order to capture to cost to serve businesses within the City, “Persons-Served” is 

defined as the residential population plus 50% of employees located within the City. 



multiplier methodology to err on the side of conservatism and could over-
estimate the true incremental cost to provide City services.  

 The Fiscal Analysis excludes any revenues or costs associated 
with maintaining the privately-owned open space within the 

Urban Limit Line, which will be funded privately by the Project’s 
Homeowner’s Association.  Because the open space surrounding the 
creeks near the homes will be privately owned and/or maintained, the 

fiscal analysis nets out creek maintenance from the City’s Public Works 
Budget to avoid double-charging the Project.  The estimated costs to 

maintain the Open Space area was beyond the scope of work for this 
Fiscal Impact Analysis.  It is assumed that these costs will be similar in 
nature to other CFDs for Services elsewhere in the City that provide 

similar functions.   
 For the portion of the Project that is annexing into the City, 

property tax sharing assumptions rely on the existing agreement 
for the Lower Watson parcels.  Should the City and County reach a 
different tax-sharing arrangement, this calculation would need to be 

revisited. 
 The Fiscal Impact Analysis does not include any potential property 

tax impacts from changing property values in the area 
surrounding the Project.  While the Project may have the capacity to 

positively affect surrounding property values, this fiscal analysis focuses 
solely on the land uses within the Project boundaries. 

 Retail Spending Assumptions: New Economics has assumed that the 

City of American Canyon will retain a 20% capture of retail spending 
generated from residents of the Project.  This is another inherently 

conservative assumption that is based on the fact that most neighborhood 
spending on (groceries, household goods, etc.) occurs within a 3- to 5-
mile radius of one’s home (presumably in American Canyon), while other 

spending at community or regional shopping centers are assumed to 
occur farther away, outside the City. 

 Measure A revenues were excluded from the analysis.  Measure A is 
a countywide sales tax over-ride which is to be used specifically for flood 
control and stormwater drainage facilities and maintenance.  Each city is 

allocated Measure A funds annually based on its proportionate share of 
total retail sales.  However, this tax will sunset in June, 2018, at which 

time the Project, regardless of its development status, would no longer 
generate Measure A funds.  For this reason, New Economics & Advisory 
assumes that the General Fund will be used to backfill this income source 

in the future, and did not remove the level of Measure A funds currently 
generated from the General Fund budget. 

 New Economics assumes that residents of the Project will 
generate some revenues such as transient occupancy taxes, card 
room taxes, and franchise fees.  Revenue multipliers have been 

calculated for these items based on the average revenue currently 
generated by the persons served in the City.  Other revenue categories 

such as Interest, Rents, and Intergovernmental transfers have been 
omitted from the calculation of revenues. 



Table 2

Canyon Estates Fiscal Analysis

Itemized Summary of Annual Fiscal Impacts ($2014)

Item 50% 75% 100%

City of American Canyon General Fund Impacts

Annual Revenues

Property Tax $39,700 $60,600 $79,400

Sales Tax (incl. triple flip) $2,300 $3,500 $4,500

Transient Occupancy Tax $3,100 $4,800 $6,300

Property Transfer Tax $3,700 $5,600 $7,300

Property Tax in Lieu of VLF $15,900 $25,200 $33,500

All Other Taxes (Card Room) $700 $1,100 $1,400

Franchise Fees $1,600 $2,400 $3,100

Total Annual Revenues $67,000 $103,200 $135,500

Annual Expenditures

City Manager ($2,500) ($3,800) ($5,000)

Administrative Services ($5,800) ($8,900) ($11,700)

Police/ Sheriff ($14,900) ($22,800) ($29,800)

Public Works/ Parks Maintenance ($9,200) ($14,100) ($18,400)

Community Development ($2,200) ($3,400) ($4,500)

Parks and Recreation ($2,500) ($3,800) ($5,000)

Non Departmental ($2,100) ($3,300) ($4,300)

Total Annual Expenditures ($39,200) ($60,100) ($78,700)

Net Annual Fiscal Impact $27,800 $43,100 $56,800

Fire Fund Impacts

Annual Revenues

Property Taxes $16,100 $24,500 $32,200

Measure B Fire Assessment $1,600 $2,500 $3,300

Total Annual Revenues $17,700 $27,000 $35,500

Annual Expenditures ($10,100) ($15,500) ($20,300)

Net Annual Fiscal Impact $7,600 $11,500 $15,200

Canyon Estates: Percent of Buildout



Appendix A: Fiscal Modeling Assumptions 
The Preliminary Analysis relies on a number of major assumptions that 

globally frame the technical analysis.  This appendix documents those 
assumptions. 

Major Modeling Assumptions 

The Preliminary Analysis relies on the City’s Approved Budget for FY 
2013/14, and the analysis is shown in 2014 dollars, except where specifically 
noted otherwise.  Citywide population and employment assumptions noted in 

Table A-1 were collected from the Department of Finance (population) and 
the Association of Bay Area Governments (jobs).  The entire population is 

added to 50 percent of employees, (based on the assumption that employees 
only require about half of the level of service as a resident), to derive a 
service population.  In turn, the service population is later utilized to 

calculate certain revenue and cost multipliers.  

In addition, key assumptions regarding residential development at the 

Project Site are stated in Table A-2.  These assumptions pertain to the 
number of units, average persons per household, and anticipated sale price 
of new homes at the Project. The average sales price was provided by 

Loewke Planning Associates, based on research on similar master planned 
communities; this research is also included at the end of Appendix A. 

 



Table A-1

Canyon Estates Fiscal Analysis

Key Fiscal Modeling Assumptions

Item Assumption

Fiscal Budget Year Approved 2013/14

Persons per Household [1] 2.9

City Population

2011 19,628                          

2012 19,809                          

2013 19,862                          

City Employees

Total Employees [2] 2,920                            

Employee Factor (50%) 1,460                            

Total Service Population 21,322                          

[1] City of American Canyon 2010 Housing Element.

[2] Reflects 2010 estimate from Association of Bay Area 

Governments.

Sources: ABAG Jobs-Housing Connection Strategy, and California 

DOF E-5 Report



Table A-2

Canyon Estates Fiscal Analysis

Project Land Uses

Item 50% 75% 100%

Developable Land Uses

Residential Acres 23.9 23.0 30.2

Other Land Uses

Private Open Space Acres [1] 8.2 8.2 8.2

Water Tank Site (City Owned) 3.2 3.2 3.2

Habitat Preserve (remaining in County) 70.5 70.5 70.5

Total Project Acres 105.8 104.9 112.1

Key Residential Assumptions

Single-Family Units 19 29 38

Estimated Persons Per Household 3.0 3.0 3.0

Total Persons 57 87 114

Home Sales Price (2014$) [2] $1,750,000 $1,750,000 $1,750,000

[1]  Buffer surrounding natural drainage features.

[2]  Based on market research summarized in Appendix A.

Canyon Estates: Percent of Buildout
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Attachment #9 
 

Comparison of Market Information for 
Canyon Estates Custom / Semi-Custom Executive Housing Community 

City of American Canyon, Napa County 
 

 

This summary of relevant market information has been assembled, comparing the proposed 
38-lot Canyon Estates project in the City of American Canyon to other developing and 
approved custom and semi-custom home projects in Napa and Contra Costa Counties.  
This Market Comparison includes statistical information for typical lot sizes, project 
amenities, home styles and sizes, and valuations for each of the listed projects.  This Market 
Comparison has been supported by a technical analysis completed by Loewke Planning 
Associates under our California Real Estate Broker's License #01933504. 
 

 
The attached table of custom and semi-custom home developments in Napa and Contra 
Costa Counties provides useful market information which may be used to evaluate the 
character and market feasibility of the proposed Canyon Estates community in American 
Canyon (Comparable #1).  This table provides the following current information, developed 
through website review, identified market data sources, and personal inspections:  
 

1. Project location and distance from American Canyon 

2. Description of home products developed or currently offered, and notation of whether 
project is gated 

3. Identification of the primary builder(s) 

4. Range of home sizes provided or available 

5. Date project was completed or whether sales are continuing 

6. Range of individual lot sizes 

7. Total number of lots in project, number of acres total (where available), and net acres 
developed 

8. Project gross and net densities (expressed as acres per unit) 

9. Estimated current market sales prices or values 

10. Average home sizes, lot sizes and values for projects as a whole 

11. Notation of unique amenities provided 

 



 

Summary of Comparable Semi-Custom Home Developments 
(November 15, 2013) 

 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
Project Canyon Estates 

American Cyn. 
Hidden Hills - 
Napa 

Canyon Drive - 
Napa 

Norris Canyon 
Estates 

Old Ranch Alamo Crest Rubion 
Rennaissance 

Alamo Springs 

Location (Dist. 
from American 
Canyon) 

East of Newell 
Dr. American 
Canyon (0 miles) 

Tall Grass Ct. at 
Patrick Rd., City 
of Napa (12 
miles) 

Canyon Dr. at 
Westgate Dr. 
City of Napa (13 
miles) 

Norris Cyn Rd at 
Ashbourne, San 
Ramon (35 
miles) 

Bridle Ct. at Old 
Ranch Rd., San 
Ramon (33 
miles) 

Golden Grass Dr. 
at Stone Valley, 
Alamo (29 miles) 

Ashbourne Cir. at 
Hawkshead, San 
Ramon (36 
miles) 

Alamo Springs 
Drive in Alamo 
(30 miles) 

Description 
 

Semi-Custom or 
Custom 

Semi-Custom Custom / Gated Semi-Custom / 
Gated 

Semi-Custom Semi-Custom Semi-Custom / 
Gated 

Semi-Custom 
Gated 

Primary Builder 
 

Edward Biggs - 
TBD 

O'Brien Homes Multiple Builders Toll Brothers Davidon Homes Davidon Homes SummerHill 
Homes 

Davidon Homes 

Home Size 
 

4,000 - 6,000 s.f. 3,200 - 4,300 s.f. 4,000 - 6,800 s.f. 4,600 - 6,700 s.f. 4,100 - 4,900 s.f. 4,700 - 5,300 s.f. 4,000 - 4,600 s.f. 5,000 - 6,400 s.f. 

Date Completed 
 

Subject Property 2012 Start 1992; 2 
Lots Remaining 

Ongoing 2010 2012 Ongoing Ongoing 

Lot Sizes 
 

0.5 - 0.7 0.3 - 0.8 acre 0.4 - 0.6 acres 0.4 - 1.0 acres 0.3 - 0.5 acres  0.4 -0.7 acres 0.4 - 0.7 acres 0.4 - 0.7 acres 

Project Size 
 

38 Lots / 112 ac 
gross/38.2 ac net 

24 Lots / 14 ac. 33 Lots / 21 ac. 381 Lots / 410 
ac. 

54 Lots / 85 ac. 39 Lots / 59 
gross ac. 

41 Lots / 40 
gross ac. 

52 Lots 

Density 
 

2.9 ac/du gross 
1.0 ac/du net 

0.6 du/ac net 0.6 ac/du net 1.1 ac/du gross 1.6 ac/du 1.5 ac/du 1.0 ac/du gross 
0.5 ac/du net 

1.0 ac/du gross 
0.5 ac/du net 

2013 Home Sale 
Prices1 

N/A $1.2M - $1.6M $1.6M - 2.7M $1.3M - $2.1M $1.3M - $1.6M $1.6M - $2.6M $1.3M - $1.6M $2.4M - $3.0M 

Community 
Averages: 

 

5,000 s.f. homes 
0.5 acre lots 
Value TBD 

3,800 s.f. homes 
0.4 acre lots 
$1.4 million value 

5,400 s.f. homes 
0.5 acre lots 
$2.1 million value 

5,800 s.f. homes 
0.7 acre lots 
$1.7 million value 

4,500 s.f. homes 
0.4 acre lots 
$1.5 million value 

5,000 s.f. homes 
0.55 acre lots 
$2.1 million value 

4,300 s.f. homes 
0.55 acre lots 
$1.5 million value 

5,700 s.f. homes  
0.6 acre lots 
$2.6M value 

Comment Proposed  Portion of larger  
community; 
views are limited 

Gated custom 
community of 33 
lots developed 
over 20 years 

Toll community 
started in 2000 
with 20 lots 
remaining; some 
lots have views 

Semi-custom 
homes with 
views on smaller 
lots 

Very close 
comparable 
without views 

Smaller semi-
custom homes 
with limited views 

Private setting 
close to schools 
with limited views 

 

Key to Comparable Projects: Canyon Estates City of Napa Contra Costa Co. 
 

                                            
1 Prices based on current website sales information and Zillow.com estimates for November 2013. 



Appendix B: Revenues  
This Revenue Appendix provides supporting documentation of the analysis 

performed to calculate annual revenues for the General Fund and Fire 
District.  Table B-1 summarizes the estimates revenue from all revenue 

sources affected by the proposed project at 50%, 75%, and 100% of 
buildout.  

These amounts are estimated based on an analysis of the City’s annual 

budget and additional case studies, which are summarized in Table B-2 and 
shown in additional detail in subsequent tables, as described in this 

appendix.  As shown in Table B-2, certain revenue categories have been 
excluded from the analysis because either they are one-time revenues that 
are not guaranteed to be available in future years, or they are not 

anticipated to be affected by new development.  

Approach 

Remaining revenue categories anticipated to be affected by the Project have 

been estimated using either a detailed case study approach or a revenue 
multiplier approach that estimates new revenues generated by the Project 
based on the average revenue currently generated by existing City residents 

or persons served. Case study estimates were used for property tax 
(including VLF in lieu), sales tax, and property transfer tax, and are described 

in further detail below. Average revenue multipliers were used for transient 
occupancy tax, card room tax, and franchise fees.  

The average revenue multipliers used were created by using the City’s FY 

2013/ 14 budgeted revenue amounts, divided by the number of persons-
served in the City in order to forecast revenues that would be derived from 

the Project.   

Property Taxes  

Property tax revenues are a major discretionary source of revenue for the 
City’s General Fund.  The fiscal study projects the portion of the general one-

percent tax levy on secured and unsecured property (Table B-3).  This 
analysis applies the following assumptions to derive a projection of property 

taxes: 

 All of the residential units are located within the portion of the 

proposed project that lies within the Urban Limit Line.  This area will 
be be annexed into the City.  The area beyond the ULL will remain in 
the County and, as such, is excluded from the property tax analysis. 

 
 For the area within the ULL, property tax sharing between the City, 

County, and fire districts will rely on the approved provisions of the 
tax-sharing agreement for the Town Center/Lower Watson Parcels 
(City Agreement #2010-67).  This agreement stipulates that the City 

will receive 47.5% of the County’s share of the 1% general tax levy.  



An additional 5% of the County’s share of the 1% will go to the 
American Canyon Fire District.  The County retains the remainder of its 

share of the 1%, and the Napa County Structural Fire portion is 
transferred to the American Canyon Fire District. New Economics 

confirmed with the County Auditor that this arrangement is made on a 
pre-ERAF basis.  That is, ERAF is deducted from each affected agency 
after the tax shares are reassigned. 

 
 While the County Auditor does not provide ERAF factors at the TRA 

level, consultation with staff from this department revealed that the 
American Canyon Fire District is not subject to any ERAF deduction, 
while the City is subject to a relatively small ERAF deduction.  Further 

research through californiacityfinance.com and the City’s CAFR for FY 
2011/12 suggests that the ERAF deduction may be in the range of 15 

percent.  This figure was applied for purposes of analysis (Table B-4).  
Because of the lack of ERAF factors for other agencies, New Economics 
was unable to conduct a thorough analysis of pre- and post-ERAF 

factors to ensure that all portions of the 1 percent general tax levy are 
accounted for.    

 
 Although the on-site 8.2-acre open space will be privately owned, it is 

expected to produce very little assessed value.  This assumption was 
confirmed with the County Assessor.  The County does not issue any 
tax bills for properties with less than $500 of assessed value.  This 

fiscal analysis assumes that the open space component will not 
generate any property tax obligation.   

Property Transfer Taxes 

Property transfer taxes are imposed when real property changes ownership.  
The City and County each collect $0.55 per $1,000 of assessed value 
transferred each year.  The fiscal study projects a 10% annual turnover rate 

and includes only the City’s share of property transfer taxes. Table B-5 
shows the estimated property transfer tax annually as the proposed project 

builds out. 

Property Tax in Lieu of VLF 

Starting in Fiscal Year 2004/05, local jurisdictions began to receive an 
additional increment of property tax to replace vehicle license fee (VLF) 

revenue that was cut when the State replaced the State General Fund backfill 
for the reductions in VLF.  Property tax in lieu of VLF grows (or falls) with the 

change in gross assessed valuation of taxable property in the jurisdiction 
from the prior year. Property tax in lieu of VLF allocations are in addition to 
other property tax apportionments.  

Table B-6 shows the estimated Property Tax in Lieu of VLF revenues 
associated with the net new value generated by the proposed project as it 

builds out.  The calculation is performed this way because for annexations, 
the AV for an area for its first year of annexation is ignored for purposes of 



calculating Property Tax in Lieu of VLF.  The fiscal analysis assumes that the 
property will be annexed into the City in its current undeveloped state. 

Sales Tax  

Upon its development, the residential units built within the Project will 
generate taxable sales from household spending, as shown in Table B-7. 

The total forecast of taxable sales is based on a number of key assumptions 
pertaining to annual household income, taxable sales, and the City of 
American Canyon’s capture rate from these sales.   

New Economics has assumed that the City will capture 20 percent of new 
taxable sales from expenditures emanating from new residents of the 

Project.  This is a reasonable yet conservative assumption that is based on 
the fact that a significant portion (generally approximately one-third) of retail 
spending typically occurs at neighborhood shopping centers located within a 

three- to five-mile radius of one’s home.  A review of the City’s existing retail 
stock indicates that there are several proximate retailers within the City, 

such as nearby Safeway, (only a portion of which is taxable), Walgreens, and 
Walmart stores.  In reality, the City of American Canyon may receive a 

higher proportion of taxable sales generated from Project households, but 
utilizing a more precise capture rate assumption is not practical without 
undertaking a detailed market study. 

Other Revenues 

Certain remaining revenues that are anticipated to be affected by the Project 
have been estimated using an average revenue multiplier approach, which 

estimates the new revenues generated by the Project based on the average 
revenue currently generated by existing City residents or persons served.  
The specific revenues which are estimated in this manner include transient 

occupancy tax, card room admissions tax, and franchise taxes, and are 
shown in Table B-8. 



Table B-1

Canyon Estates Fiscal Analysis

Summary of Estimated Major Revenues ($2014)

Estimating Supporting

Item Methodology Information 50% 75% 100%

General Fund

Property Tax Case Study Table B-3 $39,700 $60,600 $79,400

Sales Tax (incl. triple flip) Case Study Table B-7 $2,300 $3,500 $4,500

Transient Occupancy Tax Multiplier Table B-8 $3,100 $4,800 $6,300

Property Transfer Tax Case Study Table B-5 $3,700 $5,600 $7,300

Property Tax in Lieu of VLF Case Study Table B-6 $15,900 $25,200 $33,500

All Other Taxes (Card Room) Multiplier Table B-8 $700 $1,100 $1,400

Franchise Fees Multiplier Table B-8 $1,600 $2,400 $3,100

Subtotal General Fund Revenues (Rounded) $67,000 $103,200 $135,500

Fire District Fund

Property Taxes Case Study Table B-3 $16,100 $24,500 $32,200

Measure B Fire Assessment Case Study Table B-3 $1,600 $2,500 $3,300

Subtotal Fire District Fund $17,700 $27,000 $35,500

Subtotal General Fund and Fire District Revenues (Rounded) $84,700 $130,200 $171,000

Canyon Estates: Percent of Buildout



Table B-2

Canyon Estates Fiscal Analysis

FY 2013/ 14 City Budget Revenues and Estimating Methodology

FY 2013/ 14 Calculation Table

Revenues Budget Amount Methodology Reference

Departmental Revenues

City Manager $100 Not estimated

Administrative Services $999,700 Not estimated

Police/ Sheriff $284,200 Not estimated

Public Works/ Parks Maintenance $1,522,430 Not estimated

Community Development $1,074,800 Not estimated

Parks and Recreation $374,100 Not estimated

Subtotal Departmental Revenues $4,255,330

Non-Departmental Revenues

Property Taxes $7,519,000 Case Study Table B-3

Sales Taxes $2,352,900 Case Study Table B-7

Transient Occupancy Taxes $1,170,000 Multiplier Table B-8

Other Taxes [1] $382,600 Multiplier Table B-8

Franchise Taxes $587,000 Multiplier Table B-8

Intergovernmental - General $5,000 Not estimated

Business License Processing $23,000 Not estimated

Interest $160,000 Not estimated

Rents $187,000 Not estimated

Late Penalties/ Interest $3,000 Not estimated

Lease Proceeds Vactor Financing $125,000 Not estimated

Misc. Revenues - Other $105,700 Not estimated

Transfer in From Gas Tax $0 Not estimated

Subtotal Non-Deparmental Revenues $12,620,200

Total Revenues $16,875,530

[1]  Other Taxes includes Business License Tax and Cardroom Admissions Tax



Table B-3

Canyon Estates Fiscal Analysis

Projected Property Tax Revenues ($2014)

Land Use Assumption 50% 75% 100%

Projected Assessed Value (AV)

Residential Units

Sales Price per Unit $1,750,000 $1,750,000 $1,750,000

Net Taxable Value per Unit [1] $1,750,000 $1,750,000 $1,750,000

Number of Units 19 29 38

Total AV $33,250,000 $50,750,000 $66,500,000

1% Gross General Tax Levy 1.00% $332,500 $507,500 $665,000

Projected Property Tax Revenue

City of American Canyon [2] 11.94% $39,696 $60,589 $79,393

American Canyon Fire District [2] 4.84% $16,081 $24,545 $32,162

Project Property Tax Revenues (Rounded)

City of American Canyon $39,700 $60,600 $79,400

American Canyon Fire District $16,100 $24,500 $32,200

Measure B American Canyon Fire Protection District Assessment [3] $1,600 $2,500 $3,300

[3]  Annual assessment within the City for fire protection.

[1]  Assumes that all units will be owner-occupied; therefore, the state will reimburse any homeowner exemption 

allowance.

[2]  Portion of 1% general tax levy, net of ERAF.  Reflects property tax sharing agreement for Lower Watson/Town 

Center parcels.  See Table B-4 for detailed calculations.

Canyon Estates: ULL Portion



Table B-4

Canyon Estates Fiscal Analysis

Estimated AB8 Factors for Select Jurisdictions

Agency

Existing 

Allocation [1]

Tax Sharing 

Formula

New 

Allocation [2]

ERAF 

Factor [3]

Post-ERAF 

Factors

City of American Canyon A 0.0000% = B x 47.5% 14.0456% 15.00% 11.9388%

Napa County B 29.5697% = B - 47.5% - 5% 11.7287% na na

Napa County Structural Fire District C 1.0410% Unchanged 0.0000% na na

American Canyon Fire District D 0.0000% = E + (B x 5%) 4.8364% 0.00% 4.8364%

County Library E 2.8390% = 0% 2.8390% na na

Fire Protection F 3.3579% Unchanged 3.3579% na na

Mosquito Abatement G 0.3990% Unchanged 0.3990% na na

Resource Conservation H 0.0906% Unchanged 0.0906% na na

Bay Area Air Quality Mgmt I 0.2699% Unchanged 0.2699% na na

Napa Valley Unified School J 51.4468% Unchanged 51.4468% na na

Napa Valley Community College K 8.1018% Unchanged 8.1018% na na

Superintendent of Schools L 2.8843% Unchanged 2.8843% na na

Total General Tax Levy (1% total) 100.0000% 100.0000% 16.7752%

Pre-ERAF

[1]  Includes APNs 059-040-079 and 059-040-078.   Both APN's fall under Tax Rate Area 072-015.

[2]  Assumes that property within the ULL will be subject to the same property tax sharing agreement as the Town 

Center/Lower Watson Parcels agreement (City Agreement #2010-67).

[3]  The Napa County Auditor Controller's office does not calculate and/or provide ERAF or post-ERAF factors at the TRA 

level.  Discussions with staff indicated that the American Canyon Fire District is not subject to any ERAF deduction, and 

that the City is subject to a relatively small deduction.  Further research through californiacityfinance.com for FY 2011/12 

suggests that the ERAF deduction for the City could be in the range of 15 percent.  This estimate is applied for purposes of 

this analysis.



Table B-5

Canyon Estates Fiscal Analysis

Property Transfer Tax ($2014)

Item Assumption 50% 75% 100%

City Transfer Tax Rate (per $1,000 of AV) $0.55

Calculation of Property Transfer Rax Revenues

Gross Assessed Value $33,250,000 $50,750,000 $66,500,000

Portion Expected to Turn Over Annually 10% 10% 10%

Estimated Annual AV Subject to Tax 3,325,000$   5,075,000$     6,650,000$     

Estimated Annual Property Transfer Tax 3,658$           5,583$             7,315$             

Estimated Annual Property Transfer Tax (Rounded) 3,700$           5,600$             7,300$             

Source: California City Finance, Property Transfer Tax Rates.

Canyon Estates: Percent of Buidout



Table B-6

Canyon Estates Fiscal Analysis

Property Tax in Lieu of VLF ($2014)

Citywide

Item AV 50% 75% 100%

Estimated FY 2011/12 Citywide AV $2,133,918,000

Existing Site Assessed Value (FY 2013/14) $3,347,410 $3,347,410 $3,347,410

Project New Assessed Value (FY 2013/14) $33,250,000 $50,750,000 $66,500,000

Net New Assessed Value $29,902,590 $47,402,590 $63,152,590

% Change in AV 1.401% 2.221% 2.959%

FY 2013/14 Property Tax in Lieu of VLF $1,132,200

Property Tax in Lieu of VLF $15,866 $25,151 $33,507

Property Tax in Lieu of VLF (Rounded) $15,900 $25,200 $33,500

Canyon Estates: Percent of Buildout

Sources: Napa County Assessors Office, American Canyon Annual Budget FY 2013/14, American Canyon CAFR (FY 

2011/12); California City Finance.com



Table B-7

Canyon Estates Fiscal Analysis

Estimated Annual Sales Tax Revenue ($2014)

Item Assumption 50% 75% 100%

Residential Units 19 29 38

Estimated Household Income $270,558 per household [1] $5,140,604 $7,846,185 $10,281,208

Estimated Taxable Retail Expenditures 22% of annual household income [2] $1,130,932.85 $1,726,161 $2,261,866

Taxable Sales from New Households 20% capture rate in the City [3] $226,187 $345,232 $452,373

Bradley Burns Sales Tax 1.00% $2,262 $3,452 $4,524

(less) Property Tax in Lieu of Sales Tax -0.25% ($565) ($863) ($1,131)

Net Bradley Burns Sales Tax to City 0.75% $1,696 $2,589 $3,393

Property Tax in Lieu of Sales Tax $565 $863 $1,131

Total Sales Tax to City $2,262 $3,452 $4,524

Total Sales Tax to City (Rounded) $2,300 $3,500 $4,500

[1]  Estimated based on these assumptions:  Households spend 1/3 of annual income on mortgage payments; mortgage amount

       is 80% of home value; 30-year term at 5.0% fixed interest rate.

[2]  Based on Consumer Expenditure Survey published by US Department of Labor.

[3]  Capture rate conservatively assumes that most neighborhood retail shopping (which typically accounts for approximatley 30% 

      of household spending) will occur.  Other spending at community- or regional-shopping centers are conservatively omitted.

Canyon Estates: Percent of Buildout



Table B-8

Canyon Estates Fiscal Analysis

Revenue Multiplier Calculations

Item Total 50% 75% 100%

Assumptions

Persons Served 21,322 57 87 114

Revenues

Transient Occupancy Taxes $1,170,000 $54.87 per person served $3,100 $4,800 $6,300

Other Taxes [1] $257,600 $12.08 per person served $700 $1,100 $1,400

Franchise Taxes $587,000 $27.53 per person served $1,600 $2,400 $3,100

Total $2,014,600 $5,400 $8,300 $10,800

Canyon Estates: Percent of BuildoutCitywide

Per Person Served

[1]  Other Taxes includes Business License Tax and Cardroom Admissions Tax.  Revenue multiplier omits Business 

License tax, since it is unlikely to be influenced by residential development.    



Appendix C: Cost Analysis 
This appendix reviews the calculations driving annual costs for the City’s 

General Fund and American Canyon Fire Protection District.  Table C-1 
shows how cost multipliers were developed from the City’s FY 2013/14 

budget, and Table C-2 summarizes the estimated expenditure that the City 
will incur in order to provide each affected service category for the Canyon 
Estates Project.  

Approach to Estimating Project Costs 

The approach utilized in this fiscal analysis relies on the development of 
average-cost multipliers.  After netting out certain revenues that will be 

unaffected by new development (e.g. grant funds), a net expenditure budget 
was derived for each department.  These expenditures were then spread 
across the service population for each department to derive an average per-

person-served cost multiplier.  This multiplier was then applied to the 
population of the Project at 50 percent, 75 percent, and 100 percent of 

buildout.   

It is important to note that since the scale of the Canyon Estates Project is 
very small (with only 38 single-family homes), in the short run the average 

cost multiplier approach is likely to over-state costs.  In addition, the Project 
does not contain any new on-site public facilities that will have to be 

maintained; instead, the Project will rely on existing city facilities and will 
also own and privately operate the open space around the creeks near the 
new homes.  For these and other reasons, this fiscal analysis could have 

instead employed a marginal-cost approach, in which only substantially 
affected services and facilities would have been analyzed (e.g. police 

services, street maintenance), while most other categories would have been 
omitted on the basis that services to this Project could be absorbed by 
existing facilities and personnel levels.  However, New Economics chose to 

utilize an average-cost methodology for the following reasons: 

 In the long term, costs tend to increase faster than revenues. 

 While the proposed Project is small and may not alone cause the need 
to increase personnel or facilities, the accumulation of many small 

projects like this one, will have that result.  
 Without a substantial degree of detailed budgetary analysis conducted 

in close consultation with City staff, it is difficult to accurately predict 

which costs are “fixed” and unlikely to be affected by new 
development, and which are “variable” and will be affected by new 

development. 

As a result, the costs derived in this Fiscal Impact Analysis are almost 
certainly overestimated in the short term and should be viewed with a long-

term perspective only. 



Law Enforcement 

Law enforcement constitutes a major component of General Fund 
expenditures, at approximately $5.7 million for the FY 2013/14, or one-third 

of the total General Fund budget.  Nearly 95 percent of this law enforcement 
budget goes to the County Sheriff’s Department as part of a 3-year fixed 
contract for law enforcement services.  The remaining amount covers 

community service officers, front counter clerical staff, office costs, etc.   

Of the $5.7 million in gross costs, the fiscal analysis nets out only a small 

amount from grant funds ($105,100).  The analysis then conservatively 
utilizes an average-cost multiplier approach to derive an expenditure 
multiplier based on the total persons served citywide. This multiplier is 

applied to the Proposed Project as a way of estimating annual law 
enforcement costs within the fiscal analysis over a long-term period. Table 

C-2 shows the projected annual costs for public safety services for the 
proposed project as it builds out. 

While a per-person served multiplier approach is a sound methodology, in 

reality law enforcement costs will likely experience a minimal impact in the 
short-run as a result of the Project, for the following reasons: 

 The contract for Sheriff Services is a 3-year, fixed contract, (of which 
FY 2013/14 is the first year), so no near-term changes will occur 
regardless of the status of this project.    

 Longer term, the addition of approximately 100 residents in a city of 
about 20,000 will not have a proportional impact on annual costs.  

While new homes may result in certain types of service calls (e.g. theft 
of personal property), the marginal increase in calls for service may be 
able to be absorbed by existing staffing levels.   

 Certain costs, such as the police chief and/or administrative overhead, 
will not be affected by the addition of the Proposed Project.   

As a result, this level of expenditures should be viewed through a long-term 
lens; the cumulative impacts of multiple small projects like Canyon Estates 
would, over the long term, have a more likely impact on law enforcement 

costs.    

Parks and Recreation Programming 

This department currently oversees all City-sponsored recreation classes, 

programs, special events; it also operates and maintains the aquatics center, 
Community Center, Senior Multi-Use Center, and Recreation Center.  

Programming fees account for approximately thirty percent of the 
department’s annual costs; this amount was netted out of the budget when 
deriving an average per-capita cost multiplier (Table C-1 in Appendix C).  

Annual Project-based expenditures are conservative in that: 

 The scale of the Canyon Estates Project will not produce enough new 

recreation users to substantially impact maintenance costs of any 
facilities operated by this department. 



 It is unlikely that the number of people added to the City’s parks and 
recreation service population by the proposed project will cause the 

City to add any new programming (e.g. classes), although there could 
be additional special events planned by new residents.   

As a result, the estimated Parks and Recreation expenses shown in Table C-
2 are likely overestimated.  The cumulative impacts of multiple small projects 
like Canyon Estates would, over the long term, have a more likely impact on 

building maintenance and programming augmentation.    

Fire Protection 

The American Canyon Fire Protection District will provide fire protection 

services for the Project upon its annexation to the City. Some fire prevention 
services are currently provided to American Canyon from the City of Napa 
under contracted based on a fixed fee for service. 

Discussions with Fire District personnel have indicated that the Project is 
within a serviceable radius of existing fire stations, and will not require any 

special equipment or programs in order to provide adequate protection. 

New Economics & Advisory has estimated the cost to provide fire protection 

to the Project by utilizing a per-person-served multiplier based upon existing 
Fire District expenditures.  The Fire District has budgeted approximately $4.1 
million in expenditures for FY 2013/ 14.  New Economics & Advisory has 

discounted offsetting revenues that contributed this expenditure, such as 
state/ federal grants, interest earnings, and other miscellaneous revenues.  

On a net basis, this amounts to $3.9 million, or $181 per person served. 

Public Works and Park Maintenance 

The City’s Public Works Department includes several components: 
Administration, Capital Projects Administration, Streets and Roads, Storm 

Drainage, Fleet Operations, Building Maintenance, and Parks Maintenance.   

Discussion with staff revealed that Parks Maintenance responsibilities were 

recently shifted back to the Parks and Recreation department; however, 
these costs remained in the Public Works Department for purposes of this 
analysis.   

Also, because the Canyon Estates Project will own and maintain the Open 
Space component within the Urban Limit Line, this portion of cost was 

removed from the Public Works budget to avoid double-charging the 
proposed project.  Discussion with department staff indicated that a 
significant portion of Professional and Technical Services funds creek 

maintenance in other areas of the City, with the balance funded by portions 
of the Streets and Roads segment of the budget.  Staff also indicated that 

over time; creek maintenance costs are expected to decrease as major 
repairs will have been completed within the next 1-2 years.  For purposes of 
this analysis, New Economics & Advisory deducted 100 percent of 

Professional and Technical Services ($123,000) from the Storm Drainage 
segment of the budget.  It is assumed that the Canyon Estates Project will 



effectively fund its “fair share” of creek maintenance by operating and 
maintaining the creeks and surrounding open space within the ULL.  Staff 

further indicated that there will be a change to stormwater maintenance that 
will result in increased ongoing maintenance costs beginning in 2015; no 

adjustment has been made to reflect this change because costs are likely 
already overestimated in the near term and the new cost amount has not yet 
been determined.   

Open Space within the ULL 

The Open Space component of the Proposed Project within the Urban Limit 
Line will be privately owned and/or maintained.  As such, the cost associated 

with maintaining the open space is excluded from the fiscal analysis.  

Other Expenditures 

Expenditure estimates for departments not described specifically above have 

been assigned expenditure multipliers that were calculated based on the 
City’s Recommended FY 2013/14 Annual Budget, as shown Table C-1.  
These multipliers are then applied to the number of new residents at the 

Project to estimate annual expenditures at 50 percent, 75 percent, and 100 
percent of buildout, as shown in Table C-2.   

As with other departments and municipal expenditures described above, 
adjustments were made to “net out” any offsetting revenues to ensure that 
these revenues are not included in the calculation of expenditure multipliers. 

 



Table C-1

Canyon Estates Fiscal Analysis

Derivation of Expenditure Multipliers

Offsetting Other Net

2013/ 14 Departmental Items Expected

Budget Budget Request Revenues Netted Out Expenditures

General Fund 

City Manager $936,950 $100 $936,850 21,322 Persons Served $43.94 per person served

Administrative Services $2,190,500 $3,600 $2,186,900 21,322 Persons Served $102.57 per person served

Police/ Sheriff $5,685,573 $105,100 [1] $5,580,473 21,322 Persons Served $261.72 per person served

Public Works/ Parks Maintenance [2] [3] $3,581,050 $8,400 [4] $123,000 [5] $3,449,650 21,322 Persons Served $161.79 per person served

Community Development $1,910,600 $1,074,800 [6] $835,800 21,322 Persons Served $39.20 per person served

Parks and Recreation Programming $1,245,700 $374,100 [7] $871,600 19,862 Residents $43.88 per capita

Non Departmental $799,700 $0 $799,700 21,322 Persons Served $37.51 per person served

Debt Service $752,050 $0 $752,050 NA n/a

Total City General Fund $17,102,123 $1,566,100 $15,413,023 $690.60

American Canyon Fire Protection District $4,160,300 $371,400 [8] $3,788,900 21,322 Persons Served [9] $177.70

TOTAL $868.30

[1]  Nets out grant funds. Based on input with department staff, these grant funds are unaffected by additional development.

[3]  Currently, $344,400 in Stormwater Drainage maintenance costs are funded by Measure A, which is slated to expire in 2018.  New Economics has assumed that this 

      funding will be backfilled by General Fund revenues.

[4]  Nets out permits and "miscellaneous revenues - other." 

[5]  Nets out $123,000 from Storm Drainage Expenditures for creek maintenance costs, as the proposed project will operate and fund its own on-site creek maintenance.

[6]  Nets out rentals/ leases, mobile home rent stabilization, miscellaneous revenues, and charges for services including permits and plan review.

[7]  Nets out program revenues (e.g. fees for use).  

[8]  Nets out state and federal grants, interagency revenues, weed abatement, inspection fees, interest earnings, other miscellaneous revenues.

[9]  Although boundary of the American Canyon Fire Protection District is slightly larger the the city limits, Fire District staff has advised that the additional

       service population is negligible and is thus not included in the fire expenditure multiplier.

Service Population Expenditure Multiplier

[2]  Includes $865,500 in parks maintenance costs currently apportioned to Public Works.  This task was recently shifted back to the Parks Department but remains here for purposes of 

analysis.



Table C-2

Canyon Estates Fiscal Analysis

Expenditure Multiplier Calculation Summary

Department 50% of 75% of 100% of

Assumption: per person served/per capita [2] 57 87 114

City Manager $43.94 per person served $2,500 $3,800 $5,000

Administrative Services $102.57 per person served $5,800 $8,900 $11,700

Police/ Sheriff $261.72 per person served $14,900 $22,800 $29,800

Public Works/ Parks Maintenance $161.79 per person served $9,200 $14,100 $18,400

Community Development $39.20 per person served $2,200 $3,400 $4,500

Parks and Recreation $43.88 per capita $2,500 $3,800 $5,000

Non Departmental $37.51 per person served $2,100 $3,300 $4,300

Total City General Fund $39,200 $60,100 $78,700

American Canyon Fire Protection District $177.70 $10,100 $15,500 $20,300

[1]  Multipliers based on budget analysis shown in Table C-1.

[2]  For this project, the total persons served is the same as the residents, as the project does not have any commercial uses.

Canyon Estates: Percent of Buildout

Multiplier [1]



Appendix D: Sources of Additional Information 
A variety of sources were consulted during the preparation of the Fiscal 

Analysis, including the ones cited below.   

Citywide and Modeling Assumptions 

 Initial Study, Biggs property General Plan Amendment & Pre-Zoning, 

Section 1.0 Summary, November 21, 2013.  Prepared by Loewke Planning 
Associates. 

 City of American Canyon Recommended Budget for Fiscal Year 2013/ 

2014 
 American Canyon Fire Protection District Operating Budget Worksheet, All 

Funds, Fiscal Year 2013/ 2014 
 Department of Finance Demographic Unit 
 Association of Bay Area Governments, Jobs Housing Connection Strategy 

Revenues 

 U.S. Department of Labor, Consumer Expenditures Survey. 

 Draft Memorandum, Napa Junction Phase 3 Analysis, April 8, 2011.  From 
Economics & Planning Systems, Inc. to the City of American Canyon. 

 Napa County Assessors Office 
o Biggs Property AB8 Allocation Factor (per-ERAF) 

 Biggs Property Assessed Value for Fiscal Year 2013/14. 
 Loewke Planning Associates Attachment 9: Projected Home Values for the 

Canyon Estates Project. 

 Lower Watson/Town Center Property Tax Sharing Agreement (City 
Agreement 2010-67). 

 Guide to Local Government Finance in California, 2012. 
 California City Finance (www.californiacityfinance.com): 

o ERAF Losses, FY 2011-12 by County 

o Property Transfer Tax Rates by Jurisdiction 
 Joint Powers Agreement Regarding the Use and Equitable Distribution of 

Flood Protection Sales Tax Revenues (Measure A funds) 

Costs 

The following departments were consulted during the preparation of the fiscal 
study: 

 City of American Canyon Finance Department 

 City of American Canyon Parks and Recreation Department 
 City of American Canyon Community Development Department 

 City of American Canyon Public Works Department 
 City of American Canyon Police Department 

 American Canyon Fire District  

http://www.californiacityfinance.com/
http://www.californiacityfinance.com/
http://www.californiacityfinance.com/
http://www.californiacityfinance.com/

	2013.17 M1 Fiscal Study
	Pg 5 Table 2
	Pg 6 Appendix A
	Pg 7 Table A-1
	Pg 8 Table A-2
	Pg 9 & 10 App A Market Home Price Research
	pgs 11-13 Appendix B Revenues
	Pg 14 Table B-1
	Pg 15 Table B-2
	Pg 16 Table B-3
	Pg 17 Table B-4
	Pg 18 Table B-5
	Pg 19 Table B-6
	Pg 20 Table B-7
	Pg 21 Table B-8
	pgs 22-25 Appendix C
	Pg 26 Table C-1
	Pg 27 Table C-2
	pgs 28 Appendix D



