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Attachment 

CEO’s First Thoughts on the Housing Report      

This is a first of its kind report for SACOG and, as nearly as we can tell, for the Sacramento 
region.  We have attempted to compile in one place data and explanatory information about all of 
the major federal, state, regional and local housing planning and funding programs.  Not 
surprisingly, there are many plans and programs and many players responsible for implementing 
them.  In part because there is no single program or entity charged with coordinating all of the 
activities, we wanted to see what they all looked like placed figuratively side by side in one 
document.  Do they have consistent goals?  Are they implemented in a way that complements 
each other? Are they producing the desired results?  Are the various programs being delivered in 
the most efficient manner feasible? 

The funding agency for this work is the federal Department of Housing and Urban Development 
(HUD), through the Sustainable Communities Regional Planning Grant awarded to SACOG in 
2010.  A substantial part of HUD’s interest in this project was to learn something about whether 
its multiple funding programs to produce and provide housing to various segments of the 
population are operating in a way that is consistent with the policy goals of its Sustainable 
Communities Partnership with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and the U.S. 
Department of Transportation. HUD also has a core interest in ensuring implementation of Fair 
Housing laws to protect against discrimination in the provision of housing.   

 SACOG would like to thank the many agencies with whom we worked on the data and 
information contained in this report, including the state Department of Housing and Community 
Development (HCD); HUD Sacramento and Washington, DC offices; SACOG member 
jurisdictions; the region’s seven Public Housing Authorities; UCD Center for Regional Change; 
California Tax Credit Allocation Committee; California Housing Partnership Corporation; and 
especially the Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Agency (SHRA), our initial grant 
partner on this report.  

SACOG for a decade has been working hard to implement the Blueprint through a variety of 
means, including our Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 
(MTP/SCS) and the State of California’s Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) statute.  
Much of the success of the transportation and air quality benefits projected to occur through 
successful implementation of the Blueprint depend heavily on increasing housing choice in the 
region, one of the core Blueprint Planning Principles adopted by the Board of Directors.  
Although this document is mainly an Existing Conditions report, more filled with data than 
analysis and opinions, it is intended to provide a strong foundation that we hope will enhance 
policy-making by all of the entities that address housing in some way in the Sacramento region.   

While the purpose of this report is to document what is happening now, its full utility will not be 
realized until the knowledge contained here is put to use.  In that spirit, what follows are my own 



personal first thoughts on what some of this information means for SACOG’s work.  Please read 
these in the spirit they are offered, as they are first impressions, not conclusions, and certainly 
not anything intended to reflect official SACOG policy. 
 

1. Our region has a substantial challenge providing housing that people at all incomes can 
afford to purchase or rent.  While we undoubtedly are not unique in this regard, the gaps 
between what standard formulas estimate people can afford for housing costs and the 
incomes they are making are significant.  These gaps are greater for minority than white 
populations, but are substantial for people of all backgrounds. Our data show that nearly 
41 percent of all households in the region pay more than the recommended 30 percent of 
income for housing, including 23 percent of homeowners and 17 percent of renter 
households. 

2. The demographics of our region point to an increasing diversification and aging of our 
population.  Between 2000 and 2010, the population aged 65 and over grew by 26 
percent, the Baby Boomer population (ages 45-64) grew by 43 percent, and minority 
populations grew by 46 percent. The MTP/SCS projects a demand shift for a broader 
range of housing products associated with these demographic changes.   In addition to 
these long-term trends, which slowly grow over time to something very significant, we 
have experience the large, short-term impact of the Great Recession.  Median household 
income dropped 8.9% in our region between 2000 and 2011 and is recovering slowly.  
The storylines of economic damage buried in those numbers certainly include increased 
stress on the ability of significant segments of our society to be able to afford shelter. 

3. Fulfilling the Blueprint goal of diversifying the housing stock to increase market shares 
of attached and small-lot single family housing will help significantly to address the 
changing demographics and housing demands in our region and the housing affordability 
gap, if it can be achieved.  Report data suggest that we are moving in the right direction, 
but have a lot of progress still to make.  

4. Successful implementation of the Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainability 
Communities Strategy (MTP/SCS), especially its projected increases in the percentage of 
housing and jobs in the region that will be located close to high quality transit service, 
can also help a lot.  Looking at transportation and housing costs together is probably a 
more accurate way to estimate total cost burden for families, and the homes with good 
transit access in the MTP/SCS have a lower total housing and transportation cost burden 
than elsewhere in the region, and by a significant amount.  But the region must overcome 
many challenges before the Plan forecast for residential and mixed use transit-oriented 
development will be successfully implemented.  

5. The region has geographic areas, especially in northern and southern Sacramento County, 
where there are concentrations of lower income populations, and concentrations of lower 



income minority populations.  These areas represent 6.9 percent of the region’s 
population, or approximately 158,000 residents. The fact that these neighborhoods 
represent 35 of 504 census tracts in the region, together with information in this report 
that shows the geography of these types of neighborhoods has shifted some over time, 
provides hope that with concentrated effort it may be possible to make progress on 
improving these areas of concentrated poverty in the future.  The projected land use 
patterns and transportation investments in the MTP/SCS should provide some meaningful 
help in this regard, along with jurisdictional efforts. 

6. While we were not able to map the location of the recipients of every housing assistance 
program, and data are incomplete, the data we have suggests there are areas where 
housing production and plans are aligning, and also room for improving the alignment of 
housing production/provision and planning programs, especially around the concentration 
of poverty issue, to provide housing choice and opportunity. In 2004, the SACOG Board 
adopted a voluntary regional housing compact of its own, encouraging its members to 
strive to achieve a minimum of 10% of new housing in a variety of affordability 
categories through December 2010. Most SACOG members opted in to the voluntary 
program, and those who participated, taken collectively, exceeded the 10% goal. 

7. As everyone knows, the RHNA program is not a housing production program, but rather 
is focused on providing adequate zoning to meet the project housing needs for the near 
term (approximately 8 years).  Data in this report indicate that actual construction of the 
housing types designated by HCD as most affordable to lower income populations has 
fallen well short of the RHNA zoning goals.  For the last few years these numbers, of 
course, have been significantly affected by the recession.  Increasing the supply of 
housing that is within economic reach of all sectors of our society remains a significant 
challenge in this region.   

8. From local and state Analyses of Impediments to Fair Housing for the region, it does 
appear that minority populations have faced more barriers to obtaining and retaining 
housing in the marketplace than white populations.  In these reports, HCD and local 
governments list a variety of reasons for this, including a greater percentage of subprime 
loans and more restricted access to mortgage credit among minority households, a lack of 
knowledge of fair housing requirements and remedies, and a higher housing cost burden 
among minority households. These analyses and other housing plans identify a variety of 
actions designed to address some of these problems.  

9. The number of housing plans, programs and players is substantial.  Just the level of effort 
required to try to document all of their major activities in this report is an indication that 
there may be benefits from greater coordination among these entities.  One example in 
SACOG’s portfolio of activities is that at the front end of our members’ updates to their 
Housing Elements, SACOG, at their request, provided a lot of base data for those 



elements and secured HCD approval for data use without further review.  (At  
http://www.sacog.org/services/housing-element ) Many members expressed appreciation 
for the cost- and time-savings this provided them and for the quality of the information.  
It seems likely that there are other “good government” cost savings and quality benefits 
to be found through greater levels of coordination.  A short description of other on-going 
SACOG efforts in this area follows: 

• Assessment of areas of high opportunity: SACOG staff is continuing to enhance the 
opportunity index variables developed for this report, and their utility for the region in 
assessing areas for potential investment.  
 

• Jobs-Housing Fit:  SACOG is working on refining a jobs-housing measure to better assess 
the “fit” between housing costs and wages paid near major employment centers in the region 
to further understand housing market demand.  
 

• Advocacy on redevelopment legislation: With Board of Directors’ direction and input, 
SACOG staff has been working with state legislative staff to encourage and inform 
reinstatement of some form of redevelopment funding.  
 

• SB 375 CEQA streamlining benefits:  SACOG staff is completing a model Sustainable 
Community Environmental Assessment to help realize SB 375 CEQA streamlining benefits 
for residential/residential mixed-use development near transit.  SACOG also advocated for 
more CEQA streamlining in the last legislative session.  While comprehensive reform eluded 
us, meaningful CEQA streamlining was passed for about 20,000 acres of land for future 
housing and employment projects around all rail transit stops and a few bus transit stops.  We 
will continue pursuit of broader CEQA streamlining in the next legislative session. 
 

• Transit Priority Areas (TPAs):  SACOG and partners will share learnings from HUD grant 
work by producing TPA case studies. SACOG is also working with SHRA and other partners 
on the potential for a model TOD Loan Fund in Sacramento County. SACOG’s research and 
data collection within each TPA area may be used by local jurisdiction to support grant 
applications or leverage resources.  

 
• Inner Ring Suburbs: SACOG is also working with the University of Utah’s Metropolitan 

Research Center on a project focused on established inner-ring suburbs. This work will 
include development of a “Community Economic Health Index” (CEHI) that tracks 
economic health in suburban communities to understand variables that influence economic 
activity and vigor at local levels and can be operationalized in the Sacramento region, and 
produce detailed, specific assessments of three local communities. 
 

http://www.sacog.org/services/housing-element


• Parking standards research: SACOG staff has also been analyzing residential and other 
parking standards across the region, and researching best practices for parking regulations as 
a resource for local jurisdictions. In future, this will be added as a toolkit to SACOG’s 
website.  
 

• Agricultural Labor Needs Assessment: With funding from the Strategic Growth Council 
grant, SACOG will produce a white paper summarizing its assessment of the agricultural 
labor shortage and any gaps in housing, transportation and services that may impact the 
ability to recruit and retain labor in the region.  
 

• SCS Information Center:   SACOG staff is working to develop an on-line resource center for 
jurisdictions to support implementation of the Sustainable Communities Strategy. SACOG 
also completed guidance on alignment of jurisdictions’ general plans with the MTP/SCS.  
 

• Preferred Sustainability Status:  As a recipient of the HUD grant, the region is recognized in 
various federal grant programs as having “Preferred Sustainability Status (PSS).”  Preferred 
Sustainability Status requires a simple certification from SACOG, and provides two 
additional points to grant applications within the region. Currently, PSS is available for a 
number of HUD grant programs. 
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Chapter 1. Introduction  

The MTP/SCS and the Region’s Forecasted Housing Market 

In April 2012, the SACOG Board adopted the Sacramento region’s first Sustainable Communities Strategy 
(SCS), required by SB 375 as part of the Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP). The MTP/SCS is a plan 
to meet the region’s greenhouse gas emissions reduction target (7 percent reduction by 2020 and 16 
percent reduction by 2035), while taking into account regional housing needs, transportation demands, 
and protection of open space and farm lands based on the best forecast of likely land use patterns 
across all 28 local jurisdictions. 

The regional growth forecast contained in the MTP/SCS builds on the Blueprint Preferred Growth 
Scenario. In December 2004, after an extensive public input process, the SACOG Board adopted the 
Preferred Blueprint Scenario for 2050, a vision for growth that promotes a more compact footprint for 
the region, with increased opportunities for mixed-use development and more transit choices. The 
Preferred Scenario built on housing preferences expressed through surveys and public outreach for 
greater choice in the marketplace, including more small-lot single family homes, more attached 
ownership and rental homes, and more opportunities to live closer to work and transit.1 Principles 
guiding the Blueprint emphasized growth in the region that would provide transportation choices; 
housing choice and diversity; mixed-use developments; use of existing assets; quality design; and natural 
resource conservation. 

The 2012 MTP/SCS relies on a more compact growth pattern offering more housing and transportation 
choices to reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and meet greenhouse gas targets. As part of the growth 
forecast, the MTP/SCS identifies five community types:  

 Centers and Corridors - historic downtowns, main streets, commercial corridors, rail station 
areas, central business districts, town centers, or other high density destinations; 

 Established Communities - typically the areas adjacent to or surrounding Center and Corridor 
Communities.  

 Developing Communities - typically, though not always, situated on vacant land at the edge of 
existing urban or suburban development; 

 Rural Residential Communities - typically located outside urbanized areas and designated for 
rural residential development with some small-scale hobby or commercial farming.  

 Lands Not Identified for Development – areas not anticipated for growth by 2035. 
 
The MTP/SCS projects housing growth of over 303,000 units between the 2008 base year of the plan and 
the final plan year of 2035. However, the MTP/SCS projects slower growth rates in the early years of the 
plan, with about 39 percent of all projected new housing units developed by 2020. Developing 

                                                           
1 For more detail on the Blueprint, see http://www.sacog.org/projects/blueprint/ 



Sources: 2010 Census, 2000 Census, 2006-2010 Census American Community Survey    
1-2 

 

Communities are forecasted to have the fastest growth, with 42 percent of new housing units developed 
by 2020, whereas Centers and Corridors are expected to be the slowest to develop, with only 30 percent 
of new units by 2020. Table 1.1 shows these growth projections in more detail. 

 
Table 1.1 Projected Housing Growth in the MTP/SCS by Time Period and Community Type 

Time Period 

Total 
Projected  
Growth in 

Housing Units 
% of 
Total 

Centers & 
Corridors 

Established 
Communities 

Developing 
Communities 

Rural 
Residential 

 2008-2020 119,000 39% 27,678 38,169 51,035 2,118 
2021-2035 184,019 61% 64,368 41,193 75,275 3,183 

Total  303,019 100% 92,046 79,362 126,310 5,301 
 Percent of total units 

 
30% 26% 42% 2% 

Source: SACOG MTP/SCS 2012 
 

Changing Demographics and Housing Choices 
 
Building on employment and population projections, the MTP/SCS growth forecast took into account 
changing demographics in the region to project demand for more diverse housing choices. Between 
2000 and 2010, the region saw:  
 

• An aging of the population 
• Increasing racial/ethnic diversity  
• A smaller proportion of households with children at home 
• More individuals with disabilities 
• More households in poverty 
• An increasing proportion of renter households  
• An increase in the proportion of single and non-family households 

 
These changes are summarized in Table 1.2. Because of these changing demographics, the MTP/SCS 
projects a shift in housing product types over the plan period from 2008-2035. The MTP/SCS projects 
growth in attached products in all community types, as well as an increasing shift from large-lot to small-
lot single family products. Before 2020, the MTP/SCS projects 66 percent of new housing growth in 
single family products, and 34 percent in multifamily attached. Between 2020 and 2035, the SCS projects 
51 percent of growth in single family and 49 percent in multifamily attached products, as shown. Table 
1.3 illustrates these projected shifts for the early and later years of the plan.  
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Table 1.2   Summary of Demographic Shifts in the Region, 2000-2010 
 Regional  

Total 
In Individual County         

 
El Dorado Placer Sacramento Sutter Yolo Yuba 

Growing population:               
    Population growth, 2000-2010 19.6% 15.8% 40.3% 16.0% 20.0% 19.1% 19.8% 
    Household growth, 2000-2010 18.3% 19.1% 42.0% 13.3% 16.3% 19.4% 18.4% 
Aging population:               
   Growth by age group, 2000-2010               

Infants and toddlers (0-4) 16.2% 6.3% 30.9% 13.7% 24.9% 14.7% 25.3% 
School Aged (5-17) 8.1% -0.6% 28.9% 5.4% 10.6% 4.9% 7.6% 

College Adults (18-24) 26.8% 26.2% 54.7% 24.0% 26.4% 24.0% 16.7% 
Young Adults (25-44) 6.5% -9.2% 18.8% 4.9% 10.8% 9.5% 14.4% 

Baby Boomers (45-64) 43.0% 43.7% 60.4% 39.5% 35.8% 41.0% 44.7% 
Seniors (65 and Older) 26.4% 37.2% 64.5% 16.7% 22.9% 25.3% 13.2% 

More diverse population:                
    Minority population growth, 2000-2010 46.0% 54.3% 101.9% 41.6% 49.6% 42.3% 42.3% 
    Minority % of total population, 2010 44.4% 20.1% 23.9% 51.6% 49.6% 50.1% 41.2% 
Smaller % of families with children:               
    Families with children, 2010 32.0% 29.0% 31.9% 32.2% 36.1% 30.8% 36.6% 
    Families with children, 2000 34.2% 34.2% 35.3% 33.7% 37.9% 33.6% 38.1% 
Significant % of non-family/solo households:               
    Nonfamily households 32.8% 29.2% 29.5% 34.0% 26.1% 37.8% 27.8% 
    Householder living alone 24.6% 22.1% 23.0% 26.0% 21.0% 22.9% 21.2% 
Significant % of households in poverty:               
    Below Federal Poverty Line (FPL), 2010 12.8% 7.9% 6.6% 13.9% 14.3% 17.1% 20.0% 
    100%-199% of FPL, 2010 17.2% 11.5% 11.0% 18.7% 23.0% 17.9% 24.1% 
    200%+ of FPL, 2010 69.9% 80.6% 82.4% 67.4% 62.7% 65.0% 55.9% 
More people with disabilities:                
    2010 Disability Incidence Rates 12.6% 11.8% 10.8% 13.3% 14.0% 9.5% 15.2% 
Faster growth in renter households:               
    Growth in homeowner households, 2000-2010 17.6% 16.7% 37.8% 12.0% 15.5% 18.8% 30.3% 
    Growth in renter households, 2000-2010 19.4% 26.2% 53.6% 15.1% 17.5% 20.0% 4.3% 
    Renter proportion of all households, 2010 39.3% 26.8% 29.0% 42.5% 38.9% 47.2% 40.5% 
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Table 1.3   Percentage of Housing Product Distribution by Community Type, 2008-2035 
  2008-2020 Housing Unit Growth 2021-2035 Housing Unit Growth 

Community Type Rural 
Residential 

Large-
Lot 

Single-
Family 

Small-
Lot 

Single-
Family 

Attached Rural 
Residential 

Large-
Lot 

Single-
Family 

Small-
Lot 

Single-
Family 

Attached 

Center & Corridor  0% 4% 22% 74% 0% 2% 10% 88% 
Established  0% 40% 35% 25% 1% 21% 40% 38% 
Developing  1% 52% 28% 19% 1% 39% 36% 24% 
Rural Residential  35% 64% 1% 0% 39% 45% 14% 2% 
Region Total 1% 37% 28% 34% 1% 22% 28% 49% 

Source: MTP/SCS 2012 

MTP/SCS Implementation and Housing Production 

By 2035, the MTP/SCS just meets the region’s greenhouse gas (GHG) reduction target. Thus 
implementation of the MTP/SCS projected growth pattern for housing and employment in the various 
community types is key to achieving the plan’s VMT, GHG and congestion reduction goals.  

However, this MTP/SCS comes at a time when: 

 The Sacramento region’s housing market is still emerging from a major downturn; 
 The regional economy is still recovering; 
 Redevelopment agencies have been dismantled; 
 State and federal funds for housing programs are declining;  
 Developers are still concerned about the financial feasibility of some new residential 

development; and 
 Infrastructure funds to support new housing are limited.  

 
This report seeks to provide a regional overview of the housing market as a key factor in implementation 
of the MTP/SCS, and as SACOG begins work on the next MTP/SCS for 2016. 

 

Report Process/Background 
 
In 2010, SACOG and numerous agency partners received a Sustainable Communities Regional Planning 
Grant from the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) to expand the analysis 
associated with the MTP/SCS and its implementation. In 2012, HUD also asked its regional grantees for 
an assessment of fair and equitable housing issues.  

With support from the HUD grant and the Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Agency (SHRA), 
SACOG staff has undertaken a number of analyses to provide an overview of the region’s housing 
market, plans, and strategies to address the region’s housing challenges that might otherwise impact 
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implementation of the MTP/SCS projected growth pattern and achievement of VMT and target GHG 
reductions. These analyses sought to assess from a regional standpoint:  

• Recent housing production  
• Housing affordability and subsidy programs 
• Housing plans required of local jurisdictions  
• Areas of opportunity in the region  
• Identified barriers to creating a market that meets the breadth of projected housing demand in 

the region  
• Demographic and economic changes that affect future housing demand 
• Funding and current policies and strategies in the region for addressing identified barriers 
• Potential options for additional strategies to address projected housing demand, capitalize on 

areas of opportunity, and help implement the MTP/SCS. 
 

To complete these analyses, SACOG staff developed an inventory of subsidized housing; gathered data 
on recent housing production and investment in the region; reviewed housing regulations, plans, 
programs and policies; compiled information on identified impediments, funding and strategies for 
providing housing in the region; and began an effort, with support from UC Davis’ Center for Regional 
Change, to create an “opportunity index” for use in the region.  

 
The draft paper that follows contains eight additional chapters:  
  

• Chapter 2 provides an overview of housing production and subsidy programs in the region.  
• Chapter 3 briefly reviews local housing plan requirements and Analyses of Impediments to Fair 

Housing. 
• Chapter 4 identifies issues from the housing market downturn 
• Chapter 5 provides information on numerous factors in the regional housing market that affect 

access for owning or renting a home.  
• Chapter 6 provides data on housing costs and household economics that affect demand for 

housing products.  
• Chapter 7 discusses a variety of impediments to the production of new housing.  
• Chapter 8 provides data on federal and state funding obtained in the region for housing-related 

purposes.  
• Chapter 9 discusses jurisdictional housing policies and programs that also help support housing 

production and access.  
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Chapter 2. Overview of Housing Production and Subsidy Programs 

The following chapter provides an overview of recent housing growth and production in the region, as 
well as affordability and subsidy programs that help the region’s lower income residents find an 
affordable place to live.  

 
Regional Growth in Housing and Product Types 

 
Each year the California Department of Finance (DOF) issues estimates of housing growth in jurisdictions 
across the state. Although DOF’s data is based on estimates rather than actual permits, SACOG 
maintains consistency by using DOF data to measure housing growth in the region, since SACOG’s 
permit database may not be completely current at any given time. For more details on DOF data and its 
estimation process, please see Appendix B on Data Sources.   
 
Table 2.1 shows DOF’s estimates for housing growth across the SACOG region between 1990 and 2000. 
DOF estimated that total housing units increased by nearly 278,000 units or 42 percent over the 20-year 
period. The greatest percentage increase (55 percent) was in detached single family homes.    
 

Table 2.1 Housing Growth in the SACOG Region, 1990-2010 
  Total 

Units 
Single Family Multi-Family Manufactured 

Home/Other Year Detached Attached 2-4 Units 5+ Units 
1990 655,340 408,705 42,681 47,919 122,520 33,515 
2000 765,936 503,248 45,350 53,386 130,620 33,332 
2010 933,065 633,951 47,929 66,788 152,113 32,284 
Unit increase, 1990-2000 110,596 94,543 2,669 5,467 8,100 -183 
% change 17% 23% 6% 11% 7% -1% 
Unit Increase, 2000-2010 167,129 130,703 2,579 13,402 21,493 -1,048 
% change 22% 26% 6% 25% 16% -3% 
Unit Increase, 1990-2010 277,725 225,246 5,248 18,869 29,593 -1,231 
% change 42% 55% 12% 39% 24% -4% 

Source: California Department of Finance (DOF) Demographic Research Unit E-5 City/County Population and 
Housing Estimates, 1990-2010 
 
 
Table 2.2 on the next page provides DOF estimates showing the change in product types as a proportion 
of the region’s housing market, as well as average annual production for the decades between 1990-
2000 and 2000-2010, and the 20-year period from 1990 to 2010. Between 1990 and 2010, single family 
detached units grew from 62 percent to 68 percent of the region’s housing stock, while single family 
attached, multifamily with five units or more, and manufactured home products decreased slightly as a 
proportion of the total stock.  During the period from 2000-2010, average units produced per year were 
greater than in  the 1990-2000 period, and multifamily production rose compared with the prior decade.  
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Table 2.2 Housing Unit Growth by Product Type in the SACOG Region, 1990-2010 

  
Total 
Units 

 

Single 
Family 

Detached 

% of 
Total 
Units 

 

Single 
Family 

Attached 

% of 
Total 
Units 

 

 

Multifamily 
2-4 Units 

% of 
Total 
Units 

 

 

Multifamily 
5+ units 

% of 
Total 
Units 

 

 

Manufactured 
Home/ Other 

% of 
Total 
Units 

1990 655,340 408,705 62% 42,681 7% 47,919 7% 122,520 19% 33,515 5% 
2000 765,936 503,248 66% 45,350 6% 53,386 7% 130,620 17% 33,332 4% 
2010 933,065 633,951 68% 47,929 5% 66,788 7% 152,113 16% 32,284 3% 

Average units/year,  
1990-2000 11,060 9,454 85% 267 2% 547 5% 810 7% (18) 0% 
Average units/year 
2000-2010, 16,713 13,070 78% 258 2% 1,340 8% 2,149 13% (105) -1% 
Average units/year 
1990-2010 13,886 11,262 81% 262 2% 943 7% 1,480 11% (62) 0% 
Source: California Department of Finance (DOF) Demographic Research Unit E-5 City/County Population and Housing Estimates, 1990-2010 
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Recent Growth in Housing and Product Types 
 
SACOG also compiled more detailed data on housing growth by jurisdiction between 2004 and 2012 to 
be able to provide some comparisons with the Regional Housing Compact and 2006-2013 Regional 
Housing Needs Plan, which are discussed later in this chapter.  
 
DOF estimated that the SACOG region experienced 12 percent growth in the number of housing units 
between 2004 and 2012, for a total of 97,007 new units. Table 2.3 shows DOF’s estimates by county and 
product type. Per these figures, Yuba and Placer counties experienced the greatest percentage growth 
in housing units at 19 percent each, followed by El Dorado County with 16 percent growth. Sacramento 
County showed the lowest percentage growth, at nine percent.   
 
All counties showed increases in single family and multifamily units. Regionally, single family units 
exceeded multifamily units 3:1. El Dorado and Yuba counties had the widest ratio, respectively, at 9.9 
and 13.9 single family units to each multifamily unit. Sacramento and Sutter counties had the lowest 
ratio of single family to multifamily units at 2:1.  All counties saw a decrease in manufactured homes. 
 

Table 2.3 Total Housing Units, 2004-2012 
SACOG Region Housing Unit Growth 2004-2012 

  2004 2012 
Housing Unit 

Difference 
% 

Change 
Region         
Total Units 824,923 921,930 97,007 12% 
Single Family Units 554,490 629,382 74,892 14% 
Manufactured Home Units 32,986 30,554 -2432 -7% 
Multifamily Units 237,447 261,994 24,547 10% 
El Dorado County*         

Total Units 63,036 73,195 10,159 16% 
Single Family Units 53,559 62,954 9,395 18% 
Manufactured Home Units 3,706 3,520 -186 -5% 
Multifamily Units 5,771 6,721 950 16% 
Placer County         
Total Units 129,311 154,525 25,214 19% 
Single Family Units 99,154 119,885 20,731 21% 
Manufactured Home Units 4,717 4,257 -460 -10% 
Multifamily Units 25,440 30,383 4,943 19% 
Sacramento County         
Total Units 512,054 558,209 46,155 9% 
Single Family Units 327,441 358,887 31,446 10% 
Manufactured Home Units 15,584 14,809 -775 -5% 
Multifamily Units 169,029 184,513 15,484 9% 

                    * Excludes S. Lake Tahoe 
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  2004 2012 
Housing Unit 

Difference 
% 

Change 
Sutter County        
Total Units 30,131 33,935 3,804 13% 
Single Family Units 21,555 24,245 2,690 12% 
Manufactured Home Units 1,698 1,508 -190 -11% 
Multifamily Units 6,878 8,182 1,304 19% 
Yolo County         
Total Units 67,027 74,379 7,352 11% 
Single Family Units 38,197 44,147 5,950 16% 
Mobile Home Units 3,652 3,524 -128 -4% 
Multifamily Units 25,178 26,708 1,530 6% 
Yuba County         
Total Units 23,364 27,687 4,323 19% 
Single Family Units 14,584 19,264 4,680 32% 
Manufactured Home Units 3,629 2,936 -693 -19% 
Multifamily Units 5,151 5,487 336 7% 
Source: California Department of Finance (DOF) Demographic Research Unit E-5 City/County 
Population and Housing Estimates, 2004-2012 

 
With these patterns, the region saw a slight shift in housing product types as a proportion of the region’s 
housing stock. Multifamily units decreased slightly from 29 to 28 percent and manufactured homes 
decreased from 4 percent to 3 percent of total housing units in the region, while single family units 
increased from 68 to 69 percent of the total regional stock. Table 2.4 shows these shifts regionally and 
by county.  
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Table 2.4 Change in Housing Product Type, 2004-2012 

  % Growth in Product 
Type, 2004-12 

Type as % of Total 
Housing Stock 2004 

Type as % of Total 
Housing Stock 2012 

Region       
Total Units       
Single Family Units 77% 67% 68% 
Manufactured Home Units -3% 4% 3% 
Multifamily Units 25% 29% 28% 
El Dorado County*       
Total Units       
Single Family Units 92% 85% 86% 
Manufactured Home Units -2% 6% 5% 
Multifamily Units 9% 9% 9% 
Placer County        
Total Units       
Single Family Units 82% 77% 78% 
Manufactured Home Units -2% 4% 3% 
Multifamily Units 20% 20% 20% 
Sacramento County       
Total Units       
Single Family Units 68% 64% 64% 
Manufactured Home Units -2% 3% 3% 
Multifamily Units 34% 33% 33% 
Sutter County       
Total Units       
Single Family Units 71% 72% 71% 
Manufactured Home Units -5% 6% 4% 
Multifamily Units 34% 23% 24% 
Yolo County       
Total Units       
Single Family Units 81% 57% 59% 
Manufactured Home Units -2% 5% 5% 
Multifamily Units 21% 38% 36% 
Yuba County       
Total Units       
Single Family Units 108% 62% 70% 
Manufactured Home Units -16% 16% 11% 
Multifamily Units 8% 22% 20% 

Source: California Department of Finance (DOF) Demographic Research Unit E-5 City/County Population and 
Housing Estimates, 2004-2012      * Excludes S. Lake Tahoe 
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Housing Affordability Programs 

 
This section provides an overview of various programs to address housing affordability. Additional detail 
is provided in Chapter 8 on federal and state housing funds.  
 
Subsidized Housing 
 
To shed greater light on the housing market and affordable options provided in the region, SACOG and 
SHRA worked with all 28 jurisdictions to secure information on public housing and subsidized rental 
housing.  SACOG and SHRA worked together to develop an inventory of rental units in the region that 
were built with some form of public subsidy to provide greater affordability. Developing such an 
inventory proved to be a challenge, as information is not consistent across the region. However, it is the 
first effort to date that has sought to quantify region-wide the location and number of housing units 
with affordability restrictions. To the extent possible, funding sources were identified, as well as types of 
households served (i.e., families, seniors, special needs populations).  Funding sources included federal 
and state funds, redevelopment funds, and 4% and 9% low-income housing tax credits.  
 
Tables 2.5 and 2.6 summarize this inventory. The inventory identified 44,726 public housing and 
subsidized rental units in the region that provide an affordable place to live for targeted low-income 
populations – about five percent of the region’s housing stock. On a county level:  
 
 The cities and unincorporated areas that make up the county of Sacramento have the largest 

regional share of subsidized housing, with more than 31,000 units or 70% of the region’s total, 
compared with about 61% of the region’s population and households.   
  

 Yolo County has the highest proportion of subsidized units to total housing stock, at 7.6 percent 
of all units, and El Dorado County has the lowest, at 1.9 percent. 
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Table 2.5 Numbers by County of Rental Housing Units Identified as Built with Some Form of Public Subsidy, 2012 

 
 
 
 
County 

 
Total 

Housing 
Units, 
2012 

 
% of 

Region’s 
Housing 

Units 

 
 

Subsidized 
Rental 
Units 

 
% of Total 
Subsidized

Units in 
Region 

 
 
 
 

Family 

 
 
 
 

Senior 

 
 
 

Special 
Needs 

Subsidized 
Units As % 

of Total 
Units in 
County 

Subsidized 
Units As % 

of Total 
Units in 
Region 

El Dorado** 73,195 7.9% 1,419 3.2% 955 225 - 1.9% 0.2% 
Placer 154,525 16.8% 4,354 9.7% 2,215 1,830 55 2.8% 0.5% 
Sacramento 558,209 60.5% 31,387 70.2% 20,213 6,397 2,075 5.6% 3.4% 
Sutter 33,935 3.7% 763 1.7% 184 120 - 2.2% 0.1% 
Yolo 74,379 8.1% 5,634 12.6% 3,949 926 327 7.6% 0.6% 
Yuba 27,687 3.0% 1,169 2.6% 837 100 - 4.2% 0.1% 
Region Total 921,930 100.0% 44,726 100.0% 28,353 9,598 2,457 4.9% 4.9% 
Source: State of CA, Dept. of Finance, E-5 Population and Housing Estimates for Cities, Counties and the State, 2011 and 2012 with 2010 Benchmark, 
2012; Inventory of Subsidized Units developed by SACOG with help of member jurisdictions, at http://www.sacog.org/services/housing-element/ 
**Does not include South Lake Tahoe 
 
 

Table 2.6   Proportion of Regional Population, Households,  
and Subsidized Units, by County 

County 

County % of 
Region's 

Population 

County % of 
Region's 

Households 

County % of 
Region's Subsidized 

Units  
El Dorado* 7% 8% 3.2% 
Placer 15% 17% 9.7% 
Sacramento 62% 61% 70.2% 
Sutter 4% 4% 1.7% 
Yolo 9% 8% 12.6% 
Yuba 3% 3% 2.6% 

Source: State of CA, Dept. of Finance, E-5 Population and Housing Estimates for Cities,  
Counties and the State, 2011 and 2012 with 2010 Benchmark, 2012, 2010 US Census. 
*Does not include South Lake Tahoe  

 
Figure 2.1 provides a map of the subsidized inventory.   

http://www.sacog.org/services/housing-element/
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Figure 2.1 Location of Public/Subsidized Housing in the Sacramento Region, 2012 

 
Source: SACOG Inventory of Subsidized Units, 2012
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Housing Choice Vouchers 
 
Housing Choice Vouchers help some of the region’s residents afford rental housing. The housing choice 
voucher (HCV) program is the major federal program for helping very low-income families, the elderly, 
and persons with disabilities to afford decent, safe, and sanitary housing in the private market. These 
vouchers allow recipients to rent an apartment, townhome or single-family home from a willing 
landlord.  
 
Local public housing agencies (PHAs) receive federal funds from the U.S. Department of Housing and 
Urban Development (HUD) to administer the voucher program.  In the Sacramento region, there are 
seven public housing agencies (PHAs). Each of the six counties has a PHA, plus the City of Roseville. 
These agencies administer over 15,600 housing choice vouchers. However, some vouchers are used for 
rent in developments with affordability restrictions, so the number of HCVs cannot simply be added to 
the number of subsidized units to gauge affordable options in the region.   
 
Eligibility for a housing voucher is determined by the PHA based on total annual gross income and family 
size, and is limited to U.S. citizens and specified categories of non-citizens who have eligible immigration 
status. In general, the family's income must be 50 percent or less of the median income for the county 
or metropolitan area in which the family chooses to live.  
 
The PHA adopts voucher program payment standards by unit size based on fair market rents in different 
areas in the PHA jurisdiction. Table 2.7 shows payment standards by county. PHAs may also establish 
local preferences for selecting applicants from their waiting lists, such as those who are homeless or 
living in substandard housing, paying more than 50 percent of household income for rent, have been 
involuntarily displaced, or have a disabling condition. Each PHA has the discretion to establish local 
preferences to reflect the housing needs and priorities of its particular community. 
 

Table 2.7   Public Housing Authority Payment Standards (Maximum HCV Rents) 
  Bedroom Count 
     PHA 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
El Dorado $736 $837 $1,021 $1,473 $1,689 $1,942     
Placer $699 $795 $970 $1,399 $1,605       
Roseville $682 $775 $945 $1,364 $1,564 $1,799 $2,033 $2,268 
Sacramento $758 $862 $1,052 $1,517 $1,740 $2,000 $2,262 $2,522 
Sutter                 
Yolo $767 $811 $992 $1,445 $1,538 $1,769 $1,999   
Yuba   $627 $771 $1,122 $1,200 $1,380 $1,560   
Davis $843 $892 $1,091 $1,589 $1,691 $1,945 $2,198   

            Source: Public Housing Authorities 

Generally, families with housing vouchers must pay 30 percent of monthly adjusted gross income for 
rent and utilities. The remainder of the rent is paid to the landlord directly by the PHA on behalf of the 
participating family. Under certain circumstances, if authorized by the PHA, a family may use its voucher 
towards the purchase of a modest home.  
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According to HCD, the SACOG region’s proportion of California’s households is seven percent, and the 
area receives six percent of the HCVs statewide.  As shown in Table 2.8, of participating families with 
vouchers, 57 percent have at least one member with a disability, almost half (49 percent) are 
households with children, and 22 percent have an elderly head or co-head.2  

Table 2.8  Housing Choice Voucher Recipients: Household Types, 2007-2010 

  

Total 
Households, 

2007-10 

Households with 
Disabled 

Member(s) 
Elderly Head or  

Co-Head With Children 
    # % # % # % 

Sacramento Region 60,562 34,571 57% 13,595 22% 29,501 49% 
Source: HCD, State Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing 
 
Table 2.9 indicates where HCVs are used in the region. As shown, nearly three-quarters of housing 
vouchers are used in Sacramento County.  
 

Table 2.9 Location of Use of Housing Choice Vouchers (HCVs)  
in the Sacramento Region, 2010-11 

Housing Authority 

# of Housing 
Choice 

Vouchers 
(HCV) 

Percentage 
of total 
HCVs 

Other 
Housing 

(non ACC)* 

El Dorado County 374 2.4%  
Placer County 276 1.8%  
City of Roseville  637 4%  
Sacramento County 11,449 72.7% 417 
Sutter County 829 5.3%  
Yolo County 1727 11% 595 
Yuba County 449 2.9%  
Total HCVs 15,741 100% 1,012 

 Source: Public Housing Authorities 
  *Non ACC are subsidized units not funded by a PHA 
 
 
Figure 2.2 on the next page provides a more detailed map of the location of voucher use across the 
region. 
 

                                                           
2 HCD, Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing, 2012 
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Figure 2.2 Location of Housing Choice Voucher Use, 2010-2011 

S
Source: HUD
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According to HCD, although Non-Hispanic white households exceed minority households in the 
Sacramento region, minority households exceeded white households in receiving vouchers. Table 2.10 
provides a breakdown of HCV use by race/ethnicity.  

 
Table 2.10 Housing Choice Voucher Recipients: Families by Race/Ethnicity, 2007-2010 

  

Non-
Hispanic 

White 
Total 

Minority Asian 
Pacific 

Islander Black Hispanic 
American 

Indian 
Sacramento 
Region 

      
23,635  

    
39,927  

         
7,101  

            
199  

         
21,077  

         
7,743  

      
 807  

Source: HCD, Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing, 2012 
 
Since the demand for housing assistance usually exceeds the limited resources available, long waiting 
periods are common. PHAs usually close their waiting lists when they have more households on the list 
than can be assisted in the near future. Table 2.11 summarizes the waitlist status for the PHAs and the 
number of individuals on the waitlist. 
 

Table 2.11 Public Housing Authority Waitlist Status 

Housing Authority 

# of 
Housing 
Choice 

Vouchers 
(HCV) 

Waitlist 
Status 

Number 
on 

Waitlist 

El Dorado County 374 Closed 327 
Placer County 276 Closed 224 
City of Roseville  637 Closed 500 
Sacramento County 11,449 Closed 29,161 
Sutter County 829   
Yolo County 1727 Closed 4504 
Yuba County 449 Open 882 
Total         15,741    35,374 

 Source: Public Housing Authorities 
 
 
With cutbacks in HUD funding due to federal sequestration, fewer vouchers may be available in the 
future for the region’s low income households, deferring receipt even by those on current waiting lists. 
PHAs also report they have experienced significant funding cuts for staffing.  
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Regional Housing Needs Allocation Process 
 
While the data shown above could be interpreted as demonstrating the need for housing affordability in 
the SACOG region, a more formal state process exists for determining housing need, known as the 
Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA). California mandates the RHNA process every eight years. 
RHNA requirements and those for subsequent development of housing elements are described in more 
detail in Chapter 3.  
 
The Regional Housing Needs Plan for the 2006-2013 planning period was adopted by the SACOG Board 
in February 2008. The California Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) 
determined that the regional housing need in the SACOG area for January 1, 2006, through June 30, 
2013, would be 118,652 housing units. The RHNA methodology which SACOG developed distributed 
these units to each city and county within El Dorado, Placer, Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo, and Yuba 
Counties, including the Tahoe Basin portions of El Dorado and Placer counties. The foundation for each 
jurisdiction’s overall allocation was the 2008 Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) projections that 
SACOG developed in collaboration with each jurisdiction. The allocations to each income group were 
based on trending each jurisdiction towards a long-term (50-year) regional average in each income 
category. 

Regional Housing Compact 
 
In 2004, SACOG worked with member jurisdictions on a voluntary pilot program entitled the Sacramento 
Regional Compact for Production of Affordable Housing (Compact). Jurisdictions joining the Compact 
agreed to meet a minimum affordable housing production standard set forth by the Compact until 
December 31, 2010. Jurisdictions could meet the standard by any means they deemed appropriate.  
 
Under the Compact, at least 10 percent of all new housing construction in participating jurisdictions 
would meet an affordability standard. The 10 percent goal was guided by the following: 
 

• At least four percent of all new housing construction would be affordable to very low-income 
families. 

• At least four percent of all new housing construction would be affordable to low-income 
families. 

• If necessary, up to two percent of the 10 percent goal could be met by housing affordable to 
moderate-income families. 

• The “4-4-2 standard” could be met through a combination of new construction and substantial 
rehabilitation. 

• All housing used to meet the “4-4-2 standard” must be under regulatory affordability 
agreement. 

• Jurisdictions could elect to include or exclude units under a development agreement or vested 
maps at the time of joining the Compact. 

 



 

2-14 

 

The governing body of each jurisdiction joining the Compact was required to pass a resolution agreeing 
to the goals and conditions of the program. Jurisdictions that officially joined the Compact were:  
 
• Roseville (4/21/04) 
• Winters (5/4/04) 
• Loomis (5/11 /04) 
• West Sacramento (5/12/04} 
• Woodland (5/18/04) 
• Elk Grove (5/19/04) 
• Placer County (5/25/04) 
• lsleton (6/9/04) 
• Citrus Heights (6/23/04) 
• Marysville (7 /6/04) 
• Auburn (7/12/04) 
• Folsom (7/13/04) 
• Yolo County (7/20/04) 
• Live Oak (7/21/04) 
• Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Agency (7/21/04) 
• Sacramento (7/27/04) 
• Rocklin (7/27/04) 
• Davis (7/27/04) 
• Sacramento County (8/24/04) 
• Galt (9/7/04) 
• Placerville (9/14/04) 
 
 
Comparison of Housing Production with Regional Compact Goals and RHNA  
 
Jurisdictions submit annual or periodic reports to the California Department of Housing and Community 
Development (HCD) on progress in implementing their housing elements. SACOG collected production 
information from the reports submitted to HCD by 75 percent (21 of 28) of the region’s jurisdictions .for 
the period from 2004-2011. So far, staff has been unable to obtain reports on seven jurisdictions and the 
21 reporting jurisdictions did not report in each of the seven years, so there may be some affordable 
units that are not yet accounted for.3 Total identified production equaled 58,394 units constructed from 
2004-2011, compared with DOF’s estimate of 97,007 new units from 2004-2012. This points to a data 
challenge for tracking housing production in the region, both market rate and affordable. 

                                                           
3 Reporting jurisdictions:  Counties of El Dorado, Placer, Sacramento, and Cities of Auburn, Citrus Heights, Davis, Elk Grove, 
Folsom, Galt, Lincoln, Live Oak, Loomis, Placerville, Rancho Cordova, Rocklin, Roseville, Sacramento, West Sacramento, Winters, 
Woodland, and Yuba City. 
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Tables 2.12 and 2.13 show how units identified as built across the region compared with the Regional 
Compact 4-4-2 standards and with the Regional Housing Need Allocation (RHNA) for different income 
levels. Income levels are expressed as a percentage of Area Median Income (AMI): 
 

• Very low income (VLI) -  at or below 50% of AMI 
• Low-income (LI) – at or below 80% of AMI 
• Moderate income (Mod) – at or below 120% of AMI 
• Above moderate (Above Mod) - above 120% of AMI 

 
Production met or exceeded the Compact 4-4-2 affordability standards on a regional scale.  
 

Table 2.12 Identified Production Compared with Regional Compact 4-4-2 Standard 
Household Income Level Very Low Low Moderate 

Identified Unit Production, 2004-11*  4,245 7,478 8,662 
% of DOF Estimated Unit Growth, 2004-12 4.4% 7.7% 8.9% 
Regional Compact Minimum Standard 4% 4% 2% 

*Source: Annual Element Progress Reports Housing Element Implementation, 2004-2011 
 
The previous Regional Housing Needs Plan for 2006-2013 included an allocation of about 117,500 new 
housing units, divided by income category. When compared with projected regional housing need, Table 
2.13 shows the region made the most progress in producing homes for those with above-moderate 
incomes, and the least in producing units for households with very low incomes, which require the 
greatest subsidy. It should be noted that production figures include units built from 2004 through 2011, 
but projected housing need is based on the years 2006-2013.   
 
 

Table 2.13 Identified Production compared with Regional Housing Need Allocation 

Source: SACOG Regional Housing Needs Plan, 2006-2013; Annual Element Progress Reports Housing Element 
Implementation, 2004-2011 
 
 
Housing in the Pipeline
 
The Regional Housing Needs Plan for 2013-2021, adopted in September 2012, allocated 104,970 total 
housing units for January 2013 through October 2021. Table 2.14 shows the total allocation across 
income categories for the region.  
 
 
 

Household Income Level Very Low Low Moderate Above Moderate 
Regional Housing Need Allocation (2006-13)  26,320 19,714 22,910 48,545 

 Identified Housing Unit Production, (2004-11)  4,245 7,478 8,662 38,009 
% of allocation 16% 38% 38% 78% 
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Table 2.14 Final Regional Housing Need Allocation, 2013-2021 

Income  Category # Units 
% of Regional 

Total 
Extremely Low Income 12,280 11.7% 
Very Low Income  12,280 11.7% 
Low Income 17,220 16.4% 
Moderate 19,520 18.6% 
Above Moderate 43,670 41.6% 
Total 104,970 100% 

 Source: SACOG Regional Housing Needs Plan, 2013-2021 
 
The allocation projects a need for 41,780 units for households in the extremely low, very low and low 
income categories and 19,520 units for moderate income households.  
 
Table 2.15 shows multifamily units completed or nearing completion across the region, as well as 
multifamily units in complexes with more than five units that have been proposed or are anticipated for 
construction in future years. It was not possible to determine whether these units are market-rate or 
affordable, or when proposed units will actually be built.  
 

Table 2.15 New and Proposed Multifamily Housing Units in the Region 

  Completed/                    
Near Completion  Proposed/  Speculative 

County 2012 2013-2014  
El Dorado 40 151 Unknown     
Placer 80 60 2,237 
Sacramento 1,037 860 13,397 
Yolo -                           487 861 
Sutter-Yuba 15 48 Unknown                             
Total 1,172 1,606 16,495 

 Source: REIS Rental Market Monitoring Information, 2013 - Recent Completions and  
 Planned Units 

Multi-Family Units in Complexes with more than Five Units 
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Chapter 3. Overview of Housing Plans/Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing 

Federal and state laws and regulations require a variety of housing-related plans and updates, including 
analyses of barriers and impediments to the provision of fair and affordable housing, and plans for 
addressing barriers and the use of federal funds.   

Table 3.1 provides a summary by jurisdiction of all of the housing plans and their timing in the 
Sacramento region. The formats and schedules for completing these different local plans are not 
generally in synch. For example, the City of Rocklin’s Consolidated Plan period was 2008-13, the Public 
Housing Authority 5-Year plan was completed in 2010, the Analysis of Impediments was done in 2011, 
and the Housing Element Update is due in 2013.  The variation in the required planning dates means 
more time and expense for local jurisdictions to fulfill different plan requirements, even though some of 
the data and focus overlap. 
 
This section provides a brief overview of the various state and federal requirements for local 
jurisdictions related to planning and housing affordability.  
 

Federal Fair Housing Act Provisions and HUD-Required Plans 
 
The federal Fair Housing Act (Title VIII of the Civil Rights Act of 1968) prohibits discrimination in the sale, 
rental, and financing of housing. This legislation was an effort to end prior discriminatory practices, such 
as racial covenants and redlining, that impacted housing choices and opportunities in communities 
across the country. The Fair Housing Act of 1968 began with four protected classes and was amended in 
the 1970s and 1980s to include others. It now prohibits discrimination in the sale, rental, and financing 
of dwellings, and in other housing-related transactions, based on race, color, national origin, religion, 
sex, disability, and familial status, i.e., parents or legal custodians living with children under the age of 
18, pregnant women, and people securing custody of children under the age of 18.  
 
The Fair Housing Act calls upon the federal government and all recipients of federal funding to 
affirmatively further fair housing. The Act requires the federal Department of Housing and Urban 
Development (HUD) to use its grant programs to assist in ending discrimination and segregation, to the 
point where the supply of genuinely open housing increases.  
 
HUD grant programs subject to the Fair Housing Act include the Community Development Block Grant 
(CDBG); Home Investment Partnership Program (HOME); Emergency Solutions Grant (ESG); and 
Housing for Person with AIDS (HOPWA) funds. 
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Table 3.1  Housing Plans and Cycles in the Sacramento Region by Jurisdiction (J=Done by Jurisdiction) 

  HUD Designation Analysis of Impediments Consolidated Plan Period PHA 5-Year Plan Housing Element 

Jurisdiction 
Non-

Entitlement Entitlement 2009 2010 2011 2012 
2008-
2013 

2010-
2014 

2010-
2015 

2011-
2016 

2013-
2017  2008 2010 2013-2021 

El Dorado County X         HCD     HCD     J   J 
Placerville X         HCD     HCD     J   J 
Placer County X         HCD     HCD       J J 
Auburn  X         HCD     HCD       J J 
Colfax X         HCD     HCD       J J 
Lincoln X         HCD     HCD       J J 
Loomis X         HCD     HCD       J J 
Rocklin   X     J   J           J J 
Roseville   X       J     J         J 
Sacramento County   X       SHRA J             J 
Citrus Heights   X       SHRA   J           J 
Elk Grove   X J       J             J 

Folsom   all under Sac 
County 

entitlement 

      SHRA         SHRA     J 
Galt         SHRA         SHRA     J 
Isleton         SHRA         SHRA     J 
Rancho Cordova   X     J         J       J 
Sacramento    X       SHRA         SHRA     J 
Sutter County X         HCD     HCD         J 
Live Oak X         HCD     HCD         J 
Yuba City   X   J         J         J 
Yolo County X         HCD     HCD         J 
Davis   X   J         J         J 
West Sacramento X         HCD     HCD         J 
Winters X         HCD     HCD         J 
Woodland   X     J     J           J 
Yuba County X         HCD     HCD         J 

Marysville X         HCD     HCD         J 

Wheatland X         HCD     HCD         J 
Source: HUD, HCD, Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Agency
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Jurisdictions are eligible to apply for funding from these federal programs in two ways. Larger 
“entitlement” jurisdictions apply for and receive a direct federal allocation from HUD. In the SACOG 
region there are 10 entitlement communities: the cities of Citrus Heights, Davis, Elk Grove, Rancho 
Cordova, Rocklin, Roseville, Sacramento, Woodland, and Yuba City, and the County of Sacramento, 
whose entitlement includes the cities of Folsom, Galt, and Isleton. The remaining 15 cities and counties 
in the region are “non-entitlement” communities, who can apply for funds through HCD or directly if 
funds are available.4 
 
To receive federal housing and community development funds, jurisdictions have been required to: 
 
• Complete an Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing (entitlement jurisdictions) or be included in an 

Analysis of Impediments prepared by HCD (non-entitlement jurisdictions). 
• Develop Consolidated Plans, and submit an annual action plan describing how actions and priorities 

identified in the Consolidated Plan are to be implemented, including the use of CDBG funds.  
 
In July 2013, HUD proposed a new rule substituting a requirement and process for conducting a new 
“Fair Housing Assessment” in place of the current Analysis of Impediments.  
 

Continuum of Care Planning 
 
The federal Homeless Emergency Assistance and Rapid Transition to Housing Act (HEARTH) is requiring 
communities to begin to look at homelessness from a systems or “Continuum of Care” perspective, with 
an emphasis on rapid re-housing. There are now five “Continuums of Care” (COC) covering the six 
counties in the SACOG region which oversee planning, funding and services for homeless populations.  
COCs may apply for HUD funding as well as other state and local funding to aid their individual homeless 
populations. Most of the region’s COCs have developed a 10-year plan identifying ways to end 
homelessness in their areas. 
 

Public Housing Agency Plans 
 
A Public Housing Agency (PHA) is a governmental or public entity created by state law and authorized to 
develop and operate housing programs and/or public housing for low-income families. A PHA enters 
into Annual Contributions Contracts with HUD to administer programs on its behalf, including the 
Housing Choice Vouchers (HCVs) described in Chapter 1. The SACOG region has seven Housing 
Authorities: one each in El Dorado, Placer, Sutter, Yolo and Yuba counties and the City of Roseville, and 
SHRA, the Housing Authority of the City of Sacramento and Sacramento County. Each PHA must develop 
and submit to HUD a 5-year comprehensive plan that guides policies, programs, and strategies to meet 
local low income housing needs and goals, and an Annual Plan unless exempted.  
  

                                                           
4 HCD, Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing, pp. 1-10 
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Regional Housing Need Allocation and Housing Elements   
 
State law requires that each city and county update on a regular basis the housing element of their 
general plan. The housing element process follows the development of the Metropolitan Transportation 
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (MTP/SCS) and the Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA).  
At the same time the MTP/SCS is being developed, the state-required Regional Housing Needs 
Allocation (RHNA) process begins. 
 
In the most recent RHNA process, HCD determined that the total new housing need in the SACOG region 
for the period 2013-2021 is 104,970 housing units. SACOG worked with member jurisdictions and 
housing agencies and advocates to develop a methodology to allocate these units among each city and 
county within the six-county area, including the Tahoe Basin of El Dorado and Placer counties. This effort 
culminated in the Regional Housing Needs Plan for 2013-2021, adopted by the SACOG Board of 
Directors in September 2012.   
 
Following the adoption of the MTP/SCS and Regional Housing Needs Plan (RHNP), jurisdictions must 
update their housing elements to demonstrate that adequate sites and zoning are available to address 
anticipated housing demand during the planning period and that market forces will not inhibit 
addressing the housing needs of all economic segments of a community. SACOG member jurisdictions 
must submit their first eight-year housing element updates to HCD by October 2013 for review and 
compliance certification.  
 
 

Local Agencies’ Analyses of Impediments to Fair and Affordable Housing 
 

As noted above, periodic analyses of impediments to providing fair and affordable housing must be 
completed by entitlement jurisdictions in the region and the California Department of Housing and 
Community Development (HCD). Table 3.2 provides a summary of impediments contained in the 
Analyses of Impediments to Fair Housing (AIs) and Continuum of Care plans by jurisdiction. These 
impediments are described in more detail in Chapters 4 through 7.  
 
To develop the following chapters, SACOG and SHRA staff reviewed housing plans, including 
jurisdictions’ Consolidated Plans, Annual Plans, Analyses of Impediments to Fair Housing (both those of 
entitlement jurisdictions and the State analysis prepared by HCD for the region’s non-entitlement 
communities), Continuum of Care Plans, and annual housing element reports to HCD. To further explain 
the barriers identified to meeting current and projected housing demand, SACOG staff conducted 
additional research to enhance data on the housing market downturn, challenges for housing access and 
production, declining resources to maintain affordability, and demand-side impediments.
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Table 3.2   Key Barriers Identified in Analyses of Impediments to Fair Housing and Continuum of Care Plans 
 
 
Barrier 

 
 
# 

 
Citrus  
Heights 

 
 
Davis 

 
Elk 
Grove 

 
Rancho  
Cordova 

 
 
Rocklin 

 
 
Roseville 

Sac. 
City/ 
County  

 
 
Woodland 

 
 
Yuba 

 
 
State AI*  

 
 

COCs 

Foreclosure Crisis 1       X     
Access to Mortgage Credit 5   X  X X  X X   
Affordable Housing Supply 6 X X X X X     X X 
Fair Housing Education & 
Enforcement and Coordination 

7  X X X X X X   X  

Housing Choice 2    X      X  
Reasonable Accommodation 2   X X        
Accessibility Standards 1   X         
Eligibility requirements for 
affordable developments 

           X 

Lack of access to supportive 
services 

           X 

Development and Zoning 
Barriers 

3  X   X     X  

Growth Controls 1        X    
Public Sector 
Funding/Strategies 

3 X       X 
 

 X  

NIMBYism 1          X X 
Displacement Risk 1          X  
Development Costs 1        X    
Prevailing Wage Requirements 1        X    
Insurance Costs 1      X      
Total Barriers  2 3 5 4 4 3 2 5 1 7*  

* State AI identifies 10 barriers of which 3 were combined within larger categories in this chart 
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Chapter 4. Housing Market Downturn 

Sacramento’s housing market went through a major downturn in 2006 and is only beginning to stabilize.  
A number of the barriers cited in the Analyses of Impediments to Fair Housing (AIs) relate to the housing 
market crash, including the foreclosure crisis, subprime lending, and restricted access to mortgage 
credit. These are discussed in more detail below.  
 

Foreclosures 
The Sacramento region has experienced a high degree of home foreclosures. Of the 20 metropolitan 
areas nationwide with the highest foreclosure rates in 2011, Sacramento ranked 10th.5 Table 4.1 
provides data by jurisdiction on foreclosures since the beginning of the regional housing market 
downturn in 2006. In the period from 2006 through the third quarter of 2012, there were over 93,000 
foreclosures region-wide, affecting about 10 percent of the total housing stock. Table 4.1 also compares 
total foreclosures in this period in the six counties with total units. A caveat is that some properties may 
have been subject to more than one foreclosure, so the percentage figures may be somewhat 
overstated as a proportion of the county’s total housing stock. 
 
Table 4.1 Foreclosures in the SACOG Region, 1/1/06-10/31/12 

County 
Total Foreclosures, 
1/1/06-10/31/12 

Total Units 
as of 2012 

% of total 
units 

El Dorado*                         4,417  73,195 6.0% 
Placer                      10,963  154,525 7.1% 
Sacramento                       67,504  558,209 12.1% 
Sutter                          3,411  33,935 10.1% 
Yolo                          4,540  74,379 6.1% 
Yuba                         2,291  27,687 8.3% 
Region                      93,126            921,930  10.1% 

Source: Foreclosure Radar, 2012, DOF E-5 Series   
* Excludes South Lake Tahoe 
 
Table 4.2 shows foreclosures by individual jurisdiction and the proportion of county and regional 
foreclosures they represent. Together, the jurisdictions within the county of Sacramento accounted for 
72% of all foreclosures in the region. Totals for other counties were Placer (11.8%), Yolo (4.9%), El 
Dorado (4.7%), Sutter (3.7%) and Yuba (2.5%).  Unincorporated Sacramento County and the City of 
Sacramento each accounted for over 25 percent of total foreclosures in the region. Individual 
jurisdictions with the next greatest proportion of total foreclosures were Elk Grove (9.5%), Uninc. El 
Dorado County (4.5%), Citrus Heights (4.2%), Roseville (4.1%) and Rancho Cordova (3.6%). Elk Grove, 
Galt and Live Oak saw the highest percentages of foreclosures at 17-18 percent of their total units. 

                                                           
5 Center for Responsible Lending, 2012 
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Table 4.2 Foreclosure Percentages by Jurisdiction  

Jurisdiction 

Foreclosures, 
2006-

10/31/12 

As % of total 
foreclosures 

in county 

As % of total 
foreclosures 

in region 

Total 
housing 

Units, 2012 

As % of total 
units in 

jurisdiction 
Placerville 255 5.8% 0.3% 4,541 5.6% 
Uninc. El Dorado County 4,162 94.2% 4.5% 68,654 6.1% 
El Dorado County Total* 4,417 100.0% 4.7% 73,195 6.0% 
Auburn 291 2.7% 0.3% 6,162 4.7% 
Colfax 82 0.7% 0.1% 929 8.8% 
Lincoln 2,310 21.1% 2.5% 17,644 13.1% 
Loomis 194 1.8% 0.2% 2,475 7.8% 
Rocklin 1,540 14.0% 1.7% 22,372 6.9% 
Roseville 3,858 35.2% 4.1% 48,749 7.9% 
Uninc. Placer County 2,688 24.5% 2.9% 56,194 4.8% 
Placer County Total 10,963 100.0% 11.8% 154,525 7.1% 
Citrus Heights 3,872 5.7% 4.2% 35,048 11.0% 
Elk Grove 8,843 13.1% 9.5% 51,207 17.3% 
Folsom 1,434 2.1% 1.5% 26,336 5.4% 
Galt 1,455 2.2% 1.6% 7,758 18.8% 
Isleton 18 0.0% 0.0% 425 4.2% 
Rancho Cordova 3,309 4.9% 3.6% 25,781 12.8% 
Sacramento city 23,710 35.1% 25.5% 191,268 12.4% 
Uninc. Sacramento County 24,863 36.8% 26.7% 220,368 11.3% 
Sacramento County Total 67,504 100.0% 72.5% 558,191 12.1% 
Live Oak 413 12.1% 0.4% 2,537 16.3% 
Yuba City 2,554 74.9% 2.7% 23,209 11.0% 
Uninc. Sutter County 444 13.0% 0.5% 8,189 5.4% 
Sutter County Total 3,411 100.0% 3.7% 33,935 10.1% 
Davis 202 4.4% 0.2% 25,908 0.8% 
West Sacramento 2,135 47.0% 2.3% 18,903 11.3% 
Winters 184 4.1% 0.2% 2,371 7.8% 
Woodland 1,626 35.8% 1.7% 19,912 8.2% 
Uninc. Yolo County 393 8.7% 0.4% 7,285 5.4% 
Yolo County Total 4,540 100.0% 4.9% 74,379 6.1% 
Marysville 414 18.1% 0.4% 5,209 7.9% 
Wheatland 174 7.6% 0.2% 1,323 13.2% 
Uninc. Yuba County 1,703 74.3% 1.8% 21,155 8.1% 
Yuba County Total 2,291 100.0% 2.5% 27,687 8.3% 
Regional Total 93,126 -- 100.0% 921,912 10.1% 

Source: Foreclosure Radar, 2012; DOF E-5 Series 
* Excludes city of South Lake Tahoe 
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Although showing some improvement, foreclosure rates remained an area of concern for the region’s 
housing market into 2013. Preforeclosure is the period between the mortgage lender's notice to the 
borrower of default on their mortgage payments and the auction sale event that finalizes the transfer of 
the property title to the lender. The first step in the foreclosure process is when homeowners receive a 
Notice of Default that they are behind on their mortgage payments. If the default is not paid or 
remedied in a given time, the lender may choose to foreclose on the home.   

The Center for Housing Policy, Local Initiatives Support Corporation (LISC), and Urban Institute 
partnered to provide an online resource with foreclosure information for communities and policy 
makers, including data for each U.S. metropolitan area on the share of seriously delinquent mortgages – 
those either 90 or more days past due or in foreclosure – as well as the metropolitan foreclosure rate by 
mortgage type. SACOG staff accessed the online tool and collected the information available for the 
SACOG region. Table 4.3 provides this information for the Sacramento Region’s two Metropolitan 
Statistical Areas (MSAs), Sacramento-Arden-Arcade-Roseville ( which includes El Dorado, Placer, 
Sacramento and Yolo Counties) and Yuba City (which includes Sutter and Yuba Counties).  
 
As of September 2012, approximately five percent of mortgages in the two MSAs were in the 
foreclosure inventory. Serious delinquency is when a single-family mortgage is 90 days or more past due 
and the bank considers the mortgage in danger of default. Although the rate of serious delinquencies 
dropped by about two percentage points from the previous year, 10% or more of mortgages were still 
either 90+ days past due or in foreclosure.  As shown, foreclosures were at much higher rates for those 
with subprime loans than those with prime mortgages.  
 
Table 4.3 Foreclosure and Serious Delinquency Rates in Sacramento Region MSAs 

 
 
 

Metropolitan 
Statistical 

Area 

% of all 
mortgages in  
foreclosure 
inventory     
Sept 2012 

% of all 
prime 

mortgages in  
foreclosure 
inventory     
Sept 2012 

% of all 
subprime 

mortgages in  
foreclosure 
inventory  
Sept 2012 

Serious 
Delinquency 

Rate              
Sep 2011 

Serious 
Delinquency 

Rate                  
Sept 2012 

% Change in 
Serious 

Delinquency 
Rate, Sept 11 

to Sept 12 
Sacramento-
Arden-Arcade-
Roseville MSA 4.6% 3.3% 18.7% 9.9% 8.2% -1.7% 
Yuba City MSA 5.2% 3.6% 17.5% 11.8% 9.6% -2.2% 

Source: http://www.foreclosure-response.org/maps_and_data/metro_delinquency_data_tables.html 
 
Table 4.4 shows Notices of Default in the region as of November 14, 2012. Jurisdictions within the 
county of Sacramento accounted for 66 percent of the preforeclosures. Sacramento County and the City 
of Sacramento also accounted for the bulk of preforeclosures, followed by Elk Grove (8.1%), El Dorado 
County (6.4%), Roseville (5.5%), Placer County (4.3%), and Citrus Heights (3.6%). The City of Colfax had 
the highest percentage rate of notices of default, at 1.1 percent of total housing units in the city.  

http://www.foreclosure-response.org/maps_and_data/metro_delinquency_data_tables.html
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Table 4.4  Notices of Default  by Jurisdiction as of 11/14/12 

Jurisdiction 
# of Notices 
of Default 

% of Region's 
Preforeclosures 

Total Housing 
Units, 2012 

Preforeclosures 
as % of total units 

Placerville 25 0.6% 4,541 0.6% 
Uninc. El Dorado County 268 6.4% 68,654 0.4% 
El Dorado County Total* 293 7.0% 73,195 0.4% 
Auburn 17 0.4% 6,162 0.3% 
Colfax 10 0.2% 929 1.1% 
Lincoln 96 2.3% 17,644 0.5% 
Loomis 17 0.4% 2,475 0.7% 
Rocklin 91 2.2% 22,372 0.4% 
Roseville 228 5.5% 48,749 0.5% 
Uninc. Placer County 181 4.3% 56,194 0.3% 
Placer County Total 640 15.4% 154,525 0.4% 
Citrus Heights 148 3.6% 35,048 0.4% 
Elk Grove 335 8.1% 51,207 0.7% 
Folsom 91 2.2% 26,336 0.3% 
Galt 49 1.2% 7,758 0.6% 
Isleton 0 0.0% 425 0.0% 
Rancho Cordova 136 3.3% 25,781 0.5% 
Sacramento city 867 20.8% 191,268 0.5% 
Uninc. Sacramento County 1,113 26.7% 220,368 0.5% 
Sacramento County Total 2,739 65.8% 558,191 0.5% 
Live Oak 13 0.3% 2,537 0.5% 
Yuba City 120 2.9% 23,209 0.5% 
Uninc. Sutter County 29 0.7% 8,189 0.4% 
Sutter County Total 162 3.9% 33,935 0.5% 
Davis 20 0.5% 25,908 0.1% 
West Sacramento 92 2.2% 18,903 0.5% 
Winters 9 0.2% 2,371 0.4% 
Woodland 91 2.2% 19,912 0.5% 
Uninc. Yolo County 28 0.7% 7,285 0.4% 
Yolo County Total 240 5.8% 74,379 0.3% 
Marysville 36 0.9% 5,209 0.7% 
Wheatland 8 0.2% 1,323 0.6% 
Uninc. Yuba County 43 1.0% 21,155 0.2% 
Yuba County Total 87 2.1% 27,687 0.3% 
Regional Total 4,161 100.0% 921,912 0.5% 

 Source: Foreclosure Radar, 2012; DOF E-5 Series 
* Excludes City of South Lake Tahoe 
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Some neighborhoods in the region have experienced significant numbers of foreclosures and 
experienced impacts such as vacancies, blighted properties, lowered home values, and homeowner 
flight. The state Homebuyer Protection Act package which took effect on January 1, 2013, was designed 
to forestall new foreclosures while borrowers are in discussion of a loan modification. The Act also 
renewed legal provisions, otherwise due to expire, that permit local governments to help address 
neighborhood blight by imposing fines and penalties on owners for failure to maintain vacant residential 
properties acquired through foreclosure.  
 
For the quarter following implementation of the Act, DataQuick compiled preforeclosure figures for 
Sacramento, Yolo, El Dorado and Placer counties. As reported in the Sacramento Bee, “notices of default 
plummeted by about 70 percent – from more than 4,800 notices in the first quarter of 2012 to fewer 
than 1,400 notices in the first quarter of this year across the four counties.” However, the Bee reported 
that “much of the slowdown in foreclosures can be attributed to the upturn in the market that started 
after home prices hit bottom in January 2012, economists said. Since then, heavy investor activity, 
growing demand from traditional buyers and the scarcity of homes for sale have boosted prices.”6 
 
The California Association of Realtors reports that distressed home sales i.e., foreclosures or short sales, 
have declined significantly year-over-year, as previously underwater homes have risen in value. Table 
4.5 shows figures for four counties in the SACOG region (data was not available for Sutter and Yuba 
counties).  
 
Table 4.5 Single-family Distressed Home Sales as a Percentage of Total Sales 

County May 2013 April 2013 March 2013 May 2012 April 2012 

El Dorado 21% 22% 29% 47% 52% 
Placer 21% 23% 35% 47% 51% 
Sacramento 29% 32% 37% 58% 60% 
Yolo 25% 34% 42% 45% 52% 
Source: California Association of Realtors April pending and distressed sales reports, May 22 and June 24, 2013 
 
 
Access to Mortgage Credit 
 
A number of AIs in the region described access to mortgage credit as another impediment to fair 
housing. Several aspects of mortgage credit were identified as barriers to homeownership, including 
subprime loans and reduced credit availability. Some AIs specifically mentioned differential lending for 
different ethnic groups. These are discussed in more detail below, as well as a measure disseminated by 
HUD for assessing patterns of housing segregation.  
                                                           
6 Sacramento Bee, “As Sacramento housing market shines, 'shadow inventory' talk abates,” May 6, 2013. 
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Dissimilarity Index 
 
HUD’s Office of Policy Development & Research (PD&R) provided to SACOG and other Regional 
Sustainability Planning Grant recipients a variety of data for use in their grant efforts. Included in this 
package was a primary metric for identifying housing segregation, entitled the “dissimilarity index. “ Per 
HUD, “A dissimilarity index represents a summary measure of the extent to which the distribution of 
two racial/ethnic groups differs across tracts. … A value of zero implies “perfect” integration, achieved if 
every census tract mirrors the racial/ethnic breakdown of the region. A dissimilarity index of 1 reflects 
complete segregation, where each tract has exclusively one of the two racial/ethnic groups.  
 
Table 4.6 shows the dissimilarity index provided by HUD for the SACOG region. As shown in the note 
below the table, the pairings shown in green are considered “low segregation,” yellow indicates 
“moderate segregation” and red indicates “severe segregation.”   
 
Table 4.6 HUD Dissimilarity Index for SACOG Region 

 
Source: HUD 2010 
 
The three highest dissimilarities may in part be explained by the small proportion of these non-white 
groups in the region – Black (6.7%), Pacific Islander (0.7%) and Native American (0.6%) – compared with 
the White population (55.6%).7  
 
When broken down by county, as shown in Table 4.7, the dissimilarity index picture looks different 
because of the increasing diversification of the Sacramento region.  
 
Table 4.7 Dissimilarity Index by County, 2009 

                                                           
7 Figures from 2010 Census.  
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County  Black/White Asian/White Hispanic/White 
El Dorado County  0.36 0.11 0.45 
Placer County   0.31 0.17 0.28 
Sacramento County  0.38 0.44 0.32 
Sutter County    0.19 0.21 0.21 
Yolo County   0.32 0.09 0.34 
Yuba County 0.09 0.12 0.20 

Source: HUD 2010 
 
Table 4.8 shows the percentage growth in different racial/ethnic groups across the counties between 
2000 and 2010. Non-white populations grew at a significantly faster rate than the white population in all 
counties. The exception was a small decrease outside the foothill counties in the already small Native 
American population.  
 
Table 4.8 Percentage Population Change by Race/Ethnicity, 2000 to 2010 

County White Black Asian Hispanic 

American 
Indian/      
Alaskan 
Native 

Native 
Hawaiian/  

Pacific 
Islander 

2+ 
Races Other 

El Dorado 9.0% 74.0% 89.0% 50.2% 22.1% 54.4% 47.6% 34.2% 

Placer 28.0% 133.5% 179.3% 86.1% 23.3% 115.1% 85.3% 79.5% 
Sacramento  -2.8% 18.5% 50.0% 56.3% -13.2% 93.0% 21.8% 0.4% 
Sutter  0.5% 20.8% 53.3% 55.5% -1.6% 80.3% 32.0% 0.0% 
Yolo 2.3% 51.7% 56.4% 39.5% -5.8% 84.4% 25.9% 11.9% 
Yuba 7.9% 18.2% 5.1% 72.8% -3.5% 175.5% 21.6% -15.0% 

Source: 2000 Census, Census 2010 
 
Subprime Loans 
 
Subprime loans have contributed to foreclosures and short sales. Subprime loans often have less 
favorable loan terms and rising variable interest rates, but it has been challenging for many households 
to refinance their subprime mortgages for more favorable loan terms due to mortgages exceeding home 
values. According to the state Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD), “Subprime 
borrowers are more vulnerable to foreclosure than prime borrowers” and may be offered to both 
“higher risk applicants who may not qualify for prime mortgages … or certain racial and ethnic groups …  
which may be an indicator of lending discrimination.”8  
 
At the height of the housing market, many Sacramento region residents obtained subprime loans. 
According to an analysis included in the State Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing, developed from 
Home Mortgage Disclosure Act (HMDA) data, 24,570 subprime loans were made in the Sacramento 

                                                           
8 HCD, Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing, pp. 4-34 to 4-35  
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region during the period from 2006 to 2009.9 Although the Bay Area and Central Valley each saw more 
than twice the number of subprime loans in the same period, the Sacramento region’s total was still 
nearly 20 percent of all approved loans.  
 
Table 4.9 summarizes HCD’s subprime loan analysis, in which HCD found the following:  
 
 Regionwide, ‘Non-Hispanic Whites’ had the lowest rate of subprime loans, at 13 percent, while 

‘Blacks or African Americans’ had the highest subprime loan rate at 43 percent.   
  Relative to their racial/ethnicity groups, ‘Non-Hispanic Whites’ and ‘Asians’ had the highest 

subprime rates in Yuba County (16 and 28 percent of all loans, respectively).  
 ‘Hispanics or Latinos’ had the highest subprime rate in Sacramento County, at 39% of all loans.10 
  ‘Blacks or African Americans’ had the highest subprime rate in El Dorado County, at 45% of all 

loans.  
 
Table 4.9 Subprime Lending in the Sacramento Region, 2006-200911  

Total 
Subprime 

Loans 

Subprime rate 
(% of  total 

loans in region) 

Non-Hispanic 
White Rates Asian Rates Black or African 

American Rates 
Hispanic or 

Latino Rates 

24,570 19.6% 13.3% 17.8% 42.6% 36.1% 
 
 
Credit Restrictions  
 
Some programs now make it easier for households with a recent foreclosure to buy another home. The 
Federal Housing Administration (FHA) and Veterans Administration (VA) may offer new loans to 
qualified buyers within fewer years of a foreclosure than the seven years it usually takes to restore 
credit and obtain a conventional loan. However, even with lower home prices, credit has been difficult 
for many potential new homeowners to obtain a mortgage.  
 
HCD also analyzed HMDA data for information on mortgage denials. Per HCD, the Sacramento region 
had 39,047 denials, meaning nearly one in four mortgage applications were denied in the period from 
2006-2009. As shown in Table 4.10, HCD found that:  
 
 ‘Blacks or African Americans’ had the highest denial rate (38 percent)  
 ‘Non-Hispanic Whites’ had the lowest denial rate in the region (18 percent).  
 ‘Non-Hispanic Whites’ had the highest denial rate in Yuba County (20 percent)  
 ‘Asians’ had the highest denial rate in El Dorado County (29 percent).  

                                                           
9 HCD, Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing, p. 4-35 
10 Ibid., p. 4-36 
11 Ibid.,  p. 4-35 
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 ‘Blacks or African Americans’ as well as ‘Hispanics or Latinos’ experienced the greatest denials in 
Sacramento County (39 and 32 percent, respectively).12  

 
Table 4.10 Mortgage Denials in the Sacramento Region13 

  

Total 
Denials 

Total Denial 
Rate 

Non-
Hispanic 

White 
Asian 

Black or 
African 

American 

Hispanic 
or Latino 

Sacramento 39,047 23.7% 18.0% 26.0% 37.8% 31.0% 
 Sacramento MSA 36,275 23.8% 18.0% 26.0% 38.0% 31.4% 
    El Dorado County 2,169 20.8% 18.4% 29.2% 37.6% 27.8% 
    Placer County 5,478 18.9% 16.7% 24.6% 34.8% 24.9% 
    Sacramento County 26,271 25.7% 18.7% 26.4% 38.5% 32.4% 
    Yolo County 2,357 21.3% 15.4% 22.2% 32.6% 30.4% 
 Yuba City MSA 2,772 23.3% 18.5% 26.3% 32.2% 27.4% 
    Sutter County 1,314 22.9% 16.6% 27.4% 28.1% 28.3% 
    Yuba County 1,458 23.6% 20.0% 23.5% 34.4% 26.4% 

 
HCD also used a “parity analysis” of loan applications. HCD explains this type of analysis as follows:  
 

Parity is used to show if households for a given race, such as Asians, are applying for 
loans relative to their share of households in an area. Thus, if the parity value is 
greater than 1.00, then Asian households apply for loans at a higher proportion 
relative to their share of households. A parity index higher than 1.00 also indicates 
that this group is “shopping,” or trying to access housing in the area. If the parity 
value is less than 1.00, then Asians apply for loans at a lower proportion than their 
share of households in a region; parity values lower than 1.00 also may indicate a 
potential impediment to fair housing because this group is not trying to access 
housing in the given area.14 
 

In its analysis of 2006-2009 HMDA data, HCD identified 216,081 loan applications in the region. Table 
4.11 summarizes HCD’s parity analysis. HCD found that:  
 
 

• Similar to the Bay Area, ‘Asians’ had the greatest parity in applications generally (value of 1.36), 
although the lowest parity (1.04) in Yolo County.  

• ‘Hispanics or Latinos’ also had higher parity generally (1.07) but low parity in El Dorado and 
Placer Counties (0.76 and 0.84, respectively).  

                                                           
12 and 13 HCD, Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing, p. 4-27 
 
14 Ibid., p. 4-16 
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•  ‘Black or African American’ households in El Dorado County had the highest parity in the region, 
with 280 households and 184 loans, but applied at the lowest proportion in Sacramento County 
(0.82).  

• ‘Non-Hispanic Whites’ had the lowest parity regionwide (.71), with the lowest parity in Sutter 
County at 0.64.15 

 
Table 4.11  Loan Applications and Parity Indices across the Region16 

  

Total 
Applications Asian 

Black or 
African 

American 

Hispanic 
or Latino 

Non-
Hispanic 

White 
 

Sacramento Region 216,081 1.36 0.89 1.07 0.71 
Sacramento MSA 200,530 1.36 0.88 1.07 0.71 
El Dorado County 13,485 1.25 3.19 0.76 0.82 
Placer County 37,765 1.68 1.93 0.84 0.74 
Sacramento County 134,868 1.35 0.82 1.15 0.69 
Yolo County 14,412 1.04 1.24 1.01 0.69 
Yuba City MSA 15,551 1.39 1.50 1.14 0.69 
Sutter County 7,526 1.6 1.22 1.17 0.64 
Yuba County 8,025 1.20 1.65 1.14 0.73 

 
 

                                                           
15 HCD, Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing, p. 4-17 
16 Ibid., p. 4-18 
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Chapter 5. Market Factors Affecting Residents’ Access to Housing  
 
A majority of communities also identified the market supply of affordable options as a barrier to fair 
housing, indicating that housing products are not sufficiently available to meet demand. This section 
discusses various factors affecting current access to the housing market by residents in the Sacramento 
region.  
 

At-Risk Housing Supply 
 

The existing affordable rental supply could shrink as current affordability restrictions expire. A portion of 
existing affordable properties is at risk of conversion to market rate in the region, at a time when new 
affordable construction is limited.   
 
The California Housing Partnership Corporation (CHPC) maintains a database of apartments that have 
federal subsidies to maintain affordability, such as complexes with project-based Housing Choice 
Vouchers, USDA Section 515 rural properties, and Low Income Housing Tax Credit properties. The CHPC 
database identified a total of 69 rental complexes in the six-county region that are at risk of converting 
to market-rate housing in the next 10 years. This amounts to 3,837 rental units potentially becoming 
unavailable to lower income households, as shown in Table 5.1. Sacramento County has the greatest 
share of at-risk units, 59 percent of the region’s total, with almost 60 percent of those due to expire in 
2013.  
 
Table 5.1  Number of Affordable Rentals at Risk of Conversion to Market Rate, by County by Year 

County 

# of 
Housing 
Develop-

ments 

Units Set to Expire by Year 
# of 

Assisted 
Units 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 

El Dorado 6 175 - 76 - - 67 - - - - - 318 

Placer 8 50 59 92 195 67 - - - - - - 463 

Sacramento 41 602 389 557 252 46 - 24 334 86 - - 2,290 

Sutter 3 - 74 32 - - - - - - - - 106 

Yolo 8 181 - - - - - 72 59 95 - - 407 

Yuba 3 - - 100 - - - - - 153 - - 253 
Region 
Totals 69 1008 522 857 447 113 67 96 393 334     3,837 

Source: California Housing Preservation Corporation, 2012 
 
 
Table 5.2 compares the at-risk units identified by CHPC with the inventory of subsidized housing 
compiled by SACOG and SHRA (Section 1, Table 1.4).  Per this comparison, over 20 percent of subsidized 
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units could be at risk of conversion to market rate in El Dorado and Yuba Counties, 14 percent in Sutter 
County, 11 percent in Placer County, and about 7 percent in Sacramento and Yolo Counties.  
 
Table 5.2 Proportion of Subsidized Rental Units at Risk, by County 

 County 

Subsidized 
rental units in 

SACOG 
inventory 

# of subsidized 
units at risk of 

conversion 

% of  subsidized 
units at risk of 

conversion 

El Dorado 1,419 318 22.4% 
Placer 4,354 463 10.6% 
Sacramento  31,387 2,290 7.3% 
Sutter 763 106 13.9% 
Yolo 5,634 407 7.2% 
Yuba 1,169 253 21.6% 
Region Total 44,726 3,837 8.6% 

Source: SACOG Subsidized Unit Inventory, California Housing Partnership Corporation 
 
 
Rising Rents  
 
There have also been significant changes in the rental market. As shown in Figure 5.3, except for a minor 
dip in 2009 and 2010, average rents in the Sacramento Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) have been 
steadily rising since the mid-1990s. Average rents surpassed $600/month in 1998 and $800/month in 
2002, reaching $960/month in 2012. Vacancy rates peaked in 2007 at 7.3 percent, but have steadily 
declined since then to 3.8 percent in 2012. About a five percent vacancy rate has traditionally been 
considered a balanced rental market.     
 
Figure 5.4 shows average rents and vacancy rates for Class B and C rental properties. While Class A 
properties tend to be new, more upscale apartments in desirable geographic areas, Class B and C 
properties are more likely to be 10 to 40 years old, with middle class to lower income tenants and a mix 
of renters by choice or necessity, depending upon the building.17 Average rents for Class B and C 
properties have also been rising since the mid-1990s, surpassing $500/month in 1996, $700/month in 
2001, $800/month in 2007, and reaching $847/month in 2012. Vacancy rates for Class B and C 
properties peaked in 2008 at 7.7 percent, and have dropped since then to 4.2 percent in 2012.  
 
As shown in Figure 5.5, average rents in the Yuba-Sutter MSA have stayed more consistent, rising only 
from $704/month in 2006 to $719/month in 2012, with a few minor variations. Vacancy rates peaked in 
2006 at 6.9 percent, and have since dropped to 4.1 percent in 2012.  

                                                           
17 From Property Classes, http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Apartment 



 

5-3 

 

Figure 5.3  Average Rents and Vacancy Rates in Sacramento MSA, 1990-2012  

 
 
Figure 5.4  Average Class B and C Rents and Vacancies for Sacramento MSA, 1990-2012 

 
Source: Reis18 
                                                           
18 Reis is a provider of commercial real estate data. Reis collects information on all buildings with over five rental 
units through an annual survey.  
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Figure 5.5   Average Rents and Vacancy Rates, Yuba-Sutter MSA, 2005-2011 

 
Source: Reis 
 
 
 
Market Competition with Investors  
 
On the ownership side, a drop in home prices did not necessarily lead to homeownership opportunities 
for local residents due to more limited credit availability and competition with cash investors. SHRA in 
the 2013-17 Regional Consolidated Plan for the City of Sacramento and Sacramento County noted,  

Many former homeowners have lost their homes to forced-sales and foreclosure ... These 
former homeowners have either moved to rental housing or have left the market. …The overall 
cost of obtaining owner housing in the Sacramento market has improved over the last several 
years due to the housing collapse which has resulted in a greater supply of affordable units 
available to more households. However, stiff competition from cash investors has made it 
difficult for buyers, especially below $200,000, to make successful timely offers on properties. 
Even though there is increased inventory, and lower mortgage rates, this segment of the market 
is still very tight.19 
 

 In an article published in July 2012, the Sacramento Bee found:  

                                                           
19 SHRA, 2013 – 2017 Regional Consolidated Plan For the City and County of Sacramento, January 8, 2013, p. 81 
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In the first six months of the year, buyers paid cash – a strong signal that a purchaser is a 
real estate investor – for about 2,950 homes, or 30 percent of homes sold in 
Sacramento and West Sacramento, according to a Bee review of data from the 
Sacramento Association of Realtors. By comparison, buyers paid cash for only 5 percent 
of homes sold in Sacramento County during 2007, at the tail end of the housing boom. 
Investors were busiest in the most depressed markets, including Del Paso Heights, south 
Sacramento, old North Sacramento, Oak Park and North Highlands. …The wide spread 
between home prices and rent, and the quick cash flow it generates, attracts investors. 
…Even Folsom, one of the county's wealthiest communities, saw substantial investor 
activity, with 15 percent of home purchases this year involving cash. Those numbers 
likely underestimate the extent of investor activity, since many investors obtain 
financing for their purchases. 

The situation … has made it tough for regular homebuyers to compete. Investors have 
all the advantages. Sellers prefer cash offers, which require no waiting for appraisals and 
underwriting. …Banks also want no-hassle transactions on the houses they 
repossessed.20 

In August 2012, the Bee followed up with another article stating, “In less than five years, the 
number of Sacramento County single-family homes and duplexes owned by investors not living 
in them – or even in the same neighborhood – has jumped by 20,000, or 25 percent, according 
to a Bee review of county property tax records. Investors today own about one in four single-
family homes and duplexes in Sacramento County.”21 

Rising Home Prices  

The sale prices of homes are now on the rise. While this is good news for homeowners whose 
mortgages have exceeded the value of their homes, it will likely further impact the ability for other 
families in the market to qualify for a mortgage or afford a home.  

The Sacramento Bee reported in July 2013 that, 

Sacramento-area home prices are now rising faster than almost anywhere else in the 
nation, Zillow said in a report released today. Home values in the four-county 
Sacramento region [El Dorado, Placer, Sacramento, and Yolo] rose by nearly 30 percent 
in June from the same month a year ago, according to the online real estate tracking 
firm, based in Seattle. Zillow predicts values will continue rising by about 19 percent in 
the coming year. …Zillow said in its quarterly report that Sacramento topped the list of 

                                                           
20 Sacramento Bee, “Cash buyers snap up 30 percent of houses sold this year in Sacramento,” July 27, 2012.  
21 Sacramento Bee, “Sacramento's big jump in investor-owned homes,” August 7, 2012 

http://topics.sacbee.com/Sacramento+County/
http://topics.sacbee.com/housing+boom/
http://topics.sacbee.com/North+Sacramento/


 

5-6 

 

30 major metro areas that it tracks. …The news from Zillow jibes with other data firms 
that have shown record increases in area home values in recent months. Last week, 
DataQuick said Placer County had experienced a record increase in its median home 
price, with a 32 percent gain from June to June, while Sacramento County fell just short 
of the record it set in May when it had a 42 percent year-over-year gain in the median.22  

 
Fair Housing Complaints, Enforcement, and Education 
 
Some private landlords engage in practices that limit access to the housing market as well. As a result, 
another impediment to fair housing identified by many jurisdictions is fair housing education, 
enforcement, and coordination.  Challenges identified include a limited knowledge of fair housing 
discrimination rules and protections among the region’s residents, and limited resources for and 
progress on enforcement. This section describes fair housing enforcement and education in the region in 
more detail.  
 
The Federal Fair Housing Act prohibits discrimination in housing rentals and sales, and identifies seven 
protected classes: disability, race, color, sex, religion, national origin, and familial status (children under 
18 or someone who is pregnant).  California ‘s Fair Employment and Housing Act prohibits all housing 
providers, including local governments,  from discriminating in housing development, and all actions 
related to the provision of housing, based on age (over 40), ancestry, color, religious creed, denial of 
family and medical care leave, disability (mental and physical) including HIV and AIDS, marital status, 
medical condition, genetic information, national origin, race, religion, sex, gender, gender identity, and 
gender expression, and sexual orientation.  
 
Most of the counties in the Sacramento region contract out fair housing enforcement or education 
services. Table 5.3 provides a summary of the region’s fair housing and enforcement agencies.  Sutter 
County is the only county in the region without a dedicated fair housing and enforcement agency.  
 
 
 
 

                                                           
22 Sacramento Bee, “Sacramento area home prices jump almost 30% in a year, lead 30 biggest metro regions,”  
    July 23, 2013 
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Table 5.3  Fair Housing Enforcement and Education Agencies in the Sacramento Region 
County 
Served 

 
Agency 

 
Services 

El Dorado Legal Center for the Elderly, Legal Services of Northern 
California 

Legal aid, housing discrimination 

Placer Legal Services of Northern California Legal aid, housing discrimination 

Placer Placer County Adult Systems of Care Integrated services for homeless mentally ill 
Sacramento Consumer Credit Counseling Service Homeowner counseling, education 

Sacramento Sacramento County Attorney Referral Service Attorney referral 

Sacramento Legal Center for the Elderly/Disabled Housing discrimination 

Sacramento Human Rights/Fair Housing Commission Assistance to landlords and tenants; 
mediation of discrimination and other 
housing complaints 

Sacramento The Second Lease Provide assistance to those who are 
homeless or about to become homeless  

Yolo City of Davis Fair Housing Housing discrimination complaints; fair 
housing education; mediation 

Yolo Legal Services of Northern California Legal aid, housing discrimination 

Yuba Yuba/Sutter Legal Center Legal aid, housing discrimination 

Statewide HUD Offices of Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity 
(FHEO), San Francisco and Washington, DC 
Department of Housing and Urban Development 
(HUD) 

Housing discrimination 

Statewide Department of Fair Employment and Housing Fair Housing Assistance Program (FHAP) - 
housing discrimination 

Source: Public Housing Authorities, state Department of Fair Employment and Housing, HUD 
 
With services contracted out, local governments must coordinate to track the nature and basis of fair 
housing complaints in their jurisdiction, and assess the level and success of fair housing education 
efforts in their area. Several jurisdictions noted the need to work with fair housing agencies to monitor 
and enhance education and enforcement efforts. This could explain how, despite half of discrimination 
complaints being based on disability, few jurisdictions in the region cited accessibility or reasonable 
accommodation as a barrier to fair housing. 

Those who feel they may have been the target of prohibited housing discrimination or retaliation by 
a landlord may submit a complaint to the local fair housing enforcement agency or state 
Department of Fair Employment and Housing (DFEH) – who participate as Federal Housing 
Assistance Program or FHAP agencies – or the Department of Housing and Urban Development 
(HUD).  DFEH and HUD are required to keep records of all complaints and the actions taken.   
 
The handling of complaints once they have been received by a local fair housing agency, DFEH or HUD 
follows similar procedures. The agency begins investigation of the complaint at no cost to the 
complainant. Under the Fair Housing Act and equivalent state or local laws, the agency must complete 
the complaint investigation and make a determination within 100 days. From the time a complaint has 
been filed, the agency works with all parties to arrive at a conciliation agreement. The process of 
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conciliation takes place until the complaint is dismissed or a determination of reasonable cause is 
made.23 Conciliation agreements are signed by all parties and approved by the FHAP agency or HUD. In 
addition,  

Any agreement may include relief for the complainant, such as monetary payment, 
access to previously denied housing, or the provision of a reasonable accommodation…  
Additionally, an agreement typically includes assurances that the respondent will 
eliminate discriminatory policies and practices, provisions to remedy any other fair 
housing violations and prevent future violations, provisions for periodic reporting by the 
respondent, and provisions for HUD or the FHAP agency to monitor compliance 
agreements.24 

Where litigation is approved, enforcement may be sought through state or federal court. 
Complainants may also pursue private litigation at their own expense within two years of the date of 
the alleged discrimination without previously filing a complaint.  
  
In some cases, a complaint is closed administratively. Administrative closures may occur when an 
investigation cannot be completed due to failure or refusal of the complainant to provide necessary 
information, inability to locate the complainant, when a complainant decides not to proceed or 
participate in the investigation, or if a civil trial has started.  
 
SACOG obtained data on the 366 closed complaints in the six-county Sacramento region filed with DFEH 
and HUD between January 2007 and April 2012. Sacramento County had the highest share of complaints 
filed, with 254 or 69 percent of the regional total. Placer County had the second highest share with 39 
complaints or 11 percent of those in the region. Half of the region’s complaints alleged discrimination 
due to disability, followed by race (29 percent), familial status (15 percent) and retaliation (11 percent).  
Table 5.4 shows complaints by county and protected class.  
 

                                                           
23 HUD Annual Report on Fair Housing, 2010 
24 Op. cit. 
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Table 5.4  Housing Discrimination Complaints, 2007-2012 

County Total 
Complaints 

Regional 
Share Disability Race Family 

Status 
National 

Origin Sex Religion Color  Retaliation 

Region 366   51% 29% 15% 8% 8% 1% 1% 11% 

El Dorado 14 4% 3% 1% 13% 0% 4% 0% 0% 3% 
Placer 39 11% 11% 5% 15% 13% 11% 0% 0% 13% 
Sacramento 254 69% 68% 81% 55% 67% 79% 60% 75% 73% 
Sutter 15 4% 5% 2% 7% 7% 0% 0% 0% 3% 
Yolo 26 7% 8% 7% 2% 10% 7% 20% 0% 5% 
Yuba 18 5% 5% 5% 9% 3% 0% 0% 0% 5% 
Total Complaints 100% 185 105 55 30 28 5 4 41 

Source: HUD TEAPOTS25 
Percentages do not total 100 percent because complaints may contain multiple bases 

                                                           
25 HUD's Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity Office, "Title VIII Automated Paperless Office Tracking System" (TEAPOTS) is a comprehensive automated system 
used in the investigation and tracking of housing discrimination complaints and compliance reviews. 
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Table 5.5 shows the outcome of all closed complaints. Regionwide almost half of the complaints (49 %) 
were determined by agencies to have “No Cause.”  A “Cause” determination is entered after a full 
investigation is completed and there is found to be reasonable cause of discriminatory housing practices 
that have occurred or is about to occur. Of cases that moved forward, 14 percent were closed 
administratively, while a third reached a conciliation agreement/settlement, except Sutter County, 
which saw 53 percent of complaints end with a conciliation agreement/settlement. The “DOJ” category 
is entered when “HUD refers housing discrimination complaints that involve criminal allegations, a 
suspected pattern or practice of discrimination, or possible zoning or land use violations” to the U.S. 
Department of Justice for housing discrimination enforcement.26  No cases were closed by DOJ in the 
region.  

Table 5.5  Complaint Outcomes, 2007-2012 

County Total 
Closures 

Regional 
Share 

Admin 
Closure 

Conciliation 
Settlement 

No 
Cause Cause Closed 

by DOJ 
Region 368  14% 33% 49% 3% 0% 
El Dorado 15 4% 13% 20% 47% 20% 0% 
Placer 39 11% 23% 33% 44% 0% 0% 
Sacramento 255 69% 12% 35% 50% 3% 0% 
Sutter 15 4% 7% 53% 40% 0% 0% 
Yolo 26 7% 15% 19% 65% 0% 0% 
Yuba 18 5% 28% 28% 39% 6% 0% 
Total # of closures by type    100% 52 123 182 11 0 
Source: HUD TEAPOTS 
Percentages do not total 100 percent because complaints may contain multiple bases 
 

A limitation with this data is that housing discrimination complaints are self-reported so may not fully 
capture instances of illegal housing discrimination encountered by families and individuals in the region. 
The data analyzed also only represent closed cases, so do not reflect any open complaints. 
 

 

                                                           
26 HUD Annual Report on Fair Housing, 2010 
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Chapter 6. Demand-Side Factors in the Housing Market 
 
Another major factor in the housing market is households’ ability to pay the costs of available housing. 
Economic factors, exacerbated by the economic downturn, have impacted households’ ability to pay for 
a mortgage or rent.  These include job losses and unemployment/underemployment, losses in the value 
of investments or real estate, more retirements with the aging of the population, challenges for young 
adults leaving high school or college in finding full-time employment, less growth in salaries and wages, 
and more growth in retail and service sectors than in other higher paid sectors of the economy.  This 
section provides an analysis of a number of economic issues related to households, demand and price 
points in the housing marketplace.   
 

Economic Downturn 
 
The Next Economy, a regional effort involving a broad array of public and private stakeholders in 
developing a Capital Region Prosperity Plan, issued a March 2012 research report on the state of the 
region’s economy.  Twenty-nine percent of employment is in the government sector, while the largest 
private sector employment, accounting for 6-11 percent of all jobs, is in various services: retail, health 
care, social assistance, accommodation and food services, and professional, technical and scientific 
services. Per their findings, public and private payrolls in the Sacramento region decreased by 110,000 
jobs between 2007 and December 2011.27  
 
Throughout the region unemployment rates have increased by 43 percent to over 50 percent since 
2008, as shown in Table 6.1. All six counties have seen slight decreases since their unemployment rates 
peaked in 2010, but would still need significant growth in employment even to return to 2008 levels.  As 
of December 2012, Sutter and Yuba counties still had the highest unemployment rates in the region, at 
17.6 and 16.9 percent, respectively, well above the statewide average of 10.5 percent.  
 
Table 6.1  Unemployment Rates by County, 2008-2012 

Unemployment rates (%)* 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 Increase 2008-2012 

El Dorado County  6.9% 11.1% 12.4% 11.8% 10.4% 51% 

Placer County 6.4% 10.4% 11.5% 10.8% 9.4% 47% 

Sacramento County  7.2% 11.3% 12.7% 12.1% 10.6% 47% 

Sutter County  12.3% 16.8% 19.5% 18.8% 17.6% 43% 

Yolo County  7.4% 11.2% 12.7% 12.4% 11.5% 55% 

Yuba County  11.8% 17.2% 19.2% 18.2% 16.9% 43% 

California  7.2% 11.3% 12.4% 11.7% 10.5% 46% 
Source: Employment Development Department, Labor Market Information   * Data not seasonally adjusted 

                                                           
27 Center for Strategic Economic Research, Next Economy Research Report, March 2012  



 

6-2 

 

 
SACOG’s 2013 Draft Regional Transportation Monitoring Report found significant decreases in median 
household income between 2000 and 2011, as shown in Table 6.2. While regionwide there was an 
increase (+4.7%) in household median income from 2000 to 2007, there was a sharply larger decrease  
(-13.0%) over the period from 2007 to 2011. As noted in the Monitoring Report, this change makes 
sense: the higher-growth, robust economy from 2000-2007 resulted in some real increase in household 
income, but the recession that started in about 2008 then led to income losses. The net change from 
2000 to 2011 (-8.9%) is a significant real decrease. The Monitoring Report noted that county-by-county, 
the changes are even more dramatic: 
 

• From 2000 to 2007, Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo and Yuba counties showed increases in household 
median income, ranging from +3.5% (Sacramento) to +15.9% (Yolo). However, only the 
Sacramento and Yolo county increases are significant at a 90% confidence level.  

• From 2007 to 2011, these four counties showed significant decreases in household income, 
ranging from -4.0% (Yuba County) to -22.1% (Yolo County).  

• Placer and El Dorado counties saw household median income decreases over the entire period.  
 
The Monitoring Report suggests that changes to household income captured in Census and ACS samples 
may result from:  

• Actual changes in household income, such as reduced income due to loss of a job or a furlough, 
or increased income due to a raise or taking a job.  

• Changes in wages paid, such as an increase in employment in one sector which pays higher-
than-average wages, or a decrease due to job increases in a sector that pays lower wages.  

• Relocation of households into areas with differing household income, e.g., one or more workers 
relocating to Yuba County, and bringing with them higher-than-average incomes. Within the 
region, this sort of change may be “zero-sum” (i.e. loss of a higher income household in one 
county is balanced by gain in another).  

 
Table 6.2   Median Household Income by County, 2000-2011 (in Year 2010 Dollars) 

County 
2000 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 

Change 
2000-
2007 

Change 
2007-
2011 

Change 
2000-
2011 

El Dorado $67,427  $66,902  $68,140  $71,216  $66,129  $59,398  -0.80% -11.20% -11.90% 
Placer $75,352  $71,997  $75,716  $71,336  $67,884  $67,056  -4.50% -6.90% -11.00% 
Sacramento $57,384  $59,396  $57,388  $53,075  $52,709  $50,870  3.50% -14.40% -11.40% 
Sutter $50,259  $53,554  $50,376  $50,881  $46,521  $48,166  6.60% -10.10% -4.20% 
Yolo $53,394  $61,895  $60,426  $58,261  $55,798  $48,225  15.90% -22.10% -9.70% 
Yuba $39,893  $44,518  $52,212  $45,608  $45,755  $42,748  11.60% -4.00% 7.20% 
Region $59,300  $62,100  $61,400  $58,000  $56,500  $54,000  4.70% -13.00% -8.90% 

Source: SACOG Draft Regional Transportation  Monitoring Report, 2013. Shaded figures indicate changes with 90% 
confidence, based on the reported margins-of-error for the ACS data.  
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Housing Cost Burden  
 
The Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) provides Comprehensive Housing 
Affordability Strategy (CHAS) data on the proportion of income that households in the country pay for 
their housing. CHAS data is a special tabulation for HUD of Census ACS data. (For more information on 
this data source, please see Appendix B.)  
 
HUD recommends that most households not exceed 30 percent of income, in order to have sufficient 
funds for food, clothing, transportation, medical care, and other needs. The HUD CHAS data looks at 
occupied units, whereas DOF data cited in Chapter 1 estimates total housing units including vacant units.  
It should be noted that there are some high margins of error in the CHAS data estimates due to smaller 
sample sizes; as such, the following analysis may not be completely representative of the region. 
 
HUD CHAS data indicates that many households in the region, both homeowners and renters, pay more 
of their income towards housing than is recommended. Table 6.3 shows the proportion of households at 
different income levels paying more than 30 percent or 50 percent of their income towards housing. As 
shown, over 336,000 or nearly 41 percent of all households in the region pay more than 30 percent of 
income for housing. This includes 23 percent of all homeowners and 17 percent of all renter households. 
Over 146,000 households in the region – 9.3 percent of all homeowners and 8.4 percent of all renters – 
pay more than 50 percent of household income towards housing. 
 
Table 6.3 Households paying more than 30% of income for housing in the Sacramento region 

Housing 
Type 

Total 
Households 

(HHs) in 
Region 

% of 
region’s 

total 
HHs 

HHs Paying 
More than 

30% but less 
than 50% of 
Income for 

Housing 

% of 
region’s 

total 
HHs  

HHs Paying 
More than 

50% of 
Income for 

Housing 

% of 
region’s 

total 
HHs 

Total HHs 
Paying 

More than 
30% of 

Income  for 
Housing 

% of 
region’s 

total 
HHs 

All 
Occupied 
Units 

830,560 100% 190,175 22.9% 146,595 17.7% 336,770 40.5% 

Owner-
Occupied 520,115 62.6% 117,010 14.1% 77,025 9.3% 194,035 23.4% 

Renter- 
Occupied 310,425 37.4% 73,165 8.8% 69,570 8.4% 142,735 17.2% 

Source: 2006-2010 ACS based CHAS data 

Between 2000 and 2010, all categories – owners and renters, those with low incomes and those with 
moderate incomes or above – saw percentage increases in cost-burdened households that were 
disproportionately greater than household growth. According to HUD CHAS data as shown in Table 6.4, 
between 2000 and 2010, cost-burdened households increased disproportionately to household growth.  
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       Table 6.4 Comparison of Cost-Burdened Households, 2000-2010       
 
 
 

Housing Type 

 
 
 

Regional Total 
% 

change 

HHs paying more 
than 30% but less 

than 50% of Income 
for Housing 

% 
change 

 
HHs paying more 

than 50% of Income 
for Housing 

% 
change 

 
Total HHs paying 
more than 30% of 

Income for Housing 
% 

change 
  2000 2010   2000 2010   2000 2010 

 
2000 2010 

 All Occupied Units 712,337 830,560 16.6% 130,394  190,175 45.8%     93,121  146,595 57.4% 223,515  336,770 50.7% 

Owner-Occupied 435,340 520,115 19.5%  74,740  117,010 56.6% 39,528  77,025 94.9% 114,268  194,035 69.8% 

Renter- Occupied 276,997 310,425 12.1% 55,627  73,165 31.5% 53,603  69,570 29.8% 109,230  142,735 30.7% 

Source: 2000 CHAS and 2006-10 ACS-based CHAS data 
 
 
Table 6.5 Households by Income Category by County, 2006-10 CHAS data 

Total Households by 
Income Category 

El 
Dorado Placer Sacramento Sutter Yolo Yuba 

Region 
Total 

% of 
Region 
total 

Change 
2000-
2010 

Owner-Occupied 52,355 94,205 302,425 19,375 37,545 14,210 520,115 62.6% 19.5% 
up to 80% of AMI 11,695 19,730 78,160 4,655 9,135 4,000 127,375 15.3% 12.6% 
>80% of AMI 40,660 74,475 224,265 14,720 28,410 10,210 392,740 47.3% 21.9% 
Renter-Occupied 16,040 34,945 206,070 11,995 31,840 9,535 310,425 37.4% 12.1% 
up to 80% of AMI 8,945 17,820 128,220 6,855 20,435 6,020 188,295 22.7% 10.5% 
>80% of AMI 7,095 17,125 77,850 5,140 11,405 3,515 122,130 14.7% 14.6% 
Total Occupied Units 68,395 129,155 508,500 31,375 69,835 23,750 830,560 100.0% 16.6% 
Total up to 80% AMI 20,640 37,550 206,380 11,510 29,570 10,020 315,670 38.0% 11.3% 
Total > 80% of AMI 47,755 91,600 302,115 19,860 39,815 13,725 514,870 62.0% 20.1% 
HHs at ≤ 80% of AMI 
as % of total HHs 30.2% 29.1% 40.6% 36.7% 42.6% 42.2% 

 
38.0% 

 
38.0%   

Source: 2000 CHAS and 2006-10 ACS-based CHAS data 
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Per Table 6.4, between 2000 and 2010, total occupied units increased by 16.6 percent, while households 
paying over 30 percent of income for housing increased by 50.7 percent. In absolute numbers, the 
growth in households with a housing cost burden was greatest among higher income homeowners 
(66,705 households) and low income renters (33,505 households).  
 
Table 6.5 above shows, by county, the number and proportion of low income households (those below 
80% of Area Median Income or AMI) and those with moderate or above moderate incomes (over 80% of 
AMI). Yolo County has the highest proportion of households who are low income (43.6%), while 
Sacramento County has the highest number (214,935), distantly followed by Placer County (38,965).  
 
Tables 6.6 and 6.7 provide more detailed county-level detail on households paying more than 30 
percent of their income for housing, split between low-income households (earning less than 80% of 
AMI ) and households with moderate incomes or above (over 80% of AMI). The following are various 
ways to look at this cost burden data:  
 
 Thirty-five percent or more of households in every county paid more than 30 percent of their 

income for housing. Owner-occupied households constituted a larger proportion of these 
households than renters, except in Yolo County.  
 

 Even those with higher incomes have been affected. Over 134,000 households earning 
moderate incomes or above (16 percent of total households) were cost-burdened, with 14 
percent of homeowners and 2 percent of renter households paying more than 30 percent of 
their income for housing.  
 

 At the lower end of the market, over 202,000 low income households (24 percent of total 
households) – were cost-burdened, with 9.2 percent of homeowners and 15.2 percent of renter 
households paying more than 30 percent of income for housing. 
 

 Low income homeowners ranged from 7.4 percent of cost-burdened households in Yolo County 
to a high of 10.6 percent in El Dorado County. Low income renter households ranged from 9-10 
percent of El Dorado and Placer County cost-burdened households to a high of 19 percent of 
households in Yolo County. (This may in part be explained by the smaller proportion of rentals in 
some foothill communities, and the large number of Yolo County students because of the UC 
Davis campus.)



 

6-6 

 

 
Table 6.6 Number of Households paying more than 30% of income for housing by County 

Housing Type and HH 
Income  El Dorado Placer Sacramento Sutter Yolo Yuba 

Region 
Total 

% of 
Region’s 

Total HHs 

% 
Change 
2000-
2010 

vs. 
Occupied 

Unit Growth 
2000-2010 

All Occupied Units 27,580 52,035 209,160 11,645 27,860 8,490 336,770 40.5% 50.7% 16.6% 
Total Owner-Occupied 20,335 35,965 113,315 6,825 12,770 4,825 194,035 23.4% 69.8% 19.5% 
≤80% of AMI 7,260 12,560 47,065 2,670 5,165 2,050 76,770 9.2% 20.5% 12.6% 
>80% of AMI 13,075 23,405 66,250 4,155 7,605 2,775 117,265 14.1% 131.9% 21.9% 
Total Renter-Occupied 7,245 16,070 95,845 4,820 15,090 3,665 142,735 17.2% 30.7% 12.1% 
≤80% of AMI 6,205 13,185 85,875 4,280 13,295 3,155 125,995 15.2% 20.5% 10.5% 
>80% of AMI 1,040 2,885 9,970 540 1,795 510 16,740 2.0% 261.7% 14.6% 
Source: 2000 CHAS data, 2006-2010 ACS-based CHAS data 

 
Table 6.7 Percentage of Households paying more than 30% of income for housing by County, 2006-2010 

Cost-Burdened HHs paying 
more than 30% of Income 
for Housing 

% of  
El Dorado 

County              
Total HHs 

% of                   
Placer 
County 

Total HHs 

% of 
Sacramento 

County           
Total HHs 

% of            
Sutter 
County 

Total HHs 

% of              
Yolo 

County 
Total HHs 

% of   
Yuba 

County 
Total HHs 

Cost-Burdened Households  40.3% 40.3% 41.1% 37.1% 40.2% 35.7% 
HHs at ≤ 80% of AMI 19.7% 19.9% 26.1% 22.2% 26.6% 21.9% 
HHs >80% of AMI 20.6% 20.4% 15.0% 15.0% 13.5% 13.8% 
Owner-Occupied 29.7% 27.8% 22.3% 21.8% 18.4% 20.3% 
HHs up to 80% of AMI 35.7% 9.7% 9.3% 8.5% 7.4% 8.6% 
HHs >80% of AMI 64.3% 18.1% 13.0% 13.2% 11.0% 11.7% 
Renter-Occupied 10.6% 12.4% 18.8% 15.4% 21.7% 15.4% 
HHs up to 80% of AMI 9.1% 10.2% 16.9% 13.6% 19.2% 13.3% 
HHs >80% of AMI 1.5% 2.2% 2.0% 1.7% 2.6% 2.1% 

Source: 2006-2010 ACS-based CHAS data
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As households have higher incomes, spending more than 30 percent of household income may pose 
somewhat less of a concern than for households with low and very low incomes. Table 6.8 seeks to 
identify the proportion of cost-burdened households that are also low income. In all counties, low 
income households comprise 35 percent or more of cost-burdened owner households and 82 percent or 
more of cost-burdened renter households. Yuba County has the largest proportion of low income owner 
and renter households that are cost burdened, at nearly 43 percent of owners and 91 percent of 
renters.    
 
Table 6.8 Cost-Burdened Low Income Households by County, 2006-2010 

County    
El 

Dorado   Placer  Sacramento  Sutter  Yolo  Yuba  

Low-Income HHs as % of all Owner 
HHs paying more than 30% of 
income for housing 35.7% 34.9% 41.5% 39.1% 40.4% 42.5% 
Low-Income HHs as % of all Renter 
HHs paying more than 30% of 
income for housing 85.6% 82.0% 89.6% 88.8% 88.1% 90.8% 

Source: 2006-2010 ACS based CHAS data 

 
This data suggests that many households need housing options at a lower price point than what is 
currently available in the ownership and rental market.  
 
HUD’s CHAS data also provides information on cost-burdened households by racial/ethnic group. Table 
6.9 shows the proportion of households paying more than 30 percent of their income towards housing 
by race/ethnicity. There is also a significant margin of error with these data, so they may not be 
completely reflective of the region’s circumstances. (However, the proportion of cost-burdened 
households at 43 percent is very similar to Table 6.2 at 41 percent.) Table 6.9 indicates that:   
 
 A smaller proportion of white households are cost-burdened than households of any other 

racial/ethnic group; however, over 39 percent are still cost-burdened.  

 Three racial/ethnic groups represent smaller numbers of households in the region, but have 
disproportionately high cost burdens compared with the regional average. Black/African-
American households have the greatest proportion of households that are cost-burdened 
(58.7%), followed by Pacific Islander households (54.3%), and American Indian/Alaska Native 
households (52.3%).  

 Over half of Hispanic households (51.2%) are cost-burdened.  

 Asian households are nearest the regional average, with 44.3 percent of households that are 
cost-burdened.  

 Less than half the households identifying “other” for race/ethnicity are cost-burdened (47.1%).  
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Table 6.9 Housing Cost Burden by Households’ Race/Ethnicity 

 Regional 
Total 

Percent 
of total 
HHs in 
region 

No. of HHs 
that are 

cost-
burdened  

Percent of 
total HHs 

that are cost-
burdened 

Total Occupied units 830,560   358,160 43.1% 
White 542,760 65.3% 212,640 39.2% 
Black/ African American 56,110 6.8% 32,950 58.7% 
Asian 79,065 9.5% 35,040 44.3% 
American Indian, Alaska Native 5,750 0.7% 3,010 52.3% 
Pacific Islander 4,370 0.5% 2,375 54.3% 
Hispanic 121,915 14.7% 62,445 51.2% 
Other 20,600 2.5% 9,700 47.1% 

Source: 2006-2010 ACS based CHAS data 
 
 
Table 6.10 shows a county breakdown for cost-burdened households by race/ethnicity.  These data 
indicate that the proportion of cost-burdened households is:  
 

 Lowest for white households in Sutter, Yolo and Yuba counties, and highest in El Dorado and 
Placer counties 

 Lowest for Hispanic households in Yuba and Placer counties, and highest in Yolo and Sacramento 
counties 

 Lowest for Asian households in El Dorado and Sacramento counties, and highest in Yuba and 
Yolo counties 

 Lowest for Black/African American households in Yolo and Yuba counties, and highest in 
Sacramento and El Dorado counties 

 Lowest for American Indian and Alaska Native households in Yuba and Sacramento counties, 
and highest in El Dorado and Sutter counties 

 Lowest for Pacific Islander households in Sutter and El Dorado counties, and highest in Yuba and 
Placer counties 

 Lowest for Other households in El Dorado and Yuba counties, and highest in Yolo county. 
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Table 6.10 Cost-Burdened Households by Race/Ethnicity, by County 

Household 
Race/Ethnicity 

El Dorado Placer Sacramento Sutter Yolo Yuba 

% of all 
HHs in 
County 

% of 
county 

HHs that 
are cost-
burdened 

% of all 
HHs in 
County 

% of 
county 

HHs that 
are cost-
burdened 

% of all 
HHs in 
County 

% of 
county 

HHs that 
are cost-
burdened 

% of all 
HHs in 
County 

% of 
county 

HHs that 
are cost-
burdened 

% of all 
HHs in 
County 

% of 
county 

HHs that 
are cost-
burdened 

% of all 
HHs in 
County 

% of 
county 

HHs that 
are cost-
burdened 

Total Occupied 
units 100% 41.8% 100% 41.5% 100% 44.0% 100% 40.2% 100% 43.4% 100% 40.2% 
White 84.9% 41.0% 82.7% 40.4% 58.9% 39.2% 63.9% 34.6% 60.4% 36.8% 68.6% 36.9% 
Hispanic 8.3% 51.0% 9.0% 45.8% 15.3% 52.5% 20.6% 49.0% 23.5% 64.7% 17.6% 45.0% 
Asian 3.2% 35.7% 4.7% 44.4% 11.7% 42.8% 10.0% 51.8% 10.4% 53.8% 4.8% 55.9% 
Black/African 
American 0.6% 58.2% 1.1% 52.6% 10.2% 58.8% 1.8% 57.3% 2.1% 45.3% 2.7% 50.4% 
American Indian, 
Alaska Native 0.7% 64.0% 0.7% 55.0% 0.6% 50.5% 0.8% 62.0% 0.7% 53.8% 1.5% 47.8% 
Pacific Islander 0.1% 40.0% 0.1% 69.4% 0.7% 54.6% 0.4% 14.3% 0.5% 51.5% 0.4% 94.1% 
Other 2.1% 38.5% 1.6% 49.8% 2.7% 46.0% 2.5% 49.7% 2.5% 60.9% 4.5% 42.9% 

Source: 2006-2010 ACS based CHAS data 
Note: Householder’s race/ethnicity (usually that of the individual filling out the Census ACS questionnaire) is used to determine household race/ethnicity
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Housing + Transportation Costs 
 
Besides housing costs, where someone lives affects their options for transportation and associated 
transportation costs. Generally, a household can afford a home when the combined housing and 
transportation cost is less than 45% of its income.  
 
The Center for Neighborhood Technology (CNT) has developed a Housing + Transportation Index that 
reflects these combined costs for communities throughout the country. It should be noted that this 
index uses a different methodology from the HUD CHAS data. It calculates data for a “typical 
household,” assuming median income, average household size, and average commuters per household 
for the region, and then modeling transportation costs for that typical household.28 
 
Table 6.11 shows CNT’s data for the Sacramento region. Only about 21 percent of households in the 
region pay 45 percent of their income or less for housing and transportation, whereas over 60 percent 
of the region’s households pay 50 percent or more of their income for these combined costs, and nearly 
a third pay more than 60 percent of their income for these expenses.  
 
Table 6.11 Housing + Transportation Cost as a Percent of Household Income in the SACOG region 

% of HH income                                               
paying for housing 
+ transportation 

% of 
region 

HHs 
< 40 % 8.7% 

40 to 45 % 12.6% 
45 to 50 % 17.9% 
50 to 60 % 29.2% 

60 + % 31.6% 
Source: CNT H+T®Affordability Index 
 
Table 6.12 shows CNT data by county for the number and percentage of households paying increasingly 
higher portions of their income for housing plus transportation. According to CNT figures, the largest 
proportion of county households whose combined costs exceed 60 percent of income are in Sutter 
County (58.1 %), El Dorado County (53%), and Placer County (45%). The counties with the lowest 
proportion of H+T costs to total income are Sacramento County (27.5%) and Yolo County (17.6%).  

                                                           
28 In CNT’s methodology, housing costs were derived from median selected monthly owner costs and median gross 
rent from the 2009 ACS 5-year estimates, and averaged and weighted at the block group level. Transportation 
costs were modeled as three components of transportation behavior – auto ownership, auto use, and transit use – 
which are combined to estimate the cost of transportation. (From Center for Neighborhood Technology, H+T® 
Affordability Index FAQs, http://www.htaindex.org/faq.php) 
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Table 6.12 Housing + Transportation Costs as Percent of Household Income, by County 

County El Dorado Placer Sacramento Sutter Yolo Yuba Region 

% of HH income                                               
paying for housing 
+ transportation 

Number 
of HHs 

% of 
county 

HHs 

Number 
of HHs 

% of 
county 

HHs 

Number 
of HHs 

% of 
county 

HHs 
Number 
of HHs 

% of 
county 

HHs 
Number 
of HHs 

% of 
county 

HHs 
Number 
of HHs 

% of 
county 

HHs 
Number 
of HHs 

% of 
Region 

HHs 
< 40 % 526 0.8% 4,857 4.1% 79,435 10.7% 356 1.2% 5,557 9.1% 0 0% 90,731 8.7% 

40 to 45 % 3,398 5.4% 4,195 3.5% 107,923 14.5% 1,641 5.6% 12,591 20.6% 814 3.5% 130,562 12.6% 
45 to 50 % 7,765 12.3% 18,444 15.4% 137,338 18.5% 3,987 13.6% 12,754 20.9% 5,802 24.8% 186,090 17.9% 
50 to 60 % 17,997 28.5% 37,929 31.7% 213,386 28.8% 6,266 21.4% 19,443 31.8% 7,945 34.0% 302,966 29.2% 

60 + % 33,519 53.0% 54,172 45.3% 204,086 27.5% 17,001 58.1% 10,746 17.6% 8,832 37.8% 328,356 31.6% 
Total 63,205 100% 119,597 100% 742,168 100% 29,251 100% 61,091 100% 23,393 100% 1,038,705 100% 
Source: CNT H+T®Affordability Index 
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People who have options to use alternatives such as transit, walking, and bicycling can reduce their 
driving and vehicle-related expenses, especially with fluctuating gas prices. This analysis indicates that 
housing plus transportation costs are lowest where people can live in closer proximity to employment, 
transit options, shopping and services. Figure 6.13 shows that households living within a half mile of 
transit spend less for housing, transportation, and housing+transportation combined compared to the 
region as a whole.  
 
Figure 6.13 Housing and Transportation Costs for Transit Station Areas vs. the Region, 2010 

 
Source: Enterprise Community Partners, The Need for Equitable TOD in the Sacramento Region, Draft Report, May 
2013 
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The Lowest End of the Market 
 
Households who are in poverty or homeless comprise the lowest end of the housing market in terms of 
rents they can afford. Housing for these populations requires the greatest subsidy. However, subsidies 
are increasingly limited to help support the construction and maintenance of rental and for-sale units 
affordable to lower income households, despite ongoing need.  
 
Households in Poverty  
 
The U.S. Department of Health and Human Services provides federal poverty guidelines that serve as a 
standard measure of households living in poverty in the U.S.  Since the guidelines are based primarily on 
food cost, they are the same for the 48 contiguous states and the District of Columbia, regardless of 
variations in the cost of living. Because California is a high-cost state, SACOG also includes families living 
below 200% of the federal poverty line (FPL) in its demographic data. The 2013 federal guidelines are 
shown in Table 6.14, as well as household incomes at twice the federal poverty line. 
 
Table 6.14 2013 Federal Poverty Line and 200% of FPL by household size 

# of persons in 
family/household Federal Poverty guideline 200% of FPL 

1 $11,490 $22,980 
2 $15,510 $31,020 
3 $19,530 $39,060 
4 $23,550 $47,100 
5 $27,570 $55,140 
6 $31,590 $63,180 
7 $35,610 $71,220 

8* $39,630 $79,260 
Source: 2013 HHS Poverty Guidelines, U.S. Department of Health Services 
*For families/households with more than 8 persons, add $4,020 for each additional person.  
 
 
As shown in Table 6.15, nearly 13 percent of the region’s population lives below the FPL, and 30 percent 
below 200% of the FPL.  El Dorado and Placer counties have the lowest rates of households under 200% 
of FPL in the region – 19.4 and 12.6 percent, respectively – while the other more rural counties, Yolo, 
Sutter, and Yuba, have the highest levels, at 35, 37, and 44 percent, respectively.  Sacramento County 
has by far the largest population – over 446,000 people – in the region living at less than 200% of the 
federal poverty line.  
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Table 6.15   Population in Poverty by County 

County Total 
Population 

Below 
FPL 

 100%-
199% of 

FPL 

Below 200% 
of FPL 

Over 
200% of 

FPL 

El Dorado 177,660 
14,003 20,429 34,432 143,228 

7.9% 11.5% 19.4% 80.6% 

Placer 334,718 
22,090 36,655 58,745 275,973 

6.6% 11% 17.6% 82.4% 

Sacramento 1,368,693 
190,768 255,836 446,604 922,089 

13.9% 18.7% 32.6% 67.4% 

Sutter 92,477 
13,194 21,309 34,503 57,974 
14.3% 23% 37.3% 62.7% 

Yolo 186,800 
31,895 33,506 65,401 121,399 
17.1% 17.9% 35.0% 65.0% 

Yuba 68,848 
13,760 16,572 30,332 38,516 
20.0% 24.1% 44.1% 55.9% 

Region 
Total 2,229,196 

285,710 384,307 670,017 1,559,179 
12.8% 17.2% 30.1% 69.9% 

Source: 2006-2010 Census ACS 
     

Each year, the National Low Income Housing Coalition (NLIHC) conducts an analysis of the ability of 
households to afford rentals in housing markets throughout the country, including the Sacramento 
region. In their analysis, NLIHC identifies each county’s area median income (AMI) and 30 percent of 
that AMI, which is considered extremely low income. The rent affordable to households earning that 
amount is then calculated and compared with fair market rent (FMR) in the county, as well as the wage 
necessary to afford fair market rent.29   
 
NLIHC’s most recent report, Out of Reach 2013, showed that average market rents were considerably 
too high for the lowest income renter families across the SACOG region to afford. Table 6.16 shows 
these calculations for a household needing a one- or two-bedroom apartment. Except in Yuba County 
for a one-bedroom rental, income at 30 percent of AMI or even the county average hourly wage is 
insufficient to afford fair market rent for a one- or two-bedroom apartment. However this provides a 
challenge for jurisdictions throughout the region because, without subsidy, it is often not possible for 
developers to construct new apartments offering rents to meet these price points.  

                                                           
29 HUD estimates Fair Market Rents (FMRs) for 530 metropolitan areas and 2,045 nonmetropolitan county areas to 
determine payment standard amounts for the Housing Choice Voucher program and serve as a rent ceiling in the 
HOME rental assistance program. See  http://www.huduser.org/portal/datasets/fmr.html for more detail. 

 

http://www.huduser.org/portal/datasets/fmr.html
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Table 6.16 Renter Wage by County, 2013 

County 
Total 

Renter 
HHs 

% of 
Total 
HHs 

Family 
AMI*  

30% of 
AMI  

Rent 
Affordable 
at 30% of 

AMI 

1 
Bdrm 
FMR 

1 Bdrm 
Housing 

Wage 
per hr. 

2 Bdrm 
FMR 

2 Bdrm 
Housing 

Wage 
per hr. 

County 
Avg. 

annual & 
hourly 
Renter 
Wage  

El Dorado  17,008 25% $70,900  $21,270 
($10.23/hr) $532  $855 $16.44 $1,073  $20.63  $23,751  

$11.42/hr 

Placer  36,197 28% $70,900  $21,270 
($10.23/hr) $532  $855  $16.44 $1,073  $20.63  $27,449 

$13.20/hr 

Sacramento  211,373 41% $70,900  $21,270 
($10.23/hr) $532  $855 $16.44 $1,073  $20.63  $31,300 

$15.05/hr 

Sutter  12,379 39% $56,300  $16,890  
($8.12/hr) $422  $634 $12.19 $812  $15.62  $22,241  

$10.69/hr 

Yolo  32,117 46% $75,000  $22,500 
($10.82/hr) $563  $801 $15.40 $1,082  $20.81  $24,701 

$11.88/hr 

Yuba  9,719 41% $56,300  $16,890 
($8.12/hr) $422  $634 $12.19 $812  $15.62  $26,940 

$12.95/hr 

Source: Out of Reach 2013, National Low Income Housing Coalition    
*Note: HUD median family income estimate based on data from Census 2007-2011 American Community Survey (ACS).
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Homeless Population 
 
A point-in-time homeless count is a federal mandate for any community receiving HUD funding for 
homeless programs. The one-night count, conducted every two years, seeks to quantify people using 
shelters or transitional housing, and those who are without a roof. Continuums of Care (COCs) 
conducting the counts cite challenges in locating people who are unsheltered, i.e., living in vehicles, 
tents, or otherwise outdoors.  
 
Nevertheless, the last three homeless counts conducted in the region indicated that regionally there 
were decreases in chronic homelessness and among veterans, but that there had been an increase in 
homelessness among families with children. Table 6.17 summarizes homeless counts conducted in the 
region in 2007, 2009, and 2011. Full data from the January 2013 count is expected by Summer 2013. 
 
Table 6.17  COC Homeless Counts, 2007-2011  

Year of 
Homeless 

Count Sheltered Unsheltered Homeless 
Chronic 

Homeless Veterans 

People in 
households 

with Children 
2007 2,515 1,407 3,922 911 727 1,020 
2009 2,616 1,908 4,524 813 498 1,218 
2011 2,580 1,904 4,484 708 449 1,303 

% Change    
2007-2011 2.6% 35.3% 14.3% -22.3% -38.2% 27.7% 

Source: El Dorado County COC, Yolo County COC, Placer Consortium on Homelessness and Affordable Housing, 
Sacramento City and County Continuum of Care, Yuba-Sutter Homeless Consortium 
 
Besides a lack of affordable housing supply, the region’s Continuums of Care identified other common 
barriers to reducing homelessness, such as strict eligibility requirements that make it hard for tenants 
with any past credit, eviction, or criminal histories to move into subsidized rentals; and limited funding 
for supportive services for families or individuals who are homeless and need supports, such as for 
dealing with disabilities, mental illness and/or substance abuse problems.  
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Chapter 7.  Impediments to New Housing Supply 
 
Between 2000 and 2010, the region’s population increased by over 380,000, and the number of 
households increased by over 130,000. As shown in Chapter 2 of this report, between 2004 and 2011 
the region’s housing production appears to have fallen behind projected housing needs, producing an 
identified 8,650 housing units affordable to moderate income households, and 11,700 housing units 
affordable to households with low or very low incomes, although these may still be low.   
 
Although land prices have dropped, many developers are concerned about the feasibility of new 
development under current housing market conditions and financial uncertainties. As a result, a number 
of entitled developments have not begun construction, and others are building out more slowly than 
anticipated. The MTP/SCS reflects this slower pace of new development. Of a total of 303,000 housing 
units by 2035, the MTP/SCS forecasts construction of 119,000 units between 2008 and 2020, as shown 
in Table 7.1.  
 
Table 7.1  MTP/SCS Projected Housing Development by Community  Type, 2008-2020 

Community Type New Housing Units 
Centers and Corridors 27,678 
Established Communities 38,169 
Developing Communities 51,035 
Rural Residential  2,118 
Total New Housing Units 119,000 

Source: SACOG MTP/SCS 2012 
 
The Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) process allocated a housing need of nearly 105,000 new 
units to jurisdictions for the eight-year period between 2013 and 2021. Of these, nearly 40 percent were 
needed for extremely low/very low/low income households, about 19 percent for moderate income 
households, and 41.6 percent for those with above moderate incomes. Table 7.2 and Figure 7.1 show 
this breakdown.  
 
Table 7.2  Regional Housing Needs Allocation by Income Category, 2013-2021 
 
Income Category 

 
Number 

% of 
Total 

Extremely Low Income 12,280  11.7% 
Very Low Income 12,280  11.7% 
Low Income   17,220  16.4% 
Moderate Income 19,520  18.6% 
Above Moderate Income 43,670  41.6% 

Total Units 104,970  100.0% 
Source: SACOG 2013-2021 RHNA – Final Allocations 
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Jurisdictions identified a number of impediments to construction of more affordable units, including 
development and insurance costs, prevailing wage requirements, lack of subsidy funds and competition 
for available federal and state funds, and neighborhood opposition to siting.  These are discussed in 
more detail below. 
 
Development Costs 
 
The cost of development can inhibit the supply of new housing options, whether market rate or 
affordable. Items that drive construction costs include:  allowable densities, zoning requirements, 
permitting time, development fees, and land, material and labor costs. The use of certain federal funds 
can trigger prevailing wage requirements, which can raise the cost of a project. As part of its new draft 
housing element, the City of Roseville surveyed a number of area jurisdictions for their development 
fees, shown in Figure 7.2. For single family development, fees range from a low of $70,050 per unit in 
Lincoln to a high of $96,060 in Elk Grove. Fees for multifamily development range from $42,100 in the 
City of Rocklin to $60,170 in Placer County.  
 
Roseville’s housing element notes, “Using current pricing sources, the average cost for a newly 
constructed 2,000-square-foot single family home (not including land) in the City of Roseville would be 
approximately $300,000 (Buildingcost.net 2012).”30 Combined with land cost, this raises the price of a 
new home to a level out of reach to a significant portion of households in the region, as discussed in 
more detail later in this section.  
 
While the MTP/SCS forecasts a more compact development pattern and an increase in attached 
products, construction costs can also increase significantly if the building height requires steel or 
concrete framing instead of wood, or if a nine-story design triggers additional safety requirements.  

                                                           
30 City of Roseville, Draft Housing Element Update, 2013-21, p. 114 
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Figure 7.2 Development Fee Comparison 
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Figure 7.2 (continued) 

 
 
Source: City of Roseville Housing Element
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Declining Public Subsidy for Housing 
 
At the low end of the market, the greatest subsidy is required to make units affordable, especially to 
larger families with children, and to provide supportive services. The $2.85 billion in California state 
bond funding authorized by the Housing and Emergency Shelter Trust Fund Act of 2006 (Proposition 1C) 
is largely spent. As will be shown in Chapter 8, federal housing funding has also decreased.  
 
The abolition of redevelopment agencies eliminated a major source of local housing subsidy. Prior to 
2012, the SACOG region’s local redevelopment agencies were required to set aside 20 percent of the tax 
increment for housing purposes. Table 7.3 summarizes the tax increment collected across the region in 
FY 2009-10. Just in that year, agencies collected over $107 million in tax increment flow, with a required 
set-aside of over $21 million to support affordable housing activities.  
 
Table 7.3 Tax Increment Funding and 20% Housing Set-Aside Funds by Jurisdiction, FY 2009-10 

Redevelopment Agency  Tax Increment   20% set-aside  
Placer County  $10,627,159   $2,125,432  
Auburn                935,712                 187,142  
Lincoln             2,250,766                 450,153  
Rocklin             5,361,182              1,072,236  
Roseville             6,792,567              1,358,514  
Sacramento County          13,072,914              2,614,043  
Citrus Heights             4,259,087                 851,817  
Folsom             7,405,383              1,481,077  
Galt             2,855,130                 571,026  
Rancho Cordova             1,941,975                 338,395  
Sacramento          48,615,202              9,723,040  
Walnut Grove              46,205                      9,241  
Yuba City             3,512,956                 705,591  
Regional Total $107,676,238  $21,487,707  

Source: Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Agency 
 

There have been several proposals in the state Legislature to restore some form of redevelopment 
funding, as well as legislation to create a dedicated source of funding for affordable development, but so 
far none has been adopted.  
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Housing to Support the Agricultural Economy 

SACOG’s Rural-Urban Connections Strategy (RUCS) project is a look at the region's growth and 
sustainability objectives from a rural perspective. In the same way that the Blueprint is an economic 
development strategy for urban areas, the RUCS project is an economic and environmental 
sustainability strategy for rural areas, including for maintaining and enhancing the region’s agricultural 
economy.  
 
With funding from a state Strategic Growth Council (SGC) grant, SACOG has been looking at the 
increasing shortage of labor in the agricultural sector, and assessing gaps in housing, transportation 
and/or services that may be inhibiting the region’s ability to compete in recruiting and retaining 
agricultural labor. Current housing options serving agricultural workers in the region include the 
following:  
 
Migrant Centers (apartments open seasonally) 

In the SACOG region:  
 Yuba City 
 Davis 
 Madison (Yolo County) 
Just outside the region:  
 Dixon 
 Lodi  

 
Permanent Housing 

Marysville:   
 Beverly Terrace, 39  2-, 3- and 4-bedroom subsidized apartments for farm labor families  
Yuba City:   
 Richland Farm Labor Housing, 180 apartments: 50  2-bdrm, 118  3-bdrm and 12 4-bdrm units 
 Mahal Plaza, 52 units  
Woodland:  
 Mutual Housing at Spring Lake (seeking to finalize financing) – 62 apartments and townhomes, 

supportive services, and community building programs; 61 set aside for agricultural workers and 
their families earning between 30 and 50 percent of AMI. 
 

To date, SACOG has identified the following challenges concerning housing for agricultural workers:  
 
 There is limited reliable data on farm employment for planning, especially for undocumented 

workers.  
 Housing options are limited in some communities.  
 Migrant centers are full, and some are required to close even when there is demand earlier or 

later in the year.  
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 State migrant center funding has been cut.  
 Grower-provided housing is limited. It must provide water/waste water infrastructure and meet 

stringent health codes.  
 Permanent agricultural worker housing in the region has waiting lists.  
 In the nine years between 2002-03 and 2009-10, the Joe Serna Farmworker Housing Grant 

program provided $394 million in state funding to assist with 11,349 housing units. Despite the 
large agricultural sector, the SACOG region received $12.8 million for 357 units, or 3% of total 
funds and units in the state. The program was bond-funded and no longer has funding.  

 Development funds are oversubscribed for permanent and seasonal housing.  In Fiscal Year 
2010, the USDA Farm Labor Housing program funded only 54% of requested grant funds, 25% of 
loan funds, and 21% of rental assistance funds. 

 

 

Racially Concentrated Areas of Poverty 

As part of the grant process, the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) asked SACOG 
and other Sustainable Communities Regional Planning Grantees to assess the presence of “Racially 
Concentrated Areas of Poverty” or RCAPs. HUD defines an RCAP as any census tract with:  

• A family poverty rate at or above 40% OR at or above 300% of the metro tract average 
(whichever is less); and  

• A majority non-white population (>50%) 
 
SACOG staff mapped RCAPs as of 2010 in comparison with the Environmental Justice Areas identified in 
the MTP/SCS. As shown in Figure 7.4, the RCAPs were a subset of these EJ areas. This means that the 
MTP/SCS analysis of plan impacts on environmental justice communities included RCAPs in the region.  
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Figure 7.4 Comparison of EJ Areas with 2010 RCAP Areas 

 
Source: 2006-2010 ACS  
 
Next, SACOG mapped RCAP areas in the Sacramento region for the years 1990, 2000 and 2010. Figures 
7.5 and 7.6 show RCAPs in Sacramento, Yolo, Sutter and Yuba Counties for each of those years.  
 
These maps show that:  
 
 A number of areas are no longer RCAPs, including areas of downtown Sacramento, tracts within 

North and South Sacramento, and the Washington neighborhood in West Sacramento.  
 Some RCAPs have been persistent over the 20-year period, especially in North and South 

Sacramento. 
 Several new areas have emerged in the last 10 years, including areas in Sacramento around N. 

Market Blvd., McClellan Park, Auburn Blvd. and El Camino Ave., Fulton Ave. and Arden Way, east 
of Watt Avenue around Hwy 50, and portions of South Sacramento south of Florin Road; the 
west end of West Capitol in West Sacramento; and the area around Beale Air Force Base, shown 
in Figure 7.6 below.  
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Figure 7.5 Racially Concentrated Areas of Poverty in Sacramento and Yolo Counties, 1990-2010 

 
Source: 1990 Census, 2000 Census, 2006-2010 Census ACS
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Figure 7.6  RCAPs in Sutter and Yuba Counties, 1990-2010  

 
Source: 1990 Census, 2000 Census, 2006-2010 Census ACS 
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SACOG staff also mapped concentrated areas of poverty (CAPs) in the region, regardless of race, to 
compare with the RCAPs. Concentrated areas of poverty are shown in Figures 7.7, 7.8, and 7.9 for 
Sacramento, Yolo, Sutter and Yuba counties. These maps indicate that:  
 
 A number of areas were persistent CAPSs between 1990 and 2010, including portions of North 

and South Sacramento, the west end of Broadway south of Downtown, west of Watt Ave. 
between Roseville Road and Auburn Blvd., and north of Madison Ave. between Roseville Road 
and Interstate 80.  

 A number of areas are no longer CAPs, including in South Davis, Woodland east of College Street 
between Kentucky Ave. and Main Street, portions of West Sacramento, portions of Sutter 
county, and portions of Sacramento county, including tracts in the Delta, South Sacramento, 
west of South Watt Avenue between Florin and Fruitridge Roads, Downtown, North 
Sacramento, Rancho Cordova, the area south of Madison Ave., the area between Howe Ave. and 
Fulton Avenue, and the area around Sac State.   

 Several new areas emerged as CAPs in 2010, including the area around N. Market Blvd., around 
McClellan, north of Hwy 50 east of Watt Ave., east of Howe Avenue and Hurley Way, west of 
Hwy 99 north of Mack Road, and north of Calvine Road west of Center Parkway.  

 There is significant overlap between RCAPs and concentrated areas of poverty. In 2010, the 
exceptions that were CAPs but not RCAPs were west of Watt Ave. between Roseville Road and 
Auburn Blvd., north of Madison Ave. between Roseville Road and Interstate 80, and downtown 
east of 21st Street between N St. and Broadway.  

It should be noted that Census geography has changed throughout the three Census periods shown 
here. This has likely contributed to the new CAPs, as the census tract boundary changes may have 
reported data that were previously masked by the presence of higher earning households in a larger 
area.  Some tracts are likely to show up as RCAPs/CAPs because of the presence of significant public 
housing or affordable housing development, such as in Twin Rivers along N. 12th Street, the west end of 
Broadway with the Alder Grove and Marina Vista public housing developments in the central area of  
Sacramento, and the McClellan area.  

Chapter 8 describes a number of public efforts to address RCAPs. However, in areas of consistent 
poverty, it can be difficult for jurisdictions to foster private sector investment in residential or 
commercial development, especially with less public subsidy available.  



 

7-12 

 

Figure 7.7 Concentrated areas of poverty (CAPs) in Sacramento and Yolo Counties, 1990-2010 

 
Source: 1990 Census, 2000 Census, 2006-2010 Census ACS 



 

7-13 

 

Figure 7.8  More Detailed Map of West Sacramento and Sacramento County CAPs, 1990-2010 

 

Source: 1990 Census, 2000 Census, 2006-2010 Census ACS 
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Figure 7.9  Concentrated Areas of Poverty in Sutter and Yuba Counties, 1990-2010 

 

Source: 1990 Census, 2000 Census, 2006-2010 Census ACS 
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Opportunity Areas 
 
Addressing poverty and equitable opportunities generally for the region’s minority and low-income 
residents will likely continue to be a challenge, particularly with reduced public resources. As part of the 
HUD grant, SACOG worked with the UC Davis Center for Regional Change (CRC) to develop an index of 
areas of “vulnerability” and “opportunity” within the region. The focus of the work involved 
developing two neighborhood indices and a composite index that could be used to compare 
characteristics of specific neighborhoods to the region as a whole. The composite index provides a 
quick way both of identifying neighborhoods with high levels of social vulnerabilities that may need 
more public intervention and assistance, and neighborhoods with characteristics of high social and 
economic opportunity where access will be important for the region’s residents.  
 
Characteristics included in the composite index were:  

Opportunity Indicators Vulnerability Indicators 

Total Jobs  
Employment Change in Good-Paying Industries 
Proportion of Middle-Income Households 
Change in Sales of Small Businesses 
Home Ownership 
Use of Transportation Alternatives 

Unemployment 
Income Below 200% of Poverty 
Shrinking Businesses 
Closing Businesses 
Vacancy Rates  
Overcrowding 
Housing Cost Burden 
Single-Parent Households 
Linguistic Isolation 

 
Figure 7.10 provides a map of the composite index across the region. The green and darker green 
areas represent those with the greater opportunity; the red and orange represent areas with less 
opportunity under current conditions.   
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Figure 7.10 Composite Vulnerability/Opportunity  Index 

 
Source: UC Davis Center for Regional Change 
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Chapter 8. Federal and State Funding Received in the Region for Housing 

In addition to interested developers, funding and supportive policies will be key elements for the region 
to meet the projected demand for housing. This section represents a first-time effort to quantify recent 
federal and state housing funds coming into the SACOG region, as well as compile information on locally 
adopted policies to support housing production.  
 
Most jurisdictional staff indicated that it was difficult to implement their five-year Consolidated Plans 
(described in more detail in Chapter 3) due to the significant changes in housing market conditions 
during the recession, loss of redevelopment funding, and declining federal revenues. Since these plans 
were not necessarily reflective of actual funded activity, SACOG and SHRA staff gathered information 
from annual jurisdiction housing plans and reports provided to HCD and HUD, as well as other state 
agency sources, as more realistic measures of activities funded as priorities for each community.   
 
Federal Funding 
 
As noted in Chapter 2, the federal Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) administers a 
number of housing grant programs that support housing development and affordability. These programs 
include: Community Development Block Grant (CDBG); Home Investment Partnership Program (HOME); 
Emergency Solutions Grant (ESG); and Housing for Person with Aids funds (HOPWA). As described in 
Chapter 3, 13 jurisdictions in the Sacramento region are eligible to apply for these funds as 
“entitlement” jurisdictions: the cities of Citrus Heights, Davis, Elk Grove, Rancho Cordova, Rocklin, 
Roseville, Sacramento, Woodland, and Yuba City, and the County of Sacramento, whose entitlement 
includes the cities of Folsom, Galt, and Isleton. The remaining 15 cities and counties in the region can 
apply as “non-entitlement” communities.  
 
These federal funding programs and amounts awarded in the region in recent years are summarized 
below. It is useful to note that SACOG includes data for entitlement jurisdictions from 2004 to 2012, but 
was only able to locate data for non-entitlement jurisdictions for the period from 2005-2010.  

 
 

Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) 
 
Per HUD, the CDBG entitlement program “allocates annual grants to larger cities and urban counties to 
develop viable communities by providing decent housing, a suitable living environment, and 
opportunities to expand economic opportunities, principally for low- and moderate-income persons”31 –  
defined as families, households, and individuals whose incomes do not exceed 80 percent of the county 
median income, adjusted for family or household size. States also administer a Small Cities CDBG 

                                                           
31 
http://portal.hud.gov/hudportal/HUD?src=/program_offices/comm_planning/communitydevelopment/programs 
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program, which makes grants to smaller local governments to carry out community development 
activities.  
 
CDBG funding for jurisdictions in the Sacramento region totaled over $158 million: about $146.6 million 
for the larger entitlement jurisdictions, and nearly $12 million for the smaller non-entitlement 
jurisdictions.  
 
Entitlement jurisdiction CDBG funding is summarized in Table 8.1. 
 
Table 8.1 CDBG Entitlement Jurisdiction Funding, 2004-2012 

Entitlement Jurisdiction 

CDBG 
Funding 

2004-2012 % of Total 
 Rocklin $989,290 0.7% 
 Roseville $4,780,451 3.3% 
Placer County Total $5,769,741 3.9% 
 Citrus Heights $5,980,829 4.1% 
 Elk Grove $4,478,188 3.1% 
 Rancho Cordova $4,719,050 3.2% 
 Sacramento  $52,653,265 35.9% 
 Uninc. Sacramento County $55,268,873 37.7% 
Sacramento County Total $123,100,205 84.0% 
 Yuba City $5,062,430 3.5% 
Sutter County Total $5,062,430 3.5% 
 Davis $7,392,937 5.0% 
 Woodland $5,269,427 3.6% 
Yolo County Total $12,662,364 8.6% 
Region Total  $146,594,740 100.0% 

Source: HUD Community Planning and Development Appropriations Budget 
 
Sacramento County and City received the greatest amount of funding at 38 percent and 36 percent of 
total funding respectively. Combined, the Sacramento County entitlement jurisdictions received 84 
percent of regional CDBG entitlement funding for the nine years analyzed. The City of Davis received five 
percent of the total CDBG regional funding.  Appendix X contains a detailed breakdown of CDBG funding 
for each entitlement jurisdiction for the years 2004-2012. 
 
Non-entitlement communities received CDBG funding totaling $11.7 million between 2005 and 2010. 
For the 15 cities and counties in the region which are non-entitlement, recent funding is summarized in 
Table 8.2.  
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Table 8.2 Non-Entitlement Jurisdiction CDBG Funding, 2005-2010 

Non-Entitlement  
Jurisdictions Rental Homeowner 

Housing 
Infrastructure 

 Total CDBG 
Funding 

2005-2010 
% of 
Total 

  Placerville - - - - - 

  Uninc. El Dorado County - $1,387,500 $472,500 $1,860,000 16% 
El Dorado County Total - $1,387,500 $472,500 $1,860,000 16% 
  Auburn - - - - - 

  Colfax - - - - - 

  Lincoln   $100,000 $1,349,999 $1,449,999 12% 
  Loomis - - - - - 

  Uninc. Placer County - $720,500 $481,000 $1,201,500 10% 
Placer County Total - $820,500 $1,830,999 $2,651,499 23% 
  Live Oak - $412,500 $50,000 $462,500 4% 
  Uninc. Sutter County - $1,410,000 - $1,410,000 12% 
Sutter County Total - $1,822,500 $50,000 $1,872,500 16% 
  West Sacramento $109,096 $1,696,047 $712,598 $2,517,741 21% 
  Winters - - $458,376 $458,376 4% 
  Uninc. Yolo County - $412,500 $485,000 $897,500 8% 
Yolo County Total $109,096 $2,108,547 $1,655,974 $3,873,617 33% 
  Marysville - - - - - 

  Wheatland - - - - - 

  Uninc. Yuba County - $1,503,220 - $1,503,220 13% 
Yuba County Total - $1,503,220 - $1,503,220 13% 
Region Total $109,096 $7,642,267 $4,009,473 $11,760,836 100% 

Source: HCD State Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing, 2012 
 
CDBG funding supports community affordable housing and economic opportunities in three areas: 
homeownership activities, affordable rental housing programs and activities, and infrastructure 
improvements. Sixty-five percent of the non-entitlement funding was used by communities in support of 
homeownership programs, followed by 34 percent for housing infrastructure support.   
 
One community of the 15, the City of West Sacramento, used $109,000 or 0.9 percent of the regional 
total, towards affordable rental activities over the five-year period.  
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Home Investment Partnership Program (HOME) 
 
The Home Investment Partnership Program (HOME), also noted in Section 2, is the largest federal block 
grant program administered by HUD. Authorized by Title II of the Cranston-Gonzalez National Affordable 
Housing Act, HOME provides annual formula-based allocations to states and local governments, 
collectively known as participating jurisdictions for affordable housing activities.32 Each year HUD 
allocates nearly $2 billion to participating jurisdictions. HOME funding is often used in partnership with 
local non-profit groups to rehabilitate, build, and buy affordable homes to provide homeownership or 
rental opportunities for low-income populations.  HOME requires that recipients provide a local match 
of 25 percent.  
 
Participating jurisdictions are provided flexibility in administering their individual HOME allocations for 
“grants, direct loans, loan guarantees or other forms of credit enhancement, or rental assistance or 
security deposits.”33 Local governments are eligible for at least $500,000, and each state is automatically 
awarded funds at either their formula allocation or $3 million, whichever is greater. Localities not 
eligible for funds under the formula allocation can join with one or more other communities in forming a 
“legally binding consortium.”34 Other communities may also apply directly to their respective state for 
HOME funds.  
 
HOME funding to the region’s entitlement jurisdictions (2004-2012) and non-entitlement jurisdictions 
(2005-2010) totaled $102.9 million. For the years 2004-2012, three entitlement communities received a 
total of $64.7 million in HOME funding from HUD: Sacramento City and County and the City of Davis. 
These allocations are summarized in Table 8.3. The communities of Citrus Heights and Elk Grove joined 
with Sacramento County to form a HOME Consortium administered by SHRA. The allocation to 
Sacramento County reflects this Consortium.  
 
HOME funding to these communities has decreased significantly: in 2004, their combined HOME funding 
totaled over $8.3 million; in 2012, the allocation amounts were $4.1 million, at a time when 
redevelopment and state housing funds were also drying up.  
 

                                                           
32-34 HUD-HOME 
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Table 8.3 Entitlement Jurisdiction HOME Funding, 2004-2012 

Entitlement Jurisdiction 

HOME 
Funding 

2004-2012 
% of 
Total 

 Rocklin - - 

 Roseville - - 

Placer County Total - - 

 Citrus Heights - - 

 Elk Grove - - 

 Rancho Cordova - - 

Sacramento  $28,615,186 44% 
Uninc. Sacramento County $31,338,577 48% 
Sacramento County Total $59,953,763 93% 
 Yuba City - - 
Sutter County Total - - 
 Davis $4,773,263 7% 
 Woodland - - 
Yolo County Total $4,773,263 7% 
Region Total  $64,727,026 100% 

Source: HUD Community Planning and Development Appropriations Budget 
 
 
The state Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) receives the HOME allocations 
provided to California. The 15 non-entitlement communities apply directly to HCD for HOME funding 
opportunities.  
 
Non-entitlement communities in the region received over $38 million in HOME funds for the 2005-06 to 
2009-10 program years. Table 8.4 summarizes the HOME funding allocated by HCD to the non-
entitlement jurisdictions for development of affordable housing.  Sixty-two percent of HOME allocations 
went to homeowner incentives in the region, and 38 percent to rental assistance. Yolo and Yuba 
Counties each received about 30 percent of total funds in this period; El Dorado County received the 
smallest proportion at 12.3 percent of funds.  
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Table 8.4  Non-entitlement Jurisdiction HOME Funding, 2005-2010 

Non-Entitlement  
Jurisdictions 

Rental 
Assistance 

Homeowner 
Assistance 

Total HOME 
Funding            

2005-2010 
% of 
Total 

  Placerville $3,100,000 $1,600,000 $4,700,000 12% 
  Uninc. El Dorado County - - - - 
El Dorado County Total $3,100,000 $1,600,000 $4,700,000 12% 
  Auburn - - - - 
  Colfax - $800,000 $800,000 2% 
  Lincoln $975,000 $800,000 $1,775,000 5% 
  Loomis $2,400,000 $800,000 $3,200,000 8% 
  Uninc. Placer County - - - - 
Placer County Total $3,375,000 $2,400,000 $5,775,000 15% 

  Live Oak $800,000 $4,140,000   
  Uninc. Sutter County - - - - 

Sutter County Total $800,000 $4,140,000 $4,940,000 13% 

  West Sacramento $1,600,000 $4,400,000 - - 
  Winters $5,800,560 - - - 
  Uninc. Yolo County - - - - 

Yolo County Total $7,400,560 $4,400,000 $11,800,560 31% 

  Marysville - - - - 
  Wheatland - - - - 
  Uninc. Yuba County - $11,000,000 - - 

Yuba County Total - $11,000,000 $11,000,000 29% 

Region Total $14,675,560 $23,540,000 $38,215,560 100% 
Source: HCD State Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing, 2012 
 
 
 
Emergency Solutions Grant (ESG) 
 
The Emergency Solutions Grant (ESG) program, amended by The Homeless Emergency Assistance and 
Rapid Transition to Housing Act of 2009 (HEARTH Act), is funded by HUD to help homeless individuals 
and those at risk of becoming homeless to find stable, permanent housing. HCD provides “operating 
grants” on a formula basis to eligible non-entitlement cities and counties and non-profit organizations.35   
 
ESG funding is available to individual states, cities and urban counties who apply through their 
Consolidated Plan, outlining the needs of the homeless in their communities and detailing how projects 
will be funded. This is done in consultation with the local Continuum of Care in each jurisdiction.  

                                                           
35 HCD 2010-2015 Consolidated Plan 
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Entitlement jurisdictions in the region are eligible to apply for ESG funds directly from HUD, for a 
minimum allocation of $68,179 up to a maximum of $14,146,420. Sacramento County and City are the 
only entitlement communities that apply directly for ESG funds. Total ESG entitlement funding in the 
region for 2014-2012 was about $5.1 million. These are administered by SHRA, including a subcontract 
with Sacramento Steps Forward to implement ESG-funded projects. In SHRA’s Draft Consolidated Plan 
covering the years 2013-2017, the annual federal contribution of ESG funds is estimated at $907,077. 
Funds will be provided for homeless activities developed in consultation with Sacramento’s Continuum 
of Care to include “conversion and rehab to transitional shelters, financial assistance to overnight 
shelters, rapid-re-housing rental assistance, rental assistance services, and transitional housing”.36 
 
Table 8.5 summarizes the ESG funding for the Sacramento City and County entitlement jurisdictions. ESG 
funding from HUD has increased from a low in 2005 of less than $300,000 to more than $900,000 in 
2012. Increasing ESG funds help support more services and permanent housing options for homeless 
individuals and families.  
 
Table 8.5  Entitlement Jurisdiction ESG Funding, 2004-2012 

Entitlement Jurisdiction 
ESG Funding 
2004-2012 

% of 
Total 

Sacramento  $2,502,563  49% 
Uninc. Sacramento County $2,622,633 51% 
Sacramento County Total $5,125,196 100% 

Source: HUD Community Planning and Development Appropriations Budget 
 
Non-entitlement counties in the region received over $4.3 million in ESG funds to assist homeless 
individuals and to prevent homelessness. Table 8.6 summarizes the ESG funding provided by HCD at the 
county level for the 2005-2006 to 2010-2011 program years. While the time period was shorter, non-
entitlement communities received 85 percent of sums received by Sacramento City and County.  
Yolo County received the greatest proportion of non-entitlement funds, nearly 43 percent, while Sutter 
County received the least at 6.7 percent.  
 
Table 8.6 Non-Entitlement Jurisdiction ESG Funding 2005-2011 

Non-Entitlement 
Jurisdictions 

ESG Funding 
2005-2011 % of total 

El Dorado County $696,394  15.9% 
Placer County $375,270  8.6% 
Sutter County $290,709  6.7% 
Yolo County $1,871,878  42.8% 
Yuba County $1,135,762  26% 
Region Total $4,370,013  100% 

Source: HCD Financial Assistance Programs Annual Reports 

                                                           
36 SHRA Draft 2013-2017 Consolidated Plan 
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Housing Opportunities for Persons with HIV/AIDS (HOPWA)  
 
The HUD-funded Housing Opportunities for Persons with HIV/AIDS (HOPWA) program is categorized into 
three grant types; HOWPA Competitive Program, HOPWA Formula Program, and HOPWA National 
Technical Assistance. The HOPWA Formula Program awards funds as part of the consolidated planning 
process using a statutory allocation method to eligible states and cities on behalf of their metropolitan 
areas. The statutory formula allocation is based on cumulative AIDS cases and area incidence from the 
Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC).37  Eligible states and metropolitan areas with the 
greatest number of AIDS cases receive three-quarters of HOPWA formula grants. Qualification is based 
on a metropolitan areas population (more than 500,000), AIDS cases (at least 1,500), and submission of 
the Consolidated Plan.  
 
HOPWA assistance provides housing and other supportive services to people with HIV/AIDS and their 
families. Assistance can take the form of tenant- based rental assistance, short-term rent, mortgage or 
utility assistance and facility-based permanent, short-term or transitional housing.  
 
In the SACOG region, the City of Sacramento is the recipient of HOPWA funds for the counties of 
Sacramento, El Dorado, Placer, and Yolo.  Sacramento County previously and now SHRA administers this 
program through providers, and services are offered throughout the four counties. Table 8.7 
summarizes HOPWA Formula funding received in years 2004-2012.   
 
Table 8.7 HOPWA Entitlement Jurisdiction Funding for  
El Dorado, Placer, Sacramento and Yolo Counties, 2004-2012 (through City of Sacramento) 

Funding 
Year 

HOPWA 
Funding  

2004-2012 

2004 $844,000 
2005 $795,000 
2006 $786,000 
2007 $784,000 
2008 $818,000 
2009 $844,003 
2010 $906,991 
2011 $884,723 
2012 $900,755 
Total         $7,563,472  

Source: HUD Community Planning and Development Appropriations Budget 
 
                                                           
37 HUD HOPWA Formula Program 
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Neighborhood Stabilization Program (NSP) 
 
The Housing Economic and Recovery Act of 2008 provided $3.9 billion nationwide for the Neighborhood 
Stabilization Program (NSP). NSP provided funds to state and local governments to purchase abandoned 
and foreclosed homes and residential property and help rejuvenate neighborhoods and communities 
hardest hit by the foreclosure crisis.38 NSP 1 provided formula-based allocations to all states and local 
jurisdictions hardest hit by the housing downturn. NSP3 funds were made available on a formula basis to 
states and local governments by the Dodd-Frank Act of 2010 to continue the efforts started in 2008.39  
 
California was anticipated to receive 13.5 percent of the $3.9 billion available nationwide. Just over 
$384.5 million was slated to be allocated directly to 46 CDBG entitlement counties or cities in California 
as determined by HUD, with the remaining $145 million allocated to the state to be administered by 
HCD.40 Table 8.8 shows jurisdictions in the region that received NSP funding, which totaled nearly $65.3 
million between the NSP 1 and 3 programs. 
 
Table 8.8 Neighborhood Stabilization Program, 2008-2010* 

Jurisdiction NSP 1 NSP 3 
  Lincoln $667,852 - 

  Rocklin $505,694 - 

  Roseville $1,303,948 - 

  Uninc. Placer County $872,923 - 

Placer County Total $3,350,417 - 

  Citrus Heights $1,503,781 - 

  Elk Grove $2,389,651 - 

  Rancho Cordova $1,073,795 - 

  Sacramento $13,264,829 $3,720,000 
  Uninc. Sacramento County $18,605,460 $4,950,000 
Sacramento County Total $36,837,516 $8,670,000 
  Live Oak $162,980 - 

  Yuba City $775,178 $3,029,024 
  Uninc. Sutter County $855,847 - 

Sutter County Total $1,794,005 $3,029,024 
  West Sacramento $1,047,543 $5,936,064 
Yolo County Total $1,047,543 $5,936,064 
  Uninc. Yuba County $1,709,395 $2,918,644 
Yuba County Total $1,709,395 $2,918,644 
Region Total $44,738,876 $20,553,732 

Source: HCD 
* Grantees had four years after the award date to expend NSP funds received. 
                                                           
38  HCD – Neighborhood Stabilization Program, 2012 
39 Housing and Urban Development (HUD), Neighborhood Stabilization Program Grants, 2012 
40 HCD – Neighborhood Stabilization Program, 2012 
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Proposition 1C State Housing Bonds 
 
Besides federal funding, California’s Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) 
administers state housing funds that have supported expenses related to a variety of housing types, 
including for acquisition, rehabilitation, development and infrastructure. Proposition 46, the Housing 
and Emergency Shelter Trust Fund Act of 2002, provided $2.1 billion in state bond funds for housing. The 
Housing and Emergency Shelter Trust Fund Act of 2006, also known as Proposition 1C, was a second 
voter-approved bond measure to finance affordable housing and infrastructure improvements across 
California.  A total of $2.85 billion was dedicated in Proposition 1C to fund five program areas:  
 

• Infrastructure and park improvements to support infill developments 
• Homeownership  assistance 
• Affordable rental housing to assist homeless youth and multifamily housing developments 
• Transit Oriented Development (TOD) funding to support housing developments around transit 

centers.  
• Other affordable housing programs, such as farmworker housing, emergency shelters, etc.  

 
 As of June 2012, there was less than $200 million in Prop 1C funding left.41 Senate Bill 391 (DeSaulnier), 
introduced in 2013, seeks to place a $75 fee on the recordation of real estate-related documents, 
excluding home sales, to raise $500 million annually as a more permanent source of funding for state 
investment in affordable home production. 

Table 8.9 highlights the amount of state bond funding totaled by county through 2012. Sacramento 
County and the jurisdictions within received the largest share of the regional total followed by 
jurisdictions within Yolo County. 
 
Table 8.9  Proposition 46 and 1C Funding by County, 2003-2012 

Jurisdiction # Awards Total Funding  % of funds 
El Dorado County* 5 $2,754,837  0.9% 
Placer County 19 $7,563,713  2.4% 
Sacramento County 94 $236,799,438  75.8% 
Sutter County 7 $6,571,896  2.1% 
Yolo County 45 $55,348,611  18.0% 
Yuba County 6 $2,262,666  0.7% 
Region Total 176 $312,321,161 100% 
Source: HCD 2013 

  * Does not include South Lake Tahoe 
 
Table 8.10 shows total state bond awards by community/jurisdiction. The City of Sacramento received 
the greatest proportion of awards (69.1 percent) followed by the City of West Sacramento (11.8 
percent). 

                                                           
41 Strategic Growth Plan Bond Accountability, 2012 
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Table 8.10 Proposition 46 and 1C Funding by Community, 2003-2012 

 
Community/ 
County Total 

 
Total Awards 

% of Total State 
Bond Funds in 

Region 
   Placerville $1,801,034 0.6% 
   Uninc. El Dorado County* $953,803 0.3% 
El Dorado County Total $2,754,837 0.9% 
   Colfax $45,000 0.0% 
    Auburn $1,580,000 0.5% 
    Lincoln $2,201,078 0.7% 
    Rocklin $1,162,847 0.4% 
    Roseville $2,574,788 0.8% 
Placer County Total $7,563,713 2.4% 
    Courtland $610,468 0.2% 
    Citrus Heights $2,098,751 0.7% 
    Elk Grove $1,476,174 0.5% 
    Galt $6,011,033 1.9% 
    Rancho Cordova $2,720,000 0.9% 
    Sacramento $215,837,273 69.1% 
    Uninc. Sac County $8,045,739 2.6% 
Sacramento County Total $236,799,438 75.8% 
    Yuba City $6,571,896 2.1% 
    Uninc. Sutter County $0 0.0% 
Sutter County Total $6,571,896 2.1% 
    Davis $8,183,721 2.6% 
    Esparto $331,269 0.1% 
    Madison $75,000 0.0% 
    West Sacramento $36,848,224 11.8% 
    Winters $1,016,743 0.3% 
    Woodland $9,413,654 3.0% 
    Uninc. Yolo County $500,000 0.2% 
Yolo County Total $56,368,611 18.0% 
   Dobbins $1,000,000 0.3% 
   Linda $730,126 0.2% 
   Uninc. Yuba County $532,540 0.2% 
Yuba County Total $2,262,666 0.7% 
Regional Total $312,321,161 100.0% 

Source: HCD 2013 
* Does not include South Lake Tahoe 
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Table 8.11 on the following page shows amounts awarded from state bond-funded homeownership 
programs by community and county, and the 1,283 housing units anticipated to receive assistance. The 
nearly $39.7 million in awards comprised about 13 percent of all state bond funds received in the 
region. By county, homeownership-related funds comprised over 54 percent of state bond funds 
received in Yuba County, and 46.8 percent of funds within Placer County, compared with 18.3 percent in 
Sutter County, 12.3 percent in Sacramento County and 8.5 percent in Yolo County. 
 
Table 8.12 shows amounts awarded from Multifamily and Supportive Housing programs by community 
and county, and the approximately 1,500 units to be supported. These awards totaled nearly $73 
million, or about 23 percent of total state bond funding received in the region. By county, these awards 
equaled 79 percent of total state bond funds received in Sutter County, 31 percent in Yolo County, and 
21 percent in Sacramento County. 
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Table 8.11  Homeownership-Related Awards, 2004-2012, by Jurisdiction and County 

Proposition 46/1C 
Program 

CalHome 
Gen 

CalHome 
BEGIN 

CalHome 
Self Help 
Housing 

CalHome 
PDL 

Serna 
Farmworker 

Housing         
Type of Activity 

 
Community/ 
County Total 

Mortgage & 
Technical 

Assistance, 
Rehab 

Mortgage 
Assistance 

Technical 
Assistance 

Project 
Develop-

ment 

Ownership 

Total Funding 
Awards 

% of 
Regional 
Funding 

Total 
Total 
Units 

% of 
Regional

Units 
Total 

El Dorado County Total - - - - - - - - - 
    Auburn  $580,000 - - - - $580,000 1.5% 12 0.9% 
    Lincoln  $1,600,000 - - - - $1,600,000 4.0% 32 2.5% 
    Roseville $600,000 $756,200 - - - $1,356,200 3.4% 40 3.1% 
Placer County Total $2,780,000 $756,200 - - - $3,536,200 8.9% 84 6.5% 
    Citrus Heights $1,098,751 - - - - $1,098,751 2.8% 44 3.4% 
    Elk Grove $1,000,000 - - - - $1,000,000 2.5% 28 2.2% 
    Rancho Cordova $720,000 - - - - $720,000 1.8% 12 0.9% 
    Sacramento $15,072,931 $5,343,396 $887,321 $1,260,000 - $22,563,648 56.9% 742 57.8% 
    Uninc. Sac County $3,639,999 - - - - $3,639,999 9.2% 128 10.0% 
Sacramento County Total $21,531,681 $5,343,396 $887,321 $1,260,000 - $29,022,398 73.2% 954 74.4% 
     Yuba City  $1,200,000  - - - - $1,200,000 3.0% 27 2.1% 
Sutter County Total $1,200,000  - - - - $1,200,000 3.0% 27 2.1% 
    Davis $341,300 - - - - $341,300 0.9% 7 0.5% 
    West Sacramento $2,220,761 - - - - $2,220,761 5.6% 70 5.5% 
    Woodland $599,820 $1,020,000 - - - $1,619,820 4.1% 49 3.8% 
    Uninc. Yolo County $500,000 - - - - $500,000 1.3% 20 1.6% 
Yolo County Total $3,661,881 $1,020,000 - - - $4,681,881 11.8% 146 11.4% 
   Linda $140,000  - $278,126  - $312,000 $730,126 1.8% 52 4.1% 
   Uninc. Yuba County $500,000  -   - - $500,000 1.3% 20 1.6% 
Yuba County Total $640,000 - $278,126 - $312,000 $1,230,126 3.1% 72 5.6% 
Regional Total $29,813,562 $7,119,596 $1,165,447 $1,260,000 $312,000 $39,670,605 100.0% 1,283 100.0% 

Source: HCD, 2013 
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Table 8.12  Multifamily and Supportive Housing Program Awards, 2003-2012 
Proposition 46/1C 

Program FWHG  MHP Gen MHP SH GHI         
Type of Activity                                                                                                                                                                                

 
 

Community/County Total    

Farmworker 
Housing - New 
Construction, 
Rehabilitation 

New 
construction,  
Acquisition,  

Rehabilitation 

New 
construction 

Supportive 
Housing Total 

Funding 
Awards 

% of 
Regional 
Funding 

Total 
Housing 

Units 

% of 
Regional 

Units 
Total 

El Dorado County Total - - - - - - - - 
Placer County Total - - - - - - - - 
    Courtland $610,468       $610,468 0.8% 32 2.1% 
    Galt $2,202,655 $3,808,378     $6,011,033 8.2%  54  3.6% 
    Sacramento   $28,421,955 $12,085,212 $3,502,000 $44,009,167 60.3% 814  53.6% 
Sacramento County Total $2,813,123 $32,230,333 $12,085,212 $3,502,000 $50,630,668 69.4% 900 59.2% 
     Yuba City  $5,198,090 

 
  $5,198,090 7.1% 280 18.4% 

Sutter County Total $5,198,090       $5,198,090 7.1% 280 18.4% 
    Davis     $7,519,112   $7,519,112 10.3% 128                    8.4% 
    Esparto $331,269       $331,269 0.5% 6  0.4% 
    West Sacramento   $4,981,230 

 
  $4,981,230 6.8% 70  4.6% 

    Winters   $773,509     $773,509 1.1% 34  2.2% 
    Woodland $3,500,000 

 
    $3,500,000 4.8% 101  6.6% 

Yolo County Total $3,831,269 $5,754,739 $7,519,112   $17,105,120 23.5% 339 22.3% 
Yuba County Total - - - - - - - - 
Regional Total $11,842,482 $37,985,072 $19,604,324 $3,502,000 $72,933,878 100.0% 1,519 100.0% 

Source: HCD, 2013
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Table 8.13 provides data on awards received in Emergency Housing and Assistance Program Capital 
Development Loans between 2003 and 2012 for acquiring, constructing, converting, expanding and/or 
rehabilitating emergency shelter, transitional housing, and/or safe haven housing. The $22 million in 
funding, representing seven percent of total bond awards, was anticipated to support 945 shelter spaces 
in the region.  

Table 8.13 Emergency Housing and Assistance Program Capital Development Loans, 2003-2012 
 

                                                                                               
 
Community/County Total 

 
 
 

Total Awards % of Total 
Shelter 
Spaces 

    Placerville $1,801,034 8.2% 36 
El Dorado County Total $1,801,034 8.2% 36 
    Auburn  $1,000,000 4.5% 39 
    Rocklin  $478,370 2.2% 6 
    Roseville $948,044 4.3% 102 
Placer County Total $2,426,414 11.0% 147 
    Sacramento $11,580,650 52.5% 409 
Sacramento County Total $11,580,650 52.5% 409 
Sutter County Total   0.0%  
    West Sacramento $1,926,814 8.7% 116 
    Woodland $3,306,458 15.0% 215 
Yolo County Total $5,233,272 23.7% 331 
   Dobbins $1,000,000 4.5% 22 
Yuba County Total $1,000,000 4.5% 22 
Regional Total $22,041,370 100.0% 945 

Source: HCD, 2013 

 

The state bond-funded Jobs-Housing Balance and Workforce Housing programs were programs designed 
to provide financial incentives to cities and counties that increased issuance of new residential building 
permits for residential units close to jobs, or affordable to very low or low-income households. Table 
8.14 shows funds received in the region and incentive housing units associated with the awards. The $12 
million received represents about four percent of total bond funding awards in the region.  
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Table 8.14 Workforce Housing and Jobs-Housing Balance Funding Awards, 2003-2007 
Proposition 46/1C Program 

Workforce 
Housing 

Incentive 
Units 

Jobs-
Housing 
Balance 

Incentive 
Units Total 

Total 
Incentive 

Units 

County/Jurisdiction             
    County of El Dorado     $723,538  917 $723,538  917 
El Dorado County Total     $723,538  917 $723,538  917 
    Colfax     $45,000  50 $45,000  50 
    Lincoln $41,658  7 $559,420  709 $601,078  716 
    Rocklin $684,477  269     $684,477  269 
    Roseville $270,544  139     $270,544  139 
Placer County Total $996,679  415 $604,420  759 $1,601,099  1,174 
    Elk Grove $408,714  128     $408,714  128 
    Galt     $51,287  45 $51,287  45 
    Sacramento $4,237,044  1,339 $2,476,580  2,173 $6,713,624  3,512 
    Uninc. Sacramento County   1,010 $698,640  613 $698,640  1,623 
Sacramento County Total $4,645,758  2,477 $3,226,507  2,831 $7,872,265  5,308 
     Yuba City     $125,806  287 $125,806  287 
Sutter County Total     $125,806  287 $125,806  287 
    Davis $323,309  176     $323,309  176 
    West Sacramento $178,639  64 $559,420  709 $738,059  773 
    Winters $230,634  53 $12,600  14 $243,234  67 
    Woodland $500,601  224     $500,601  224 
Yolo County $1,233,183  517 $572,020  723 $1,805,203  1,240 
   Yuba County $32,540  7     $32,540  7 
Yuba County Total $32,540  7     $32,540  7 
Regional Total  $6,908,160  3,416 $5,126,485  5,230 $12,034,645  8,646 

 Source: HCD, 2013 
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Seven projects in two jurisdictions in the region received infrastructure funds for infill and transit-oriented 
development projects providing affordable units. Table 8.15 shows the $151 million in total receipts and 
nearly 4,000 housing units associated with these awards.  
 
Table 8.15 Infrastructure Grant and Transit-Oriented Development Funds, 2008-2009 

  
 
Jurisdiction 

Infill Infrastructure 
Grant Program 

Transit-Oriented 
Development 
Program Housing Units 

City of Sacramento $89,352,560 $36,950,000 3,176 
City of West Sacramento $24,981,360 

 
793 

Source: HUD, 2013 
 
Table 8.16 shows funds received in the region from the remaining state bond-funded programs. These total 
about $14 million, or about five percent of total funding awards in the region.  
 
Table 8.17 provides data on the approximately $39.5 million returned to HCD across the region and the 
associated reduction of 1,030 housing units.  In some cases, applicants for bond funds had to return funding 
to HCD. This happened particularly during the housing downturn, when some projects were unable to move 
forward due to market infeasibility or inability to obtain sufficient financing to proceed.  In other cases, 
applicants did not need or were unable to use smaller amounts of funding, and returned those funds to 
HCD. 
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Table 8.16 Other State Housing Bond Funds Received in Region, 2003-2012 

Proposition 46/1C 
Program                                                

Affordable 
Housing 

Investment 
Program 

Low Income 
Housing 

Trust Fund 
Matching 

Funds 

Exterior 
Accessibility 
Grants for 

Renters 

Migrant 
OMS 

Seasonal 
Farm 
Labor 

Housing 

Housing 
Related 

Parks 
Program 

Code 
Enforcement 

Grant 
Program 

Total 
Funding 

Community/County Total           
    County of El Dorado           $230,265 $230,265 

El Dorado County Total           $230,265 $230,265 
Placer County Total - - - - - - - 
  Citrus Heights   $1,000,000         $1,000,000 
  Elk Grove           $67,460 $67,460 
  Rancho Cordova $2,000,000           $2,000,000 
  Sacramento $3,350,000 $1,000,000 $317,624       $4,667,624 
  Sacramento County $2,000,000   $112,975   $1,594,125   $3,707,100 
Sacramento County Total $7,350,000 $2,000,000 $430,599   $1,594,125 $67,460 $11,442,184 
   Yuba City        $48,000     $48,000 
Sutter County Total       $48,000      $48,000 
  Madison       $75,000     $75,000 
  West Sacramento $2,000,000           $2,000,000 
  Yolo County         $486,775   $486,775 
Yolo County Total $2,000,000 

  
$75,000 $486,775   $2,561,775 

Yuba County Total - - - - - - - 
Regional Total $9,350,000 $2,000,000 $430,599 $123,000 $2,080,900 $297,725 $14,282,224 

Source: HCD, 2013
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Table 8.17 State Bond Funds Returned to HCD from SACOG Region Jurisdictions 
Proposition 46/1C 

Program 
CalHome 

Gen & 
BEGIN 

CalHome 
CSHHP 

CalHome 
PDL 

FWHG  MHP Gen MHP SH EAGR EHAPCD      

 
 

Community/        
County Total                    

Mortgage & 
Technical 
Assistance 

Technical 
Assistance 

Project 
Develop-

ment 

New 
Farmworker 

Housing  

New 
construction
Acquisition,  

Rehab 

New 
construction 

Rental Ext. 
Accessibility 

Improve-
ments 

Shelter/    
Transitional 

Housing -                          

Total Funds 
Returned* 

Total Unit 
Reductions 

El Dorado - Total - - - - - - - - - - 
 Auburn  $320,000  - - - - - - - $320,000 8  
 Lincoln   $600,000  - - - - - - - $600,000 15  
 Roseville - - - - - - - - - - 
Placer - Total  $920,000 - - -  - - - - $920,000 23  
 Courtland - - - $1,697,532  -  - - $1,697,532   
 North Highlands - - - - - $6,743,650  - - $6,743,650 90  
 Sacramento $6,812,718  - $240,000  - $1,610,260  $7,814,000      $182,376  $2,696,119  $19,378,959 553 
Uninc  Sac County $660,000  - - - -  -  $387,025    $1,047,025 22  

Sac County  Total $6,812,718 - $240,000  $1,697,532 $1,610,260 $14,557,650 $569,401 $2,696,119 $28,867,166 665  
 Live Oak  - $600,000    - - - - - $600,000 15  
Sutter Total - -   - - - - - - - 
 Davis $158,700  - $1,260,000  - - - - - $1,418,700 24  
 Esparto - - - $268,731  - - - - $268,731 - 
 West Sacramento $160,370  - - - - - - - $160,370 5  
 Winters - - - - $1,527,491  - - - $1,527,491 - 
 Woodland $620,000  - - - $2,950,627  - - $998,750  $4,569,377 190  
 Yolo $300,000 - - -   - - - $300,000 10  
Yolo  - Total $1,239,070 - $1,260,000 $268,731 $4,478,118 - - $998,750 $8,244,669 229  
 Linda $160,000  - - $688,000  - - - - $848,000 76  
Yuba - Total $160,000  - - $688,000 - - - - $848,000  76  
TOTAL $9,131,788 $600,000  $1,500,000  $2,654,263 $6,088,378  $14,557,650 $569,401  $3,694,869 $39,510,864 1,030  

Source: HCD    *excludes individual grant returns totaling less than $30,000
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Low Income Housing Tax Credits – 4% and 9% 
 
The Low Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) Program was created by Congress in 1986 to reduce the 
debt burden of developers of affordable housing.  It is an additional funding mechanism for the private 
housing market and developers of affordable housing for the benefit of low-income households.   
 
In California the state agency which administers the federal and state LIHTC program is California Tax 
Credit Allocation Committee (TCAC) in the State Treasurer’s Office. TCAC awards housing tax credits to 
developers of qualified projects. The developers then sell the credits to investors to raise equity for a 
housing project, reducing the amount of money they must borrow.  The lower debt incurred for the 
project allows savings to be passed on in the form of more affordable rents. 42  
 
The allocation of each state’s allowable credits is based on population. Tax credits are further broken 
down into 9% and 4% programs. Housing projects that are new construction or substantial rehabilitation 
and not otherwise subsidized by the federal government can earn tax credits at a rate of approximately 
nine percent of qualified basis each year for a 10-year period. Projects for acquisition of eligible existing 
buildings, new construction or rehabilitation projects that are federally subsidized, or projects financed 
through the issuance of volume-cap multi-family tax-exempt bonds, can earn tax credits of 
approximately four percent.43 
 
 As shown in Table 8.18, the funding awarded by TCAC for the years 2005-2011 under the 9% program 
totaled more than $357 million, and more than $453 million under the 4% program. The total LIHTC 
funding for the region for the years 2005-2011 was more than $877 million and contributed to the 
development of over 12,000 affordable housing units for low-income households.  
 
 
Table 8.18  TCAC Low Income Housing Tax Credit Allocations, 2005-2011 
    LIHTC 9% Funding 2005-2011 LIHTC 4% Funding 2005-2011 

County 

Low-Income  
Units,                   

2005-2011 Federal State Federal State 
El Dorado County   169 $6,300,000 $2,100,000 $3,797,362   
Placer County  1,190 $22,921,670 - $66,077,240   
Sacramento County 9,148  $182,449,174 $17,294,126 $331,390,255 $4,775,933 
Sutter County 70  $12,479,200 $2,984,416     
Yolo County  1,183  $54,164,550 $13,072,130 $47,378,788   
Yuba County  367  $34,706,400 $8,728,942 $333,622   
Regional Total  12,127  $313,020,994 $44,179,614 $448,977,267 $4,775,933 

Source: California Tax Credit Allocation Committee, 2012 
 

                                                           
42 HUD, 2012 
43HUD, http://portal.hud.gov/hudportal/HUD?src=/program_offices/comm_planning/affordablehousing/training/  
web/lihtc/calculating/rates 
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Funding and Efforts to Address Minority/Low-income Areas 
 
MTP/SCS Investments 
 
As part of the MTP/SCS, SACOG must conduct an environmental justice analysis to determine whether 
the plan benefits low-income and minority communities equitably, and whether the planned 
transportation investments have any disproportionate negative effects on minority and/ or low-income 
populations in the SACOG region. To develop the environmental justice (EJ) analysis, SACOG identifies 
“Environmental Justice Areas” in the region. In the recent MTP/SCS, these were defined as:  
 

• Census Tracts where 45 percent or more of the population earns 200 percent or less of the 
federal poverty level, based on 2005–2009 ACS data.  

• Census Block Groups where 70 percent or more of the population is Asian Pacific Islander, 
African American, Hispanic, Native American or other Non-White ethnic group, based on 2010 
Census data.  

• Block groups in the region that, according to U.S. Census information, when compared with the 
regional average, are in the top quintile on at least four of five vulnerability measures related to 
housing cost burden; single parent households; older population; low educational attainment; 
and linguistic isolation.  
 

The MTP/SCS analysis showed the plan projects significant future housing and employment growth in 
Centers and Corridor and Established Communities. This growth pattern, combined with transit 
investments in the plan, will improve housing options as well as transit access for residents of EJ areas to 
a variety of locations, including employment, higher education, medical facilities and parks.  
 
 
Funding/Planning to Address RCAPs 
 
A number of specific efforts have been undertaken or are underway seeking to help address some of the 
areas identified as Racially Concentrated Areas of Poverty (RCAPs) described in Chapter 7.  Most of these 
areas are former redevelopment areas.   
 
City of Sacramento 
 
The Sacramento Railyards and River District areas are currently highly industrial with limited residential 
population. The City of Sacramento completed a specific plan for the River District in 2011 that envisions 
a vibrant mixed-use community with pedestrian, bike, and transit connectivity. Within the River District, 
Township 9 is a 65-acre mixed-use development project bordering the American River that is anticipated 
to become home to over 2,500 housing units, 840,000 square feet of office space and 145,000 square 
feet of urban retail. Township 9 received two state Infill Infrastructure grants to support early 
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infrastructure development. A new light rail station opened in June 2012, and Cannery Place, a 180-unit, 
five-story affordable apartment complex, is under construction with completion anticipated in October 
2014.  
 
The City of Sacramento also completed a specific plan for the 244-acre Railyards area, projecting 10,000-
12,000 new ownership and rental homes of various types. The City received four grant awards from HCD 
through the Transit-Oriented Development and Infill Infrastructure grant programs for initial 
infrastructure to support development in the area, including affordable units.   
 
In addition, the Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Authority (SHRA) was awarded a $300,000 
Choice Neighborhoods Planning Grant in FY 2011 to support the development of a comprehensive 
neighborhood transformation plan for Twin Rivers. The grant is positioning the Twin Rivers public 
housing development, bordered by North  12th Street and Richards Boulevard, to transition from a 200-
unit public housing development built in the 1950s into a larger mixed-income, transit-oriented  
community. The project is developing implementation strategies to address neighborhood conditions 
and incorporate Twin Rivers into the housing and employment growth projected in the MTP/SCS for the 
River District and Railyards. A master developer for the Twin Rivers effort was selected, public charrettes 
conducted, and a transition plan and implementation funding request is nearly complete. Through a 
Caltrans Environmental Justice Transportation Planning Grant, the City of Sacramento is also working on 
planning street improvements along North 12th Street, which borders Twin Rivers. This includes bicycle 
and pedestrian improvements, and a potential new light rail transit station on N. 12th Street at Richards 
Boulevard.  
 
SHRA has been working on an effort to transform the Alder Grove and Marina Vista public housing 
areas, built in the 1940s and 1950s near the west end of Broadway just south of downtown Sacramento, 
into a mixed-income community integrated into the larger community and with neighborhood-serving 
services.  A development team has been selected and the Housing Authority and team will also be 
applying for a Choice Neighborhood planning grant in 2013. The Urban Land Institute Sacramento 
Chapter obtained a grant and conducted a community charrette to help develop a complete streets plan 
for Broadway. The Cities of Sacramento and West Sacramento have also endorsed further study of a 
new crossing over the Sacramento River to supplement existing river crossings in the downtown area.  

 
Other funding obtained to address RCAP areas has included:  
 
 Funding for energy efficiency and weatherization improvements to various Housing Authority-

owned properties. 
 Renovation of three high-rise developments by the Sacramento Housing Authority Repositioning 

Program, Inc. through the utilization of project-based vouchers and tax credits.  
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County of Sacramento  
 
Sacramento County has sought to address the area of North Highlands and the former McClellan Air 
Force Base, which was transitioned into McClellan Business Park. Serna Village was developed at 
McClellan by Cottage Housing, Inc. to provide 83 apartments and supportive services to help homeless 
families with at least one disabled adult increase employment, maintain sobriety, and reduce welfare 
dependency.  
 
The County has completed the North Watt Avenue Corridor Plan, designed to provide incentives for infill 
growth, transportation choices, and infrastructure improvements in the North Watt corridor area from 
Interstate 80 on the south end to Antelope Road/U Street on the north end. The Corridor Plan consists 
of approximately 720 acres distributed along a four-mile stretch of Watt Avenue located within the 
North Highlands community. The NWACP establishes a policy framework to guide the transition of the 
North Watt corridor area from an auto-oriented commercial district serving a former military base to a 
series of urban villages integrated within the North Highlands community. A North Highlands Town 
Center Development Code was completed to facilitate project applications. 

The County turned Freedom Park Drive in North Highlands into the county’s first “green street,” 
designed to provide active transportation options and facilitate and incentivize infill development. In 
2011, Mutual Housing completed construction of the Highlands, providing affordable apartments for 90 
low-income households, including 66 apartments as permanent supportive housing for formerly 
homeless residents. The Freedom Park Drive Enhancement Project was completed in 2012 with $5.4 
million in funds from the County, SHRA, SACOG and SMUD. It includes sewer and water infrastructure to 
help attract investment into the Freedom Park Drive Town Center area, which is close to jobs, transit 
and other amenities. The County also worked with Mercy /Dignity Health to site a health clinic by the 
community center and elementary school in that area.  

West Sacramento 
 
The City of West Sacramento obtained a HUD Challenge Grant to address infrastructure, code updates, 
and other issues in the Washington neighborhood to support new, positive infill development.  
 
City and County of Sacramento  

The Healthy Sacramento Coalition formed in May 2011 to apply for a Community Transformation Grant, 
which was awarded by the Centers for Disease Control (CDC) for $499,229.  The grant work focuses on 
15 zip codes whose residents have consistently high rates of poor health outcomes related to chronic 
disease and mental health. The 15 zip codes include all or part of the communities of Arden Arcade, 
North Highlands, Foothill Farms, North Sacramento, Rio Linda, Elverta, South Sacramento, and 
Downtown Sacramento. The grant goal is to undertake actions to reduce tobacco use, obesity, death 
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and disability due to chronic disease, reduce health disparities, build a safe and healthy physical 
environment, and improve the social and emotional well-being of Sacramento County residents. 

The California Endowment committed to a 10-year, $10 million investment in the South Sacramento 
area as part of its Building Healthy Communities Initiative to support the development of communities 
where kids and youth are healthy, safe and ready to learn.  
 
Prior to the elimination of redevelopment, SHRA had also acquired parcels and conducted significant 
planning for mixed-use residential development in the area of Fruitridge Road and Stockton Boulevard. 
However, the loss of redevelopment funding and associated tools will likely challenge local ability for 
such efforts to address RCAPs in the future.  
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Chapter 9. Jurisdictions’ Housing Policies/Programs  
 

Jurisdictions in the region have adopted additional specific policies to promote, sustain, or further 
housing development to meet market demand. These include policies such as reasonable 
accommodation, housing or commercial linkage fees, inclusionary zoning, density bonuses, expedited 
permit processing, Transit-Oriented Development (TOD) policies, and others. SHRA and SACOG staff 
surveyed SACOG members and reviewed jurisdictional reports to develop the following initial inventory 
of such policies in the region.  
 

Reasonable Accommodation 
 

State law requires that housing elements provide a program to “address and where appropriate and 
legally possible, remove governmental constraints to the maintenance, improvement, and development 
of housing for persons with disabilities. The program shall remove constraints to and provide reasonable 
accommodations for housing designed for, intended for occupancy by, or with supportive services for, 
persons with disabilities.”44 

Housing element law requires that in addition to the needs analysis for persons with disabilities, the 
housing element must analyze potential governmental constraints to the development, improvement 
and maintenance of housing for persons with disabilities, demonstrate local efforts to remove any such 
constraints and provide for reasonable accommodations for persons with disabilities through programs 
that remove constraints.45 

As shown in Table 1.2 earlier, 12.6 percent of those living in the Sacramento region have some form of 
disability. Reasonable Accommodation policies and programs can play an important role in addressing 
the housing needs of such individuals. To live independently, people with physical disabilities may 
require certain accessibility features in their homes (e.g., accessible entryways, door levers rather than 
knobs, shower grab bars, etc.) and/or be able to access transportation and services in close proximity to 
where they live. In a review of complaints lodged with fair housing agencies, disability-based complaints 
were the most often reported, indicating that seniors, adults, and families with disabled children face 
challenges in finding housing that facilitates life with a disability.   
 
From a review of Analyses of Impediments to Fair Housing and survey information received from 
jurisdictions, it appears that the Cities of Davis, Roseville, Sacramento, and Woodland have adopted 
reasonable accommodation ordinances or policies, and that two cities (Elk Grove and Rocklin) were 
identified as still needing to provide additional policies and procedures. Other jurisdictions, while having 

                                                           
44 Government Code Section 65583(c )(3)  
45 HCD- Constraints- Housing for Persons with Disabilities 
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no formal ordinance or policy to address reasonable accommodation requests, indicated that they 
respond to all requests in a timely and efficient manner.  
 

Linkage Fees 
 
Policies directed at supporting housing affordability take many forms, including the assessment of 
commercial linkage fees at the jurisdictional level. Linkage fees, also known as housing impact fees, have 
been used in California as a way for jurisdictions to collect revenue from commercial and industrial 
developments to help support housing affordability. The premise behind these assessments is that 
commercial or industrial developments, in generating employment, will also increase the need of lower 
wage workers for lower cost housing in the community where the new development is occurring. The 
linkage fees assessed on the developments go into an affordable housing fund to be used towards the 
development of lower cost housing.  
 
The cities of Sacramento, Rancho Cordova, and Elk Grove indicated having a commercial linkage fee. The 
fees vary in each of the jurisdictions, but most are based on the development type and square footage.  
 
Elk Grove, in addition to a commercial linkage fee, has a residential linkage fee. This fee is based on the 
type of residential development, single family or multifamily, with funds from the assessment going into 
an affordable housing trust fund.  
 
Inclusionary Zoning 
 
Jurisdictions have also used inclusionary housing policies to help encourage more affordable options as 
part of new development in their communities. However, recent court decisions (California Building 
Industry Association v. City of San Jose, BIA v. City of Patterson, Palmer v. City of LA) have created 
uncertainty about the continued and effective use of inclusionary zoning as an avenue for jurisdictions 
to encourage development of lower cost housing options. 
 
In the Sacramento region, nine jurisdictions have had a specific inclusionary housing ordinance 
(Sacramento City and County, Folsom, Isleton, Sutter County, Yolo County, Davis, West Sacramento, and 
Winters), and Roseville and Woodland have inclusionary requirements as part of specific plans. 
Inclusionary requirements vary from 5 to 25 percent of units for different income groups and types of 
development. Some jurisdictions are changing their inclusionary policies as part of their 2013-2021 
housing element updates.  

 
Density Bonuses  
 
State Density Bonus Law has been in effect for more than three decades, with amendments over the 
years. The law, which applies to both charter and general law jurisdictions, requires cities and counties 
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to adopt an ordinance specifying how the community will comply with state requirements, but even 
without an ordinance, jurisdictions must still comply.  
 
In general, jurisdictions are required to grant a density bonus and other incentives or concessions to 
housing projects which contain a percentage of housing restricted to various income levels or targeted 
to seniors. Incentives or concessions may include modifications of standards, codes or architectural 
requirements, such as setbacks or parking requirements, approval of mixed use zoning, or other 
incentives or concessions that reduce costs.  The number of required incentives or concessions is based 
on the percentage of affordable units in the project. Income and rent restrictions must continue for at 
least 30 years. 
 

Zoning 
 
A new requirement under SB 375 is that if a jurisdiction’s housing element does not identify enough 
existing land to accommodate the locality’s RHNA allocation, properties must be rezoned within three 
years to meet the allocation. There is an extension to four years if the local government has completed 
75 percent of its rezoning by the third year and meets one of three conditions: circumstances out of its 
control, lack of infrastructure to serve the sites, or need for a major update to its general plan to meet 
its RHNA allocation. State code provides penalties for any local governments that do not comply with 
these requirements, including prohibiting the local government from denying or putting conditions on 
development projects with at least 49% of units for very low- to moderate-income families. Anyone may 
file suit against a government that has failed to rezone by the deadline.46 
 
Transit-Oriented Development 

Transit-Oriented Development (TOD) policies are based on principles of integrating land uses and 
transportation. Such policies encourage a compact mix of uses that are in close proximity to quality 
public transit services and support walking and bicycling to connect to transit and daily needs. In 2002, 
Sacramento Regional Transit (RT) completed a report entitled “Transit for Livable Communities.” RT has 
prepared transit overlay maps/TOD concept plans for RT-owned property at light rail station areas, 
including the Florin, Meadowview, Butterfield, 65th Street, Mather Field/Mills, Sunrise, Hazel, Royal 
Oaks, Swanston and Marconi stations.  

The MTP/SCS focuses growth in such Transit Priority Areas (TPAs). TPAs are areas of the region within 
one-half mile of a major transit stop (existing or planned light rail, street car, or train station) or an 
existing or planned high-quality transit corridor included in the MTP/SCS where high quality transit (15-
minute or better service during peak hours) is currently provided or planned by 2035.  
 

                                                           
46 Sources: SACOG, California Rural Legal Assistance 
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The MTP/SCS projects over 114,000 new dwelling units and nearly 140,000 new employees in TPAs in 
Placer, Sacramento and Yolo Counties. The SCS also anticipates that over 150,000 existing housing units 
and 240,000 existing employees in TPAs will gain access to high quality transit services over the life of 
the plan. Specific Transit Priority Areas include:  
 
• Placer County: Capitol Corridor train station areas in Roseville, Rocklin and Auburn, as well as high-

quality bus routes in Roseville. 
 

• Sacramento County:  Light rail station areas in Folsom, Rancho Cordova, Sacramento, and 
unincorporated Sacramento County; the Sacramento Valley Station (future Intermodal Station) in 
downtown Sacramento; a street car corridor in Sacramento’s downtown/midtown area, and 
another in Rancho Cordova; and numerous bus and bus rapid transit corridors in Citrus Heights, 
Rancho Cordova, Sacramento, and unincorporated Sacramento County. 

 
• Yolo County: Davis rail station, street car corridor in West Sacramento, and numerous bus and bus 

rapid transit routes in Davis and West Sacramento. 
 
Table 9.1 shows the expected location and product types for new housing in TPAs in the region. The 
MTP/SCS notes there is substantial overlap between TPAs and Center and Corridor Communities. 
 
Table 9.1  MTP/SCS projections for TPA Housing Growth by 2035 

Transit Priority 
Areas (TPAs) 

New              
Dwelling 

Units  
Rural 

Residential 
Large-Lot          

Single-Family 
Small-Lot 

Single-Family Attached 
Placer TPAs 2,561 0% 11% 9% 80% 
Sacramento TPAs 92,124 0% 4% 19% 77% 
Yolo TPAs 19,781 0% 5% 14% 81% 
All TPAs 114,466 0% 4% 18% 78% 

Source: SACOG MTP/SCS 2012 
 
The Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Agency (SHRA) received a FY 2011 HUD Challenge Grant 
to help develop a TOD Loan Fund, similar to one in the Bay Area, to help with gap financing for transit-
oriented development projects. SACOG has been collaborating with this effort, including providing data 
for the feasibility analysis. Through this effort, SACOG, SHRA and the City and County of Sacramento 
have also been working with a consulting team to help identify the opportunities and challenges to TOD 
in Transit Priority Areas. The consulting team expanded the concept of TOD to “equitable TOD,” 
described as follows:  
 
Equitable transit-oriented development incorporates the same set of urban design, development, and 
investment activities as more traditional TOD, and also ensures that investments enable households and 
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workers of all incomes to enjoy the benefits of TOD. …[E]quitable TOD requires a thoughtful up-front 
consideration of ways in which public and private investments will be inclusive of low and moderate 
income households. It is important to consider where low and moderate income households will live, to 
include different types of homes (for owners and renters, and homes for a range of household sizes, for 
example) as well as increase opportunities and amenities such as fresh food access, quality education, 
workforce training, and access to health care and other services.47  

The consultant’s draft report on Equitable TOD in the Sacramento Region states: 

Sacramento’s employers in major job centers require workers with a variety of skill sets, 
earning wages across the income spectrum. Workers with less than a Bachelor’s degree 
fill nearly three-quarters of the almost 600,000 jobs located in Sacramento County, and 
half of the county’s jobs pay less than 40,000 a year, with 18% paying less than $15,000 
a year.4  …About 35% to 40% of jobs in downtown Sacramento, the UC Davis Medical 
Center and the Rancho Cordova Sunrise/White Rock area pay less than $40,000 per 
year. Less than one-third of positions in these job centers require a bachelor’s degree or 
higher. Thus, building new residential development targeted to the highest end of the 
real estate market will not create transit districts that accommodate the range of 
employees necessary to meet the economic growth that is anticipated for these and 
other job rich centers of economic activity.48 

 
Local governments play a vital role in promoting TOD through their plans, policies, zoning and other 
incentives. The Cities of Rancho Cordova and Sacramento and the County of Sacramento have identified 
TOD plans and policies they have adopted, which are summarized below.  
 
Rancho Cordova 
 
The City of Rancho Cordova adopted a TOD Land Use Overlay in 2009 to include flexibility in zoning and 
form-based planning options.  City code states that,  
 

The purpose of the Transit Oriented Development (TOD) Overlay Zoning District is to 
promote and provide for higher density and intensity uses as part of or in proximity to 
transit stations. The objective of locating more intensive uses near transit stations is to 
promote transit services along major transit corridors of the City. The Transit Oriented 
Development Overlay Zoning District implements the Local Transit Oriented 
Development and Regional Transit Oriented Development land use categories of the 
General Plan.49  

 

                                                           
47 Enterprise Community Partners, The Need for Equitable TOD in the Sacramento Region, Draft May 28, 2013 
48 Op. cit. 
49 Rancho Cordova Municipal Code, Title 23-Zoning Codes 
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These categories are described in the city’s General Plan as follows:  
 

• The Local Transit-Oriented Development category is located near an existing or future light rail 
transit, bus rapid transit, or other major mass transit route stop. Development within this 
category is generally characterized by a vertical or horizontal integration of office, retail, and 
residential uses in one or more multi-story structures. Public/quasi-public uses are also 
permitted in this category. Uses should be designed to support alternatives to 
vehicle/automotive circulation. 
 

• The [Regional] Transit Oriented Development category is located next to an existing or future 
light rail transit, bus rapid transit, or other major mass transit route stop. Development within 
this category is generally characterized by a vertical integration of office, retail, public/quasi-
public, and residential uses in one or more multi-story structures. These sites provide housing, 
retail, and employment opportunities and practical alternatives to vehicle mobility. Regional 
transit-oriented developments differ from local transit-oriented developments in that they have 
a higher intensity of development, uses scaled more toward a regional market, and experience 
higher boarding levels onto the mass transit system at their associated station.50 

 
Sacramento 
 
The City of Sacramento has the following TOD ordinances, guidelines and policies:  
 
 Transit for Livable Communities objectives to “devise land use recommendations for the 21 

stations; to capitalize on the hundreds of millions invested in the existing and future light rail 
system; to develop informed and enthusiastic public support for Transit Oriented Development 
(TOD); and to identify ways for getting TODs built around light rail stations.”51  

 Transit Overlay Ordinance, which provides development standards and regulatory flexibility for 
the promotion of TOD developments centered within a ½-mile of a transit station.52 

 Light Rail Station Ordinance to support appropriate land uses within a ¼-mile of transit 
stations.53  

 2005 Light Rail Transit Land Use Policies and Guidelines, designed to “provide, in one document, 
a comprehensive collection of planning goals, policies, and recommendations prepared by the 
City of Sacramento, Regional Transit (RT) and public design workshops.” 54  

 TOD planning for transit-oriented development around light rail stations, including urban design, 
land use, circulation study, traffic mitigation, park design, or other planning work for the Florin, 
Meadowview, Swanston, Royal Oaks, Globe, Arden/Del Paso, and 65th/University stations. 

                                                           
50 Rancho Cordova General Plan, p. 21  
51 Sacramento Regional Transit District, Transit for Livable Communities, 2002 
52 City of Sacramento, Light Rail Transit Land Use Policies and Guidelines 2005, Executive Summary pp. vi 
53 Ibid, Executive Summary pp. vi 
54 Ibid, Executive Summary pp. i 
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Sacramento County  
 
The County of Sacramento’s General Plan contains a Transit-Oriented designation, described as follows:  
 

The Transit-Oriented designation delineates specific areas on the General Plan Land Use 
Diagram primarily associated with Transit Oriented Developments (TODs). … Mixed use 
developments are designed to be consistent with, or conform to the concepts of the Transit-
Oriented Development Guidelines for Sacramento County. These concepts call for high intensity, 
mixed use development in the TOD core area close to transit, an emphasis on neighborhood 
support services at street level with other employment along the Trunk or Feeder Line Network, 
a pleasant walking environment, and good pedestrian and bicycle linkages between the Core 
Area and Secondary Areas. The Trunk Line Network is made of either light rail or express bus 
service and the Feeder Line Network is of bus transit with 10 to 15 minute headways…. An 
integrated mix of uses coupled with a pedestrian friendly design promotes pedestrian and 
bicycle use throughout the development. The Transit-Oriented Development designation allows 
mixed-use developments of relatively high residential densities and nonresidential intensities. 
TODs are expected to be between 20 and 160 acres in size with residential densities in the core 
ranging from 7 to 50 units per gross acre, with a minimum average varying on the basis of 
location and facility status. The secondary areas surrounding the TOD cores are to have a 
minimum average density of 6 dwelling units per acre.55 

 
Sacramento County was also awarded Proposition 84 grant funding from the state Strategic Growth 
Council to create an Implementation Plan focused on supporting TOD in the Folsom Boulevard corridor 
from the Watt/Manlove Station to the Hazel Station. The County has been working with the City of 
Rancho Cordova, SACOG, stakeholders and residents to develop a plan for the five Transit Priority Areas 
(TPAs) on the Sacramento Regional Transit Gold Line. The plan will focus on improving access for 
pedestrians and bicyclists by identifying where bike lanes and sidewalks are inadequate or non-existent, 
and will identify utility infrastructure needs (sewer, water, drainage) that will be necessary to 
accommodate TOD.  
 
Transit Priority Area Case Studies 
 
As noted, the MTP/SCS projects a growth pattern with over 114,000 units, or nearly 38 percent of the 
region’s new housing development, in Transit Priority Areas where households will have more access to 
jobs, daily needs, greater walkability and high quality transit. However, actual development decisions 
concerning the number and affordability of rental and ownership homes built in areas with nearby 
transit access and lower transportation costs will depend on local jurisdictions and market interest and 
feasibility.  

                                                           
55 County of Sacramento General Plan, Amended November 9, 2011, p. 11 
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As part of the HUD Regional Sustainability Planning Grant, SACOG worked with the grant Steering 
Committee, Regional Consortium and Working Groups, and Urban Land Institute to develop and conduct 
a screening process to identify five case studies in the region for how to jumpstart transit-oriented 
development in TPAs. In June 2011, five areas were selected in four jurisdictions:  
 
 City Rancho Cordova: Area around Mather/Mills Station  
 City of Sacramento: R Street Corridor between 10th and 19th Streets 
 County of Sacramento: Watt/Manlove Light Rail Station Area 
 Sacramento City/County:  Stockton Boulevard and Fruitridge Area 
 City West Sacramento: Washington Neighborhood 

 
Since selection, SACOG has worked with the jurisdictions, stakeholders, and partners on community 
workshops and plans, and will be producing case studies to share the lessons learned. SACOG has also 
been piloting the use of environmental streamlining benefits provided by SB 375 for Transit Priority 
Projects. SACOG has worked with CEQA experts to develop a Sustainable Communities Environmental 
Assessment (SCEA) for a Transit Priority Project to test and model the use of SB 375 benefits in TPAs, 
and will share findings when completed.  
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Appendix B 
Notes on Data Sources 

California Department of Finance (DOF) Demographic Research Unit: E-5 City/County 
Population and Housing Estimates series.   

DOF annually updates their E-5 series of data.  However there are a variety of situations that may 
change population and/or housing unit estimates including:  

1. DOF may back-cast earlier year estimates and change them in future year series.   
2. There is often a lag between counts due to annexations and/or new city incorporations that may 

take a couple of years to show up in the appropriate jurisdiction in this data set.  
3. DOF benchmarks the E-5 series to the decennial census each decennial census year.  As such, 

changes shown between 1989 and 1990, 1999 and 2000, 2009 and 2010 may not reflect real 
growth or loss of population/housing units but may be over or understated due to the effect of 
this benchmarking process. 

4. Yolo County specific -- as of the 2010 Census DOF re-classified some housing units (apartments 
near the UC Davis campus) as group quarters and removed from the total housing unit count in 
the E-5 series.  This represents approximately 720 multi-family 5+ units in Unincorporated Yolo 
County.  SACOG has chosen to keep those units in the housing unit counts.  As such, 
comparisons of this data for Yolo County will reflect that difference. 

 
For more information please see:  http://www.dof.ca.gov/research/demographic/reports/estimates/e-
5/2011-20/view.php 
 
HUD Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS) Data 

The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) periodically receives "custom 
tabulations" of data from the U.S. Census Bureau that are largely not available through standard Census 
products. These data, known as the "CHAS" data (Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy), 
demonstrate the extent of housing problems and housing needs, particularly for low income 
households. The CHAS data are used by local governments to plan how to spend HUD funds, and may 
also be used by HUD to distribute grant funds.  

For more background and general information on the CHAS data, click here: 
http://www.huduser.org/portal/datasets/cp/CHAS/bg_chas.html 

HAMFI - This acronym stands for HUD Area Median Family Income. This is the median family income 
calculated by HUD for each jurisdiction, in order to determine Fair Market Rents (FMRs) and income 
limits for HUD programs. HAMFI will not necessarily be the same as other calculations of median 
incomes (such as a simple Census number), due to a series of adjustments that are made. (For full 
documentation of these adjustments, consult the HUD Income Limit Briefing Materials). If you see the 
terms "area median income" (AMI) or "median family income" (MFI) used in the CHAS, assume it refers 
to HAMFI.  

http://www.dof.ca.gov/research/demographic/reports/estimates/e-5/2011-20/view.php
http://www.dof.ca.gov/research/demographic/reports/estimates/e-5/2011-20/view.php
http://www.huduser.org/portal/datasets/cp/CHAS/bg_chas.html
http://www.huduser.org/portal/datasets/il.html
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