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Chapter 1 
 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
Each city and county within the State of California is required to prepare and adopt a general plan that 
functions as a blueprint for the physical development of its jurisdiction.  The general plan is a policy tool 
containing a structured set of goals and policies used by local policy makers to direct growth. 
 
The housing element has been a required element of the general plan since 1969.  Its purpose is to address 
the manner in which local jurisdictions attain State housing goals, the most important of which is that “the 
availability of housing is of vital statewide importance, and the early attainment of decent housing and a 
suitable living environment for every California family is a priority of the highest order.”  Housing 
elements must identify existing and projected housing needs of all income levels, resources available to 
meet those needs, existing constraints, and quantifiable objectives for the construction, conservation and 
rehabilitation of housing units.  A housing program to implement local objectives must also be identified. 
 
State Housing Element Law (Article 10.6 of the Government Code), Section 65584 in particular, requires 
that existing and projected housing needs of a jurisdiction are to include the jurisdiction’s share of the 
regional housing need.  Councils of governments are mandated to prepare regional housing needs 
allocation plans that determine housing allocations specific to jurisdictions, including consideration of the 
housing needs of all income levels.  Furthermore, consideration of housing needs of all income levels and 
subsequent housing allocations must seek to reduce the concentration of lower income households in 
cities or counties that are impacted by disproportionately high proportions of lower income households. 
 
Numerous criteria must be taken into consideration when determining a jurisdiction’s share of the 
regional housing need.  These criteria include the market demand for housing, employment opportunities, 
availability of suitable development sites, public facilities, commuting patterns, type and tenure of 
housing need, and the housing needs of farm workers. 
 
Fresno COG staff developed a written survey of all local jurisdictions to assist it with this task.  The 
survey questions were taken directly from statute.  None of the information received in response to the 
survey was used as a basis for reducing the total housing need established for Fresno County.  
Information from the survey will be particularly helpful during the negotiation period, should it be 
necessary, to determine the final distribution of regional housing need among various agencies.  A copy 
of the survey is included in the Appendix. 
 
The State Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) has several roles in the regional 
housing needs allocation process.  Section 65584 requires HCD to allocate shares of statewide housing 
need, by income category, to councils of government, including the Council of Fresno County 
Governments (Fresno COG), and advises councils of government in the preparation of the regional 
housing needs allocation plan.  Councils of government are required to then determine the distribution of 
the housing need within the region. 
 
While housing elements must reflect the shared responsibility among local governments for 
accommodating regional housing needs and the housing needs of all economic levels, the actual 
distribution of housing needs to local jurisdictions represents a planning objective.  The State recognizes 
that the total housing needs identified may exceed available resources and a community’s ability to satisfy 
these needs and that, in carrying out this responsibility, each local government also has the responsibility 
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to consider economic, environmental, and fiscal factors and community goals set forth in its general plan.  
It is important to make progress during the planning period to achieve the housing need, not necessarily 
that the total housing need be achieved.  It is also important to recognize that addressing regional housing 
needs requires local jurisdictions to cooperate with other local jurisdictions in the region. 
 
Census data from 2000, State Department of Finance (DOF) data, HCD data, and Fresno COG 
calculations are the basis for all housing projections prepared for Fresno County’s 2007 Regional 
Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) Plan.  The planning period for the Plan extends from January 1, 2006 
to June 30, 2013. 
 
STUDY APPROACH 
 
A team of local planning and housing experts, formed to assist staff with this project, met on October 4, 
2006, and recommended to the Fresno COG Policy Advisory Committee and Policy Board that the 
methodology utilized to develop the previous Fresno County 2001 RHNA Plan and even earlier Fresno 
County 1990 RHNA Plan also be used to develop the Fresno County 2007 RHNA Plan.  The 
recommendation was based on the following methodology attributes: 
 

1. The methodology was successfully used in the development of the 1990 and 2001 RHNA 
Plans and was acceptable to local jurisdictions in Fresno County and HCD.  In addition, the 
methodology allows for the ability to make manual adjustments to a jurisdiction’s allocation 
of the regional housing construction need.  Recent changes to statute require that local 
jurisdictions be surveyed to gather information regarding local government infrastructure, 
housing market, and other local conditions that could influence the distribution of the 
regional housing need.  Information from the survey will be particularly helpful during 
negotiations, if necessary, regarding potential manual adjustments.  Negotiations were 
required and were concluded successfully for both the 1990 and 2001 RHNA Plans. 

 
2. The methodology is acceptable to HCD for use in Fresno County’s 2007 RHNA Plan. 
 
3. The methodology is relatively straightforward to understand and implement, an important 

factor to achieve support for the Plan. 
 
4. The methodology reflects a city-centered and balanced development pattern that is 

substantially consistent with local agency general plans, including Fresno County’s General 
Plan, adopted on October 3, 2000. 

 
Subsequent to a 60-day public comment period, the Fresno COG Policy Board held a duly noticed public 
hearing on February 22, 2007.  At the conclusion of the public hearing, the Policy Board approved 
Resolution No. 2007-07 adopting the methodology for use in the development of the Fresno County 2007 
Regional Housing Needs Allocation Plan.  A copy of the Resolution is included in the appendix. 
 
The Fresno County 2007 RHNA Plan responds to State statute and guidelines by identifying the 
following: 
 

1. The existing and projected housing needs of the Fresno County region. 
 
2. The housing needs of persons of all income levels within the area significantly affected by a 

jurisdiction’s general plan. 
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3. The distribution of housing needs to reduce the concentration of lower income households in 
cities which already have disproportionately high proportions of lower income households. 

 
4. A January 1, 2006 to June 30, 2013 planning time frame (7 ½ years) consistent with the 

statutory schedule. 
 
The Plan includes the following two major components: 
 

1. Existing Housing Needs - Information in the Plan for the base year January 1, 2006 includes: 
 

a. Total households by household income and jurisdictional area 
b. Vacancies 

 
2. Projected Housing Needs: - Two categories of projected housing need, by jurisdictional area, 

are included in the Plan: 
 

a. Projected households by household income groups for June 30, 2013 
b. Projected housing construction need for the 7 ½ year period extending from January 1, 

2006 to June 30, 2013, derived by the Fresno COG from the household projections with 
allowances for vacant units and normal market removals 

 
The general process used to develop the Plan is outlined below. The completion of tasks one to seven 
resulted in the development of the draft Fresno County 2007 Regional Housing Needs Allocation Plan.  
Tasks eight and nine summarize the review process prior to final Plan approval. 
 
Task One – Assemble Materials and Data 
 
Approach 
 
One of the earliest considerations in the development of the Fresno County 2007 Regional Housing Needs 
Allocation Plan is the determination of the housing construction need figure for all of Fresno County for 
the planning period extending from January 1, 2006 to June 30, 2013.  The State Department of Housing 
and Community Development (HCD), in consultation with individual COGs, is required to determine the 
projected need for housing in each region.  This regional housing construction need figure is established 
for planning purposes and statutes recognize that future housing production may not equal the regional 
housing construction need.  The methodology used by HCD to determine the housing construction need 
for Fresno County includes projected population and household formation rates (or headship rates), 
vacancy rates and housing replacement needs.  During the consultation phase between Fresno COG and 
HCD, the housing construction need figure for Fresno County was reduced from HCD’s original proposal 
of 56,762 units to 52,142 units, a reduction of 4,620 units or 8.14%.  This reduction occurred because 
HCD agreed with COG staff analysis that the trend of declining headship rates (i.e. household formation 
rates) between 1990 and 2000 ought to be continued and applied to projected 2013 population.  This 
resulted in lower household growth (and therefore a lower housing construction need) than projected by 
HCD, which kept headship rates the same in 2013 as in 2000 (i.e. no decline).  This figure assumes a .09 
percent annual replacement rate for Fresno County, as identified by HCD.  The 52,142 unit figure used in 
this 2007 RHNA Plan compares to a 34,773 unit figure used in the 2001 RHNA Plan.  On December 14, 
2006, the Fresno COG Policy Board approved the use of this figure in the development of the 2007 
RHNA Plan. 
 
HCD also provided estimates of the percentage of households in each of four income groups; Very Low 
Income, Other Low Income, Moderate Income, and Above Moderate Income.  Income group data are 
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used in the Plan to determine local jurisdiction shares in the provision of housing for low-income 
households.  The income category allocation is calculated by multiplying total housing construction need 
by the proportion of households in each income category based on Fresno County Census 2000 median 
income and income definitions.  Income group percentages used in the 2001 RHNA Plan were 25% very 
low, 17% low, 21% moderate and 37% above-moderate.  Percentages used in the 2007 RHNA Plan are, 
respectively, 23.8%, 16.2%, 18.1%, and 41.9%.  A letter, including attachments, from HCD dated 
September 8, 2006, establishing Fresno County’s Regional Housing Needs Determination and an 
explanation for that determination, including a breakdown of the Regional Housing Needs Determination 
by income category, is included in the appendix. 
 
Accomplishments 
 
Assembled the following information: 
 

1. 2000 U.S. Census data 
 

a. Household income distribution data 
b. Complete vacant unit data (for sale, for rent, and other vacant, including seasonal and 

migratory unit data) 
 

2. State Department of Finance yearly estimates of population and households 
 
3. Data for Fresno County identifying housing unit construction and total housing stock 

 
Task Two – Review the Regional Profile 
 
Approach 
 
Fresno COG staff reviewed the demographic, geographic, economic and social characteristics of the cities 
and county. 
 
Accomplishments 
 

1. Analyzed regional changes in the last six years. 
 

2. Reviewed previous growth assumptions relative to new analysis. 
 
Task Three – Reevaluate Housing Market Areas 
 
Approach 
 
Housing market areas are used throughout the Plan in the gathering, analysis, and presentation of data.  
For this reason, the boundaries of the market areas are drawn along census tract boundaries.  The Fresno 
County 2001 Regional Housing Needs Allocation Plan divided the Fresno County region into five 
housing market areas (a reduction from the seven housing market areas used in the earlier 1984 and 1990 
RHNA Plans) as follows:  Fresno-Clovis Metropolitan Area (FCMA), East Valley, Westside North , 
Westside South, and Sierra Nevada.  These areas were considered to be subregionally significant areas 
within the County. 
 
It is not mandatory that the 2007 RHNA Plan retain the exact same market areas that were used in the 
earlier plans.  In defining market areas, there are two concepts that must be kept in mind.  First, market 
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areas should not divide developed areas.  Second, market areas should define subregions in which there is 
an interaction between employment opportunities and housing opportunities. 
 
The 2001 RHNA Plan determined that since the development of the 1990 Plan there had been changes in 
the region that warranted a reevaluation of the market areas.  Commuting trips had become generally 
longer and economic relationships had been formed among Westside cities and Southeast cities, in 
particular the formation since 1990 of the Five-Cities Economic Development Authority (Parlier, Selma, 
Fowler, Sanger, and Reedley) and the I-5 Business Development Corridor (Firebaugh, Mendota, San 
Joaquin, and Kerman).  This reevaluation resulted in a decrease in the number of housing market areas 
from seven to five. 

 
The team of local planning and housing experts formed to assist Fresno COG staff with this project 
reviewed the market areas used in the 2001 RHNA Plan and recommended their use in the 2007 RHNA 
Plan.  The team could not identify any significant trends since the 2001 Plan that would result in a change 
in the number of or reconfiguration of housing market areas.  Indeed, the economic relationships among 
cities that had formed during the 1990s were still intact and commutes remained long.  On February 22, 
2007, the COG Board approved Resolution No. 2007-07 affirming the validity of the five market areas 
utilized in the development of the 2001 RHNA Plan for use in the 2007 RHNA Plan. 
 
Regional Market Areas 
 

1. Fresno-Clovis Metropolitan Area (FCMA):   The FCMA market area is comprised of the 
cities of Fresno and Clovis; the unincorporated communities of Easton and Friant; several 
unincorporated neighborhoods including Fig Garden, Malaga, and Sunnyside; and, remaining 
unincorporated area.  The geographic boundary of the FCMA generally extends from the San 
Joaquin River on the north, Grantland Avenue on the west, McCall Avenue on the east and 
South Avenue on the south.  As the largest metropolitan area in the San Joaquin Valley, the 
FCMA is a significant center of employment and residential opportunities. 

 
2. Westside North:   The Westside North market area is comprised of the cities of Kerman, 

Firebaugh, Mendota, and San Joaquin; the unincorporated communities of Tranquility, Biola, 
Caruthers, Lanare, Laton and Riverdale; and, remaining unincorporated area.  The area 
extends from the eastern slope of the Coast Range to the western boundary of the FCMA and, 
south of the FCMA, to a point just east of and parallel to SR-41.  The Valley portion is 
largely agricultural while the Coast Range portion is used for cattle grazing, mining, 
recreation, and wildlife habitat. 

 
3. Westside South:   The Westside South market area is comprised of the cities of Coalinga and 

Huron and unincorporated area.  The area extends from the eastern slope of the Coast Range 
to the Fresno and Kings Counties boundary.  The primary economic activities of this market 
area are similar to those in the Westside North market area. 

 
4. East Valley:   The East Valley market area is comprised of the cities of Orange Cove, Parlier, 

Reedley, Sanger, Fowler, Kingsburg and Selma; the unincorporated community of Del Rey; 
and, remaining unincorporated area.  The area extends southeastwardly from the FCMA 
between a point just east of and parallel to SR-41 and the Friant-Kern Canal.  The economic 
base of this market area is agriculture, although commercial and industrial activities have 
become increasingly important. 

 
5. Sierra Nevada:   The Sierra Nevada market area is comprised of the unincorporated 

communities of Auberry, Big Creek and Shaver Lake and the remaining unincorporated area.  



 
Council of Fresno County Governments 6 Regional Housing Needs Allocation Plan 

There are no cities in this market area.  The area extends easterly of the Friant-Kern Canal 
and comprises the western slope of the Sierra Nevada Mountain Range.  The unincorporated 
communities function as service centers for the various recreational sites in the area and the 
farming, cattle grazing, and lumbering activities that occur. 

 
Accomplishments 
 

1. Analyzed demographic and economic changes of market areas. 
 

2. Reassessed market area boundaries. 
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                Task 4 – Determine Low-Income Impacted Jurisdictions 
 
Approach 
 
Utilizing the 2000 U.S. Census and State Department of Finance population estimates, projections, and 
other data, the Fresno COG calculated the number and percentage of households in each of the four 
income groups.  The sum of the calculations for each of the local jurisdictions is controlled by the 
regional total.  The Plan groups the households of each jurisdiction into the four household income groups 
defined by Section 6932 of the California Administrative Code.  The following is a brief description of 
each of these income groups. 
 
Very Low Income  Income not exceeding 50 percent of the median family    
    income of the County 
Other Low Income  Income between 50 percent and 80 percent of the median   
    family income of the County 
Moderate Income  Income between 80 percent and 120 percent of the median   
    family income of the County 
Above Moderate Income Income above 120 percent of the median family income of   
    the County 
 
The following method was utilized to arrive at the percentage of households in each income group in each 
local jurisdiction: 
 

1. The maximum county income associated with each income group was determined. 
 
2. Maximum incomes were used to determine the number and percent of each jurisdiction’s 

households whose income is less than or equal to the maximum income of each income 
group. 

 
3. Each city’s households and each market area’s unincorporated area households were 

aggregated into the four income groups. 
 
Accomplishments 
 

1. Utilized 2000 U.S. Census income data to reflect new income group estimates provided 
by the Department of Housing and Community Development. 

 
2. Calculated the number and percentage of households by income group for each 

jurisdiction. 
 
3. Reviewed each jurisdiction’s share of households by income group to identify 

jurisdictions with high percentages of low-income households. 
 
Task 5 – Allocate Household Growth 
 
Approach 
 
U. S. Census data for 2000, State Department of Finance population projections, and State Department of 
Housing and Community Development housing factors are the basis for all housing estimates and 
projections prepared for the 2007 RHNA Plan.  January 1, 2006 is the beginning date of the Plan for all 
housing projections.  June 30, 2013 is the ending date of the Plan.  Household estimates are prepared for 
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both of these dates by applying 2000 housing characteristics to the household estimates using a trend line 
method.  This approach involves determining the percentage of past regional household growth which is 
accounted for by each jurisdiction and applying these percentages to the projected household growth for 
the region. 
 
Prior to 1990 there had occurred an historic decline in the population of the unincorporated area of Fresno 
County, with regard to both the overall ratio of the unincorporated to incorporated population and a real 
decline in actual numbers.  For example, the 1990 RHNA Plan indicated the number of unincorporated 
households within the FCMA market area actually declined by 11,733 households between 1980 and 
1989, or from 27.42 percent of total FCMA market area households in 1980 to 14.75 percent in 1989.  
And while the percentage change during the same period for the other market areas was generally positive 
(the Westside South market area being the exception), it was less that ½ of 1 percent. 
 
Two factors in particular contributed to this declining unincorporated population:  County policy relative 
to urban development in unincorporated areas and aggressive city annexation activities, particularly 
annexation of inhabited areas by the City of Fresno, between 1980 and 1989. 
 
The County first adopted a goal in 1976 that urban development within a city’s sphere of influence is to 
be directed to that city.  In March of 1983, the cities of Fresno and Clovis, and the County of Fresno 
adopted a joint resolution reaffirming this goal.  The goal has since been reaffirmed, most recently in the 
County’s current General Plan “to ensure that all development in city fringe areas is well planned and 
adequately served by necessary public facilities and infrastructure and furthers countywide economic 
development goals.” 
 
In the 1990 RHNA Plan, the growth trend for market areas and communities from 1980 to 1989 was 
applied to the planning cycle from 1989 to 1996, except for the FCMA market area.  In order to slow the 
overall estimate of the continued decline of unincorporated County households as predicted by the trend 
line method, a manual adjustment to the FCMA unincorporated area was included in the estimates.  This 
manual adjustment was based on a determination that “institutional barriers” were expected to reduce 
significantly the rate of inhabited annexation activity during the 1989-1996 planning period.  This 
determination turned out to be correct as the number of unincorporated households within the FCMA 
market area in 1996, as projected in the 1990 RHNA Plan with the manual adjustment, was similar to the 
actual number. 
 
The 2001 RHNA Plan, unlike the 1990 RHNA Plan, did not initially provide for a manual adjustment to 
the FCMA unincorporated households.  The reason for this was that the extent of inhabited annexation 
activity between January 1, 2000 and June 30, 2007 was expected to remain pretty much as it was 
between 1990 and 2000, which is to say virtually nonexistent.  Nevertheless, within the FCMA market 
area and within the County as a whole, the percentage of unincorporated households compared to total 
market area and total County households, was projected to continue to decline, although only slightly, 
during the 7 ½ year planning period, while the actual number of unincorporated households was projected 
to increase somewhat. 
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April 1, January 1, June 30,
2000 2006 2013

Clovis 68,516 89,924 111,276
Coalinga 15,798 17,147 18,492
Firebaugh 5,743 6,710 7,674
Fowler 4,046 4,855 5,662
Fresno 427,652 471,481 515,196
Huron 6,310 7,344 8,375
Kerman 8,548 12,633 16,707
Kingsburg 9,231 11,246 13,256
Mendota 7,890 8,777 9,662
Orange Cove 7,722 9,639 11,551
Parlier 11,145 12,895 14,640
Reedley 20,756 23,341 25,919
Sanger 18,931 23,322 27,702
San Joaquin 3,270 3,746 4,221
Selma 19,444 22,931 26,409
Unincorp. 164,405 173,526 182,623

Total County 799,407 899,517 999,366

Sources:
1.
2.

3.

2006 estimates for each jurisdiction were prepared by the State of 
California Department of Finance.
2013 projection for the County was prepared by the State of California 
Department of Finance, and assume the same jurisdictional shares of 
population growth for 2006-2013 as occurred for 2000-06.

2000 estimates are from the 2000 U.S. Census

Table 1
Population Estimates and Projections by Jurisdiction

2000-2013

 
 
Accomplishments 
 

1. Evaluated factors that might disrupt the validity of the trend line method for determining 
growth estimates. 

 
2. Determined the total number of households expected to be generated by each jurisdiction. 

 
3. Developed statistical tables related to this task. 

 
Task 6 – Allocate Households by Income Group 
 
Approach 
 
Section 65584 of the Government Code states that the distribution of regional housing needs shall seek to 
reduce the concentration of lower-income households in cities that are impacted by disproportionately 
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high proportions of lower-income households.  This, therefore, is an important objective of the 2007 
RHNA Plan. 
 
Accomplishments 
 

1. Distributed the Countywide housing need to each income group in each jurisdiction in each 
market area. 

 
2. Reviewed distribution to insure that no jurisdiction with a relatively high proportion of low-

income housing has its ratio of low-income housing increased further. 
 
3. Reviewed jurisdictional and market area allocations to insure that the sum of the allocations 

for each income group is equal to the regional total for each income group. 
 
Task 7 – Calculate New Housing Construction Need by Jurisdiction 
 
Approach 
 
New housing construction needed to provide for the anticipated growth in households must be calculated 
for each local jurisdiction and market area for the planning period extending from January 1, 2006 to July 
1, 2013.  Factors utilized in the calculations include existing housing units, projected number of 
households, vacancy factors, and housing removals. 
 
Accomplishments 
 

1. Reviewed, modified, and utilized State recommended formula. 
 
2. Calculated new construction need for each jurisdiction and market area. 
 
3. Updated tables related to construction need. 

 
Task 8 – Initiate Local Revision Process 
 
Approach 
 
The receipt by each local government in Fresno County of the distribution of the draft allocation of 
regional housing needs (Draft 2007 Fresno County Regional Housing Needs Allocation Plan) began the 
60-day period whereby a local government may request from the Fresno COG a revision of its share of 
the regional housing need.  A request for a revised share shall be made in accordance with the factors 
described in paragraphs (1) to (9), inclusive, of subdivision (d) of Section 65584.04.  Further, the request 
shall be based upon comparable data available for all affected jurisdictions and accepted planning 
methodology, and supported by adequate documentation.  The draft allocation was also submitted to 
HCD for its review of the consistency between the existing and projected housing need identified in the 
Plan and the statewide housing need. 
 
Accomplishments 

 
1. Distribution of the draft allocation of regional housing needs (Draft 2007 RHNA Plan) to 

local governments for the purpose of initiating the 60-day revision period. 
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Task 9 – Approve the Final 2007 Fresno County Regional Housing Needs Allocation Plan 
 
Approach 
 
Within 60 days after a city(ies) or the county requested from the Fresno COG a revision of its share of the 
regional housing need, the Fresno COG shall accept the proposed revision, modify its earlier 
determination, or indicate, based upon the information and methodology described in Section 65584.04, 
why the proposed revision is inconsistent with the regional housing need. 
 
Accomplishments 
 

1. Public Hearing. 
 
2. Approval of the 2007 Fresno County Regional Housing Needs Allocation Plan. 
 

FARMWORKER HOUSING NEEDS 
 
Characteristics of Farmworkers 
 
Government Code Section 65584 requires the regional housing needs allocation plan to consider the 
housing needs of farmworkers.  However, any discussion of farmworkers and farmworkers housing must 
appropriately begin with an understanding of who farmworkers are and the characteristics they share in 
common.  Unfortunately, there is a serious deficiency of data about the farmworker population including 
that this population is generally undercounted by the U.S. Census.  For example, a number of 
farmworkers live in unofficial dwellings, which are often missed by the Census Bureau.  A recent health 
study in the City of Parlier in Fresno County indicated about 28 percent of farmworkers were not counted 
by the U.S. Census because they lived in unofficial dwellings. 
 
Other characteristics of migrant and seasonal farmworkers also make it difficult to collect data.  They 
often do not have a fixed address and work intermittently in various agricultural and non-agricultural 
occupations during a single year, with only casual employer-employee links.  Many live in rural, often 
remote areas.  Many have limited English-speaking abilities, relatively low educational levels and are 
unfamiliar with and even distrustful of government agencies and agents, including those who work for the 
Census Bureau.  Inaccurate data makes it difficult to determine the seriousness of housing and other needs 
and the types of services required by this population. 
 
While current information on farmworkers is limited, data from the census, including the March 1997 
Current Population Survey, reveals the following.  Farmworkers numbered 342,102 in California as of 
March, 1997, are overwhelmingly Latinos (78 percent), and are mostly males (72 percent).  
Approximately 55 percent of the state’s agricultural workers were employed in the San Joaquin Valley, 
which includes Fresno County, in 1996.  Farmworkers have the lowest family income of any occupation 
surveyed by the Census Bureau and the highest poverty rate of any surveyed occupation.  Farmworkers 
have the lowest educational attainment and are second from the lowest, after the private housekeeper 
occupation, in home ownership.  Farmworkers have one of the lowest rates of health insurance coverage 
and are overwhelmingly non-citizens (including legal residents, workers with a permit, or 
undocumented). 
 
These highlights are more likely to reflect the characteristics of agricultural workers who spend most of 
the year in the United States.  However, as we know, every year around April waves of seasonal 
agricultural workers come to California.  The March Current Population Survey does not wholly capture 
this population due to the time of year it is conducted.  The Average Annual Wage and Salary 
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Employment in California Agriculture was 408,000 in the year 2000, but the total number of individuals 
employed for wages on California farms is about twice this level, i.e. 800,000 to 900,000, based on late 
1980s studies of counts of the SSNs reported by farm employers to the Economic Development 
Department. 
 
California is the nation’s largest agricultural state, producing more than 250 different crops valued at 
nearly $30 billion.  Fresno County is the number one county in the State and Nation in terms of value of 
agricultural production.  California and Fresno farmers have been changing their crops to respond to 
consumer demand, producing more fresh vegetables, fruits and nuts.  These high value-added crops 
require more labor.  Also, there has been an ongoing change from many smaller farms to fewer bigger 
farms with the ability to provide extended periods of work for farmworkers.  These trends along with 
others are interacting to mean that more farmworkers than ever are working in California and many are 
working for longer periods of time in one area, some as residents of that area. 
 
Farmworker Housing 
 
Two main factors lie behind the worsening housing shortage for farmworkers:  there are more farm 
workers and many farmers have ceased to provide housing.  A shrinking supply with an increasing 
demand has led to higher prices in rural areas, resulting in housing costs that are high relative to 
farmworker income.  This has led to significant overpaying for housing and overcrowding of housing.  
The farm work force is changing to include more solo male and unauthorized migrants.  Most aim to 
maximize their savings and are unable or unwilling to pay prevailing rents for temporary housing.  Since 
most farmers do not provide housing, and many publicly owned or managed facilities are restricted to 
families, the newest and neediest workers usually seek housing in regular rental markets, where several 
share a housing unit, and some sleep in cars and other unconventional places.  Furthermore, about 
600,000 unauthorized Mexican men were legalized in 1987-88.  During the 1990s, many brought their 
families to the U.S. and many found nonfarm jobs.  Finding housing for these often large families from 
rural Mexico is difficult.  The families are often larger than average and rent housing, but rental units tend 
to be smaller than average. 
 
The amount of farmworker housing registered with the state has declined dramatically in the last two 
decades.  In 1955, growers registered more than 9,000 facilities to house migrant and seasonal workers.  
By 1982, only 1,414 employer-owned camps were registered.  In 1994, only 900 camps were registered, 
with a capacity of 21,310 workers.  In 1998, according to the Department of Housing and Community 
Development, there were only 500 farm labor camps registered.  Not surprisingly, a 1995 study by the 
University of California at Davis estimated that 250,000 farmworkers and their family members had 
inadequate housing, including 90,000 migrant workers and over 160,000 non-migrant seasonal 
farmworkers.  The housing shortage was so severe that many workers were found packed 10 or 12 into 
trailers and sleeping in garages, tool sheds, caves, fields and parking lots.  Consequently, the major 
farmworker housing policy issue has shifted from regulating employer-provided housing to direct 
provision and/or management of farm worker housing. 
 
The Fresno Bee on August 18, 1996 ran a lengthy article on the sharp drop in farm farmworker housing in 
the San Joaquin Valley, the eight county area centered on Fresno that employs half of the California’s 
farmworkers.  The article noted neighbors complain about (or sometimes simply fear) workers’ behavior, 
noise, and traffic.  Government inspections, regular and deferred maintenance, calls from or regarding 
tenants during their non-work hours, and liability issues all represent unwanted concerns and cost for 
growers.  Housing facilities that cannot withstand heavy use or are not vandal resistant may be cited for 
regulatory violations that carry substantial penalties.  Even minor violations of the housing code, such as 
torn window screens, can result in large fines.  Consequently, instead of providing workers with on-farm 
housing subject to federal and state inspection, many farmers are razing their farmworker housing. 
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As a result, most farmworkers crowd into urban dwellings, including backyard structures and garages, 
which results in widespread overcrowding, particularly during those times of the year when farmworkers 
are most in demand.  In many cases, workers today spend 25 to 35 percent of their wages on housing and 
rides to work.  Farmworker cities in rural California are growing twice as fast as the state’s population, as 
newly-legalized farm workers bring their families to the U.S.  Many of these “overgrown labor camps” 
are over 50 percent Latino, and some are over 90 percent.  It is important to note, however, that some 
growers and labor contractors have shown renewed interest in housing as an important factor in their 
ability to attract and retain their best workers. 
 
Many San Joaquin Valley towns have become farmworker service centers, with local residents, for a fee, 
providing everything from housing and meals to forged work documents, rides to the fields, and check 
cashing services.  In the city of Parlier in Fresno County, the mayor has said that the population expands 
significantly each summer as workers arrive from Mexico.  Migrants rely on friends, relatives or labor 
contractors to arrange housing.  Oftentimes, with so many men sharing apartments, two to four times the 
normal rent is generated for the landlord.  Furthermore, the shortage of temporary housing for 
farmworkers in rural areas encourages many to commute long distances from the housing that they find.  
These long commutes can contribute to the air quality problems that exist in Fresno County and the San 
Joaquin Valley. 
 
The Department of Housing and Community Development reviewed the status of farmworker housing 
programs in the late 1980s.  Five of the thirteen findings from that investigation are as follows: 

• A majority of migrant farmworkers who do not live in government-sponsored labor camps live in 
seriously substandard conditions. 

• Substandard housing conditions exist in areas with significant seasonal agricultural production. 
• Housing conditions are a major problem for both single migrant workers and migrant families. 
• Poor housing hurts migrant children’s health, education, and general welfare. 
• Local officials vary in their support for housing migrant families. 

 
Employment on California farms has been increasing, as noted above, and shifting from farmers hiring 
workers themselves to having farm services firms such as farm labor contractors bring workers to farms.  
Currently, approximately half of the hired worker employment is by farm services firms.  This suggests 
that farm services firms, not just farm operators, should be involved in farm worker housing programs. 
 
Fresno County Farmworkers, Overpayment, and Overcrowding 
 
One indicator of housing cost and affordability is the 40th percentile rent for an area.  For example, the 
HUD Fair Market Rent for the Section 8 Housing Assistance Payments Program of $517 a month in 
Fresno County in 2000 means that 40 percent “of standard quality rental housing units” in Fresno County 
rent for less than $524 a month, and 60 percent rent for more than $524 a month.  A farmworker family in 
Fresno County would have to earn $1,723 a month to spend 30 percent of earnings on housing and afford 
the Fair Market Rent.  However, median family income for farmworker households is $800 to $1,200 a 
month. 
 
As noted earlier, farmworkers have the lowest family income of any occupation surveyed by the Census 
Bureau and are second from the lowest, after the private housekeeper occupation, in home ownership.  
Substantial numbers of farmworkers and other low-paid workers are overpaying for housing in Fresno 
County, particularly the lower one is on the income scale.  The higher a household’s income, the less 
likelihood it will be overpaying for housing. 
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The Housing Authorities of the City and County of Fresno manage 130 housing units for migrant farm 
workers in Parlier.  The complex is owned by the State of California, Office of Migrant Services.  In 
addition, the Housing Authority owns and manages a 64 unit migrant housing complex in Firebaugh.  
Both complexes are occupied six months out of the year, from April through October.  Migrant farm 
worker families who want to rent a unit in Firebaugh or Parlier must demonstrate that at least half of their 
earned income is farm related, they must show evidence of a permanent residence at least 50 miles from 
the work site, and they must be legal residents of the United States.  The cost of managing and 
maintaining both complexes is subsidized by the State of California, Office of Migrant Services. 
 
Within Fresno County there are 4,630 federally-assisted multifamily housing units, of which 3,156 are 
Section 8.  Of the 4,630 units, 2,460 are units at risk, while 1,401 are low risk of conversion to market 
rate housing. 
 
The Migrant Health Program periodically seeks to obtain updated information about migrant and seasonal 
farmworkers, including where they are working and living and what crops are being harvested, in order to 
more appropriately target limited resources to areas of greatest migrant and seasonal farmworker need.  
The Migrant and Seasonal Farmworker Enumeration Profiles Final Study for California dated September, 
2000 indicates that in Fresno County there were an estimated 113,741 migrant and seasonal farmworkers.  
Of this number, 52,662 were migrant farmworkers and 61,079 were seasonal farmworkers.  The Study 
further estimates there were 19,353 non-farmworkers in migrant households and 69,309 non-farmworkers 
in seasonal households, for a total figure of 202,404 migrant and seasonal farmworkers and non-
farmworkers in Fresno County. 
 
In this report, a seasonal farmworker is defined as an individual whose principal employment (51 percent 
of time) is in agriculture on a seasonal basis, who has been so employed within the last twenty-four 
months.  A migrant farmworker meets the same definition but establishes for the purposes of such 
employment a temporary abode.  Included in the scope of the study are individuals engaged in field and 
orchard agriculture; packing and sorting procedures in food processing; horticultural specialties 
(including nursery operations, greenhouse activities and crops grown under cover); and reforestation.  
Excluded from the study are those working with livestock, poultry, and fisheries. 
 
The same Study has also calculated the number of farmworkers that work on a year-round as well as 
seasonal basis, both for the state as a whole and for individual counties.  The Study indicates this figure to 
be 259,665 farmworkers for Fresno County. 
 
Fresno County is certainly sensitive to the issue of farmworker housing and to the issue of affordable 
housing in general.  Recently, the County of Fresno utilized focus groups to identify and discuss issues of 
importance for its new general plan.  Although not one of the major themes developed from these focus 
groups, the issue of farmworker housing was raised.  Several of the focus groups favored increased 
availability of farmworker housing, pointing out that many agricultural workers live in crowded 
conditions in towns distant from the fields in which they work.  Other housing issues, particularly the 
need for affordable housing, were also raised.  The County’s new general plan was adopted on October 3, 
2000. 
 
According to the State of California Employment Development Department (EDD), the number of 
individuals in Fresno County with an occupation in farm production was 46,800 in 2006.  This was 13.4 
percent of County workers in all industries.  Farm production is the production of crops, plants, vines, 
trees (excluding forestry), and livestock.  Farm production does not include farm services such as soil 
preparation, crop services, veterinary services, or farm labor and management services.  Seasonal and 
migrant farmworkers are most closely associated with the farm production classification. 
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The number of employed farmworkers in the County varies from month to month.  According to the 
EDD, the number of farmworkers in 2006 was greatest in September and least in March.  The following 
chart shows the monthly farm production employment for the period January 2006 to December 2006. 
 

*

Source:  State of California Employment Development Department

Fresno County Farm Production* Employment
Year 2006 by Month

Farm production is the production of crops, plants, vines, and trees (excluding forestry), and 
livestock.  Farm production does not include farm services such as soil preparation, crop 
services, veterinary services, or farm labor management services.  Seasonal and migrant 
farmworkers are most closely associated with the farm production classification.
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In addition to seasonal variability, Fresno County farm production employment also varies on a year to 
year basis.  According to the EDD, during the years 1997 through 2006, average annual farm production 
employment ranged from a low of 46,000 in 2004 to a high of 60,300 in 1997.  This is a difference of 
14,300 workers.  The average annual farm production employment for this period was 51,160.  The 
following graph illustrates the annual variability of farm production employment for the years 1997 
through 2006.  The graph clearly illustrates the consistent decline in farm employment from 1997 through 
2002, and the stabilization of farm employment from 2002 to 2006. 
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*

Source:  State of California Employment Development Department

Years 1997-2006

Farm production is the production of crops, plants, vines, and trees (excluding forestry), and 
livestock.  Farm production does not include farm services such as soil preparation, crop 
services, veterinary services, or farm labor management services.  Seasonal and migrant 
farmworkers are most closely associated with the farm production classification.

Fresno County Farm Production* Employment
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Farmworkers are not distributed equally throughout the County.  According to the 2000 U.S. Census, the 
highest concentration of farmworkers was in San Joaquin where 56.0 percent of the labor force was 
identified as being in farming, forestry, and fishing occupations.  Since there is a relatively small forestry 
industry in Fresno County, and an even smaller fishing industry, these workers in Fresno County cities 
are assumed to be farmworkers.  This is clearly the case for those cities with the highest concentration of 
farmworkers, including San Joaquin, Huron, Mendota, Orange Cove, Parlier, and Firebaugh.  All of these 
cities are located on the Valley floor a considerable distance, with the possible exception of Orange Cove, 
from forest resources. 
 
The following table shows the ranking of cities in Fresno County by percent of workers in farming in 
2000: 
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Cities in Fresno 
County

Percent of 
Workers in 
Farming*

San Joaquin 56.0%

Huron 49.2%

Mendota 44.1%

Orange Cove 39.9%

Parlier 28.6%

Firebaugh 25.6%

Kerman 21.7%

Reedley 18.5%

Sanger 13.1%

Coalinga 12.3%

Selma 11.9%

Fowler 6.8%

Kingsburg 5.1%

Fresno 3.5%

Clovis 2.0%

*

Source:  2000 U.S. Census

7

8

9

Ranking of Cities in Fresno County
by Percent of Workers in Farming*

Year 2000

Rank

1

2

3

4

5

Includes workers in the farming, forestry, and 
fisheries classifications.  There are a minimal 
number of Fresno County workers in forestry 
and fisheries.

14

15

10

11

12

13

6

 
 
Overcrowding of housing and overpaying for housing will naturally be more prevalent in those cities that 
have a higher percentage of workers in farming. 
 
HCD administers more than twenty programs that award loans and grants to local public agencies, private 
nonprofit and for-profit housing developers, and service providers every year.  This money supports the 
construction, acquisition, rehabilitation and preservation of affordable rental and ownership housing, child 
care facilities, homeless shelters and transitional housing, public facilities and infrastructure, and the 
development of jobs for low income workers.  The HCD website, www.hcd.ca.gov, includes a Funds 
Available Calendar that lists current Notices of Funding Availability for HCD’s loan and grant programs, 
including due dates for applications, award dates, and other related information.  The HCD website also 
provides information about non-HCD funding sources, including over 200 State, federal and private 
sources of assistance by type and geographical availability.  Many of these programs and funding sources 
can be utilized to provide housing for farmworkers. 

http://www.hcd.ca.gov
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Chapter 2 
 
 
HOUSING NEEDS DETERMINATION 
 
The Fresno County 2007 Regional Housing Needs Allocation Plan determines housing needs in Fresno 
County for the planning period extending from January 1, 2006 to June 30, 2013 and provides a general 
measure of each local jurisdiction’s responsibility for the provision of housing to meet those needs.  This 
Chapter addresses the major components of the Plan, including household projections, basic construction 
need, the projected housing demand for all income levels, and the allocation of housing need to individual 
cities and the County unincorporated area. 
 

1. As discussed in Chapter 1, regional household estimates for the January 1, 2006 beginning 
date and June 30, 2013 ending date of the Plan were calculated by the Fresno COG utilizing 
State Department of Finance population figures, population to housing unit ratios, and 
occupancy rate figures for Fresno County.  Table 2 provides this information. 

 
 
 

Date Population Households

Jan. 1, 2006 899,517 278,195
June 30, 2013 999,366 328,273

Source:  State of California Department of Finance

Population and Household Estimates and Projections
January 1, 2006 - June 30, 2013

Table 2

 
 

2. Table 3 provides the estimated number of regional households in each of the four income 
groups, for both the beginning date and the ending date of the Plan.  The figures are obtained 
by multiplying the total number of households in columns 2 and 4 (from Table 2) by the 
percentage allocations in columns 3 and 5 (from HCD).  The resulting figures are posted to 
the corresponding income group in columns 2 and 4.  Column 6 provides the growth in 
households, by income group, for the 7 ½ year planning period. 
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Income Group Number 1 Percent 2 Number 2 Percent 2 Number Percent

Very Low 66,044 23.74% 77,933 23.74% 11,889 23.74%
Low 45,207 16.25% 53,344 16.25% 8,138 16.25%
Moderate 50,337 18.09% 59,398 18.09% 9,061 18.09%
Above Moderate 116,608 41.92% 137,598 41.92% 20,991 41.92%

Total 278,195 100.0% 328,273 100.0% 50,078 100.0%

Sources:
1 State of California Department of Finance
2 State of California Department of Housing and Community Development

Table 3
Household Projections by Income Group

January 1, 2006 - June 30, 2013

Jan. 1, 2006 June 30, 2013 Jan. 1, 2006-June 30, 2013
Change

  
 

3. Table 4 provides housing unit and household estimates, by jurisdiction, for the January 1, 
2006 beginning date of the Plan.  Households are occupied housing units.  Data in this table 
are from Department of Finance housing unit, household, and vacancy rate information by 
jurisdiction for January 1, 2006. 

 

Housing Percent
City Units Households Vacant

Clovis 32,458 31,301 3.56%
Coalinga 3,988 3,631 8.95%
Firebaugh 1,806 1,620 10.30%
Fowler 1,519 1,478 2.70%
Fresno 160,446 150,815 6.00%
Huron 1,614 1,574 2.48%
Kerman 3,555 3,450 2.95%
Kingsburg 4,023 3,866 3.90%
Mendota 2,039 1,983 2.75%
Orange Cove 2,153 2,064 4.13%
Parlier 2,990 2,767 7.46%
Reedley 6,570 6,338 3.53%
Sanger 6,527 6,285 3.71%
San Joaquin 822 787 4.26%
Selma 6,701 6,449 3.76%

Incorporated Total 237,211 224,408 5.40%
Unincorporated Total 60,197 53,787 10.65%
County Total 297,408 278,195 6.46%

Source:  State of California Department of Finance

Table 4
Household and Housing Unit Estimations by Jurisdiction

January 1, 2006
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4. Table 5 provides the estimated basic construction need for the region, by income group, for 
the 7 ½ year planning period.  The increase in housing units is calculated by first subtracting 
the number of housing units at the beginning date of the Plan from the housing units at the 
ending date of the Plan.  Next, the housing unit replacement need is calculated using the 0.09 
percent annual rate provided by HCD.  These two figures are added together and then 
allocated by income group in accordance with HCD percentage shares.  The results are posted 
to column 3. 

 

Housing Unit Need by Component:

Household Growth 50,078 1

Homeowner Households 28,294 2

Homeowner Household Vacancy Allowance 509 2

Renter Households 21,784 2

Renter Household Vacancy Allowance 1,089 2

Subtotal - Household Growth with Vacancy Allowance 51,676 2

Replacement allowance
HCD assumes a replacement rate for demolition of .9% 466 2

Total Basic Housing Construction Need 52,142

Housing Unit Need by Income Groups:

Very Low 23.74% 2 12,379
Low 16.25% 2 8,473
Moderate 18.09% 2 9,434
Above Moderate 41.92% 2 21,856

Total 100.0% 52,142

Sources:
1 State of California Department of Finance
2 State of California Department of Housing and Community Development

HCD assumes the 2000 Census proportion of renter-occupied 
rate of 43.5% remains the same throughout the projection 
period.

HCD assumes a vacancy rate of 5.0% for renter households. 

HCD assumes the 2000 Census proportion of owner-occupied 
rate of 56.6% remains the same throughout the projection 
period.

HCD assumes a vacancy rate of 1.8% for homeowner 
households. 

Table 5
Basic Construction Need

January 1, 2006 - June 30, 2013

From 278,195 households on Jan. 1, 2006 to 328,273 
households on June 30, 2013.
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PROJECTED HOUSEHOLDS PER JURISDICTION AND INCOME GROUP 
 
Table 15 is a table of primary importance in the Plan.  It provides, by jurisdiction and market area, the 
estimated number of households by income group for the January 1, 2006 beginning date of the Plan and 
the projected number of households by income group for the July 1, 2013 ending date of the Plan.  This 
information is crucial to the later determination of the projected construction need for each jurisdiction 
during the planning period.  Preparation of Table 15 requires numerous steps to be taken, including the 
development of several intervening tables. 
 

1. List the market areas identified in Task 3 of Chapter 1 in column 1 of Table 15.  List for each 
market area, cities, unincorporated, and (market area) total in column 2.  List the four income 
groups (Very Low, Low, Moderate, and Above Moderate) and a total category for each city, 
unincorporated area, and (market area) total within each market area in column 3. 

 
2. Post in column 4 of Table 15 the January 1, 2006 beginning date number of total households 

for each city, the County total incorporated area total, the County total unincorporated area 
total, and the County total.  This information is from Table 4. 

 
3. Calculate the January 1, 2006 beginning year income group percentages for each jurisdiction 

and post to column 5 in Table 15.  The basis for determining the percentage of households in 
each income group for each jurisdiction is the income group estimates prepared by the 
Department of Housing and Community for January 1, 2006 total County households.  The 
methodology first identifies the maximum County income associated with each income 
group.  These maximum incomes are then used to determine the number and percent of each 
jurisdiction’s households whose income is less than or equal to the maximum income for 
each income group.  Because 2006 income information is not available, Fresno COG must 
rely on 2000 U.S. Census income information. 

 
4. Tables 6,8,9 and 10 are derived from 2000 U.S. Census sample data because 2000 U.S. 

Census 100% data does not contain any income data.  The source of the sample data is “2000 
U.S. Census SF3 sample data.”  Household data for the year 2000 in Tables 11 and 13 is from 
2000 U.S. Census 100% data.  

 
a. Table 6 provides the number of households for each market area, by census income 

group, utilizing 2000 U.S. Census income information. 
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Market Area
Less than 

$10,000
$10,000 to 

$14,999
$15,000 to 

$19,999
$20,000 to 

$24,999
$25,000 to 

$29,999
$30,000 to 

$34,999

FCMA 23,698 14,762 14,792 14,789 13,341 13,304
East Valley 3,883 2,867 3,080 2,918 2,828 2,585
Westside North 2,095 1,194 1,493 1,746 1,334 1,270
Westside South 710 512 401 469 483 470
Sierra Nevada 534 346 407 398 360 458

Fresno County 30,920 19,681 20,173 20,320 18,346 18,087

Market Area
$35,000 to 

$39,999
$40,000 to 

$44,999
$45,000 to 

$49,999
$50,000 to 

$59,999
$60,000 to 

$74,999
$75,000 to 

$99,999

FCMA 10,992 10,099 8,771 15,403 17,179 15,741
East Valley 2,364 2,121 1,845 2,899 3,098 2,662
Westside North 909 892 651 962 1,053 965
Westside South 363 376 304 469 437 439
Sierra Nevada 368 300 342 711 667 604

Fresno County 14,996 13,788 11,913 20,444 22,434 20,411

Market Area
$100,000 to 

$124,999
$125,000 to 

$149,999
$150,000 to 

$199,999
$200,000 or 

more Total

FCMA 7,803 3,407 2,884 3,162 190,127
East Valley 1,209 657 362 450 35,828
Westside North 250 150 122 202 15,288
Westside South 163 56 38 53 5,743
Sierra Nevada 473 152 111 87 6,318

Fresno County 9,898 4,422 3,517 3,954 253,304

Table 6
2000 Number of Households Per Market Area

Per Census Income Group
Source: 2000 U.S. Census

 
 

As Table 6 indicates, the U.S. Census divides households into 16 income groups, based 
on increments of household income.  The 2007 RHNA Plan, however, requires the 
division of households into the four income groups discussed earlier:  Very Low (23.74% 
of all households); Low (16.25% of all households); Moderate (18.09% of all 
households); and Above Moderate (41.92% of all households). 
 

b. A formula was developed to convert data from the 16 income groups listed in the 2000 
U.S. Census into the four income groups required by the Plan.  The basic purpose of the 
formula is to determine the household income of the last, or “nth,” household within each 
of the four income groups required by the Plan.  The “nth” household is the cut-off 
household for the income group category.  Any household with an income above the 
“nth” household is allocated to the next income category. 

 
Table 7 presents the formula that provides for the conversion of the 2000 U.S. Census 
income groups into the Plan income groups (and indicates the actual dollar interval 
separating the Plan income groups), for total County households.  An important 
assumption in Table 7 is that households are assumed to be distributed equally over the 
2000 U.S. Census income intervals. 

 
c. Application of the formula developed in Table 7 to information contained in Table 6 for 

each market area provides for the determination of the number and percentage of 
households, by Plan income group, within each market area in 2000.  For example, the 
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number and percentage of very low income households in the FCMA market area is 
determined by adding the total number of FCMA households, from Table 6, within the 
2000 U.S. Census income categories less than $10,000 (23,698 households) and $10,000 
to $14,999 (14,762 households).  To this figure is then added the partial number of 
households within the 2000 U.S. Census income category $15,000 to $19,999, 
determined by applying the formula developed in Table 7 (47.2612% of the total 
households within this income category are very low income households) to the total 
number of FCMA households within this income category (14,792 households).  This 
calculation results in 6,991 of the households within the $15,000 to $19,999 income 
category being very low income households.  The total number of very low income 
households within the FCMA market area is, therefore, 45,451, which corresponds to 
23.91% of all households within the FCMA market area in 2000.  Table 8 provides for 
each market area the number and percentage of households by Plan income group in 
2000. 

 

Study Study Income Range
Income Group in 2000 Dollars

Very Low $0 to $17,363 Less than $10,000 100.0000%
$10,000 to $14,999 100.0000%
$15,000 to $19,999 47.2612%

Low $17,364 to $27,780 $15,000 to $19,999 52.7388%
$20,000 to $24,999 100.0000%
$25,000 to $29,999 55.6089%

Moderate $27,781 to $41,670 $25,000 to $29,999 44.3911%
$30,000 to $34,999 100.0000%
$35,000 to $39,999 100.0000%
$40,000 to $44,999 33.4059%

Above Moderate $41,671 and above $40,000 to $44,999 66.5941%
$45,000 to $49,999 100.0000%
$50,000 to $59,999 100.0000%
$60,000 to $74,999 100.0000%
$75,000 to $99,999 100.0000%
$100,000 to $124,999 100.0000%
$125,000 to $149,999 100.0000%
$150,000 to $199,999 100.0000%
$200,000 or more 100.0000%

Table 7 

Census Income Ranges and Percent 
in Study Income Group Formula

Formula for Conversion of Households from Census Income Ranges
into Study Income Groups
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Market Area # % # % # % # % # %

FCMA 45,451 23.91% 30,009 15.78% 33,592 17.67% 81,075 42.64% 190,127 100.00%
East Valley 8,206 22.90% 6,115 17.07% 6,913 19.29% 14,594 40.73% 35,828 100.00%
Westside North 3,995 26.13% 3,275 21.42% 3,069 20.08% 4,949 32.37% 15,288 100.00%
Westside South 1,412 24.58% 949 16.53% 1,173 20.43% 2,209 38.47% 5,743 100.00%
Sierra Nevada 1,072 16.97% 813 12.87% 1,086 17.19% 3,347 52.97% 6,318 100.00%

Fresno County 60,135 23.74% 41,161 16.25% 45,833 18.09% 106,175 41.92% 253,304 100.00%

Total

Table 8
2000 Households Per Market Area Per Income Group

Very Low Low Moderate Above Moderate

 
 
 

d. The next step is to determine for each city the number and percentage of households by 
Plan income group in 2000.  This is accomplished by applying the formula developed in 
Table 7 (and utilized in Table 8) to 2000 U.S. Census household income group data for 
cities in Fresno County.  Table 9 is the result of applying the formula to the raw data for 
cities and indicates, for 2000, the number and percentage of households by Plan income 
group for all of the cities in Fresno County. 

 

Jurisdiction # % # % # % # % # %

Clovis 4,155 17.20% 3,431 14.21% 4,243 17.56% 12,325 51.03% 24,154 100.00%
Coalinga 767 21.71% 518 14.66% 619 17.53% 1,629 46.10% 3,534 100.00%
Firebaugh 340 24.28% 277 19.77% 317 22.62% 467 33.33% 1,400 100.00%
Fowler 292 24.99% 201 17.16% 224 19.16% 452 38.69% 1,169 100.00%
Fresno 37,239 26.61% 23,115 16.51% 25,020 17.88% 54,595 39.00% 139,969 100.00%
Huron 533 37.77% 257 18.22% 319 22.61% 302 21.41% 1,412 100.00%
Kerman 716 30.14% 339 14.28% 492 20.72% 829 34.87% 2,376 100.00%
Kingsburg 609 19.02% 443 13.83% 612 19.13% 1,537 48.02% 3,200 100.00%
Mendota 590 32.43% 477 26.24% 348 19.13% 404 22.21% 1,819 100.00%
Orange Cove 596 35.42% 435 25.84% 292 17.36% 360 21.39% 1,683 100.00%
Parlier 821 33.31% 557 22.61% 553 22.43% 534 21.65% 2,465 100.00%
Reedley 1,338 23.33% 984 17.16% 1,031 17.98% 2,381 41.53% 5,734 100.00%
Sanger 1,350 25.57% 906 17.16% 1,091 20.66% 1,933 36.61% 5,280 100.00%
San Joaquin 231 32.74% 168 23.80% 148 21.02% 158 22.44% 704 100.00%
Selma 1,218 21.67% 958 17.05% 1,257 22.37% 2,186 38.91% 5,618 100.00%

Unincorporated Area 9,341 17.70% 8,095 15.33% 9,267 17.56% 26,084 49.41% 52,787 100.00%

Fresno County 60,135 23.74% 41,161 16.25% 45,833 18.09% 106,175 41.92% 253,304 100.00%

Total

Table 9
2000 Households Per Jurisdiction Per Income Group

Very Low Low Moderate Above Moderate

 
 

e. The next step is to determine for the unincorporated area of each market area the number 
and percentage of households by Plan income group in 2000.  This is accomplished by 
subtracting the city data in Table 9 from the market area data in Table 8, as shown in 
Table 10.  Table 10 incorporates information from Tables 8 and 9 so that the information 
is available all in one Table. 
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f. The 2007 RHNA Plan assumes the percentage of households in each Plan income group 
is the same for each city and market area unincorporated area on January 1, 2006 as it 
was in 2000.  This assumption is made necessary because 2006 income data, which 
would indicate income group changes between 2000 and 2006, is not available for use in 
this Plan.  The percentages of households in each Plan income group for each city and 
market area unincorporated area are posted to column 5 of Table 15. 

 
g. Table 11 determines each market area’s unincorporated percentage of the total County 

unincorporated households in 2000, in order to calculate the number of unincorporated 
households in each market area for the January 1, 2006 beginning year of the Plan.  Table 
11 assumes that the percentage of unincorporated households within each market area is 
the same in 2006 as it was in 2000.  Staff believes this assumption can be made because, 
just as was the case in the 1990s, there have been virtually no inhabited annexations, 
most importantly within the FCMA, during the six years between 2000 and 2005.  This 
was not the case during the 1970s and 1980s. 
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# % # % # % # % # %
FCMA
Total 45,451 23.91% 30,009 15.78% 33,592 17.67% 81,075 42.64% 190,127 100.00%
Clovis 4,155 17.20% 3,431 14.21% 4,243 17.56% 12,325 51.03% 24,154 100.00%
Fresno 37,239 26.61% 23,115 16.51% 25,020 17.88% 54,595 39.00% 139,969 100.00%
Unincorporated 4,056 15.60% 3,462 13.32% 4,329 16.65% 14,156 54.44% 26,004 100.00%

East Valley
Total 8,206 22.90% 6,115 17.07% 6,913 19.29% 14,594 40.73% 35,828 100.00%
Fowler 292 24.99% 201 17.16% 224 19.16% 452 38.69% 1,169 100.00%
Kingsburg 609 19.02% 443 13.83% 612 19.13% 1,537 48.02% 3,200 100.00%
Orange Cove 596 35.42% 435 25.84% 292 17.36% 360 21.39% 1,683 100.00%
Parlier 821 33.31% 557 22.61% 553 22.43% 534 21.65% 2,465 100.00%
Reedley 1,338 23.33% 984 17.16% 1,031 17.98% 2,381 41.53% 5,734 100.00%
Sanger 1,350 25.57% 906 17.16% 1,091 20.66% 1,933 36.61% 5,280 100.00%
Selma 1,218 21.67% 958 17.05% 1,257 22.37% 2,186 38.91% 5,618 100.00%
Unincorporated 1,983 18.57% 1,631 15.28% 1,853 17.35% 5,212 48.80% 10,679 100.00%

Westside North
Total 3,995 26.13% 3,275 21.42% 3,069 20.08% 4,949 32.37% 15,288 100.00%
Firebaugh 340 24.28% 277 19.77% 317 22.62% 467 33.33% 1,400 100.00%
Kerman 716 30.14% 339 14.28% 492 20.72% 829 34.87% 2,376 100.00%
Mendota 590 32.43% 477 26.24% 348 19.13% 404 22.21% 1,819 100.00%
San Joaquin 231 32.74% 168 23.80% 148 21.02% 158 22.44% 704 100.00%
Unincorporated 2,118 23.57% 2,014 22.41% 1,764 19.63% 3,092 34.40% 8,989 100.00%

Westside South
Total 1,412 24.58% 949 16.53% 1,173 20.43% 2,209 38.47% 5,743 100.00%
Coalinga 767 21.71% 518 14.66% 619 17.53% 1,629 46.10% 3,534 100.00%
Huron 533 37.77% 257 18.22% 319 22.61% 302 21.41% 1,412 100.00%
Unincorporated 111 13.93% 174 21.78% 234 29.41% 278 34.87% 797 100.00%

Sierra Nevada
Total 1,072 16.97% 813 12.87% 1,086 17.19% 3,347 52.97% 6,318 100.00%
Unincorporated 1,072 16.97% 813 12.87% 1,086 17.19% 3,347 52.97% 6,318 100.00%

Incorp. Total 50,794 25.33% 33,066 16.49% 36,566 18.24% 80,091 39.94% 200,517 100.00%
Unincorp. Total 9,341 17.70% 8,095 15.33% 9,267 17.56% 26,084 49.41% 52,787 100.00%
County Total 60,135 23.74% 41,161 16.25% 45,833 18.09% 106,175 41.92% 253,304 100.00%

Table 10

Total

2000 Incorporated and Unincorporated Households
Per Market Area Per Income Group

Very Low Low Moderate Above Moderate

 
 
 

Total households for the unincorporated area of each market area are derived by applying 
the ratio between the number of households within the unincorporated portion of a 
market area (from the 2000 U.S. Census) and the number of households within the entire 
County unincorporated area (also from the 2000 U.S. Census), to the total County 
unincorporated households on January 1, 2006.  Again, because data is not available for 
2006, Fresno COG determined that this was the most appropriate method to allocate 
January 1, 2006 total County unincorporated households among the market area 
unincorporated areas.  Table 11 provides this data for 2000.  The total number of County 
unincorporated households on January 1, 2006 is from Table 4. 
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Unincorporated
Market Area Households Percentage

FCMA 25,311 48.58%
East Valley 10,671 20.48%
Westside North 8,944 17.17%
Westside South 865 1.66%
Sierra Nevada 6,311 12.11%

County Total 52,102 100.00%

Source:  2000 U.S. Census 100% data

Table 11
2000 Distribution of Unincorporated Households

 
 

Area Households

FCMA Total 208,246
Clovis 31,301
Fresno 150,815
Unincorporated Area 26,130

East Valley Total 40,263
Fowler 1,478
Kingsburg 3,866
Orange Cove 2,064
Parlier 2,767
Reedley 6,338
Sanger 6,285
Selma 6,449
Unincorporated Area 11,016

Westside North Total 17,073
Firebaugh 1,620
Kerman 3,450
Mendota 1,983
San Joaquin 787
Unincorporated Area 9,233

Westside South Total 6,098
Coalinga 3,631
Huron 1,574
Unincorporated Area 893

Sierra Nevada Total 6,515
Unincorporated Area 6,515

Incorporated Total 224,408
Unincorporated Total 53,787
County Total 278,195

Source:

The unincorporated area households were distributed 
by market area by assuming the same percentage 
shares of households for 2000 as listed in Table 11.

State of California Department of Finance for the cities 
and total unincorporated area.

Table 12
2006 Incorporated and Unincorporated Households

Per Market Area
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h. Table 12 includes for the January 1, 2006 beginning date of the Plan household estimates 

for each city within each market area (from Table 4), the number of unincorporated 
households within each market area (determined by applying the % figures from Table 11 
to the January 1, 2006 total County unincorporated households), and for each total market 
area.  The total number of households for each market area unincorporated area is posted 
to column 4 of Table 15. 

 
4. The number of households within each Plan income group for January 1, 2006 is determined 

by multiplying the income group percentage figures in column 5 by the total number of 
households for each market area city, market area unincorporated area, and market area total 
households.  The results of these calculations are posted to column 4 of Table 15. 

 
Table 13 utilizes the 2000 information from Table 10 and the January 1, 2006 information 
from Table 12 to determine information for the June 30, 2013 ending date of the Plan, 
utilizing a trend line method.  The assumption was made that each jurisdiction will account 
for the same share of the county’s growth during the 7 ½ year planning period of the Plan as 
it did for the period between 2000 and 2006.  For example, the number of households in 
Clovis increased from 24,347 households in 2000 (from Table 9) to 31,301 households in 
2006 (from Table 4), an increase of 6,954 households or 27.54% of Fresno County’s 2000-
2006 growth of 25,255 households.  Since this Plan projects Fresno County’s households will 
increase by another 50,078 during this Plan’s planning period, Clovis is projected to receive 
27.54% of that growth as well, resulting in 45,090 households for Clovis on June 30, 2013.  
The percentages noted in column 7 of Table 13 titled “Increase 2000-2006” are not growth 
rates of a particular jurisdiction but rather show each jurisdiction’s percentage of the 
County’s total growth during that period. 

 
Information in column 8 of Table 13, projected households for market area cities, market area 
unincorporated areas, and total market areas, is posted to column 6 of Table 15 as the 
projected total household figures for the different Plan market areas in June 30, 2013. 

 
5. In the 1990 Regional Housing Needs Allocation Plan, a manual adjustment was made to the 

FCMA Market Area, specifically to the unincorporated area share of households and to the 
City of Fresno share of households.  This was done to slow the estimated decline in the 
number of unincorporated households predicted by the trend line method.  In 1990 it was 
determined that the extent of inhabited annexation activity between 1980 and 1989 would 
slow considerably during the planning period of the 1990 Plan, between January 1, 1989 and 
June 30, 1996.  Consequently, a strict application of the trend line method for FCMA 
unincorporated households and City of Fresno households was determined not to be 
warranted. 

 
The degree of inhabited annexation activity during the January 1, 2000 to June 30, 2007 
planning period of the 2001 RHNA Plan was projected to be similar to that of the 1990 to 
2000 period.  Therefore, a manual adjustment for FCMA unincorporated and City of Fresno 
households was not warranted in the 2001 RHNA Plan, nor is it warranted in the 2007 RHNA 
Plan for the same reason.  The projected total household figures for each market area, market 
area city and market area unincorporated area from column 8 in Table 13 are posted to 
column 6 (jurisdictional and market area totals) of Table 15. 
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2006 Projection
Market Area City/Unincorporated 2000 2006 % # % 2013

FCMA Clovis 24,347 31,301 11.25% 6,954 27.54% 45,090
Fresno 140,079 150,815 54.21% 10,736 42.51% 172,103
Unincorporated 25,311 26,130 9.39% 819 3.24% 27,754
FCMA Total 189,737 208,246 74.86% 18,509 73.29% 244,947

East Valley Fowler 1,242 1,478 0.53% 236 0.93% 1,946
Kingsburg 3,226 3,866 1.39% 640 2.53% 5,135
Orange Cove 1,694 2,064 0.74% 370 1.47% 2,798
Parlier 2,446 2,767 0.99% 321 1.27% 3,404
Reedley 5,761 6,338 2.28% 577 2.28% 7,482
Sanger 5,220 6,285 2.26% 1,065 4.22% 8,397
Selma 5,596 6,449 2.32% 853 3.38% 8,140
Unincorporated 10,671 11,016 3.96% 345 1.37% 11,700
East Valley Total 35,856 40,263 14.47% 4,407 17.45% 49,002

Westside North Firebaugh 1,418 1,620 0.58% 202 0.80% 2,021
Kerman 2,389 3,450 1.24% 1,061 4.20% 5,554
Mendota 1,825 1,983 0.71% 158 0.63% 2,296
San Joaquin 702 787 0.28% 85 0.34% 956
Unincorporated 8,944 9,233 3.32% 289 1.14% 9,806
Westside North Total 15,278 17,073 6.14% 1,795 7.11% 20,632

Westside South Coalinga 3,515 3,631 1.31% 116 0.46% 3,861
Huron 1,378 1,574 0.57% 196 0.78% 1,963
Unincorporated 865 893 0.32% 28 0.11% 949
Westside South Total 5,758 6,098 2.19% 340 1.35% 6,772

Sierra Nevada Unincorporated 6,311 6,515 2.34% 204 0.81% 6,920
Sierra Nevada Total 6,311 6,515 2.34% 204 0.81% 6,920

Incorp. Total 200,838 224,408 80.67% 23,570 93.33% 271,145
Unincorp. Total 52,102 53,787 19.33% 1,685 6.67% 57,128
County Total 252,940 278,195 100.00% 25,255 100.00% 328,273

Table 13
Household Estimates and Projections, 2000-2013

2000-2006
Increase

  
 

6. The next step is to distribute the June 30, 2013 household projections to market area cities 
and market area unincorporated areas, by income group, after adjustments for low-income 
impaction.  State Housing Element Law (Section 65584 in particular) requires that housing 
allocations must seek to reduce the concentration of lower income households in cities or 
counties that are impacted by disproportionately high proportions of lower income 
households.  Fresno COG staff has determined in the draft 2007 RHNA Plan that there is no 
issue of lower income household impaction for the Sierra Nevada market area.  Therefore, the 
income group percentages were determined to be the same at the end of the 7 ½ planning 
cycle as they were at the beginning of the cycle.  The rationale for this position is described 
below. 

 
The Sierra Nevada market area is unique among County market areas in that it is entirely 
unincorporated area.  Consequently, there is no opportunity to shift lower income housing 
from one jurisdiction to another.  Furthermore, the growth in total households for this market 
area during the planning period is projected to be only 405 households.  Therefore, the Sierra 
Nevada market area is determined to be a stable market area, just as it was in the earlier 2001 
and 1990 RHNA Plans. 
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a. A “same share plan” was applied to the other four market areas.  The “same share plan” 

is intended to reduce the concentration of lower income households in jurisdictions 
within the four market areas that are impacted by disproportionately high proportions of 
lower income households.  Table 14 provides information as to how this was 
accomplished. 

 
b. For each market area on January 1, 2006, the difference between the market area total 

percentage of households and the jurisdiction’s percentage of households, for each 
income group, was calculated.  The resulting percentage figure was divided by 5.87 (the 
44 years assumed necessary to achieve the fair share allocation divided by the 7 and ½ 
year period of the Plan), resulting in a percentage figure that was then added to the 
percentage figure for each income group for each jurisdiction on January 1, 2006.  
Column 7 of Table 14 lists the percentage figures that are the result of these calculations.  
These percentage figures are then multiplied by the total number of households projected 
on June 30, 2013 for each jurisdiction within each market area, as noted in column 6 of 
Table 14.  Information in columns 6 and 7 of Table 14 is then posted to columns 6 and 7 
of Table 15.  This methodology was also utilized in the earlier 2001 and 1990 RHNA 
Plans, except that the period to achieve the fair share allocation has been changed to 
coincide with the Blueprint Planning time horizon. 

 

Difference
Between FCMA

Percentage
and Local 

Income Jurisdiction
FCMA Group # % Percentage* # %

Clovis Very Low 5,385 17.20% -6.61% 8,265 18.33%
Low 4,447 14.21% -1.56% 6,525 14.47%
Moderate 5,498 17.56% -0.11% 7,928 17.58%
Above Moderate 15,972 51.03% 8.28% 22,372 49.62%
Total 31,301 100.00% 45,090 100.00%

Fresno Very Low 40,125 26.61% 2.79% 44,969 26.13%
Low 24,906 16.51% 0.75% 28,202 16.39%
Moderate 26,959 17.88% 0.20% 30,705 17.84%
Above Moderate 58,825 39.00% -3.74% 68,227 39.64%
Total 150,815 100.00% 172,103 100.00%

Unincorporated Area Very Low 4,076 15.60% -8.21% 4,713 17.00%
Low 3,479 13.32% -2.45% 3,807 13.73%
Moderate 4,350 16.65% -1.03% 4,665 16.82%
Above Moderate 14,224 54.44% 11.69% 14,568 52.44%
Total 26,130 100.00% 27,754 100.00%

FCMA Very Low 49,586 23.81% 57,946 23.66%
Total Low 32,832 15.77% 38,535 15.73%

Moderate 36,807 17.67% 43,299 17.68%
Above Moderate 89,021 42.75% 105,167 42.93%
Total 208,246 100.00% 244,947 100.00%

Table 14
Calculation of Household Income Group Allocations

For the FCMA, East Valley, Westside North and South Market Areas

June 30, 2013
Fair Share Target

January 1, 2006
Households

* Positive numbers in this column indicate that the jurisdiction has a percentage higher than the market area, while negative 
numbers indicate that the jurisdiction has a percentage lower than the market area.   A jurisdiction with 0% would have the 
same percentage as the market area.  
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Table 14 (continued) 
 

Difference
Between East

Valley Percentage
and Local 

East Income Jurisdiction
Valley Group # % Percentage* # %

Fowler Very Low 369 24.99% 1.92% 480 24.66%
Low 254 17.16% 0.04% 334 17.16%
Moderate 283 19.16% -0.20% 373 19.19%
Above Moderate 572 38.69% -1.76% 759 38.99%
Total 1,478 100.00% 1,946 100.00%

Kingsburg Very Low 735 19.02% -4.05% 1,012 19.71%
Low 535 13.83% -3.29% 739 14.40%
Moderate 739 19.13% -0.23% 984 19.16%
Above Moderate 1,857 48.02% 7.57% 2,400 46.73%
Total 3,866 100.00% 5,135 100.00%

Orange Cove Very Low 731 35.42% 12.35% 932 33.31%
Low 533 25.84% 8.71% 681 24.36%
Moderate 358 17.36% -2.00% 495 17.70%
Above Moderate 441 21.39% -19.06% 689 24.64%
Total 2,064 100.00% 2,798 100.00%

Parlier Very Low 922 33.31% 10.24% 1,074 31.56%
Low 626 22.61% 5.49% 738 21.68%
Moderate 621 22.43% 3.08% 746 21.91%
Above Moderate 599 21.65% -18.81% 846 24.85%
Total 2,767 100.00% 3,404 100.00%

Reedley Very Low 1,479 23.33% 0.27% 1,742 23.28%
Low 1,088 17.16% 0.03% 1,284 17.16%
Moderate 1,139 17.98% -1.38% 1,363 18.21%
Above Moderate 2,632 41.53% 1.08% 3,094 41.35%
Total 6,338 100.00% 7,482 100.00%

Sanger Very Low 1,607 25.57% 2.50% 2,111 25.14%
Low 1,078 17.16% 0.03% 1,440 17.15%
Moderate 1,299 20.66% 1.30% 1,716 20.44%
Above Moderate 2,301 36.61% -3.84% 3,129 37.27%
Total 6,285 100.00% 8,397 100.00%

Selma Very Low 1,398 21.67% -1.39% 1,783 21.91%
Low 1,100 17.05% -0.08% 1,389 17.06%
Moderate 1,443 22.37% 3.01% 1,779 21.86%
Above Moderate 2,509 38.91% -1.55% 3,188 39.17%
Total 6,449 100.00% 8,140 100.00%

Unincorporated Area Very Low 2,045 18.57% -4.49% 2,262 19.33%
Low 1,683 15.28% -1.85% 1,824 15.59%
Moderate 1,912 17.35% -2.00% 2,070 17.70%
Above Moderate 5,376 48.80% 8.35% 5,543 47.38%
Total 11,016 100.00% 11,700 100.00%

East Valley Very Low 9,286 23.06% 11,397 23.26%
Total Low 6,896 17.13% 8,430 17.20%

Moderate 7,794 19.36% 9,527 19.44%
Above Moderate 16,287 40.45% 19,648 40.10%
Total 40,263 100.00% 49,002 100.00%

January 1, 2006 June 30, 2013
Households Fair Share Target

* Positive numbers in this column indicate that the jurisdiction has a percentage higher than the market area, while negative 
numbers indicate that the jurisdiction has a percentage lower than the market area.   A jurisdiction with 0% would have the 
same percentage as the market area.
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Table 14 (continued) 

 
Difference

Between Westside
North Percentage

and Local 
Westside Income Jurisdiction
North Group # % Percentage* # %

Firebaugh Very Low 393 24.28% -2.14% 498 24.64%
Low 320 19.77% -1.25% 404 19.99%
Moderate 366 22.62% 2.48% 449 22.20%
Above Moderate 540 33.33% 0.90% 670 33.17%
Total 1,620 100.00% 2,021 100.00%

Kerman Very Low 1,040 30.14% 3.72% 1,638 29.50%
Low 493 14.28% -6.75% 857 15.43%
Moderate 715 20.72% 0.58% 1,145 20.62%
Above Moderate 1,203 34.87% 2.45% 1,914 34.46%
Total 3,450 100.00% 5,554 100.00%

Mendota Very Low 643 32.43% 6.01% 721 31.40%
Low 520 26.24% 5.21% 582 25.35%
Moderate 379 19.13% -1.01% 443 19.30%
Above Moderate 440 22.21% -10.22% 550 23.95%
Total 1,983 100.00% 2,296 100.00%

San Joaquin Very Low 258 32.74% 6.33% 303 31.66%
Low 187 23.80% 2.77% 223 23.33%
Moderate 165 21.02% 0.88% 200 20.87%
Above Moderate 177 22.44% -9.98% 231 24.14%
Total 787 100.00% 956 100.00%

Unincorporated Area Very Low 2,176 23.57% -2.85% 2,359 24.05%
Low 2,069 22.41% 1.38% 2,174 22.17%
Moderate 1,812 19.63% -0.51% 1,933 19.71%
Above Moderate 3,176 34.40% 1.97% 3,340 34.06%
Total 9,233 100.00% 9,806 100.00%

Westside North Very Low 4,510 26.41% 5,519 26.75%
Total Low 3,590 21.02% 4,240 20.55%

Moderate 3,438 20.14% 4,170 20.21%
Above Moderate 5,536 32.42% 6,705 32.50%
Total 17,073 100.00% 20,633 100.00%

January 1, 2006 June 30, 2013

* Positive numbers in this column indicate that the jurisdiction has a percentage higher than the market area, while negative 
numbers indicate that the jurisdiction has a percentage lower than the market area.   A jurisdiction with 0% would have the 
same percentage as the market area.

Households Fair Share Target
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Table 14 (continued) 
Difference

Between Westside
South Percentage

and Local 
Westside Income Jurisdiction
South Group # % Percentage* # %

Coalinga Very Low 788 21.71% -3.01% 858 22.22%
Low 532 14.66% -1.96% 579 15.00%
Moderate 636 17.53% -3.05% 697 18.05%
Above Moderate 1,674 46.10% 8.02% 1,727 44.73%
Total 3,631 100.00% 3,861 100.00%

Huron Very Low 594 37.77% 13.05% 698 35.54%
Low 287 18.22% 1.59% 352 17.95%
Moderate 356 22.61% 2.03% 437 22.26%
Above Moderate 337 21.41% -16.67% 476 24.25%
Total 1,574 100.00% 1,963 100.00%

Unincorporated Area Very Low 124 13.93% -10.79% 149 15.77%
Low 195 21.78% 5.16% 199 20.90%
Moderate 263 29.41% 8.83% 269 27.91%
Above Moderate 311 34.87% -3.21% 332 35.42%
Total 893 100.00% 949 100.00%

Westside South Very Low 1,507 24.72% 1,704 25.16%
Total Low 1,014 16.62% 1,131 16.69%

Moderate 1,255 20.58% 1,403 20.71%
Above Moderate 2,322 38.08% 2,535 37.43%
Total 6,098 100.00% 6,773 100.00%

* Positive numbers in this column indicate that the jurisdiction has a percentage higher than the market area, while negative 
numbers indicate that the jurisdiction has a percentage lower than the market area.   A jurisdiction with 0% would have the 
same percentage as the market area.

Households Fair Share Target
January 1, 2006 June 30, 2013

 
 
 

 
7. The final step is to calculate and post in columns 8 and 9 of Table 15 the change in the 

number of households and the change in the percentage of households from January 1, 2006 
to June 30, 2013, by income group for each jurisdiction. 
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Market Income
Area Jurisdiction Group # % # % # %

FCMA Clovis Very Low 5,385 17.20% 8,265 18.33% 2,880 20.89%
Low 4,447 14.21% 6,525 14.47% 2,079 15.08%
Moderate 5,498 17.56% 7,928 17.58% 2,430 17.63%
Above Moderate 15,972 51.03% 22,372 49.62% 6,400 46.41%
Total 31,301 100.00% 45,090 100.00% 13,789 100.00%

Fresno Very Low 40,125 26.61% 44,969 26.13% 4,844 22.75%
Low 24,906 16.51% 28,202 16.39% 3,296 15.48%
Moderate 26,959 17.88% 30,705 17.84% 3,746 17.60%
Above Moderate 58,825 39.00% 68,227 39.64% 9,401 44.16%
Total 150,815 100.00% 172,103 100.00% 21,288 100.00%

Unincorporated Area Very Low 4,076 15.60% 4,713 17.00% 637 39.21%
Low 3,479 13.32% 3,807 13.73% 328 20.21%
Moderate 4,350 16.65% 4,665 16.82% 315 19.39%
Above Moderate 14,224 54.44% 14,568 52.44% 344 21.19%
Total 26,130 100.00% 27,754 100.00% 1,624 100.00%

FCMA Very Low 49,586 23.81% 57,946 23.66% 8,361 22.78%
Total Low 32,832 15.77% 38,535 15.73% 5,703 15.54%

Moderate 36,807 17.67% 43,299 17.68% 6,492 17.69%
Above Moderate 89,021 42.75% 105,167 42.93% 16,145 43.99%
Total 208,246 100.00% 244,947 100.00% 36,701 100.00%

Household Growth

Table 15
Estimated Households on January 1, 2006 by Income Group

and Projected Households on June 30, 2013 With Income Group Allocations

2006 - 2013June 30, 2013
Households

January 1, 2006
Households
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Table 15 (continued) 
 

Market Income
Area Jurisdiction Group # % # % # %

East Fowler Very Low 369 24.99% 480 24.66% 111 23.62%
Valley Low 254 17.16% 334 17.16% 80 17.14%

Moderate 283 19.16% 373 19.19% 90 19.30%
Above Moderate 572 38.69% 759 38.99% 187 39.94%
Total 1,478 100.00% 1,946 100.00% 468 100.00%

Kingsburg Very Low 735 19.02% 1,012 19.71% 277 21.81%
Low 535 13.83% 739 14.40% 204 16.11%
Moderate 739 19.13% 984 19.16% 245 19.29%
Above Moderate 1,857 48.02% 2,400 46.73% 543 42.80%
Total 3,866 100.00% 5,135 100.00% 1,269 100.00%

Orange Cove Very Low 731 35.42% 932 33.31% 201 27.39%
Low 533 25.84% 681 24.36% 148 20.18%
Moderate 358 17.36% 495 17.70% 137 18.66%
Above Moderate 441 21.39% 689 24.64% 248 33.78%
Total 2,064 100.00% 2,798 100.00% 734 100.00%

Parlier Very Low 922 33.31% 1,074 31.56% 153 23.98%
Low 626 22.61% 738 21.68% 112 17.62%
Moderate 621 22.43% 746 21.91% 125 19.63%
Above Moderate 599 21.65% 846 24.85% 247 38.78%
Total 2,767 100.00% 3,404 100.00% 637 100.00%

Reedley Very Low 1,479 23.33% 1,742 23.28% 263 23.03%
Low 1,088 17.16% 1,284 17.16% 196 17.12%
Moderate 1,139 17.98% 1,363 18.21% 223 19.52%
Above Moderate 2,632 41.53% 3,094 41.35% 461 40.33%
Total 6,338 100.00% 7,482 100.00% 1,144 100.00%

Sanger Very Low 1,607 25.57% 2,111 25.14% 504 23.87%
Low 1,078 17.16% 1,440 17.15% 362 17.14%
Moderate 1,299 20.66% 1,716 20.44% 418 19.78%
Above Moderate 2,301 36.61% 3,129 37.27% 828 39.21%
Total 6,285 100.00% 8,397 100.00% 2,112 100.00%

Selma Very Low 1,398 21.67% 1,783 21.91% 386 22.81%
Low 1,100 17.05% 1,389 17.06% 289 17.11%
Moderate 1,443 22.37% 1,779 21.86% 336 19.90%
Above Moderate 2,509 38.91% 3,188 39.17% 679 40.17%
Total 6,449 100.00% 8,140 100.00% 1,691 100.00%

Unincorporated Area Very Low 2,045 18.57% 2,262 19.33% 217 31.67%
Low 1,683 15.28% 1,824 15.59% 141 20.67%
Moderate 1,912 17.35% 2,070 17.70% 159 23.20%
Above Moderate 5,376 48.80% 5,543 47.38% 167 24.46%
Total 11,016 100.00% 11,700 100.00% 684 100.00%

East Valley Very Low 9,286 23.06% 11,397 23.26% 2,111 24.16%
Total Low 6,896 17.13% 8,430 17.20% 1,534 17.55%

Moderate 7,794 19.36% 9,527 19.44% 1,733 19.83%
Above Moderate 16,287 40.45% 19,648 40.10% 3,361 38.46%
Total 40,263 100.00% 49,002 100.00% 8,739 100.00%

January 1, 2006
Households Households

June 30, 2013 2006 - 2013
Household Growth
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 Table 15 (continued) 
 

Market Income
Area Jurisdiction Group # % # % # %

Westside Firebaugh Very Low 393 24.28% 498 24.64% 105 26.11%
North Low 320 19.77% 404 19.99% 84 20.85%

Moderate 366 22.62% 449 22.20% 82 20.49%
Above Moderate 540 33.33% 670 33.17% 131 32.55%
Total 1,620 100.00% 2,021 100.00% 401 100.00%

Kerman Very Low 1,040 30.14% 1,638 29.50% 599 28.46%
Low 493 14.28% 857 15.43% 364 17.31%
Moderate 715 20.72% 1,145 20.62% 430 20.46%
Above Moderate 1,203 34.87% 1,914 34.46% 711 33.77%
Total 3,450 100.00% 5,554 100.00% 2,104 100.00%

Mendota Very Low 643 32.43% 721 31.40% 78 24.91%
Low 520 26.24% 582 25.35% 62 19.72%
Moderate 379 19.13% 443 19.30% 64 20.39%
Above Moderate 440 22.21% 550 23.95% 109 34.98%
Total 1,983 100.00% 2,296 100.00% 313 100.00%

San Joaquin Very Low 258 32.74% 303 31.66% 45 26.64%
Low 187 23.80% 223 23.33% 36 21.12%
Moderate 165 21.02% 200 20.87% 34 20.17%
Above Moderate 177 22.44% 231 24.14% 54 32.07%
Total 787 100.00% 956 100.00% 169 100.00%

Unincorporated Area Very Low 2,176 23.57% 2,359 24.05% 183 31.87%
Low 2,069 22.41% 2,174 22.17% 105 18.37%
Moderate 1,812 19.63% 1,933 19.71% 121 21.12%
Above Moderate 3,176 34.40% 3,340 34.06% 164 28.64%
Total 9,233 100.00% 9,806 100.00% 573 100.00%

Westside North Very Low 4,510 26.41% 5,519 26.75% 1,009 28.35%
Total Low 3,590 21.02% 4,240 20.55% 651 18.27%

Moderate 3,438 20.14% 4,170 20.21% 731 20.55%
Above Moderate 5,536 32.42% 6,705 32.50% 1,169 32.83%
Total 17,073 100.00% 20,633 100.00% 3,560 100.00%

Market Income
Area Jurisdiction Group # % # % # %

Westside Coalinga Very Low 788 21.71% 858 22.22% 70 30.31%
South Low 532 14.66% 579 15.00% 47 20.27%

Moderate 636 17.53% 697 18.05% 60 26.26%
Above Moderate 1,674 46.10% 1,727 44.73% 53 23.16%
Total 3,631 100.00% 3,861 100.00% 230 100.00%

Huron Very Low 594 37.77% 698 35.54% 103 26.54%
Low 287 18.22% 352 17.95% 66 16.85%
Moderate 356 22.61% 437 22.26% 81 20.86%
Above Moderate 337 21.41% 476 24.25% 139 35.75%
Total 1,574 100.00% 1,963 100.00% 389 100.00%

Unincorporated Area Very Low 124 13.93% 149 15.77% 24 43.30%
Low 195 21.78% 199 20.90% 5 8.67%
Moderate 263 29.41% 269 27.91% 6 11.04%
Above Moderate 311 34.87% 332 35.42% 21 37.00%
Total 893 100.00% 949 100.00% 56 100.00%

Westside South Very Low 1,507 24.72% 1,704 25.16% 197 29.22%
Total Low 1,014 16.62% 1,131 16.69% 117 17.33%

Moderate 1,255 20.58% 1,403 20.71% 148 21.89%
Above Moderate 2,322 38.08% 2,535 37.43% 213 31.56%
Total 6,098 100.00% 6,773 100.00% 675 100.00%

Household Growth

2006 - 2013
Household GrowthHouseholds Households

January 1, 2006 June 30, 2013
Households Households

January 1, 2006 June 30, 2013

2006 - 2013
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Table 15 (continued) 
 

Market Income
Area Jurisdiction Group # % # % # %

Sierra Unincorporated Area Very Low 1,106 16.97% 1,175 16.97% 69 16.97%
Nevada Low 838 12.87% 890 12.87% 52 12.87%

Moderate 1,120 17.19% 1,190 17.19% 70 17.19%
Above Moderate 3,451 52.97% 3,666 52.97% 215 52.97%
Total 6,515 100.00% 6,920 100.00% 405 100.00%

Sierra Nevada Very Low 1,106 16.97% 1,175 16.97% 69 16.97%
Total Low 838 12.87% 890 12.87% 52 12.87%

Moderate 1,120 17.19% 1,190 17.19% 70 17.19%
Above Moderate 3,451 52.97% 3,666 52.97% 215 52.97%
Total 6,515 100.00% 6,920 100.00% 405 100.00%

Market Income
Area Jurisdiction Group # % # % # %

County Total Incorporated Area Very Low 56,466 25.16% 67,084 24.74% 10,618 22.72%
Low 36,906 16.45% 44,330 16.35% 7,424 15.89%
Moderate 40,957 18.25% 49,460 18.24% 8,503 18.19%
Above Moderate 90,079 40.14% 110,271 40.67% 20,192 43.20%
Total 224,408 100.00% 271,146 100.00% 46,738 100.00%

Unincorporated Area Very Low 9,528 17.71% 10,657 18.65% 1,129 33.78%
Low 8,264 15.36% 8,896 15.57% 632 18.91%
Moderate 9,457 17.58% 10,127 17.73% 670 20.06%
Above Moderate 26,539 49.34% 27,450 48.05% 911 27.25%
Total 53,787 100.00% 57,129 100.00% 3,342 100.00%

County Total Very Low 65,994 23.72% 77,741 23.68% 11,747 23.46%
Low 45,170 16.24% 53,226 16.21% 8,056 16.09%
Moderate 50,414 18.12% 59,588 18.15% 9,174 18.32%
Above Moderate 116,618 41.92% 137,721 41.95% 21,103 42.14%
Total 278,195 100.00% 328,275 100.00% 50,080 100.00%

Households Households Household Growth

January 1, 2006 June 30, 2013 2006 - 2013
Households

January 1, 2006 June 30, 2013 2006 - 2013

Households Household Growth

 
 
BASIC CONSTRUCTION NEED 
 
Basic construction need is the number of new housing units that must be constructed to provide housing 
for the anticipated population.  The calculation of the basic construction need for each local jurisdiction 
and market area considers existing housing units, projected number of households, vacancy factors, and 
an allowance for normal market removal of housing units.  The methodology does not include an estimate 
of the need to replace dilapidated units that are beyond repair but that are not expected to be removed 
during the planning period as part of normal market activity.  This task is beyond the scope of the 2007 
RHNA Plan and is to be estimated by jurisdictions in preparing their housing elements. 
 
Key factors and procedures for calculating the basic construction need are summarized as follows: 
 

1. Provide one housing unit for each anticipated household. 
2. Provide a sufficient number of housing units to accommodate vacant for sale units, vacant for 

rent units, and other vacant units. 
3. The sum of items 1 and 2 constitutes the total number of housing units required to 

accommodate the projected population by the June 30, 2013 ending date of the Plan. 
4. Reduce the total number of units required by the number of units existing on January 1, 2006, 

to obtain the number of units needed to accommodate population growth. 
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5. Provide a sufficient number of units to replace expected removals from the housing market. 
6. The sum of items 4 and 5 constitutes the basic construction need, or total number of new 

housing units required to house the projected population between January 1, 2006 and June 
30, 2013 

 
As noted above, three separate vacancy factors are utilized to provide for units vacant for sale, units 
vacant for rent, and other vacant units.  An owner vacancy rate of 1.8% of the owner occupied housing 
units, and a renter vacancy rate of 5.0% of the renter occupied housing units are applied, as suggested by 
the State Department of Housing & Community Development.  The other vacant rate is the actual rate for 
each jurisdiction, from the 2000 U.S. Census. 
 
Table 16 includes for each market area, each city, and each market area unincorporated area the various 
vacancy rates and also data on the percent of households that are owner-occupied and renter-occupied, all 
from the 2000 U.S. Census.  Information from Table 16 is used in Table 17 to determine the Basic 
Construction Need for each jurisdiction in the County. 
 

 

Percent of Percent of
Households Households

that are that are For Sale For Rent Other Total
 Owner-Occupied Renter-Occupied Vacancy Rate Vacancy Rate Vacancy Rate Vacancy Rate

FCMA Total 55.33% 44.67% 1.29% 3.16% 0.94% 5.40%
Clovis 60.67% 39.33% 0.89% 1.78% 0.89% 3.56%
Fresno 50.67% 49.33% 1.39% 3.73% 0.90% 6.03%
Unincorporated Area 75.82% 24.18% 1.19% 1.16% 1.23% 3.58%

East Valley Total 61.72% 38.28% 0.72% 2.12% 1.81% 4.66%
Fowler 59.07% 40.93% 0.00% 1.25% 1.25% 2.51%
Kingsburg 67.27% 32.73% 1.44% 1.89% 0.57% 3.90%
Orange Cove 45.43% 54.57% 0.00% 3.40% 0.00% 3.40%
Parlier 61.31% 38.69% 0.44% 1.64% 1.42% 3.50%
Reedley 57.30% 42.70% 1.01% 2.03% 1.09% 4.13%
Sanger 62.00% 38.00% 0.74% 1.93% 1.32% 3.99%
Selma 62.00% 38.00% 0.74% 1.93% 1.32% 3.99%
Unincorporated Area 66.37% 33.63% 0.68% 2.76% 4.26% 7.71%

Westside North Total 51.84% 48.16% 1.42% 2.14% 3.20% 6.76%
Firebaugh 58.58% 41.42% 2.95% 6.42% 2.72% 12.08%
Kerman 58.13% 41.87% 2.28% 1.30% 0.00% 3.57%
Mendota 44.25% 55.75% 0.00% 2.24% 1.86% 4.10%
San Joaquin 50.85% 49.15% 1.24% 2.02% 1.77% 5.03%
Unincorporated Area 50.74% 49.26% 1.22% 1.66% 4.46% 7.34%

Westside South Total 47.76% 52.24% 2.75% 3.47% 1.49% 7.71%
Coalinga 58.26% 41.74% 3.43% 4.16% 1.87% 9.46%
Huron 33.91% 66.09% 0.00% 2.19% 0.50% 2.69%
Unincorporated Area 27.68% 72.32% 5.20% 1.46% 1.43% 8.09%

Sierra Nevada Total 80.27% 19.73% 3.45% 1.60% 31.71% 36.76%
Unincorporated Area 80.27% 19.73% 3.45% 1.60% 31.71% 36.76%

Incorporated Total 53.08% 46.92% 1.29% 3.27% 0.95% 5.51%
Unincorporated Total 69.15% 30.85% 1.62% 1.45% 7.60% 10.68%
County Total 56.48% 43.52% 1.32% 2.91% 2.35% 6.58%

Table 16
2000 Occupancy and Vacancy Rates

Source:  2000 U.S. Census
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A normal market removal rate of 0.9% of the year-round housing units is utilized, again as provided by 
HCD.  This removal rate is the number of units to be torn down, boarded up, destroyed by fire or changed 
to other uses. 
 
The basic construction need for each jurisdiction is calculated as follows: 
 

1. Determine the number of housing units needed at the end of the planning period, June 30, 
2013, with an allowance for vacant units. 

 
a. Multiply the estimated June 30, 2013 number of households for each jurisdiction (from 

Table 15) by the percentage of total households within that jurisdiction that were owner-
occupied (from Table 16).  Divide by the “actual” occupancy rate of owner-occupied 
housing, or 98.2%, utilized for all jurisdictions pursuant to HCD.  (As noted above, 1.8% 
of the owner occupied units are estimated to be vacant for sale.) 

b. Add to the number in a. the estimated June 30, 2013 number of households for each 
jurisdiction (from Table 15) multiplied by the percentage of total households within that 
jurisdiction that were renter-occupied (from Table 16).  Divide by the occupancy rate of 
renter-occupied housing, or 95.0%, also utilized for all jurisdictions pursuant to HCD.  
(Again, as noted above, 5% of the renter occupied units are estimated to be vacant for 
rent.) 

c. Divide b. by the “other” vacancy rate for each jurisdiction (from Table 16).  Post the 
results to column 4 of Table 17. 

 
2. Determine for each jurisdiction the number of housing units needed to accommodate 

population growth from the beginning of the planning period on January 1, 2006 to the end of 
the planning period on June 13, 2013. 

 
a. Subtract from the number of housing units needed on June 30, 2013 (determined in Step 

1 above), the existing number of housing units on January 1, 2006 (from Table 4).  Post 
the results to column 5 of Table 17. 

 
3. Determine for each jurisdiction the normal market removal of housing units.  These are 

housing units that will be torn down, boarded up, destroyed by fire, changed to commercial 
use, etc. 

 
a. In accordance with methodology provided by HCD, multiply the January 1, 2006 number 

of housing units by the replacement allowance rate provided by HCD of 0.9%.  Post the 
results to column 6 of Table 17.   
 

4. Determine by jurisdiction and market area the total basic construction need during the 
planning period extending from January 1, 2006 to June 30, 2013. 

 
a. Add the number of units needed to accommodate growth (determined in Step Two) to the 

number of housing units projected to be removed (determined in Step Three).  Post the 
results to column 7 of Table 17. 
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Normal
Market Total Units

Market Area City/Unincorporated 2006 Units 2013 Units Growth Removals Needed

FCMA Clovis 32,458 47,517 15,059 136 15,195
Fresno 160,446 180,940 20,494 184 20,678
Unincorporated 28,138 29,281 1,143 10 1,153
FCMA Total 221,042 257,738 36,696 330 37,027

East Valley Fowler 1,519 2,064 545 5 550
Kingsburg 4,023 5,422 1,399 13 1,411
Orange Cove 2,153 2,925 772 7 779
Parlier 2,990 3,564 574 5 580
Reedley 6,570 7,907 1,337 12 1,349
Sanger 6,527 8,856 2,329 21 2,350
Selma 6,701 8,592 1,891 17 1,909
Unincorporated 11,561 12,350 789 7 796
East Valley Total 42,044 51,682 9,638 87 9,724

Westside North Firebaugh 1,806 2,182 376 3 379
Kerman 3,555 5,953 2,398 22 2,420
Mendota 2,039 2,395 356 3 359
San Joaquin 822 1,020 198 2 200
Unincorporated 9,811 10,436 625 6 631
Westside North Total 18,033 21,986 3,953 36 3,988

Westside South Coalinga 3,988 4,102 114 1 115
Huron 1,614 2,086 472 4 476
Unincorporated 864 1,002 138 1 139
Westside South Total 6,466 7,190 724 7 730

Sierra Nevada Unincorporated 9,823 10,489 666 6 672
Sierra Nevada Total 9,823 10,489 666 6 672

Total County Incorp. Total 237,211 285,526 48,315 435 48,750
Unincorp. Total 60,197 63,558 3,361 30 3,391
County Total 297,408 349,084 51,676 465 52,141

Table 17
Basic Construction Needs

January 1, 2006 to June 30, 2013

 
 
 

The final step is to allocate the Basic Construction Need figure for each jurisdiction to the four income 
groups.  This is accomplished by multiplying each jurisdiction’s Basic Construction Need figure by the 
percentage growth of households during the planning period in each income group in each jurisdiction.  
The results are provided in Table 18. 
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Above
Market Area City/Unincorporated Very Low Low Moderate Moderate Total

FCMA Clovis 3,174 2,291 2,678 7,052 15,195
Fresno 4,705 3,202 3,639 9,132 20,678
Unincorporated 452 233 224 244 1,153
FCMA Total 8,331 5,725 6,541 16,429 37,027

East Valley Fowler 130 94 106 220 550
Kingsburg 308 227 272 604 1,411
Orange Cove 213 157 145 263 779
Parlier 139 102 114 225 580
Reedley 311 231 263 544 1,349
Sanger 561 403 465 921 2,350
Selma 435 327 380 767 1,909
Unincorporated 252 165 185 195 796
East Valley Total 2,349 1,706 1,930 3,739 9,724

Westside North Firebaugh 99 79 78 123 379
Kerman 689 419 495 817 2,420
Mendota 89 71 73 126 359
San Joaquin 53 42 40 64 200
Unincorporated 201 116 133 181 631
Westside North Total 1,131 727 819 1,311 3,988

Westside South Coalinga 35 23 30 27 115
Huron 126 80 99 170 476
Unincorporated 60 12 15 52 139
Westside South Total 221 116 145 248 730

Sierra Nevada Unincorporated 114 86 116 356 672
Sierra Nevada Total 114 86 116 356 672

Total County Incorp. Total 11,068 7,748 8,878 21,056 48,750
Unincorp. Total 1,080 612 672 1,027 3,391
County Total 12,147 8,360 9,551 22,083 52,141

January 1, 2006 to June 30, 2013

Table 18
Estimated Housing Construction Need by Jurisdiction and Income Group

 
 

 
 
MANUAL ADJUSTMENTS  
 
Government Code Section 65584.05 provides that within 60 days following receipt of the draft allocation, 
a local government may request from the Fresno COG a revision of its share of the regional housing need 
in accordance with the factors described in paragraphs (1) to (9), inclusive, of subdivision (d) of Section 
65584.04.  The request for a revised share shall be based upon comparable data available for all affected 
jurisdictions and accepted planning methodology, and supported by adequate documentation. 
 
The City of Kingsburg and the County of Fresno submitted timely letters requesting reduced allocations 
for their jurisdictions from those determined in the draft RHNA Plan.  However, since the total county 
allocation must be maintained, any reduction in one jurisdiction will require an increased allocation in one 
or more other jurisdictions.  Consequently, COG staff conducted meetings on August 17 and August 24, 
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2007, with jurisdictions within the Fresno Clovis Metropolitan Area (FCMA) and the East Valley market 
areas to consider the requested revisions and determine if jurisdictions were willing to modify their 
allocations. 
 
As a result of these meetings and subsequent discussions and correspondence, RHNA Plan allocations for 
Kingsburg and the County of Fresno were reduced.  This was accomplished because the cities of Clovis, 
Fresno, Parlier and Selma agreed to somewhat higher allocations, necessary  in order to maintain the total 
county allocation.  The specific revisions are as follows: 
 
Within the FCMA Market Area: 

• Clovis accepted 203 units from the County (40 very low, 32 low, 36 moderate, and 95 above 
moderate) 

• Fresno accepted 293 units from the County (115 very low, 59 low, 57 moderate, and 62 above 
moderate) 

Within the East Valley Market Area: 
• Selma accepted 200 units from Kingsburg (100 moderate and 100 above moderate) 
• Selma accepted 60 units from the County (10 low, 25 moderate, and 25 above moderate) 
• Parlier accepted 60 units from the County (30 moderate and 30 above moderate) 

 
These jurisdictions accepted these additional units in the spirit of regional cooperation, without which a 
very difficult state mandate would have been made even more so. Table 19 of the 2007 Fresno County 
RHNA Plan includes all of these revisions and provides the final allocations by income group for all 
Fresno County jurisdictions. 
 
The State Department of Housing and Community Development was consulted regarding language in the 
following four paragraphs.  It clarifies that when necessary a city can include an adequate program action 
in its housing element to utilize land area within its Sphere of Influence to meet the requirement to 
provide adequate sites to accommodate all of its RHNA Plan allocation by income category.  This 
clarification provides the basis for making mutually agreed transfers of housing need allocation from the 
County to a city to avoid a cumbersome administrative process in determining the transfer of housing 
need from the County to a particular city due to annexation. 
 
The 2007 RHNA Plan provides the total housing need allocation by income category for each city in the 
County, for the unincorporated County, and for the total County.  Each city and the County must identify 
in its housing element an inventory of adequate sites to accommodate its housing need allocation by 
income category.  The sum total of housing need by income category for each of the cities and the 
unincorporated County cannot be less than the total County housing construction need by income 
category identified in the RHNA Plan. 
 
A city and the County cannot both claim the same land area in their respective housing elements in order 
to provide an inventory of adequate sites to accommodate their respective allocation.  Some cities in 
Fresno County may be able to accommodate their respective allocations within their existing 
jurisdictional boundaries.  Other cities, however, may need to annex land area within their sphere of 
influence in order to provide an inventory of adequate sites to accommodate their respective allocations.  
In fact, both the City of Clovis and the City of Fresno, in letters agreeing to accept a portion of the 
County’s FCMA allocation, note that they will use all or part of the area within their respective spheres of 
influence to comply with their final allocations.  This is likely the case with many other jurisdictions 
within Fresno County as well.    
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In the case of a city proposing to annex land to accommodate any unmet portion of its RHNA allocation, 
the housing element must include an annexation program to address the remaining allocation.   The 
program must specify actions the city will take early enough within the planning period to indicate 
annexation can be completed to enable adequate development to occur to meet the remaining RHNA 
allocation before the end of the planning period.  For the land area to be annexed, the program must 
address appropriate zoning, development standards, and infrastructure capacity to determine, by income 
category, total residential development capacity.  A city can not include in its housing element land 
proposed to be annexed that is included in the County’s housing element or take credit for sites in which 
the County issued building permits unless the County, in writing, grants approval and commits to 
appropriately amending its housing element within six months from the date a revised determination of 
housing need has been finalized.  A transfer or revised determination of housing need allocation during 
the planning period can only occur pursuant to Government Code Section 65584.07.  
 
If a city through its annexation program is unable to provide adequate sites during the planning period to 
accommodate sufficient development, it must specify a program that commits the City, early enough in 
the planning period, to revise its land use controls and/or land inventory to provide adequate sites within 
its jurisdictional boundary to accommodate all the remaining housing need allocation for each income 
category.  
 
 
 



 
Regional Housing Needs Allocation Plan 45 Council of Fresno County Governments 

Above
Market Area City/Unincorporated Very Low Low Moderate Moderate Total

FCMA Clovis 3,214 2,323 2,714 7,147 15,398
Fresno 4,820 3,260 3,696 9,195 20,971
Unincorporated 297 142 131 88 658
FCMA Total 8,331 5,725 6,541 16,430 37,027

East Valley Fowler 130 94 106 220 550
Kingsburg 308 227 172 504 1,211
Orange Cove 213 157 145 263 778
Parlier 139 102 144 255 640
Reedley 311 231 263 544 1,349
Sanger 561 403 465 921 2,350
Selma 435 337 505 892 2,169
Unincorporated 252 155 130 140 677
East Valley Total 2,349 1,706 1,930 3,739 9,724

Westside North Firebaugh 99 79 78 123 379
Kerman 689 419 495 817 2,420
Mendota 89 71 73 126 359
San Joaquin 53 42 40 64 199
Unincorporated 201 116 133 181 631
Westside North Total 1,131 727 819 1,311 3,988

Westside South Coalinga 35 23 30 27 115
Huron 126 80 99 170 475
Unincorporated 60 12 15 52 139
Westside South Total 221 115 144 249 729

Sierra Nevada Unincorporated 114 86 116 356 672
Sierra Nevada Total 114 86 116 356 672

Total County Incorp. Total 11,222 7,848 9,026 21,269 49,366
Unincorp. Total 925 511 525 869 2,777
County Total 12,147 8,359 9,550 22,085 52,142

January 1, 2006 to June 30, 2013

Table 19

by Jurisdiction and Income Group
Final Estimated Housing Construction Need
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STATE HCD REVIEW OF FINAL 2007 RHNA 
 
The Fresno COG approved the 2007 Fresno County Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) Plan on 
November 29, 2007.  Government Code Section 65584.01 states that within 60 days of adoption by the 
council of governments, the State Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) shall 
determine whether or not the final allocation plan is consistent with the existing and projected housing 
need for the region. 
 
HCD reviewed the 2007 Fresno County RHNA and noted that the housing need figure determined for 
Fresno County of 52,142 units had been fully allocated to the jurisdictions within the County.  HCD 
further noted, however, that the total County allocations by income group were not consistent with the 
figures provided by HCD, as they must be pursuant to statute.  Consequently, staff made technical 
revisions to the income group calculations for each jurisdiction, which additionally affected very slightly 
the total allocation for each jurisdiction (from 5 additional units to 14 fewer units). 
 
The Fresno COG Board approved Revised Table 19 incorporating these technical revisions at its meeting 
on January 24, 2008.  Revised Table 19 supersedes the RHNA figures displayed in both original Tables 
18 and 19. 
 

Above
Market Area City/Unincorporated Very Low Low Moderate Moderate Total

FCMA Clovis 3,275 2,354 2,681 7,073 15,384
Fresno 4,912 3,304 3,651 9,100 20,968
Unincorporated 303 144 129 87 664
FCMA Total 8,490 5,803 6,462 16,260 37,015

East Valley Fowler 132 96 105 218 551
Kingsburg 314 230 170 499 1,213
Orange Cove 218 159 144 260 781
Parlier 142 104 142 252 639
Reedley 317 234 260 539 1,350
Sanger 572 408 459 912 2,351
Selma 444 341 499 883 2,166
Unincorporated 257 157 128 138 680
East Valley Total 2,394 1,729 1,907 3,700 9,730

Westside North Firebaugh 101 80 77 122 380
Kerman 702 425 489 809 2,424
Mendota 91 72 72 124 359
San Joaquin 54 43 40 63 200
Unincorporated 205 117 132 179 633
Westside North Total 1,153 737 809 1,297 3,996

Westside South Coalinga 35 24 30 26 115
Huron 129 81 98 168 477
Unincorporated 61 12 15 51 140
Westside South Total 226 116 142 247 731

Sierra Nevada Unincorporated 116 88 114 352 670
Sierra Nevada Total 116 88 114 352 670

Total County Incorp. Total 11,436 7,955 8,917 21,048 49,357
Unincorp. Total 943 518 518 808 2,786
County Total 12,379 8,473 9,434 21,856 52,142

January 1, 2006 to June 30, 2013

Revised Table 19

by Jurisdiction and Income Group
Final Estimated Housing Construction Need
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Chapter 1 
 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
Each city and county within the State of California is required to prepare and adopt a general plan that 
functions as a blueprint for the physical development of its jurisdiction.  The general plan is a policy tool 
containing a structured set of goals and policies used by local policy makers to direct growth. 
 
The housing element has been a required element of the general plan since 1969.  Its purpose is to address 
the manner in which local jurisdictions attain State housing goals, the most important of which is that “the 
availability of housing is of vital statewide importance, and the early attainment of decent housing and a 
suitable living environment for every California family is a priority of the highest order.”  Housing 
elements must identify existing and projected housing needs of all income levels, resources available to 
meet those needs, existing constraints, and quantifiable objectives for the construction, conservation and 
rehabilitation of housing units.  A housing program to implement local objectives must also be identified. 
 
State Housing Element Law (Article 10.6 of the Government Code), Section 65584 in particular, requires 
that existing and projected housing needs of a jurisdiction are to include the jurisdiction’s share of the 
regional housing need.  Councils of governments are mandated to prepare regional housing needs 
allocation plans that determine housing allocations specific to jurisdictions, including consideration of the 
housing needs of all income levels.  Furthermore, consideration of housing needs of all income levels and 
subsequent housing allocations must seek to reduce the concentration of lower income households in 
cities or counties that are impacted by disproportionately high proportions of lower income households. 
 
Numerous criteria must be taken into consideration when determining a jurisdiction’s share of the 
regional housing need.  These criteria include the market demand for housing, employment opportunities, 
availability of suitable development sites, public facilities, commuting patterns, type and tenure of 
housing need, and the housing needs of farm workers. 
 
Fresno COG staff developed a written survey of all local jurisdictions to assist it with this task.  The 
survey questions were taken directly from statute.  None of the information received in response to the 
survey was used as a basis for reducing the total housing need established for Fresno County.  
Information from the survey will be particularly helpful during the negotiation period, should it be 
necessary, to determine the final distribution of regional housing need among various agencies.  A copy 
of the survey is included in the Appendix. 
 
The State Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) has several roles in the regional 
housing needs allocation process.  Section 65584 requires HCD to allocate shares of statewide housing 
need, by income category, to councils of government, including the Council of Fresno County 
Governments (Fresno COG), and advises councils of government in the preparation of the regional 
housing needs allocation plan.  Councils of government are required to then determine the distribution of 
the housing need within the region. 
 
While housing elements must reflect the shared responsibility among local governments for 
accommodating regional housing needs and the housing needs of all economic levels, the actual 
distribution of housing needs to local jurisdictions represents a planning objective.  The State recognizes 
that the total housing needs identified may exceed available resources and a community’s ability to satisfy 
these needs and that, in carrying out this responsibility, each local government also has the responsibility 
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to consider economic, environmental, and fiscal factors and community goals set forth in its general plan.  
It is important to make progress during the planning period to achieve the housing need, not necessarily 
that the total housing need be achieved.  It is also important to recognize that addressing regional housing 
needs requires local jurisdictions to cooperate with other local jurisdictions in the region. 
 
Census data from 2000, State Department of Finance (DOF) data, HCD data, and Fresno COG 
calculations are the basis for all housing projections prepared for Fresno County’s 2007 Regional 
Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) Plan.  The planning period for the Plan extends from January 1, 2006 
to June 30, 2013. 
 
STUDY APPROACH 
 
A team of local planning and housing experts, formed to assist staff with this project, met on October 4, 
2006, and recommended to the Fresno COG Policy Advisory Committee and Policy Board that the 
methodology utilized to develop the previous Fresno County 2001 RHNA Plan and even earlier Fresno 
County 1990 RHNA Plan also be used to develop the Fresno County 2007 RHNA Plan.  The 
recommendation was based on the following methodology attributes: 
 

1. The methodology was successfully used in the development of the 1990 and 2001 RHNA 
Plans and was acceptable to local jurisdictions in Fresno County and HCD.  In addition, the 
methodology allows for the ability to make manual adjustments to a jurisdiction’s allocation 
of the regional housing construction need.  Recent changes to statute require that local 
jurisdictions be surveyed to gather information regarding local government infrastructure, 
housing market, and other local conditions that could influence the distribution of the 
regional housing need.  Information from the survey will be particularly helpful during 
negotiations, if necessary, regarding potential manual adjustments.  Negotiations were 
required and were concluded successfully for both the 1990 and 2001 RHNA Plans. 

 
2. The methodology is acceptable to HCD for use in Fresno County’s 2007 RHNA Plan. 
 
3. The methodology is relatively straightforward to understand and implement, an important 

factor to achieve support for the Plan. 
 
4. The methodology reflects a city-centered and balanced development pattern that is 

substantially consistent with local agency general plans, including Fresno County’s General 
Plan, adopted on October 3, 2000. 

 
Subsequent to a 60-day public comment period, the Fresno COG Policy Board held a duly noticed public 
hearing on February 22, 2007.  At the conclusion of the public hearing, the Policy Board approved 
Resolution No. 2007-07 adopting the methodology for use in the development of the Fresno County 2007 
Regional Housing Needs Allocation Plan.  A copy of the Resolution is included in the appendix. 
 
The Fresno County 2007 RHNA Plan responds to State statute and guidelines by identifying the 
following: 
 

1. The existing and projected housing needs of the Fresno County region. 
 
2. The housing needs of persons of all income levels within the area significantly affected by a 

jurisdiction’s general plan. 
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3. The distribution of housing needs to reduce the concentration of lower income households in 
cities which already have disproportionately high proportions of lower income households. 

 
4. A January 1, 2006 to June 30, 2013 planning time frame (7 ½ years) consistent with the 

statutory schedule. 
 
The Plan includes the following two major components: 
 

1. Existing Housing Needs - Information in the Plan for the base year January 1, 2006 includes: 
 

a. Total households by household income and jurisdictional area 
b. Vacancies 

 
2. Projected Housing Needs: - Two categories of projected housing need, by jurisdictional area, 

are included in the Plan: 
 

a. Projected households by household income groups for June 30, 2013 
b. Projected housing construction need for the 7 ½ year period extending from January 1, 

2006 to June 30, 2013, derived by the Fresno COG from the household projections with 
allowances for vacant units and normal market removals 

 
The general process used to develop the Plan is outlined below. The completion of tasks one to seven 
resulted in the development of the draft Fresno County 2007 Regional Housing Needs Allocation Plan.  
Tasks eight and nine summarize the review process prior to final Plan approval. 
 
Task One – Assemble Materials and Data 
 
Approach 
 
One of the earliest considerations in the development of the Fresno County 2007 Regional Housing Needs 
Allocation Plan is the determination of the housing construction need figure for all of Fresno County for 
the planning period extending from January 1, 2006 to June 30, 2013.  The State Department of Housing 
and Community Development (HCD), in consultation with individual COGs, is required to determine the 
projected need for housing in each region.  This regional housing construction need figure is established 
for planning purposes and statutes recognize that future housing production may not equal the regional 
housing construction need.  The methodology used by HCD to determine the housing construction need 
for Fresno County includes projected population and household formation rates (or headship rates), 
vacancy rates and housing replacement needs.  During the consultation phase between Fresno COG and 
HCD, the housing construction need figure for Fresno County was reduced from HCD’s original proposal 
of 56,762 units to 52,142 units, a reduction of 4,620 units or 8.14%.  This reduction occurred because 
HCD agreed with COG staff analysis that the trend of declining headship rates (i.e. household formation 
rates) between 1990 and 2000 ought to be continued and applied to projected 2013 population.  This 
resulted in lower household growth (and therefore a lower housing construction need) than projected by 
HCD, which kept headship rates the same in 2013 as in 2000 (i.e. no decline).  This figure assumes a .09 
percent annual replacement rate for Fresno County, as identified by HCD.  The 52,142 unit figure used in 
this 2007 RHNA Plan compares to a 34,773 unit figure used in the 2001 RHNA Plan.  On December 14, 
2006, the Fresno COG Policy Board approved the use of this figure in the development of the 2007 
RHNA Plan. 
 
HCD also provided estimates of the percentage of households in each of four income groups; Very Low 
Income, Other Low Income, Moderate Income, and Above Moderate Income.  Income group data are 
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used in the Plan to determine local jurisdiction shares in the provision of housing for low-income 
households.  The income category allocation is calculated by multiplying total housing construction need 
by the proportion of households in each income category based on Fresno County Census 2000 median 
income and income definitions.  Income group percentages used in the 2001 RHNA Plan were 25% very 
low, 17% low, 21% moderate and 37% above-moderate.  Percentages used in the 2007 RHNA Plan are, 
respectively, 23.8%, 16.2%, 18.1%, and 41.9%.  A letter, including attachments, from HCD dated 
September 8, 2006, establishing Fresno County’s Regional Housing Needs Determination and an 
explanation for that determination, including a breakdown of the Regional Housing Needs Determination 
by income category, is included in the appendix. 
 
Accomplishments 
 
Assembled the following information: 
 

1. 2000 U.S. Census data 
 

a. Household income distribution data 
b. Complete vacant unit data (for sale, for rent, and other vacant, including seasonal and 

migratory unit data) 
 

2. State Department of Finance yearly estimates of population and households 
 
3. Data for Fresno County identifying housing unit construction and total housing stock 

 
Task Two – Review the Regional Profile 
 
Approach 
 
Fresno COG staff reviewed the demographic, geographic, economic and social characteristics of the cities 
and county. 
 
Accomplishments 
 

1. Analyzed regional changes in the last six years. 
 

2. Reviewed previous growth assumptions relative to new analysis. 
 
Task Three – Reevaluate Housing Market Areas 
 
Approach 
 
Housing market areas are used throughout the Plan in the gathering, analysis, and presentation of data.  
For this reason, the boundaries of the market areas are drawn along census tract boundaries.  The Fresno 
County 2001 Regional Housing Needs Allocation Plan divided the Fresno County region into five 
housing market areas (a reduction from the seven housing market areas used in the earlier 1984 and 1990 
RHNA Plans) as follows:  Fresno-Clovis Metropolitan Area (FCMA), East Valley, Westside North , 
Westside South, and Sierra Nevada.  These areas were considered to be subregionally significant areas 
within the County. 
 
It is not mandatory that the 2007 RHNA Plan retain the exact same market areas that were used in the 
earlier plans.  In defining market areas, there are two concepts that must be kept in mind.  First, market 
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areas should not divide developed areas.  Second, market areas should define subregions in which there is 
an interaction between employment opportunities and housing opportunities. 
 
The 2001 RHNA Plan determined that since the development of the 1990 Plan there had been changes in 
the region that warranted a reevaluation of the market areas.  Commuting trips had become generally 
longer and economic relationships had been formed among Westside cities and Southeast cities, in 
particular the formation since 1990 of the Five-Cities Economic Development Authority (Parlier, Selma, 
Fowler, Sanger, and Reedley) and the I-5 Business Development Corridor (Firebaugh, Mendota, San 
Joaquin, and Kerman).  This reevaluation resulted in a decrease in the number of housing market areas 
from seven to five. 

 
The team of local planning and housing experts formed to assist Fresno COG staff with this project 
reviewed the market areas used in the 2001 RHNA Plan and recommended their use in the 2007 RHNA 
Plan.  The team could not identify any significant trends since the 2001 Plan that would result in a change 
in the number of or reconfiguration of housing market areas.  Indeed, the economic relationships among 
cities that had formed during the 1990s were still intact and commutes remained long.  On February 22, 
2007, the COG Board approved Resolution No. 2007-07 affirming the validity of the five market areas 
utilized in the development of the 2001 RHNA Plan for use in the 2007 RHNA Plan. 
 
Regional Market Areas 
 

1. Fresno-Clovis Metropolitan Area (FCMA):   The FCMA market area is comprised of the 
cities of Fresno and Clovis; the unincorporated communities of Easton and Friant; several 
unincorporated neighborhoods including Fig Garden, Malaga, and Sunnyside; and, remaining 
unincorporated area.  The geographic boundary of the FCMA generally extends from the San 
Joaquin River on the north, Grantland Avenue on the west, McCall Avenue on the east and 
South Avenue on the south.  As the largest metropolitan area in the San Joaquin Valley, the 
FCMA is a significant center of employment and residential opportunities. 

 
2. Westside North:   The Westside North market area is comprised of the cities of Kerman, 

Firebaugh, Mendota, and San Joaquin; the unincorporated communities of Tranquility, Biola, 
Caruthers, Lanare, Laton and Riverdale; and, remaining unincorporated area.  The area 
extends from the eastern slope of the Coast Range to the western boundary of the FCMA and, 
south of the FCMA, to a point just east of and parallel to SR-41.  The Valley portion is 
largely agricultural while the Coast Range portion is used for cattle grazing, mining, 
recreation, and wildlife habitat. 

 
3. Westside South:   The Westside South market area is comprised of the cities of Coalinga and 

Huron and unincorporated area.  The area extends from the eastern slope of the Coast Range 
to the Fresno and Kings Counties boundary.  The primary economic activities of this market 
area are similar to those in the Westside North market area. 

 
4. East Valley:   The East Valley market area is comprised of the cities of Orange Cove, Parlier, 

Reedley, Sanger, Fowler, Kingsburg and Selma; the unincorporated community of Del Rey; 
and, remaining unincorporated area.  The area extends southeastwardly from the FCMA 
between a point just east of and parallel to SR-41 and the Friant-Kern Canal.  The economic 
base of this market area is agriculture, although commercial and industrial activities have 
become increasingly important. 

 
5. Sierra Nevada:   The Sierra Nevada market area is comprised of the unincorporated 

communities of Auberry, Big Creek and Shaver Lake and the remaining unincorporated area.  
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There are no cities in this market area.  The area extends easterly of the Friant-Kern Canal 
and comprises the western slope of the Sierra Nevada Mountain Range.  The unincorporated 
communities function as service centers for the various recreational sites in the area and the 
farming, cattle grazing, and lumbering activities that occur. 

 
Accomplishments 
 

1. Analyzed demographic and economic changes of market areas. 
 

2. Reassessed market area boundaries. 
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                Task 4 – Determine Low-Income Impacted Jurisdictions 
 
Approach 
 
Utilizing the 2000 U.S. Census and State Department of Finance population estimates, projections, and 
other data, the Fresno COG calculated the number and percentage of households in each of the four 
income groups.  The sum of the calculations for each of the local jurisdictions is controlled by the 
regional total.  The Plan groups the households of each jurisdiction into the four household income groups 
defined by Section 6932 of the California Administrative Code.  The following is a brief description of 
each of these income groups. 
 
Very Low Income  Income not exceeding 50 percent of the median family    
    income of the County 
Other Low Income  Income between 50 percent and 80 percent of the median   
    family income of the County 
Moderate Income  Income between 80 percent and 120 percent of the median   
    family income of the County 
Above Moderate Income Income above 120 percent of the median family income of   
    the County 
 
The following method was utilized to arrive at the percentage of households in each income group in each 
local jurisdiction: 
 

1. The maximum county income associated with each income group was determined. 
 
2. Maximum incomes were used to determine the number and percent of each jurisdiction’s 

households whose income is less than or equal to the maximum income of each income 
group. 

 
3. Each city’s households and each market area’s unincorporated area households were 

aggregated into the four income groups. 
 
Accomplishments 
 

1. Utilized 2000 U.S. Census income data to reflect new income group estimates provided 
by the Department of Housing and Community Development. 

 
2. Calculated the number and percentage of households by income group for each 

jurisdiction. 
 
3. Reviewed each jurisdiction’s share of households by income group to identify 

jurisdictions with high percentages of low-income households. 
 
Task 5 – Allocate Household Growth 
 
Approach 
 
U. S. Census data for 2000, State Department of Finance population projections, and State Department of 
Housing and Community Development housing factors are the basis for all housing estimates and 
projections prepared for the 2007 RHNA Plan.  January 1, 2006 is the beginning date of the Plan for all 
housing projections.  June 30, 2013 is the ending date of the Plan.  Household estimates are prepared for 
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both of these dates by applying 2000 housing characteristics to the household estimates using a trend line 
method.  This approach involves determining the percentage of past regional household growth which is 
accounted for by each jurisdiction and applying these percentages to the projected household growth for 
the region. 
 
Prior to 1990 there had occurred an historic decline in the population of the unincorporated area of Fresno 
County, with regard to both the overall ratio of the unincorporated to incorporated population and a real 
decline in actual numbers.  For example, the 1990 RHNA Plan indicated the number of unincorporated 
households within the FCMA market area actually declined by 11,733 households between 1980 and 
1989, or from 27.42 percent of total FCMA market area households in 1980 to 14.75 percent in 1989.  
And while the percentage change during the same period for the other market areas was generally positive 
(the Westside South market area being the exception), it was less that ½ of 1 percent. 
 
Two factors in particular contributed to this declining unincorporated population:  County policy relative 
to urban development in unincorporated areas and aggressive city annexation activities, particularly 
annexation of inhabited areas by the City of Fresno, between 1980 and 1989. 
 
The County first adopted a goal in 1976 that urban development within a city’s sphere of influence is to 
be directed to that city.  In March of 1983, the cities of Fresno and Clovis, and the County of Fresno 
adopted a joint resolution reaffirming this goal.  The goal has since been reaffirmed, most recently in the 
County’s current General Plan “to ensure that all development in city fringe areas is well planned and 
adequately served by necessary public facilities and infrastructure and furthers countywide economic 
development goals.” 
 
In the 1990 RHNA Plan, the growth trend for market areas and communities from 1980 to 1989 was 
applied to the planning cycle from 1989 to 1996, except for the FCMA market area.  In order to slow the 
overall estimate of the continued decline of unincorporated County households as predicted by the trend 
line method, a manual adjustment to the FCMA unincorporated area was included in the estimates.  This 
manual adjustment was based on a determination that “institutional barriers” were expected to reduce 
significantly the rate of inhabited annexation activity during the 1989-1996 planning period.  This 
determination turned out to be correct as the number of unincorporated households within the FCMA 
market area in 1996, as projected in the 1990 RHNA Plan with the manual adjustment, was similar to the 
actual number. 
 
The 2001 RHNA Plan, unlike the 1990 RHNA Plan, did not initially provide for a manual adjustment to 
the FCMA unincorporated households.  The reason for this was that the extent of inhabited annexation 
activity between January 1, 2000 and June 30, 2007 was expected to remain pretty much as it was 
between 1990 and 2000, which is to say virtually nonexistent.  Nevertheless, within the FCMA market 
area and within the County as a whole, the percentage of unincorporated households compared to total 
market area and total County households, was projected to continue to decline, although only slightly, 
during the 7 ½ year planning period, while the actual number of unincorporated households was projected 
to increase somewhat. 
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April 1, January 1, June 30,
2000 2006 2013

Clovis 68,516 89,924 111,276
Coalinga 15,798 17,147 18,492
Firebaugh 5,743 6,710 7,674
Fowler 4,046 4,855 5,662
Fresno 427,652 471,481 515,196
Huron 6,310 7,344 8,375
Kerman 8,548 12,633 16,707
Kingsburg 9,231 11,246 13,256
Mendota 7,890 8,777 9,662
Orange Cove 7,722 9,639 11,551
Parlier 11,145 12,895 14,640
Reedley 20,756 23,341 25,919
Sanger 18,931 23,322 27,702
San Joaquin 3,270 3,746 4,221
Selma 19,444 22,931 26,409
Unincorp. 164,405 173,526 182,623

Total County 799,407 899,517 999,366

Sources:
1.
2.

3.

2006 estimates for each jurisdiction were prepared by the State of 
California Department of Finance.
2013 projection for the County was prepared by the State of California 
Department of Finance, and assume the same jurisdictional shares of 
population growth for 2006-2013 as occurred for 2000-06.

2000 estimates are from the 2000 U.S. Census

Table 1
Population Estimates and Projections by Jurisdiction

2000-2013

 
 
Accomplishments 
 

1. Evaluated factors that might disrupt the validity of the trend line method for determining 
growth estimates. 

 
2. Determined the total number of households expected to be generated by each jurisdiction. 

 
3. Developed statistical tables related to this task. 

 
Task 6 – Allocate Households by Income Group 
 
Approach 
 
Section 65584 of the Government Code states that the distribution of regional housing needs shall seek to 
reduce the concentration of lower-income households in cities that are impacted by disproportionately 
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high proportions of lower-income households.  This, therefore, is an important objective of the 2007 
RHNA Plan. 
 
Accomplishments 
 

1. Distributed the Countywide housing need to each income group in each jurisdiction in each 
market area. 

 
2. Reviewed distribution to insure that no jurisdiction with a relatively high proportion of low-

income housing has its ratio of low-income housing increased further. 
 
3. Reviewed jurisdictional and market area allocations to insure that the sum of the allocations 

for each income group is equal to the regional total for each income group. 
 
Task 7 – Calculate New Housing Construction Need by Jurisdiction 
 
Approach 
 
New housing construction needed to provide for the anticipated growth in households must be calculated 
for each local jurisdiction and market area for the planning period extending from January 1, 2006 to July 
1, 2013.  Factors utilized in the calculations include existing housing units, projected number of 
households, vacancy factors, and housing removals. 
 
Accomplishments 
 

1. Reviewed, modified, and utilized State recommended formula. 
 
2. Calculated new construction need for each jurisdiction and market area. 
 
3. Updated tables related to construction need. 

 
Task 8 – Initiate Local Revision Process 
 
Approach 
 
The receipt by each local government in Fresno County of the distribution of the draft allocation of 
regional housing needs (Draft 2007 Fresno County Regional Housing Needs Allocation Plan) began the 
60-day period whereby a local government may request from the Fresno COG a revision of its share of 
the regional housing need.  A request for a revised share shall be made in accordance with the factors 
described in paragraphs (1) to (9), inclusive, of subdivision (d) of Section 65584.04.  Further, the request 
shall be based upon comparable data available for all affected jurisdictions and accepted planning 
methodology, and supported by adequate documentation.  The draft allocation was also submitted to 
HCD for its review of the consistency between the existing and projected housing need identified in the 
Plan and the statewide housing need. 
 
Accomplishments 

 
1. Distribution of the draft allocation of regional housing needs (Draft 2007 RHNA Plan) to 

local governments for the purpose of initiating the 60-day revision period. 
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Task 9 – Approve the Final 2007 Fresno County Regional Housing Needs Allocation Plan 
 
Approach 
 
Within 60 days after a city(ies) or the county requested from the Fresno COG a revision of its share of the 
regional housing need, the Fresno COG shall accept the proposed revision, modify its earlier 
determination, or indicate, based upon the information and methodology described in Section 65584.04, 
why the proposed revision is inconsistent with the regional housing need. 
 
Accomplishments 
 

1. Public Hearing. 
 
2. Approval of the 2007 Fresno County Regional Housing Needs Allocation Plan. 
 

FARMWORKER HOUSING NEEDS 
 
Characteristics of Farmworkers 
 
Government Code Section 65584 requires the regional housing needs allocation plan to consider the 
housing needs of farmworkers.  However, any discussion of farmworkers and farmworkers housing must 
appropriately begin with an understanding of who farmworkers are and the characteristics they share in 
common.  Unfortunately, there is a serious deficiency of data about the farmworker population including 
that this population is generally undercounted by the U.S. Census.  For example, a number of 
farmworkers live in unofficial dwellings, which are often missed by the Census Bureau.  A recent health 
study in the City of Parlier in Fresno County indicated about 28 percent of farmworkers were not counted 
by the U.S. Census because they lived in unofficial dwellings. 
 
Other characteristics of migrant and seasonal farmworkers also make it difficult to collect data.  They 
often do not have a fixed address and work intermittently in various agricultural and non-agricultural 
occupations during a single year, with only casual employer-employee links.  Many live in rural, often 
remote areas.  Many have limited English-speaking abilities, relatively low educational levels and are 
unfamiliar with and even distrustful of government agencies and agents, including those who work for the 
Census Bureau.  Inaccurate data makes it difficult to determine the seriousness of housing and other needs 
and the types of services required by this population. 
 
While current information on farmworkers is limited, data from the census, including the March 1997 
Current Population Survey, reveals the following.  Farmworkers numbered 342,102 in California as of 
March, 1997, are overwhelmingly Latinos (78 percent), and are mostly males (72 percent).  
Approximately 55 percent of the state’s agricultural workers were employed in the San Joaquin Valley, 
which includes Fresno County, in 1996.  Farmworkers have the lowest family income of any occupation 
surveyed by the Census Bureau and the highest poverty rate of any surveyed occupation.  Farmworkers 
have the lowest educational attainment and are second from the lowest, after the private housekeeper 
occupation, in home ownership.  Farmworkers have one of the lowest rates of health insurance coverage 
and are overwhelmingly non-citizens (including legal residents, workers with a permit, or 
undocumented). 
 
These highlights are more likely to reflect the characteristics of agricultural workers who spend most of 
the year in the United States.  However, as we know, every year around April waves of seasonal 
agricultural workers come to California.  The March Current Population Survey does not wholly capture 
this population due to the time of year it is conducted.  The Average Annual Wage and Salary 
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Employment in California Agriculture was 408,000 in the year 2000, but the total number of individuals 
employed for wages on California farms is about twice this level, i.e. 800,000 to 900,000, based on late 
1980s studies of counts of the SSNs reported by farm employers to the Economic Development 
Department. 
 
California is the nation’s largest agricultural state, producing more than 250 different crops valued at 
nearly $30 billion.  Fresno County is the number one county in the State and Nation in terms of value of 
agricultural production.  California and Fresno farmers have been changing their crops to respond to 
consumer demand, producing more fresh vegetables, fruits and nuts.  These high value-added crops 
require more labor.  Also, there has been an ongoing change from many smaller farms to fewer bigger 
farms with the ability to provide extended periods of work for farmworkers.  These trends along with 
others are interacting to mean that more farmworkers than ever are working in California and many are 
working for longer periods of time in one area, some as residents of that area. 
 
Farmworker Housing 
 
Two main factors lie behind the worsening housing shortage for farmworkers:  there are more farm 
workers and many farmers have ceased to provide housing.  A shrinking supply with an increasing 
demand has led to higher prices in rural areas, resulting in housing costs that are high relative to 
farmworker income.  This has led to significant overpaying for housing and overcrowding of housing.  
The farm work force is changing to include more solo male and unauthorized migrants.  Most aim to 
maximize their savings and are unable or unwilling to pay prevailing rents for temporary housing.  Since 
most farmers do not provide housing, and many publicly owned or managed facilities are restricted to 
families, the newest and neediest workers usually seek housing in regular rental markets, where several 
share a housing unit, and some sleep in cars and other unconventional places.  Furthermore, about 
600,000 unauthorized Mexican men were legalized in 1987-88.  During the 1990s, many brought their 
families to the U.S. and many found nonfarm jobs.  Finding housing for these often large families from 
rural Mexico is difficult.  The families are often larger than average and rent housing, but rental units tend 
to be smaller than average. 
 
The amount of farmworker housing registered with the state has declined dramatically in the last two 
decades.  In 1955, growers registered more than 9,000 facilities to house migrant and seasonal workers.  
By 1982, only 1,414 employer-owned camps were registered.  In 1994, only 900 camps were registered, 
with a capacity of 21,310 workers.  In 1998, according to the Department of Housing and Community 
Development, there were only 500 farm labor camps registered.  Not surprisingly, a 1995 study by the 
University of California at Davis estimated that 250,000 farmworkers and their family members had 
inadequate housing, including 90,000 migrant workers and over 160,000 non-migrant seasonal 
farmworkers.  The housing shortage was so severe that many workers were found packed 10 or 12 into 
trailers and sleeping in garages, tool sheds, caves, fields and parking lots.  Consequently, the major 
farmworker housing policy issue has shifted from regulating employer-provided housing to direct 
provision and/or management of farm worker housing. 
 
The Fresno Bee on August 18, 1996 ran a lengthy article on the sharp drop in farm farmworker housing in 
the San Joaquin Valley, the eight county area centered on Fresno that employs half of the California’s 
farmworkers.  The article noted neighbors complain about (or sometimes simply fear) workers’ behavior, 
noise, and traffic.  Government inspections, regular and deferred maintenance, calls from or regarding 
tenants during their non-work hours, and liability issues all represent unwanted concerns and cost for 
growers.  Housing facilities that cannot withstand heavy use or are not vandal resistant may be cited for 
regulatory violations that carry substantial penalties.  Even minor violations of the housing code, such as 
torn window screens, can result in large fines.  Consequently, instead of providing workers with on-farm 
housing subject to federal and state inspection, many farmers are razing their farmworker housing. 
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As a result, most farmworkers crowd into urban dwellings, including backyard structures and garages, 
which results in widespread overcrowding, particularly during those times of the year when farmworkers 
are most in demand.  In many cases, workers today spend 25 to 35 percent of their wages on housing and 
rides to work.  Farmworker cities in rural California are growing twice as fast as the state’s population, as 
newly-legalized farm workers bring their families to the U.S.  Many of these “overgrown labor camps” 
are over 50 percent Latino, and some are over 90 percent.  It is important to note, however, that some 
growers and labor contractors have shown renewed interest in housing as an important factor in their 
ability to attract and retain their best workers. 
 
Many San Joaquin Valley towns have become farmworker service centers, with local residents, for a fee, 
providing everything from housing and meals to forged work documents, rides to the fields, and check 
cashing services.  In the city of Parlier in Fresno County, the mayor has said that the population expands 
significantly each summer as workers arrive from Mexico.  Migrants rely on friends, relatives or labor 
contractors to arrange housing.  Oftentimes, with so many men sharing apartments, two to four times the 
normal rent is generated for the landlord.  Furthermore, the shortage of temporary housing for 
farmworkers in rural areas encourages many to commute long distances from the housing that they find.  
These long commutes can contribute to the air quality problems that exist in Fresno County and the San 
Joaquin Valley. 
 
The Department of Housing and Community Development reviewed the status of farmworker housing 
programs in the late 1980s.  Five of the thirteen findings from that investigation are as follows: 

• A majority of migrant farmworkers who do not live in government-sponsored labor camps live in 
seriously substandard conditions. 

• Substandard housing conditions exist in areas with significant seasonal agricultural production. 
• Housing conditions are a major problem for both single migrant workers and migrant families. 
• Poor housing hurts migrant children’s health, education, and general welfare. 
• Local officials vary in their support for housing migrant families. 

 
Employment on California farms has been increasing, as noted above, and shifting from farmers hiring 
workers themselves to having farm services firms such as farm labor contractors bring workers to farms.  
Currently, approximately half of the hired worker employment is by farm services firms.  This suggests 
that farm services firms, not just farm operators, should be involved in farm worker housing programs. 
 
Fresno County Farmworkers, Overpayment, and Overcrowding 
 
One indicator of housing cost and affordability is the 40th percentile rent for an area.  For example, the 
HUD Fair Market Rent for the Section 8 Housing Assistance Payments Program of $517 a month in 
Fresno County in 2000 means that 40 percent “of standard quality rental housing units” in Fresno County 
rent for less than $524 a month, and 60 percent rent for more than $524 a month.  A farmworker family in 
Fresno County would have to earn $1,723 a month to spend 30 percent of earnings on housing and afford 
the Fair Market Rent.  However, median family income for farmworker households is $800 to $1,200 a 
month. 
 
As noted earlier, farmworkers have the lowest family income of any occupation surveyed by the Census 
Bureau and are second from the lowest, after the private housekeeper occupation, in home ownership.  
Substantial numbers of farmworkers and other low-paid workers are overpaying for housing in Fresno 
County, particularly the lower one is on the income scale.  The higher a household’s income, the less 
likelihood it will be overpaying for housing. 
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The Housing Authorities of the City and County of Fresno manage 130 housing units for migrant farm 
workers in Parlier.  The complex is owned by the State of California, Office of Migrant Services.  In 
addition, the Housing Authority owns and manages a 64 unit migrant housing complex in Firebaugh.  
Both complexes are occupied six months out of the year, from April through October.  Migrant farm 
worker families who want to rent a unit in Firebaugh or Parlier must demonstrate that at least half of their 
earned income is farm related, they must show evidence of a permanent residence at least 50 miles from 
the work site, and they must be legal residents of the United States.  The cost of managing and 
maintaining both complexes is subsidized by the State of California, Office of Migrant Services. 
 
Within Fresno County there are 4,630 federally-assisted multifamily housing units, of which 3,156 are 
Section 8.  Of the 4,630 units, 2,460 are units at risk, while 1,401 are low risk of conversion to market 
rate housing. 
 
The Migrant Health Program periodically seeks to obtain updated information about migrant and seasonal 
farmworkers, including where they are working and living and what crops are being harvested, in order to 
more appropriately target limited resources to areas of greatest migrant and seasonal farmworker need.  
The Migrant and Seasonal Farmworker Enumeration Profiles Final Study for California dated September, 
2000 indicates that in Fresno County there were an estimated 113,741 migrant and seasonal farmworkers.  
Of this number, 52,662 were migrant farmworkers and 61,079 were seasonal farmworkers.  The Study 
further estimates there were 19,353 non-farmworkers in migrant households and 69,309 non-farmworkers 
in seasonal households, for a total figure of 202,404 migrant and seasonal farmworkers and non-
farmworkers in Fresno County. 
 
In this report, a seasonal farmworker is defined as an individual whose principal employment (51 percent 
of time) is in agriculture on a seasonal basis, who has been so employed within the last twenty-four 
months.  A migrant farmworker meets the same definition but establishes for the purposes of such 
employment a temporary abode.  Included in the scope of the study are individuals engaged in field and 
orchard agriculture; packing and sorting procedures in food processing; horticultural specialties 
(including nursery operations, greenhouse activities and crops grown under cover); and reforestation.  
Excluded from the study are those working with livestock, poultry, and fisheries. 
 
The same Study has also calculated the number of farmworkers that work on a year-round as well as 
seasonal basis, both for the state as a whole and for individual counties.  The Study indicates this figure to 
be 259,665 farmworkers for Fresno County. 
 
Fresno County is certainly sensitive to the issue of farmworker housing and to the issue of affordable 
housing in general.  Recently, the County of Fresno utilized focus groups to identify and discuss issues of 
importance for its new general plan.  Although not one of the major themes developed from these focus 
groups, the issue of farmworker housing was raised.  Several of the focus groups favored increased 
availability of farmworker housing, pointing out that many agricultural workers live in crowded 
conditions in towns distant from the fields in which they work.  Other housing issues, particularly the 
need for affordable housing, were also raised.  The County’s new general plan was adopted on October 3, 
2000. 
 
According to the State of California Employment Development Department (EDD), the number of 
individuals in Fresno County with an occupation in farm production was 46,800 in 2006.  This was 13.4 
percent of County workers in all industries.  Farm production is the production of crops, plants, vines, 
trees (excluding forestry), and livestock.  Farm production does not include farm services such as soil 
preparation, crop services, veterinary services, or farm labor and management services.  Seasonal and 
migrant farmworkers are most closely associated with the farm production classification. 
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The number of employed farmworkers in the County varies from month to month.  According to the 
EDD, the number of farmworkers in 2006 was greatest in September and least in March.  The following 
chart shows the monthly farm production employment for the period January 2006 to December 2006. 
 

*

Source:  State of California Employment Development Department

Fresno County Farm Production* Employment
Year 2006 by Month

Farm production is the production of crops, plants, vines, and trees (excluding forestry), and 
livestock.  Farm production does not include farm services such as soil preparation, crop 
services, veterinary services, or farm labor management services.  Seasonal and migrant 
farmworkers are most closely associated with the farm production classification.
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In addition to seasonal variability, Fresno County farm production employment also varies on a year to 
year basis.  According to the EDD, during the years 1997 through 2006, average annual farm production 
employment ranged from a low of 46,000 in 2004 to a high of 60,300 in 1997.  This is a difference of 
14,300 workers.  The average annual farm production employment for this period was 51,160.  The 
following graph illustrates the annual variability of farm production employment for the years 1997 
through 2006.  The graph clearly illustrates the consistent decline in farm employment from 1997 through 
2002, and the stabilization of farm employment from 2002 to 2006. 
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*

Source:  State of California Employment Development Department

Years 1997-2006

Farm production is the production of crops, plants, vines, and trees (excluding forestry), and 
livestock.  Farm production does not include farm services such as soil preparation, crop 
services, veterinary services, or farm labor management services.  Seasonal and migrant 
farmworkers are most closely associated with the farm production classification.
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Farmworkers are not distributed equally throughout the County.  According to the 2000 U.S. Census, the 
highest concentration of farmworkers was in San Joaquin where 56.0 percent of the labor force was 
identified as being in farming, forestry, and fishing occupations.  Since there is a relatively small forestry 
industry in Fresno County, and an even smaller fishing industry, these workers in Fresno County cities 
are assumed to be farmworkers.  This is clearly the case for those cities with the highest concentration of 
farmworkers, including San Joaquin, Huron, Mendota, Orange Cove, Parlier, and Firebaugh.  All of these 
cities are located on the Valley floor a considerable distance, with the possible exception of Orange Cove, 
from forest resources. 
 
The following table shows the ranking of cities in Fresno County by percent of workers in farming in 
2000: 
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Cities in Fresno 
County

Percent of 
Workers in 
Farming*

San Joaquin 56.0%

Huron 49.2%

Mendota 44.1%

Orange Cove 39.9%

Parlier 28.6%

Firebaugh 25.6%

Kerman 21.7%

Reedley 18.5%

Sanger 13.1%

Coalinga 12.3%

Selma 11.9%

Fowler 6.8%

Kingsburg 5.1%

Fresno 3.5%

Clovis 2.0%

*

Source:  2000 U.S. Census

7

8

9

Ranking of Cities in Fresno County
by Percent of Workers in Farming*

Year 2000

Rank

1

2

3

4

5

Includes workers in the farming, forestry, and 
fisheries classifications.  There are a minimal 
number of Fresno County workers in forestry 
and fisheries.

14

15

10

11

12

13

6

 
 
Overcrowding of housing and overpaying for housing will naturally be more prevalent in those cities that 
have a higher percentage of workers in farming. 
 
HCD administers more than twenty programs that award loans and grants to local public agencies, private 
nonprofit and for-profit housing developers, and service providers every year.  This money supports the 
construction, acquisition, rehabilitation and preservation of affordable rental and ownership housing, child 
care facilities, homeless shelters and transitional housing, public facilities and infrastructure, and the 
development of jobs for low income workers.  The HCD website, www.hcd.ca.gov, includes a Funds 
Available Calendar that lists current Notices of Funding Availability for HCD’s loan and grant programs, 
including due dates for applications, award dates, and other related information.  The HCD website also 
provides information about non-HCD funding sources, including over 200 State, federal and private 
sources of assistance by type and geographical availability.  Many of these programs and funding sources 
can be utilized to provide housing for farmworkers. 

http://www.hcd.ca.gov
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Chapter 2 
 
 
HOUSING NEEDS DETERMINATION 
 
The Fresno County 2007 Regional Housing Needs Allocation Plan determines housing needs in Fresno 
County for the planning period extending from January 1, 2006 to June 30, 2013 and provides a general 
measure of each local jurisdiction’s responsibility for the provision of housing to meet those needs.  This 
Chapter addresses the major components of the Plan, including household projections, basic construction 
need, the projected housing demand for all income levels, and the allocation of housing need to individual 
cities and the County unincorporated area. 
 

1. As discussed in Chapter 1, regional household estimates for the January 1, 2006 beginning 
date and June 30, 2013 ending date of the Plan were calculated by the Fresno COG utilizing 
State Department of Finance population figures, population to housing unit ratios, and 
occupancy rate figures for Fresno County.  Table 2 provides this information. 

 
 
 

Date Population Households

Jan. 1, 2006 899,517 278,195
June 30, 2013 999,366 328,273

Source:  State of California Department of Finance

Population and Household Estimates and Projections
January 1, 2006 - June 30, 2013

Table 2

 
 

2. Table 3 provides the estimated number of regional households in each of the four income 
groups, for both the beginning date and the ending date of the Plan.  The figures are obtained 
by multiplying the total number of households in columns 2 and 4 (from Table 2) by the 
percentage allocations in columns 3 and 5 (from HCD).  The resulting figures are posted to 
the corresponding income group in columns 2 and 4.  Column 6 provides the growth in 
households, by income group, for the 7 ½ year planning period. 
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Income Group Number 1 Percent 2 Number 2 Percent 2 Number Percent

Very Low 66,044 23.74% 77,933 23.74% 11,889 23.74%
Low 45,207 16.25% 53,344 16.25% 8,138 16.25%
Moderate 50,337 18.09% 59,398 18.09% 9,061 18.09%
Above Moderate 116,608 41.92% 137,598 41.92% 20,991 41.92%

Total 278,195 100.0% 328,273 100.0% 50,078 100.0%

Sources:
1 State of California Department of Finance
2 State of California Department of Housing and Community Development

Table 3
Household Projections by Income Group

January 1, 2006 - June 30, 2013

Jan. 1, 2006 June 30, 2013 Jan. 1, 2006-June 30, 2013
Change

  
 

3. Table 4 provides housing unit and household estimates, by jurisdiction, for the January 1, 
2006 beginning date of the Plan.  Households are occupied housing units.  Data in this table 
are from Department of Finance housing unit, household, and vacancy rate information by 
jurisdiction for January 1, 2006. 

 

Housing Percent
City Units Households Vacant

Clovis 32,458 31,301 3.56%
Coalinga 3,988 3,631 8.95%
Firebaugh 1,806 1,620 10.30%
Fowler 1,519 1,478 2.70%
Fresno 160,446 150,815 6.00%
Huron 1,614 1,574 2.48%
Kerman 3,555 3,450 2.95%
Kingsburg 4,023 3,866 3.90%
Mendota 2,039 1,983 2.75%
Orange Cove 2,153 2,064 4.13%
Parlier 2,990 2,767 7.46%
Reedley 6,570 6,338 3.53%
Sanger 6,527 6,285 3.71%
San Joaquin 822 787 4.26%
Selma 6,701 6,449 3.76%

Incorporated Total 237,211 224,408 5.40%
Unincorporated Total 60,197 53,787 10.65%
County Total 297,408 278,195 6.46%

Source:  State of California Department of Finance

Table 4
Household and Housing Unit Estimations by Jurisdiction

January 1, 2006
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4. Table 5 provides the estimated basic construction need for the region, by income group, for 
the 7 ½ year planning period.  The increase in housing units is calculated by first subtracting 
the number of housing units at the beginning date of the Plan from the housing units at the 
ending date of the Plan.  Next, the housing unit replacement need is calculated using the 0.09 
percent annual rate provided by HCD.  These two figures are added together and then 
allocated by income group in accordance with HCD percentage shares.  The results are posted 
to column 3. 

 

Housing Unit Need by Component:

Household Growth 50,078 1

Homeowner Households 28,294 2

Homeowner Household Vacancy Allowance 509 2

Renter Households 21,784 2

Renter Household Vacancy Allowance 1,089 2

Subtotal - Household Growth with Vacancy Allowance 51,676 2

Replacement allowance
HCD assumes a replacement rate for demolition of .9% 466 2

Total Basic Housing Construction Need 52,142

Housing Unit Need by Income Groups:

Very Low 23.74% 2 12,379
Low 16.25% 2 8,473
Moderate 18.09% 2 9,434
Above Moderate 41.92% 2 21,856

Total 100.0% 52,142

Sources:
1 State of California Department of Finance
2 State of California Department of Housing and Community Development

HCD assumes the 2000 Census proportion of renter-occupied 
rate of 43.5% remains the same throughout the projection 
period.

HCD assumes a vacancy rate of 5.0% for renter households. 

HCD assumes the 2000 Census proportion of owner-occupied 
rate of 56.6% remains the same throughout the projection 
period.

HCD assumes a vacancy rate of 1.8% for homeowner 
households. 

Table 5
Basic Construction Need

January 1, 2006 - June 30, 2013

From 278,195 households on Jan. 1, 2006 to 328,273 
households on June 30, 2013.
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PROJECTED HOUSEHOLDS PER JURISDICTION AND INCOME GROUP 
 
Table 15 is a table of primary importance in the Plan.  It provides, by jurisdiction and market area, the 
estimated number of households by income group for the January 1, 2006 beginning date of the Plan and 
the projected number of households by income group for the July 1, 2013 ending date of the Plan.  This 
information is crucial to the later determination of the projected construction need for each jurisdiction 
during the planning period.  Preparation of Table 15 requires numerous steps to be taken, including the 
development of several intervening tables. 
 

1. List the market areas identified in Task 3 of Chapter 1 in column 1 of Table 15.  List for each 
market area, cities, unincorporated, and (market area) total in column 2.  List the four income 
groups (Very Low, Low, Moderate, and Above Moderate) and a total category for each city, 
unincorporated area, and (market area) total within each market area in column 3. 

 
2. Post in column 4 of Table 15 the January 1, 2006 beginning date number of total households 

for each city, the County total incorporated area total, the County total unincorporated area 
total, and the County total.  This information is from Table 4. 

 
3. Calculate the January 1, 2006 beginning year income group percentages for each jurisdiction 

and post to column 5 in Table 15.  The basis for determining the percentage of households in 
each income group for each jurisdiction is the income group estimates prepared by the 
Department of Housing and Community for January 1, 2006 total County households.  The 
methodology first identifies the maximum County income associated with each income 
group.  These maximum incomes are then used to determine the number and percent of each 
jurisdiction’s households whose income is less than or equal to the maximum income for 
each income group.  Because 2006 income information is not available, Fresno COG must 
rely on 2000 U.S. Census income information. 

 
4. Tables 6,8,9 and 10 are derived from 2000 U.S. Census sample data because 2000 U.S. 

Census 100% data does not contain any income data.  The source of the sample data is “2000 
U.S. Census SF3 sample data.”  Household data for the year 2000 in Tables 11 and 13 is from 
2000 U.S. Census 100% data.  

 
a. Table 6 provides the number of households for each market area, by census income 

group, utilizing 2000 U.S. Census income information. 
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Market Area
Less than 

$10,000
$10,000 to 

$14,999
$15,000 to 

$19,999
$20,000 to 

$24,999
$25,000 to 

$29,999
$30,000 to 

$34,999

FCMA 23,698 14,762 14,792 14,789 13,341 13,304
East Valley 3,883 2,867 3,080 2,918 2,828 2,585
Westside North 2,095 1,194 1,493 1,746 1,334 1,270
Westside South 710 512 401 469 483 470
Sierra Nevada 534 346 407 398 360 458

Fresno County 30,920 19,681 20,173 20,320 18,346 18,087

Market Area
$35,000 to 

$39,999
$40,000 to 

$44,999
$45,000 to 

$49,999
$50,000 to 

$59,999
$60,000 to 

$74,999
$75,000 to 

$99,999

FCMA 10,992 10,099 8,771 15,403 17,179 15,741
East Valley 2,364 2,121 1,845 2,899 3,098 2,662
Westside North 909 892 651 962 1,053 965
Westside South 363 376 304 469 437 439
Sierra Nevada 368 300 342 711 667 604

Fresno County 14,996 13,788 11,913 20,444 22,434 20,411

Market Area
$100,000 to 

$124,999
$125,000 to 

$149,999
$150,000 to 

$199,999
$200,000 or 

more Total

FCMA 7,803 3,407 2,884 3,162 190,127
East Valley 1,209 657 362 450 35,828
Westside North 250 150 122 202 15,288
Westside South 163 56 38 53 5,743
Sierra Nevada 473 152 111 87 6,318

Fresno County 9,898 4,422 3,517 3,954 253,304

Table 6
2000 Number of Households Per Market Area

Per Census Income Group
Source: 2000 U.S. Census

 
 

As Table 6 indicates, the U.S. Census divides households into 16 income groups, based 
on increments of household income.  The 2007 RHNA Plan, however, requires the 
division of households into the four income groups discussed earlier:  Very Low (23.74% 
of all households); Low (16.25% of all households); Moderate (18.09% of all 
households); and Above Moderate (41.92% of all households). 
 

b. A formula was developed to convert data from the 16 income groups listed in the 2000 
U.S. Census into the four income groups required by the Plan.  The basic purpose of the 
formula is to determine the household income of the last, or “nth,” household within each 
of the four income groups required by the Plan.  The “nth” household is the cut-off 
household for the income group category.  Any household with an income above the 
“nth” household is allocated to the next income category. 

 
Table 7 presents the formula that provides for the conversion of the 2000 U.S. Census 
income groups into the Plan income groups (and indicates the actual dollar interval 
separating the Plan income groups), for total County households.  An important 
assumption in Table 7 is that households are assumed to be distributed equally over the 
2000 U.S. Census income intervals. 

 
c. Application of the formula developed in Table 7 to information contained in Table 6 for 

each market area provides for the determination of the number and percentage of 
households, by Plan income group, within each market area in 2000.  For example, the 
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number and percentage of very low income households in the FCMA market area is 
determined by adding the total number of FCMA households, from Table 6, within the 
2000 U.S. Census income categories less than $10,000 (23,698 households) and $10,000 
to $14,999 (14,762 households).  To this figure is then added the partial number of 
households within the 2000 U.S. Census income category $15,000 to $19,999, 
determined by applying the formula developed in Table 7 (47.2612% of the total 
households within this income category are very low income households) to the total 
number of FCMA households within this income category (14,792 households).  This 
calculation results in 6,991 of the households within the $15,000 to $19,999 income 
category being very low income households.  The total number of very low income 
households within the FCMA market area is, therefore, 45,451, which corresponds to 
23.91% of all households within the FCMA market area in 2000.  Table 8 provides for 
each market area the number and percentage of households by Plan income group in 
2000. 

 

Study Study Income Range
Income Group in 2000 Dollars

Very Low $0 to $17,363 Less than $10,000 100.0000%
$10,000 to $14,999 100.0000%
$15,000 to $19,999 47.2612%

Low $17,364 to $27,780 $15,000 to $19,999 52.7388%
$20,000 to $24,999 100.0000%
$25,000 to $29,999 55.6089%

Moderate $27,781 to $41,670 $25,000 to $29,999 44.3911%
$30,000 to $34,999 100.0000%
$35,000 to $39,999 100.0000%
$40,000 to $44,999 33.4059%

Above Moderate $41,671 and above $40,000 to $44,999 66.5941%
$45,000 to $49,999 100.0000%
$50,000 to $59,999 100.0000%
$60,000 to $74,999 100.0000%
$75,000 to $99,999 100.0000%
$100,000 to $124,999 100.0000%
$125,000 to $149,999 100.0000%
$150,000 to $199,999 100.0000%
$200,000 or more 100.0000%

Table 7 

Census Income Ranges and Percent 
in Study Income Group Formula

Formula for Conversion of Households from Census Income Ranges
into Study Income Groups
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Market Area # % # % # % # % # %

FCMA 45,451 23.91% 30,009 15.78% 33,592 17.67% 81,075 42.64% 190,127 100.00%
East Valley 8,206 22.90% 6,115 17.07% 6,913 19.29% 14,594 40.73% 35,828 100.00%
Westside North 3,995 26.13% 3,275 21.42% 3,069 20.08% 4,949 32.37% 15,288 100.00%
Westside South 1,412 24.58% 949 16.53% 1,173 20.43% 2,209 38.47% 5,743 100.00%
Sierra Nevada 1,072 16.97% 813 12.87% 1,086 17.19% 3,347 52.97% 6,318 100.00%

Fresno County 60,135 23.74% 41,161 16.25% 45,833 18.09% 106,175 41.92% 253,304 100.00%

Total

Table 8
2000 Households Per Market Area Per Income Group

Very Low Low Moderate Above Moderate

 
 
 

d. The next step is to determine for each city the number and percentage of households by 
Plan income group in 2000.  This is accomplished by applying the formula developed in 
Table 7 (and utilized in Table 8) to 2000 U.S. Census household income group data for 
cities in Fresno County.  Table 9 is the result of applying the formula to the raw data for 
cities and indicates, for 2000, the number and percentage of households by Plan income 
group for all of the cities in Fresno County. 

 

Jurisdiction # % # % # % # % # %

Clovis 4,155 17.20% 3,431 14.21% 4,243 17.56% 12,325 51.03% 24,154 100.00%
Coalinga 767 21.71% 518 14.66% 619 17.53% 1,629 46.10% 3,534 100.00%
Firebaugh 340 24.28% 277 19.77% 317 22.62% 467 33.33% 1,400 100.00%
Fowler 292 24.99% 201 17.16% 224 19.16% 452 38.69% 1,169 100.00%
Fresno 37,239 26.61% 23,115 16.51% 25,020 17.88% 54,595 39.00% 139,969 100.00%
Huron 533 37.77% 257 18.22% 319 22.61% 302 21.41% 1,412 100.00%
Kerman 716 30.14% 339 14.28% 492 20.72% 829 34.87% 2,376 100.00%
Kingsburg 609 19.02% 443 13.83% 612 19.13% 1,537 48.02% 3,200 100.00%
Mendota 590 32.43% 477 26.24% 348 19.13% 404 22.21% 1,819 100.00%
Orange Cove 596 35.42% 435 25.84% 292 17.36% 360 21.39% 1,683 100.00%
Parlier 821 33.31% 557 22.61% 553 22.43% 534 21.65% 2,465 100.00%
Reedley 1,338 23.33% 984 17.16% 1,031 17.98% 2,381 41.53% 5,734 100.00%
Sanger 1,350 25.57% 906 17.16% 1,091 20.66% 1,933 36.61% 5,280 100.00%
San Joaquin 231 32.74% 168 23.80% 148 21.02% 158 22.44% 704 100.00%
Selma 1,218 21.67% 958 17.05% 1,257 22.37% 2,186 38.91% 5,618 100.00%

Unincorporated Area 9,341 17.70% 8,095 15.33% 9,267 17.56% 26,084 49.41% 52,787 100.00%

Fresno County 60,135 23.74% 41,161 16.25% 45,833 18.09% 106,175 41.92% 253,304 100.00%

Total

Table 9
2000 Households Per Jurisdiction Per Income Group

Very Low Low Moderate Above Moderate

 
 

e. The next step is to determine for the unincorporated area of each market area the number 
and percentage of households by Plan income group in 2000.  This is accomplished by 
subtracting the city data in Table 9 from the market area data in Table 8, as shown in 
Table 10.  Table 10 incorporates information from Tables 8 and 9 so that the information 
is available all in one Table. 
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f. The 2007 RHNA Plan assumes the percentage of households in each Plan income group 
is the same for each city and market area unincorporated area on January 1, 2006 as it 
was in 2000.  This assumption is made necessary because 2006 income data, which 
would indicate income group changes between 2000 and 2006, is not available for use in 
this Plan.  The percentages of households in each Plan income group for each city and 
market area unincorporated area are posted to column 5 of Table 15. 

 
g. Table 11 determines each market area’s unincorporated percentage of the total County 

unincorporated households in 2000, in order to calculate the number of unincorporated 
households in each market area for the January 1, 2006 beginning year of the Plan.  Table 
11 assumes that the percentage of unincorporated households within each market area is 
the same in 2006 as it was in 2000.  Staff believes this assumption can be made because, 
just as was the case in the 1990s, there have been virtually no inhabited annexations, 
most importantly within the FCMA, during the six years between 2000 and 2005.  This 
was not the case during the 1970s and 1980s. 
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# % # % # % # % # %
FCMA
Total 45,451 23.91% 30,009 15.78% 33,592 17.67% 81,075 42.64% 190,127 100.00%
Clovis 4,155 17.20% 3,431 14.21% 4,243 17.56% 12,325 51.03% 24,154 100.00%
Fresno 37,239 26.61% 23,115 16.51% 25,020 17.88% 54,595 39.00% 139,969 100.00%
Unincorporated 4,056 15.60% 3,462 13.32% 4,329 16.65% 14,156 54.44% 26,004 100.00%

East Valley
Total 8,206 22.90% 6,115 17.07% 6,913 19.29% 14,594 40.73% 35,828 100.00%
Fowler 292 24.99% 201 17.16% 224 19.16% 452 38.69% 1,169 100.00%
Kingsburg 609 19.02% 443 13.83% 612 19.13% 1,537 48.02% 3,200 100.00%
Orange Cove 596 35.42% 435 25.84% 292 17.36% 360 21.39% 1,683 100.00%
Parlier 821 33.31% 557 22.61% 553 22.43% 534 21.65% 2,465 100.00%
Reedley 1,338 23.33% 984 17.16% 1,031 17.98% 2,381 41.53% 5,734 100.00%
Sanger 1,350 25.57% 906 17.16% 1,091 20.66% 1,933 36.61% 5,280 100.00%
Selma 1,218 21.67% 958 17.05% 1,257 22.37% 2,186 38.91% 5,618 100.00%
Unincorporated 1,983 18.57% 1,631 15.28% 1,853 17.35% 5,212 48.80% 10,679 100.00%

Westside North
Total 3,995 26.13% 3,275 21.42% 3,069 20.08% 4,949 32.37% 15,288 100.00%
Firebaugh 340 24.28% 277 19.77% 317 22.62% 467 33.33% 1,400 100.00%
Kerman 716 30.14% 339 14.28% 492 20.72% 829 34.87% 2,376 100.00%
Mendota 590 32.43% 477 26.24% 348 19.13% 404 22.21% 1,819 100.00%
San Joaquin 231 32.74% 168 23.80% 148 21.02% 158 22.44% 704 100.00%
Unincorporated 2,118 23.57% 2,014 22.41% 1,764 19.63% 3,092 34.40% 8,989 100.00%

Westside South
Total 1,412 24.58% 949 16.53% 1,173 20.43% 2,209 38.47% 5,743 100.00%
Coalinga 767 21.71% 518 14.66% 619 17.53% 1,629 46.10% 3,534 100.00%
Huron 533 37.77% 257 18.22% 319 22.61% 302 21.41% 1,412 100.00%
Unincorporated 111 13.93% 174 21.78% 234 29.41% 278 34.87% 797 100.00%

Sierra Nevada
Total 1,072 16.97% 813 12.87% 1,086 17.19% 3,347 52.97% 6,318 100.00%
Unincorporated 1,072 16.97% 813 12.87% 1,086 17.19% 3,347 52.97% 6,318 100.00%

Incorp. Total 50,794 25.33% 33,066 16.49% 36,566 18.24% 80,091 39.94% 200,517 100.00%
Unincorp. Total 9,341 17.70% 8,095 15.33% 9,267 17.56% 26,084 49.41% 52,787 100.00%
County Total 60,135 23.74% 41,161 16.25% 45,833 18.09% 106,175 41.92% 253,304 100.00%

Table 10

Total

2000 Incorporated and Unincorporated Households
Per Market Area Per Income Group

Very Low Low Moderate Above Moderate

 
 
 

Total households for the unincorporated area of each market area are derived by applying 
the ratio between the number of households within the unincorporated portion of a 
market area (from the 2000 U.S. Census) and the number of households within the entire 
County unincorporated area (also from the 2000 U.S. Census), to the total County 
unincorporated households on January 1, 2006.  Again, because data is not available for 
2006, Fresno COG determined that this was the most appropriate method to allocate 
January 1, 2006 total County unincorporated households among the market area 
unincorporated areas.  Table 11 provides this data for 2000.  The total number of County 
unincorporated households on January 1, 2006 is from Table 4. 
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Unincorporated
Market Area Households Percentage

FCMA 25,311 48.58%
East Valley 10,671 20.48%
Westside North 8,944 17.17%
Westside South 865 1.66%
Sierra Nevada 6,311 12.11%

County Total 52,102 100.00%

Source:  2000 U.S. Census 100% data

Table 11
2000 Distribution of Unincorporated Households

 
 

Area Households

FCMA Total 208,246
Clovis 31,301
Fresno 150,815
Unincorporated Area 26,130

East Valley Total 40,263
Fowler 1,478
Kingsburg 3,866
Orange Cove 2,064
Parlier 2,767
Reedley 6,338
Sanger 6,285
Selma 6,449
Unincorporated Area 11,016

Westside North Total 17,073
Firebaugh 1,620
Kerman 3,450
Mendota 1,983
San Joaquin 787
Unincorporated Area 9,233

Westside South Total 6,098
Coalinga 3,631
Huron 1,574
Unincorporated Area 893

Sierra Nevada Total 6,515
Unincorporated Area 6,515

Incorporated Total 224,408
Unincorporated Total 53,787
County Total 278,195

Source:

The unincorporated area households were distributed 
by market area by assuming the same percentage 
shares of households for 2000 as listed in Table 11.

State of California Department of Finance for the cities 
and total unincorporated area.

Table 12
2006 Incorporated and Unincorporated Households

Per Market Area
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h. Table 12 includes for the January 1, 2006 beginning date of the Plan household estimates 

for each city within each market area (from Table 4), the number of unincorporated 
households within each market area (determined by applying the % figures from Table 11 
to the January 1, 2006 total County unincorporated households), and for each total market 
area.  The total number of households for each market area unincorporated area is posted 
to column 4 of Table 15. 

 
4. The number of households within each Plan income group for January 1, 2006 is determined 

by multiplying the income group percentage figures in column 5 by the total number of 
households for each market area city, market area unincorporated area, and market area total 
households.  The results of these calculations are posted to column 4 of Table 15. 

 
Table 13 utilizes the 2000 information from Table 10 and the January 1, 2006 information 
from Table 12 to determine information for the June 30, 2013 ending date of the Plan, 
utilizing a trend line method.  The assumption was made that each jurisdiction will account 
for the same share of the county’s growth during the 7 ½ year planning period of the Plan as 
it did for the period between 2000 and 2006.  For example, the number of households in 
Clovis increased from 24,347 households in 2000 (from Table 9) to 31,301 households in 
2006 (from Table 4), an increase of 6,954 households or 27.54% of Fresno County’s 2000-
2006 growth of 25,255 households.  Since this Plan projects Fresno County’s households will 
increase by another 50,078 during this Plan’s planning period, Clovis is projected to receive 
27.54% of that growth as well, resulting in 45,090 households for Clovis on June 30, 2013.  
The percentages noted in column 7 of Table 13 titled “Increase 2000-2006” are not growth 
rates of a particular jurisdiction but rather show each jurisdiction’s percentage of the 
County’s total growth during that period. 

 
Information in column 8 of Table 13, projected households for market area cities, market area 
unincorporated areas, and total market areas, is posted to column 6 of Table 15 as the 
projected total household figures for the different Plan market areas in June 30, 2013. 

 
5. In the 1990 Regional Housing Needs Allocation Plan, a manual adjustment was made to the 

FCMA Market Area, specifically to the unincorporated area share of households and to the 
City of Fresno share of households.  This was done to slow the estimated decline in the 
number of unincorporated households predicted by the trend line method.  In 1990 it was 
determined that the extent of inhabited annexation activity between 1980 and 1989 would 
slow considerably during the planning period of the 1990 Plan, between January 1, 1989 and 
June 30, 1996.  Consequently, a strict application of the trend line method for FCMA 
unincorporated households and City of Fresno households was determined not to be 
warranted. 

 
The degree of inhabited annexation activity during the January 1, 2000 to June 30, 2007 
planning period of the 2001 RHNA Plan was projected to be similar to that of the 1990 to 
2000 period.  Therefore, a manual adjustment for FCMA unincorporated and City of Fresno 
households was not warranted in the 2001 RHNA Plan, nor is it warranted in the 2007 RHNA 
Plan for the same reason.  The projected total household figures for each market area, market 
area city and market area unincorporated area from column 8 in Table 13 are posted to 
column 6 (jurisdictional and market area totals) of Table 15. 

 



 
Council of Fresno County Governments 30 Regional Housing Needs Allocation Plan 

2006 Projection
Market Area City/Unincorporated 2000 2006 % # % 2013

FCMA Clovis 24,347 31,301 11.25% 6,954 27.54% 45,090
Fresno 140,079 150,815 54.21% 10,736 42.51% 172,103
Unincorporated 25,311 26,130 9.39% 819 3.24% 27,754
FCMA Total 189,737 208,246 74.86% 18,509 73.29% 244,947

East Valley Fowler 1,242 1,478 0.53% 236 0.93% 1,946
Kingsburg 3,226 3,866 1.39% 640 2.53% 5,135
Orange Cove 1,694 2,064 0.74% 370 1.47% 2,798
Parlier 2,446 2,767 0.99% 321 1.27% 3,404
Reedley 5,761 6,338 2.28% 577 2.28% 7,482
Sanger 5,220 6,285 2.26% 1,065 4.22% 8,397
Selma 5,596 6,449 2.32% 853 3.38% 8,140
Unincorporated 10,671 11,016 3.96% 345 1.37% 11,700
East Valley Total 35,856 40,263 14.47% 4,407 17.45% 49,002

Westside North Firebaugh 1,418 1,620 0.58% 202 0.80% 2,021
Kerman 2,389 3,450 1.24% 1,061 4.20% 5,554
Mendota 1,825 1,983 0.71% 158 0.63% 2,296
San Joaquin 702 787 0.28% 85 0.34% 956
Unincorporated 8,944 9,233 3.32% 289 1.14% 9,806
Westside North Total 15,278 17,073 6.14% 1,795 7.11% 20,632

Westside South Coalinga 3,515 3,631 1.31% 116 0.46% 3,861
Huron 1,378 1,574 0.57% 196 0.78% 1,963
Unincorporated 865 893 0.32% 28 0.11% 949
Westside South Total 5,758 6,098 2.19% 340 1.35% 6,772

Sierra Nevada Unincorporated 6,311 6,515 2.34% 204 0.81% 6,920
Sierra Nevada Total 6,311 6,515 2.34% 204 0.81% 6,920

Incorp. Total 200,838 224,408 80.67% 23,570 93.33% 271,145
Unincorp. Total 52,102 53,787 19.33% 1,685 6.67% 57,128
County Total 252,940 278,195 100.00% 25,255 100.00% 328,273

Table 13
Household Estimates and Projections, 2000-2013

2000-2006
Increase

  
 

6. The next step is to distribute the June 30, 2013 household projections to market area cities 
and market area unincorporated areas, by income group, after adjustments for low-income 
impaction.  State Housing Element Law (Section 65584 in particular) requires that housing 
allocations must seek to reduce the concentration of lower income households in cities or 
counties that are impacted by disproportionately high proportions of lower income 
households.  Fresno COG staff has determined in the draft 2007 RHNA Plan that there is no 
issue of lower income household impaction for the Sierra Nevada market area.  Therefore, the 
income group percentages were determined to be the same at the end of the 7 ½ planning 
cycle as they were at the beginning of the cycle.  The rationale for this position is described 
below. 

 
The Sierra Nevada market area is unique among County market areas in that it is entirely 
unincorporated area.  Consequently, there is no opportunity to shift lower income housing 
from one jurisdiction to another.  Furthermore, the growth in total households for this market 
area during the planning period is projected to be only 405 households.  Therefore, the Sierra 
Nevada market area is determined to be a stable market area, just as it was in the earlier 2001 
and 1990 RHNA Plans. 
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a. A “same share plan” was applied to the other four market areas.  The “same share plan” 

is intended to reduce the concentration of lower income households in jurisdictions 
within the four market areas that are impacted by disproportionately high proportions of 
lower income households.  Table 14 provides information as to how this was 
accomplished. 

 
b. For each market area on January 1, 2006, the difference between the market area total 

percentage of households and the jurisdiction’s percentage of households, for each 
income group, was calculated.  The resulting percentage figure was divided by 5.87 (the 
44 years assumed necessary to achieve the fair share allocation divided by the 7 and ½ 
year period of the Plan), resulting in a percentage figure that was then added to the 
percentage figure for each income group for each jurisdiction on January 1, 2006.  
Column 7 of Table 14 lists the percentage figures that are the result of these calculations.  
These percentage figures are then multiplied by the total number of households projected 
on June 30, 2013 for each jurisdiction within each market area, as noted in column 6 of 
Table 14.  Information in columns 6 and 7 of Table 14 is then posted to columns 6 and 7 
of Table 15.  This methodology was also utilized in the earlier 2001 and 1990 RHNA 
Plans, except that the period to achieve the fair share allocation has been changed to 
coincide with the Blueprint Planning time horizon. 

 

Difference
Between FCMA

Percentage
and Local 

Income Jurisdiction
FCMA Group # % Percentage* # %

Clovis Very Low 5,385 17.20% -6.61% 8,265 18.33%
Low 4,447 14.21% -1.56% 6,525 14.47%
Moderate 5,498 17.56% -0.11% 7,928 17.58%
Above Moderate 15,972 51.03% 8.28% 22,372 49.62%
Total 31,301 100.00% 45,090 100.00%

Fresno Very Low 40,125 26.61% 2.79% 44,969 26.13%
Low 24,906 16.51% 0.75% 28,202 16.39%
Moderate 26,959 17.88% 0.20% 30,705 17.84%
Above Moderate 58,825 39.00% -3.74% 68,227 39.64%
Total 150,815 100.00% 172,103 100.00%

Unincorporated Area Very Low 4,076 15.60% -8.21% 4,713 17.00%
Low 3,479 13.32% -2.45% 3,807 13.73%
Moderate 4,350 16.65% -1.03% 4,665 16.82%
Above Moderate 14,224 54.44% 11.69% 14,568 52.44%
Total 26,130 100.00% 27,754 100.00%

FCMA Very Low 49,586 23.81% 57,946 23.66%
Total Low 32,832 15.77% 38,535 15.73%

Moderate 36,807 17.67% 43,299 17.68%
Above Moderate 89,021 42.75% 105,167 42.93%
Total 208,246 100.00% 244,947 100.00%

Table 14
Calculation of Household Income Group Allocations

For the FCMA, East Valley, Westside North and South Market Areas

June 30, 2013
Fair Share Target

January 1, 2006
Households

* Positive numbers in this column indicate that the jurisdiction has a percentage higher than the market area, while negative 
numbers indicate that the jurisdiction has a percentage lower than the market area.   A jurisdiction with 0% would have the 
same percentage as the market area.  
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Table 14 (continued) 
 

Difference
Between East

Valley Percentage
and Local 

East Income Jurisdiction
Valley Group # % Percentage* # %

Fowler Very Low 369 24.99% 1.92% 480 24.66%
Low 254 17.16% 0.04% 334 17.16%
Moderate 283 19.16% -0.20% 373 19.19%
Above Moderate 572 38.69% -1.76% 759 38.99%
Total 1,478 100.00% 1,946 100.00%

Kingsburg Very Low 735 19.02% -4.05% 1,012 19.71%
Low 535 13.83% -3.29% 739 14.40%
Moderate 739 19.13% -0.23% 984 19.16%
Above Moderate 1,857 48.02% 7.57% 2,400 46.73%
Total 3,866 100.00% 5,135 100.00%

Orange Cove Very Low 731 35.42% 12.35% 932 33.31%
Low 533 25.84% 8.71% 681 24.36%
Moderate 358 17.36% -2.00% 495 17.70%
Above Moderate 441 21.39% -19.06% 689 24.64%
Total 2,064 100.00% 2,798 100.00%

Parlier Very Low 922 33.31% 10.24% 1,074 31.56%
Low 626 22.61% 5.49% 738 21.68%
Moderate 621 22.43% 3.08% 746 21.91%
Above Moderate 599 21.65% -18.81% 846 24.85%
Total 2,767 100.00% 3,404 100.00%

Reedley Very Low 1,479 23.33% 0.27% 1,742 23.28%
Low 1,088 17.16% 0.03% 1,284 17.16%
Moderate 1,139 17.98% -1.38% 1,363 18.21%
Above Moderate 2,632 41.53% 1.08% 3,094 41.35%
Total 6,338 100.00% 7,482 100.00%

Sanger Very Low 1,607 25.57% 2.50% 2,111 25.14%
Low 1,078 17.16% 0.03% 1,440 17.15%
Moderate 1,299 20.66% 1.30% 1,716 20.44%
Above Moderate 2,301 36.61% -3.84% 3,129 37.27%
Total 6,285 100.00% 8,397 100.00%

Selma Very Low 1,398 21.67% -1.39% 1,783 21.91%
Low 1,100 17.05% -0.08% 1,389 17.06%
Moderate 1,443 22.37% 3.01% 1,779 21.86%
Above Moderate 2,509 38.91% -1.55% 3,188 39.17%
Total 6,449 100.00% 8,140 100.00%

Unincorporated Area Very Low 2,045 18.57% -4.49% 2,262 19.33%
Low 1,683 15.28% -1.85% 1,824 15.59%
Moderate 1,912 17.35% -2.00% 2,070 17.70%
Above Moderate 5,376 48.80% 8.35% 5,543 47.38%
Total 11,016 100.00% 11,700 100.00%

East Valley Very Low 9,286 23.06% 11,397 23.26%
Total Low 6,896 17.13% 8,430 17.20%

Moderate 7,794 19.36% 9,527 19.44%
Above Moderate 16,287 40.45% 19,648 40.10%
Total 40,263 100.00% 49,002 100.00%

January 1, 2006 June 30, 2013
Households Fair Share Target

* Positive numbers in this column indicate that the jurisdiction has a percentage higher than the market area, while negative 
numbers indicate that the jurisdiction has a percentage lower than the market area.   A jurisdiction with 0% would have the 
same percentage as the market area.
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Table 14 (continued) 

 
Difference

Between Westside
North Percentage

and Local 
Westside Income Jurisdiction
North Group # % Percentage* # %

Firebaugh Very Low 393 24.28% -2.14% 498 24.64%
Low 320 19.77% -1.25% 404 19.99%
Moderate 366 22.62% 2.48% 449 22.20%
Above Moderate 540 33.33% 0.90% 670 33.17%
Total 1,620 100.00% 2,021 100.00%

Kerman Very Low 1,040 30.14% 3.72% 1,638 29.50%
Low 493 14.28% -6.75% 857 15.43%
Moderate 715 20.72% 0.58% 1,145 20.62%
Above Moderate 1,203 34.87% 2.45% 1,914 34.46%
Total 3,450 100.00% 5,554 100.00%

Mendota Very Low 643 32.43% 6.01% 721 31.40%
Low 520 26.24% 5.21% 582 25.35%
Moderate 379 19.13% -1.01% 443 19.30%
Above Moderate 440 22.21% -10.22% 550 23.95%
Total 1,983 100.00% 2,296 100.00%

San Joaquin Very Low 258 32.74% 6.33% 303 31.66%
Low 187 23.80% 2.77% 223 23.33%
Moderate 165 21.02% 0.88% 200 20.87%
Above Moderate 177 22.44% -9.98% 231 24.14%
Total 787 100.00% 956 100.00%

Unincorporated Area Very Low 2,176 23.57% -2.85% 2,359 24.05%
Low 2,069 22.41% 1.38% 2,174 22.17%
Moderate 1,812 19.63% -0.51% 1,933 19.71%
Above Moderate 3,176 34.40% 1.97% 3,340 34.06%
Total 9,233 100.00% 9,806 100.00%

Westside North Very Low 4,510 26.41% 5,519 26.75%
Total Low 3,590 21.02% 4,240 20.55%

Moderate 3,438 20.14% 4,170 20.21%
Above Moderate 5,536 32.42% 6,705 32.50%
Total 17,073 100.00% 20,633 100.00%

January 1, 2006 June 30, 2013

* Positive numbers in this column indicate that the jurisdiction has a percentage higher than the market area, while negative 
numbers indicate that the jurisdiction has a percentage lower than the market area.   A jurisdiction with 0% would have the 
same percentage as the market area.

Households Fair Share Target
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Table 14 (continued) 
Difference

Between Westside
South Percentage

and Local 
Westside Income Jurisdiction
South Group # % Percentage* # %

Coalinga Very Low 788 21.71% -3.01% 858 22.22%
Low 532 14.66% -1.96% 579 15.00%
Moderate 636 17.53% -3.05% 697 18.05%
Above Moderate 1,674 46.10% 8.02% 1,727 44.73%
Total 3,631 100.00% 3,861 100.00%

Huron Very Low 594 37.77% 13.05% 698 35.54%
Low 287 18.22% 1.59% 352 17.95%
Moderate 356 22.61% 2.03% 437 22.26%
Above Moderate 337 21.41% -16.67% 476 24.25%
Total 1,574 100.00% 1,963 100.00%

Unincorporated Area Very Low 124 13.93% -10.79% 149 15.77%
Low 195 21.78% 5.16% 199 20.90%
Moderate 263 29.41% 8.83% 269 27.91%
Above Moderate 311 34.87% -3.21% 332 35.42%
Total 893 100.00% 949 100.00%

Westside South Very Low 1,507 24.72% 1,704 25.16%
Total Low 1,014 16.62% 1,131 16.69%

Moderate 1,255 20.58% 1,403 20.71%
Above Moderate 2,322 38.08% 2,535 37.43%
Total 6,098 100.00% 6,773 100.00%

* Positive numbers in this column indicate that the jurisdiction has a percentage higher than the market area, while negative 
numbers indicate that the jurisdiction has a percentage lower than the market area.   A jurisdiction with 0% would have the 
same percentage as the market area.

Households Fair Share Target
January 1, 2006 June 30, 2013

 
 
 

 
7. The final step is to calculate and post in columns 8 and 9 of Table 15 the change in the 

number of households and the change in the percentage of households from January 1, 2006 
to June 30, 2013, by income group for each jurisdiction. 
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Market Income
Area Jurisdiction Group # % # % # %

FCMA Clovis Very Low 5,385 17.20% 8,265 18.33% 2,880 20.89%
Low 4,447 14.21% 6,525 14.47% 2,079 15.08%
Moderate 5,498 17.56% 7,928 17.58% 2,430 17.63%
Above Moderate 15,972 51.03% 22,372 49.62% 6,400 46.41%
Total 31,301 100.00% 45,090 100.00% 13,789 100.00%

Fresno Very Low 40,125 26.61% 44,969 26.13% 4,844 22.75%
Low 24,906 16.51% 28,202 16.39% 3,296 15.48%
Moderate 26,959 17.88% 30,705 17.84% 3,746 17.60%
Above Moderate 58,825 39.00% 68,227 39.64% 9,401 44.16%
Total 150,815 100.00% 172,103 100.00% 21,288 100.00%

Unincorporated Area Very Low 4,076 15.60% 4,713 17.00% 637 39.21%
Low 3,479 13.32% 3,807 13.73% 328 20.21%
Moderate 4,350 16.65% 4,665 16.82% 315 19.39%
Above Moderate 14,224 54.44% 14,568 52.44% 344 21.19%
Total 26,130 100.00% 27,754 100.00% 1,624 100.00%

FCMA Very Low 49,586 23.81% 57,946 23.66% 8,361 22.78%
Total Low 32,832 15.77% 38,535 15.73% 5,703 15.54%

Moderate 36,807 17.67% 43,299 17.68% 6,492 17.69%
Above Moderate 89,021 42.75% 105,167 42.93% 16,145 43.99%
Total 208,246 100.00% 244,947 100.00% 36,701 100.00%

Household Growth

Table 15
Estimated Households on January 1, 2006 by Income Group

and Projected Households on June 30, 2013 With Income Group Allocations

2006 - 2013June 30, 2013
Households

January 1, 2006
Households
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Table 15 (continued) 
 

Market Income
Area Jurisdiction Group # % # % # %

East Fowler Very Low 369 24.99% 480 24.66% 111 23.62%
Valley Low 254 17.16% 334 17.16% 80 17.14%

Moderate 283 19.16% 373 19.19% 90 19.30%
Above Moderate 572 38.69% 759 38.99% 187 39.94%
Total 1,478 100.00% 1,946 100.00% 468 100.00%

Kingsburg Very Low 735 19.02% 1,012 19.71% 277 21.81%
Low 535 13.83% 739 14.40% 204 16.11%
Moderate 739 19.13% 984 19.16% 245 19.29%
Above Moderate 1,857 48.02% 2,400 46.73% 543 42.80%
Total 3,866 100.00% 5,135 100.00% 1,269 100.00%

Orange Cove Very Low 731 35.42% 932 33.31% 201 27.39%
Low 533 25.84% 681 24.36% 148 20.18%
Moderate 358 17.36% 495 17.70% 137 18.66%
Above Moderate 441 21.39% 689 24.64% 248 33.78%
Total 2,064 100.00% 2,798 100.00% 734 100.00%

Parlier Very Low 922 33.31% 1,074 31.56% 153 23.98%
Low 626 22.61% 738 21.68% 112 17.62%
Moderate 621 22.43% 746 21.91% 125 19.63%
Above Moderate 599 21.65% 846 24.85% 247 38.78%
Total 2,767 100.00% 3,404 100.00% 637 100.00%

Reedley Very Low 1,479 23.33% 1,742 23.28% 263 23.03%
Low 1,088 17.16% 1,284 17.16% 196 17.12%
Moderate 1,139 17.98% 1,363 18.21% 223 19.52%
Above Moderate 2,632 41.53% 3,094 41.35% 461 40.33%
Total 6,338 100.00% 7,482 100.00% 1,144 100.00%

Sanger Very Low 1,607 25.57% 2,111 25.14% 504 23.87%
Low 1,078 17.16% 1,440 17.15% 362 17.14%
Moderate 1,299 20.66% 1,716 20.44% 418 19.78%
Above Moderate 2,301 36.61% 3,129 37.27% 828 39.21%
Total 6,285 100.00% 8,397 100.00% 2,112 100.00%

Selma Very Low 1,398 21.67% 1,783 21.91% 386 22.81%
Low 1,100 17.05% 1,389 17.06% 289 17.11%
Moderate 1,443 22.37% 1,779 21.86% 336 19.90%
Above Moderate 2,509 38.91% 3,188 39.17% 679 40.17%
Total 6,449 100.00% 8,140 100.00% 1,691 100.00%

Unincorporated Area Very Low 2,045 18.57% 2,262 19.33% 217 31.67%
Low 1,683 15.28% 1,824 15.59% 141 20.67%
Moderate 1,912 17.35% 2,070 17.70% 159 23.20%
Above Moderate 5,376 48.80% 5,543 47.38% 167 24.46%
Total 11,016 100.00% 11,700 100.00% 684 100.00%

East Valley Very Low 9,286 23.06% 11,397 23.26% 2,111 24.16%
Total Low 6,896 17.13% 8,430 17.20% 1,534 17.55%

Moderate 7,794 19.36% 9,527 19.44% 1,733 19.83%
Above Moderate 16,287 40.45% 19,648 40.10% 3,361 38.46%
Total 40,263 100.00% 49,002 100.00% 8,739 100.00%

January 1, 2006
Households Households

June 30, 2013 2006 - 2013
Household Growth
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 Table 15 (continued) 
 

Market Income
Area Jurisdiction Group # % # % # %

Westside Firebaugh Very Low 393 24.28% 498 24.64% 105 26.11%
North Low 320 19.77% 404 19.99% 84 20.85%

Moderate 366 22.62% 449 22.20% 82 20.49%
Above Moderate 540 33.33% 670 33.17% 131 32.55%
Total 1,620 100.00% 2,021 100.00% 401 100.00%

Kerman Very Low 1,040 30.14% 1,638 29.50% 599 28.46%
Low 493 14.28% 857 15.43% 364 17.31%
Moderate 715 20.72% 1,145 20.62% 430 20.46%
Above Moderate 1,203 34.87% 1,914 34.46% 711 33.77%
Total 3,450 100.00% 5,554 100.00% 2,104 100.00%

Mendota Very Low 643 32.43% 721 31.40% 78 24.91%
Low 520 26.24% 582 25.35% 62 19.72%
Moderate 379 19.13% 443 19.30% 64 20.39%
Above Moderate 440 22.21% 550 23.95% 109 34.98%
Total 1,983 100.00% 2,296 100.00% 313 100.00%

San Joaquin Very Low 258 32.74% 303 31.66% 45 26.64%
Low 187 23.80% 223 23.33% 36 21.12%
Moderate 165 21.02% 200 20.87% 34 20.17%
Above Moderate 177 22.44% 231 24.14% 54 32.07%
Total 787 100.00% 956 100.00% 169 100.00%

Unincorporated Area Very Low 2,176 23.57% 2,359 24.05% 183 31.87%
Low 2,069 22.41% 2,174 22.17% 105 18.37%
Moderate 1,812 19.63% 1,933 19.71% 121 21.12%
Above Moderate 3,176 34.40% 3,340 34.06% 164 28.64%
Total 9,233 100.00% 9,806 100.00% 573 100.00%

Westside North Very Low 4,510 26.41% 5,519 26.75% 1,009 28.35%
Total Low 3,590 21.02% 4,240 20.55% 651 18.27%

Moderate 3,438 20.14% 4,170 20.21% 731 20.55%
Above Moderate 5,536 32.42% 6,705 32.50% 1,169 32.83%
Total 17,073 100.00% 20,633 100.00% 3,560 100.00%

Market Income
Area Jurisdiction Group # % # % # %

Westside Coalinga Very Low 788 21.71% 858 22.22% 70 30.31%
South Low 532 14.66% 579 15.00% 47 20.27%

Moderate 636 17.53% 697 18.05% 60 26.26%
Above Moderate 1,674 46.10% 1,727 44.73% 53 23.16%
Total 3,631 100.00% 3,861 100.00% 230 100.00%

Huron Very Low 594 37.77% 698 35.54% 103 26.54%
Low 287 18.22% 352 17.95% 66 16.85%
Moderate 356 22.61% 437 22.26% 81 20.86%
Above Moderate 337 21.41% 476 24.25% 139 35.75%
Total 1,574 100.00% 1,963 100.00% 389 100.00%

Unincorporated Area Very Low 124 13.93% 149 15.77% 24 43.30%
Low 195 21.78% 199 20.90% 5 8.67%
Moderate 263 29.41% 269 27.91% 6 11.04%
Above Moderate 311 34.87% 332 35.42% 21 37.00%
Total 893 100.00% 949 100.00% 56 100.00%

Westside South Very Low 1,507 24.72% 1,704 25.16% 197 29.22%
Total Low 1,014 16.62% 1,131 16.69% 117 17.33%

Moderate 1,255 20.58% 1,403 20.71% 148 21.89%
Above Moderate 2,322 38.08% 2,535 37.43% 213 31.56%
Total 6,098 100.00% 6,773 100.00% 675 100.00%

Household Growth

2006 - 2013
Household GrowthHouseholds Households

January 1, 2006 June 30, 2013
Households Households

January 1, 2006 June 30, 2013

2006 - 2013
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Table 15 (continued) 
 

Market Income
Area Jurisdiction Group # % # % # %

Sierra Unincorporated Area Very Low 1,106 16.97% 1,175 16.97% 69 16.97%
Nevada Low 838 12.87% 890 12.87% 52 12.87%

Moderate 1,120 17.19% 1,190 17.19% 70 17.19%
Above Moderate 3,451 52.97% 3,666 52.97% 215 52.97%
Total 6,515 100.00% 6,920 100.00% 405 100.00%

Sierra Nevada Very Low 1,106 16.97% 1,175 16.97% 69 16.97%
Total Low 838 12.87% 890 12.87% 52 12.87%

Moderate 1,120 17.19% 1,190 17.19% 70 17.19%
Above Moderate 3,451 52.97% 3,666 52.97% 215 52.97%
Total 6,515 100.00% 6,920 100.00% 405 100.00%

Market Income
Area Jurisdiction Group # % # % # %

County Total Incorporated Area Very Low 56,466 25.16% 67,084 24.74% 10,618 22.72%
Low 36,906 16.45% 44,330 16.35% 7,424 15.89%
Moderate 40,957 18.25% 49,460 18.24% 8,503 18.19%
Above Moderate 90,079 40.14% 110,271 40.67% 20,192 43.20%
Total 224,408 100.00% 271,146 100.00% 46,738 100.00%

Unincorporated Area Very Low 9,528 17.71% 10,657 18.65% 1,129 33.78%
Low 8,264 15.36% 8,896 15.57% 632 18.91%
Moderate 9,457 17.58% 10,127 17.73% 670 20.06%
Above Moderate 26,539 49.34% 27,450 48.05% 911 27.25%
Total 53,787 100.00% 57,129 100.00% 3,342 100.00%

County Total Very Low 65,994 23.72% 77,741 23.68% 11,747 23.46%
Low 45,170 16.24% 53,226 16.21% 8,056 16.09%
Moderate 50,414 18.12% 59,588 18.15% 9,174 18.32%
Above Moderate 116,618 41.92% 137,721 41.95% 21,103 42.14%
Total 278,195 100.00% 328,275 100.00% 50,080 100.00%

Households Households Household Growth

January 1, 2006 June 30, 2013 2006 - 2013
Households

January 1, 2006 June 30, 2013 2006 - 2013

Households Household Growth

 
 
BASIC CONSTRUCTION NEED 
 
Basic construction need is the number of new housing units that must be constructed to provide housing 
for the anticipated population.  The calculation of the basic construction need for each local jurisdiction 
and market area considers existing housing units, projected number of households, vacancy factors, and 
an allowance for normal market removal of housing units.  The methodology does not include an estimate 
of the need to replace dilapidated units that are beyond repair but that are not expected to be removed 
during the planning period as part of normal market activity.  This task is beyond the scope of the 2007 
RHNA Plan and is to be estimated by jurisdictions in preparing their housing elements. 
 
Key factors and procedures for calculating the basic construction need are summarized as follows: 
 

1. Provide one housing unit for each anticipated household. 
2. Provide a sufficient number of housing units to accommodate vacant for sale units, vacant for 

rent units, and other vacant units. 
3. The sum of items 1 and 2 constitutes the total number of housing units required to 

accommodate the projected population by the June 30, 2013 ending date of the Plan. 
4. Reduce the total number of units required by the number of units existing on January 1, 2006, 

to obtain the number of units needed to accommodate population growth. 
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5. Provide a sufficient number of units to replace expected removals from the housing market. 
6. The sum of items 4 and 5 constitutes the basic construction need, or total number of new 

housing units required to house the projected population between January 1, 2006 and June 
30, 2013 

 
As noted above, three separate vacancy factors are utilized to provide for units vacant for sale, units 
vacant for rent, and other vacant units.  An owner vacancy rate of 1.8% of the owner occupied housing 
units, and a renter vacancy rate of 5.0% of the renter occupied housing units are applied, as suggested by 
the State Department of Housing & Community Development.  The other vacant rate is the actual rate for 
each jurisdiction, from the 2000 U.S. Census. 
 
Table 16 includes for each market area, each city, and each market area unincorporated area the various 
vacancy rates and also data on the percent of households that are owner-occupied and renter-occupied, all 
from the 2000 U.S. Census.  Information from Table 16 is used in Table 17 to determine the Basic 
Construction Need for each jurisdiction in the County. 
 

 

Percent of Percent of
Households Households

that are that are For Sale For Rent Other Total
 Owner-Occupied Renter-Occupied Vacancy Rate Vacancy Rate Vacancy Rate Vacancy Rate

FCMA Total 55.33% 44.67% 1.29% 3.16% 0.94% 5.40%
Clovis 60.67% 39.33% 0.89% 1.78% 0.89% 3.56%
Fresno 50.67% 49.33% 1.39% 3.73% 0.90% 6.03%
Unincorporated Area 75.82% 24.18% 1.19% 1.16% 1.23% 3.58%

East Valley Total 61.72% 38.28% 0.72% 2.12% 1.81% 4.66%
Fowler 59.07% 40.93% 0.00% 1.25% 1.25% 2.51%
Kingsburg 67.27% 32.73% 1.44% 1.89% 0.57% 3.90%
Orange Cove 45.43% 54.57% 0.00% 3.40% 0.00% 3.40%
Parlier 61.31% 38.69% 0.44% 1.64% 1.42% 3.50%
Reedley 57.30% 42.70% 1.01% 2.03% 1.09% 4.13%
Sanger 62.00% 38.00% 0.74% 1.93% 1.32% 3.99%
Selma 62.00% 38.00% 0.74% 1.93% 1.32% 3.99%
Unincorporated Area 66.37% 33.63% 0.68% 2.76% 4.26% 7.71%

Westside North Total 51.84% 48.16% 1.42% 2.14% 3.20% 6.76%
Firebaugh 58.58% 41.42% 2.95% 6.42% 2.72% 12.08%
Kerman 58.13% 41.87% 2.28% 1.30% 0.00% 3.57%
Mendota 44.25% 55.75% 0.00% 2.24% 1.86% 4.10%
San Joaquin 50.85% 49.15% 1.24% 2.02% 1.77% 5.03%
Unincorporated Area 50.74% 49.26% 1.22% 1.66% 4.46% 7.34%

Westside South Total 47.76% 52.24% 2.75% 3.47% 1.49% 7.71%
Coalinga 58.26% 41.74% 3.43% 4.16% 1.87% 9.46%
Huron 33.91% 66.09% 0.00% 2.19% 0.50% 2.69%
Unincorporated Area 27.68% 72.32% 5.20% 1.46% 1.43% 8.09%

Sierra Nevada Total 80.27% 19.73% 3.45% 1.60% 31.71% 36.76%
Unincorporated Area 80.27% 19.73% 3.45% 1.60% 31.71% 36.76%

Incorporated Total 53.08% 46.92% 1.29% 3.27% 0.95% 5.51%
Unincorporated Total 69.15% 30.85% 1.62% 1.45% 7.60% 10.68%
County Total 56.48% 43.52% 1.32% 2.91% 2.35% 6.58%

Table 16
2000 Occupancy and Vacancy Rates

Source:  2000 U.S. Census
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A normal market removal rate of 0.9% of the year-round housing units is utilized, again as provided by 
HCD.  This removal rate is the number of units to be torn down, boarded up, destroyed by fire or changed 
to other uses. 
 
The basic construction need for each jurisdiction is calculated as follows: 
 

1. Determine the number of housing units needed at the end of the planning period, June 30, 
2013, with an allowance for vacant units. 

 
a. Multiply the estimated June 30, 2013 number of households for each jurisdiction (from 

Table 15) by the percentage of total households within that jurisdiction that were owner-
occupied (from Table 16).  Divide by the “actual” occupancy rate of owner-occupied 
housing, or 98.2%, utilized for all jurisdictions pursuant to HCD.  (As noted above, 1.8% 
of the owner occupied units are estimated to be vacant for sale.) 

b. Add to the number in a. the estimated June 30, 2013 number of households for each 
jurisdiction (from Table 15) multiplied by the percentage of total households within that 
jurisdiction that were renter-occupied (from Table 16).  Divide by the occupancy rate of 
renter-occupied housing, or 95.0%, also utilized for all jurisdictions pursuant to HCD.  
(Again, as noted above, 5% of the renter occupied units are estimated to be vacant for 
rent.) 

c. Divide b. by the “other” vacancy rate for each jurisdiction (from Table 16).  Post the 
results to column 4 of Table 17. 

 
2. Determine for each jurisdiction the number of housing units needed to accommodate 

population growth from the beginning of the planning period on January 1, 2006 to the end of 
the planning period on June 13, 2013. 

 
a. Subtract from the number of housing units needed on June 30, 2013 (determined in Step 

1 above), the existing number of housing units on January 1, 2006 (from Table 4).  Post 
the results to column 5 of Table 17. 

 
3. Determine for each jurisdiction the normal market removal of housing units.  These are 

housing units that will be torn down, boarded up, destroyed by fire, changed to commercial 
use, etc. 

 
a. In accordance with methodology provided by HCD, multiply the January 1, 2006 number 

of housing units by the replacement allowance rate provided by HCD of 0.9%.  Post the 
results to column 6 of Table 17.   
 

4. Determine by jurisdiction and market area the total basic construction need during the 
planning period extending from January 1, 2006 to June 30, 2013. 

 
a. Add the number of units needed to accommodate growth (determined in Step Two) to the 

number of housing units projected to be removed (determined in Step Three).  Post the 
results to column 7 of Table 17. 
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Normal
Market Total Units

Market Area City/Unincorporated 2006 Units 2013 Units Growth Removals Needed

FCMA Clovis 32,458 47,517 15,059 136 15,195
Fresno 160,446 180,940 20,494 184 20,678
Unincorporated 28,138 29,281 1,143 10 1,153
FCMA Total 221,042 257,738 36,696 330 37,027

East Valley Fowler 1,519 2,064 545 5 550
Kingsburg 4,023 5,422 1,399 13 1,411
Orange Cove 2,153 2,925 772 7 779
Parlier 2,990 3,564 574 5 580
Reedley 6,570 7,907 1,337 12 1,349
Sanger 6,527 8,856 2,329 21 2,350
Selma 6,701 8,592 1,891 17 1,909
Unincorporated 11,561 12,350 789 7 796
East Valley Total 42,044 51,682 9,638 87 9,724

Westside North Firebaugh 1,806 2,182 376 3 379
Kerman 3,555 5,953 2,398 22 2,420
Mendota 2,039 2,395 356 3 359
San Joaquin 822 1,020 198 2 200
Unincorporated 9,811 10,436 625 6 631
Westside North Total 18,033 21,986 3,953 36 3,988

Westside South Coalinga 3,988 4,102 114 1 115
Huron 1,614 2,086 472 4 476
Unincorporated 864 1,002 138 1 139
Westside South Total 6,466 7,190 724 7 730

Sierra Nevada Unincorporated 9,823 10,489 666 6 672
Sierra Nevada Total 9,823 10,489 666 6 672

Total County Incorp. Total 237,211 285,526 48,315 435 48,750
Unincorp. Total 60,197 63,558 3,361 30 3,391
County Total 297,408 349,084 51,676 465 52,141

Table 17
Basic Construction Needs

January 1, 2006 to June 30, 2013

 
 
 

The final step is to allocate the Basic Construction Need figure for each jurisdiction to the four income 
groups.  This is accomplished by multiplying each jurisdiction’s Basic Construction Need figure by the 
percentage growth of households during the planning period in each income group in each jurisdiction.  
The results are provided in Table 18. 
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Above
Market Area City/Unincorporated Very Low Low Moderate Moderate Total

FCMA Clovis 3,174 2,291 2,678 7,052 15,195
Fresno 4,705 3,202 3,639 9,132 20,678
Unincorporated 452 233 224 244 1,153
FCMA Total 8,331 5,725 6,541 16,429 37,027

East Valley Fowler 130 94 106 220 550
Kingsburg 308 227 272 604 1,411
Orange Cove 213 157 145 263 779
Parlier 139 102 114 225 580
Reedley 311 231 263 544 1,349
Sanger 561 403 465 921 2,350
Selma 435 327 380 767 1,909
Unincorporated 252 165 185 195 796
East Valley Total 2,349 1,706 1,930 3,739 9,724

Westside North Firebaugh 99 79 78 123 379
Kerman 689 419 495 817 2,420
Mendota 89 71 73 126 359
San Joaquin 53 42 40 64 200
Unincorporated 201 116 133 181 631
Westside North Total 1,131 727 819 1,311 3,988

Westside South Coalinga 35 23 30 27 115
Huron 126 80 99 170 476
Unincorporated 60 12 15 52 139
Westside South Total 221 116 145 248 730

Sierra Nevada Unincorporated 114 86 116 356 672
Sierra Nevada Total 114 86 116 356 672

Total County Incorp. Total 11,068 7,748 8,878 21,056 48,750
Unincorp. Total 1,080 612 672 1,027 3,391
County Total 12,147 8,360 9,551 22,083 52,141

January 1, 2006 to June 30, 2013

Table 18
Estimated Housing Construction Need by Jurisdiction and Income Group

 
 

 
 
MANUAL ADJUSTMENTS  
 
Government Code Section 65584.05 provides that within 60 days following receipt of the draft allocation, 
a local government may request from the Fresno COG a revision of its share of the regional housing need 
in accordance with the factors described in paragraphs (1) to (9), inclusive, of subdivision (d) of Section 
65584.04.  The request for a revised share shall be based upon comparable data available for all affected 
jurisdictions and accepted planning methodology, and supported by adequate documentation. 
 
The City of Kingsburg and the County of Fresno submitted timely letters requesting reduced allocations 
for their jurisdictions from those determined in the draft RHNA Plan.  However, since the total county 
allocation must be maintained, any reduction in one jurisdiction will require an increased allocation in one 
or more other jurisdictions.  Consequently, COG staff conducted meetings on August 17 and August 24, 
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2007, with jurisdictions within the Fresno Clovis Metropolitan Area (FCMA) and the East Valley market 
areas to consider the requested revisions and determine if jurisdictions were willing to modify their 
allocations. 
 
As a result of these meetings and subsequent discussions and correspondence, RHNA Plan allocations for 
Kingsburg and the County of Fresno were reduced.  This was accomplished because the cities of Clovis, 
Fresno, Parlier and Selma agreed to somewhat higher allocations, necessary  in order to maintain the total 
county allocation.  The specific revisions are as follows: 
 
Within the FCMA Market Area: 

• Clovis accepted 203 units from the County (40 very low, 32 low, 36 moderate, and 95 above 
moderate) 

• Fresno accepted 293 units from the County (115 very low, 59 low, 57 moderate, and 62 above 
moderate) 

Within the East Valley Market Area: 
• Selma accepted 200 units from Kingsburg (100 moderate and 100 above moderate) 
• Selma accepted 60 units from the County (10 low, 25 moderate, and 25 above moderate) 
• Parlier accepted 60 units from the County (30 moderate and 30 above moderate) 

 
These jurisdictions accepted these additional units in the spirit of regional cooperation, without which a 
very difficult state mandate would have been made even more so. Table 19 of the 2007 Fresno County 
RHNA Plan includes all of these revisions and provides the final allocations by income group for all 
Fresno County jurisdictions. 
 
The State Department of Housing and Community Development was consulted regarding language in the 
following four paragraphs.  It clarifies that when necessary a city can include an adequate program action 
in its housing element to utilize land area within its Sphere of Influence to meet the requirement to 
provide adequate sites to accommodate all of its RHNA Plan allocation by income category.  This 
clarification provides the basis for making mutually agreed transfers of housing need allocation from the 
County to a city to avoid a cumbersome administrative process in determining the transfer of housing 
need from the County to a particular city due to annexation. 
 
The 2007 RHNA Plan provides the total housing need allocation by income category for each city in the 
County, for the unincorporated County, and for the total County.  Each city and the County must identify 
in its housing element an inventory of adequate sites to accommodate its housing need allocation by 
income category.  The sum total of housing need by income category for each of the cities and the 
unincorporated County cannot be less than the total County housing construction need by income 
category identified in the RHNA Plan. 
 
A city and the County cannot both claim the same land area in their respective housing elements in order 
to provide an inventory of adequate sites to accommodate their respective allocation.  Some cities in 
Fresno County may be able to accommodate their respective allocations within their existing 
jurisdictional boundaries.  Other cities, however, may need to annex land area within their sphere of 
influence in order to provide an inventory of adequate sites to accommodate their respective allocations.  
In fact, both the City of Clovis and the City of Fresno, in letters agreeing to accept a portion of the 
County’s FCMA allocation, note that they will use all or part of the area within their respective spheres of 
influence to comply with their final allocations.  This is likely the case with many other jurisdictions 
within Fresno County as well.    
 
 



 
Council of Fresno County Governments 44 Regional Housing Needs Allocation Plan 

In the case of a city proposing to annex land to accommodate any unmet portion of its RHNA allocation, 
the housing element must include an annexation program to address the remaining allocation.   The 
program must specify actions the city will take early enough within the planning period to indicate 
annexation can be completed to enable adequate development to occur to meet the remaining RHNA 
allocation before the end of the planning period.  For the land area to be annexed, the program must 
address appropriate zoning, development standards, and infrastructure capacity to determine, by income 
category, total residential development capacity.  A city can not include in its housing element land 
proposed to be annexed that is included in the County’s housing element or take credit for sites in which 
the County issued building permits unless the County, in writing, grants approval and commits to 
appropriately amending its housing element within six months from the date a revised determination of 
housing need has been finalized.  A transfer or revised determination of housing need allocation during 
the planning period can only occur pursuant to Government Code Section 65584.07.  
 
If a city through its annexation program is unable to provide adequate sites during the planning period to 
accommodate sufficient development, it must specify a program that commits the City, early enough in 
the planning period, to revise its land use controls and/or land inventory to provide adequate sites within 
its jurisdictional boundary to accommodate all the remaining housing need allocation for each income 
category.  
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Above
Market Area City/Unincorporated Very Low Low Moderate Moderate Total

FCMA Clovis 3,214 2,323 2,714 7,147 15,398
Fresno 4,820 3,260 3,696 9,195 20,971
Unincorporated 297 142 131 88 658
FCMA Total 8,331 5,725 6,541 16,430 37,027

East Valley Fowler 130 94 106 220 550
Kingsburg 308 227 172 504 1,211
Orange Cove 213 157 145 263 778
Parlier 139 102 144 255 640
Reedley 311 231 263 544 1,349
Sanger 561 403 465 921 2,350
Selma 435 337 505 892 2,169
Unincorporated 252 155 130 140 677
East Valley Total 2,349 1,706 1,930 3,739 9,724

Westside North Firebaugh 99 79 78 123 379
Kerman 689 419 495 817 2,420
Mendota 89 71 73 126 359
San Joaquin 53 42 40 64 199
Unincorporated 201 116 133 181 631
Westside North Total 1,131 727 819 1,311 3,988

Westside South Coalinga 35 23 30 27 115
Huron 126 80 99 170 475
Unincorporated 60 12 15 52 139
Westside South Total 221 115 144 249 729

Sierra Nevada Unincorporated 114 86 116 356 672
Sierra Nevada Total 114 86 116 356 672

Total County Incorp. Total 11,222 7,848 9,026 21,269 49,366
Unincorp. Total 925 511 525 869 2,777
County Total 12,147 8,359 9,550 22,085 52,142

January 1, 2006 to June 30, 2013

Table 19

by Jurisdiction and Income Group
Final Estimated Housing Construction Need
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STATE HCD REVIEW OF FINAL 2007 RHNA 
 
The Fresno COG approved the 2007 Fresno County Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) Plan on 
November 29, 2007.  Government Code Section 65584.01 states that within 60 days of adoption by the 
council of governments, the State Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) shall 
determine whether or not the final allocation plan is consistent with the existing and projected housing 
need for the region. 
 
HCD reviewed the 2007 Fresno County RHNA and noted that the housing need figure determined for 
Fresno County of 52,142 units had been fully allocated to the jurisdictions within the County.  HCD 
further noted, however, that the total County allocations by income group were not consistent with the 
figures provided by HCD, as they must be pursuant to statute.  Consequently, staff made technical 
revisions to the income group calculations for each jurisdiction, which additionally affected very slightly 
the total allocation for each jurisdiction (from 5 additional units to 14 fewer units). 
 
The Fresno COG Board approved Revised Table 19 incorporating these technical revisions at its meeting 
on January 24, 2008.  Revised Table 19 supersedes the RHNA figures displayed in both original Tables 
18 and 19. 
 

Above
Market Area City/Unincorporated Very Low Low Moderate Moderate Total

FCMA Clovis 3,275 2,354 2,681 7,073 15,384
Fresno 4,912 3,304 3,651 9,100 20,968
Unincorporated 303 144 129 87 664
FCMA Total 8,490 5,803 6,462 16,260 37,015

East Valley Fowler 132 96 105 218 551
Kingsburg 314 230 170 499 1,213
Orange Cove 218 159 144 260 781
Parlier 142 104 142 252 639
Reedley 317 234 260 539 1,350
Sanger 572 408 459 912 2,351
Selma 444 341 499 883 2,166
Unincorporated 257 157 128 138 680
East Valley Total 2,394 1,729 1,907 3,700 9,730

Westside North Firebaugh 101 80 77 122 380
Kerman 702 425 489 809 2,424
Mendota 91 72 72 124 359
San Joaquin 54 43 40 63 200
Unincorporated 205 117 132 179 633
Westside North Total 1,153 737 809 1,297 3,996

Westside South Coalinga 35 24 30 26 115
Huron 129 81 98 168 477
Unincorporated 61 12 15 51 140
Westside South Total 226 116 142 247 731

Sierra Nevada Unincorporated 116 88 114 352 670
Sierra Nevada Total 116 88 114 352 670

Total County Incorp. Total 11,436 7,955 8,917 21,048 49,357
Unincorp. Total 943 518 518 808 2,786
County Total 12,379 8,473 9,434 21,856 52,142

January 1, 2006 to June 30, 2013

Revised Table 19

by Jurisdiction and Income Group
Final Estimated Housing Construction Need
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Appendix 
 

 
 Letter from HCD dated September 8, 2006 
 
 Resolution No. 2007-07 
 
 Survey of Local Jurisdictions 
 
 City of Kingsburg letter dated June 7, 2007 requesting revisions 
 
 County of Fresno letter dated  June 22, 2007 requesting revisions 
 

Resolution No. 2007-49 Approving the 2007 Fresno 
County Regional Housing Needs Allocation Plan 
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