Chapter 2: Housing Needs Assessment

This section begins with a description of demographic, housing, and employment characteristics of Placer
County. The section then discusses existing housing
needs of Placer County based on housing and demographic characteristics. The section also discusses the
housing needs of “special” population groups as defined
in State law. Finally, the section discusses the County’s
future housing needs based on the regional “fair share”
allocation in the Regional Housing Needs Allocation
(RHNA) prepared by the Sacramento Area Council of
Governments (SACOG).

Housing Stock and
Demographic Profile
The purpose of this section is to establish “baseline”
population, employment, and housing characteristics
for Placer County. The main sources of this information
are the 2013–2017 U.S. Census American Community
Survey 5-Year Estimates. Other sources of information
include the California State Department of Finance
(DOF), the California Employment Development Department (EDD), the U.S. Department of Housing and
Urban Development (HUD), the U.S. Department of
Agriculture; and local market data (such as home sales
prices, rents, wages, etc.).

Demographic and Employment
Characteristics and Trends
Population
Placer County has seen tremendous growth during
the last decade, especially in the incorporated, and
continues to be one of the fastest growing counties in
the state. Table 1 shows the long-term historical population trends for Placer County. As shown in the table,
the County experienced rapid growth throughout the
second half of the twentieth century and into the twenty-first century. The County grew the fastest between
1970 and 1980, when the average annual growth rate
(AAGR) was 4.3 percent. From 2000 to 2010, Placer
County’s population grew from 248,399 to 348,432 residents – an AAGR of 3.4 percent. Though the County’s
population is continually growing, the average annual
growth rate has been decreasing since 1980. Between
2010 and 2019, the County grew by an estimated 48,259
persons, an average annual growth rate of 1.6 percent.
Figure 1 shows the slowing annual growth rate between
2010 and 2019.
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Table 1. Historic Population - Placer County 1940–2019
Year

Population

Change

AAGR

1940

28,108

-

-

1950

41,649

13,541

4.0%

1960

56,998

15,349

3.2%

1970

77,306

20,308

3.1%

1980

117,247

39,941

4.3%

1990

172,796

55,549

4.0%

2000

248,399

75,603

3.7%

2010

348,432

100,033

3.4%

2019

396,691

48,259

1.6%

Source: DOF, E-5 Population Estimates for Cities, Counties, and the State, 2010–2019, Placer County.

Figure 1. Annual Population Change by Jurisdiction,
Placer County and State of California, 2010-2019
Source: DOF E-5 Population Estimates for Cities, Counties, and State, 2010–2019.
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While the County has grown at a rapid pace, much of
this growth has occurred within the incorporated cities,
reflecting Placer County’s General Plan policy to steer
growth towards the cities. Figure 1 shows the comparative annual growth rate of each jurisdiction in Placer
County as well as the unincorporated County area and
the state as a whole. With the exception of Colfax,
which experienced a population decline between 2013
and 2014, each jurisdiction experienced a population
increase in most years. The unincorporated County area
had moderate growth compared to cities in the County, and a slightly higher rate of growth than the state
in most years. Table 2 shows population, households,
average household size, and housing units1 for unincorporated and incorporated Placer County and the State
of California for 2000, 2010, and 2019. The table also
shows 2000 to 2010 and 2010 to 2019 absolute growth
and AAGRs.
Unincorporated Placer County’s population grew at an
AAGR of 0.7 percent between 2000 and 2010. This was
slightly lower than California’s growth rate of 1 percent.
Housing units increased at a slightly faster rate than
population for unincorporated Placer County between
2000 and 2010. In California, the average household
size increased by 0.003 person from 2000 to 2010
because population grew faster than the number of
housing units.
From 2010 to 2019, Placer County as a whole had a 3.4
percent AAGR for population, a rate nearly three times
California’s population AAGR of 1.0 percent during this
period. Most of this growth was in the incorporated
areas, where the AAGR was 5.0 percent between 2000
and 2010. Growth in unincorporated areas slowed to an
AAGR of 0.7 percent.
1 A household is defined by the U.S. Census Bureau as “A person or group of
people who occupy a housing unit as their usual place of residence. The
number of households equals the number of occupied housing units in a
census.” A housing unit is defined as “A single-family house, townhouse,
mobile home or trailer, apartment, group of rooms, or single room that is
occupied as a separate living quarters or, if vacant, is intended for occupancy as a separate living quarters”.

Table 3 and Figure 2 show a breakdown of the population
growth in Placer County’s incorporated cities. As shown
in the table, the majority of the County’s population
growth occurred in the incorporated cities, particularly
in Colfax, Lincoln, and Roseville. Colfax was the fastest
growing city in the County, with a population increase
from 1,963 residents in 2010 to 2,187 residents in 2017
– a 1.6 percent AAGR. The cities of Lincoln and Roseville
also experienced significant population increases over
this seven-year period, with AAGRs of 1.2 and 1.4 percent respectively. As stated earlier, the unincorporated
areas had an AAGR of 0.7 percent from 2010 to 2017.
Table 3 also shows the population of several unincorporated communities in Placer County, defined as
Census Designated Places (CDPs) in the U.S. Census.
The largest CDPs within the County are Granite Bay and
North Auburn. Granite Bay had a population of 22,479
in 2017, making up nearly 20 percent of the total unincorporated County population, and North Auburn had
a population of 13,395 in 2017, making up 12 percent
of the unincorporated County population. About half of
the County population (59,776) lives in the remaining
unincorporated County in more remote areas that are
not defined by the U.S. Census.
Communities in Tahoe have had significant population
loss as a result of rising home prices, reduced permanent employment, and other factors. Tahoe Basin
communities in Placer County (Carnelian Bay, Dollar
Point, Kings Beach, Tahoe Vista, and Tahoma) have
collectively lost nearly a quarter (24 percent) of their
population between 2010 and 2017. According to the
Tahoe-Sierra Board of Realtors, 28 single-family homes
and 43 condos were sold in the Northstar region of the
County during the third quarter of 2020. The median
price for these single-family homes was $1,280,000 and
the median price for condos was $550,000.
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Table 2. Population, Households, Housing Size, and Housing Units
Placer County and California 2000, 2010, and 2019
Unincorporated Areas

Incorporated Areas

California

2000

2010

2019

2000

2010

2019

2000

2010

2019

100,701

108,128

116,170

147,698

240,304

280,521

33,873,086

37,253,956

39,927,315

Growth from Previous Period

16,474

7,427

8,042

59,129

92,606

40,217

4,114,873

3,380,870

2,673,359

% AAGR from Previous Period

1.8%

0.7%

0.8%

5.2%

5.0%

1.7%

1.3%

1.0%

0.8%

37,334

41,351

42,914

56,048

91,276

102,997

11,502,871

12,577,498

13,085,036

Growth from Previous Period

6,505

4,017

1,563

22,776

35,228

11,721

1,122,015

1,074,627

507,538

% AAGR from Previous Period

1.9%

1.0%

0.4%

5.4%

5.0%

1.4%

1.0%

0.9%

0.4%

Average Household Size

2.66

2.57

2.66

2.61

2.61

2.71

2.87

2.9

2.99

48,433

55,891

57,990

58,869

96,757

109,558

12,214,550

13,680,081

14,235,093

Growth from Previous Period

5,926

7,458

2,099

23,497

37,888

12,801

1,032,037

1,465,531

555,012

% AAGR from Previous Period

1.3%

1.4%

0.4%

5.2%

5.1%

0.5%

0.9%

1.1%

0.5%

Population
Number

Households
Number

Housing Units
Number

Sources: California Department of Finance 2019, Table E-5.

Figure 3 shows the total housing units and housing unit
growth for jurisdictions in Placer County. Between 2010
and 2019, 14,900 housing units were built in Placer
County. The majority of housing unit growth was in the
incorporated cities of Lincoln, Rocklin, and Roseville
(12,505 units total). Despite the Tahoe Basin experiencing a decline in population, there has continued been
an increase in housing unit growth attributed to second
homeowners. Between 2010 – 2013, 10 percent of all
home sales were to primary residents of the Tahoe area,
from 2014 – 2016 7 percent were to primary residents,
and between 2017 – 2019, 6 percent of home sales
were to primary residents. The remaining 94 percent of
all homes sold in the last three years in the Tahoe Basin
have been sold to second homeowners or used as a vacation rental. With 15,247 housing units in Tahoe, just
12,433 are occupied by primary residents. This suggests
that there is a surplus of housing in Tahoe that is not
occupied by residents at this time.

14

Age
Table 4 illustrates the age distribution in both unincorporated and incorporated Placer County and California
in 2017. Compared to California, Placer County had a
higher proportion of residents in the 35-and-older age
groups and a smaller proportion of residents in the
younger age groups, especially the 20-to-34 age groups.
Children under 5 and residents between 25 and 44
years of age represented a slightly smaller proportion of
the population in the unincorporated areas compared
to the incorporated areas. Residents over the age of
45 made up a larger percentage of the unincorporated
County population than the population in the County’s
incorporated cities. There were proportionally more
seniors in Placer County in 2017 compared to the state,
with seniors over 65 years of age making up 18.2 percent of the population in both the unincorporated and
incorporated County.
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Table 3. Population Change, Placer County and California, 2010 and 2017
Area

2010

2017

Absolute
Change

% Change

AAGR

Auburn

13,330

13,911

581

4.4%

0.6%

Colfax

1,963

2,187

224

11.4%

1.6%

Lincoln

42,819

46,404

3,585

8.4%

1.2%

Loomis

6,430

6,727

297

4.6%

0.7%

Rocklin

56,974

61,697

4,723

8.3%

1.2%

Roseville

118,788

130,705

11,917

10.0%

1.4%

Incorporated County

240,304

261,631

21,327

8.9%

1.3%

Alta

610

476

-134

-22.0%

-3.1%

Carnelian Bay

524

438

-86

-16.4%

-2.3%
-3.0%

1,215

963

-252

-20.7%

Dutch Flat

Dollar Point

160

165

5

3.1%

0.4%

Foresthill

1,483

1,475

-8

-0.5%

-0.1%

Granite Bay

20,402

22,479

2,077

10.2%

1.5%

Kings Beach

3,796

2,824

-972

-25.6%

-3.7%

Kingvale

143

146

3

2.1%

0.3%

Meadow Vista

3,217

1,261

-1,956

-60.8%

-8.7%

Newcastle

1,224

1,261

37

3.0%

0.4%

North Auburn

13,022

13,395

373

2.9%

0.4%

831

939

108

13.0%

1.9%

Sheridan

1,238

1,337

99

8.0%

1.1%

Sunnyside

4,235

4,454

219

5.2%

0.7%

Tahoe Vista

1,433

1,290

-143

-10.0%

-1.4%

Penryn

Tahoma

1,191

675

-516

-43.3%

-6.2%

Remaining Unincorporated County

53,404

59,776

6,372

11.9%

1.7%

Unincorporated County

108,128

113,354

5,226

4.8%

0.7%

County Total

348,432

374,985

26,553

7.62%

1.09%

Source: U.S. Census 2010 and 2013–2017 ACS 5-Year Estimates (Table B01003).

Figure 2. Percentage Change in Population, Placer County, 2010–2017
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The median age of Placer County increased from 40 to
41.6 years old from 2010 to 2017, indicating that the
County’s population is getting older. California’s median
age also increased from 35 years of age in 2010 to 36.1
in 2017 yet remains lower than the median age in Placer
County.

Race and Ethnicity
Placer County’s population is less racially diverse than
the State of California as a whole. This is especially true
for the unincorporated areas of the County. Table 5
summarizes ACS data related to the race and ethnicity
of residents of Placer County and California in 2017. The

Figure 3. Housing Unit Growth, Placer County Jurisdictions, 2010–2019
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Source: U.S. Census 2010 and 2019 DOF E-5 estimates.

Table 4. Age Characteristics, Placer County and California, 2017
Unincorporated
Age Group

Incorporated

California

Number

Percent

Number

Percent

Number

Percent

Under 5

5,229

4.6%

14,984

5.7%

2,493,545

6.4%

5 to 14

13,070

11.5%

36,249

13.9%

5,069,650

13.0%

15 to 19

6,131

5.4%

18,172

6.9%

2,609,110

6.7%

20 to 24

5,310

4.7%

15,038

5.7%

2,859,724

7.3%

25 to 34

11,376

10.0%

30,085

11.5%

5,822,872

14.9%

35 to 44

11,997

10.6%

35,856

13.7%

5,180,070

13.3%

45 to 54

16,923

14.9%

36,243

13.9%

5,202,333

13.3%

55 to 64

19,770

17.4%

30,308

11.6%

4,597,095

11.8%

65 and over

23,548

20.8%

44,696

17.1%

5,148,448

13.2%

Total

113,354

100.0%

261,631

100.0%

38,982,847

100.0%

Source: 2013–2017 ACS 5-Year Estimates (Table S0101).
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Table 5. Population Breakdown by Race/ethnicity
Placer County and California, 2017
Race/Ethnicity

Unincorporated

Incorporated

California

Number

Percent

Number

Percent

Number

Percent

White (non-Hispanic)

91,156

80.4%

185,598

70.9%

14,777,594

37.9%

Hispanic

12,807

11.3%

38,324

14.6%

15,105,860

38.8%

Asian

4,316

3.8%

21,252

8.1%

5,427,928

13.9%

Two or more races

3,262

2.9%

10,695

4.1%

1,140,164

2.9%

Black or African-American

1,171

1.0%

4,228

1.6%

2,161,459

5.5%

American Indian and Alaska Native

483

0.4%

821

0.3%

137,813

0.4%

Some other race

111

0.1%

205

0.1%

93,746

0.2%

Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander

48

0.0%

508

0.2%

138,283

0.4%

113,354

100.0%

261,631

100.0%

38,982,847

100.0%

Total
Source: 2013–2017 ACS 5-Year Estimates (Table B03002).

table shows that 80.4 percent of unincorporated and
70.9 percent of incorporated Placer County’s population
was white in 2017. Placer County’s non-Hispanic white
population made up a significantly larger proportion of
the population compared to California’s 37.9 percent
non-Hispanic white population. Hispanics made up 11.3
percent of the population in the unincorporated County
and 14.6 percent in the incorporated County, compared
to 38.8 percent of the California’s total population. All
other racial categories were represented in Placer
County during the 2017 ACS, but together made up 19.6
percent of the County’s population.

Household Characteristics
Table 6 compares 2010 Census data with 2013–2017
ACS data and DOF Housing Estimates for a variety of
housing characteristics, including tenure, vacancy, and
household type for unincorporated and incorporated
Placer County and California.
The rate of homeownership in unincorporated and incorporated Placer County increased between 2010 and
2017 from 57.6 percent to 76.6 percent in the unincorporated areas and from 64.1 percent to 67.0 percent
in the incorporated areas. Placer County’s homeownership rate is slightly higher than for California as a whole
(54.5 percent in 2017).

The housing vacancy rate in unincorporated Placer
County stayed virtually the same from 2010 to 2017;
26.4 percent of housing units in the unincorporated
areas of the County were vacant in 2017. This vacancy
rate is much higher than the 8.0 percent vacancy rate
for housing units in all of California for 2017. The high
vacancy rate in Placer County is due primarily to the
predominance of vacation homes in the Lake Tahoe
area. In 2017, 72.5 percent of vacant housing units in
the unincorporated County were for seasonal, recreational, or occasional use.
The U.S. Census divides households into two types
depending on their composition. Family households
are those that consist of two or more related persons
living together. Nonfamily households include either
persons who live alone or groups composed of nonrelated individuals. As shown in Table 6, 71.1 percent
of households in unincorporated Placer County were
family households in 2017 compared to 68.8 percent in
California. The proportion of family households in the
unincorporated County remained virtually unchanged
from 71.4 percent of households in 2010.
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Table 7 shows the average household size for Placer
County as a whole and California. Average household
size is a function of the number of people living in
households (the population in group quarters is not
counted) divided by the number of occupied housing
units. In Placer County, the 2017 average persons per
household was 2.68 persons, lower than California’s
average of 2.96 persons.

Since a majority of rental units are usually apartments
with a small number of rooms, the average household
size of renter households tends to be lower than that
of owner households across the state. Placer County is
no exception, with an average household size for renter-occupied households of 2.56 persons in 2017, compared to 2.73 persons per owner-occupied household.

Table 6. Summary of Housing Characteristics
Placer County and California, 2010 to 2017
Unincorporated Placer County
2010

Total
Population

2017

Incorporated Placer County
2010

2017

California
2010

2017

Number

Percent

Number

Percent

Number

Percent

Number

Percent

Number

Percent

Number

Percent

108,128

-

114,646

-

240,304

-

269,073

-

37,253,956

-

39,504,609

-

Household Population
Persons Living
in Households

106,224

98.2%

112,569

98.2%

238,401

99.2%

267,190

99.3%

36,434,140

97.8%

38,662,696

97.9%

Persons
Living in Group
Quarters

1,904

1.8%

2,077

1.8%

1,903

0.8%

1,883

0.7%

819,816

2.2%

841,913

2.1%

Total Housing
Units

55,891

-

57,402

-

96,757

-

105,087

-

13,680,081

-

14,072,308

-

Occupied
Housing Units

41,351

74.0%

42,457

74.0%

91,276

94.3%

99,071

94.3%

12,577,498

91.9%

12,949,741

92.0%

Vacant
Housing Units

14,540

26.0%

14,945

26.0%

5,481

5.7%

6,016

5.7%

1,102,583

8.1%

1,122,567

8.0%

OwnerOccupied

32,194

57.6%

33,566

79.6%

62,029

64.1%

64,587

67.0%

7,035,371

55.9%

7,024,030

54.5%

RenterOccupied

9,157

16.4%

8,584

20.4%

29,247

30.2%

31,827

33.0%

5,542,127

44.1%

5,864,098

45.5%

Total
Households

41,351

-

42,150

-

91,276

-

96,414

-

12,877,498

-

12,888,128

-

Occupancy

Tenure

Household Type
Family
Households

29,540

71.4%

29,951

71.1%

63,996

70.1%

67,384

69.9%

8,642,473

68.7%

8,862,523

68.8%

Nonfamily
Households

11,811

28.6%

12,199

28.9%

27,280

29.9%

29,030

30.1%

3,935,025

31.3%

4,025,605

31.2%

Source: U.S. Census 2010; 2013–2017 ACS 5-Year Estimates (Table B25003, B25002, B25004, B17012, S1101); DOF E-5 Population and Housing Estimates 2017.
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Table 7. Average Household Size by
Tenure, Placer County and
California, 2010 and 2017
Placer
County

California

2010

2017

2010

2017

Persons per Household

2.6

2.68

2.9

2.96

Household Size:
Owner-Occupied Units

2.64

2.73

2.95

3

Household Size:
Renter-Occupied Units

2.5

2.56

2.83

2.91

Household Income
Table 8 shows the distribution of household incomes for
Placer County and California for 2017, based on Census
income data in the 2013-2017 ACS. In unincorporated
Placer County, 28.0 percent of all households earned
under $35,000 in 2017, compared to 27.0 percent of
households in California as a whole. At the other end of
the income spectrum, 41.5 percent of households in the
unincorporated County earned over $100,000 in 2017,
higher than the 33.3 percent in California as a whole.
The median household income in Placer County in 2017
was $80,488, which was significantly higher than California’s median income of $67,169.

Source: U.S. Census 2010; 2013-2017 ACS (Table B25010).

Table 8. Household Income Distribution
Placer County and California, 2017
Unincorporated

Incorporated

California

Income Group
Number

Percent

Number

Percent

Number

Percent

Less than $10,000

1,681

4.0%

4,105

4.3%

694,945

5.4%

$10,000 to $14,999

1,560

3.7%

3,314

3.4%

604,666

4.7%

$15,000 to $24,999

5,832

13.8%

3,115

3.2%

1,105,197

8.6%

$25,000 to $34,999

2,731

6.5%

6,627

6.9%

1,063,551

8.3%

$35,000 to $49,999

7,189

17.1%

6,022

6.2%

1,009,684

7.8%

$50,000 to $74,999

6,743

16.0%

15,806

16.4%

2,095,531

16.3%

$75,000 to $99,999

4,903

11.6%

13,375

13.9%

1,568,843

12.2%

$100,000 to $149,999

7,883

18.7%

19,344

20.1%

2,025,327

15.7%

Over $150,000

9,601

22.8%

18,733

19.4%

2,264,232

17.6%

Total

42,150

100.0%

96,414

100.0%

12,888,128

100.0%

Source: 2013-2017 ACS 5-Year Estimates (Table B19001).
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Existing and Projected Employment

Housing Characteristics and Trends

Table 9 shows the employment and unemployment
rates along with industry employment by major classification for all of Placer County and California for 2017
(ACS).

The discussion of the housing stock in Placer County in
this subsection uses a significant amount of data from
the 2013-2017 ACS. The ACS is based on a sample, but
the Census is based on a complete count. Therefore,
estimates derived from the ACS may be slightly lower or
higher than the true amount being measured.

As shown in Table 9, Placer County had an unemployment rate of 4.9 percent in 2018, slightly lower than the
6.7 percent rate in California as a whole. However, both
Placer County and California had lower unemployment
rates than in in 2010, when unemployment rates in
Placer County and California were 11.4 and 12.4 percent respectively.
Table 9 also shows that Placer County has a diverse
economy. Nearly one-quarter of all jobs in Placer
County come from the educational services and health
care and social assistance. Other important industries
include professional, scientific, and management, and
administrative and waste management services and
retail trade.

Potential Population Change and Job
Growth Impacts on Housing Need
The DOF produces the official population projections by
county for California. The most recent projections for
2010 to 2050 in 10-year increments were produced in
2019. Table 10 shows the population for Placer County
in 2020 along with the DOF population projections for
2025, 2030, 2035, and 2040. Table 10 also shows the
population AAGR for each period. Based on the 2010
population and 2015 DOF population projection, Placer
County is projected to have a 2015 to 2020 AAGR of 1.31
percent, a 2020 to 2025 AAGR of 1.39 percent, a 2025
to 2030 AAGR of 1.38 percent, a 2030 to 2035 AAGR of
1.23 percent, a 2035 to 2040 AAGR of 1.05 percent, and
a 2040 to 2045 AAGR of 0.87 percent. From 2020 to
2045, Placer County is projected to gain approximately
138,578 additional people that will need housing.
Table 11 shows employment projections for 2026 for
the Sacramento-Roseville-Arden-Arcade Metropolitan
Statistical Area (MSA), which includes Placer County. By
2026, employment for the Sacramento MSA is anticipated to increase by 12.5 percent from 2016.
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Housing Inventory/Supply
Table 12 summarizes housing units by type for all housing units in Placer County and California in 2010 and
2019. Single-family homes continue to be the largest
percentage of the housing stock in both unincorporated
and incorporated Placer County. From 2010 to 2019, of
the 2,099 new housing units constructed in the unincorporated County, 1,892, or 84 percent, were single-family houses. Approximately 8 percent of all new units built
in the unincorporated County were multifamily units,
and there was a net gain of 30 mobile home units. In
2019, single-family homes made up 84.1 percent of all
housing units in unincorporated Placer County, compared to 64.5 percent in all of California. In 2019, multifamily homes made up only 10.4 percent of the housing
stock in the unincorporated County and 19.9 percent
of the housing stock in the incorporated areas of the
County. These percentages were much lower than for
all of California, in which 31.6 percent of the housing
stock was multifamily. Mobile homes made up only 5.5
percent of Placer County’s total housing stock, which is
slightly higher than the 3.9 percent for all housing units
in the state (See Table 12).
The majority of residential growth between 2010 and
2019 occurred in the incorporated areas. Over 85.9
percent of all new units were constructed in the incorporated areas, and nearly 85.5 percent of all new single-family homes were built in the incorporated areas.
Housing Demolition
From January 1, 2013, to December 30, 2019, 207 single-family dwellings were demolished in unincorporated
Placer County. These units represent a small portion of
the total housing stock. The loss of affordable housing
through demolition is not a significant problem facing
Placer County.
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Table 9. Employment by Industry
Placer County and California, 2010 and 2018
2010
Placer County

2018
California

Placer County

California

Number

Percent

Number

Percent

Number

Percent

Number

Percent

126,200

100.0%

14,319,500

100.0%

173,493

100.0%

18,309,012

100.0%

100

0.1%

26,800

0.2%

1,323

0.8%

419,569

2.3%

Construction

8,400

6.7%

559,800

3.9%

12,269

7.1%

1,132,708

6.2%

Manufacturing

6,600

5.2%

1,241,000

8.7%

10,649

6.1%

1,706,099

9.3%

Wholesale trade

3,700

2.9%

644,000

4.5%

4,333

2.5%

529,457

2.9%

Retail trade

19,300

15.3%

1,513,300

10.6%

20,225

11.7%

1,947,161

10.6%

Transportation and warehousing,
and utilities

3,000

2.4%

466,300

3.3%

7,302

4.2%

941,194

5.1%

Information

2,500

2.0%

427,700

3.0%

3,883

2.2%

538,456

2.9%

Finance and insurance, and real
estate and rental and leasing

9,700

7.7%

760,200

5.3%

14,804

8.5%

1,111,863

6.1%

Professional, scientific, and
management, and administrative
and waste management services

13,000

10.3%

2,074,400

14.5%

21,699

12.5%

2,457,308

13.4%

Educational services, and health
care and social assistance

18,100

14.3%

1,788,300

12.5%

39,859

23.0%

3,839,707

21.0%

Arts, entertainment, and
recreation, and accommodation
and food services

18,100

14.3%

1,501,600

10.5%

16,001

9.2%

1,915,998

10.5%

Other services, except public
administration

4,500

3.6%

484,900

3.4%

8,554

4.9%

967,240

5.3%

Public administration

18,900

15.0%

2,448,400

17.1%

12,592

7.3%

802,252

4.4%

Civilian Labor Force

176,700

100.0%

18,316,400

100.0%

182,498

100.0%

19,630,514

100.0%

Civilian Employment

156,500

88.6%

16,051,500

87.6%

173,493

95.1%

18,309,012

93.3%

Civilian Unemployment

20,200

11.4%

2,264,900

12.4%

9,005

4.9%

1,321,502

6.7%

Total Industry Employment
Agriculture, forestry, fishing and
hunting, and mining

Source: California Employment Development Department, Employment by Industry Data, 2010; 2014-2018 ACS 5-Year Estimates (Table DP03).
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Table 10. Existing and Projected Population, Placer County, 2020-2045
Placer County

Population

2020

2025

2030

2035

2040

2045

395,783

424,134

454,124

485,743

511,683

534,361

1.31%

1.39%

1.38%

1.23%

1.05%

0.87%

AAGR from previous period

Source: DOF Interim Population Projections for California and its Counties, 2010-2060, 2019.

Table 11. EDD Employment Projections
Sacramento-Roseville-Arden-Arcade Metropolitan Statistical Area 2026
2016

2026

Numeric Change

Percent Change

1,026,400

1,154,400

128,000

12.5%

Source: 2016-2026 Industry Employment Projections, California Employment Development Department, May 2019.

Table 12. Housing Units by Type, Placer County and California, 2010 and 2019
2010

2019

Units

Percent

Units

Percent

Change in
Units

46,888
3,067
2,783
3,153
55,891

83.9%
5.5%
5.0%
5.6%
100.0%

48,780
3,085
2,942
3,183
57,990

84.1%
5.3%
5.1%
5.5%
100.0%

1,892
18
159
30
2,099

75,472
5,921
14,892
1,102
96,757

78.0%
6.1%
15.4%
1.1%
100.0%

86,638
5,374
16,442
1,104
109,558

79.1%
4.9%
15.0%
1.0%
100.0%

11,166
-547
1,550
2
12,801

122,360
8,358
17,675
4,255
152,648

80.2%
5.5%
11.6%
2.8%
100.0%

135,418
8,459
19,384
4,287
167,548

80.8%
5.0%
11.6%
2.6%
100.0%

13,058
101
1,709
32
14,900

8,925,496
1,110,623
3,076,511
557,674
13,670,304

65.3%
8.1%
22.5%
4.1%
100.0%

9,185,660
1,132,562
3,357,051
559,820
14,235,093

64.5%
8.0%
23.6%
3.9%
100.0%

260,164
21,939
280,540
2,146
564,789

Unincorporated Placer County

Single Family
2 to 4 units
5+ units
Mobile Homes
Total
Incorporated Placer County

Single Family
2 to 4 units
5+ units
Mobile Homes
Total
Placer County Total

Single Family
2 to 4 units
5+ units
Mobile Homes
Total
California

Single Family
2 to 4 units
5+ units
Mobile Homes
Total

Source: California Department of Finance, Table e-5, 2019.
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Housing Conditions
The U.S. Census provides limited data that can be used
to infer the condition of Placer County’s housing stock.
For example, the Census reports on whether housing
units have complete plumbing and kitchen facilities.
Since only one percent of all housing units in Placer
County lack complete plumbing or kitchen facilities (see
Table 13 below), these indicators do not reveal much
about overall housing conditions.
Since housing stock age and condition are generally correlated, one Census variable that provides an indication
of housing conditions is the age of a community’s housing
stock. Table 13 shows the decade built for owner-occupied and renter-occupied housing units in unincorporated
and incorporated Placer County and California in 2019. As
shown in the table, Placer County’s housing stock is relatively new compared to California’s housing stock.
In 2017, 4.4 percent of the housing stock in the unincorporated County was less than 10 years old. While this
percentage is lower than that of the incorporated areas
(5.2 percent), it is higher than that of California (2.1
percent). Placer County has a much smaller proportion
of its housing stock more than 50 years old compared
to California as a whole, with only 14.8 percent of the
unincorporated housing stock and 12.4 percent of the
incorporated housing stock built before 1960. In California, 42.6 percent of the total housing stock was built
prior to 1960.
It is estimated that homes built 30 or more years ago
may be in need of rehabilitation. In the unincorporated
areas, this may be more than two-thirds (67 percent)
of all occupied housing. Based on conversations with
County staff in September 2020, the ACS represents
an accurate estimate of the potential rehabilitation
needs in the unincorporated County. However, based
on the rate of needed rehabilitation identified from the
housing condition surveys (summarized in the following
page) completed in 2002 and 2003, this may be a high
estimate. Based on the previous surveys, at most 57
percent of houses or as low as 8 percent of homes may
need rehabilitation. This data regarding housing stock
age and kitchen and plumbing facilities may suggest
that, while the majority of homes in the whole of Placer

County are relatively new, there is still a notable proportion of the housing stock in the unincorporated area
of Placer County that is in need of rehabilitation.
Information provided from the County’s Code Enforcement Department provided information on the number
of code cases documented in 2020. There were a total
of 587 complaints in 2020. Of these complaints the majority were referred to other department or classified
as non valid. Of those complaints, two were classified as
health and safety issues due to dangerous or substandard houses in need of major repair.
This data coupled with data from past housing condition surveys shows that the County is most likely at the
mid-range of the identified need of 8 to 57 percent. A
safe assumption would be 25 percent of the County’s
housing stock in need of some type of minor rehabilitation. Two housing condition surveys have been
completed within the past 20 years, one in the unincorporated community of Foresthill in 2002 (by Mercy
Housing California) and one evaluating all residential
structures in the Sheridan Sewer District in 2003 (by
the Placer County Redevelopment Agency). The surveys evaluated 1,677 and 174 homes, respectively. The
Foresthill survey found that only 7.5 percent of homes
(126 homes) were in need of rehabilitation, including 14
homes that were in need of substantial rehabilitation
and 36 that were considered dilapidated. In contrast, in
the Sheridan Sewer District service area, 57.3 percent
of homes (110 homes) were in need of some form of
rehabilitation, only 4 homes were in need of substantial
rehabilitation, and 1 home was considered dilapidated.

Vacancy Rates
According to the 2017 ACS, Placer County had a vacancy
rate of 13.2 percent in 2017. It is important to note that
these counts include all vacant units, including units
held vacant for seasonal use; not all of the vacant units
were offered for sale or for rent at the time of data collection. According to the 2017 ACS, the vacancy rate for
rental units was 5.2 percent. Generally, a 6 percent rate
for rental units and a 2 percent vacancy rate in units
available for owner-occupancy are considered optimal
to keep prices down and to ensure that units are available to new and relocating residents.
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Table 13. Age of Housing Stock and Housing Stock Conditions by Tenure
Placer County and California, 2017
Unincorporated
Number

Percent

Incorporated
Number

California

Percent

Number

Percent

Owner-Occupied Housing Units
Built 2010 or later

1,060

3.2%

3,636

5.6%

136,464

1.9%

Built 2000 to 2009

4,861

14.5%

25,566

39.6%

921,973

13.1%
11.4%

Built 1990 to 1999

5,789

17.2%

14,986

23.2%

802,252

Built 1980 to 1989

6,324

18.8%

8,593

13.3%

1,057,817

15.1%

Built 1970 to 1979

7,559

22.5%

5,268

8.2%

1,154,820

16.4%

Built 1960 to 1969

3,853

11.5%

2,346

3.6%

897,843

12.8%

Built 1950 to 1959

1,926

5.7%

1,775

2.7%

1,064,454

15.2%

Built 1940 to 1949

1,219

3.6%

864

1.3%

425,495

6.1%

Built 1939 or earlier

975

2.9%

1,553

2.4%

563,197

8.0%

33,566

100.0%

64,587

100.0%

7,024,315

100.0%

Total
Units Lacking Complete Plumbing Facilities

32

0.1%

32

0.0%

16,550

0.2%

Units Lacking Complete Kitchen Facilities

60

0.2%

44

0.1%

22,661

0.3%

Renter-Occupied Housing Units
Built 2010 or later

45

0.5%

1,380

4.3%

129,697

2.2%

Built 2000 to 2009

856

10.0%

9,254

29.1%

553,155

9.4%

Built 1990 to 1999

1,223

14.2%

6,460

20.3%

609,556

10.4%

Built 1980 to 1989

1,567

18.3%

5,634

17.7%

901,380

15.4%

Built 1970 to 1979

2,412

28.1%

3,641

11.4%

1,135,884

19.4%

Built 1960 to 1969

955

11.1%

1,947

6.1%

834,509

14.2%

Built 1950 to 1959

695

8.1%

1,494

4.7%

719,968

12.3%

Built 1940 to 1949

259

3.0%

733

2.3%

364,030

6.2%

Built 1939 or earlier

572

6.7%

1,284

4.0%

615,634

10.5%

8,584

100.0%

31,827

100.0%

5,863,813

100.0%

Total
Units Lacking Complete Plumbing Facilities

101

1.18%

146

0.46%

39,358

0.67%

Units Lacking Complete Kitchen Facilities

419

4.88%

685

2.15%

126,941

2.16%

1,105

2.6%

5,016

5.2%

266,161

2.1%

Total Occupied Housing Units
Built 2010 or later
Built 2000 to 2009

5,717

13.6%

34,820

36.1%

1,475,128

11.4%

Built 1990 to 1999

7,012

16.6%

21,446

22.2%

1,411,808

11.0%

Built 1980 to 1989

7,891

18.7%

14,227

14.8%

1,959,197

15.2%

Built 1970 to 1979

9,971

23.7%

8,909

9.2%

2,290,704

17.8%

Built 1960 to 1969

4,808

11.4%

4,293

4.5%

1,732,352

13.4%

Built 1950 to 1959

2,621

6.2%

3,269

3.4%

1,784,422

13.8%

Built 1940 to 1949

1,478

3.5%

1,597

1.7%

789,525

6.1%

Built 1939 or earlier

1,547

3.7%

2,837

2.9%

1,178,831

9.1%

Total

100.0%

42,150

100.0%

96,414

100.0%

12,888,128

Units Lacking Complete Plumbing Facilities

133

0.3%

178

0.2%

55,908

0.4%

Units Lacking Complete Kitchen Facilities

479

1.1%

729

0.8%

149,602

1.2%

Source: 2013-2017 ACS 5-Year Estimates (Tables B25036, B25049, B25053).
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Table 14. Vacant Units by Type, Placer County, 2017
Vacancy Status

Unincorporated Placer County

Incorporated Placer County

Number

Percent

Number

Percent

For rent

497

2.9%

1,759

42.2%

For sale only

744

4.4%

692

16.6%

Rented or sold; not occupied

561

3.3%

499

12.0%

For seasonal; recreational; or occasional use

13,976

82.6%

634

15.2%

Other vacant

1,152

6.8%

589

14.1%

Total

16,930

100.0%

4,173

100.0%

Source: 2013-2017 ACS 5-Year Estimates (Tables B25002, B25004).

Table 14 provides a detailed breakdown of the types of
vacant units in unincorporated and incorporated Placer
County at the time of the 2017 ACS. Of the unincorporated County’s vacant housing units in 2017, only 10.6
percent were classified as for rent, for sale, or already
rented or sold but not occupied, compared to 70.7
percent in the incorporated County. In comparison with
the incorporated areas of the County, a much larger
percentage of vacant units were available for seasonal,
recreational, or occasional use in the unincorporated
County in 2017 (82.6 percent compared to 15.2 percent
respectively). This high vacancy rate in the unincorporated County is due in large part to the predominance
of vacation (second) homes in the Lake Tahoe area.

Overcrowded Housing
U.S. Census Bureau standards define a housing unit as
overcrowded when the total number of occupants is
greater than one person per room, excluding kitchens
and bathrooms. A typical home might have a total of
five rooms (three bedrooms, living room, and dining
room). If more than five people were living in the home,
it would be considered overcrowded. There is some debate about whether units with larger households where
seven people might occupy a home with six rooms
should really be considered overcrowded. Nonetheless,
units with more than 1.5 persons per room are considered severely overcrowded and should be recognized as
a significant housing problem.

Table 15 compares occupants per room and overcrowding by tenure for unincorporated and incorporated
Placer County in 2017. Both the unincorporated and incorporated areas of the County had very small proportions of overcrowded owner-occupied units 2017 (1.1
percent and 0.6 percent). Severely overcrowded units
made up 0.3 percent of owner-occupied units in the unincorporated and 0.1 percent in incorporated County.
Overcrowding is typically more of a problem in rental
units than owner units. When broken out by tenure,
renter households accounted for 16.9 percent of all
households in the unincorporated County; however,
they accounted for over 64 percent of all overcrowded
households in Placer County in 2017. To put it another
way, 5.4 percent of renter-occupied households in the
unincorporated County were overcrowded, in comparison to 1.1 percent of owner-occupied households.

Household Size
As shown previously in Table 7, Placer County’s average
household size in 2017 was 2.68 persons, lower than
the California average of 2.96 persons. Placer County
had an average household size for renter households
of 2.56 persons in 2017, compared to 2.91 persons per
owner household in California.
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Table 15. Overcrowding, Placer County, 2017
Persons per Room

Unincorporated Placer County

Incorporated Placer County

Number

Percent

Number

Percent

0.50 or less

27,151

64.4%

50,492

52.4%

0.51 to 1.00

5,943

14.1%

13,481

14.0%

1.01 to 1.50

352

0.8%

490

0.5%

1.51 or more

120

0.3%

124

0.1%

42,150

100.0%

96,414

100.0%

0.50 or less

4,868

56.7%

19,587

61.5%

0.51 to 1.00

3,250

37.9%

10,775

33.9%

1.01 to 1.50

338

3.9%

1,004

3.2%

1.51 or more

128

1.5%

461

1.4%

8,584

100.0%

31,827

100.0%

0.50 or less

32,019

63.1%

70,079

54.6%

0.51 to 1.00

9,193

18.1%

24,256

18.9%

1.01 to 1.50

690

1.4%

1,494

1.2%

1.51 or more

248

0.5%

585

0.5%

50,734

100.0%

128,241

100.0%

Owner-Occupied

Total
Renter-Occupied

Total
Total Occupied

Total

Source: 2013-2017 ACS 5-Year Estimates (Table B25014).

Table 16 shows the number of persons per household
size by tenure in unincorporated and incorporated
Placer County in 2017. In the unincorporated areas,
8.5 percent of owner-occupied households had five or
more persons, and 10.0 percent of households in the
incorporated areas had five or more persons. Among
renter households, the number of large households
was slightly higher in the unincorporated areas at 10.0
percent of households compared to 9.5 percent of
households in the incorporated areas.
Table 17 shows the number of bedrooms by tenure
in unincorporated and incorporated Placer County in
2017. As shown in the table, 74.3 percent of all occupied housing units in the unincorporated areas and 67.5
percent in the incorporated areas contained three or
26

more bedrooms in 2017. The large number of housing
units with three or more bedrooms is likely due to a
combination of factors, including higher rates of home
ownership and a larger percentage of newer units in
Placer County.
Renter occupied units tend to have fewer bedrooms
than owner occupied units. This was the case in Placer
County in 2017, when 83 percent of the owner occupied
units in unincorporated areas and 82 percent in incorporated areas had three or more bedrooms, compared
to only 40.6 percent of the renter-occupied units in
unincorporated areas and 38.1 percent in incorporated
areas.
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Table 16. Household Size by Tenure, Placer County, 2017
Unincorporated Areas

Incorporated Areas

Number

Percent

Number

Percent

1 Person

7,016

20.9%

13,276

20.6%

2 Persons

14,513

43.2%

24,177

37.4%

3 Persons

4,688

14.0%

10,037

15.5%

4 Persons

4,506

13.4%

10,633

16.5%

5 Persons

1,669

5.0%

4,604

7.1%

6 Persons

733

2.2%

1,229

1.9%

7 Persons or more

441

1.3%

631

1.0%

33,566

100.0%

64,587

100.0%

1 Person

2,963

34.5%

10,274

32.3%

2 Persons

2,398

27.9%

9,519

29.9%

3 Persons

1,174

13.7%

5,050

15.9%

4 Persons

1,188

13.8%

3,961

12.4%

5 Persons

442

5.1%

1,684

5.3%

6 Persons

298

3.5%

1,091

3.4%

7 Persons or more

121

1.4%

248

0.8%

8,584

100.0%

31,827

100.0%

1 Person

9,979

23.7%

23,550

24.4%

2 Persons

16,911

40.1%

33,696

34.9%

3 Persons

5,862

13.9%

15,087

15.6%

4 Persons

5,694

13.5%

14,594

15.1%

5 Persons

2,111

5.0%

6,288

6.5%

6 Persons

1,031

2.4%

2,320

2.4%

562

1.3%

879

0.9%

42,150

100.0%

96,414

100.0%

Owner Occupied

Total
Renter Occupied

Total
All Households

7 Persons or more
Total

Source: 2013-2017 ACS 5-Year Estimates (Table B25009).

Placer County Housing Element 2021 – 2029 | Adopted 5/11/202127
General Plan Housing Element, Chapter 2: Housing Needs Assessment

Table 17. Number of Bedrooms by Tenure, Placer County, 2017
Unincorporated

Incorporated

Number

Percent

Number

Percent

No bedroom

240

0.7%

205

0.3%

1 bedroom

636

1.9%

748

1.2%

2 bedrooms

4,841

14.4%

10,676

16.5%

3 bedrooms

15,580

46.4%

25,089

38.8%

4 bedrooms

9,191

27.4%

20,945

32.4%

5 or more bedrooms

3,078

9.2%

6,924

10.7%

Total

33,566

100.0%

64,587

100.0%

551

6.4%

1,075

3.4%

1 bedroom

1,188

13.8%

6,797

21.4%

2 bedrooms

3,356

39.1%

11,814

37.1%

3 bedrooms

2,747

32.0%

8,015

25.2%

4 bedrooms

600

7.0%

3,287

10.3%

5 or more bedrooms

142

1.7%

839

2.6%

8,584

100.0%

31,827

100.0%

791

1.9%

1,280

1.3%

1 bedroom

1,824

4.3%

7,545

7.8%

2 bedrooms

8,197

19.4%

22,490

23.3%

3 bedrooms

18,327

43.5%

33,104

34.3%

4 bedrooms

9,791

23.2%

24,232

25.1%

5 or more bedrooms

3,220

7.6%

7,763

8.1%

Total

42,150

100.0%

96,414

100.0%

Owner Occupied

Renter Occupied
No bedroom

Total
All Households
No bedroom

Source: 2013-2017 ACS 5-Year Estimates (Table B25042).

Housing Affordability
Housing Cost Burdens
The housing element must include an analysis of the
proportion of lower income households overpaying for
housing. Lower-income households are defined as those
that earn 80 percent or less of the area median income.
This is a share of income approach to measure housing
affordability in terms of the percentage of income that
a household spends on its housing.
An assessment of housing cost burdens requires that
information about household size be combined with
28

information on household income for each household
individually. HUD creates a special Census tabulation for
use in Consolidated Plans. Consolidated Plans are community development planning documents regulated by
HUD and are used to support applications for formula
grant program funds such as Community Development
Block Grants (CDBG) and Housing Opportunities for Persons with AIDS (HOPWA) funds. The data in this section
uses this Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy
(CHAS) data from HUD’s State of the Cities Data Systems
(SOCDS) website.
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A “moderate cost burden” is defined by HUD as gross
housing costs between 31 and 50 percent of gross
income. A “severe cost burden” is defined as gross
housing costs exceeding 50 percent of gross income.
For renters, gross housing costs include rent paid by the
tenant plus utilities. For homeowners, housing costs include mortgage payment, taxes, insurance, and utilities.

Table 18 shows the CHAS special tabulation data from
the 2012-2016 ACS regarding the percentage of households with a moderate housing cost burden (greater than
30 percent) and severe cost burden (greater than 50
percent) by income group and tenure for unincorporated and incorporated Placer County. As shown in the table, 37.1 percent of all households in the unincorporated
County and 34.3 percent of all households in the incorporated County had a moderate housing cost burden in
2016. As would be expected, housing cost burdens were
more severe for households with lower incomes. Among
lower-income households (incomes less than or equal to
80 percent of the area median income), 68.9 percent of
households in the unincorporated County had a moderate housing cost burden in 2016 compared to just 20.6
percent of non-lower-income households.

Income groups are shown in the SOCDS CHAS tabulation based on the HUD-adjusted area median family
income. In 1974, Congress defined “low-income” and
“very low-income” for HUD rental programs as incomes
not exceeding 80 and 50 percent, respectively, of the
area median family income, as adjusted by HUD.

Table 18. Housing Cost Burden by Household Income Classification
Placer County, 2016
Unincorporated

Incorporated

Owners

Renters

Total

Owners

Renters

Total

Total Households

8,660

5,525

14,185

14,955

16,345

31,300

Number w/ cost burden > 30%

5,736

4,041

9,777

9,619

12,734

22,353

Percent w/ cost burden > 30%

66.2%

73.1%

68.9%

64.3%

77.9%

71.4%

Number w/ cost burden > 50%

3,791

2,606

6,397

5,934

7,209

13,143

Percent w/ cost burden > 50%

43.8%

47.2%

45.1%

39.7%

44.1%

42.0%

24,065

3,355

27,420

48,145

15,685

63,830

Number w/ cost burden > 30%

5,170

470

5,640

8,115

2,190

10,305

Percent w/ cost burden > 30%

21.5%

14.0%

20.6%

Number w/ cost burden > 50%

1,320

85

1,405

670

145

815

Percent w/ cost burden > 50%

5.5%

2.5%

5.1%

Total Households

32,725

8,880

41,605

63,100

32,030

95,130

Number w/ cost burden > 30%

10,906

4,511

15,417

17,734

14,924

32,658

Percent w/ cost burden > 30%

33.3%

50.8%

37.1%

28.1%

46.6%

34.3%

Number w/ cost burden > 50%

5,111

2,691

7,802

6,604

7,354

13,958

Percent w/ cost burden > 50%

15.6%

30.3%

18.8%

10.5%

23.0%

14.7%

Household Income <= 80% MFI

Household Income > 80% MFI
Total Households

Total Households

Source: Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS) database, 2012-2016.
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Housing cost burden was generally higher among renter households. For example, 50.8 percent of all renter
households paid 30 percent or more of their monthly
incomes for housing costs in unincorporated Placer
County in 2016, compared to 33.3 percent of all owner
households. However, while the percentage of renters
that experienced moderate cost burdens was higher
than the percentage of homeowners, in absolute numbers, the number of renters with housing cost burdens
was lower than the number of owners with cost burdens
in the unincorporated County: 4,511 renter households
compared to 10,906 owner households when combining all income groups.
Ability to Pay for Housing
This section compares 2020 income levels and ability
to pay for housing with actual housing costs. Housing
is classified as “affordable” if households do not pay
more than 30 percent of income for rent (including a
monthly allowance for water, gas, and electricity) or
monthly homeownership costs (including mortgage
payments, taxes, and insurance). Since above-moderate-income households do not generally have problems
finding affordable units, affordable units are frequently
defined as those reasonably priced for households that
are low to moderate income. The list below shows the
definition of housing income limits as they are applied
to housing units in Placer County.
■ Extremely Low-Income Unit: Affordable to households whose combined income is between the floor
set at the minimum Supplemental Security Income
(SSI) and 30 percent of the median income for Placer
County, as established by HUD for the Sacramento
Primary Metropolitan Statistical Area (PMSA) ,which
consists of El Dorado, Placer, and Sacramento counties.
■ Very Low-Income Unit: Affordable to households
whose combined income is at or lower than 50 percent of the median income as established by HUD for
the Sacramento PMSA.
■ Low-Income Unit: Affordable to a household whose
combined income is at or between 51 to 80 percent
of the median income as established by HUD for the
Sacramento PMSA.
30

■ Median-Income Unit: Affordable to a household
whose combined income is at or between 81 and
100 percent of the median income as established
by HUD for the Sacramento PMSA. (Note that HCD
defines the median income at 100 percent.)
■ Moderate-Income Unit: Affordable to a household
whose combined income is at or between 101 to 120
percent of the median income as established by HUD
for the Sacramento PMSA.
■ Above Moderate-Income Unit: Affordable to a
household whose combined income is above 120
percent of the median income as established by HUD
for the Sacramento PMSA.
According to HUD, the median family income for a
four-person household in the Sacramento PMSA was
$86,300 in 2020. Income limits for larger or smaller
households were higher or lower, respectively, and are
calculated by formula by HUD (see Table 19).
Table 20 shows the 2020 HCD household income limits
for Placer County by number of persons in the household for the income categories discussed above. The
table also shows maximum affordable monthly rents
and maximum affordable purchase prices for homes.
For example, a four-person household was classified
as low-income (80 percent of median) with an annual
income of up to $69,050 in 2020. A household with this
income could afford to pay a monthly gross rent (including utilities) of up to $1,726 or to purchase a house
priced at $214,110 or below.
Table 21 shows HUD-defined fair market rent levels
(FMR) for Placer County in 2020. In general, the FMR for
an area is the amount that would be needed to pay the
gross rent (shelter rent plus utilities) of privately owned,
decent, safe, and sanitary rental housing of a modest
(nonluxury) nature with suitable amenities. HUD uses
FMRs for a variety of purposes: FMRs determine the eligibility of rental housing units for the Section 8 Housing
Assistance Payments program; Section 8 Rental Certificate program participants cannot rent units whose
rents exceed the FMRs; and FMRs also serve as the
payment standard used to calculate subsidies under the
Rental Voucher program.
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Table 19. Income Limits, Placer County, 2020
Income Categories

Persons per Household
1

2

3

4

5

6

Extremely Low Income

$18,150

$20,750

$23,350

$26,200

$30,680

$35,160

Very Low Income

$30,250

$34,550

$38,850

$43,150

$46,650

$50,100

Low Income

$48,350

$55,250

$62,150

$69,050

$74,600

$80,100

Median Income

$60,400

$69,050

$77,650

$86,300

$93,200

$100,100

Moderate Income

$72,500

$82,850

$93,200

$103,550

$111,850

$120,100

Source: California Department of Housing and Community Development, 2020.

Table 20. Affordable Housing Costs by Income Category, Placer County, 2020
Annual Income Range
Limit

Affordable Mortgage/
Rent Payment (Monthly)

Maximum Affordable
Home Price

Extremely Low

$26,200

$655

$67,340

Very Low

$43,150

$1,079

$126,163

Low

$69,050

$1,726

$214,110

Moderate

$103,550

$2,589

$335,849

Income Group

Source: HCD State Income Limits, 2020; Zillow.com Affordability Calculator, accessed February 27, 2020.
Note: Calculation of affordable mortgage payment and rent assumes 30% of income spent on housing costs. Affordable home price is based on the following
assumptions:
» 30-year fixed rate mortgage
» 30% debt to income ratio & $250/month debt payment
» 5% interest rate
» $800 annual home insurance
» 1.3% property tax rate
» $20,000 down payment

As stated above, a four-person household classified as
moderate-income (101 to 120 percent of the median)
with an annual income of up to $103,550 could afford
to pay $2,589 monthly gross rent (including utilities).
The 2020 FMR for a three-bedroom unit in Placer
County was $1,470. Therefore, any moderate-income
household could afford to rent a unit at the FMR level,
assuming that such a unit is available for rent. However,
a four-person household classified as low-income (51 to
80 percent of the median) with an annual income of up
to $69,050 could afford to pay only $1,726 for monthly
gross rent. This household could afford the FMR rent of
$1,470 for a three-bedroom unit, and could afford the
FMR rent of $1,167 for a two-bedroom unit. Households with incomes below 80 percent of the median
would have even less income to spend on rent.

Table 21. HUD Fair Market Rent,
Placer County 2020
Bedrooms in Unit

Fair Market Rent (FMR)

Studio

$1,038

1 Bedroom

$1,167

2 Bedrooms

$1,167

3 Bedrooms

$1,470

4 Bedrooms

$2,581

Source: HUD User Data Sets: 2020 FY FMR.
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Housing Values
Table 22 shows median home values and rents for
Placer County in 2017. Median home values differ from
recent sale prices, as the home value in the ACS is an
estimate of how much the home might sell for if it were
to sell, rather than the actual sale price. As shown in
the table, the median value of mobile homes in Placer
County in 2017 was $56,400, which was lower than California’s ($58,400). The median value of owner-occupied
single-family homes in Placer County was $413,300,
also lower than California ($443,400).
As shown in Table 22, the median contract rent in Placer County in 2017 ($1,228) was virtually equal to the
median contract rent in California ($1,227) as was the
2017 median gross rent in both Placer County ($1,398)
and California ($1,358). The split between gross rent
(which includes all utilities payments) and contract rent
(the amount paid to the property manager) can differ
between areas, not just because of different utility prices, but because contract rents may or may not include
utilities, and gross rents always do. For most housing
analysis, comparing gross rents rather than contract
rents is a better choice since gross rents are a more
comprehensive measure of renters’ costs and it ensures

that the same housing cost components are included
for all renters.
It should be noted that Placer County’s rent levels,
shown in Table 22, are not influenced by the large
number of seasonal homes, some of which are vacation
rentals. While some data sources, such as the American
Housing Survey, estimate the contract rents of vacant
units, in the Census, rents on vacant units are unavailable and are therefore excluded.
Table 23 shows the median sales price for homes sold in
Placer County in February 2020. The median sales price
for homes in the unincorporated County (excluding the
Tahoe Basin) was $487,000. Sale prices varied greatly
among the different communities in the County. For example, the median sales price for homes in Granite Bay
was $1,040,000 and the median sales price for homes
in Applegate was $340,000. Homes in the Tahoe Basin
generally sold at even higher prices than the rest of the
County, with a median sales price of $674,000.
Table 24 shows the average and median sale prices
based on number of bedrooms for homes in Placer
County in February 2020. The median sales price for a
three-bedroom home was $485,000 in Placer County.

Table 22. Median Home Values, Placer County and California, 2017
Placer County

California

Median Value for Mobile Homes(1)(2)

$56,400

$58,400

Median Value(1)(3)

$413,300

$443,400

Median Contract Rent(4)

$1,228

$1,227

Median Gross Rent(5)

$1,398

$1,358

Owner Units

Rental Units

Sources: American Community Survey 5-year Estimates 2013-2017 (Tables B25083, B25077, B25058, B25064). Notes:
(1) Value is the respondent’s estimate of how much the property (house and lot) would sell for if it were for sale.
(2) For all owner-occupied mobile homes.
(3) For only “specified owner-occupied housing units” - one-family houses on less than 10 acres without a business or medical office on the property. These
data exclude mobile homes, houses with a business or medical office, houses on 10 or more acres, and housing units in multi-unit structures.
(4) For “specified renter-occupied housing units paying cash rent.” Contract rent is the monthly rent agreed to or contracted for, regardless of any
furnishings, utilities, fees, meals of services that may be included.
(5) For “specified renter-occupied housing units paying cash rent.” Gross rent is the contract rent plus estimated cost of utilities and fuels if these are also
paid by or for the renter. Data exclude rental units with no cash rent and one-family houses on 10 or more acres.

32

Placer County Housing Element 2021 – 2029 | Adopted 5/11/2021

General Plan Housing Element, Chapter 2: Housing Needs Assessment

Table 23. Median Sales Price of Homes, Placer County, February 2020
Location

Median Sale Price

California

$645,000

Placer County

$569,000

Incorporated Cities
Auburn

$550,000

Lincoln

$525,000

Loomis

$740,000

Rocklin

$539,000

Roseville

$512,000

Unincorporated Communities
Alta

$399,000

Applegate

$340,000

Carnelian Bay

$795,000

Dutch Flat

$487,000

Foresthill

$454,000

Granite Bay

$1,040,000

Kings Beach

$569,000

Meadow Vista

$618,000

Newcastle

$697,000

Penryn

$742,000

Olympic Valley

$665,000

Sheridan

$407,000

Sunnyside - Tahoe City

$725,000

Tahoe Vista

$478,500

Tahoma

$623,000

Source: Redfin, February 2020; Trulia February 2020.

Table 24. Average and Median Sales Price by Number of Bedrooms
Placer County, February 2020
Number of Bedrooms

Median Sale Price

1 Bedroom

$310,000

2 Bedrooms

$422,062

3 Bedrooms

$485,000

4 Bedrooms

$505,000

5 or more Bedrooms

$657,000

Source: Zillow, February 2020.
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Median Monthly Rents
Table 25 shows the median monthly rental listing prices
for apartments and homes in Placer County, including
rentals available in cities, based on internet rental
listings in February 2020. Average monthly rents for
studio, 1-, 2-, and 3-bedroom units are higher than
the HUD FMR figures shown in Table 24. At these rent
levels, an average 1-bedroom monthly rental ($1,199)
would likely be affordable (depending on utility costs)
to a 2-person moderate-income household which can
afford $1,744 monthly rent and utilities. An average
2-bedroom monthly rental ($1,850) is possibly affordable for a 3-person low-income household, depending
on the utility costs, which can afford $1,994 monthly
rent and utilities. An average 4-bedroom unit ($2,463),
on the other hand, would not be affordable to a moderate-income family of 5 which can afford $2,445 monthly
rent and utilities.2
Unlike the cost of homeownership in Placer County,
rents are more affordable to households with median
and low incomes; however, market rents are still out of
reach to individuals and families with very low incomes.
As shown in Table 20, a very low-income family of four
can afford to spend a maximum of $788 for monthly
rent and utilities. The average three-bedroom apartment ($2,195) is out of the affordable price range.
However, the costs shown in Table 25 mostly represent
rentals available in the incorporated cities in Placer
County, since most rental properties and multifamily
housing are in the cities. Most rental properties in the
unincorporated County, especially in the more rural
areas, are single-family homes. Taking a closer look at
the apartments available for rent in the unincorporated
County, rental costs are much lower. Most apartment
rentals are available in Colfax and North Auburn. In Colfax, one-bedroom apartments were listed for $1,550
and two-bedroom apartments in the range of $1,200 to
$1,300. In North Auburn, rents are slightly higher, with
one-bedroom apartments listed in the range of $1,100
2 The high average rent for 4-bedroom units in Placer County may be due to
the small sample size; however, the difference between 3- and 4-bedroom
units is likely attributable to the fact that rental homes tend to be more
costly than rental apartments. The majority of 4-bedroom units inventoried were homes, and the majority of 3-bedroom units were apartments.
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to $1,595, two-bedroom apartments listed in the range
of $1,100 to 1,695, and a three-bedroom apartment at
$2,049. These rental rates are slightly below or nearly
equal to the FMR for Placer County and would be affordable to many lower-income households than would
the rental units in the County’s incorporated cities.

Table 25. Median Rental Listing Price,
Placer County, February 2020
Bedrooms

Rent

1

$1,199

2

$1,850

3

$2,195

4

$2,463

Source: Zillow rental search, February 28, 2020.

Housing Needs
Under the State housing element requirements, housing
needs are defined in three categories: 1) existing needs,
2) needs of special groups within the community, and
3) projected needs over the next eight-year housing
element planning period. Projected housing needs are
the total additional housing units required to adequately house a jurisdiction’s projected population over the
housing element planning period in units that are affordable, in standard condition, and not overcrowded.
These needs, therefore, include those of the existing
population as well as the needs of the additional population projected to reside in the jurisdiction.

Special Housing Needs
Within the general population are several groups of
people who have special housing needs. These needs
can make it difficult for members of these groups to
locate suitable housing. The following subsections
discuss these special housing needs of six groups: 1)
families and persons in need of emergency shelter; 2)
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farmworkers; 3) persons with disabilities; 4) elderly
persons; 5) large families; and 6) families with female
heads of households (identified in State Housing Element Law (Government Code, Section 65583(a)(6)).
Where possible, estimates of the population or number
of households in Placer County belonging to each group
are discussed below.

Families and Persons in Need of
Emergency Shelter
This special housing needs groups is more commonly
referred to as the homeless population. Families and
persons who are homeless or at risk of becoming homeless have varying housing needs. Some require emergency shelter; others require other assistance to enable
them to become productive members of society; some
are just passing through Placer County; and some are
long-time residents. There is often a crossover between
homeless populations and other “special needs” groups.
For example, farmworkers may become homeless due
to seasonal employment, or female heads of households, due to domestic violence.
Homelessness is usually the end result of multiple factors that converge in a person’s life. The combination
of loss of employment and the inability to find a job
because of the need for retraining, often leads to the
loss of housing for some individuals and families. For
others, the loss of housing is due to chronic health problems, physical disabilities, mental health disabilities, or
drug and alcohol addictions, along with an inability to
access the services and long-term support needed to
address these conditions.
Measuring the number of homeless individuals is a difficult task, in part because in most cases, homelessness
is a temporary, not permanent, condition. Therefore,
a more appropriate measure of the magnitude of
homelessness is the number of people who experience
homelessness over time, not the exact number of
homeless people at any given time. However, the most
recent information available for the County is a “pointin-time” count of sheltered and unsheltered homeless
persons by Placer Consortium on Homelessness, conducted in the last week of January 2019. (The previous

point-in-time count referenced in Placer County’s 20132021 Housing Element was in 2011.) Table 26 shows the
results of the 2019 count for the unincorporated area.
The 2019 point-in-time count survey covered the entire
County (incorporated and unincorporated areas) and
counted a total of 617 homeless persons (a slight decrease from 631 in 2011, of which, 294 [or 47.6 percent]
were counted in the unincorporated area). Within the
unincorporated County area, 62.2 percent of homeless
residents counted were sheltered. More than three
quarters of those counted (80.6 percent) were adults
living without children. More than one third (37.4 percent) were chronically homeless. The Placer County
Sheriff’s Office indicated that the highest concentration
of calls they receive regarding homelessness-related
issues are in North Auburn, though the homeless community is by nature transient, so where members reside
varies throughout the year. These changes may also
happen seasonally as homeless community members
may move to the Tahoe area during the summer to seek
out employment opportunities.
In Placer County, homelessness is viewed as an inter-jurisdictional problem, with any solution requiring the
cooperation of the County and cities together. Over
the years, Placer County has developed a Continuum
of Care approach to homelessness, which is a community-based process that provides a comprehensive
response to the different needs of homeless individuals
and families. It is designed by the community as a coordinated housing and service delivery system that serves
as a framework to bring homeless housing and service
providers together. A Continuum of Care approach helps
communities plan for and provide a balance of emergency, transitional, and permanent housing and service
resources to address the needs of homeless persons so
they can make the critical transition from “living on the
streets” to securing jobs and independent living. The
Continuum of Care System also includes a homeless
prevention component. The fundamental components
of Placer County’s Continuum of Care system are:
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Table 26. Homeless Population and Subpopulation Survey
Unincorporated Placer County, January 24, 2019
Total

Homeless Subpopulations

Count

Percent

Sheltered

183

62.2%

Unsheltered

111

37.8%

Adult-Only

237

80.6%

Persons in Families

57

19.4%

Children

35

11.9%

Chronically Homeless

110

37.4%

Veterans

20

6.8%

Persons with a Substance Abuse Problem

67

22.8%

Persons Fleeing Domestic Violence or Stalking

43

14.6%

Persons who Lived in Foster Care or Group homes

39

13.3%

Persons Involved in the Justice System

104

35.4%

Total Homeless Persons

294

100.0%

Source: Homeless Resource Council of the High Sierras -- Point-in-Time Count 2019

Table 27. Emergency Housing for Homeless Persons
Placer County, As of February 25, 2019
Agency

Program Name

Target Population

Advocates for Mentally Ill Housing (AMIH)

Monarch House

Single men and women

Stand Up Placer

Domestic Violence Safe House Program

Domestic violence (including sexual
violence, dating violence, stalking, human
trafficking), households with children

The Gathering Inn

Interim Care Program

Single men and women

The Gathering Inn

The Gathering Inn South Placer

Single men and women, households with
children

The Gathering Inn

Whole Person Care Interim Care Program

Single men and women

The Gathering Inn

The Gathering Inn Mid- Placer

Single men and women

United for Action Church of the Mountains

Truckee North Tahoe Emergency Warming
Shelter

Single men and women

Emergency Shelter Subtotal

7

Source: Homeless Resource Council of the Sierras, Placer County Homeless Strategy, 2019.
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■ Emergency shelter through motel vouchers and
financial support for the Gathering Inn program
■ Shelter for those fleeing domestic violence
■ Transitional housing with supportive services
■ Permanent housing with or without subsidized rent
■ Additional supportive services that address basic,
therapeutic, and income needs
Emergency shelter services in Placer County include:
motel voucher programs, dispersed through divisions
of Placer County Health and Human Services (HHS);
the Gathering Inn, domestic violence shelters (yearround and seasonal) run by Stand Up Placer; Acres of
Hope; PEACE for Families; and Tahoe Women’s Services
(domestic violence). Table 27 lists emergency shelter
providers and their capacity. The list of agencies and
projects providing emergency shelter, transitional housing, or permanent supportive housing to the homeless
population in Placer County is as reported in the 2018
Housing Inventory Count, a yearly report mandated
by HUD. In 2018, it identified 245 adult-only beds and
96 adult and child beds, however, this report is not a
comprehensive list of bed availability and includes beds
from Roseville, Rocklin, Placer, and Nevada counties.
The 2021-2029 Housing Element includes a new program
HE-41 to amend the zoning code to allow for low barrier
navigation center developments by right in mixed-use
zones and nonresidential zones permitting multifamily
uses. Low barrier navigation centers are temporary,
service-enriched shelters, focused on helping homeless
individuals and families obtain permanent housing.
Transitional Housing
Transitional housing is designed to assist homeless
individuals and families in moving beyond emergency
shelter and into permanent housing by helping them
develop independent living skills through the provision
of supportive services. Supportive services should
address both the immediate and long-term needs of
disabled or homeless individuals, and may include
education, job counseling, health care, childcare, transportation, substance abuse treatment, mental health
care, and other services. Facilities generally target a
particular subpopulation of homeless, whether families,

single men, families with children, or female domestic
violence victims. Some transitional housing facilities
charge rent, and others are free. The most appropriate
sites for transitional housing are those in close proximity to public services and facilities, including public
transportation.
Table 28 shows the range of organizations providing
transitional housing to homeless persons in Placer
County. The supply of transitional housing in the cities
of Roseville and Rocklin, and Placer and Nevada counties includes 59 adult-only beds and 195 adult and child
beds, according to the 2018 Continuum of Care Report.
The previous housing element reported that many
homeless people in Placer County go directly to transitional housing rather than emergency shelters. Also, it
is difficult to place persons in transitional housing into
permanent housing due to inadequate supply. The 2019
Placer County Homeless Strategy reported that permanent supportive housing reduces taxpayer costs up to
40 percent because chronically homeless individuals no
longer frequently use emergency healthcare services,
jails, and the criminal justice system.
Table 29 shows the organizations offering permanent
supportive housing. Generally, individuals must have
a disability of some kind to qualify for permanent
supportive housing. Permanent supportive housing is
designed to allow individuals with disabilities or other
impediments to live as independently as possible, and
typically offers supportive services similar to those
provided in transitional housing, such as GED classes,
therapy sessions, and job counseling. Permanent supportive housing is considered a more effective method
for addressing homelessness than the combination of
emergency and transitional housing. An inadequate
supply of permanent housing for formerly homeless
residents is a major challenge in Placer County. According to the 2018 Continuum of Care Report, there were
172 adult-only beds and 20 adult and child beds in the
cities of Roseville and Rocklin, and Placer and Nevada
counties.
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Table 28. Transitional Housing for Homeless Persons
Placer County, As of February 25, 2019
Agency

Program Name

Target Population

Acres of Hope

Placer Family Housing

Domestic violence, households with children

AMIH

Baker

Single men and women

AMIH

Edna’s House

Single men and women

AMIH

George’s Transition Age Youth House

Single men and women

AMIH

Helen’s House

Single men and women

AMIH

Maureen’s House

Single men and women

AMIH

Newcastle

Single men and women

AMIH

Peer Supported Transitional Housing (PSTH)

Single men and women

Roseville Home Start

Roseville Home Start

Single men and women

Stand Up Placer

Transitional Housing Program

Domestic violence (including sexual violence, dating violence, stalking, human trafficking), households with children

Whole Person Learning

HOPE (Housing Opportunities Providing
Experience, THPP+)

Single men and women, households with children, unaccompanied youth

Transitional Housing Total

11

Source: Homeless Resource Council of the Sierras, Placer County Homeless Strategy, 2019.

The 2021-2029 Housing Element includes a new program HE-41 to amend the zoning code to allow for the
approval of 100 percent affordable developments that
include a percentage of supportive housing units, either
25 percent or 12 units, whichever is greater, to be allowed without a conditional use permit or other discretionary review in all zoning districts where multifamily
and mixed-use development is permitted.
The Salvation Army
The Salvation Army, with branches in Roseville and
Auburn, provides a wide variety of community services,
including medical, social, educational, and housing. In
addition to providing vouchers for nights of shelter in
local hotels, the Salvation Army provides monthly food
boxes to needy individuals and families, provides food
to transients, and offers vouchers for utility bills.

38

Placer Consortium on Homelessness and Affordable
Housing (PCOH)
The PCOH is a countywide group of County and city
officials, area agencies, homeless resource providers,
and interested individuals concerned with the provision of housing services to homeless persons and the
low-income community. The goal of the PCOH partner
organization is to establish a “Housing First Model”
that relies less on emergency shelters and transitional
housing and more on providing permanent housing and
self-sufficiency.
PCOH is a collaborative effort working to find solutions
to homelessness in Placer County. Representatives
from nonprofit and faith-based organizations, governmental agencies, business, education, health care,
advocacy, and homeless persons constitute the membership. PCOH was organized with support from the
Placer Collaborative Network, a wider collaborative of
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Table 29. Permanently Supportive Housing for Homeless Persons
Placer County, February 25, 2019
Agency

Program Name

Target Population

Adult System of Care HHS (ASOC)

APSH

Single men and women, households with children

ASOC

Placer Street Shelter + Care

Single men and women, households with children

ASOC

Shelter + Care

Single men and women, households with children

ASOC

Timberline

Single men and women,

AMIH

HUD Permanent Supportive Housing

Single men and women, households with children

AMIH/Whole Person Care

Lake Arthur

Single men and women

AMIH/MHSA

Phoenix

Single men and women

AMIH/MSSA

Placer Street Shared Housing

Single men and women

AMIH/MHSA

Timberline

Single men and women

AMIH/MHSA

Mainstreet

Single men and women

Roseville Housing Authority

HUD-VASH

Single men and women, households with children

Roseville Housing Authority

HUD-HCV

Single men and women, households with children

Roseville Housing Authority

HUD-Mainstream

Single men and women, households with children

Placer County Housing Authority

HUD-VASH

Single men and women, households with children

Placer County Housing Authority

HUD-HCV

Single men and women, households with children

Permanent Supportive Housing Subtotal

15

Source: Homeless Resource Council of the Sierras, Placer County Homeless Strategy, 2019.

governmental, profit, and nonprofit agencies and companies that provide social services to people in Placer
County. Placer County and the City of Roseville pass
HUD funding to PCOH.

■ Develop affordable housing with services

Placer County’s Ten Year Plan to End Homelessness, developed for 2004 to 2014, continues to be implemented
by the PCOH to tackle a variety of homeless issues and
concerns through prevention of homelessness, facilitated access to housing and supportive services, teamwork
among community partners, and housing provision.
The PCOH provided input to the 2019 Placer County
Homeless Strategy, which resulted in recommended
strategies to address homelessness, including:

■ Communicate consistently with the general public
about homelessness

■ Continue to support Community Development
Resource Agency (CDRA) Housing Development
stakeholder meetings

■ Increase investment in treatment—alcohol, drug,
and mental health
■ Increase emergency housing beds
■ Continue participation in the Built for Zero Campaign
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Table 30. Farmworkers, Placer County, 2017
Type of Farm Labor

Number of Workers

Hired farm labor (farms)

277

Hired farm labor (workers)

1,386

» Workers by days worked - 150 days or more

457

» Workers by days worked - Less than 150 days

929

Migrant farm labor on farms with hired labor

N/A

Migrant farm labor on farms reporting only contract labor

N/A

Source: U.S. Census of Agriculture, 2017.

Farmworkers
Farmworkers are another group of people who have
special housing needs. According to the 2017 U.S.
Census of Agriculture, there were 929 farmworkers
in Placer County that worked fewer than 150 days in
2017, as shown in Table 30. (No data was available on
the number of migrant farmworkers in Placer County
in 2017.)
Farmworkers have special housing problems due to
seasonal income fluctuations, very low incomes, and
substandard housing conditions. Many migrant farmworkers are Latino immigrants and are more likely not
to have their families with them. Seasonal workers are
more likely to have their families with them, although
some migrant workers bring their families if they feel
they can locate suitable housing.
Housing for migrant farmworkers needs to be affordable and flexible. Bunk-style housing with bathrooms
and kitchens is adequate, particularly if it is built so that
if a family needs to stay in group quarters, there is a way
to provide privacy. For seasonal farmworkers, housing
needs to be affordable at extremely low incomes and
provide large units to accommodate larger families.
Therefore, the type of housing needed for seasonal
farmworkers does not differ significantly from the type
of housing needed by other very low-income households.
Although housing for farmworkers is most convenient
when located on or adjacent to farms, housing afford40

able at very low-income levels tends to be more feasible
in cities. Housing in cities, with services located nearby,
may also be more suitable for seasonal farmworkers
whose families live with them. Since many of these
types of workers receive housing on private farms,
separately from governmental programs, it is difficult
to assess supply and demand.
Because the number of farmworkers in Placer County
is quite small and the majority of farmworkers are not
migrant, efforts to provide affordable rental housing
will help address the housing needs of this special needs
group. Nevertheless, the County recognizes there is a
small migrant population.

Persons with Disabilities (Including
Developmental Disabilities)
Persons with disabilities is another group of people with
special housing needs. Table 31 shows information from
the 2013-2017 ACS on the disability status and types of
disabilities by age group for persons under 18, persons
aged 18 to 64, and persons aged 65 or above in Placer
County. As shown in the table, there were a total of
26,228 disabilities tallied in the unincorporated County,
which represents 34.4 percent of all disabilities tallied
countywide (including the incorporated cities and unincorporated communities).
In terms of the three age groups shown in the table, the
majority of disabilities in the unincorporated County (55
percent) occurred in persons aged 65 or above. Persons
ages 18 to 64 accounted for 39.7 percent of all disabili-
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ties, and persons under age 18 comprised the smallest
group of people living with disabilities, accounting for
5.3 percent of all disabilities in the unincorporated
County. These proportions were virtually identical to
countywide rates, with persons aged 65 and above,
persons ages 18 to 64, and persons under age 18 comprising 56.5 percent, 38.4 percent, and 5.1 percent of
all disabilities, respectively. Among persons below age
18, the most common disability was cognitive difficulty
for both the unincorporated County and countywide
populations. Among adults ages 18 to 64 and seniors
age 65 and above, the most common disability was ambulatory difficulty for both the unincorporated County
and countywide populations.

In the unincorporated County, 4.5 percent of employed
persons have a disability, and 0.6 percent of unemployed persons have a disability. Of all individuals who
are employment age (ages 16 to 64 years) but are not
in the labor force, 20.6 percent have a disability. These
population proportions were virtually equal to the rates
for all of Placer County, with employed persons, unemployed persons, and persons not in the labor force accounting for 8.7 percent, 1.2 percent, and 12.7 percent
for all instances of disabilities respectively.

Table 31. Disability Status and Types of Disabilities by Age Groups
Five Years and Older, Placer County, 2017
Unincorporated County

Total County

Number

Percent

Number

Percent

Total Disabilities Tallied

26,228

100.0%

76,129

100.0%

Total Disabilities for Ages Under 18

1,393

5.3%

3,879

5.1%

Hearing difficulty

213

0.8%

547

0.7%

Vision difficulty

83

0.3%

364

0.5%

Cognitive difficulty

729

2.8%

2,078

2.7%

Ambulatory difficulty

157

0.6%

298

0.4%

Self-care difficulty

211

0.8%

592

0.8%

Total Disabilities for Ages 18-64

10,406

39.7%

29,218

38.4%

Hearing difficulty

1,404

5.4%

3,982

5.2%

Vision difficulty

1,060

4.0%

2,914

3.8%

Cognitive difficulty

2,439

9.3%

6,871

9.0%

Ambulatory difficulty

2,724

10.4%

7,344

9.6%
3.2%

Self-care difficulty

822

3.1%

2,408

Independent living difficulty

1,957

7.5%

5,699

7.5%

Total Disabilities for Ages 65 and Over

14,429

55.0%

43,032

56.5%

Hearing difficulty

3,537

13.5%

10,115

13.3%

Vision difficulty

1,127

4.3%

3,707

4.9%

Cognitive difficulty

2,088

8.0%

5,454

7.2%

Ambulatory difficulty

3,687

14.1%

11,606

15.2%

Self-care difficulty

1,378

5.3%

4,176

5.5%

Independent living difficulty
Total Persons in the Labor Force
Employed, with a Disability
Unemployed, with a Disability

2,612

10.0%

7,974

10.5%

48,809

100.0%

169,307

100.0%

2,209

4.5%

6,649

3.9%

288

0.6%

908

0.5%

Total Persons not in the Labor Force

17,915

100.0%

50,398

100.0%

Not in Labor Force, with a Disability

3,686

20.6%

9,650

19.1%

Source: 2013-2017 ACS 5-Year Estimates (Table S1810, C18120).
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Developmental Disabilities
SB 812, which took effect January 2011, amended State
housing element law to require an evaluation of the
special housing needs of persons with developmental
disabilities. A “developmental disability” is defined as a
disability that originates before an individual becomes
18 years old; continues, or can be expected to continue, indefinitely; and constitutes a substantial disability
for that individual. This includes intellectual disability,
cerebral palsy, epilepsy, and autism.

According to the California Department of Developmental Services, as of November 2019, the Alta California
Regional Center served 23,575 residents with developmental disabilities in the region. Table 32 and Table 33
show the residents in Placer County with developmental disabilities by living pattern and age demographic
group, respectively.
Persons with disabilities in Placer County have different
housing needs depending on the nature and severity of
theww disability. Physically disabled persons generally

Table 32. Developmental Disability by Living Pattern, Placer County, 2017
Home of
Parent/
Family/
Guardian

IndepenCommunity Intermedent/
Care
diate Care
Supported
Facility
Facility
Living

Foster/
Family
Home

Other

<11

<11

0

0

0

0

0

>40

<11

0

0

<11

0

>74

31

<11

0

0

0

0

>31

Penryn

16

<11

<11

22

0

0

>38

95668

Placer

<11

0

0

0

0

0

>0

95681

Sheridan

11

0

0

0

0

0

11

95701

Alta/Dutch Flat

<11

0

0

0

0

0

>0

95703

Meadow Vista

<11

0

<11

<11

0

0

>0

95714

Alta/Gold Run

<11

0

0

0

0

0

>0

95715

Emigrant Gap/Blue Canyon

<11

<11

0

0

0

0

>0

95722

Meadow Vista

24

<11

<11

0

0

0

>24

95736

Weimar

16

0

<11

0

0

0

>16

95746

Granite Bay

157

<11

0

0

0

0

>157

96140

Carnelian Bay/ Ridgewood

<11

0

0

0

0

0

>0

96141

Homewood/ Tahoe Pines

<11

<11

0

0

0

0

>0

96142

Tahoma

<11

<11

0

0

0

0

>0

96143

Kings Beach/ Tahoe Vista

14

0

0

0

0

0

14

96145

Tahoe City/ Dollar Point

<11

<11

0

0

0

0

>0

96146

Olympic Valley/ Alpine
Meadows

<11

0

0

0

0

0

>0

96148

Tahoe City/ Kings Beach

<11

0

0

0

0

0

>0

ZIP
Code

Unincorporated
Community

95626

Counsman/ Riego

48

<11

<11

95631

Foresthill

40

<11

95650

Penryn

74

95658

Newcastle

95663

Total
Residents

Source: California Department of Developmental Service, 2017.
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Table 33. Developmental Disability by Age, Placer County, 2017
ZIP Code

Unincorporated Community

0–17 years

18+ years

Total Age

95626

Counsman/Riego

30

36

66

95631

Foresthill

30

36

66

95650

Penryn

268

149

417

95658

Newcastle

32

45

77

95663

Penryn

154

136

290

95668

Placer

<11

32

>32

95681

Sheridan

223

188

411

95701

Alta/Dutch Flat

<11

<11

>0

95703

Meadow Vista

<11

<11

>0

95714

Alta/Gold Run

35

38

73

95715

Emigrant Gap/Blue Canyon

0

<11

>0

95722

Meadow Vista

0

<11

>0

95736

Weimar

12

21

33

95746

Granite Bay

<11

11

>11

96140

Carnelian Bay/ Ridgewood

191

108

299

96141

Homewood/ Tahoe Pines

<11

<11

>0

96142

Tahoma

<11

<11

>0

96143

Kings Beach/ Tahoe Vista

0

<11

>0

96145

Tahoe City/ Dollar Point

<11

<11

>0

96146

Olympic Valley/ Alpine Meadows

<11

<11

>0

96148

Tahoe City/ Kings Beach

<11

0

>0

Total

--

>975

>800

>1,732

Source: California Department of Developmental Service, 2017.

require modifications to their housing units, such as
wheelchair ramps, elevators or lifts, wide doorways,
accessible cabinetry, modified fixtures and appliances,
etc. If a disability prevents a person from operating a
vehicle, then proximity to services and access to public
transportation are particularly important. If a disability
prevents an individual from working or limits income,
then the cost of housing and the costs of modifications
are likely to be even more challenging. Those with
severe physical or mental disabilities may also require
supportive housing, nursing facilities, or care facilities.
In addition, many disabled people rely solely on Social
Security Income, which is insufficient for market rate
housing.

A growing number of architects and developers are integrating universal design principles into their buildings
to increase the accessibility of the built environment.
The intent of universal design is to simplify design and
construction by making products, communications, and
the built environment usable by as many people as possible without the need for adaptation or specialized design. Applying these principles to new construction in
Placer County. in addition to the regulations specified in
the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), will increase
the opportunities in housing and employment for everyone. Furthermore, studies have shown that access
features integrated into the design of new facilities in
the early conceptual stages increase costs less than
one-half of one percent in most developments.
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The seven principles of universal design as outlined by
the Center for Universal Design are:
1. Equitable Use - The design is useful and marketable to people with diverse abilities.
2. Flexibility in Use - The design accommodates a
wide range of individual preferences and abilities.
3. Simple and Intuitive - Use of the design is easy to
understand, regardless of the user’s experience,
knowledge, language skills, or current concentration level.
4. Perceptible Information - The design communicates necessary information effectively to the
user, regardless of ambient conditions or the user’s
sensory abilities.
5. Tolerance for Error - The design minimizes hazards
and the adverse consequences of accidental or
unintended action.
6. Low Physical Effort - The design can be used
efficiently and comfortably with minimum fatigue.
7. Size and Space for Approach and Use - Appropriate size and space is provided for approach, reach,
manipulation, and use regardless of user’s body
size, posture, or mobility.
Several organizations in Placer County provide services
to a clientele with disabilities who have a wide variety
of needs. The following organizations were contacted
in evaluating the needs of Placer County disabled residents: Placer Independent Resources Services (PIRS),
California Foundation for Independent Living Centers,
and the Placer County Department of Health and Human Services.
In 2012, the Placer County Board of Supervisors committed $500,000 in State funding to support the Sierra
Community House in Kings Beach, a drop-in center for
mental health and support services. The funds helped
finance the purchase and renovation of a former motel
and residence at 265 Bear Street in Kings Beach by the
Community House of Tahoe Truckee Community Foundation. The former motel and residence was converted
into a community center with space for the project’s
three main partners: Tahoe Safe Alliance, North Tahoe
Family Resource Center, and Project MANA. In the
2018-2019 fiscal year, the Community House served
841 individuals in North Tahoe, predominantly residents
44

of Placer County. In 2020, the Kings Beach Community
House assisted with 52 housing applications for Placer
County residents.

Elderly Persons (Senior Households)
Elderly persons or Seniors are defined as persons age 65
years and older, and senior households are households
headed by a person 65 years or older. The unincorporated County’s “65 and over” population increased by
32.1 percent, from 17,828 to 23,548, from 2010 to 2017,
which outpaced the overall increase (4.8 percent) in the
unincorporated areas.
Seniors often face unique housing problems. Though
many own their homes outright, fixed retirement incomes are not always adequate to cover rising utility
rates and insurance. Also, many elderly homeowners
do not have sufficient savings to finance the necessary repairs; this is a situation commonly described as
“house-rich and cash-poor.”
Though some seniors may prefer to live in single-family
detached homes, others desire a smaller, more affordable home with less upkeep, such as condos, townhouses, apartments, or mobile homes. In 2019, 82.1 percent
(47,638 units) of the housing stock in the unincorporated areas of Placer County were single-family detached
homes, leaving only 18 percent (10,352 units) of the
housing stock for those who choose to or have to live in
other forms of housing.
Table 34 shows information on the senior population
and senior households by tenure in unincorporated
and incorporated Placer County in 2017. As discussed
earlier (and shown in Table 4), Placer County’s population is slightly older than California’s as a whole. Senior
persons (age 65 and older) represented 20.8 percent
of the population in unincorporated Placer County in
2017, compared to 17.1 percent in all of Placer County.
Because of smaller household sizes, senior households
as a percentage of all households is larger than the
percentage of seniors in the population. Senior households represented 31.6 percent of all households in
the unincorporated County, compared to 29.3 percent
in all of Placer County. Senior households have a high
homeownership rate. In the unincorporated County,
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Table 34. Senior Population and Households by tenure, Placer County, 2017
Unincorporated

Incorporated

Number

Percent

Number

Percent

Total Population

113,354

-

261,631

-

Number of Persons 65 years and over

23,548

-

44,696

-

-

20.8%

-

17.1%

Total Households

42,150

100.0%

138,564

100.0%

Owner

33,566

79.6%

98,153

70.8%

Renter

8,584

20.4%

40,411

29.2%

Senior-Headed Households

13,301

100.0%

40,563

100.0%

Owner

12,018

90.4%

33,270

82.0%

Renter

1,283

9.6%

7,293

18.0%

Seniors as a % of All Households

31.6%

-

29.3%

% of Owner Households Headed by a Senior

35.8%

-

33.9%

% of Renter Households Headed by a Senior

14.9%

-

18.0%

Population

Senior Population as a % of the Total Population
Households

Source: 2013-2017 ACS 5-Year Estimates (Table B25007, S0101).

90.4 percent of senior households owned their homes
in 2017, compared to 79.6 percent of all households.
Table 35 shows the housing cost burden by age and
tenure for unincorporated and incorporated Placer
County in 2017. As shown in the table, 35 percent of all
senior households in the unincorporated County had a
housing cost burden greater than 30 percent (moderate
housing cost burden) in 2017. The percentage of senior
households with at least a moderate housing cost burden in the incorporated County was nearly equal to that
in the unincorporated areas (34.8 percent). Overall, the
proportion of senior households with a cost burden
greater than 30 percent in the unincorporated County
was higher than the proportion of non-seniors (35 and
32.7 percent respectively).
Some seniors have the physical and financial ability to
continue driving well into their retirement; however,
those who cannot or choose not to drive must rely on
alternative forms of transportation. This includes not
only bus routes and ride sharing programs, but also

safe, walkable neighborhoods. In order to accommodate transit access in senior housing, it must be near
transit corridors and in neighborhoods that cater to pedestrians by providing well-lit, wide, shaded sidewalks;
clearly marked crosswalks; and longer walk signals at
intersections.

Large Families/Households
Large families comprise another group with special
housing needs. HUD defines a large family as one with
five or more members. Large families may have specific
needs that differ from other families due to income and
housing stock constraints. The most critical housing
need of large families is access to larger housing units
with more bedrooms than a standard three-bedroom
dwelling.
In general, housing for families should provide safe
outdoor play areas for children and should be located
to provide convenient access to schools and childcare
facilities. These types of needs can pose problems,
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Table 35. Housing Cost Burden by Age and Tenure, Placer County, 2017
Unincorporated

Incorporated

Total

Cost Burden
Greater than 30%

Total

Cost Burden
Greater than 30%

Total

33,566

11,261

33.5%

64,587

18,831

29.2%

Householder age 15 to 64

21,548

7,055

32.7%

43,335

11,426

26.4%

Householder age 65+

12,018

4,206

35.0%

21,252

7,405

34.8%

Source: 2013-2017 ACS 5-Year Estimates (Table B25093).

Table 36. Large Households, Placer County, 2017
Unincorporated

Incorporated

Number

Percent

Number

Percent

Less than 5 Persons

30,723

91.5%

88,846

90.5%

5+ Persons

2,843

8.5%

9,307

9.5%

Total

33,566

100.0%

98,153

100.0%

7,723

90.0%

36,527

90.4%

861

10.0%

3,884

9.6%

8,584

100.0%

40,411

100.0%

Less than 5 Persons

38,446

91.2%

125,373

90.5%

5+ Persons

3,704

8.8%

13,191

9.5%

Total

42,150

100.0%

138,564

100.0%

Owner Occupied

Renter Occupied
Less than 5 Persons
5+ Persons
Total
All Households

Source: 2013-2017 ACS 5-Year Estimates (Table B25009).

particularly for large families that cannot afford to buy
or rent single-family houses, because apartment and
condominium units are most often developed with
childless, smaller households in mind. Thus, large families that are unable to rent single-family houses are
likely overcrowded in smaller multifamily units. When
planning for new affordable and market-rate multifamily housing developments, therefore, the provision of
three- and four-bedroom units is an important consideration due to the likely demand for affordable, larger
multifamily rental units.
46

Table 36 shows the number and share of large households in unincorporated and incorporated Placer County
in 2017. Census data availability makes it necessary to
analyze data for all households, including nonfamily
households, for this document. As shown in the table,
3,704 households, or 8.8 percent of the total households
in unincorporated Placer County, had five or more members. This proportion is slightly higher for renters (10.0
percent) than for owners (8.5 percent). The number of
large owner households (2,843) was significantly greater
than the number of large renter households (861).
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The share of large households out of total households
in unincorporated Placer County (8.8 percent) was
slightly lower than the proportion of large households
in the incorporated areas (9.5 percent). As discussed
previously and shown in Table 17, 40.6 percent of the
renter occupied units in unincorporated Placer County
in 2017 had three or more bedrooms. The 2013-2017
ACS data suggests that there is much less of a need for
large units in unincorporated Placer County than in the
incorporated cities to accommodate large households.

Female-Headed Households
Families with female heads of households are another
group with special housing needs. According to the U.S.
Census Bureau, a single-headed household contains
a household head and at least one dependent, which
could include a child, an elderly parent, or nonrelated
child.
Table 37 shows the number of female-headed households in unincorporated and incorporated Placer County in 2017. As shown in the table, there were 2,895
female-headed households in the unincorporated
County, representing 9.7 percent of all households. This
percentage is slightly less than the 9.9 percent in the incorporated areas. About 57 percent (1,651 of 2,895) of
the female-headed households in unincorporated Placer County were single female-headed households with
children under 18 years of age. Single female-headed
one person households represented about 43 percent
(1,244 of 2,895) of the female-headed households in
the unincorporated County. It is possible that many of
these householders are 65 years or older.

Due to generally lower incomes, single female-headed
households often have more difficulties finding adequate affordable housing than do families with two
adults. Also, female-headed households with small
children may need to pay for childcare, which further
reduces disposable income. This special housing needs
group will benefit generally from expanded affordable
housing opportunities. More specifically, the need for
dependent care also makes it important that housing
for female-headed families be located near childcare
facilities, schools, youth services, and medical facilities.

Extremely Low-Income Households
Extremely low-income households are defined as
households with incomes under 30 percent of the County’s median income. Extremely low-income households
typically consist of minimum-wage workers, seniors
on fixed incomes, disabled persons, and farmworkers.
This income group is likely to live in overcrowded and
substandard housing. In Placer County, a household of
three persons with an annual income of $22,600 in 2019
would qualify as an extremely low-income household.
Table 38 shows the number of extremely low-income
households and their housing cost burden in Placer
County in 2016. As shown in the table, both the unincorporated and incorporated areas of Placer County
had lower percentages of extremely low-income households (13.5 and 14.8 percent, respectively). The unincorporated area had a larger proportion of extremely
low-income owner households and a smaller proportion of extremely low-income renter households than

Table 37. Female-Headed Households, Placer County, 2017
Type of Household

Unincorporated

Incorporated

Number

Percent

Number

Percent

Total Households

29,951

100.0%

97,335

100.0%

Total Female Householders

2,895

9.7%

9,649

9.9%

Single Female Householder, Living Alone

1,244

4.2%

3,768

3.9%

Single Female Households with Related Children < 18

1,651

5.5%

5,881

6.0%

Source: 2013-2017 ACS 5-Year Estimates (Table B17012).
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Table 38. Housing Cost Burden of Extremely Low-Income Households
Placer County, 2016
Unincorporated

Incorporated Cities

Owners

Renters

Total

Owners

Renters

Total

Number of Extremely Low-Income Households

2,330

2,090

4,420

3,565

5,790

9,355

Percent of Total Households

7.1%

6.4%

13.5%

5.6%

9.2%

14.8%

Number w/ cost burden > 30%

1,820

1,710

3,530

2,755

4,400

7,155

Percent w/ cost burden > 30%

78.1%

81.8%

79.9%

77.3%

76.0%

76.5%

Number w/ cost burden > 50%

1,530

1,630

3,160

2,250

3,970

6,220

Percent w/ cost burden > 50%

65.7%

78.0%

71.5%

63.1%

68.6%

66.5%

Source: Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS) Database, 2012-2016.

the incorporated cities. Roughly three-quarters of extremely low-income households in the unincorporated
County had a moderate housing cost burden and about
65 percent of owners and 78 percent of renters had a
severe housing cost burden.3
Based on Placer County’s 2021-2029 regional housing
needs allocation (refer to Table 39 on page 57), there is
a projected need for 1,008 extremely low-income units
(which assumes 50 percent of the very low-income
allocation) in the unincorporated area of the County.
This projection meets the requirements of State Government Code Section 65583(a)(1) which states:
Local agencies shall calculate the subset of very
low-income households allotted under Section
65584 that qualify as extremely low-income
households. The local agency may either use
available census data to calculate the percentage of very low-income households that qualify
as extremely low-income households or presume that 50 percent of the very low-income
households qualify as extremely low-income
households. The number of extremely low-income households and very low-income households shall equal the jurisdiction’s allocation
of very low-income households pursuant to
Section 65584.
3 See page 28 for a discussion of housing cost burden.

48

Fair Housing Assessment
AB 686 requires that all housing elements due on or after January 1, 2021, must contain an Assessment of Fair
Housing (AFH) consistent with the core elements of the
analysis required by the federal Affirmatively Furthering
Fair Housing (AFFH) Final Rule of July 16, 2015. In order
to comply with AB 686, the County has completed the
following outreach and analysis to inform this Housing
Element and all housing goals, policies, and programs.

Outreach
As discussed in the Public Outreach section of the Housing Element, the County held two public workshops,
stakeholder meetings, and conducted public and focused surveys in addition to the standard public hearing
process.
The public workshops were noticed through press releases distributed by the County Public Affairs Office
to local residents, housing developers, service providers, neighborhood associations, and the business
community in addition to publicizing the workshops
on the County’s website. Additionally, a Fact Sheet was
emailed to the County’s 14 Municipal Advisory Councils
and emailed to a contact list with over 5,000 interested
parties. At the public workshops, the County received
several comments and questions, however the primary
fair housing concerns were related to the dominance
of vacant single-family homes in the Lake Tahoe Region
and a lack of affordability.
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Two stakeholder meetings were also held to provide an
opportunity for advocacy groups, housing providers,
service providers, legal aid representatives, and others
to collaborate with the County and discuss housing
needs and opportunities. At these meetings, stakeholders expressed a desire to increase incentives for affordable housing, collaborate with property owners on
infill, and generally focused on mechanisms of making
current and future housing more affordable to Placer
County residents.
Finally, the County conducted a variety of surveys. One
was distributed to the Mountain Housing Council partner agencies (which includes 28 agencies) and gathered
their input on barriers to housing, housing types to
prioritize, and priority populations, among other topics.
The County also utilized the FlashVote electronic survey
tool to collect community input on ideas for second
home rental programs, housing preferences, housing
costs and needs, ADUs, and housing policy. In total, the
County received nearly 11,000 responses across the
five surveys.

households with limited access to many resources and
pathways to success. Along the northern boundary of
the County, there are six census tracts identified as Low
Resource, the center and southern portion of the County are considered Moderate Resource, and the most
southwest and most northeast areas of the County are
considered High or Highest Resource. More than half of
the City of Auburn is considered Moderate or High Resource. High Resource areas are areas with high index
scores for a variety of educational, environmental, and
economic indicators. Some of these indicators include
high levels of employment and close proximity to jobs,
access to effective educational opportunities for both
children and adults, low concentration of poverty, and
low levels of environmental pollutants, among others.
These indicator scores decrease as the level of designation decreases until “Low Resource” areas, which
typically have limited access to education and employment opportunities and may have poor environmental
quality.

Assessment of Fair Housing Issues

Some of the indicators identified by TCAC and HCD to
determine the access to opportunity include high levels
of employment and close proximity to jobs, access to
effective educational opportunities for both children
and adults, low concentration of poverty, and low levels of environmental pollutants, among others. These
indicator scores decrease as the level of designation
decreases in “Low Resource” areas, which typically
have limited access to education and employment opportunities and may have poor environmental quality.
The County also individually analyzed several factors,
described below, to assess patterns that may further
fair housing issues and identify actions to combat these
access to opportunities barriers.

State Government Code Section 65583 (10)(A)(ii)
requires all counties in California to analyze areas of
segregation, racially or ethnically concentrated areas of
poverty, disparities in access to opportunity, and disproportionate housing needs including displacement risk.
According to the HCD/Tax Credit Allocation Committee
(TCAC) Opportunity Areas Map, there are no census
tracts identified as having High Segregation and Poverty
in Placer County. High Segregation and Poverty areas
are areas of overconcentrated low-income and minority

The County has conducted the following analysis of
available data to assess local access to opportunities
and indicators of fair housing issues, in addition to the
designations provided by the TCAC/HCD Opportunity
Areas map. Data for disability, poverty, familial status,
was available at the census tract level, and data for
rates of opportunity areas, overpayment, jobs proximity, and diversity were available at the block group level.
The County has used the most localized level of data
available for this analysis.

The extent of outreach conducted by the County before
and throughout the Housing Element update process
engaged community members from all segments of the
population and representatives of hard to reach groups
to provide nearly comprehensive input on preferences
and unmet housing needs. However, despite using a variety of outreach methods, there were still limitations in
reaching non-English speaking households. Therefore,
the County has included Program HE-19 (Community
Conversations on Housing) to conduct ongoing outreach to encourage participation from all groups.
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Patterns of Integration and Segregation
While there are many social and economic relationships
that exist between Placer County and the rest of the SACOG region, Placer County differs from other counties
in its relatively low number of areas with a high concentration of the population below the poverty line, but
also its more limited supply of affordable housing. The
difference between Placer County and other counties in
the region are reflected in this analysis of demographic
patterns.
As of the 2010 Census, there were no racially and ethnically concentrated area of poverty (R/ECAP) areas
within the County, nor were there many notably high
concentrations of minority populations within the unincorporated County area. Two possible exceptions to
ethnic concentration would be part of the North Auburn
area, where approximately 25 percent of the population is Hispanic, and the area near Kings Beach, where
just under 60 percent of the population is Hispanic.
The Census tract in the North Auburn area includes the
Government Center Master Plan area, which intends
to develop additional employment opportunities along
with affordable/attainable housing. In the Kings Beach
area, the Census tract along the Nevada state line has a
significant Hispanic community and is considered a High
Resource area. This is somewhat unusual compared to
the rest of the north Tahoe area, though parts of the
Truckee area of Nevada County also have significant
Hispanic populations. No opportunity sites are located
in the Kings Beach area.
Relatedly, there are few areas with any concentration of
residents with limited English proficiency, though a small
concentration of Spanish speakers with limited English
proficiency live in Kings Beach. South Lake Tahoe has a
similar concentration of Spanish speakers living near the
Nevada border, with 22 percent of residents speaking
Spanish as their primary language with limited English
proficiency. The limited number of speakers of other
languages with limited English proficiency is somewhat
unusual compared to the region as a whole, particularly
in the western parts of the County. Higher-density areas
closer to Sacramento tend to have larger concentrations of speakers of Spanish and other Indo-European
languages with limited English proficiency. The City of
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Sacramento also has significant populations of speakers
of Chinese and other Asian and Pacific Languages with
limited English proficiency. The relative diversity of different areas of the County is shown through the 2018
Diversity Index (Figure E-2), indicating that much of the
eastern County has low levels of diversity, and that the
western part of the County has the same or lower levels
of diversity as compared to neighboring areas in the
Sacramento region.
Several areas of the County have moderate concentrations of poverty, where as much as 20 percent of the
population have household incomes below the poverty
level. These poverty concentrations are located in the
Dutch Flat area along Interstate I-80 and in North Auburn. Additionally, more than 30 percent of residents of
the Homewood area of the Tahoe Basin have household
incomes below the federal poverty level. However, opportunity sites in the Tahoe Basin tend to be located
in the northern end of the lake just south of Truckee
rather than near Homewood.
Throughout much of the County, more than half of
married-couple households have children under 18,
as is shown in Figure E-5. In the North Auburn and
Sheridan areas as well as parts of the Tahoe Basin, this
number can be as high as 80 percent of married-couple
households. In lower-density areas, fewer married-couple households have children. This trend is also true
throughout El Dorado and Yuba Counties. Neighboring
Nevada County has fewer married-couple households
with children in general, though areas of Nevada County that are closer to the Beale Air Force Base tend to
have more children than the rest of the County.
In 2014, in nearly all of the County, 10 to 20 percent
of the population had a disability, with the exception
of the Truckee and Lake Tahoe Region where the rate
was less than 10 percent. By 2018, this had switched to
where less than 10 percent of the population in nearly
all of unincorporated Placer County had a disability. At
this time, Placer County had a lower rate of disability
than in El Dorado, Yuba, and Nevada counties.
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Access to Opportunity
As of 2018, the majority of the eastern areas of Placer County have high ratings on HUD’s Environmental
Health Hazard Index, indicating that exposure to environmental hazards is limited. In the western part of the
County, areas closer to highways tend to have higher
exposure to environmental hazards, such as the area
between State Highways 65 and 99. These areas also
have more agricultural uses, suggesting that air pollution from agricultural production may be a factor.
As is often the case in unincorporated areas, transit
access within unincorporated Placer County is limited.
However, Placer County Transit’s Route 30 connects
North Auburn with the City of Auburn once per hour
from 8 am to 7 pm during the week, and once per
hour from 10 am to 7 pm on Saturdays. For sites in the
Sheridan area, transit access is not available. However,
it is in close proximity to Highway 65, which can provide
connection to both the City of Auburn and cities in Yuba
County. In the Tahoe area, Tahoe Area Regional Transit
(TART) operates service along Highway 267, where several approved projects are located, and along Highway
28, where several opportunity sites are located. It is
predicted that additional development along these
routes would drive the addition of stops to serve new
development.
As shown in Figure E-6, the areas with the closest proximity to jobs in the County are those near incorporated
communities or in the Lake Tahoe Region. Despite the
lack of jobs in the center of the County, the median
commute length for Placer County residents in 2018
was 27.4 minutes, similar to many incorporated jurisdictions in the County. The area with the most limited
access to jobs (as shown on the map) does not have
noticeably higher rates of poverty or overpayment than
other areas, suggesting that the lack of jobs in this area
does not present a barrier to residents. However, the
County has Program HE-47 (Improve Low-Resource Areas Access to Opportunities) to coordinate with public
transit providers to determine if there is unmet transit
demands, especially to areas within close proximity to
job opportunities.

School access in the western part of the County has
some minor limitations but does not present a significant disparity as compared to unincorporated areas in
the surrounding region (as shown in Figure E-4). For sites
in the Placer Vineyards, Riolo Vineyard, and Regional
University Specific Plan areas, several elementary and
high school options already exist in the City of Roseville.
Many of these schools are considered high-quality, according to School-Ratings.com, with ratings distributed
from the 70th to the 95th percentiles. In the Sheridan
area, one community elementary school is available (in
the 34th percentile, according to School-Ratings.com),
but older students must travel to Lincoln, approximately 8 miles away (with a school ranking in the 82nd percentile). Several public and private elementary schools
are available in North Auburn, and Placer High School
is approximately 3 miles south in the City of Auburn.
Schools in this region are of mixed quality, with schools
in North Auburn ranging from the 14th percentile to
50th percentile and Placer High School scoring in the
86th percentile of similar schools in the state. The Foresthill area of the County has both an elementary and
high school within the central town area, both of which
had rankings between the 50th and 60th percentile.
Several elementary, middle, and high school options are
available near sites in the Tahoe Area, including public,
private, and charter schools. Public schools in the Truckee, Kings Beach and Tahoe City ranged in quality from
the 50th percentile to the 92nd percentile. This data
suggests some amount of disparity in school quality in
smaller, more rural and less affluent areas of the County, though this is not universally true.
Despite the decline in the percent of the population
with a disability, Placer County has Dial-A-Ride, a transportation service provided by South Placer Transit, and
Health Express, a no-to-low-cost transportation service
for non-emergency medically related appointments, to
connect persons with a disability to services they need.
In addition, Placer County Health and Human Services
offers In-Home Supportive Services (IHSS), which provides assistance to lower-income seniors to allow them
to stay in their homes.
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Disproportionate Housing Need and
Displacement Risk
Among renters, overpayment for housing expenses
(where rent and utilities represent 30 percent or more of
monthly income) is widely distributed across the County. As is shown in Figure E-7, the highest concentration
of renters overpaying for housing are in the Tahoe City
area, Kings Beach, and Meadow Vista. In each of these
areas, more than 65 percent of renter households are
overpaying for housing. While the distribution of overpayment in neighboring counties is mixed, several rural
town centers in El Dorado County and Nevada counties
see similar levels of overpayment, including Pollock
Pines and areas west of Nevada City. According to Legal
Services of California, the most common complaint they
receive in Placer County is related to a lack of affordable
housing. Other complaints received include refusal to
rent, discriminatory treatment, and termination of tenancies by landlords due to the residents’ income source
(i.e., Section 8 Vouchers). This highlights the importance
of developing more affordable housing throughout the
County in order to provide more housing opportunities
for residents in lower-income households and tenants
using Section 8 vouchers and reduce the risk of these
residents being displaced due to inability to afford their
home (Programs HE-12, HE-13, HE-19, HE-21, HE-24).
Among homeowners, overpayment is less widespread.
As is shown in Figure E-8, the most concentrated areas
of overpayment for owner-occupied housing are around
Lake Tahoe, which may be related to conservation-related restrictions on development within this region. The
County’s Housing Strategy and Development Plan found
that North Auburn offers potential for multifamily housing and is a key opportunity area for increased densities. The Placer County Government Center Master Plan
Update Market Analysis, prepared by Economic and
Planning Systems (EPS), found that there is significant
demand for multifamily housing along the State Route
49 corridor in North Auburn and that there are opportunities for multifamily development on commercially
zoned land with access to transit along State Route 49.
Although this area is identified as a low resource area,
there are many key employment opportunities including the Placer County Government Center, AT&T, Placer
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County Sherriff, and Sutter Auburn Faith Hospital. In addition, several projects are currently (2020) planned to
provide improvements to the community, including pedestrian and bicycle facility improvements along State
Route 49 that are currently (2020) under construction.
Housing Element Program HE-9 and HE-11 call for expanding and improving public water and sewer infrastructure for housing sites, specifically for opportunity
sites in North Auburn, and Housing Element Program
HE-47 calls for the County to improve low-resource
areas by providing improvements to public transit, employment opportunities, community services, medical
services, and grocery stores. The Government Center
Master Plan is one example of planned improvements
in North Auburn that, paired with Housing Element
programs will work to improve access to educational
and economic opportunities in this area to support new
residential development.
As described in the Housing Needs Assessment of the
Housing Element, overcrowding is not a significant problem in the unincorporated areas of Placer County, with
just 1.1 percent of owners and 5.4 percent of renters
living in overcrowded situations. The rate of overcrowding is slightly higher in the Lake Tahoe Region than in
other areas of the County which may be due to the
labor force and a limited supply of affordable housing.
Overcrowding is a signal that there is a disproportionate
need for larger affordable housing units for residents in
this area. The County will continue to proactively work
with TRPA to address housing needs in the Tahoe region
and will require housing for employees (Program HE-16
- Affordable Housing and Employee Accommodations).
Unlike the issues of overpayment and overcrowding,
housing conditions appear to be stable for most residents of unincorporated Placer County. While there are
more incomplete units (incomplete kitchen or plumbing) reported in the more urban areas of Placer County,
this appears to be consistent across counties and both
unincorporated and incorporated areas. As discussed in
the Housing Needs Assessment, it is estimated that up
to 57 percent of housing units in Placer County are in
need of some rehabilitation due to age or incomplete
facilities. Therefore, the County will assist homeowners
to identify and apply for rehabilitation funding and will
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develop a code enforcement process that will prevent
displacement or assist with relocation costs for lower-income households (Program HE-35 – CDBG Rehabilitation Funds).

Enforcement and Outreach Capacity
On an ongoing basis, the County reviews its zoning laws
and policies to ensure compliance with fair housing law.
Regular reviews of policies and practices ensure that, as
the County grows and changes, it continues to ensure
and enforce that all persons have access to sound and
affordable housing. Housing Element Goal G and corresponding policies and programs have been included in
the 2021-2029 Housing Element to promote and affirmatively further fair housing opportunities throughout
the community for all persons regardless of age, race,
religion, color, ancestry, national origin, sex, marital
status, disability, familial status, or sexual orientation.

is regarding a lack of affordable housing. Paired with a
surge in suburban development, these factors result in
segregated communities due to a lack of accessibility
for many low-income residents. Other complaints they
receive regarding fair housing include refusal to rent,
discriminatory treatment, and termination of tenancies by landlords, predominantly due to the residents’
income class and income source (i.e., Section 8 Vouchers). While income is often a driving factor in many fair
housing cases, Legal Services of Northern California also
reports that it receives a significant number of disability
discrimination cases, often alleging a refusal to grant
reasonable accommodation requests.

The County refers discrimination complaints to the
California Department of Fair Employment and Housing, Legal Services of Northern California, HUD, and
the California Department of Consumer Affairs. The
County will continue to promote fair housing through
its laws, policies, and programs, and make fair housing
information available to tenants, homebuyers, property owners, and landlords. Fair housing issues that may
arise in any jurisdiction include but are not limited to
housing design that make a dwelling unit inaccessible
to an individual with a disability; discrimination against
race, national origin, familial status, disability, religion,
or sex when renting or selling a housing unit; and addressing housing needs disproportionately across the
County.

In their 2019 Annual Report, the California Department
of Fair Employment and Housing (DFEH) reported that
they received eight housing complaints for residents
of Placer County, less than one percent of the total
number of cases in the state that year (934). As part
of the Fair Housing Assistance Program (FHAP), DFEH
dual-files fair housing cases with HUD’s Region IX Office
of Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity (FHEO), which
is able to identify the specific jurisdiction from which
the complaint originates. According to HUD’s Region
IX FHEO, three fair housing discrimination cases were
filed with and accepted by HUD from unincorporated
areas of Placer County from January 1, 2013 through
August 30, 2020. One case resulted in a no cause determination, one was withdrawn after resolution, and the
third reached a successful settlement. The cases alleged
discrimination based on sex, disability, and race, respectively. While HUD only pursued three cases during this
time, additional cases may have been reported to other
referral agencies.

Legal Services of Northern California (LSNC), the only
civil legal aid office for Placer County, assists low income
and senior residents in Placer County who face housing
discrimination and other issues. On August 11, 2020,
the Auburn office of Legal Services of California provided information on fair housing issues in Placer County.
While they do track their cases by jurisdiction, they do
not track whether the cases are related to fair housing
or how many fair housing complaints come from a
specific jurisdiction. According to this office, the most
common complaint they receive across Placer County

None of these fair housing agencies, LSNC, DFEH, or
FHEO, were able to provide specific location information for cases either because they do not track the geographic origin of complaints or due to confidentiality
concerns. Therefore, the County was unable to conduct
a spatial analysis of fair housing cases to identify any
patterns or concentrations of fair housing issues in the
County. Program HE-45 (Fair Housing Information) has
been included to work with fair housing enforcement
organizations and agencies to track issues and identify
patterns in the county.
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Sites Inventory
The location of housing in relation to resources and
opportunities is integral to addressing disparities in
housing needs and opportunity and to fostering inclusive communities where all residents have access to
opportunity. This is particularly important for lower-income households. AB 686 added a new requirement for
housing elements to analyze the location of lower-income sites in relation to areas of high opportunity. The
California Tax Credit Allocation Committee (TCAC) and
HCD prepared opportunity maps that identify resource
areas. Areas of high or highest resource have increased
access to public services, educational and employment
opportunities, medical services, and other daily services
(e.g., grocery, pharmacy).
Figures A-14 through A-25 (in Appendix A) show housing
sites identified in the inventory in relation to resource
areas defined by the TCAC/HCD Opportunity Maps. The
sites that are currently (2020) available to accommodate
the lower-income housing need are primarily within specific plan areas that are largely located in high resource
areas. Approximately 77 percent of the lower-income
capacity (excluding ADUs and manufactured homes) is
provided in areas of high resource. Specific plan areas
are generally located in high resource areas and typically will include market-rate housing only affordable
to above moderate-income households. However,
County policy requires all specific plan developments
to ensure 10 percent of housing units included in the
plan are affordable to lower income and moderate-income households. In addition, section 15.65.130 of the
County code requires affordable housing be developed
in a timely manner with market-rate units. These affordability requirements affirmatively further fair housing
by providing lower income households equal access to
opportunities as households with higher income levels.
Only one lower income housing site included in the
inventory is located within a low resource area. The
site is the approved Government Center Master Plan
project in North Auburn. The Government Center is an
example of a master plan to improve opportunities in a
low resource area in addition to increasing the supply
of affordable housing. The Government Center is one of
the major employers in the region and the master plan
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includes a variety of proposed new facilities including
mixed use, a community center, green spaces, employment opportunities, and workforce housing. As such,
the Master Plan will provide enhanced neighborhood
amenities and employment, increasing access to opportunities near affordable housing. Additionally, Housing
Element Programs HE-7 and HE-8 call for the County
to prioritize improvements to basic infrastructure in
low resource areas, including the Government Center
Master Plan area, to focus place-based revitalization
efforts and ensure that future affordable housing is not
concentrated in an area of low resource access. Based
on this analysis, the inventory is consistent with the goal
of affirmatively furthering fair housing.
The County endeavors to ensure that any required
deed-restricted affordable units are not concentrated
in one area of a development and encourages developers to integrate units throughout the development
both geographically and in terms of phasing. However,
the County also recognizes the overall cost-of-living and
environmental benefits of establishing higher-density
affordable housing in close proximity to transit, commercial areas, and schools. Accordingly, the sites for
affordable housing identified in Specific Plans such as
Placer Ranch follow a “town center” model, encouraging higher-density housing along main roads. The
County will facilitate social integration and integration
of affordable housing in Specific Plan areas by requiring developers of Specific Plans to provide 10 percent
affordable housing to ensure that new communities
develop as mixed income neighborhoods. Specific Plan
developers do not have the option to pay an in‐lieu fee
to meet the affordable housing requirement, as the
in‐lieu fee program excludes Specific Plans. Due to its
predominantly rural character, much of unincorporated
Placer County tends to have relatively longer distances
between housing and jobs than neighboring areas, with
the exception of the North Auburn area, Sheridan, and
the Tahoe Basin. By siting new housing development in
closer proximity to existing jobs centers, the County can
encourage lower VMT rates and limit the high transportation costs that can come from long commutes.

Placer County Housing Element 2021 – 2029 | Adopted 5/11/2021

General Plan Housing Element, Chapter 2: Housing Needs Assessment

As discussed in Chapter 4: Resource Inventory below,
the County does not currently (2020) have enough capacity to meet its lower-income RHNA. This shortfall will
be addressed by rezoning select sites from the housing
opportunity sites to allow for high density multifamily
development at a density of at least 30 units per acre.
The candidate rezone sites are shown on Figures A-2
through A-13 (in Appendix A). Similar to lower-income
sites included in the inventory, the candidate rezone
sites are distributed throughout the County and are
generally located near established communities. Several sites are located in areas of high or highest resource,
including the communities of Granite Bay, Horseshoe
Bar/Penryn, Martis Valley, and the Tahoe Basin. Approximately 71 percent of the candidate rezone sites are

located within low resource areas in the communities
of Sheridan, North Auburn, and Foresthill.
Based on the distribution of candidate rezone sites
across resource areas and the planned improvements
for low resource areas, the County’s rezone strategy
will affirmatively further fair housing.

Contributing Factors
Discussions with, and surveys of, community members,
fair housing advocates, and the assessment of fair housing issues identified several factors that contribute to
fair housing in Placer County, including:

Factors that Contribute to Fair Housing Issues in Placer County
AFH Identified
Fair Housing Issues

Contributing
Factors

Further proximity to jobs
for residents in more rural
areas of the middle of the
County

Concentration of job
opportunities along the
Interstate 80 corridor

Displacement of
residents due to
economic pressures

Lack of public transportation in communities not
located on Interstate 80
Shortage of affordable
rental and homeownership
options
Cost of rehabilitation or
repair
Dominance of single-family
homes resulting in fewer
options for a range of
income levels

Concentration of new
affordable housing in
the Government Center
Master Plan Area

Limited access to job
opportunities
Inadequate public
infrastructure
Concentration of poverty

Limited mobility between
areas of the County
not located directly on
Interstate 80

The availability and
frequency of public
transportation

Meaningful Actions
Promote CalWorks and Employment Services in areas of the County with limited
access to jobs (Program HE-47)
Work with transit agencies to provide increased service between communities and
job centers to improve residents’ access to employment (Program HE-47)

Require both residential and non-residential development to provide affordable
housing (Program HE-16)
Encourage landlords to rent units at affordable rates (Program HE-20)
Provide security deposit assistance for lower-income residents (Program HE-22)
Promote development of missing middle housing types (Programs HE-32 and HE-33)
Encourage construction of ADUs (Programs HE-27, HE-28, and HE-29)
Provide assistance with rehabilitation costs (Program HE-35)
Promote place-based revitalization efforts (HE-9)
Expand sewer capacity in North Auburn (Program HE-11)
Promote a variety of housing types to create mixed-income communities (Program
HE-33)

Connect lower-income residents with rental opportunities in high resource areas
(Program HE-22)
Promote the use of Housing Choice Vouchers in high resource areas (Program HE-23)
Promote affordable housing in high resource areas (Program HE-46)
Work with transit agencies to provide increased service between communities and
job centers to improve residents’ access to employment (Program HE-47)
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As identified in the assessment of disproportionate
housing need and displacement risk, there does not
appear to be a significant discrepancy between housing
type and household size or substandard housing conditions, but rather a shortage of both rental and ownership housing that is affordable to all lower-income
households. The County is aware of housing shortages
and affordability issues, especially in the Lake Tahoe Region. Therefore, the County has identified the need for
affordable housing at a variety of sizes and improving
access to opportunities in low resource areas as priorities to meet unmet needs and address fair housing
issues. The County has incorporated actions throughout the Housing Element goals, policies, and programs
to address these factors, and all issues identified in this
assessment. The programs in this Housing Element will
affirmatively further fair housing, per AB 686, and are
intended to address significant disparities in housing
needs and in access to opportunity for all groups protected by state and federal law. Regional coordination
efforts outlined in several programs will ensure that
Placer County furthers patterns of integration and development of affordable housing in such a way that it
will have a positive impact on residents of the County
and Sacramento region.

Regional Housing Needs Allocation
This section evaluates projected future housing needs
in the unincorporated areas of Placer County based
upon the adopted Regional Housing Needs Allocation
(RHNA) prepared by SACOG for the eight-year planning
period of 2021 to 2029. State law requires councils of
governments to prepare allocation plans for all cities
and counties within their jurisdiction. (Placer County is
one of six counties within SACOG’s jurisdiction). SACOG
adopted its final Plan for its 2021–2029 RHNA in March
2020. The intent of a housing allocation plan is to
ensure adequate housing opportunities for all income
groups. HCD provides guidelines for preparation of the
plans and ultimately certifies the plans as adequate.
The core of the RHNA is a series of tables that indicate
the distribution of housing needs for each jurisdiction in
each of four household income groups. The tables also
show the projected new housing unit targets by income
group for the ending date of the plan. These measures
of units define the basic new construction that needs
to be addressed by individual city and county housing
elements. The allocations are intended to be used by
jurisdictions when updating their housing elements as
the basis for ensuring that adequate sites and zoning
are available to accommodate at least the number of
units allocated. Table 39 shows the current and projected housing needs for the planning period from May
15, 2021 to May 15, 2029 for the unincorporated areas
of Placer County.
As shown in Table 39, the RHNA allocated 7,419 new
housing units to unincorporated Placer County for the
2021 to 2029 planning period. For analytical purposes,
SACOG broke out the Tahoe Basin as a subarea. The
County’s total allocation assumes 435 units for the
Tahoe Basin. The time frame for this regional housing
needs process is May 15, 2021 to May 15, 2029. The allocation is equivalent to a yearly need of approximately
927 housing units for the eight-year time period. Of the
7,419 housing units, 4,474 units should be affordable
to moderate-income households and below, including
2,017 very-low-income units, 1,215 low-income units,
and 1,242 moderate-income units.
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Table 39. Regional Housing Needs Allocation by Income
Unincorporated Placer County and Tahoe Basin, May 15, 2021 to May 15, 2029
Very Low

Low

Moderate

Above
Moderate

Total

2,017

1,215

1,242

2,945

7,419

110

67

77

181

435

Total

2,127

1,282

1,319

3,126

7,854

Percent of Total

27.1%

16.4%

16.7%

39.8%

100.0%

Unincorporated County
Unincorporated Tahoe Basin

Source: Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) Regional Housing Needs Plan, Cycle 6 (2021–2029).
Note: There is a projected need for 1,008 extremely low-income units based on the assumption that 50 percent of the very-low-income household need is
extremely low income.
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