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PLACER COUNTY 

INTRODUCTION 

State Housing Element Law (Government Code Section 65580 (el seq.» mandates that local 
governments must adequately plan to meet the existing and projected housing needs of all 
economic segments of the community. This Placer County Housing Element Background Report 
provides current (to September 1,2012) information on household characteristics, housing needs, 
housing supply, land inventory for new development, housing programs, constraints, and 
incentives for new housing development in Placer County. It also evaluates progress made since 
Placer County's last Housing Element was adopted in 2009. Where available, population and 
housing projections are provided as well. 

The Background Report of the Housing Element identifies the nature and extent of the county's 
housing needs, which in turn provides the basis for the County'·s response to those needs in the 
Policy Document. The Background Report also presents information on the community's setting 
in order to provide a better understanding of its housing needs. 

Placer County last updated its Housing Element in 2009, intended to serve a 7Y,-year planning 
period from January 1,2006 to June 30, 2013. Placer County previously adopted a 1989 Housing 
Element before the 2003 document. The timelines for the RHNA process changed after the State 
of California passed Senate Bill 375 in 2008. One key goal of SB 375 is to better coordinate 
transportation planning with land use and housing planning. For this reason, the RHNA process is 
now tied to the adoption of every two cycles of the regional Metropolitan Transportation Plan 
(MTP). Therefore, the schedule for updating the current Housing Element was accelerated to 
coincide with the MTP adoption by SACOG. In the future, the Housing Element will be updated 
every eight years. 

This (2013) Housing Element is a comprehensive update of the 2008 Housing Element. The 8 v,
year planning period is for January 1,2013 to October 31, 2021. Upon its adoption, this Element 
will become part of the Placer County General Plan, which was last updated in August 1994. The 
1994 General Plan included the following nine elements: 

• Land Use 

• Housing 

• Transportation and Circulation 

• Public Facilities and Services 

• Recreation and Cultural Resources 

• Natural Resources 

• Agriculture and Forestry 

• Safety and Safety 

• Noise 
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The adoption of this Housing Element may necessitate revisions of some of the other Placer 
County General Plan Elements to maintain internal consistency with those Elements as mandated 
by State law. 

Overview of State Requirements 

State law recognizes the vital role local governments play in the supply and affordability of 
housing. Each local government in California is required to adopt a comprehensive, long-term 
general plan for the physical development of their city or county. The housing element is one of 
the seven mandated elements of the general plan. State law requires local government plans to 
address the existing and projected housing needs of all economic segments of the' community 
through their housing elements. The law acknowledges that in order for the private market to 
adequately address housing needs and demand, local governments must adopt land use plans and 
regulatory systems that provide opportunities for, and do not unduly constrain, affordable housing 
development. As a result, housing policy in the state rests largely upon the effective 
implementation oflocal general plans, local housing elements in particular. 

The purpose of the housing element is to identify the community's housing needs. to state the 
community's goals and objectives with regard to housing production, rehabilitation, and 
conservation to meet those needs, and to define the policies and programs that the community 
will implement to achieve the stated goals and objectives. 

State law requires cities and counties to address the needs of all income groups in their housing 
elements. The official definition of these needs is provided by the California Department of 
Housing and Community Development (HCD) for each city and county within its geographic 
jurisdiction. Beyond these income-based housing needs, the housing element must also address 
special needs groups such as persons with disabilities and homeless persons. 

As required by State Housing Element Law (Government Code Section 65583(a» the assessment 
and inventory for this Element includes the foHowing: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Analysis of population and employment trends and projections, and a quantification of 
the locality's existing and projected housing needs for all income levels. This analysis of 
existing and projected needs includes Placer County's share of the regional housing need. 

Analysis and documentation of household characteristics, including level of payment 
compared to ability to pay; housing characteristics, including overcrowding; and housing 
stock condition. 

An inventory ofland suitable for residential development, including vacant sites and sites 
having potential for redevelopment; and an analysis of the relationship of zoning, public 
facilities, and services to these sites. 

The identification of a zone or zones where emergency shelters are allowed as a 
permitted use without a conditional use or other discretionary permit. 
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• 

• 

• 

• 

PLACER COUNTY 

Analysis of potential and actual governmental constraints upon the maintenance, 
improvement, or development of housing for all income levels and for persons with 
disabilities, including land use controls, building codes and their enforcement, site 
improvements, fees and other exactions required of developers, and local processing and 
permit procedures. Analysis oflocal efforts to remove governmental constraints. 

Analysis of potential and actual non-governmental constraints upon the maintenance, 
improvement, or development of housing for all income levels, including the availability 
of financing, the price ofland, and the cost of construction. 

Analysis of aQY special housing needs for the elderly, persons with disabilities, large 
families, farmworkers, families with female heads of households, and families and 
persons in need of emergency shelter. 

Analysis of opportunities for residential energy conservation. 

Analysis of "at-risk" assisted housing developments that are eligible to change from low
income housing uses during the next 10 years. 

The Housing Element Background Report identifies the nature and extent of the county's housing 
needs in the unincorporated areas of the county, which in turn provides the basis for the County's 
response to those needs in the Housing Element Policy Document. In addition to identifying 
housing needs, the Background Report also presents information on the setting in which the needs 
occur, which provides a better understanding of the community and facilitates planning for 
housing. 

The following is a summary of the major sections of the Housing Element Background Report: 

Section I: Needs Assessment 

A. Housing Stock and Demographic Profile 

B. Housing Needs 

Section II: Resource Inventory 

A. Availability of Land and Services 

B. Inventory of Local, State, and Federal Housing and Financing Programs 

C. Energy Conservation Opportunities 

Section III: Potential Housing Constraints 

A. Potential Governmental Constraints 

B. Potential Non-Governmental Constraints 
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Section IV: Evaluation 

A. Housing Accomplishments 

B. Review of Existing (2009) Housing Element 

The Background Report satisfies State requirements and provi des the foundation for the goals, 
policies, implementation programs, and quantified objectives. The Background Report sections 
draw on a broad range of informational sources. Information on population, housing stock, and 
economics comes primarily from the 20 I 0 U.S. Census, the 2006-20 I 0 American Community 
Survey, the California Department of Finance (DO F), and Placer County records. Information on 
available sites and services for housing comes from numerous public agencies. Information on 
constraints on housing production and past and current housing efforts in Placer County comes 
from County staff, other public agencies, and a number of private sources. 

General Plan and Housing Element Differences 

The housing element is one of seven State-mandated elements that every general plan must 
contain. Although the housing element must follow all the requirements of the general plan, the 
housing element has several State-mandated requirements that distinguish it from other general 
plan elements. Whereas the State allows local government the ability to decide when to update 
their general plan, State law sets the schedule for periodic update (eight-year timeframe) of the 
housing element. Local governments are also required to submit draft and adopted housing 
elements to HCD for State law compliance review. This review ensures that the housing element 
meets the various State mandates. When the County satisfies these requirements, the State will 
"certify" that the element is legally adequate. Failing to comply with State law could result in 
potentially serious consequences such as reduced access to infrastructure, transportation, and 
housing funding and vulnerability to lawsuits. 

Public Participation 

As part of the Housing Element update process, the County implemented the State's public 
participation requirements in Housing Element Law, set forth in Government Code Section 
65583(c)(7), that jurisdictions " ... shall make a diligent effort to achieve participation of all 
economic segments of the community in the development of the housing element." 

On October 25,2012, County staff and the Housing Element Consultants conducted a workshop 
at the Community Development Resources Center in Auburn. County staff distributed 
announcements of the workshop to a mailing list of various stakeholders including local residents, 
housing developers, social service providers, neighborhood associations, and the business 
community. Furthermore, the County publicized the workshop on the County website, through a 
press release, a Placer County affordable housing Yahoo Group message board, and on 
announcement boards at County facilities. 

The Consultants presented a brief overview of the Housing Element Update and then facilitated 
an interactive discussion to solicit ideas from participants about the most critical housing issues 
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facing Placer County residents, and identify new ways that the County and the community might 
address these issues. Workshop participants included: several representatives of special needs 
groups, including seniors, persons with disabilities, the homeless, and foster children; affordable 
hOllsing developers; realtors; homeless individuals; and low-income individuals. The discussion 
focused heavily on identifYing the needs of extremely low-income residents and special needs 
groups. It also focused on "thinking outside the box" to identify new. lower-cost solutions that 
might better serve the community with the limited resources available from Federal, State, and 
local sources. See Appendix D for a list of workshop participants and a summary of the issues 
and ideas provided by the community. 

The County will review the Housing Element at Planning Commission and City Council study 
sessions and public hearings. The public hearings will provide additional opportunities for public 
comment. 

SECTION I: 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). 

A. 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 the infonmation are the 2010 U.S. Census 
and 2006-2010 American Community Survey. Other sources of information include the 
following: the California 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 (USDA); and local market data (such as home sales 
prices, rents, wages, etc.), 

1. Demographic and Employment Characteristics and Trends 

PopulationlDemographic Trends and Employment Characteristics and 
Trends 

Population 

Table 1 shows the long-tenm historic 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 grov,th rate (AAGR) was 4.25 percent. Recently, Placer County has been one of the 
fastest growing counties in California and in the United States. From 2000 to 2010, Placer 
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County's population grew from 248,399 to 348,432 residents-an average annual growth rate 

(AAGR) of 3.4 percent. While the County's population is continually growing, the average 

annual growth rate has been decreasing since 1980. Between 20 I 0 and 2012, the County grew by 

an estimated 6,896 persons, an average annual growLll rare of 1.1 percent. Figure I shm" the 

slowing annual growth rate between 2001 and 2012. 

Note: AAGR for 2010-2012 calculated for 1.75-year period (April 1, 2010 to Jan. 1,2012). 
Source: DOF, Table 2a Historical Census Populations a/California State, Counties, Cities, Places, 
and Towns, I85D-20ID; DOF Table £-/ City/County Population Estimates with Annual Percent 
Change.20ll-12. 

6.00% 
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~ 4.00% -~-----
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FIGURE 1 

Annual Growth Rate 

Placer County 
2000-2012 

- ~~~=---------

2001 2002 2003 2004 20DS 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 

Note: AAGR for 2000-2001 and 2010-2011 calculated for .75-year period (April 1,2000 to Jan. 1,200 I; 
April 1,20 IOta January 1,2011). AAGR for 2009-2010 calculated for a 1.25-year period (January 1,2009 
to April 1,20 I 0). 
Source: DOF Table 2: £-4 Population Estimates for Cities, Counties, and State, 201-20 I 0 with 2000 and 20/0 Census 
Counts; DOF Table E-J City/County Population Estimates with Annual Percent Change, 20J J -12. 
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PLACER COUNTY 

While the county has grown at a rapid pace, much of this growth has occurred within the cities. 
Table 2 shows population, households, average household size, and housing units I for 
unincorporated and incorporated Placer County and the state of California for 1990, 2000, and 
2010. The table also shows 1990 to 2000 and 2000 [0 2010 absolute growth and AAGRs. 

Unincorporated Placer County's population grew at an AAGR of 1.8 percent between 1990 and 
2000. This was higher than California's growth rate of 1.3 percent. Relative to the incorporated 
areas of the county, which grew at an AAGR of 5.2 percent, the unincorporated areas of the 
county grew at a much slower rate. It has been Placer County General Plan policy to steer urban 
growth to the cities. 

Housing units grew at a slower rate than population for unincorporated Placer County between 
1990 and 2000, but households grew at a fasterrate than population as the average household size 
decreased. In California, on the other hand, the average household size increased from 1990 to 
2000 as population grew faster than the number ofhouseholds. 

From 2000 to 2010, 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 occurred in the incorporated areas of the county where the AAGR was 5.0 percent 
between 2000 and 2010. Growth in unincorporated areas of the county slowed to an AAGR of 
0.7 percent. 

Placer County's housing units grew at an AAGR of 4.2 percent between 2000 and 2010, which is 
almost four times the rate of housing unit growth in California during this period (I. I percent 
AAGR). Housing units in the incorporated areas grew a rate of 5.1 percent, while housing units 
in the unincorporated areas of the county grew at a much lower rate of 1.4 percent. Housing units 
grew at a higher rate than population, and the average household size in unincorporated Placer 
County decreased from 2.66 in 2000 to 2.57 in 2010. California's average household size 
continued to increase over this time period (2.87 in 2000 and 2.90 in 2010) as population grew 
faster than households and housing units. 

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", 
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Sources: California Department of Finance 2012, Table £-5 and Table £-8; and (IS Census 1990, 2000, and 2010 
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PLACER COUNTY 

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 areas of the county, particularly in Lincoln, Rocklin and RosevilIe. Lincoln was the 
fastest growing city in the county, with a populatioll increase from 11,205 residents in 2000 to 
42,819 residents in 20l0-a 14.3 percent AAGR. The cities of Rocklin and Roseville also 
experienced significant population increases over this seven year period, with AAGRs of 4.6 and 
4.0 percent respectively. As stated earlier, the unincorporated portion of Placer County had an 
AAGR of 0.7 percent from 2000 to 2010. 

The table also shows the population of several unincorporated comrimnities in Placer County, 
defined as Census Designated Places (COPs) in the U.S. Census. While it is difficult to compare 
the population in these communities between 2000 and 2010 since several of the communities 
were not defined as COPs in the 2000 U.S. Census, what the information does show is that the 
county is made up of several small communities. The largest communities within the county are 
Granite Bay and North Auburn. Granite Bay had a population of 20,402 in 2010, making up 
nearly 19 percent of the total unincorporated county popUlation, and North Auburn had a 
popUlation of 13,022 in 2010, making up 12 percent of the unincorporated county population. 
About half of the county population (53,404) lives in the remaining unincorporated county in 
more remote areas that are not defined by the U.S. Census. 

PUBLIC ReVIEW DRAFT I JANUARY 2013 PAGE 9 HOUSING ELEMENT 



Source: U.s. Census 2000 and 2010 

PART I: BACKGROUND REPORT PAGE 10 PUBLIC REVIEW DRAFT I JANUARY 2013 

/Dio 



Loomis 

Auburn 

Unincorporated 

Colfox 

Roseville 

Rocklin 

Linco!n 

0.0% 

FIGURE2 
Percent Change in Population 

Placer County 
2000-2010 

50.0% 100.0% 150.0% 200.0% 

Source: us. Census 2000, and 2010 

PLACER COUNTY 

250.0% 300.0% 

Figure 3 shows the total housing units and housing unit growth for jurisdictions in Placer County. 
Between 2000 and 2010, 7,458 housing units were built in unincorporated Placer County. The 
majority of housing unit growth occurred in the incorporated cities of Lincoln, Rocklin, and 
Roseville (36,732 units total). 

The data on population and housing growth shows that Placer County has seen tremendous 
growth during the last decades, especially in the incorporated areas of the county. Placer County 
is consistently one of the fastest growing counties in the state. 
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PLACER COUNTY 

Age 

Table 4 illustrates the age distribution in both unincorporated and incorporated Placer County and 
California in 20 I O. Compared to California, Placer COlmty 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 much smaller portion of the population in the unincorporated county compared 
to the incorporated county. 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 2010 compared tb the state, with seniors 
over 65 years of age making up 15.4 percent of the population in both the unincorporated and 
incorporated county. 

The median age of Placer County increased from 38 to 40 years old from 2000 to 2010, indicating 
that the county's population is getting older. California's median age also increased from 33 in 
2000 to 35 years of age in 2010, but remains lower than the median age in Placer County. 

Total 28 100.0% 100.0% 37 100.0% 
So·urce: u.s. Census 2010 

Race and Ethnicity 

Table 5 summarizes U.S. Census data related to the race and ethnicity of residents of Placer 
County and California in 2010. The table shows that 82.6 percent of unincorporated and 73.2 
percent of incorporated Placer County's population was white in 2010. Placer County's non
Hispanic white population made up a significantly larger proportion of the population compared 
to California's 40.1 percent non-Hispanic white population. Hispanics made up 9.4 percent of the 
population in the unincorporated county and 12.5 percent in the incorporated county, compared to 
35.3 percent of the state's total population. All other racial categories were represented in Placer 
County during the 2010 Census, but together made up 12.3 percent of the county's population. 
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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. 

Source: US. Census 2010 

Household Characteristics 

Table 6 compares 2000 and 2010 Census data for a variety of housing characteristics, including 
tenure, vacancy, and household type for unincorporated and incorporated Placer County and 
California. 

The rate of homeowners hip in unincorporated and incorporated Placer County fell between 2000 
and 2010 from 79.2 percent to 57.6 percent in the unincorporated areas and from 69.2 percent to 
64.1 percent in the incorporated areas. Placer County's homeowners hip rate is slightly higher 
than that for the state as a whole (55.9 percent in 20 I 0). 

The housing vacancy rate in unincorporated Placer County increased by 3 percent from 2000 to 
2010; 26.0 percent of housing units in the unincorporated areas of the county were vacant in 
2010. This vacancy rate is much higher than the 8.1 percent vacancy rate for housing units in all 
of California for 20 I O. The high vacancy rate in Placer County is due primarily to the 
predominance of vacation homes in the Lake Tahoe area. In 20 I 0, 62.2 percent of vacant 
housing units in the unincorporated county were for seasonal, recreational, or occasional use. 
(Vacancy rates will be discussed later in the chapter.) 

The Census divides households into two types depending on their composItIOn. Family 
households are those that consist of two or more related persons living together. Non-family 
households include either persons who live alone or groups composed of non-related individuals. 
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PLACER COUNTY 

As shown in Table 6, 73.5 percent of households in unincorporated Placer County were family 
households in 20 I 0 compared to 71.4 percent in California. The proportion of family households 
in the unincorporated county decreased from 73.5 percent of households in 2000. This shift to a 
higher proportion of non-family households in the unincorporated county brought the county 
slightly closer to the proportion offamily to non-family households seen across the state. 

Table 7 shows the average household size for Placer County as a whole and the state of 
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 2010 average persons per household was 2.60 persons, lower than 
the state's average of 2.90 persons. Unlike for the State of California in which the average 
household size increased from 2000 to 2010, Placer County's average household size decreased 
from an average 2.63 persons in 2000 

Since a majority of rental units are usually apartments with a small numb,r 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 of2.50 persons in 2010, compared to 2.64 persons per owner-occupied household. 
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units 2.42 2.50 2.79 2.83 
Source: US. Census, 2000 and 2010 

Personal Income 

When adjusted for inflation, per-capita income has actually remained stagnant and even 
decreased in many parts ofthe country over the past decade. In Placer County, per-capita income 
dropped by 2.4 percent from 2000 to 2010, from $48,162 in 2000 (2010 dollars) to $47,012 in 
2010. Evidence shows that much of this decline in income affected the younger generation (ages 
25 to 34) - the generation that is expected to be forming new households and purchasing their 
first homes. So while the housing market has become more affordable during this recession 
(discussed later in this report), buying power, especially for first-time homebuyers, has declined. 
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FIGURE4 . 
Per-Capita Personal Income 
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Household Income 

Table 8 sho",:s the distribution of household incomes for Placer County and California for 2009, 
based on Census income data contained in the 2006-2010 American Community Survey. In 
unincorporated Placer County, 22.7 percent of all households earned under $35,000 in 2009, 
compared to 29.0 percent of households in the state as a whole. At the other end of the income 
spectrum, 36.3 percent of households in the unincorporated county earned over $100,000 in 2009, 
higher than the 27.9 percent in California as a whole. The median household income in Placer 
County in 2009 waS $74,447, which was significantly higher than California's median income of 
$60,883. 
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PLACER COUNTY 

Source: American Community Survey 2006-2010 5-year estimates 

Existing and Projected Employment 

Placer County has a healthy and diverse economy ranging from the tourism industry, focused 

mainly in the North Lake Tahoe Area, to technology, predominately located in the southwestern 
portion of the County. Table 9 shows the employment and unemployment rates along with 
industry employment by major classification for all of Placer County and California for 2000 and 
2010. This data is from the California Employment Development Department (EDD). 

The number of jobs that the EDD reports for Civilian Employment differs from the number of 
jobs reported for Total Industry Employment (also known as Wage and Salary Employment). 
Civilian Labor Force counts the number of working people by where they live. This includes 

business owners, the self-employed, unpaid family workers, private household workers, and wage 
and salary workers. A person with more than one job is only counted once. Total Industry 
Employment counts the number of jobs by the place of work. This does not include business 
owners, the self-employed, unpaid family workers, or private household workers. If someone 
holds rnore than one job, they may be counted more than once. These industry employment 
estimates are by place of work, not by place of residence, so they indicate the number of jobs 
within a given j urisdiction. 

As shown in Table 9, Placer County had an unemployment rate of 3.6 percent in 2000, slightly 
lower than the 4.9 percent rate in California as a whole. However, both Placer County and 

California had much higher unemployment rates in 2010 compared to 2000. 

Table 9 also shows that Placer County has a diverse economy. While no single industry 

dominates the county's economy, the most significant employment contributors in Placer County 

include tourist-related jobs (retail trade and leisure and hospitality) and government jobs. Other 

important industries include professional and business services and construction. While most 
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industries either grew or remained stable between 2000 and 20 1 0, the construction and 
manufacturing industries lost a significant proportion of jobs from 2000 to 2010, decreasing from 
20.8 percent to only 11.9 percent of total industry employment. 

Source: California Employment Development Department, Employment by Industry Data, 2000-2010 
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PLACER COUNTY 

Potential Population Change and Job Growth Impacts on Housing Need 

The Department of Finance (DOF) produces the official population projections by county for 
California. The most recent projections for 20 J 0 to 20:;0 in 1 O·year increments were produced in 
May 2012. Table 10 shows the population for Placer County in 2010 along with the DOF 
population projections for 2015, 2020, 2025, and 2030. Thc table also shows the population 
AAGR for each time period. Based on the 2010 population and 20 IS DOF population projection, 
Placer County is projected to have a 20 I 0 to 2015 AAGR of 1.14 percent, a 2015 to 2020 AAGR 
of 1.31 percent, a 2020 to 2025 AAGR of 1.39 percent, and a 2025 to 2030 AAGR of 1.38 
percent. From 2010 to 2030, Placer County is projected to have approximately 103,571 
additional people that will need housing. 

Sources: DOF Interim Population Projections/or California and Its Counties 2010-2050, lvfay 20J 2. 

Table II shows employment projections for the incorporated cities and the unincorporated 
portion of Placer County based on statistics produced by SACOG in 2012. Employment in the 
unincorporated portion of the county is expected to grow at a slightly higher rate than in the 
incorporated cities. 

Source: Draft Final SACOG Metropolitan Transportation PlaniSustainable Communities Strategy, 2035. 
February 20.2012. 
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2. Housing Characteristics and Trends 

The discussion of the housing stock in Placer County in this subsection uses a significant amount 
of data from the 2006-2010 American Community Survey, whereas the housing unit totab sho",n 
in other sections of this document are based primarily on the 20 I 0 Census. The American 
Community Survey is based on a sample, whereas the Census is based on a complete count. 
Therefore, totals from the two sources may vary. 

Housing Inventory/Supply 

Table 12 summarizes housing units by type for all housing units in Placer County and California 
in 2000 and 2010. Single-family homes continue to be the largest percentage ofthe housing stock 
in both unincorporated and incorporated Placer County. From 2000 to 2010, of the 7,458 new 
housing units constructed in the unincorporated county, 6,495, or 87 percent, were single-family 
houses. Approl'imately 17 percent of all new units built in the unincorporated county were multi
family units, and there was a net loss of 305 mobile home units. In 2010, single-family homes 
made up 83.9 percent of all housing units in unincorporated Placer County, compared to 65.3 
percent in all of California. In 2010, multi-family homes made up only 10.5 percent of the 
housing stock for the unincorporated county and 21.5 percent of the housing stock of the 
incorporated county. These percentages were much lower than for all of California, in which 
30.6 percent or the housing stock was multi-family. Mobile homes made up only 2.8 percent of 
Placer County's total housing stock, which is only slightly lower than the 4.1 percent for all 
housing units in the state (See Table 12). 

The majority of residential growth between 2000 and 2010 occurred in the incorporated areas of 
the county. Over 83.6 percent of all new units were constructed in the incorporated areas, and 
nearly 82.3 percent of all new single-family homes were built in the incorporated areas. 
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PLACER COUNTY 

Source: California Department of Finance, Table e-5, 2012 

Housing Demolition 

From January 1, 2007 to September 1, 2012, 78 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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Housing Conditions 

Placer County has not conducted a countywide housing conditions survey since 1995. The 
survey concluded that the areas of Sheridan and Foresthill required more attention, because they 
both had high percentages of housing in need of rehabilitation. The survey also concluded that 
special attention should be given to the Auburn-Bowman and Kings Beach areas, since they had a 
large number of homes in need of rehabilitation. Statistically these areas have a large number of 
lower income households, most of which are unlikely to have the financial resources to make 
needed repairs. Based on the results ofthe 1995 survey, a few of these small communities within 
the unincorporated county have conducted housing conditions surveys which are included in 
Tables 14 and 15. 

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 2010. As shown in the table, Placer County's 
housing stock is relatively new compared to California's housing stock. 

In 2010, 13.0 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 of the county (36.6 
percent), it is higher than that of California (10.2 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 15 percent of the unincorporated housing stock and 8.4 percent of the incorporated housing 
stock built before 1960. In California, 30.9 percent of the total housing stock was built prior to 
1960. 

The median year built for owner-occupied units in all of Placer County in 2010 was 1991, 
compared to 1974 for California. The median year built for renter-occupied units in Placer 
County in 2010 was 1987, compared to 1971 for California. This data regarding housing stock 
age and kitchen and plumbing facilities may suggest that, while the majority of homes in Placer 
County are relatively new, there is still a small proportion of the housing stock in Placer County 
that is in need of rehabilitation. 
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Source: American Community Survey 5-year Estimates 2006-20] () 
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Foresthill 

In 2002, Mercy Housing California conducted an exterior housing conditions survey for the 
unincorporated community of Foresthil1.2 The survey rates the conditions of five housing 
elements: foundation, roofing, siding/stucco, windows and electricaL The survey concluded that 
7.5 percent (126 homes) of the community's housing stock was in need of some form of 
rehabilitation, About 1 percent of the homes (14 homes) were considered in need of substantial 
rehabilitation, and over 2 percent (36 homes) were considered dilapidated (see Table 14), 

Condition 

Total 

Total Units in Area 
Source: Mercy Housing California, 2002 

Sheridan 

In 2003, the Placer County Redevelopment Agency conducted a housing conditions survey to 
evaluate all residential structures within the Sheridan Sewer District, The survey methodology 
was similar to that of the Foresthill housing conditions survey, and covered 174 homes, The 
survey concluded that 57.3 percent (lID homes) of the community's housing stock was in need of 
some form of rehabilitation. Four homes (2.1 percent) were considered in need of substantial 
rehabilitation, and only one home (0,5 percent) was considered dilapidated (see Table 15), 

2 The survey covered all housing units in the 95631 zip code area Multi-family complexes were considered one unit 
for the purpose of the survey. 
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PLACER COUNTY 

Source: Placer County Redevelopment Agency, 2003 

Vacancy Rates 

According to the 2010 U.S. Census, Placer County had a vacancy rate of 15.1 percent in 2010, 
significantly higher than the vacancy rate in California (8.1 percent). It is important to note that 
these counts include all vacant units, including those 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 
surveys conducted by local agencies for grant applications,. in 2011 the vacancy rate for rental 
units was 1.7 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. 

Table 16below provides a detailed breakdown of the types of vacant units in unincorporated and 
incorporated Placer County and California at the time of the 2010 Census. Of the unincorporated 
county's vacant housing units in 2010, only 6.7 percent were classified as for rent, for sale, or 
already rented or sold but not occupied, compared to 38.4 percent in the incorporated county and 
34 percent in California. In comparison with the incorporated areas of the county and California, 
a much larger percentage of vacant units were available for seasonal, recreational, or occasional 
use in the unincorporated county in 2010 (79.6 percent compared to 8 percent and 27.5 percent 
respectively). This high vacancy rate in the unincorporated county is due in large part to the 
predominance of vacation homes in the Lake Tahoe area. 
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Source: Us. Censlis 2010 

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 17 compares occupants per room and overcrowding by tenure for unincorporated and 
incorporated Placer County and California in 2010. Both the unincorporated and incorporated 
areas of the county had very small proportions of overcrowded owner-occupied units compared to 
all of California in 2010 (1.3 percent and 0.7 percent compared to 4 percent). Severely 
overcrowded units made up 0.2 percent of owner-occupied units in the unincorporated and 
incorporated county, compared to 0.9 percent of owner-occupied housing units in California. 

Overcrowding is typically more of a problem in rental units than owner units. When broken out 
by tenure, renter households accounted for 16.4 percent of all households in the unincorporated 
county; however, they accounted for over 46 percent of all overcrowded households in Placer 
County in 2010. To put it another way, 40.7 percent of renter-occupied households in the 
unincorporated county were overcrowded, in comparison to 1.3 percent of owner-occupied 
households. 2.6 percent of rental units in the unincorporated county were severely overcrowded 
compared to 0.2 percent of owner-occupied units. A similar disparity between renters and owners 
is evident in the incorporated county; however the rates of overcrowding are slightly lower. In the 
state of California, the rate of overcrowding for renter-occupied households (13.3 percent) is 
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much higher than in Placer County. Relative to the rest of the State, overcrowding is not a 
significant problem in the county. 

Overcrowding was slightly more prevalent in households in the Tahoe Basin portion of Placer 
County (Lake Tahoe county subdivision in the Census) where some seasonal, lower-income 
wage-earners are crowding into homes, particularly in Kings Beach where overcrowding is an 
issue year-round. In 2010, nearly 6.5 percent of all households in the Tahoe Basin portion of the 
county were overcrowded, compared to less than 2 percent in the entire county; however, 
overcrowding in the Basin portion ofthe county was less prevalent than in California as a whole 
where 8 percent of all households were overcrowded in 2010. 

Source: American Community Survey 5-year Estimates 2006-2010 

Household Size 

As shown previously in Table 7, Placer County's average household size in 2010 was 2.60 
persons, lower than the state average of 2.90 persons. Placer County had an average household 
size for renter households of 2.50 persons in 2010, compared to 2.64 persons per owner 
household. 

Table 16 shows the number of persons per household by tenure in unincorporated and 
incorporated Placer County and California in 2010. The unincorporated and incorporated areas of 
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the county had lower proportions of large households (five or more members) than California in 
2010 (9.2 percent and 10.1 percent compared to 16.1 percent). Unincorporated and incorporated 
Placer County also had slightly higher proportions of one- and two-person households than 
California in 2000 (61. 1 percent and 56.9 percent compared to 51.4 percent). 

Source: u.s. Census 2010 

Table 19 shows the number of bedrooms by housing unit in unincorporated and incorporated 
Placer County and California in 2010. As shown in the table, 72.5 percent of occupied housing 
units in the unincorporated areas of the county and 66.6 percent in the incorporated areas 
contained three or more bedrooms in 2010. This is significantly higher than the statewide 
percentage of 55 percent. The large number of housing units with three or more bedrooms is 
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likely due to a combination of factors, including higher rates of homeowners hip and a larger 
percentage of newer units in Placer County. 

Renter-occupied units tend to have a smaller number of bedrooms than owner-occupied units. 
This was the case in Placer County in 20 I 0, where 81.4 percent of the owner-occupied units in 
unincorporated areas and 81.9 percent in incorporated areas had three or more bedrooms, 
compared to only 36.4 percent of the renter-occupied units in unincorporated areas and 31.9 
percent in incorporated areas. However, this figure is much larger than the 25.3 percent of renter
occupied housing units with three of more bedrooms in California. 

Based on this information regarding housing unit size, and the information on household sizes 
discussed earlier, Placer County has a much lower need for large housing units than California. 
Placer County has a smaller average household size, larger housing units, and lower 
overcrowding rates than the state average, 
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Source: American Community Survey 5-year Estimates 2006-2010 
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Housing Affordability 

Description of Measures 

There are five main approaches to measuring housing affordability commonly used by housing 
researchers.3 

• Share of income 

• Supply-demand mismatch 

• Housing wage 

• Median ratios comparison 

• Residual income 

The share of income approach is the most common. It measures housing affordability in terms 
of the percentage of income that a household spends on its housing. Households allocating above 
a defined share of income on housing are classified as having a housing affordability problem. 
The standard threshold is 30 percent of gross income spent on gross housing costs, including 
utilities. Above this ratio, households are often referred to as suffering from a "housing cost 
burden."4 

While simple to understand and relatively easy to calculate, this approach has several drawbacks: 

• 

• 

• 

It considers how much people spend on housing but not what they get in return for it in 
terms of neighborhood and housing quality, as well as proximity to jobs and shopping. 

Focusing exclusively on housing costs as a share of income does not take into account 
tradeoffs households make to lower housing costs that add to other costs, such as longer 
commutes,S poor housing quality, distressed neighborhoods, or crowded conditions. 

It does not consider situations where spending large shares of income on housing is more 
of a choice rather than a necessity - some households choose to spend more on housing 
because they value it more. Determining whether a household is spending more by 

3 Categories and descriptions of each are derived from the report: Measuring The Nation's Rental Housing 
Affordability Problem, Joint Center For Housing Studies, Harvard University (June 2005). 

4 A "cost burden" is defined by HUD as the fraction of a household's total gross income spent on housing costs; in 
other words - the ratio between housing cost and income. However, the general term "cost burden" is often used as 
shorthand for a cost burden exceeding 30 percent of income. HUD defines a "moderate cost burden" as housing costs 
between 31 and 50 percent of reported income and a "severe cost burden" as housing costs exceeding 50 percent of 
reported income. 

S A Center for Housing Policy (CHP) study found that the share oftota] household expenditures on transportation was 
three times higher for households spending less than 30 percent on housing than for households with half their 
expenditures on housing. Other trade~offs were also evident, including reduced spending on healthcare and food 
among households with higher housing expenditures. "Something's Gatta Give: Working Families and the Cost of 
Housing," New Century Housing, Vo1. 5-1, Center for Housing Policy, 2005. 
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• 

choice or necessity requires subjectively defined standards of minimally acceptable 
housing. 

It does not capture the extent to which changes ill rental affordability over time may 
reflect changes in the quality of housing rather than differences in the rate of increase in 
rents of housing of constant quality relative to the changing incomes of the households 
that typically occupy these constant quality units. In other words, it does not distinguish 
changes in housing affordability caused by changes in the price of housing from changes 
in its quality. 

In general, while cost burdens are heavily concentrated at the bottom of the income distribution 
nationwide, they also appear in higher income ranges. The Measuring the Nation's Rental 
Housing Affordability Problem report states that "recent studies by the National Housing 
Conference show high levels of cost burdens among working families, especially in the higher 
cost housing markets where incomes for some essential service occupations (including teachers, 
nurses, police officers; and janitors) are not adequately adjusted for the local cost of living. 
Furthermore, trade-offs of housing and transportation costs are more acutely observed among 
middle-income households, who often opt to live far away from employment centers in order to 
find affordable housing, but end up with longer and costlier commutes as a result."6 

While nationally there is an increasing mismatch between the incomes of renter households in the 
bottom 20th percentile and the rents of housing in the bottom 20 ili percentile, a number of 
observers have also suggested that the affordable housing crisis is, at least in part, actually an 
income crisis. 

In the supply-demand mismatch approach, the number of households with incomes at or below 
a particular level is compared with the number of rentals with rents that are affordable at 30 
percent of the threshold income (with adjustments for household size and number of bedrooms). 
The difference between the number of households at or below the adj usted income thresholds and 
the number of rentals at or below the adjusted rent thresholds is considered a measure of the 
mismatch between the supply and demand for affordable housing. An extension of this 
"mismatch" approach subtracts units that are affordable but occupied by higher income 
households because they are not available for occupancy by households with incomes below the 
threshold. 

While relatively straightforward, this approach is more easily misinterpreted than measures of the 
share of households reporting cost burdens for the following reasons: 

• 

• 

It implicitly assumes that rentals affordable at 30 percent of income are considered 
affordable by all those who might rent them, 

It implies that all the units below an income threshold are affordable to aU households 
below those thresholds. 

6 Measuring The Nation's Rental Housing Affordability Problem, Joint Center For Housing Studies, Harvard 
University (June 2005), p. 40. 
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It does not take into account the location of "affordable" rentals and whether these align 
with the location of households that might "demand" them want to live. 

As one moves up the income distribution, results are harder to interpret meaningfully 
(e.g., what is the meaning of a "gap" between the number of rentals "affordable" to 
households earning between 80 and 100 percent of area median income and the number 
of these households when they can, by definition, afford all the rentals below the lower 
threshold cutoff?) 

In the housing wage approach, the rent of a standard, modest quality rental with either one or 
two bedrooms in an area is compared to th~ multiples of full-time minimum wage work it would 
take to afford (at 30 percent of income) that apartment. The rent standard commonly used is 
HUD's fair market rent (FMR).7 As stated in the Measuring The Nation's Rental Housing 
Affordability Problem report, this approach "provides a simple way to convey what turns out to 
be a consistent problem across all measured geographies - in every metro area it takes more than 
one full-time minimum wage job to afford a unit somewhat below the middle of the rent 
distribution." The National Low Income Housing Coalition (NLlHC) produced a 2004 report that 
showed that in no state is minimum-wage full-time work sufficient to afford the FMR for a two
bedroom apartment.' 

In the median ratios comparison approach, a ratio is formed between the rent at some point in a 
rent distribution and the corresponding point in an income distribution. Most commonly, the 
median rent in an area is compared to the median household income in the same area. In this 
example, the share of income that the median household would have to spend to rent a median 
rental is used as a measure of how unaffordable the housing stock is in a particular market to 
households in that market. 

While this approach provides a quick summary of the housing-income situation (and m~y be most 
useful when comparing different areas to each other), it's major drawback is that, like the supply
demand mismatch approach and the housing wage approach, it takes a criterion household and 
compares it to a criterion rent instead of comparing what individual households are actually 
spending for their housing. 

The residual income approach examines the absolute amount of income left over after housing 
expenses, rather than the share of income allocated to housing, to identify affordability problems. 
This approach focuses on the proportion of households most harmed by high housing costs, and 
classifies households with too little income left over to meet basic needs as "shelter poor." This 
approach has several shortcomings, including potentially understating the affordability problems 
of larger households and those with children who may face additional necessary expenses. 

7 HUD's FMR standard is typically the 40th percentile rent of recently rented apartments within an entire metropolitan 
area or of non-metropolitan areas of a state. It is estimated using a random-digit dialing survey. 

8 Gut a/Reach 2003: America's Housing Wage Climbs, National Low Income Housing Coalition. 2004. 
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When discussing housing affordability and notwithstanding the caveats discussed above, this 
Housing Element primarily uses the housing costs burden concept from the share of income 
approach for three reasons: 1) HCD requires a cost burden analysis; 2) it is a straightforward and 
easily understood measure; and 3) the data is readily available. However, we have supplemented 
the cost burden analysis with data regarding FMRs and local income levels. 

Housing Cost Burdens 

The HCD Housing Element Review Worksheet calls for 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 tenms ofthe 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 infonmation on household income for each household individually. HUD creates 
a special Census tabulation for use in Consolidated Plans.' The data in this section uses this 
Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS) data from HUD's State of the Cities 
Data Systems (SOCDS) website. 

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. 
Fo: owners, housing costs include mortgage payment, taxes, insurance, and utilities. 

Income groups are shown in the SOCDS CHAS tabulation based on the HUD-adjusted area 
median family income (HAMFI). 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 i~come, as adjusted by HUD. 10 

Table 20shows the CHAS special tabulation data from the 2005-2009 American Community 
Survey 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 and California. As shown in the table, 38.7 

9 The Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS) data file is a detailed tabulation of the Decelll1ial 
Census sponsored by HlID. It includes extensive data on a variety of physical and financial housing characteristics 
and needs categorized by HUD-defined income limits (30, 50, and 80 percent of area median income) and HUD
specified household types. As with the long fonn in the Decennial Census, CHAS indicators are estimates based on a 
sample of households . These "special tabulation" data are used by local governments for housing planning as part of 
the Consolidated Planning process and by HUD for various allocation formulas to distribute funds to localities. 

10 Statutory adjustments now include upper and lower caps for areas with low or high ratios of housing costs to income 
and, for each non-metropolitan county, a lower cap equal to its state's non-metropolitan average. Estimates of the 
median family income and the official income cutoffs for each metropolitan area and non-metropolitan county are 
based on the most recent Decennial Census results and updated each year by HUD. Each base income cutoff is 
assumed to apply to a household of four, and official cutoffs are further adjusted by household size: one person, 70 
percent of base; two persons, 80 percent; three persons, 90 percent; five persons, 108 percent; six persons, 116 
percent; etc. 
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percent of all households in the unincorporated county and 32.2 percent of all households in the 
incorporated county had a moderate housing cost burden in 2009. These percentages are lower 
than the percentage of households in California with a moderate housing cost burden of 44.8 
percent in 2009. 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), 63.9 percent of households in the unincorporated county had a 
moderate housing cost burden in 2009 compared to just 26.9 percent of non-lower-income 
households. The percentage of lower-income households with a moderate housing cost burden in 
the unincorporated county is slightly lower than that for California (7.07 percent). 

Housing cost burden was generally higher ainong renter households. For example, 48.3 percent 
of all renter households paid 30 percent or more of their monthly incomes for housing costs in 
unincorporated Placer County in 2009, compared to 36.5 percent of all owner households. 
However, while the percentage of renters that experienced moderate cost burdens was higher than 
the percentage of owners, in absolute numbers the number of renters with housing cost burdens 
was lower than the number of owners with cost burdens in the unincorporated couniy: 3,725 
renter households compared to 11,915 owner households when combining all income grOups. 

Table 21 shows housing cost burden information for unincorporated Placer County for 2000 by 
household type, tenure, and income group. Comparable data was not available from the 2005-
2009 HUD CHAS. The low-income household types with the largest numbers of households 
with a housing cost burden greater than 30 percent, are "small related" owner households and 
elderly owners. However, these are also the two household types with the largest number of 
households, and the percentages of these households with a moderate and severe housing cost 
burden are relatively low. 59.2 percent of elderly renters had a moderate housing cost burden and 
35.5 percent had a severe housing cost burden; however, elderly renter households make up only 
5.7 percent of all households. The information in this table regarding senior and large households 
is addressed in more detail in the Special Needs Housing section of this report. 
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Source: HUD SOCDS. Comprehensive Housing AJJordabilit.v Strategy (eliAS) database, 2005-2009 

~ 
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Source: H0'D SOCDS. Comprehensive Housing Affordability Stmtegy (CHAS) database, 2000 

~ 
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Ability to Pay for Housing 

The following section compares 2012 income levels and ability to pay for housing with actual 
housing costs. Housing is classified as "affordahle" if households do not pay more than 30 
percent of income for payment of 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 in locating 
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 the U.S. Department of 
Housing and Urban Development (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 percent to 80 percent of the median income as established by HUD for the Sacramento 
PMSA. 

Median-Income Unit: affordable to a household whose combined income is at or 
between 81 percent and 100 percent of the median income as established by HUD for the 
Sacramento PMSA. Note that the California Department of Housing and Community 
Development (HCD) defines the median income at 100 percent. 

Moderate-Income Unit: affordable to a household whose combined income is at or 
between 101 percent 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 
PM SA was $76,100 in 2012. Income limits for larger or smaller households were higher or 
lower, respectively, and are calculated by formula by HUD (See Table 22). 
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Source: CalIfornia Department of Housing and Con:munity Development, 201.2 

Table 23 shows the 2012 HUD 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 
three-person household was classified as low-income (80 percent of median) with an annual 
income of up to $54,850 in 2012. A household with this income could afford to pay a monthly 
gross rent (including utilities) of up to $1,371 or to purchase a house priced at $225,051 or below. 

Table 24 shows HUD-defined fair market rent levels (FMR) for Placer County in 2013. 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 (non
luxury) nature with suitable amenities. I I HUD uses FMRs for a variety of purposes: FMRs 
detennine 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 uncler the 
Rental Voucher program. 

As stated above, a three-person household classified as low-income (80 percent of median) with 
an annual income of up to $54,850 could afford to pay $1,371 monthly gross rent (including 
utilities). The 2013 FMR for a two-bedroom unit in Placer County was $1,073. Therefore, a 
low-income household at the top of the income range could afford to rent a unit at the FMR level, 
assuming that such a unit is available for rent. However, a three-person household classified as 
very low-income (50 percent of median) with an annual income of up to $34,250 could afford to 
pay only $856 for monthly gross rent. This household could not afford the FMR rent of $1 ,073 
for a two-bedroom unit, but could afford the FMR rent of $855 for a one-bedroom unit. 
Households with incomes below 50 percent of median would have even less income to spend on 
rent. 

I I According to BUD, "the level at which FMRs are set is expressed as a percentile point within the rent distribution of 
standard-quality rental housing Wlits. The current definition used is the 40th percentile rent, the dollar amount below 
which 40 percent of the standard-quality rental housing units are rented. The 40th percentile rent is drawn from the 
distribution of rents of all units occupied by recent movers (renter households who moved to their present residence 
within the past 15 months). Public housing units and units less than 2 years old are excluded." 
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* Based on the Sacramento MSA (E1 Dorado, Placer and Sacramento Counties); FY 2012 Median Family 
Income: $76,100; HUD FY 2012 Section 8 Income Limits. 
lAssumes that 30% of income is available for either: monthly rent, including utilities; or mortgage payment, 
taxes, mortgage insurance, and homeowners insurance 
2Assumes 95% loan @ 4.5% annual interest rate and 30 year term; assumes taxes, mortgage insurance, and 
homeowners insurance account for 21 % of total monthly payments 
Sources: HUD FY 2012 Placer County Income Limits (December 1, 2011); and Mintier Harnish. 
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Source: HUD User Data Sets: 2013 FY FAfR 

Affordable Housing by Income/Occupation 

Table 25 shows an abbreviated list of occupations and annual incomes for residents Of the 
Sacramento-Arden Arcade-Roseville MSA 12 such as nursing aides, managers, school teachers, 
police officers, retired individuals, and minimum wage earners. The table shows the amounts that 
households at these income levels could afford to pay for rent as well as the purchase prices that 
they could afford to buy a home. 

Households with a single wage earner working in anyone of the occupations listed in the table -
including nurses, police officers, and teachers - would have difficulty purchasing a home in 
unincorporated Placer County, where the median sales price for homes was $307,100 in July 
2012 (see Table 25). A firefighter in Placer County could afford a home costing an estimated 
$237,726. A preschool teacher could afford a home costing around $120,026. Even households 
with two wage earners would have difficulty finding a home in their price range in the county. A 
household comprised of a security guard and a preschool teacher in Placer County could afford to 
pay approximately $228,022 for a home. 

Of particular interest are those households with limited incomes, such as minimum wage workers, 
individuals on Supplemental Security Income (SSI), or Social Security recipients. The FMR for a 
one-bedroom unit is $855 and for a studio unit is $717. An individual working at the minimum 
wage could afford to pay only $416 monthly for housing expenses, and an SSI recipient could 
afford to pay only $314. None of these individuals could afford the rent for a one-bedroom unit 
or even a studio unit at fair market rent. 

12 The "Sacramento-Arden Arcade-Roseville MSA" is defined by EDD as including El Dorado, Placer, Sacramento, 
and Yolo Counties. This data is not available for smaller geographies from EDD. 
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Notes: 1 Assumes 30 percent of income devoted to monthly rent, including utilities 
2Assumes 3D percent of income devoted to mortgage payment and takes, 95 percent loan at 4.5 percent 
interest rate, 3D-year term 

3General Occupation incomes based on the Sacramento-Arden Arcade-Roseville MSA 
Sources: Mintier Harnish; Placer County Office oj Education; California Employment Development Department, 
2012; Us. Department oj Housing and Urban Development (HUD), 2012; Us. Social Security Administration, 
Supplemental Security Income Program Rates and Limits, 2012 
(http://www.ssa.govlpolicyldocs/quickfactslprog_highlightslindex.htmV. 
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Housing Values 

Table 26 shows median home values and rents for Placer County and California in 2010. As 
shown in the table, the median value of mobile homes in Placer County in 2010 ($63,300) was 

lower than California ($68,700). The median value of owner-occupied single-family homes in 

Placer County ($427,600 was slightly higher than California ($458,500). 

As shown in Table 26, the median contract rent in Placer County in 2010 ($1,044) was slightly 

higher than California ($1,023). The median gross rent in Placer County in 2010 ($1,147) was 
nearly equal to that in California ($1,151). The split between gross rent (which includes' all 

utilities payments) and contract rent (the amount paid to the property manager) can differ among 
areas not just because of different utility prices, but also because contract rents mayor may not 
include utilities, while gross rents always do. For most housing analysis, comparing gross rents 

rather than contract rents is a better choice since g~oss rents are a more comprehensive measure of 
renters' costs and using 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 26 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 (AHS), estimate the contract rents of vacant units, in the 

Census, rents on vacant units are unavailable and are therefore excluded. 

Notes: 
(I) 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. 
Sources: American Community Survey 5-year Estimates 2006-2010 
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Table 27 shows the average sale price for homes sold in Placer County in July 2012. The median 
sales price for homes in unincorporated Placer County (excluding the Tahoe Basin) was 
$289,400. Sale prices varied greatly among the different communities in the county. The median 
sales price for homes in Granite Bay was $519,400, while lhe median sales price for homes in 
Sheridan was $78,000. Homes in the Tahoe Basin generally sold at even higher prices than the 
rest of the county, with a median sales price of $411 ,000 

Source: Zillow, JuLy 2012; Trulia October 2012. 
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Table 28 shows the average and median sale prices based on number of bedrooms for homes in 
Placer County in August 2012. The median sales price for a 3~bedroom home was $252,500 in 
Placer County. 

These median home prices are not affordable to most of the workers listed in Table 23. For 
example, the median sale prices for most communities in Placer County are significantly above 
the amounts that a preschool teacher ($120,026), a licensed practical nurse ($225,478), or a 
security guard ($107,996) could afford to pay. Even in the case of households that have two 
wage earners, the average prices are not generally affordable. For example, a preschool teacher 
and security guard with a combined income of $55,574 could afford to pay up to $228,022 for a 
house. 

Source: Zillow, August 2012 

Figure 6 shows the median sales price for homes sold in Placer County and the cities of Roseville, 
Rocklin, and Lincoln from September 2002 through June 2012. During that time frame, the 
median sale price sharply increased by about 65 percent from $266,050 in 2002 to $441,700 in 

2006, before dropping over 15 percent below the 2002 median price to $225,059 in 2012. 

Median sales prices have increased slightly in mid-20 12, reflecting a bottoming of the market, a 
limited supply of homes for sale, and increased demand from investors and buyers seeking to take 
advantage of historically low interest rates. 
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Figure 6 
Median Sales Price 
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Median Monthly Rents 

Table 29 shows the average monthly rents for apartments and homes in Placer County, including 
rentals available in cities, based on internet rental listings in August 2012. Average monthly rents 
for studio, 1-, 2-, and 4-bedroom units are higher than the HUD FMR figures shown in Table 24. 
At these rent levels, an average I-bedroom rental ($965 monthly rent) would likely be affordable 
(depending on utility costs) to a 2-person low-income household (can afford $1,075 monthly rent 
and utilities). An average 2-bedroom rental ($1,195 monthly rent) is possibly affordable for a 3-
person low-income household depending on the utility costs (can afford $1,210 monthly rent and 
utilities). An average 4-bedroom unit ($2, ISO), on the other hand, would not be affordable to a 
low-income family of 5 (can afford $1,451 monthly rent and utilities). 13 

13 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, while the majority of 3-bedroom 
units were apartments. 
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Source: Zilfow rental search, Augusf 28, 2012. 

Unlike the cost of homeowners hip in Placer County, rents are more affordable to households with 
median and low-incomes; however market rents are· still out of reach to individual and famili~s 
with very low-incomes. As shown in Table 23, a very low-income family of 4 can afford to spend 
a maximum of $941 for monthly rent and utilities. The average 3-bedroom apartment ($1,525) i·s 
out of the affordable price range. 

However, the costs shown in the table mostly represent rentals available in the cities in Placer 
County, since most rental properties and multi-family housing are located in 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, North Auburn, and 
Foresthill. In Colfax, one-bedroom apartments were listed for $650, two-bedroom apartment for 
$750, and three-bedroom apartments in the range of $700-950. In North Auburn, rents are slightly 
higher, with two-bedroom apartments listed in the range of $775-1,000, and three-bedroom 
apartments in the range of $1,075-1,445. In Foresthill, one-bedroom apartments were listed for 
$650-700. These rental rates are well below the FMR for Placer County, and would be affordable 
to many lower-income households. 

B. Housing Needs 

Under the State housing element requirements, housing needs are defined in three categories: 
existing needs, needs of special groups within the community, and projected needs over the next 
eight-year housing element planning period. Projected housing needs are the total additional 
housing units required to adequately house ajurisdiction'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. 

1. Special Housing Needs 

Within the general population there 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 identified in State 
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Housing Element Law (Government Code, Section 65583(a)(6): "elderly; persons with 
disabilities, including a developmental disability, as defined in Section 4512 of the Welfare and 
Institutions Code; large families; farm workers; families with female heads of households; and 
families and persons in need of emergency shelter.·· Where possible, estimates of the population 
or number of households in Placer County belonging to each group are shown. 

Homeless Persons 

The Ten-Yew Plan to End Homelessness in Placer County (2004) is the culmination of a 
community-based effort that began in June 2003 under the auspices of the Placer Consortium on 
Homelessness and Affordable Housing (PCOH). The Ten-Year Plan merges the experiences and 
expertise within the Placer community with those of the region and nation. This process has 
generated a series of interlinking. and complementary strategies to tackle a variety of homeless 
issues and causes. These are categorized into four general areas: Prevention, Access, Teamwork 
and Housing (PATH). 

Those who are homeless or at-risk of becoming homeless have varying housing needs. Some 
require emergency shelter, while others require other assistance to enable them to become 
productive members of society. Some are just passing through Placer County, while others 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 household may 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 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-tenn 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 pennanent, 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 "point-in-time" count of sheltered and unsheltered 
homeless persons by Placer Consortium on Homelessness, conducted in the last week of January 
2011 (there was a more comprehensive survey done in 2007 and a follow-up survey in 2007). 
The survey covered the entire county (incorporated and unincorporated areas) and found a total of 
631 homeless persons (up from 591 in 2007), of whom 353 were sheltered (from 401 in 2007) 
and 278 were unsheltered (from 190 in 2007). Of the total in 2007, 41 percent were adult males 
and 31 percent were adult females, and 23 percent were children under 18 accompanied by an 
adult. Table 30 below shows the results ofthis count. 
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353 
94 (Emergency) 

persons 
Source: Placer Consortium on Homeless, Continuum o/Care Report, 2011 

A previous "point-in-time" homeless survey in March 2002, by the firm Sergei Shkurkin and 
Associates, LLC, provided detailed demographic details about the homeless population. At the 
time of the count there were 405 homeless people in Placer County, of which 109 were women 
and 88 were children. The majority (59 percent) of the homeless population was white, 28 percent 
was multi-racial, 7 percent was Hispanic, and 2 percent was African American. Approximately a 
third (36 percent) completed high school and 25 percent finished two years of college. About II 
percent worked at least part time, and of those, many had little work history. On average, the 
homeless persons surveyed had lived in their community 7.8 years. The vast majority (89 
percent) indicated current or past problems with alcohol or drugs, and nearly 25 percent had been, 
physically or sexually abused as a child. In addition, 121 (45 percent) reported having been 
diagnosed as mentally ill. 
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In Placer County, homeless ness 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 homeless ness. A Continuum of Care is a 
community-based process that provides a comprehensive response to the different needs of 
homeless individuals and families. lt is designed by the community as a coordinated housing and 
service delivery system, which 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 the streets to 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: 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

Emergency shelter through, motel vouchers and support for the Gathering Inn program; 

Shelter for those fleeing domestic violence; 

Transitional housing with supportive services; 

Permanent housing with or without subsidized rent; and 

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), and domestic violence shelters 
(year-round and seasonal) run by PEACE for Families, the Gathering Inn, and Tahoe Women's 
Services (domestic violence). Table 32 lists emergency shelter providers and their capacity. 
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;:)alvatlOn Army -

Notes: M ~ DV = Qomestlc 
* The Gathering Inn headquarters are in Roseville, but the actual sleeping quarters move all around west Placer County on a rotational basis. 
Source: Placer Consortium on Homelessness, Continuum a/Care Report, 2011 
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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, child care, transportation, substance abuse treatment and 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, while others are free. The most appropriate sites for 
transitional housing are those sites located in close proximity to public services and facilities 
including public transportation. 

Table 33 shows the range of organizations providing transitional housing to homeless persons in 
Placer County, The supply of transitional housing in the County is far larger than that of 
emergency shelter or permanent supportive housing. As a result, many homeless people 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. Typically, there 
are few openings in transitional housing facilities. 
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SM o o 

Salvation House SM o o 

SF o o 

14 

PEACE for Families o 

PEACE for Families 

Whole Person 

Notes: SM ~ single males, SF ~ single females, SMF ~ single males and females, HC ~ 
children 
Source: Placer Consortium on Homelessness, Continuum a/Care Report, 20] J 

6 6 

6 6 

9 

15 

3 3 

with 

Table 34 shows the organizations offering pennanent supportive housing. Generally, people have 

to have a disability of some kind to qualify for permanent supportive housing. Pennanent 

supportive housing is designed to allow those with disabilities or other impediments to live as 

independently as possible, and typically offers supportive services similar to those provided in 
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transitional housing, such as OED 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 . 

. For 
Mentally III 

Placer County 
Housing 

Note: 

V ASH- Placer 
County 
Housing 

SMF HC 

SMF,HC, 
VET 

males and females, He = 

o 

Source: Placer Consortium on Homelessness, Continuum afCare Report, 20] J 

The Salvation Army 

o 6 6 Both 

Both 

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 Anny provides monthly food boxes to 
needy individuals and families, provides food to transients, and offers vouchers ~or utility bills. 

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, as well as homeless persons, constitute the membership. PCOH 
was organized under the auspices of the Placer Collaborative Network, a wider collaborative of 
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governmental, profit and non-profit agencies and companies that provide social services to people 
in Placer County. Placer County and Roseville pass-through HUD funding to PCOH. 

Placer County's Ten-Year Plan to End Homclessness exceeds the Federal challenge to end 
chronic homelessness by encompassing families, youth and others who may be transitional or 
chronically homeless. The Plan recognizes the need to eliminate homeless ness rather than just 
managing it. A focus has been placed on preventing homeless ness through a variety of means 
including the provision of affordable housing and appropriate services. Transitional housing 
programs that provide temporary housing for homeless persons up to two years with intensive 
support services will be maintained and expanded. 

Farmworkers 

The 2007 U.S. Census of Agriculture is another source of information on farmworkers. As shown 
in Table 33, the Census reports that there were 1,140 farmworkers in Placer County that worked 
fewer than 150 days in 2007, and 23 of these workers were migrant farmworkers in Placer 
County. 

Source: u.s. Census of Agriculture 2007 

Farmworkers have special housing problems due to seasonal income fluctuations, very low
incomes, and substandard housing conditions. 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. Many workers are Latino immigrants. 

Housing for migrant fanmworkers 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 fanmworkers, 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. 

While housing for farmworkers is most convenient when located on or adjacent to fanms, housing 
affordable at very low-income levels tends to be more feasible in cities. Housing in cities, with 
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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 the County is quite small and the majority of farmworkers 
are non-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) 

While there is limited data available on the housing needs of persons with disabilities in Placer 
County, data on the number of persons with disabilities and the types of these disabilities is useful 
in inferring housing needs. 

Table 36 shows information from the 2000 Census on the disability status and types of disabilities 
by age group for persons five years and older in Placer County and California. As shown in the 
table, 16.4 percent of the total population in Placer County five years and older had one or more 
disabilities in 2000, compared to 19.2 percent in California. 

In terms of the three age groups shown in the table, 4.5 percent of Placer County's population 5 to 
15 years of age, 15.2 percent of the population 16 to 64 years of age, and 38.7 percent of seniors 
(65 years and older) had one or more disabilities in 2000. These percentages are smaller than 
those of California. Thus, while Placer County had a larger senior population (65 years and 
older) percentage than California in 2000 (13.2 percent compared to 10.6 percent; see Table 4 
above), the senior population in Placer County was less likely to have one or more disabilities 
than the senior population in California as a whole. 

Table 36 also provides information on the exact nature of these disabilities. The 2000 Census 
provides the most recent data for disability status. Disability status is not available from the 2010 
Census or the 2006-2010 American Community Survey. The total disabilities number shown for 
all age groups in Placer County (66,078) exceeds the number of persons with disabilities (37,907) 
because a person can have more than one disability. Among school age children, the most 
frequent disability was mental. For persons aged 16 to 64 years, the most frequent disabilities 
were employment and lor physical disabilities. Finally, for seniors, physical and go-outside-home 
disabilities were the most frequent. 
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· and employment disability population estimates are not accurate. The two estimates are likely to 
overestimate the actual number of persons with such disabilities. The go-outside-home disability does not 
apply to persons under five years old and the employment disability applies only to persons between the ages 
of 16 and 64. 
Source: u.s. Census 2000 

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 i)1dividual. This includes Mental Retardation, Cerebral Palsy, Epilepsy, and 
Autism. 

According to the California Department of Developmental Services, as of July 1,2012, the Alta 
California Regional Center served 17,570. residents with developmental disabilities in the region, 
2,475 (12.4 percent) of which resided in Placer County (see Table 37). The Sierra Vista 
Developmental Center in Yuba City, which also served residents from the region, closed in 2009. 
Most developmentally disabled residents in the region (60.1 %) have a type of mental retardation 
and many (19.4%) are autistic. 

While about 28 percent of developmentally disabled individuals live in supported housing, 72 
percent live at home (see Table 37). Many developmentally disabled persons are able to live and 
work. However, more severely disabled individuals require a group living environment with 

supervision, or an institutional environment with medical attention and physical therapy. 
Additionally, almost half (44.1 %) of developmentally disabled individuals are under the age of 
18. Because developmental disabilities exist before adulthood, the first housing issue for the 
developmentally disabled is the transition from living with a parent/guardian as a child to an 
appropriate level of independence as an adult. 
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El Dorado, Nevada, Placer, Sacramento, Sierra, Sutter, 

Source: California Department of Developmental Service, July I, 2012. 

Supplemental Security Income is a needs-based program that pays monthly benefits to persons 
who are 65 or older, blind, or have a disability. Seniors who have never worked or have 
insufficient work credits to qualify for Social Security (OASDI) often receive SSI benefits. SSI is 
the only source of income for a number of low-income seniors. With the maximum monthly 
benefit of$I,048 as of2012, SSI recipients are likely to have difficulty finding housing that fits 
within their budgets since they can afford to pay only $314 for rent, as shown earlier in Table 25. 

Table 38 below shows Supplemental Security Income (SSI) recipients by category in Placer 
County and California in 2011. In 2011 a total of 5,605 persons in Placer County received 
Supplemental Security Income (SSl) from the Federal government because they were aged, blind, 
or disabled, representing 1.6 percent of the total Placer County population. California as a whole 
had a much higher percentage of the total population that received SSI benefits at 3.4 percent. Out 
of all SSI recipients, a lower percentage of seniors received SSI in Placer County than in 
California as a whole (28 percent compared to 42.6 percent). These numbers do not represent the 
thousands of others who also have special needs due to their height, weight, or mental or 
temporary disability from injury or illness, and whose conditions impede their ability to afford 
housing and to perform daily tasks within typical houses and apartments. 

PUBLIC REVIEW DRAFT I JANUARY 2013 PAGE 61 HOUSING ELEMENT 



, : 

also OASDl i 

Vr'O'" (Old Age, Insurance) 
Sources: SSA, SSI Recipients by State and County, December 2011; DOF, Table E-5 City / County Population and Housing 
Estimates, 2006, with 2000 DRU Benchmark. 

Persons with disabilities in Placer County have different housing needs depending on the nature 
and severity of the disability. Physically disabled persons generally 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, in addition to the regulations specified in the Americans with 
Disabilities Act (ADA), to new construction in Placer County will increase the opportunities in 
housing and employment for everyone. Furthermore, studies have shown the access features 
integrated into the design of new facilities in the early conceptual stages increase costs less than 
\12 of 1 percent in most developments. 
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The following are the seven principles of universal design as outlined by the Center for Universal 
Design: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Equitable Use - The design is useful and marketacle to people with diverse abilities. 

Flexibility in Use - The design accommodates a wide range of individual preferences and 
abilities. 

Simple and Intuitive - Use of the design is easy to understand, regardless of the user's 
experience, knowledge, language skills, or current concentration level. 

Perceptible Information - The design communicates necessary information effectively to 
the user, regardless of ambient conditions or the user's sensory abilities. 

Tolerance for Error - The design minimizes hazards and the adverse consequences of 
accidental or unintended action. 

Low Physical Effort - The design can be used efficiently and comfortably with minimum 
fatigue. 

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. 

There are several organizations in Placer County that serve disabled clients. 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. These groups all provide 
services to a clientele that have a wide variety of needs. 

The Placer County Board of Supervisors recently (October 2012) committed $500,000 in State 
funding to support the Community House of Kings Beach, a proposed drop-in center for mental 
health and support services. The funds will help 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 property will be turned into a community center that will 
house the project's three main partners: the Tahoe Safe Alliance, North Tahoe Family Resource 
Center, and Project MANA. The County Health and Human Services Department estimates the 
community center will serve about 3,000 people annually. 

Senior Households 

Seniors are defined as persons 65 years and older, and senior households are those households 
headed by a person 65 years and older. The unincorporated County's 65 and over population 
increased from 13,349 to 17,828 (33.6 percent) from 2000 to 2010, which outpaced the overall 
increase (7.4 percent) in the unincorporated areas, and the State's increase in its 65 and older 
popUlation (11.4 percent). In addition, 11 percent of the total households in Placer County are 
made up of seniors who live alone. 
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Seniors often face unique housing problems. While many may own their homes outright, fixed 
retirement incomes may not always be adequate to cover rising utility rates and insurance. Also, 
many elderly homeowners do not have sufficient savings to finance the necessary repairs costs -
this is a situation commonly described as "house-rich ami cash-poor:' 

While 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. Currently (2010), 83.9 percent (46,888 units) of the housing stock in unincorporated 
areas of Placer County is made up of single-family detached homes, leaving only 16 percent 
(9,003 units) of the housing stock for thos'e who choose to or have to live in other forms of 
housing. 

Table 39 shows information on the number of seniors, the number of senior households, and 
senior households by tenure in unincorporated and incorporated Placer County and California in 
2010. As discussed earlier (and shown in :rable 4), Placer County's population is slightly older 
than California as a whole. Senior persons'(the 65 and over age group) represented 16.5percent 
of the population in unincorporated Placer County in 2010 compared to 11.4 percent in 
California. 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 26.8 percent of all households in the unincorporated county, compared to 20.4percent 
in California. Senior households have a high homeownership rate. In the unincorporated county, 
88.9 percent of senior households owned their homes in 2010, compared to 77.9 percent of all 
households. 
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Source: 2010 Census. 

Table 40 shows the housing cost burdens by age and tenure for unincorporated and incorporated 
Placer County and California in 2010. As shown in the table, 57.8 percent of all senior 
households in the unincorporated county had a housing cost burden greater than 30 percent 
(moderate housing cost burden) in 2010. The percentage of senior households with at least a 
moderate housing cost burden in the incorporated county was equal to that in the unincorporated 
areas (57.9 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 (57.8 and 48.1 percent 
respectively). Overall, there is a smaller proportion of seniors in Placer County with a moderate 
housing cost burden compared to California as a whole. 
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Source:_American Community Survey 2006-2010 

Some seniors have the physical and financial ability to continue driving well into their retirement; 
however, those who cannot or chose 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 located near 
transit corridors, and in neighborhoods that cater to pedestrians by providing well-lit, wide, 
shaded sidewalks, clearly marked crosswalks, an'd longer walk signals at intersections. 

Large Families/Households 

The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (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 child-care facilities. These types of needs 
can pose problems particularly for large families that cannot afford to buy or rent single family 
houses, as apartment and condominium units are most often developed with childless, smaller 
households in mind. Thus, for the large families that are unable to rent single family houses, it is 
likely that these large renter households are overcrowded in smaller units. When planning for new 
affordable and market-rate multi-family housing developments, therefore, the provision of three
and four-bedroom units is an important consideration due to the likely demand for affordable, 
larger multi-family rental units. 

Table 41 below shows the number and share of large households in unincorporated and 
incorporated Placer County and California in 2010. Census data availability makes it necessary 
to analyze data for all households, including non-family households, for this document. As 
shown in the table, 4,008 households, or 9.7 percent of the total households in unincorporated 
Placer County, had five or more members. This proportion is slightly higher for renters (11.4 
percent) than for owners (9.2 percent). The number of large owner households (2,961) was 
significantly greater than the number oflarge renter households (1,047). 
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The share of large households out of total households in unincorporated Placer County (9.7 
percent) was slightly lower than the proportion of large households in the incorporated areas 
(10.6 percent), and much lower than the proportion in California as a whole (16.4 percent of total 
households). As discussed previously and shown in Table 20,36.4 percent of the renter-occupied 
units in unincorporated Placer County in 20 I 0 had three or more bedrooms. However, the figure 
is much larger than the 25.3 percent figure for California. The 2010 Census data suggests that 
there is much less of a need for large units in Placer County than statewide to accommodate large 
households. 

Source: 2010 Us. Census 

As shown in Table 21 earlier in this report, out of all "large related households" (a household of 
five or more persons which includes at least two related persons) classified as lower-income in 
unincorporated Placer County in 2000, 68.8 percent of the owner households and 54.8 percent of 
renter households had a housing cost burden greater than 30 percent (defined by HUD as a 
"moderate cost burden"). This compares to 55.1 percent of all lower-income owner and 61.2 of 
all lower-income renter households in Placer County. When considering all (not just lower
income) large related households in Placer County in Table 21, only 30.7 percent of owner 
households and 26.4 percent of the renter households had a moderate cost burden. This indicates 
that, lower-income large related owner households in the unincorporated county have an 
excessive housing cost burden problem, while large renter households do not. 
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Female-Headed Households 

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 non-related child. 

Table 42 below shows the number of female-headed households in unincorporated and 
incorporated Placer County and California in 2010. As shown in the table, there were 7,656 
female-headed households in the unincorporated area of the county, representing 18.5 percent of 
all households. This percentage is less than in the incorporated areas of the county (25.1 percent) 
and California (26.2 percent). About 61 percent (4,695 of 7,656, or 49.9 percent) of the female
headed households in unincorporated Placer County were one-person households. It is possible 
that many of these householders are 65 years and older. A small percentage (3.4 percent) of the 
households in unincorporated Placer County were single female-headed households with children 
under 18 years of age. Single mothers made up a smaller percentage of the total population in the 
unincorporated county that in the incorporated, county (5.8 percent) and statewide (6.8 percent). 

11.4% 

1,424 3.4% 5,279 5.8% 856,882 6.8% 

Source: 2010 u.s. Census 

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 needs group will benefit generally from expanded affordable housing 
opportumtles. 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, 
medical facilities, and senior services. 
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Extremely Low-Income Households 

Extremely low-income households are defined as those 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 fannworkers. This 
income group is likely to live in overcrowded and substandard housing conditions. In Placer 
County, a household of three persons with an income $20,600 in 2012 would qualify as an 
extremely low-income household. 

Table 43 shows the number of extremely low-income households and their housing cost burden in 
Placer County and California in 2009. As shown in the table; both the unincorporated and 
incorporated areas of Placer County had lower percentages of extremely low-income households 
(7.7 and 7.5 percent, respectively) than the state (13.6 percent). The unincorporated area had a 
larger proportion of extremely low-income owner households and a smaller proportion of 
extremely low-income renter households than the incorporated cities. Roughly three-quarters of 
extremely low-income households in the county had a moderate housing cost burden and about 
60 percent had a severe housing cost burden. 14 

Extremely Low-
1,890 1,250 3,140 2,300 4,075 6,375 472,075 1,183,510 1,655,585 Income 

5.7% 16.2% 7.7% 3.9% 16.4% 7.5% 6.7% 23.1% 13.6% 

1,380 990 2,370 1,940 3,340 5,280 349,530 967,010 1,316,540 

73.0% 79.2% 75.5% 84.3% 82.0% 82.8% 74.0% 81.7% 79.5% 

1,025 890 1,915 1,620 2,825 4,445 285,675 819,710 1,105,385 

54.2% 71.2% 61.0% 70.4% 69.3% 69.7% 60.5% 69.3% 66.8% 

Source: HUD SOCDS, ComprehenSive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS) Database, 2009 

14 See pages 39 and 40 for a discussion of housing cost burden. 
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State Government Code Section 65583(a)(I) 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 
655M. . 

Based on Placer County's 2013-2021 regional housing needs allocation, there is a projected need 
for 683 extremely low-income units (which assumes 50 percent of the very low-income 
allocation) within the county. 

2. Regional Housing 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 the 
Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG). State law requires councils of 
governments to prepare allocation plans for all cities and counties within their jurisdiction. 
SA COG adopted its final Plan for Allocation of Regional Housing Needs Allocation in 
September 2012. 

The intent of a housing allocation plan is to ensure adequate housing opportunities for all income 
groups. The State Department of Housing and Community Development 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 for each jurisdiction the distribution of 
housing needs for each of four household income groups. The tables also indicate 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 assuring that adequate sites and zoning are available to 
accommodate at least the number of units allocated. Table 44 below shows the current and 
projected housing needs for the planning period from January 1, 2013 to October 31,2021 for the 
unincorporated areas of Placer County. 
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Note: There is a projected need for 683 extremely low-income units based on the assumption that 
50 percent of the very low-income household need is extremely low-income. 
Source: Sacramento Area Council a/Governments (SA COG), Draft Plan/or Allocation of Regional Housing 
NeedsJor January I. 2013. through October 31.2021 (April 2012). 

As shown in the table, the RHNP allocated 5,031 new housing units to unincorporated Placer 
County for the 2013 to 2021 planning period. For analytical purposes, SACOG broke out the 
Tahoe Basin as a subarea. The County's total allocation assumes 328 units for the Tahoe Basin. 
The time frame for this Regional Housing Needs process is January 1, 2013, through October 31, 
2021, (an 8 %-year planning period). The allocation is equivalent to a yearly need of 
approximately 575 housing units for the 8 %-year time period. Of the 5,031 housing units, 3,258 
units are to be affordable to moderate-income households and below, including 1,365 very low
income units, 957 low-income units, and 936 moderate-income units. 

SECTION II: RESOURCE INVENTORY 

This section analyzes the resources and opportunities available for the development, 
rehabilitation, and preservation of affordable housing in Placer County. Included is an evaluation 
of the availability ofland resources and the financial administrative resources available to support 
housing activities. 

A. Availability of Land and Services 

The State law governing the preparation of Housing Elements emphasizes the importance of an 
adequate land supply by requiring that each Housing Element contain "an inventory of land 
suitable for residential development, including vacant sites and sites having potential for 
redevelopment, and an analysis of the relationship of zoning and public facilities and services to 
these sites" (Government Code Section 65583(a)(3). 

This section provides an inventory of the residential projects built or planned since the start of the 
Housing Element planning period (January 1, 2013) and the vacant land that is suitable and 
available within unincorporated Placer County for higher-density residential development. It 
compares this inventory to the County's RHNA-assigned need for new housing. In addition to 
this assessment, this section considers the availability of sites to accommodate a variety of 
housing types suitable for households with a range of income levels and housing needs. Finally 
this section discusses the adequacy of public facilities, services, and infrastructure for residential 
development during the Housing Element planning period. 
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1. Residential Sites Inventory 

The residential land inventory is required "to identify sites that can be developed for housing 
within the planning period and that are sufficient to provide for the jurisdiction's share of the 
regional housing need for all income levels" (Government Code Section 65583.2(a». The phrase 
"land suitable for residential development"" in Government Code Section 65583(a)(3) includes all 
of the following: 

• 

• 
• 

• 

Vacant sites zoned for residential use; 

Vacant sites zoned for nonresidential use thatallows residential development; 

Residentially zoned sites that are capable of being developed at a higher density; and 

Sites zoned for nonresidential use that can be redeveloped for, and as necessary, rezoned 
for, residential use. 

The inventory is required to include the following (Government Code Section 65583.2(b»: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

A listing of properties by parcel number or other unique reference; 

The size of each property listed and the general plan designation and zoning of each 
property; 

For non-vacant sites, a description of the existing use of each property; 

A general description of any environmental constraints to the development of housing 
within the jurisdiction, the documentation for which has been made available to the 
jurisdiction. This infonmation need not be identified on a site-specific basis. 

A general description of existing or planned water, sewer, and other dry utilities supply, 
including the availability and access to distribution facilities. This information need not 
be identified on a site-specific basis. 

Sites identified as available for housing for above-moderate income households in areas 
not served by public sewer systems. This infonmation need not be identified on a site
specific basis. 

A map that shows the location ofthe sites included in the inventory, such as the land use 
map from the jurisdiction's general plan for reference purposes only. 

Density and Affordability 

Density can be a critical factor in the development of affordable housing. In theory, higher 
density development can lower per-unit land cost and facilitate construction in an economy of 
scale. Pursuant to Government Code Section 65583.2(c)(3), the Housing Element must 
demonstrate density standards to accommodate a jurisdiction's regional need for all income 
levels, including lower-income households. To meet this statutory requirement, HCD 
recommends local governments provide an analysis demonstrating how adopted densities mayor 
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may not accommodate the regional housing need for lower income households. The analysis 
should include factors such as market demand, financial feasibility, or information based on 
development project experience within a zone or zones that provide housing for lower income 
households. 

As an option and alternative to preparing the analysis described above, Government Code Section 
65583.2(c)(3)(B) allows local governments to elect the option of using "default" density 
standards that are "deemed appropriate to accommodate housing for lower-income households." 
The default density option is not a mandated density, but instead provides a streamlined option 
for local governments to meet the density requirement. No analysis to establish the 
appropriateness of the default density is required and HCD must accept that density as 
appropriate in its review. 

The default density option was adopted in 2003 by consensus with local government 
representatives, builders, planners and advocates. Default densities are established using 
population based criteria, as follows: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Incorporated cities within nonmetropolitanlrural counties and non-metropolitan counties 
with micropolitan areas (15 units or more per acre); 

Unincorporated areas in all non-metropolitan counties (10 units or more per acre); 

Suburban Jurisdiction (20 units or more per acre); and 

Metropolitan Jurisdictions (30 units or more per acre). 

When the County updated its Housing Element in 2009, Placer County was considered a 
"suburban jurisdiction" with a default density standard of 20 units per acre. However, based on 
the release of the 2010 Census, which showed the population for the Sacramento Metropolitan 
Area exceeded two million, Placer County is now considered a "metropolitan jurisdiction" with a 
default density standard of30 units per acre. 

In Placer County, the highest residential density permitted by the General Plan and Zoning is 21 
units per acre (see Tables 55 and 56). With a 35 percent density bonus, affordable housing 
developers are allowed up to 28 units per acre. Several specific plans allow even higher densities. 
For example, higher-density residential development is allowed within the Regional University 
Specific Plan up to 25 units per acre, within the Riolo Vineyards Specific Plan up to 23 units per 
acre, and within mixed-use areas of the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan up to 22 units per acre. 

These higher densities for specific plan areas are appropriate for the southwestern part of the 
county, which is closer to urban areas and has access to infrastructure. However, such high 
densities could not be supported by the limited or non-existent public infrastructure in many of 
the more remote areas of the county, and would not fit within the community character. In the 
more rural areas, densities of 5-1 0 units per acre are considered high density and are adequate to 
accommodate affordable housing. 
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The increase in the default density standard comes at a time when Placer County's housing 
market is more affordable than ever. The following three-part analysis demonstrates that the 
adopted density ranges allowed in Placer County (up to 21 units per acre) encourage the 
development of housing for lower-income households given market demand, financial feasibility, 
and project experience in Placer County. 

Market Demand 

As demonstrated in the discussion of housing costs, home sale prices and the cost of land have 
declined dramatically in the county and throughout many parts of California. Additionally, as 
describ~d earlier, market rents are generally affordable to lower-income households. Apartments 
in Colfax and Foresthill were advertised in the range of $600-700 for a one-bedroom, around 
$750 for a two-bedroom unit, and between $700-950 for a three bedroom unit. In North Auburn, 
rents are slightly higher, with two-bedroom apariments listed in the range of $775-1,000, and 
three-bedroom apartments in the range of $1 ,075-1 ,445. These rents are much lower than market
rate rents in the nearby urban areas, and demonstrate that market -rate apartments can be 
affordable to lower-income residents at allowed densities without financial subsidy. 

High-density apartments are not the only source of aff9rdable housing in the county. Many lower
income households live in other types of housing including duplexes, mobile homes, and modest 
single family homes. Many own their own homes. Sales prices for single family homes are well 
below the state median in many parts of the county and are generally affordable to the upper 
range of a low-income household. 

Financial Feasibility 

Placer County still has significant amounts of vacant land available for residential development 
that is inexpensive, especially in the current market. While land costs vary substantially across the 
county based on a number of factors, due to the collapse of the housing market prices are down 
considerably from the peak of the market several years ago. As properties begin to get closer to 
existing development with zoning regulations that allow for more dense development, the typical 
sale price per acre increases. However, based on current (2012) market data, the value of 
agricultural land is between $6,000 and $8,000 per acre. For buildable parcels, sale prices 
typically range from $20,000 to $30,000 per acre depending on property attributes and if utilities 
available. 

Land costs in Placer County are low enough that the number of units necessary to allow an 
affordable housing development project to achieve economies of scale is much smaller than that 
of more urbanized areas. Given the availability of land and lower land prices in Placer County, 
densities in the range of 10 to 20 units per acre, depending on the location within the county, are 
appropriate for affordable housing. 

Table 45 demonstrates the cost effectiveness of different densities in terms of land costs per unit. 
The table shows the per unit land cost at various densities based on an average land cost of 
$25,000 per acre in the unincorporated county, excluding the Tahoe Region, where land prices 
are much higher. The difference between per unit land costs at various densities is insignificant as 
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a percentage of total development costs. Land costs per unit are approximately $2,500 at IO units 
per acre and $833 per unit at 30 units per acre. Substantially lower land costs make MDR 
designated sites no less desirable than HDR designated sites for affordable housing. 

Source: Mintier 2012. 

In the Tahoe Region where land costs are closer to $1 million per acre, density can make a more 
significant difference in the overall financial feasibility of a project; however, densities in this 
area are determined by TRPA. Currently, densities are limited to 15 units per acre. While TRPA 
is proposing to allow Community Plans in the region that demonstrate environmental 
improvements to increase building height and density, TRPA still has the ultimate authority to 
determine densities within the region. 

When choosing a site for an affordable housing development in Placer County, housing 
developers are less concerned with density of a potential site than with proximity to established 
communities and access to basic infrastructure such as water and sewer. There are few areas of 
the county where infrastructure is sufficient to support high density development. 

Development Experience in Placer County 

Unincorporated counties lypically develop in different ways than urban areas. Affordable housing 
takes a variety of forms, including low-density apartment complexes, townhomes, duplexes, 
mobile homes, and modest single-family homes. Table 46 lists several affordable housing 
developments in Placer County that have been approved or built at densities of 20 units or fewer 
per acre. In fact, many affordable projects are built at densities of 10 units per acre of less. 
Affordable housing developers tend to seek out land zoned for medium-density residential 
development and higher. 
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10 12.4 
2008 (density 

Quartz Ridge Apts. 10 10 64 Approved, Unbuilt 

Terracina Oaks 15 18 56 Completed 1994 

Timberline 15.0 10.6 78 units 

25 

Timilick - Lot A 10 10 Approved, Unbuilt 

Timilick - Lot B 8 8 8 Approved, Unbuilt 

Source: Placer County, 20J 2. 

In the unincorporated county, there has been little interest in density bonuses in the last ten years. 
Most developers have built affordable projects at or below the maximum allowed densities, with 
no need to request additional densities. This provide more evidence that density is not a 
determining factor in providing affordable housin~ since there is such little interest in higher
density projects from the affordable housing developers. 

Conclusion 

In summary, the analysis demonstrates that adopted densities are adequate for providing lower
income housing in the unincorporated county. As shown in the following section, the County has 
more than sufficient vacant land to accommodate the projected housing need through 2021. 

Inventory of Vacant Sites within Specific Plans 

As described on page 173, Placer County has utilized the Sacramento Area Council of 
Government's (SACOG) Affordable Housing Compact as guidance for its affordable housing 
requirements. While the SACOG compact provides for voluntary production standards, the 
County has mandated a minimum of 10 percent of all units built within Specific Plan areas be 
made available to very low-, low-, and moderate-income households. The 10 percent goal is 
guided by the following rules: 
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At least 4 percent of all new housing construction will be affordable to very low-income 
families. 

At least 4 percent of all new housing construction will be affordable to low-income 
families. 

Up to 2 percent of the 10 percent goal could be met by housing affordable to moderate
income families. 

The Bickford Ranch, Placer Vineyards, Riolo Vineyards and Regional University Specific Plans 
have been approved by the Placer County Board of Supervisors with affordable housing 
requirements. More than 1,950 affordable housing units have been eniitled. Current economic 
conditions have dampened new-home construction, therefore it is unlikely that construction will 
start on any homes in these projects in the near-term. However, it is possible that construction 
could begin before the end of the planning period, and the land is available and properly zoned 
for the affordable housing units required as a condition of their approval. 

While the specific plans will provide affordable units through specific affordable housing 
agreements, not all of the locations of the affordable units are known making it difficult to project 
realistic development capacity within the time frame of the Housing Element. However, all of 
the specific plans include areas designated as high-density housing-some with allowed densities 
of up to 25 units per acre. The following describes the realistic capacity for medium and high
density housing as well as the affordability requirements. For the purpose of inventorying 
residential development capacity, the analysis focuses on the capacity on higher-density sites. 

Bickford Ranch Specific Plan 

The County approved the Bickford Ranch Specific Plan on December 18, 2001. The plan 
includes 17.3 acres ofland designated Village Residential (VR) with an expected 172 units. This 
land use designation is intended to provide for high-density attached residential units that could 
include apartments, condominiums, or townhomes. Of the 172 units planned under this 
designation, 106 are expected to be built as senior, affordable units (parcel R-7C). The other units 
are expected to be townhomes, and will likely be affordable moderate-income households based 
on the expected density of9.9 units/acre. 

Pursuant to the terms of the executed Development Agreement, the developer of Bickford Ranch 
is required to develop or cause to be developed 180 below-market rate housing units, affordable 
to lower-income households earning not more than 80 percent of the Placer County median 
income. The developer is required to construct up to 106, and no less than 90, of the units on site. 
The Development Agreement requires the developer to provide' gap financing' needed to provide 
the balance of the below market rate units not constructed on site. Units may be developed as an 
affordable age-restricted multifamily project. Upon creation of the parcel designated "Village 
Residential," the landowner is required to record a notice of restriction on the parcel restricting 
the development and use ofthe property to affordable housing. 

The following is a description ofthe requirements for the affordable units in the Specific Plan: 
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The affordable housing will be constructed in a staged process as specified in the Development 
Agreement: 

• Prior to approval of the final subdivision map creating the 900'h residential lot, the 
landowner must obtain approval of the applicable development entitlement for the 
construction of a senior affordable multi-family project on the Village Residential site, or 
submit a complete application to the County or show proof of submission of a complete 
application to a city within the County for an off-site affordable housing project. 

• Prior to County approval of the final subdivision map creating the 1,300'" residential lot, 
the landowner shall have commenced constrliction of either the on-site or off-site 
affordable housing project. 

• Prior to County approval of the final subdivision map creating the 1,500'" residential lot, 
the landowner shall have commenced construction of the affordable housing units that 
constitute the remaining obligation pursuant to the Development Agreement. 

Figure 7 shows the land use summary and phasing for Bickford Ranch. The plan claims that all 
residential development could occur within six to eight years from start to finish. The plan calls 
for residential development to generally occur from Sierra College Boulevard to the east. The 
parcel planned for senior affordable housing (see parcel R-7C of Figure 7) is located along the 
main arterial, Bickford Ranch Road, and within the area planned to be constructed during Phase I. 
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Therefore, it is' realistic to assume that the 106 units planned for affordable senior housing could 
be constructed within the timeframe of the Housing Element. Since the developer is only 
required to build 90 units on-site, this Housing Element inventories the R-7C parcel as having 
realistic capacity for 90 units. 

This project is fully-entitled but not developed. It is currently bank-owned but it is being 
marketed for sale to investors and/or developers. 

Regional University Specific Plan 

The County Board of Supervisors approved the Regional University Speci.fic Plan on November 
4, 2008. The plan includes 44.3 acres of High Density Residential (HDR) land (16-25 units/acre), 
139.9 acres of Medium Density Residential (MDR) land (8-15.9 units/acre), and 10 acres of 
Commercial Mixed Use (CMU) land. Based on HCD's "default density standard" the sites 
designated as HDR have a capacity for 931 very low-income residential units. The MDR sites 
have a capacity for 1,508 moderate-income units. 

However, the plan calls for phasing. University Boulevard will be constructed in two phases. 
Phase J, which includes 59.1 acres of MDR and 16.4 acres of HDR, could realistically be 
completed during the timeframe of the Housing Element. These HDR and MDR sites have a 
realistic capacity for 295 very low-income units and 650 moderate-income units. 

Figure 8 shows the land use summary of the Regional University Specific Plan. As shown in the 
figure, the HDR, MDR, and CMU designated sites are all located along the main arterial,. 
University Boulevard. However, only the eastern part of University Boulevard is expected to be 
constructed during Phase I. Therefore, this Housing Element only inventories capacity on the 
sites included in Phase J of the plan. 

The development agreement requires the following affordable units: 126 very low-income, 127 
low-income, and 63 moderate-income. The higher-density sites have a greater capacity for 
affordable units than are required in the affordable housing agreement for the specific plan. The 
following is a description of the requirements for each level of affordable units in the Specific 
Plan: 

Four percent very-low income. The developer has one of three options: A $5.04 million lump 
sum payment amount; $50,000 per required very-low income affordable unit based upon 
development milestones within the community; or a per-unit building permit fee equal to $2,500 
per residential unit and adjusted annually based upon a construction cost index. The developer is 
obligated to construct 126 units of housing for very-low income households according to the 
"Campus Master Plan." 

Low-income units. A deed restriction will be recorded on Parcel 15 within the community to 
accommodate 127 units oflow-income affordable housing. There is no obligation to build, but the 
applicant must also execute and record an irrevocable offer to dedicate the site to the County 
within 15 years. 
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