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TULARE LAKE BASIN WORKING GROUP
TULARE BASIN WILDLIFE PARTNERS
FACT SHEET

(1) The Tulare Lake Basin Working Group (TLBWG) was established in May — June
2003 as a consortium of public agencies, private organizations, and private
individuals concerned with the protection and restoration of natural communities
in the Tulare Lake Basin. It meets quarterly to share information, coordinate, and
collaborate on conservation projects led by the participant organizations.
Meetings are usually held at the Visalia USDA/NRCS office.

(2) In March 2005 the TLBWG held a visioning and leadership workshop which
resulted in consensus agreement on the need to form a private, non-profit

organization to serve as a catatyst for progress in restoration and protection of
natural communities in Tulare Lake Basin.

(3) The Tulare Basin wildlife Partners (TBWP) was established in May 2005 as an
RS 501( ¢) (3) non-profit, charitable organization to serve as the “action arm” of
the TLBWG. The TBWP Board of Directors includes Robert B. Hansen
(President), Richard M. Moss (Vice President), C. Jeff Thomson (Treasurer),
Carole K. Combs (Secretary) and Carol Sellers Herbert (At Large). The TBWP
meets quarterly in conjunction with TLBWG meetings. The corporate address of
the TBWP is ¢/o Carole K. Combs, Tulare Basin Wildlife Partners, P.O. Box
1180, Three Rivers, CA 93271 (phone 559/799-7204, fax 559/561-1921).

(4) The TBWP establishes action priorities based on direction from the TLBWG
participants. lts current highest priority action items include strategic assistance to
the Tulare Basin Wetland Association, the CA Department of Fish and Game-
Region 4, the Central Valley Joint Venture, and the U.S. Bureau of Land
Management.

(5) For more information, including the TLBWG and TBWP mission and vision
statements, list of participating organizations, and a map of the TLBWG area of

operating interest, please contact Carole Combs at ccombsi@thegrid.net or
559/799-7204.

(October 3, 2005)



The Mission of the Tulare Lake Basin Working Group

The mission of the Tulare Lake Basin Working Group (TLBWG) is to conserve and
restore natural communities in the Tulare Basin by helping to coordinate existing
and future projects among agencies and conservation organizations. The TLBWG

was founded in May — June 2003 and includes approximately 25 public agencies and
private organizations.

The Mission and Vision of the Tulare Basin Wildlife Partners

The mission of the Tulare Basin Wildlife Partners (TBWP) is to protect, enhance,
and restore wildlife and their habitats in the Tulare Lake Basin.

The Tulare Basin Wildlife Partners is a leadership and advocacy organization with
a local focus that works to form partnerships, implement projects, educate the
public and secure funding for wildlife and their habitats in the Tulare Lake Basin.
We cooperate, coordinate, and collaborate with individual business, non-profit and
agency partners to maximize the benefits of our shared wetland and upland
resources. We strive to develop a regional identity where freshwater and saline
wetlands and upland patural communities in the Basin can be protected, enhanced,
and restored as a microcosm of the historic natural richness in a way that

" compliments agricultural productivity and recognizes and expands the economy of
the Southern San Joaquin Valley. Tulare Basin Wildlife Partners, a 501 (¢) (3)

non-profit organization, was established in May 2005 as a resource for the Tulare
Lake Basin Working Group. '

Contaét:

Carole Combs

TLBWG Coordinator

TBWP Director, Board Secretary
P.0. Box 1180

Three Rivers, CA 93271
ccombs@thegrid.net

(559) 799-7204
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TULARE BASIN WILDLIFE PARTNERS
San Joaquin Valley Partnership Seed Grant
Work Plan and Budget Revisions, April 16, 2007

July 1 - Sepiember 30, 2007 Work Plan

Deliverable #1: Outreach Plan. Create Project Steering Committee. (This will include
representatives of the STV Partnership, TCAG, KCAG, Fresno and Kern COGs,
prominent community stakeholders and individuals with expertise relevant to all three
grant deliverables.) Engage an additional member of TBWP Core Project Team to
augment strategic outreach and fundraising capacity and assist in Web site development.
Inform those developing Integrated Regional Watershed Management Plans in the Tulare
Basin about the TBWP’s Conservation Plans and begin working with them.

Deliverable #2: Comprehensive Fundraising Plan. Develop strategy for scoping long-
term funding needs, working with Project Steering Commitiee. Assure integration of the
Outreach and Comprehensive Fundraising Plans.

Deliverable #3: Conservation Bank. Initiate cooperation with TCAG. Use TBWP’s

Conservation Plans 1o help guide development of a Conservation Bank and aid in the
selection and prioritization of candidate natural areas.
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Deliverable #1: Complete development of the Outreach Plan.

Deliverable #2: Enlist key partners to help the TBWP Core Project Team and Steering
Commitiee identify the highest priority projects in the TBWP Conservation Plans and
" determine appropriate protection or restoration strategies and timeline, as well as funding
and outreach strategies to support those projects.

Deliverable #3: Complete initial cooperation period with TCAG, assist TCAG with

Environmental Advisory Committee recommendations and review, and determine next
steps needed to help TCAG.

October 1 ~ December 31, 2007 Work Plan

January 1 — March 31, 2008 Work Plan

Deliverable #1: Begin implementation of the Qutreach Plan..

Deliverable #2: Complete Comprehensive Fundraising Plan. Ensure integration of the
Outreach and Fundraising Plans.

Deliverable #3: Continue assistance to TCAG on development of Conservation Bank.

April 1 - June 30, 2008 Work Plan
Deliverable #1: Continue Qutreach Plan implementation, using adaptive management 10
optimize the Plan for the duration of the grant period..

Deliverable #2: Begin Comprehensive Fundraising Plan implementation, using adaptive
management to optimize the Plan as needed.

Deliverable #3: Continue assistance to TCAG re: Conservation Bank as needed.

July 1~ September 30, 2008 and October 1 — December 31, 2008 Work Plans
Deliverable #1: Continue Outreach Plan implementation.

Deliverable #2: Continue Comprehensive Fundraising Plan implementation.
Deliverable #3: Continue assistance to TCAG re: Conservation Bank as needed.




TULARE LAKE BASIN WORKING GROUP
TULARE BASIN WILDLIFE PARTNERS
PARTICIPATING ORGANIZATIONS

American Farmland Trust

American Land Conservancy

California Audubon Society

California Department of Fish and Game

California Department of Parks and Recreation

California Department of Water Resources

California Water Institute (California State University, Fresno)
California Waterfowl Association/California Outdoor Heritage Alliance
Center for Natural Lands Management

Central Valley Joint Venture

Ducks Unlimited

Endangered Species Recovery Program

Fresno County Council of Governments/SJV Blueprint
Greenbridges LLC

Kern County Council of Governments/SJV Blueprint

Kings County Association of Governments/SJV Blueprint

Land Use, Housing, and Agricuiture Work Group, California SJV Partnership
Point Reyes Bird Observatory

' Semitropic Water Storage District

Sequoia Riverlands Trust

The Nature Conservancy

Trust for Public Land

Tulare Basin Wetlands Association

Tulare County Audubon Society

Tulare County Association of Governments/SJV Blueprint
US Bureau of Land Management

US Bureau of Reclamation

US Congressman Devin Nunes

US Congressman Jim Costa

US Congressman Kevin McCarthy

US Senator Barbara Boxer

US Senator Diane Feinstein

US Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation Service
US Environmental Protection Agency

US Fish and Wildlife Service

Westervelt Ecological Services

Wildlands Ine.

wildlife Conservation Board

UC Berkeley, Department of Regional Planning

(June 2007)



TULARE BASIN WILDLIFE PARTNERS
CURRENT PRIORITIES FOR TULARE LAKE BASIN REGIONAL PLLANNING
February 19,2007

1. Tulare Basin Wildlife Partners (TBWP) -- a locally driven NGO, advocacy and
leadership group created by the Tulare Lake Basin Working Group in March-May
2005 — is assisting major public and private partners (CA DF&G, USFWS, BLM,
USDA/NRCS Wetland Reserve Program, CA State Parks, Tulare Basin Wetlands
Association, Central Valley Joint Venture and other local and regional partners) by
developing resources needed for protection and restoration of wildlife babitat in the
Southern San Joaquin Valley — Tulare Lake Basin. It aims to do this in a manner
than compliments agricultural productivity and expands the economy of the
Southern San Joaquin Valley. A high priority in 2006 is completion of Tulare Lake
Basin regional conservation planning, focusing on the Goose Lake, Sand Ridge —
Tulare Lake, and Buena Vista Lake — Kern Lake areas. The TBWP also seeks to

provide immediate improvements to the limited water supplies available to existing
private wetland owners in the Tulare Basin.

2. The overall acreage involved in the regional planning area (the greater Tulare
Lake vicinity hydrological unit in parts of Fresno, Kings, Tulare and Kern
Counties) is 630,000 — of which 31,000 acres are in federal ownership, 10,000 acres
are in state ownership, 16,000 acres are in private conservation organization

ownership (including private duck clubs) and 357,000 are in private (agricultural or
other) ownership.

3. This planning effort has resulted in completion by the TBWP of three
Conservation Plans in 2006: the Goose Lake Conservation Plan, Sand Ridge-Tulare
Lake Conservation Plan, and the Buena Vista Lake — Kern Lake Conservation Plan.
The TBWP expects to complete a fourth and final Plap in 2007 ~ the Riparian-
Wildlife Corridor Conservation Plan and Qutreach Plan. All four Plans will form
the basis of CA DF&G Conceptual Area Protection Plans, will enable project
development for highest priority projects (developed on the basis of landowner and
stakeholder consensus for greatest, multi-purpose public benefit), and will clarify
state and federal funding needs for multi-purpose projects in the Tulare Basin. The
TBWP seeks to facilitate collaboration among many landowners to provide flood
control, improve water supplies, protect water quality, enrich quality of life,

increase recreation opportunities, enhance and restore wildlife habitat and secure
the agricultural legacy of the area.

4. Restoration and protection will be designed to create linkages and corridors
along existing floodplains and will blend upland and wetland habitats, protecting
seven threatened and endangered species (including blunt-nosed leopard lizard,
Tipton kangaroo rat, and San Joaquin kit fox) and more than 60 other special status
species (species of special concern). As envisioned, the total protected acreage
(federal, sate, and private) of the completed Goose Lake, Sand Ridge ~ Tulare Lake,



and Buena Vista Lake areas would surpass that of the Grassland Ecological Area in
the San Joaquin Valley, would yield even greater statewide benefit to T & E species
and the local economy, and would restore the Tulare Basin to its historic
prominence as home to the most extensive wetlands in California’s Central Valley.

5. The Goose Lake area of north-central Kern County contains the largest
remaining block of undeveloped land on the San Joaquin Valley floor :
(approximately 90,000 acres). This extensive land base provides an unparalieled
oppeortunity for protection of remaining open space resources including: habitat
protection for over 60 special status species which are tracked by the California
Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB), expansion of three existing CA DF&G
Ecological Reserves, and restoration of upland habitat for wildlife corridors
between these Reserves. Other potential components of this project include the
protection of 10,000 acres of privately managed wetlands and the restoration of
25,000 acres of wetlands on marginal farmiand (including the possibility of a new
CA DF&G Wildlife Management Area), as well as private wetlands managed under
conservation easements and an enlarged Kern National Wildlife Refuge.

6. The Sand Ridge — Tulare Lake focus area consists of approximately 5,500 acres
of important threatened and endangered species habitat (a mosaic of saltbrush
scrub, iodine sink scrub, alkali grassland, and dune communities) and presents
unique protection opportunities along the southern edge of the Tulare Lake Basin.
The 25,000-acre Liberty Ranch, along with 4,000 acres in the White Ranch, are
pivotal properties in this focus area. Regional planning and discussions with
landowner interests in the surrounding area are anticipated to increase the yield of
habitat value associated with the potential fee title or easement acquisition of the
Liberty Ranch and would alse yield benefits to adjacent landowners through
additional flood protection, operational cost-savings,

improved water supplies and
relief from regulatory concerns.

7. An additional priority is the current BLM - CA State Parks “Ancient Valley”
State Park initiative in the Alpaugh area. Exploration and conceptual development
of this potential new State Park is now underway. Funding of this initiative will
realize significant local and regional economic benefits. '

8. In order to bring such new and expanded public benefit and use opportunities in
the Tulare Basin to fruition -- for agricultural productivity, recreation, hunting,
education, interpretation, cultural history, and state and federal T & E species and
migratory bird protection - the TBWP and its agency partners seek major short-
and long-term streams of public and private funding.

Contacts: Robert Hansen, Richard Moss, Jeff Thomson, Carole Combs - Tuiare

Basin Wildiife Partners, P.O. Box 1130, Three Rivers, CA 93271; (559) 799-7204,
(559) 561-1921 fx, ccombs@thegrid.net -



BOARD OF DIRECTORS

TULARE BASIN WILDLIFE PARTNERS

(June 2006)

Robert B. Hansen, President and Director

Mr. Hansen is a premier ficld biologist with 25 years of experience in the Tulare
Lake Basin. He is a graduate of California State University at Fresno (CSUF) and
received an MLA. in Biology from CSUF. He served as a field biologist and regional
land steward for The Nature Conservancy of California for nine years (1981 -
1990), is a biology instructor at the College of the Sequoias in Visalia, CA, and is
principal of Hansen’s Biological Consulting. He conducted bird surveys and nest
monitoring at agricultural drainwater evaporation basins for private drainage
districts in Kings, Kern, and Tulare Counties from January 1994 to July 2004. He
conducted field surveys and document preparation for Habitat Conservation Plans
(HCPs) in Tulare County, Fresno Co. (Pleasant Valley HCP in Cealinga), and Kern
Co. (the Kern Fan HCP on Department of Water Resources and City of Bakersfield
land along the Kern River). During 2003, he served as a member of the Science
Advisory Committee to Merced County during an analysis of habitat and special
status species impacts related to the establishment of the new UC Merced campus.
During 2005 he served on the Science Advisory Committee that reviewed the
Yuba/Sutter County NCCP/HCP. He serves as Vice President of the Sequoia
Rjverlands Trust, a local/regional land trust partner of the TBWP. His duties as
President of the TBWP include those outlined in the Bylaws of the TBWP, including
general supervision, direction, and control of the business of the officers of the

corporation. He serves in this role as a volunteer for an average of ten hours a
week.

Richard M. Moss, Vice President and Director

Mr. Moss is a Registered Professional Civil Engineer, Vice President for Water
Resources for the civil engineering consulting firm of Provost and Pritchard
Engineering Group, Inc. He is a graduate of California Polytechnic University, San
Luis Obispo, with a B.S. in Agricultural Engineering, and is a graduate of Class XX .
of the California Agricultural Leadership Program. He served as General Manager
of the Friant Water Users Authority from its inception in 1986 until September
2001. He has thirty years of experience in agricultural engineering, civil
engineering, water reseurces planning and policy development, government
relations, contract/agreement development, organizational management and
agricultural water conservation, He serves on the Board of Trustees of the
University of California at Merced and on the Board of Directors of the Ivanhoe
Irrigation District and California Citrus Mutual . He alse Chairs the Environment
and Restoration Committee of the San Joaguin Valley Regional Water Plan. As



outlined in the TBWP Bylaws, he serves as TBWP Vice President in the absence of

the President with all the powers and restrictions of the President, as a volunteer,
{or an average of eight hours a week.

C. Jeff Thomson, Treasurer and Director

Mr. Thomson is President of Thomson International, Inc., 2 major international
grower and shipper of produce, based in Bakersfield, CA. He is a graduate of the
University of California at Davis with a degree in Agricultural Business
Management and has a Master of Science degree in Agricultural Economics from
Purdue University. He is a graduate of Class I of the California Agricultural
Leadership Program. He serves as Chairman of the Board of the Tulare Basin
Wetlands Association, a non-profit association of privately-owned duck clubs active
in Tulare Lake Basin. He is a member of a prominent family which has been active
in Southern San Joaquin Valley agribusiness for many decades; he benefits the
TBWP and its partners through bis first hand knowledge of wetlands management,
water distribution systems, and agribusiness needs. As Treasurer of the TBWP, he
serves {he functions of chief financial officer as outlined in the TBWP Bylaws,
including the maintenance of adequate, correct records of accounts of the business

transactions of the corporation. He serves in this role as a volunteer for an average
of eight hours a week.

Carole K. Combs, Secretary and Director

Ms. Combs has conservation erganization development and management expertise
gained from seventeen years of experience in communications, government
relations, and fundraising with The Nature Conservancy in Arlington, VA (1979 -
1996), and from seven years of similar experience in Tulare County, CA, and

surrounding counties (1999-2006). Sheis a graduate of the University of California
at Berkeley (UCB) in Political Science and received an M.S. in Journalism from
UCB. She served as volunteer Executive Director of the Kaweah, Tule Oaks, and
Four Creeks Land Trusts, led the merger of these three land trusts in 1999-2001 to
form the Sequoia Riverlands Trust (SRT), and served asa Director of the SRT until
2005. She is the founder and coordinator of the Tulare Lake Basin Working Group
and the founder of the TBWP, along with the other board officers listed here. As
TBWP Board Secretary, she serves the functions outlined in the Bylaws including
maintaining the corporate records and handles other organizational matters as they
arise, sharing these tasks with all the members of the TBWP Board. Sheservesasa
volunteer for an average of twenty hours a week.

Carol Sellers Herbert, At Large Director

Carol Sellers Herbert, the fifth board member of the TBWP, is a retired attorney
and farming executive. She formerly was Dean of the San Joaquin College of Law
in Fresno, developed the Barpassers Review course which was sold to West
Publishing Co. in 1993, managed the West Coast Division of Harcourt Brace



Jovanovich Legal and Professional Pablications, Inc., founded the Committee on
Women and the Law in the Beverly Hills Bar Association, and managed the family
farm in Tulare County before moving to Fillmore in 1999. Together with her
husband, James K. Herbert, Carol oversaw the transaction that culminated in the
bargain sale of the 725-acre pristine vernal pool grassland prairie landscape to the
predecessor of the Sequoia Riverlands Trust in 2000. The resulting Preserve has

become the premier example of Valley floor natural communities protection and
restoration in Tulare County. Carol plays an i

nvaluable role for the TBWP by
overseeing the compliance of the TBWP with established business and conservation
practices and the highest conservation values.






Tulare Basin Wildlife Partners
Creating Opportunities for Nature and People

TO: Fresno COG Transportation Technical Committee

FM: Tulare Basin Wildlife Partners (TBWP)

RE: Q&A re: $32,700 Riparian-Wildlife Corridor Survey Grant Request--
Advance Information for October 10, 2007 8:30 a.m. Presentation

DT: October 2, 2007

Presenters:

Carole Combs, TBWP Grant/Project Manager and two of three TBWP
regional planners/biological consultants - Stephen A. Laymon, Ph.D. and
Bobby Kamansky, Principal Biologist, Kamansky's Ecological Consulting -
will present the TBWP’s grant request. (Robert Hansen, M.A., and College of
the Sequoias Biology Instructor, has a teaching commitment and will be
unable to join the presentation. Johanna Kamansky, Big Trees Marketing, is
a fourth TBWP team member/consultant. Johanna is responsible for
outreach and report production. She wilt also not be present.

Background:

California’s extraordinary biological diversity and the remarkable array of
lands upon which they rely are more vulnerable to habitat fragmentation than
ever before. Qur State’s rapidly growing infrastructure needs are of particular
concern: front-end knowledge of critical habitats such as natural lands along
wildlife corridors will help infrastructure agencies (such as CalTrans), and
others, to avoid conflicts with existing governmental regulations and special
interest groups.

The TBWP has received a SJV Partnership Seed Grant (“Integrating Land
and Water Solutions in Tulare L.ake Basin”). Recently completed studies of
the Tulare Basin resulted in three Conservation Plans to inform land use
decision-making in Fresno, Tulare, Kings, and Kern Counties and prepare
Conservation Bank site recommendations relevant to county transportation
and other development plans.

The TBWP received a grant from Tulare County Measure R funds to
complete an in-depth riparian-wildfife corridor study in support of
Conservation Bank site recommendations. TBWP seeks funding for similar
studies in Fresno, Kings, and Kern Counties. These studies benefit all four of
these counties by making Conservation Bank site recommendations and by
helping to identify conjunctive use opportunities, prevent flood damage and



assure that development projects can proceed with minimal regulatory
hurdles.

The TBWP hopes to commence work in Fresno County early in 2008, with a
target completion date of June-July 2008. Deliverables include a written
report to the Fresno COG Transportation Technical Committee. Fresno
County riparian-wildlife corridors which the TBWP plans to study include:
Wahtoke Creek, Kings River/Murphy Stough, Fresno Slough/Fish Slough, Los
Gatos Creek/Arroyo Passajero, Cantua Creek, and Panoche Creek. (Please
see the attached map, prepared for TBWP by CA DF&G Region 4 GIS staff.)

Fresno COG Transportation Technical Committee Questions, and TBWP
Answers:

(1) How was the dollar amount of $32,700 determined; i.e. by formula?

The amount was determined from planning work that TBWP has complefed to
date. !t is based on the number of corridors, length of corridors, and land use
and ownership complexity:

s Six corridors x three consulting biologists (@$60 average per hour,
non-profit organization rate); 144 hrs per corridor, $8,666 per corridor
— $26,000 total for consulting biologists

s OQutreach & report production consultant (60 hours @ $50 per hour,
non-profit organization rate) - $3,000 total for outreach & report
production consultant

e Report production - $1,000 total

« TBWP overhead @ 9% (includes project related office expenses,
administrative mileage, portion of accounting costs for grant period and
portion of 2008 audit costs; Note: TBWP Grant/Project Manager
provides services gratis) - $2,700

e Total request: $32,700

(2) Is your organization attempting to restore Tulare Lake?

TBWP is not attempting to restore Tulare Lake. The mission of our
organization is to protect, enhance, and restore wildlife and their habitats in
the Tulare Lake Basin. We strive to develop a regional identity where
freshwater and saline wetlands and upland natural communities in the Basin
can be protected, enhanced, and restored as a microcosm of the historic
natural richness in a way that compliments agricultural productivity and
recognizes and expands the economy of the Southern San Joagquin Valley.
Our organization's goal is to develop creative conservation solutions that
benefit all segments of society.



(3) Information you provided lists many participating organizations.
One member of the TTC asked why CalTrout wasn’t among them.

To date, because the Tulare Basin is a warm water fishery, TBWP has not
been involved with cold water fisheries issues, though it is likely that we will
be in the future as we expand our work into cool water perennial stream
systems. We welcome the opportunity to work with CalTrout, Trout Unlimited,
and other aquatic ecosystem-oriented groups.

(4) More information on project deliverables needs to be provided.

The Fresno County corridor plan will be a stand-alone document including a
written document, maps, and tables. The TBWP has completed the first step
in our planning process, which is to determine which stream corridors will be
included in the plan. We completed this task by using a rating system that we
developed. Each corridor will be examined and discussed in detail.
Management recommendations will be given and a conservation strategy will
be developed. The information will later be incorporated into a Tulare Basin-
wide corridor plan using the California Department of Fish and Game
Conceptual Area Protection Plan guidelines.

(5) How were the boundaries of the Tulare Lake Basin Study Area
determined?

The northern boundary of the Tulare Lake Basin is the watershed divide
between the San Joaquin River and the Kings River, following Fresno Slough
north from the Historic Tulare Lake to Mendota Pool area. The other west,
south and east boundaries are approximately the 1,000-foot elevation of the
Sierra, Tehachapi, and Coast Range foothills or the lower edge of the blue
oak woodland.

(6) How might this project benefit the Valley-wide Blueprint Plan
currently being developed?

We recommend that the results of this project be used to develop the open
space, recreation, and wildlife habitat sections of the Fresno County Blueprint
Plan, as well as informing the land use, transporiation and other sections,
Tulare County is using the plans that we have developed in this way. These
will be incorporated into the Tulare County Blueprint Plan, and we assume
that the same will be the case for the Fresno --and ultimately Kings and Kern-
- County Blueprint Plans. The TBWP is responsible under its SJV
Partnership Seed Grant to make this work available as a model for
incorporation into the Valley-wide Blueprint Plan.

Contact: Carole Combs, ccombs@thegrid.net, 559/799-7204
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BEFORE THE
COUNCIL OF FRESNO COUNTY GOVERNMENTS
RESOLUTION NO. 2007- 48

In the Matter of: ) RESOLUTION OF SUPPORT

} FOR THE FRESNO COG
2007 PUBLIC PARTICIPATION ) 2007 PUBLIC PARTICIPATION
PLAN ) PLAN

)

WHEREAS, the Council of Fresno County Governments {Fresno COG) is the designated Regional
Transportation Planning Agency (RTPA), the designated Metropolitan Planning Qrganization (MPO), and the
designated Council of Governments (COG) for the Fresno County Region; and .

WHEREAS, The Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for
Users—better known as SAFETEA-LU—signed into law in 2005, underscores the need for public involve-
ment and requires metropolitan planning agencies such as Fresno COG to “provide citizens, affected public
agencies, representatives of transportation agency employees, private providers of transportation and other
interested parties with a reasonable opportunity to comment” on transportation plans and programs; and

WHEREAS, SAFETEA-LU legislation also requires Fresno COG — when developing the Regional
Transportation Plan and the Federal Transportation Improvement Program (FTIP) — o coordinate
transportation plans with expected growth, economic development, environmental protection and other
related planning activities within our region. Toward this end, this Public Participation Plan outlines key
decision points for consulting with affected local, regional, state and federal agencies and Tribal
governments; and

WHEREAS, Fresno COG staff has sought input from member agencies, citizens, affected pubiic
agencies, representatives of transportation agency employees, private providers of transporiation, other
interested parties and affected organizations, advisory committees, organizations representing the
traditionally underserved, low-income and minority households; and

WHEREAS, the proposed Public Participation Plan has undergone the required 45-day review and
comment period; and :

WHEREAS, the public hearing was held on November 29, 2007 to consider and hear comments on
the draft Public Participation Plan; and

WHEREAS, the Public Participation Plan document is considered to be a guide for work activity
- and may be considered for amendment by the Fresno COG Policy Board at any time deemed appropriate by
Fresno COG's management staff and Policy Board; and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE T RESOLVED, that the Fresno COG adopts the Public Parficipation
Plan.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the adoption of the Public Participation Plan will become
effective on November 29, 2007 and any comments received will be made available via the COG website
and by mail upon request.

THE FOREGOING RESOLUTION was passed and adopted by the Council of Fresno County
Governments this 29" day of November, 2007.

AYES:
NOES:
ABSTAIN:
ABSENT:

: Signed:
ATTEST: Trinidad M. Rodriguez, Chairman

| hereby certify that the foregoing is a true copy of a
resolution of the Council of Fresno County
Governments duly adopted at a regular meeting
thereof held on the 29th day of November, 2007.

Signed:

Barbara Goodwin, Executive Director






2035 Tulare Street, Suite 201
Fresno, CA 93721

Phone: 559-233-4148

Fax: 559-233-9645

Website: www.fresnocog.org
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Council of Fresno County Governments
2007 Public Participation Plan
Draft October 2007

. Introduction

Council of Fresno County Governments

As a Regional Transportation Planning Agency (RTPA}, the Counclil of Fresno County
Governments {Fresno COG) addresses issues of mutual concern to the county and the cities
in the Fresno County region, and satisfies Federal and State transportation planning and
programming mandates. Fresno COG provides a forum for planning, discussion, and study
of area-wide issues, prepares and adopts regional plans and programs, serves as the regional
agency for federal and state transportation programs and funding opportunities and
addresses other area-wide issues based on the desires of the member jurisdictions. Fresno
COG represents its member jurisdictions as planner, programmer, and broker in developing
an efficient and effective inter-modal transportation system that provides for the mobility

needs of people, goods, and services while protecting the environment.

Fresno COG and its member agencies are responsible for determining policy, adopting plans
and programs, and awarding funds to implement these plans. This procedural document 1s
intended to give the Fresno COG elected officials and staff guidance in providing for public
involvement and interagency consultation in the regional planning process. It contains
procedures and strategies Fresno COG uses to instigate, seek and foster greater public
involvement regarding transportation matters within its discretion. Fresno COG’s
documented participation plan defines a process for providing reasonable opportunities to

be involved in the metropolitan transportation planning process.



Purpose of the Public Participation Plan

Fresno COG has developed this Public Participation Plan (PPP) as a guide to meeting the
requirements for public participation outlined in PPP. The PPP is intended to provide
direction for public participation activities to be conducted by Fresno COG and contains the
procedures, strategies and techniques used by Fresno COG for public participation, In its
public participation process, Fresno COG wilk:

Provide adequate public notice of public participation activities and time for public
review and comment at key decision points, including but not limited to, a reasonable
opportunity to comment on the proposed Regional Transportation Plan (R1P) and
the Federal Transportation Improvement Program (F1TP);

» Provide timely notice and reasonable access to information about Fresno COG’s
issues and processes;

*  Employ visualization techniques to describe the RTP and FITP;

Make public information (technical information and meeting notices) available in

electronically accessible formats and means, such as the World Wide Web;

Hold any public meetings at convenient and accessible locations and times;

Demonstrate explicit consideration and response to public input received during the

development of the RTP and the FTIP;

»  Seek out and consider the needs of those traditionally underserved by existing
transportation systetns, such as low-income and minority households, who may face
challenges accessing employment and other services;

*  Provide an additional opportunity for public comment, if the final RTP or FTIP
differs significantly from the version that was made available for public comment by
the Fresno COG and raises new material issues which interested parties could not
reasonably have foreseen from the public involvement efforts;

» Coordinate with the statewide transportation planning public involvement and
consultation processes;

» Periodically review the effectiveness of the procedures and strategies contained in

this PPP to ensure a full and open patticipation process.



2.  Federal Requirements

SAFETEA-LU

The Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users —
better known as SAFETEA-LU — signed into law in 2005, underscores the need for public
involvement and requires metropolitan planning agencies such as Fresno COG to “provide
citizens, affected public agencies, representatives of transportation agency employees, private
providers of transportation and other interested parties with a reasonable opportunity to

comment” on transportation plans and programs.

SAFETEA-LU legislation also requires Fresno COG — when developing the Regional
Transportation Plan and the Federal Transportation Improvement Program (FTIP) — to
coordinate transportation plans with expected growth, economic development,
environmental protection and other related planning activities within our region. Toward this
end, this Public Participation Plan outlines key decision points for consulting with affected

local, regional, state and federal agencies and Tribal governments.

Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964

Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 requires that transportation planning and
programming be non-discriminatory on the basis of race, color, national origin or disability.
The federal statute was further clarified and supplemented by the Civil Rights Restoration
Act of 1987 and a series of federal statutes enacted in the 1990s relating to the concept of

environmental justice. The fundamental principles of environmental justice include:

»  Avoiding, minimizing or mitigating disproportionately high and adverse health or

environmental effects on minority and low-income populations;

* Fnsuring full and fair participation by all potentially affected communities in the

transportation decision-making process; and

= Preventing the denial, reduction ot significant delay in the receipt of benefits by

minority populations and low-income communities.



Executive Orders

An Executive Order is an order given by the President to federal agencies. As a recipient of

federal revenues, Fresno COG assists federal transportation agencies in complying with

these orders.

Fxecutive Order 12898: Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in

Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations

In February 1994, President William Clinton signed Executive Order 12898, Federal
Actions to Address Environmental Justice for Minority Populations and Low-
Income Populations, which mandates that federal agencies make achieving
environmental justice part of their missions. This order requires that
disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects on
minority and low-income populations be identified and addressed in order to achieve
environmental justice. Minority populations are defined in the order as

Black/ A frican-Ametican, Hispanic, Asian/Pacific Islander, American Indian and
Alaskan Native. Low-income populations are defined in the order as persons whose
household income (or in the case of a community or group, whose median
household income) is at ot below the U.S. Department of Health and Human
Setvices poverty guidelines, with those at 0 percent of median income classified as

low income and those at 50 percent of median income classified as very-low income.

Executive Order 13166: Improving Access to Services for Persons with Timited

English Proficiency

Executive Order 13166 states that people who speak limited English should have
meaningful access to federally conducted and federally funded programs and
activities. It requires that all federal agencies identify any need for services to those
with limited English proficiency and develop and implement a system to provide

those services so all persons can have meaningful access to services.

The Brown Act (State of California Government Code sections 54950-54962)

The Ralph M. Brown Act governs the meeting and actions of governing boards of local

public agencies and their created bodies. Requirements of the Brown Act also apply to any

committee ot other subsidiary body of a local agency, whether permanent or temporary,

decision-making or advisory, which is created by such a governing board. The Brown Act
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sets minimum standards for open meetings relative to access to the public, location of
meetings, notice posting, agenda distribution, and public input. The public agency may
adopt reasonable regulations ensuring the public’s right to address the agency, including
regulations to limit the total amount of time allocated for public testimony. The Fresno
COG Board and its standing committees all adhere to these requirements involving propet

noticing, access and the ability to address the Board and committees.

Due to time constraints, unscheduled comments by the public may be limited to 3 minutes
in length, however the agency encourages interested citizens to provide written copies of
presentations to the Board/Committees, particularly if the statement is too long to be
presented in its entirety. Citizens unable to attend the meetings may submit their concerns
and ideas in writing to staff, who will then present the comments to the respective

Board/Committee in either a written or oral format.

Americans with Disabilities Act

The Ameticans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (ADA) stipulates involving the community,
particularly those with disabilities, in the development and improvement of services. All
events held for programs or projects with Federal aid and open to the general public must be

made accessible to everyone, including the disabled.

Fresno COG is in compliance with the ADA by having accessible formats and public
hearings, consulting with individuals from the disabled community, and conducting outreach
by maintaining an extensive tnailing and email lists , developing contacts, and other means of

notification to participate in the planning process.

Other Requirements

A number of other federal and state laws call on Fresno COG to involve and notify the
public in its decisions. Fresno COG complies with all other public notification requirements
of the California Public Records Act, the California Environmental Quality Act, as well as
other applicable state and federal laws. '



3. Project/Plan Specific Public Participation Requirements

There are two key transportation initiatives that are specially called out i federal law as
needing early and continuing opportunities for public participation — development of the

Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and the Federal Transportation Improvement Program

(FLIP).

Because of its comprehensive, long-term vision, the RTP provides the earliest and the best
opportunity for interested residents and public agencies to influence Fresno COG’s policy
and investment priorities for Fresno County transportation, Tt is at this earlier RTP stage
where investment priorities and major planning-level project design concepts are established,

and broad, regional impacts of transportation on the environment are addressed.

A. Regional Transportation Plan (RTP)

The long-range Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) priotitizes and guides all Fresno County
transportation development over 25 years. The RTP is the comprehensive blueprint for
transportation investment (transit, highway, local roads, bicycle and pedestran projects), and
establishes the financial foundation for how the region invests in its surface transportation
system by identifying how much money is available to address critical transportation needs
and setting the policy on how projected revenues ate to be spent. The RTP is generally
updated every four years, with a limited number of amendments as needed. Opportunites
for public participation for the RTP are different for R1P updates versus RTP amendments.
RTP Updates include significant revisions to the RTP document, while RTP amendments

are generally specific to project scopes, schedules, or costs.

» RTP Update

The RTP update reflects reaffirmed or new planning priorities and changing
projections of growth and travel demand based on a reasonable forecast of future
revenues available to the region. As necessary, Fresno COG prepares two technical
companion documents for RTP updates: a program-level Environmental Impact
Report per California Environmental Quality Act {(CEQA) guidelines, and
transpottation air quality conformity analyses (to ensure clean air mandates are met)
per federal Clean Air Act requitements. Certain revisions to the RTP may warrant a
revision or update to these technical documents. See the update outreach

requirements listed below.



RTP Amendment

An amendment is a major revision to a long-range RTP, including adding or deleting
a project, major changes in project costs, and/or design concept and scope (e.g.,
changing project locations, open to traffic dates, or the number of through traffic
fanes). Changes to projects that are included in the financially unconstrained portion
of the RTP {as information only) do not require an amendment. An amendment
requires public review and comment, demonstration that the project can be
completed based on expected funding, and/or a finding that the change is consistent
with federal transportation conformity mandates. Amendments that require an
update to the air quality conformity analysis will be subject to conformity and
interagency consultation procedures. See the update outreach requirements listed

below.

RTP Administrative Modification

This is a minor revision to the RTP for minot changes to project/project phase
costs, ot funding sources. An administrative modification does #of require public
review and comment, demonstration that the project can be completed based on
expected funding, nor a finding that the change is consistent with federal

transportation conformity requirements.

Outreach for RTP Updates

Public Meetings, workshops, and surveys during the RTP development petiod to solicit

public dialogue and comment on the RTP process including, but not limited to issues such

as:

e Overview of the planning process

® RTP goals, objectives, performance indicators

e RTP project lists

¢ RTP funding scenarios

® Legally noticed public comment period on the Draft RTP Update. The length of
the public comment period is generally 45 days

® Legally noticed public hearing

RTP Updates also generally require an amendment to the Federal Transportation

Improvement Program (FTIP) and a new Air Quality Conformity Analysis.



Qutreach for RTP Amendments

As such, the public participation process for RTP amendments follow the requirements as
outlined for the FTIP, as applicable.

B. Federal Transportation improvement Program (FTIP)

The Federal Transportation Improvement Program (FTIP) implements the policy and
investment priorities exptessed by the public and adopted by Fresno COG in the Regional
Transpottation Plan (RTP). In this way, public comments made as part of the R are
reflected in the FTTP as well. The FTIP covers a four-year timeframe, and all projects
included in the FTTP must be consistent with the RTP. The FTIP is a comprehensive listing
of Fresno County Area sutface transportation projects — including transit, highway, local
roadway, bicycle and pedestrian mvestments — that:

s recetve federal funds, or are

s subject to a federally required action, ot are

e regionally significant, for federal air quality conformity purposes.

The FTIP includes a financial plan that demonstrates there are sufficient revenues to ensure
that the funds committed (or “programmed”) to the projects are available to implement the
projects or project phases. Adoption of the FTIP also requires a finding of conformity with

federal transportation-air quality conformity mandates.

The FTIP is updated every two years, with amendments occurring as needed. FTIP updates
are generally considered similar to the Type 5 amendment (see below), and follow a stmilar
public participation process. For FTTP Amendments, FHWA identifies six types, each with

specific patticipation requirements, as indicated below.

Expedited Project Selection Procedures (EPSP) allows eligible projects to be moved between
FTIP fiscal years as long as the project cost and scope do not change. Fresno COG staff is
federally authorized to utilize EPSP without additional State ot Federal approval action.
Fresno COG does not require a formal public participation process for EPSP actions. A
more detailed description of the EPSP is available from Fresno COG staff upon request.

Federal rules allow MPOs to group or combine projects that are not considered to be of
approprtiate scale for individual listing. Such grouped projects are often referred to as
“Lump Sum Project Listings.” Fresno COG uses this ability to program lump sums within
the FTIP. Such projects may be grouped by function {e.g., bike lanes), work type (e.g.,
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maintenance), or geographical area. Once grouped, the MPO is required to maintain, outside

of the FT1P, a detail list of the projects contained in each group.

Modifications to the projects or costs within the lump sum listings are conducted on an as
needed basis and do not require a formal public participation process. However, any
changes to the overall lump sum costs or scope are done in accordance with the amendment

types below. Lump sum project listings are made available through the Fresno COG website
and distributed to Caltrans and FHWA.

Amendment Tvpe 1. Administrative

Administrative amendments include minor changes to project cost, schedule, scope, ot
funding sources. Administrative amendments require action by Fresno COG and
approval by Caltrans. Federal agencies are notified, but do not take approval action on
Type 1 amendments. Public notification of an administrative amendment 1s posted on
Fresno COG’s website at the time of action, and subsequently posted on Caltrans

website after Caltrans’ approval.

Amendment Type 2. Formal Amendment — Funding Changes

Type 2 amendments primarily include project cost changes that are greater than 20% of
the total project cost or $2 million, whichever is higher. Type 2 amendments require
approval by Fresno COG, Caltrans, and FHWA. Publicly accessible notification of a
Type 2 formal amendment is posted on Fresno COG’s website at least 14 days prior to
action, and distributed to local agency partners through Fresno COG’s standing
committees. Fresno COG will consider public comments on the amendment prior to

approval action.

Amendment Type 3. Formal Amendment ~ Exempt Projects

Type 3 amendments primarily include adding or deleting projects that are exempt from
regional air quality emissions analyses. These amendments typically include transit ot
safety projects. Type 3 amendments require approval by Fresno COG, Caltrans, and
FHWA. Public notification of a Type 3 formal amendment is posted on Fresno COG’s
website at least 14 days prior to action, and distributed to local agency partners through
Fresno COG’s standing committees. Fresno COG will consider public comments on the

amendment prior to approval action.
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Amendment Type 4. Formal Amendment — Conformity Determination that
Relies on a Previous Regional Emissions Analysis
Type 4 amendments primarily include adding or deleting projects that have already been
appropriately modeled for air quality purposes as patt of the RTP. In this case, the
federal approving agencies can use a previous analysis of the project’s impact on air
quality for approval purposes. Type 4 amendments may be accompanied by an RTP
amendment o maintain consistency. The F1TP amendment and RTP Amendment (if
applicable) follow the same public process. Type 4 amendments requite approval by
Fresno COG, Caltrans, and FHWA. Public notification of a Type 4 formal amendment
includes:

» Legally noticed 30-day public comment period

* Legally noticed public meeting

» Posting of amendment information on Fresno COG’s website during public
comment period
Publishing amendment information as part of the following publicly available
Fresno COG agendas: Transportation Technical Commmittee, Policy Advisory
Committee and Fresno COG Policy Board
» Consideration and response to public comments received during comment

period

Amendment Type 5. Formal Amendment — Conformity Determination and
New Regional Emissions Analysis
Type 5 amendments are the highest level amendment and primarily involve adding or
deleting new projects that must be modeled for their air quality impacts, or significantly
changing the design concept, scope, or schedule of an existing project. Type 5
amendments ate accompanied by a new Air Quality Conformity Document that
demonstrates conformity with applicable air quality requirements, and if applicable, an
RTP amendment to maintain consistency. The FTIP amendment, Air Quality
Conformity Document, and RTP Amendment (if applicable} follow the same public
process. Type 5 amendments require approval action by Fresno COG, Caltrans, and
FHWA. Public notification of a Type 5 formal amendment includes:

= Legally noticed 30-day public comment period

* Legally noticed public meeting '

» Posting of amendment information on Fresno COG’s website during public

comment pertod
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=  Publishing amendment information as part of the following publicly available
Fresno COG agendas: Transportation Technical Committee, Policy Advisory
Committee, and Fresno COG Policy Board

Consideration and response to public comments received during comment

period

Public Participation Plan

Major revisions or updates to the Fresno COG Public Participation Plan include a 45-day
public review period and public hearing. Fresno COG staff will conduct a periodic review of
the effectiveness of the Public Involvement Process to determine if current strategies atre

effective.
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4. Development of the 2007 Public Participation Plan

While updating the 2007 Public Participation Plan in compliance with Federal legislation
(Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users,
known as SAFETEA-LU), Fresno COG embarked upon a four-month evaluation of our
current public participation practices by requesting input and consultation on how to best
engage the public and interested parties in our transportation planning process. This was
accomplished via online and hard copy survey and through focus groups. The survey results

and focus group communication summaries are included in Appendices C and DD in this

Public Participation Plan.

‘The five focus groups were organized as follows:

Public and Private Transportation Providers (September 28, 2007)
»  Fresno COG's Member Agency planning staff and city managets (October 1, 2007)
*  Agencies representing Environmental Justice populations (October 2, 2007)
* Fresno County community (October 2, 2007)
» Public Information/Relations Officers (October 4, 2007)
Two additional focus groups were attempted with Resource Agencies and student leaders,
but invited representatives were unresponsive. Additional input was received in writing, and

via phone and email.

The 2007 Public Participation Plan has been enhanced in response to all comments received

prior to and during this public process.
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5.  Public Participation Strategies

Fresno COG Staff uses several strategies to provide interested parties with reasonable
opportunities to be involved in the planning process. Staff understands that prior to
involvement in Fresno COG’s planning activities, members of the public must understand

what Fresno COG’s mission is, and what issues are under consideration.

A Hst of participation strategies follows that includes tried-and-true approaches as well as
new suggestions received duting the Public Participation Plan development process. Fresno
COG staff will define appropriate outreach strategies for each plan/program on a case-by-

case basis, and select appropriate options from the following lists.

Public Meetings/Workshops
®  Participate in or speak at meetings of existing agencies/community groups

*  Co-host workshops with community groups, business associations, etc.

s Dartner with community-based organizations in low-income and minority communities for

targeted outreach

Techniques for Public Meetings/Workshops
*  Open Houses
= Facilitated discussions
*  Question-and-Answer sessions with planners and policy board members
Break-out sessions for smaller group discussions on multiple topics
» Interactive exercises
* Customized presentations

*  Vary time of day for workshops (day/evening)

Visualization Techniques
»  Maps
*  Charts, illustrations, photographs
»  Table-top displays and models
*  Web content and interactive games
= Electronic voting

a2 PowerPoint slide shows



Polls/Surveys
= Statistically valid telephone polls
= FElectronic sutveys via Web
= Intercept interviews whete people congregate, such as at transit hubs

®  Printed surveys distributed at meetings, transit hubs, on-board transit vehicles, etc.

Focus Groups
* Participants recruited randomly from telephone polls

»  Participants recruited by interest area

Printed Materials
= User-friendly documents (including use of executive summaties and simplified

language)

*  Post cards

Maps, charts, photographs, and other visual means of displaying information

Targeted Mailings/ Flyers
»  Work with community-based organizations to hand deliver flyers
*  Mail to targeted database lists—either COG’s an outside agency’s or purchased
*  Distribute “Take-one” flyers to key community organizations

s Place notices on board transit vehicles and transit hubs

Utilize local media

»  News Releases

Submit human interest stoties that center around COG projects
» Invite reporters to news briefings
Meet with editorial staff

*  Opinion pieces/commentaries

Purchase display ads/radio & TV advertising

*»  Negotiate insetts into local printed media

*  Visit minotity media outlets to encourage use of MTC news releases
Place speakers on Radio J/TV talk shows

Public Service Announcements on radio and TV

Develop content for public access/cable television programming

*  Civic journalism partnerships
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Fiectronic Access to Information

Web site with updated content and simplified layouts

Audio/videocasts of current and past public meetings/workshops

Electronic duplication of open house/workshop materials

Interactive Web with sutveys, comment line

Access to maps, charts, plans

Provide information in advance of public meeting

Post event/meeting information on online news sites, calendars, community &

discussion websites

Notify Public via

Blast e-mails

Notice widely disseminated through new partnerships with community-based and
interest organizations

Newsletters

Printed materials

Electronic access to information

Local Media

Notices placed on board transit vehicles and at transit hubs
Public utility bill inserts

Newsletters

Fresno COG's newsletter COG Qutlock
Project specific email and print newsletters
Board Action Summaries

Submit articles for publication in community/corporate/online newsletters

Techniques for Involving Environmental Justice Communities

Make regular repotts to Fresno COG’s ongoing committees such as the ADA Advisory
Council, SSTAC, ...

Grants to community-based organizations to otganize & tailor meetings, customize
presentation materials, provide incentives and remove barriers to participation in their
communities

“Take One” flyers on transit vehicles and transit hubs

Outreach in the community {flea markets, churches, health centers, etc.)
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Partner with other agencies to reach the public at their scheduled meetings/events
Convert materials going out to the general public to a 6" grade reading level
Translate materials; have translators available at meetings as requested

Include information on meeting notices on how to request translation assistance
Robust use of “visualization” techniques, including maps and graphics to tllustrate
trends, choices being debated, etc.

Use of community and minority media outlets to announce participation opportunities

Techniques for Reporting on Impact of Public Comments

Summarize key themes of public comments in staff reports to Fresno COG standing

committees

Direct mail and email to participants from meetings, sutveys, etc. to report final
outcomes

Newsletter articles

Updated and interactive Web content

Other Outreach

Information/comment tables or booths at community events and public gathering

Spaces
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6. Additional Fresno COG Public Participation Policies

The following requirements will apply as deemed appropriate by the Fresno COG

management staff and Policy Board Chair:
1. No person shall be denied patticipation.

2. As required, a public notice will be placed in the legal advertising sections of at least
one newspapet of general circulation within the affected community, including a
Spanish-language publication when possible. The notification requirements are

identified beginning on page 25.

3. Fresno COG shall provide appropriate assistance, auxiliary aids, a
translator/interpreter for non-English speaking and hearing impaired mdividuals
and/or services when necessary if requested 3 working days in advance of the
meeting, to afford disabled individuals an equal opportunity. If Fresno COG 15
unable to accommodate a request for a public hearing then the hearing will be

continued on a specified date when accommodations are available.

4. Fresno COG will also obtain a subscription to a language line as needed for day-to-
day public inquiries.

5 Fresno COG’s website shall maintain a link to a translation service for information

contained on the agency site.

6. Meeting agendas and minutes ate currently made available upon written request via
regular mail, and they are added regularly to Fresno COG’s internet website.
Agendas are also posted at meeting locations are posted at least 72 hours before
regular meetings of advisory or standing committees or 24 hours before special
meetings. Fresno COG circulates an annotated agenda with supporting documents to
all committee members and support staff, and annotated agenda packets are sent to
the main branch of the Fresno County library. The Brown Act (CA Government
Code 54954.1) also states that any person may request a copy of the agenda or a copy
of all the documents constituting the agenda packet, of any meeting of a legislative
body be mailed to that person. That request is valid for the calendar year in which it
is filed, and must be renewed following January 1 of each year. The legislative body
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may establish a fee for mailing the agenda or agenda packet, which fee shall not

exceed the cost of providing the service.

Public hearings will be held prior to a decision point as a formal means to gather
citizen comments and positions from all interested parties for public record and
input into the decision making process. Fresno COG hearings are required for the
adoption of major plans, programming of money and for the annual Unmet Transit
Needs analysis. Notices for public hearings will be published in a general circulation
newspapet. Fresno COG will accept prepared comments from the public during the
period between the notice and hearing date. These comments will be considered
part of the public record. Also during this petiod, Fresno COG staff will accept

questions and provide clarification on issues raised by the public.

Fresno COG’s media list includes newspapers, radio and television broadcast media,

and appropriate business or government publications and contacts serving Fresno

County.

If major amendments ate made to any plans or programs during the review and
comment period, the plan(s) will be made available for an additional 30-45 day public
review and comment period prior to final adoption. Such changes shall also be
advertised via news release to all media outlets, on community flyers and on the
Fresno COG website as deemed necessary in the specific project area prior to final

adoption.

10. The Fxecutive Ditector or her designee will coordinate with the state to enhance

11.

public consideration for the State Transportation Plan or the State Transportation

Improvement Plan.
For high-profile projects/plans Fresno COG may form a citizens' advisory

committee specific to that particular plan or project, or determine what, if any,

existing committees would appropriately review the plan or project.
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6.

Designing Project Specific Public Participation Plans

Based on the activities outlined in Chapter four, below is a recommended outline for public

participation planning which should assist staff in developing an effective plan.

1. Define Purpose and Objectives for Public Involvement

Before initiating public dialogue, project managers should clearly define purpose and

objectives

2. Consultation and Coordination with Other Agencies

4

Determine approptiate agencies (e.g., EPA, FTA, FHWA, Native American Indian
tribal governments, California Air Resources Board, California Department of
Transportation, California Department of Rehabilitation, congestion management
agencies, air districts, transit operators, regional transportation planning agencies,
environmental resource agencies, local planning/public works departments)

Explain how the plan will be coordinated with other plans (e.g., statewide plan)

. Identify Stakeholders and Target Audience

Identify target audience (e.g., general public)

Determine strategies to reach traditionally underserved citizens.

Identify stakeholder groups {e.g., local agencies & jurisdictions, neighboring regional
planning agencies, public agency planning partners, transportation and air quality
planning implementation agencies, environmental and bicycle advocacy groups, disabled,
senior, and minority advocacy and service groups)

Identify mailing list/identify sources (e.g., business directories, phone directories,
minority listings including Native American nations, business development agencies,
Chamber of Commerce directories including ethnic and small business Chambers,
county assessor’s records, professional and business organization mailing hists, etc.)

Update mailing/email lists

. Public Hearings

Before adopting final plans, decide:

.

Notification:
1) Who will be notified of hearings?
2) Which newspaper(s) will be used?

3} Who will receive staff reports/how will public have access to staff reports?
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4) What other notification techniques will be used other than newspaper (e.g., Fresno
COG Internet Home Page electronic bulletin boatd, posting, mail, direct contact with
advocacy/ community groups, fax)? See Chapter 4 for strategies.

5) How long before hearing date will notices need to be posted?

Public comment period:

How long will the comment period be (e.g, 30/45 days minimum)?

Public heatings

1) Date, Jocation {check Fresno COG meeting location) and schedule / alternate location
and time for more convenient access?

2) Purpose of each identified hearing?

3) What materials will be made available during the hearings?

4) In what languages or formats will materials be made available?

5. Advisory Committees:

a.

Which Fresno COG committees will be used to present staff analysis and products (See
committee listing in Appendix B.)
If an ad hoc committee is created, how will members be selected?

What types of input are being sought (e.g., general comments, approval/disapproval,

recommendations, etc.)?

6. Visualization techniques and Public Access to Information:
Decide:

a.

v 2]

What information will be made available (e.g., draft plans, writing on estimates of
funds available, project selection process, and analytical methodology, transportation
and air quality model, technical supporting documents, maps, charts, photos)?

How information will be available (e.g., libraries, Internet, mailing, emailing, at
workshops and hearings, press releases, schools, Fresno COG office)?

What alternative languages and/or formats (e.g., plain text) will be made available?

. Distribution of Final Documents

Who will receive final documents/how they will be distributed (e.g., atfected agencies,

commenters, libraries, local colleges, at hearings, Fresno COG office)?

. Response to Public Input

How will feedback be provided (e.g., newsletter, computer bulletin boards, reports and

publications, response letters and final plans to commenters)?
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b. What input level will determine Direct or Consolidated Feedback ?

9. Review of Public Involvement Process
a. Who will review (e.g., Fresno COG, FHWA, FTA, public) / how often?

b. How the strategies will be evaluated (based on what criteria, e.g, SAFETEA-LU and
Fresno COG policy)?

10. The Brown Act

How the plan will comply with the requirements (e.g., 72-hour to one-week notice prior to

meetings, meetings open to public)?

11. Americans with Disabilities Act

How the plan will comply with the requirements (contract out review, specially trained

staff, legal review)?

12. Native American Indian Governments

How the plan will comply with requirements (communicate on a government-to-government

basis, seek to keep tribes informed)?
13. Environmental Justice and Underserved Communities

How the plan will comply with requirements to engage minority, low-income, youth, seniors,

persons with disabilities, and non English-speaking communities?
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Appendix A: Partnerships/Organizational Contacts/Committees

Partnerships

Fresno COG maintains regular involvemnent with the foliowing agencies: {Receive monthly meeting

ackages. the COG Outlook newsletter, annual reports and any “special” mailings such as notices
p g kd 2 P B P gs b

project specific newsletters or flyers, etc. Citizens and privately owned businesses currently on our

mailing list are not mentioned here):

Airport Land Use Commission

Building Industry Association

California High-Speed Rail Authority

California Highway Patrol

California Regional Water Quality Control Board
Caltrans, District 06

Central Valley Ridesharing

City of Coalinga

City of Fowler

City of Huron

City of Kingsburg

City of Orange Cove

City of Reedley

City of San Joaquin

Clovis Transit

Consolidated Transportation Service Agency
Economic Opportunities Commission

Federal Transit Administration

Fresno Area Express

Fresno Area Residents for Rail Consolidation
Fresno Business Council

Fresno County Community Health Department
Fresno County Economic Opportunities Comm.
Fresno County Rural Transit Agency

Fresno County Bicycle Coalition
Fresno-Madera Area Agency on Aging

Fresno Work Force Investment Corporation
1-5 Business Development Corridor

KFTIV Channel 21

KMPH-TV Channel 26

Latino Issues Forum

Local Agency Formation Commission

North Fork Rancheria

San Joaguin Valley Air Pollution Control District
Southwest Transportation

Westar Transportation
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Big Sandy Rancheria of Mono Indians of CA
California Data Researchers

California Air Resources Board

California Public Utilities Commission
California Trucking Association

Calwa Recreation and Park Diserict

City of Clovis

City of Firebaugh

City of Fresno

City of Kerman

City of Mendota

City of Parker

City of Sanger

City of Selma

Cold Springs Tribe

County of Fresno

Federal Highways Adminsstration

Five Cities Economic Development Authority
Fresno Area Citizens for Pffective Transportation
Fresno Area Workforce Investment Council
Fresno County/City Chamber of Commerce
Fresno County Economic Development Cotp
Fresno County Farm Bureau

Fresno County Transportation Authority
Fresno Cycling Club

Fresno Metropolitan Flood Control Distrct
High Speed Rail Authority

KEFSN-TV Channel 30

KGPE-TV Channel 47

KSEE-TV Channel 24

League of Women Voters

National Federation of the Blind

Picayune Rancheria

Sierra Club

‘T'able Mountain Rancheria



Other Organizational Contacts:

These contacts receive newsletters, annual repotts and any “special” mailings or emails such as

notices, project specific newsletters or flyers as requested:

1000 Friends of Fresno

Adult Protective Services

American Lung Association of Central CA
American Red Cross

Association for Retarded Citizens
Bella Vida Group Home

Boys and Gitls Clubs of Fresno
California Armenian Home

Catholic Charities, Diocese of Fresno
California Department of Rehabilitation
CSUF (Several Departments)

Central Valley Aids

Center for Independent Living

Centro La Familia

Children’s Services Network

Clovis Chamber of Commerce
Coalinga Senior Center

Coalition for Community Trails
Comptehensive Youth Services

Delno Terrace Elderly Housing

Easter Seal Society of Central CA
EOC Local Conservation Corps
Inc.Exceptional Parents Unlimited
Firebaugh Community Health Center
Fresno Air National Guard

Fresno Bee '

Fresno County Adult Services

Fresno County Bicycle Coalition
Fresno County Fire Protection District
Fresno County Info. & Referral Network
County Sheriff’s Office

Fresno Fire Department

Fresno Metro Ministry

Fresno Pacific University

Fresno Rescue Mission

Fresno West Economic Development Corp.

Golden Valley Girl Scouts
ServicesHabitat for Humanity

Hinton Center

Hospice of Fresno, CA

Hy-Pana Convalescent Hospital
Interdenominational Refugee Ministries
Kingsburg Office of Emergency Services
Lao Buddist Temple

Lao Veterans of America

Malaga Community Center

Mosqueda Center, Senior Nutrition
National Parks Conservation
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A Recovery Center for Chemical Dependency
Alzheimet’s Disease and RDA
American Protective Services, Inc.
Asian Interpreting Services

Balderas Elementary School

Big Brothers, Big Sisters

Burlington Northern Santa Fe Railroad
California Conservation Corps
California Dept. of Fish and Game
California Detoxification Corp. Baart Chinic
Central Community Church

Central Valley Regional Center

Cental Valley Indian Health Center
Children and Family Services

Civil Air Patrol

Clovis Unified School District
Coalinga-Huron Recreation & Parks
Community Food Bank

Deaf and Hard of Heanng Service

Fast Fresno Baptist Church
Employment Development Department
Evangelicals for Social Action/LOVE
Fowler Chamber of Commerce

Frente Indigena Oaxaqueno Binacional
Fresno Association of Realtors

Fresno City Colleg

Fresno County Adult Protective Services
Fresno County Democratic Party

Fresno County Hispanic Comm. on Alcohol
Fresno County Office of Education Fresno
Fresno Covenant Foundation

Fresno Food Bank

Fresno Neighborhood Alliance

Fresno Police Department

Fresno Unified School District

F.X. Singleton Emergency Food
Governor’s Office of Emergency
Highway City Thrift Center
Hmong-American Advisory

Housing Authority

1-5 Social Services Coorporation, Inc.
Kerman Senior Center

Kingsburg Senior Center

Lao Family Community

Las Casitas Village, St. Nutrition
Mennonite Disaster Services

New United Way

North-Central Fire Department



Older Adult Social Services

Patlier Senior Services

Poverello House

Reedley Chamber of Commerce
Romain Center

San Joaquin River Consetvancy
San Joaquin Senior Center

Senior Citizens Village

SER-Jobs for Progress, Inc.

Sierra Oaks Senior Center

SPCA

Ted C. Wills Center, Senior Nutrition
United Hmong Foundation
USDA Forest Service

Valley Caregivers Resource Center
Volunteer Burean

Woodward Park Mobile Homeowners Assn.

Young Men’s Christian Association
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People First

Proteus

Reedley Senior Services

Salvation Army

San Joaquin River Parkway Trust

Selma Semior Center

Sequoia Safety Council

Sierra National Forest

Southern Baptist Convention

State Center Community College District
United Cerebral Palsy of Central CA
United Way of Fresno County

Valley Advocacy & Communications Center
Victory Christian Fellowship

Winners on Wheels

World Relief Refugee Services

Young Women’s Christian Association



Appendix B: Fresno COG Committees:

Below are descriptions of each Fresno COG standing or advisory committee. Agency staff
also serves on a number of other multi-agency advisory committees (General Plan, Rail
Transportation, Affordable Housing, Caltrans Bicycle Advisory Committee, etc.) that include
citizen representation. These committees offer the organization an excellent opportunity for
expanding public awareness of the transportation planning process. This is accomplished

not only by active participation on these committees, but presentations before them as well.

Blueprint Roundtable

The Blueprint Roundtable serves as an advisory committee during the San Joaquin Valley
Blueprint Planning Process. The committee is comprised of professional planners (cities of
Fresno and Clovis, County of Fresno, Eastside Cities, Westside cities), the public-at-large
and one representative from each of the following fields:

o Chamber of Commerce/Business

e FEconomic development

¢ Development/Construction

¢ Goods movement

s Farming/Agri-business

¢  Education

s Housing Authority

s Fnvironment/Resources

The committee meets once a month to review recent staff work, recommend actions to the

Fresno COG Policy Board and provide staff with input on Blueprint planning issues.

Association for the Beautification of Highway 99

The Association for the Beautification of Highway 99 was formed in 1998. Its members include
concerned businessmen, community activists, and elected officials. The group’s official role is to
advise Caltrans, Fresno County, and the cities of Fresno, Fowler, Selma, and Kingsburg on matters
relating to the aesthetics of Highway 99. Fresno COG provides staff support to the Association, and
also funded the Highway 99 Beantification Master Plan of 2000.

Farmland Conservation Mode! Program

The Farmland Conservation Model Program convened in around May of 2007 to oversee

implementation of the Farmland Conservation Model Program within Fresno County.
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Fresno COG and key stakeholders were awarded $200,000 from the San Joaquin Valley
Partnership to implement such a plan for first, Fresno County followed by the remaining San
Joaquin Valley counties. Currently, only a steering committee is in place to oversee day to
day activities for the program. The steering committee is in the process of convening an
advisory committee to provide input on the implementation process. The advisory
comnittee will be comprised of individuals who are involved in agricultural activities on a
daily basis. The general public will also be asked to provide feedback on the implementation

process and will do so to both steering and advisoty committee members.

Fresno County Model Steering Committee

The Fresno County Model Steering Committee oversees the improvements and updates to
the travel demand model. The Model Steering Committee is a sub-committee of the Fresno
COG Transportation Technical Committee and meets quartetly and when needed. The

model and its assumptions are constantly being updated based upon the latest planning

mformaton.

Jobs Access Reverse Commute (JARC)

With the passage of SAFETEA-LU, Fresno COG was required to create a
Transportation Services Provider Consolidated Plan to consolidate federal funding
activities for Section 5310, 5311, and 5317 funds under one plan. The Consolidated
Planning process involves a great deal of input from stakeholders and the public. To
satisfy this requirement, Fresno COG combined the membership of the Social
Services Transportation Advisory Council (SSTAC) with human services
transportation providers throughout Fresno County to provide input on the planning
process. The group was asked to complete two sets of sutveys to gauge the current
status of services in Fresno County as well as detetmine needs. Once the surveys
were completed and analyzed, the information gathered was used as the basis for the
Consolidated Plan. It is expected that this group will continue to meet on a quarterly
basis once the final Consolidated Plan is approved.

The Land Buffer Task Force

The Land Buffer Task force was formed at the beginning for 2007 at the request of
the Fresno County Board of Supervisors to find the best way to go about
implementing land buffers or community separators within Fresno County.
Cutrently the task force is meeting on an ongoing basis and is surveying community

leaders on their expectations for land buffers within their community. When
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completed, the Land Buffer Task Force will provide recommendations to the Fresno
County Board of Supervisors on how to best go about implementing land buffers or

community separators between communities within Fresno County.

Model Coordinating Committee (MCC)/Programming Coordination Group (PCG)

The Model Coordinating Committee (MCC) has been established to provide a coordinated
approach to valley air quality, conformity and transportation modeling issues. The
committee's goal is to ensure valleywide coordination, communication and compliance with
Federal and State Clean Air Act requirements. Each of the eight Valley Metropolitan
Planning Organizations {MPOs) and the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District
(SJVAPCD) are represented. In addition, the Federal Highway Administration, the
Environmental Protection Agency , the California Air Resources Board and Caltrans are all

represented on the committee,

The Programming Coordination Group (PCG) has been established to provide a
coordinated approach to valley transportation programming issues. The group's goal is to
ensure Valley-wide coordination, communication and compliance with Federal and State
transportation planning requirements. Each of the eight Valley Metropolitan Planning
Otganizations (MPOs) is represented. In addition, Caltrans, FHWA, and FTA are included
m the group.

Policy Board
Policy decisions are made by the Fresno COG Policy Board. The Board 1s composed of the mayors

of each incorporated city and the Chairman of the County Board of Supervisors, or their designated

elected representatives.

Policy Advisory Committee _
The Policy Advisory Committee (PAC) is composed of the Chief Administrative Officer of each

member agency or their designated representative. With the exception of urgency mattets, all items

must first be considered by the PAC before submission to the Policy Board.

Programming Coordination Group

The Valley Programming Coordination Group has been established to provide a coordinated
approach to valley air quality and transportation programming issues. The comnittee’s goal is to
ensure Valley wide coordination, communication and compliance with federal and state Clean Air

Act requirements. Each of the eight Valiey Transportation Planning Agencies (TPAs) and the San
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Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD) are represented. In addition, the Federal
Highway Administration, the Environmental Protection Agency, the Califoraia Air Resources Board

and Caltrans are all represented on the committee.

Rail Committee

The Fresno COG Rail Committee was formed in 1999. Its purpose is to consider and report directly
to the COG Policy Board on issues related to rail consolidation, high-speed rail, rail abandonments,
Amtrak service and improvements, and other rail matters. The Rail Committee includes 13 members,

including elected officials and members of the general public.

Regional Transportation Plan Steering Committee
This committee guides the development of Fresno COG’s Regional Transportation Plan.

Membership includes Fresno COG staff, Caltrans, member agency representatives, interested

stakeholders and the members of the general public.

Social Services Transportation Advisory Council (SSTAC)

The COFCG Policy Board established its Social Service Transportation Advisory Council (S§SSTAC)
on May 26, 1988, to aid in its review of transit issues with emphasis on the annual identification of
transit needs within Fresno County. Transit needs include the needs of transit dependent and transit
disadvantaged persons, including the elderly, disabled and persons of limited means. The COFCG’s
establishment of this Advisory Council is consistent with State law (SB 498, Chapter 673, 1987)
which mandates both the purpose and minimum membership of this body. All SSTAC meetings are

open to the public. Citizens can request to be placed on the mailing list to receive committee agendas.

Title VI/E] Task Force

The Task Force will be composed of transportation planners, community leaders, and
representatives of low-income and minority populations. The purpose of the Task Force is
to review current projects being undertaken by the Fresno COG to determine how they will
impact the target populations identified as part of the Fresno COG Environmental Justice
Plan. The target populations identified by the Fresno COG Environmental Justice Plan
include senior citizens, the disabled community, the minority and low income communities.
Additionally, the Task Force will review and update, as necessary, the Public Involvement

Plan to ensure that it complies with Tide VI and Environmental Justice.
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Transportation Technicai Committee

The Transportation Technical Committee (I'TC) serves as a standing cominittee that reviews
materials and issues monthly before forwarding them to the Policy Advisory Comurnittee.
Membership includes member agency staff and representatives from the Fresno Cycling Club,
League of Women Voters, Building Industry Association, California Highway Patrol, Caltrans
District 6, Fresno Chamber of Commerce, Fresno County EOC/CTSA, Fresno County Rural
Transit, Fresno-Madera Agency on Aging and the San Joaquin Valley Air Poliution Control District.
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Appendix C: Public Participation Plan Update Introductory letter
and level of involvement request form.

The following letter was mailed and emailed out to all of Fresno COG’s public outreach
lisungs.

TO: Interested Parties

FROM: Brenda Lauchner, Planner 1, Public Information
Jason Paukovits, Planner 111

DATE: August 9, 2007
SUBJECT: FRESNO COG’S PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PLAN UPDATE

Fresno COG is beginning the update process for our 2003 Public Involvement
Procedures. Federal legislation (Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation
Equity Act: A Legacy for Users, known as SAFETEA-LU) requires metropolitan
planning organizations such as Fresno COG to adopt such a plan to provide the public
with opportunities to be involved in the transportation planning process. As a result, we
are embarking on a four-month evaluation of our current public participation practices by
requesting input and consultation on how to best engage the public and interested parties
in our transportation planning process.

We invite you to participate in the update process in any capacity you feel appropriate.
Opportunities to engage in the process include the following:

o Web survey that will be available at the Fresno COG website on Wednesday,
August 22, 2007

e Peer panel focus group with public information officers from a range of
government agencies, non-profit organizations and private businesses

¢ Public meetings with a wide variety of interested parties
SAFETEA-LU also updates the title of the document to a Public Participation Plan (PPP).

Key dates leading up to the adoption of the Fresno COG Public Participation Plan are
shown below:

Date Update element '

Thursday, August 9 Fresno COG staff begins consultation with all interested
parties

Wednesday, August 22 Survey available on website

Wednesday, September 12 | Last day to submit surveys
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Wednesday, October 3 Draft PPP update goes out with Transportation Technical

Committee (TTC) package

Wednesday, October 10 45-day review initiated

Thursday, November 29 Final Draft PPP Adopted at COG Policy Board Meeting

Additional information on the focus groups and public meetings, including schedules and
agendas, will be provided m the near future. The Participation Plan must meet
requirements noted in the federal regulations, including, but not limited to:

[ ]

Develop in consultation with “interested parties™;
Employ visualization techniques to describe plans and programs;
Make information available in electronic means;

Provide numerous and reasonable opportunities to comment on the planning
process and its products;

Hold meetings at convenient and accessible locations

We need to document your level of interest in the Public Participation Plan Update

Process. Therefore, please take a moment to complete the attached form and return it to
our office by August 20, 2007.

If you would like to view the 2003 Public Involvement Procedures document, it is
available on the Fresno COG website at www.fresnocog.org under the “Get Involved”
section. You may also request a hard copy by calling our office at 559-233-4148. Please
contact Brenda Lauchner by phone or email at brendal @fresnocog.org if you have any
questions or need additional information.
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DATE

Brenda Lauchner

Council of Fresno County Governments
2035 Tulare Street, Suite 201

Fresno, CA 93710

Dear Ms. Lauchner:

| have received the notice regarding the Council of Fresno County Governments” (Fresno
COG) request to comment on the public participation process.

[ would like to consult with Fresno COG on the public participation process update.
1 would like to request a meeting. Please contact me to schedule.
Please contact me to discuss my comments.
1 will subrnit my comments in writing no later than , 2007

I decline to comment at this time.

My agency declines to be a participating agency.

I would like additional information regarding:

Sincerely,

NAME

[AGENCY]

[CONTACT INFORMATION]

Please FAX this completed form to Fresno COG at 559-233-9645  -or-

Mail this form to Fresno COG, 2035 Tulare Street, Suite 201, Fresno, CA 93721

34



Appendix D: Public Participation Plan Update Survey & Results

The following survey was mailed and emailed to over 700 people/agencies cutrently on

Fresno COG’s email/mailing list for completion. The survey response rate was excellent, at

approximately 22%, or 151 responses.
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. Online survey 1

- Focus group.
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Additional Comments generated from the Public Participation Survey

Question #5:
1.County events, life county fair, etc.
2.Lunch Meeting
3.Letters to the editor - Bee
4.face to face is best
5.Interactive website

Question #6:
1.statistics,of course, AND where exactly they are gathered

Duestion #7:
1.0overnment Staff (excluding Agencies)
2.non-profit director
3.enviornmental planning consultant
4.Non-profit social service agency representative
5.clergyman
6.Non profit Leader
7.Chair CVB
8.7'¢ like to present a program for transforming our alleys to
neighborhood gathering areas and play area, all work to be done by the
neighbors themselves,
9.Policy Researcher
10.Retired Citizen
il.planning commissioner
12.Labor Organization
13.School District Transporation Offical

Question #1l
1.Hey Barbara! Good work! Lee
2.questions 1 and 4 were not web ccessible.
3.Thanks for asking.
4.Fresnc COG staff has been a wonderful source for assistance, information,
education, outreach and advisement to many organization. We want to extend a
thank you for all your efforts and schievements for the region and for the
State.
%.T believe I already get the majority of the information listed above. This
was for survey purposes only. Thank vou
6.In my experience, the COG has degenerated somewhat into a rather lazy
gervant (read lazily and perenially being first in line--much like
Halliburton and Parsons Brikerhoff are--to get entitlement-1iike goverment
sponsored grants)largely to serve little more than the notion of process and
perpetuate its entitlement to be the preferred local recipient of any money
available. All too often, in my opinion, the COG exercises thisg de-facto
entitlement to grant money knowing its intention is only to be the lead
contractor to other process-oriented subcrontractors and consultants, rather
than taking resposability to deliver performance oriented resulits. I would
prefer to see COG and its associates rather than its subs and contractors do
work the COG's staff and member associates are qualified to do--and charged
with doing. At some point, the over-use of sub-contractors and consultants is
a collusively corrupt exploitation of the funding process and an abrogation
of the COG's job and mission: Subcontractors and consultants rarely feel
obligated to have any responsibility for being a champion for performance and
progress. And, in all toc many cases, subcrantrators and consultants yeild
the self-preserving pressure to deliver the independent assessments and
conclugions that their benefactors wanted to hear {(and paid for)in the first
place. One clear example of this is the COG's notion of "outreach.* Outreach
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should be just that...going TO the community to get the word out and involve
the community in decision making, not merely offering to allow people to
attend a meeting at the COG and be heard. This appreach is condescending,
lazy, and antithetical to the spirit and obiect of the work. Worse, in terms
of results, the current "in-reach" apprcach all toeo often meterly dredges up
the usual voices and opions. This, of course, allows the COG to claim it held
public information meetings and thus claim to have performed on its various
fundings, while in fact it largely wastes most of the grant money by merely
going through the motions for the sake of accountability to the language of
the funding without really accomplishing the deeper aims and objectives of
rhe funding. Put more practically, it would be had to imagine the private
sector stupidly wasting money to promote a product, service, or test
marketing a concept by inviting the public (through announcements sent almost
exclusively to a handful of supposed stake-holder groups) to meetings at
corporate headquarters. You can be sure that the private sector {(which is
rarely entitled to governement dgrants that reguire only "good story"
accountability) digs for real outreach and input by agressively marketing,
advertising, canvassing door te door, phoning for valid statical samplings.
One might cite specific examples of how the above tendencies weaken the COG's
role in transportation planning and make it vulnerable to private interestes,
largely but not exclusively in real estate development, as oppocsed to
addressing the larger public interests that government and its agencies are
chartered to serve. Tc do so, however, would be to take this response peyond
the scope of this survey. Larry Miller

7.Good luck!

8.7t would be helpful to provide and explain transportation information in
laymens terms, and not use transportation technical language or acrynoms.
§.Thank you for soliciting feedback rather than designing in a vacuum.

10.Is it your intent to get input from those less fortunate who do not have
access to computers? On guestion #1 I personally do not need special
accomodations such as childcare or translation. I checked the t1ikely® on
this option because these needs need to be met in order to accomplish a more
diverse participation. I live in Selma, my office is stationed in Fresno, but
the target population I serve is in the northwest rural areas of Fresno
County.

11.Question #1 had an "other" option, but no place to put any information
about the “"other®. My "other® is that the location of the meeting and the
time that it is held during the day are the most significant issues. Meeiings
that are in the central part of the urban area, where parking is free, are
more convenient and are likely to draw more participants than are meetings
Gowntown during the day.

12.Fresno 00G I feel has only be came an elitest group with no outreach to-
out side area's of the county and no interest in promoting financial growth
and busniess aid te the whole county with your small minded plans.

13.T am concerned that there is no transportation provided for the disabled
in the area that I currently reside. (Herndon and Macall)

14 .What my bikie friends as well as government officials need to realize is
that money will only stretch so far and that in order to get the most miles
per dollar, we need to settle for ciean and well maintained shoulders and
trash the separate {expensive) path fantasy.

15.Thank you for taking the time to go beyond the regular steps in reaching
Fresno residents to comment on the work that is being done to improve rhe
quality of life for everyone in the San Joaquin Valley.

16.C0C is a very open, transparent, friendly & productive organization with
great outreach that is a marvelous asset to our community.

17.Yes, Good Communications Is very important me as I want to be on that top
edge of what is going o in the county. :

18.Everyone I've spoken to has been very enthusiastic about the neighborhood
alley beautification(N.A.B.)program. Tt would be a veoluntary program and no
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one would HAVE to participate. I strongly believe that when others see what
can be done, they'll want to be a part of this. In addition, this certainly
would give cur city a much better image and reputation. I see this spreading
seuth to other areas that are poor. This would also be a good vehicle for
community relations as well as helding landlords accountable and making sure
they take care of their properties. I see eventually a much greater
friembracing of neighborhood pride. In addition ,I have te say I think this is
one of my missions in life,and ordained by God (as you do or don't know
him).Thank you for your time. I have many pictures of the sad and

dangerous {fire hazard) state of how the alleys are looking now.

19.7t would be more efficient to have any meetings outside of the downtown
area. Access to COG offices is difficult! How about local schools or the
Fresno State campus?

20.Go0d work--but keep the move towards a SJV Regional Planning

Organization.

21.Thanks for asking

22.1 applied for the Measure C oversight committee and never received a
Tesponse.

23.1 want the meetings and my time to make a difference not just listen to
special interest groups blab about stupid stuff. Pick out the things that can
make a difference shout term, mid term, and long term. What are they going to
cost and how do we get there. T don't feel we should do things that only
effect a small group of people, (bike paths-trails}, until we have the major
problems solved that deal with large groups of poeple. Highway beautification
to me is having enough smooth lanes of highway to move the people and goods
and not beat me or my eguipment to death. Jim Ganduglia Wed,

24.Don't do public input for show or PR. Be authentic. I think the public
input exercise is getting better. Continue the good efforts. Work on better
settings where the exchange is more natural. Avoid stiff formal atmospheres.
Maximize Internet tools.

25.My responses are more focused on computer generated notices as I am on a
computer daily and do not have limited access to incoming mail. Other
participants with more limited work access would not have the same
flexibilicy.



Appendix E: Public Participation Plan Update Focus Groups

Sample Invitation:

Dear Community Representative,

On behalf of the Council of Fresno County Governments, I would like to invite you to participate ina
Public Information Focus Group we are hosting on Tuesday, October 2, 2007 at 3:00 p.m., held
(tentatively—if you have other meeting location suggestions please contact me ASAP) at the University
of California Center, Fresno, 550 E. Shaw Avenue in Fresno.

We are embarking upon a four-month evaluation of our current public participation practices as we
update our Public Participation Plan to reflect federal legislative requirements, I would greatly appreciate
your input as an expert in your field, on how best to engage the public and interested parties during the
development of transportation plans and projects.

Fresno COG is developing high profile transportation plans and programs that affect all of those who live
and work in Fresno County. If you are unfamiliar with our current projects please visit our website at
www.fresnocog.org. We also co-sponsor a Rideshare website at www.valleyrides com. A listing of all
scheduled focus groups and invited representatives, as well as other Public Participation Plan update
efforts will be posted on the Fresno COG website.

Invitations to attend this particular focus group are being extended to representatives from the following
agencies:

Big Sandy Rancheria
California Department of Rehabilitation
Caltrans’ Native American Liaison
Center for Independent Living
Central California United Cercbral Palsy
Central Valley Regional Center
Centro La Familia
Choinumni Tribe
Cold Springs Rancheria
Deaf & Hard of Hearing Services
Dumna Tribal Council
Dunlap Band of Mono Indians
Fresno County Department of
Employment & Temporary Assistance
Fresno Madera Agency on Aging
Fresno Metro Ministries
Fresno Native American Health Center
Fresno West Coalition for Economic
Development
e Habitat Fresno
e HUD

Latino Issues Forum
s National Federation of the Blind

Proteus

Relational Culture Institute
Salvation Army

Southeast Asian Institute
Workforce Connection

s & & s O
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Some invitations are going out regular mail. If you know of other agency representatives that may be
interested in participating please contact me with their name, phone number and email address. I
would be happy to invite them, upon your recommendation.

I truly hope you will be able to participate in this focus group. We will keep the meeting as short as
possible (1 to 1 2 hours) out of respect for your busy schedule. Please let me know if you will be able
to join us. Should the date and time I have selected for this group be inconvenient for many of you, 1
will reschedule to accommodate your current commitments. If you are unable to attend, I would
greatly appreciate you sending someone in your stead, as you were chosen (o participate in the focus
group because of your field of expertise.

With thanks and appreciation,

Brenda Lauchner

Planner I

Council of Fresno County Governments
2035 Tulare Street, Suite 201

Fresno, CA 93721

Phone: 559-233-4148

Fax: 559-233-9645

www.fresnocog.org

brendal @fresnocog.org

Focus Group Input:

Each of the five focus groups was presented with samples of Fresno COG’s current outreach
materials. At three of the focus groups Fresno COG’s website was briefly reviewed, and all five
focus groups reviewed the Public Participation Survey and results. We then asked the following
four questions of each group:

1.  How are we doing?

2. What can we do better?
3. Who else should we reach?
4

How do we reach them?
The following input, listed by focus group, was received in response to our questiofis.

Public and Private Transportation Providers (September 28, 2007)
s  Fresno COG should do more scientific surveys of the community. The results are
undisputed.
e Connect with elected officials to reach their constituents. They send out regular
emails and call public meetings Fresno COG staff could attend to present

information to attendees.

46



The city of Selma has a phone broadcast system talk to Selma’s city manager to find

out more about it.

For each plan with project lists, include indentfying maps for each project

Submit articles to the Chambers newsletter and email lists

Participate in online public forums such as Mindhub and Fresno Famous

There is a big gap between the participation of “general public” and those involved

with Fresno COG projects consistently. Can we bridge the gap between the them?

The Regional Jobs Initiative has a Logistics Cluster. Perhaps we could connect with

their community members.

Seek presentations to the following clubs: Elks, Rotary, Optimist, Knights of

Columbus, Kiwaniis, Chamber of Commerce.

Develop a brief document explaining the following:

» Who is COG? What is COG’s relationship to the local agencies?

» When ot for what would I contact COG?

» How the public can comment on an issue, and how that comment will effect the
final plan/project

» Who they would contact and how they would reach them to make comments

» How and when to speak at Board and committee meetings

The COG’s website is extremely helpful

COG should partner with other agencies doing public meetings

Live audio feed for Board Meetings

Fresno COG's Member Agency planning staff and city managers (October 1, 2007)

In regard to new contacts in the rural ateas, and the unreached in the urban area:

[ ]

Contact the Senior Centers-check with the Fresno-Madera Agency on Aging

Contact Community Centers—FAX uses them to disseminate information on unmet

needs

Public Access television

Would like internet broadcasts of meetings, audio &/or video. This option is
important to reach people under 35 years of age

Outreach to social justice or leadership programs
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In regard to public meetings:

]

Use many visuals in the meeting advertisements and at the meetings

Translate documents into different languages

Meet with elecred officials and city managets to find out how best to reach their
communities

Attend community fairs

Schedule time on agendas of Service Clubs and church groups

Constder “branding” for each COG project

When doing public participation for the RTP break out the projects and impacts for
each city to present locally.

Require public agencies to do public outreach on their own local projects prior to

submittal into the regional plans

Agencies representing Environmental Justice populations (October 2, 2007)

Reconvene the Environmental Justice Task Force to review public outreach plans or develop a

public outreach committee that reviews documents and materials for public use, and assists in

the dissemination of information.

In regard to new contacts in the rural areas, and the unreached in the urban area:

AARP

National Association of Retired Federal Employees
Northfork Rancheria has a website

Fresno Housing Alliance

Homeless Coalition——has 20 organizations associated with it
California Rural Legal Assistance

Rural Communities Coalition

1-5 Network—many community associations

Relational Culture Institute—employment and faith-based groups
Health-Land Use Issues

Lion’s Club

National Public Radio—doing shows on Quality of Life issues

Submit information to be included in water bills

To reach the disabled community:

*

FAX-ADA Advisory Committee

Fresno County’s ADA Advisory Committee

Kaiser Hospital’s Healthy Living Program
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Fresno County community (open to the public) (October 2, 2007}

L]

Contact the Regional jobs Initiative

Fresno Business Council

Partnership for the San Joaquin Valley

Insertions into the Fresno Bee—publication developed to be circulated to Fresno
Bee customers. In every article give a way for people to get involved in that issue.
Convert all documents to 3°-6° grade reading levels. Make documents simpler, less
wordy

United Way is operating a new 211 phone system for people to call when they are

trying to find an appropnate service their health care, social service, etc.

Public Information/Relations Officers (October 4, 2007)

In regard to Fresno COG’s public participation materials:

Have materials reviewed by the public during development-—form public
committee?

Convert materials to 6" grade reading level

Key messages should be delivered and received within 1 minute and 30 seconds
Convert messages to bullets; say why it is important; consider the safety issues
involved. Example:

»  Better air quality

»  Connecting neighborhoods

»  Safer ot faster travel

Citizen’s Guide should not be used to reach the general public. It is too large. The
COG brochure would be better, if the information were brought down to a 6" grade
level. Include a simpler explanation of COG—“We don’t do this, but we do this”
approach.

Website review:

.

Home page is too busy. Very overwhelming

Fresno COG’s mission statement should be on the top of the homepage

Obtain research on the preferred languages in each community—Census or
Department of Finance

Definitely need a public participation budget. To help them establish an ongoing
patticipation budget the FCTA researched public outreach budgets for Self-Help
Agencies around the state. They just approved an annual budget of $300,000 for

outreach activities
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Need a radio/television marketing campaign for disbursement of the Transportation
Cruide

Consider public utility bill inserts

Public Outreach grants are available for reaching underserved communities: Asian-

Pacific Partnership

Form a public outreach committee with representatives from each city and the

county, as well as community groups
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BEFORE THE
COUNCIL OF FRESNO COUNTY GOVERNMENTS
RESOLUTION NO. 2007-48

in the Matter of: ) RESOLUTION OF APPROVAL

) OF THE 2007 FRESNO COUNTY
FRESNO COUNTY REGICNAL } REGIONAL HOUSING NEEDS
HOUSING NEEDS ALLOCATION PLAN} ALLOCATION PLAN

H

WHEREAS, cities and counties are required by State law 10 prepare and adopt a general plan with a housing
element that addresses the need to attain State housing goals; and

WHEREAS, State law reguires documentation of existing and projected housing needs for alt income levels;
and

WHEREAS, Government Code Section 65580 directs each city and county to address the housing needs of ali
segments of the community in their genera! plan's housing element; and

WHEREAS, existing and projected needs are to include the localities share of the regional housing need in
accordance with Section 85584; and

WHEREAS, Section 65584 of the Government Code also directs councils of governments to prepare regional
housing needs plans; and

WHEREAS, Section 55584 also sets forth State statutory requirements for councils of governments and
requires that regionat housing needs determinations make allocations specific to jurisdictions, including consideration of housing
needs of all income levels; and

WHEREAS, State jaw requires that regional housing neetls determinations seek to avoid further impaction of
localities with relatively high proportions of lower income households.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the 2007 Fresno County Regional Housing Needs Allocation
Pian responds to State guidelines by identifying:

1. The housing neads of persons at all income levels within the areas significantly affected by jurisdictions within the Fresno
County Planning Area;

2. Existing and projected housing need; and
3. AJanuary 1, 2006 to June 30, 2013 time frame consistent with the statutory schedule.
BE [T FURTHER RESQLVED, that the Council of Fresno County Governments hereby approves the 2007
Fresno County Regional Housing Needs Allocation Plan as it meets the requirements of the State of California Housing Law for

Regional Housing Plans.

" THE FOREGOING RESOLUTION was passed and adopted by the Council of Fresno County Governments this
29" day of November, 2007,

AYES:
NOES:
ABSTAIN:
ABSENT:

Signed:
ATTEST: Trinidad M. Rodriguez, Chairman

| hereby certify that the foregoing is a true copy of a resolution of the
Council of Fresno County Governments duly adopted at a regular
meeting thereof held on the 29™ day of November, 2007.

Signed:

Barbara Goodwin, Executive Director
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Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION

Each city and county within the State of California is required to prepare and adopt a general plan that
functions as a blueprint for the physical development of its jurisdiction. The general plan is a policy tool
containing a structured set of goals and policies used by Jocal policy makers to direct growth.

The housing clement has been a required element of the general plan since 1969. Its purpose is to address
the manner in which local jurisdictions attain State housing goals, the most important of which is that “the
availability of housing is of vital statewide importance, and the early attainment of decent housing and a
suitable living environment for every California family is a priority of the highest order.” Housing
elements must identify existing and projected housing needs of all income levels, resources available to
meet those needs, existing constraints, and quantifiable objectives for the construction, conservation and
rehabilitation of housing units. A housing program to implement local objectives must also be identified.

State Housing Element Law (Article 10.6 of the Government Code), Section 65584 in particular, requires
that existing and projected housing needs of a jurisdiction are to include the jurisdiction’s share of the
regional housing need. Councils of governments are mandated to prepare regional housing needs
allocation plans that determine housing allocations specific to jurisdictions, including consideration of the
housing needs of all income levels. Furthermore, consideration of housing needs of all income levels and
subsequent housing allocations must seek to reduce the concentration of lower income households in
cities or counties that are impacted by disproportionately high proportions of lower income households.

Numerous criteria must be taken into consideration when determining a jurisdiction’s share of the
regional housing need. These criteria include the market demand for housing, employment opportunities,
availability of suitable development sites, public facilities, commuting patterns, type and tenure of
housing need, and the housing needs of farm workers.

Fresno COG staff developed a written survey of ail local jurisdictions to assist it with this task. The
survey questions were taken directly from statute. None of the information received in response to the
survey was used as a basis for reducing the total housing need established for Fresno County.
Information from the survey will be particularly helpful during the negotiation period, should it be
necessary, to determine the final distribution of regional housing need among various agencies. A copy
of the survey is included in the Appendix.

The State Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) has several roles in the regional
housing needs allocation process. Section 65584 requires HCD to allocate shares of statewide housing
need, by income category, to councils of government, including the Council of Fresno County
Governments (Fresno COG), and advises councils of government in the preparation of the regional
housing needs allocation plan. Councils of government are required to then determine the distribution of
the housing need within the region.

While housing elements must reflect the shared responsibility among local governments for
accommodating regional housing needs and the housing needs of all economic levels, the actual
distribution of housing needs to local jurisdictions represents a planning objective. The State recognizes
that the total housing needs identified may exceed available resources and a community’s ability to satisfy
these needs and that, in carrying out this responsibility, each local government also has the responsibility
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to consider economic, environmental, and fiscal factors and community goals set forth in its general plan.
It is important to make progress during the planning period to achieve the housing need, not necessarily
that the total housing need be achieved. It is also important to recognize that addressing regional housing
needs requires local jurisdictions to cooperate with other local jurisdictions in the region.

Census data from 2000, State Department of Finance (DOF) data, HCD data, and Fresno COG
calculations are the basis for all housing projections prepared for Fresno County’s 2007 Regional

Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) Plan. The planning period for the Plan extends from January 1, 2006
to June 30, 2013.

STUDY APPROACH

A team of Tocal planning and housing experts, formed to assist staff with this project, met on October 4,
2006, and recommended to the Fresno COG Policy Advisory Committee and Policy Board that the
methodology utilized to develop the previous Fresno County 2001 RHNA Plan and even earlier Fresno
County 1990 RHNA Plan also be used to develop the Fresno County 2007 RHNA Plan. The
recommendation was based on the following methodology attribuies:

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

2. The methodology is acceptable to HCD for use in Fresno County’s 2007 RHNA Plan.

3. The methodology is relatively straightforward to understand and implement, an important
factor to achieve support for the Plan.

4. The methodology reflects a city-centered and balanced development pattern that is
substantially consistent with local agency general plans, including Fresno County’s
General Plan, adopted on October 3, 2000.

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

The Fresno County 2007 RHNA Plan responds to State statute and guidelines by identifying the
following:

1. The existing and projected housing needs of the Fresno County region.

2. The housing needs of persons of all income levels within the area significantly affected
by a jurisdiction’s general plan.
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3. The distribution of housing needs to reduce the concentration of lower income

households in cities which already have disproportionately high proportions of lower
income households.

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

The Plan includes the following two major componenis:

1. Existing Housing Needs - Information in the Plan for the base year January 1, 2006
includes:
a. Total households by household income and jurisdictional area
b. Vacancies

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

area, are included in the Plan:

a. Projected households by household income groups for June 30, 2013

b. Projected housing construction need for the 7 V2 year period extending from
January 1, 2006 to June 30, 2013, derived by the Fresno COG from the
household projections with allowances for vacant units and normal market
removals

The general process used to develop the Plan is outlined below. The completion of tasks one to seven
resulted in the development of the draft Fresno County 2007 Regional Housing Needs Allocation Plan.
Tasks eight and nine summarize the review process prior to final Plan approval.

Task One — Assemble Materials and Data

Approach

One of the earliest considerations in the development of the Fresno County 2007 Regional Housing Needs
Allocation Plan is the determination of the housing construction need figure for all of Fresno County for
the planning period extending from January 1, 2006 to June 30, 2013. The State Department of Housing
and Community Development (HCD), in consultation with individual COGs, is required to determine the
projected need for housing in cach region. This regional housing construction need figure is established
for planning purposes and statutes recognize that future housing production may not equal the regional
housing construction need. The methodology used by HCD to determine the housing construction need
for Fresno County includes projected population and household formation rates (or headship rates),
vacancy rates and housing replacement needs. During the consultation phase between Fresno COG and
HCD, the housing construction need figure for Fresno County was reduced from HCD’s original proposal
of 56,762 units to 52,142 units, a reduction of 4,620 units or 8.14%. This reduction occurred because
HCD agreed with COG staff analysis that the trend of declining headship rates (i.e. household formation
rates) between 1990 and 2000 ought to be continued and applied to projected 2013 population. This
resulted in lower household growth (and therefore a lower housing construction need) than projected by
HCD, which kept headship rates the same in 2013 as in 2000 (i.e. no decline). This figure assumes a .09
percent annual replacement rate for Fresno County, as identified by HCD. The 52,142 unit figure used in
this 2007 RHNA Plan compares to a 34,773 unit figure used in the 2001 RHNA Plan. On December 14,

2006, the Fresno COG Policy Board approved the use of this figure in the development of the 2007
RHNA Plan.
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HCD also provided estimates of the percentage of households in each of four income groups; Very Low
Income, Other Low Income, Moderate Income, and Above Moderate Income. Income group data are
used in the Plan to determine local jurisdiction shares in the provision of bousing for low-income
houscholds. The income category allocation is calculated by multiplying total housing construction need
by the proportion of households in each income category based on Fresno County Census 2000 median
income and income definitions. Income group percentages used in the 2001 RHNA Plan were 23% very
low, 17% low, 21% moderate and 37% above-moderate. Percentages used in the 2007 RHNA Plan are,
respectively, 23.8%, 16.2%, 18.1%, and 41.9%. A letter, including attachments, from HCD dated
September 8, 2006, establishing Fresno County’s Regional Housing Needs Determination and an
explanation for that determination, including a breakdown of the Regional Housing Needs Determination
by income category, is included in the appendix.

Accomplishments

Assembled the following information:

1. 2000 U.S. Census data
a. Household income distribution data
b. Complete vacant unit data (for sale, for rent, and other vacant, including seasonal

and migratory unit data)
2. State Department of Finance yearly estimates of population and households

3. Data for Fresno County identifying housing unit construction and total housing stock

Task Two — Review the Regional Profile

Approach

Fresno COG staff reviewed the demographic, geographic, economic and social characteristics of the cities
and county. :

Accomplishments
1. Analyzed regional changes in the last six years.
2. Reviewed previous growth assumptions relative to new analysis.

Task Three — Reevaluate Housing Market Areas

Approach

Housing market areas are used throughout the Plan in the gathering, analysis, and presentation of data.
For this reason, the boundaries of the market areas are drawn along census tract boundaries. The Fresno
County 2001 Regional Housing Needs Allocation Pian divided the Fresno County region into five
housing market areas (a reduction from the seven housing market arcas used in the earlier 1984 and 1990
RHNA Plans) as foliows: Fresno-Clovis Metropolitan Area (FCMA), East Valley, Westside North ,
Westside South, and Sierra Nevada. These areas were considered to be subregionally significant areas
within the County.
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It is not mandatory that the 2007 RHNA Plan retain the exact same market areas that were used in the
earlier plans. In defining market areas, there are two concepts that must be kept in mind. First, market
areas should not divide developed areas. Second, market areas should define subregions in which there is
an interaction between employment opportunities and housing opportunities.

The 2001 RHNA Plan determined that since the development of the 1990 Plan there had been changes in
the region that warranted a reevaluation of the market areas. Commuting trips had become generally
longer and economic relationships had been formed among Westside cities and Southeast cities, in
particular the formation since 1990 of the Five-Cities Economic Development Authority (Parlier, Selma,
Fowler, Sanger, and Reedley) and the I-5 Business Development Corridor (Firebaugh, Mendota, San

Joaquin, and Kerman). This reevaluation resulted in a decrease in the number of housing market areas
from seven to five.

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

Regional Market Areas

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

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

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

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

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

Accompiishments
1. Analyzed demographic and economic changes of market areas.
2. Reassessed market area boundaries.
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Task 4 -~ Determine Low-Income Impacted Jurisdictions

Approach

Utilizing the 2000 U.S. Census and State Department of Finance population estimates, projections, and
other data, the Fresno COG calculated the number and percentage of households in each of the four
income groups. The sum of the calculations for each of the local jurisdictions is controlled by the

regional total. The Plan groups the households of each jurisdiction into the four household income groups
defined by Section 6932 of the California Administrative Code. The following is a brief description of
each of these income groups.

Very Low Income Income not exceeding 50 percent of the median family
income of the County

Other Low Income Income between 30 percent and 80 percent of the median
family income of the County

Mederate Income Income between 80 percent and 120 percent of the median
family income of the County

Above Moderate Income Income above 120 percent of the median family income of
the County

The following method was utilized to arrive at the percentage of households in each income group in each
local jurisdiction:

1. The maximum county income associated with each income group was determined.

2. Maximum incomes were used to determine the number and percent of each jurisdiction’s
househotds whose income is less than or equal to the maximum income of each income
group.

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

aggregated into the four income groups.

Accomplishments

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

2. Calculated the number and percentage of households by income group for each
jurisdiction.
3. Reviewed each jurisdiction’s share of households by income group to identify

jurisdictions with high percentages of low-income households.

Task 5 — Allocate Household Growth

Approach

U. S. Census data for 2000, State Department of Finance population projections, and State Department of
Housing and Community Development housing factors are the basis for all housing estimates and
projections prepared for the 2007 RHNA Plan. January 1, 2006 is the beginning date of the Plan for all
housing projections. June 30, 2013 is the ending date of the Plan. Household estimates are prepared for
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both of these dates by applying 2000 housing characteristics to the household estimates using a trend line
method. This approach involves determining the percentage of past regional household growth which is

accounted for by each jurisdiction and applying these percentages to the projected household growth for
the region.

Prior to 1990 there had occurred an historic decline in the population of the unincorporated area of Fresno
County, with regard to both the overall ratio of the unincorporated to incorporated population and a real
decline in actual numbers. For example, the 1990 RHNA Plan indicated the number of unincorporated
households within the FCMA market area actually declined by 11,733 households between 1980 and
1989, or from 2742 percent of total FCMA market area households in 1980 to 14.75 percent in 1989.
And while the percentage change during the same period for the other market areas was generally positive
(the Westside South market area being the exception), it was less that ¥z of 1 percent.

Two factors in particular contributed to this declining unincorporated population: County policy relative
to urban development in unincorporated areas and aggressive city annexation activities, particularly
annexation of inhabited areas by the City of Fresno, between 1980 and 1989.

The County first adopted a goal in 1976 that urban development within a city’s sphere of influence isto
be directed to that city. In March of 1983, the cities of Fresno and Clovis, and the County of Fresno
adopted a joint resolution reaffirming this goal. The goal has since been reaffirmed, most recently in the
County’s current General Plan “to ensure that all development in city fringe areas is well planned and

adequately served by necessary public facilities and infrastructure and furthers countywide economic
development goals.”

Tn the 1990 RHNA Plan, the growth trend for market areas and communities from 1980 to 1989 was
applied to the planning cycle from 1989 to 1996, except for the FCMA market area. In order to slow the
overall estimate of the continued decline of unincorporated County households as predicted by the trend
line method, 2 manual adjustment to the FCMA unincorporated area was included in the estimates. This
manual adjustment was based on a determination that “institutional barriers” were expected to reduce
significantly the rate of inhabited annexation activity during the 1989-1996 planning period. This
determination turned out to be correct as the number of unincorporated households within the FCMA

market area in 1996, as projected in the 1990 RHNA Plan with the manual adjustment, was similar to the
actual number.

The 2001 RHNA Plan, unlike the 1990 RHNA Plan, did not initially provide for a manual adjustment to
the FCMA unincorporated households. The reason for this was that the extent of inhabited annexation
activity between January 1, 2000 and June 30, 2007 was expected to remain pretty much as it was
between 1990 and 2000, which is to say virtually nonexistent. Nevertheless, within the FCMA market
area and within the County as a whole, the percentage of unincorporated households compared to total
market area and total County households, was projected to continue to decline, although only slightly,

during the 7 ¥ year planning period, while the actual number of unincorporated households was projected
to increase somewhat. :
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Table 1
Popuiation Estimates and Projections by Jurisdiction

2000-2013
April 1, January 1,  June 30,
2000 2006 2013

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

Total County 799,407 899,517 999,366

Sources:
1. 2000 estimates are from the 2000 U.S. Census

2. 2006 estimates for each jurisdiction were prepared by the State of
California Department of Finance.

3. 2013 projection for the County was prepared by the State of California
Depariment of Finance, and assume the same jurisdictional shares of
poputation growth for 2006-2013 as occurred for 2000-06.

Accomplishments

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

2. Determined the total number of households expected to be generated by each jurisdiction.
3. Developed statistical tables related to this task.

Task 6 — Allocate Households by Income Group

Approach

Section 65584 of the Government Code states that the distribution of regional housing needs shall seck to
reduce the concentration of lower-income households in cities that are impacted by disproportionately
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high proportions of Jower-income households. This, therefore, is an important objective of the 2007
RHNA Plan.

Accomplishments

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

2. Reviewed distribution to insure that no jurisdiction with a relatively high proportion of
low-income housing has its ratio of low-income housing increased further.

3. Reviewed jurisdictional and market area allocations to insure that the sum of the
allocations for each income group is equal to the regional total for each income group.

Task 7 — Calculate New Housing Construction Need by Jurisdiction

Approach

New housing construction needed to provide for the anticipated growth in households must be calculated
for each local jurisdiction and market area for the planning period extending from January 1, 2006 to July
1, 2013. Factors utilized in the calculations include existing housing units, projected number of
households, vacancy factors, and housing removals.

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

Task 8 — Initiate Local Revision Process

Approach

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

Accomplishments

1. Distribution of the draft allocation of regional housing needs (Draft 2007 RHNA Plan) to
focal governments for the purpose of initiating the 60-day revision period.
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Task 9 — Approve the Final 2007 Fresno County Regional Housing Needs Allocation Plan

Approach

Within 60 days after a city(ies) or the county requested from the Fresno COG a revision of its share of the
regional housing need, the Fresno COG shall accept the proposed revision, modify its earlier
determination. or indicate, based upon the information and methodology described in Section 65584.04,
why the proposed tevision is inconsistent with the regional housing need.

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

FARMWORKER HOUSING NEEDS

Characteristics of Farmworkers

Government Code Section 65584 requires the regional housing needs allocation plan to consider the
housing needs of farmworkers. However, any discussion of farmworkers and farmworkers housing must
appropriately begin with an understanding of who farmworkers are and the characteristics they share in
common. Unfortunately, there is a serious deficiency of data about the farmworker population including
that this population is generally undercounted by the U.S. Census. For example, a number of
farmworkers live in unofficial dwellings, which are ofien missed by the Census Bureau. A recent health
study in the City of Parlier in Fresno County indicated about 28 percent of farmworkers were not counted
by the U.S. Census because they lived in unofficial dwellings.

Other characteristics of migrant and scasonal farmworkers also make it difficult to collect data. They
often do not have a fixed address and work intermittently in various agricultural and non-agricultural
occupations during a single year, with only casual employer-employee links. Many live in rural, often
remote areas. Many have limited English-speaking abilities, relatively low educational levels and are
unfamiliar with and even distrustful of government agencies and agents, including those who work for the
Census Bureau. Inaccurate data makes it difficult to determine the seriousness of housing and other needs
and the types of services required by this population.

While current information on farmworkers is limited, data from the census, including the March 1997
Current Population Survey, reveals the following. Farmworkers numbered 342,102 in California as of
March, 1997, are overwhelmingly Latinos (78 percent), and are mostly males (72 percent).
Approximately 55 percent of the state’s agricultural workers were employed in the San Joaquin Valley,
which includes Fresno County, in 1996. Farmworkers have the lowest family income of any occupation
surveyed by the Census Bureau and the highest poverty rate of any surveyed occupation. Farmworkers
have the lowest educational attainment and are second from the lowest, after the private housekeeper
occupation, in home ownership. Farmworkers have one of the lowest rates of health insurance coverage
and are overwhelmingly non-citizens (including legal residents, workers with a permit, or
undocumented).

These highlights are more likely to reflect the characteristics of agricultural workers who spend most of
the year in the United States. However, as we know, every year around April waves of seasonal
agricultural workers core to California. The March Current Population Survey does not wholly capture
this population due to the time of year it is conducted. The Average Annual Wage and Salary '
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Employment in California Agriculture was 408,000 in the year 2000, but the total number of individuals
employed for wages on California farms is about twice this level, i.e. 800,000 to 900,000, based on late

1980s studies of counts of the SSNs reported by farm employers to the Economic Development
Department.

California is the nation’s largest agricultural state, producing more than 250 different crops valued at
nearly $30 billion. Fresno County is the number one county in the State and Nation in terms of vaiue of
agricultural production. California and Fresno farmers have been changing their crops to respond to
consumer demand, producing more fresh vegetables, fruits and nuts. These high value-added crops
require more labor. Also, there has been an ongoing change from many smaller farms to fewer bigger
farms with the ability to provide extended periods of work for farmworkers. These trends along with
others are interacting to mean that more farmworkers than ever are working in California and many are
working for longer periods of time in one area, some as residents of that area.

Farmworker Housing

Two main factors lie behind the worsening housing shortage for farmworkers: there are more farm
workers and many farmers have ceased to provide housing. A shrinking supply with an increasing
demand has led to higher prices in rural areas, resulting in housing costs that are high relative to
farmworker income. This has led to significant overpaying for housing and overcrowding of housing.
The farm work force is changing to include more solo male and unauthorized migrants. Most aim to
maximize their savings and are unable or unwilling to pay prevailing rents for temporary housing. Since
most farmers do not provide housing, and many publicly owned or managed facilities are restricted to
families, the newest and neediest workers usually seek housing in regular rental markets, where several
share a housing unit, and some sleep in cars and other unconventional places. Furthermore, about
600,000 unauthorized Mexican men were legalized in 1987-88. During the 1990s, many brought their
families to the U.S. and many found nonfarm jobs. Finding housing for these often large families from
rural Mexico is difficult. The families are often larger than average and rent housing, but rental units tend
to be smaller than average.

The amount of farmworker housing registered with the state has declined dramatically in the last two
decades. In 1955, growers registered more than 9,000 facilities to house migrant and seasonal workers.
By 1982, only 1,414 employer-owned camps were registered. In 1994, only 900 camps were registered,
with a capacity of 21,310 workers. In 1998, according to the Department of Housing and Community
Development, there were only 500 farm labor camps registered. Not surprisingly, a-1995 study by the -
University of California at Davis estimated that 250,000 farmworkers and their family members had
inadequate housing, including 90,000 migrant workers and over 160,000 non-migrant seasonal
farmworkers. The housing shortage was so severe that many workers were found packed 10 or 12 into
trailers and sleeping in garages, tool sheds, caves, fields and parking lots. Consequently, the major
farmworker housing policy issue has shifted from regulating employer-provided housing to direct
provision and/or management of farm worker housing.

The Fresno Bee on August 18, 1996 ran a lengthy article on the sharp drop in farm farmworker housing in
the San Joaquin Vailey, the eight county area centered on Fresno that employs half of the California’s
farmworkers. The article noted neighbors complain about (or sometimes simply fear) workers’ behavior,
noise, and traffic. Government inspections, regular and deferred maintenance, calls from or regarding
tenants during their non-work hours, and liability issues all represent unwanted concerns and cost for
growers. Housing facilities that cannot withstand heavy use or are not vandal resistant may be cited for
regulatory violations that carry substantial penalties. Even minor violations of the housing code, such as
torn window screens, can result in large fines. Consequently, instead of providing workers with on-farm
housing subject to federal and state inspection, many farmers are razing their farmworker housing.

Regional Housing Needs Allocation Plan 13 Council of Fresno County Governments



As a result, most farmworkers crowd into urban dwellings, including backyard structures and garages,
which results in widespread overcrowding, particularly during those times of the year when farmworkers
are most in demand. In many cases, workers today spend 25 to 35 percent of their wages on housing and
rides to work. Farmworker cities in rural California are growing twice as fast as the state’s population, as
newly-legalized farm workers bring their families to the U.S. Many of these “overgrown labor camps”
are over 50 percent Latino, and some are over 90 percent. It is important to note, however, that some
growers and labor contractors have shown renewed interest in housing as an important factor in their
ability to attract and retain their best workers.

Many San Joaquin Valley towns have become farmworker service centers, with local residents, for a fee,
providing everything from housing and meals to forged work documents, rides to the fields, and check
cashing services. In the city of Parlier in Fresno County, the mayor has said that the population expands
significantly each summer as workers arrive from Mexico. Migrants rely on friends, relatives or labor
contractors to arrange housing. Oftentimes, with so many men sharing apartments, two to four times the
normal rent is generated for the landlord. Furthermore, the shortage of temporary housing for
farmworkers in rural areas encourages many to commute long distances from the housing that they find.

These long commutes can contribute to the air quality problems that exist in Fresno County and the San
Joaquin Valley.

The Department of Housing and Community Development reviewed the status of farmworker housing
programs in the late 1980s. Five of the thirteen findings from that investigation are as follows:

e A majority of migrant farmworkers who do not live in government-sponsored labor camps live in
seriously substandard conditions. '
Substandard housing conditions exist in areas with significant seasonal agricultural production.
Housing conditions are a major problem for both single migrant workers and migrant families.
Poor housing hurts migrant children’s health, education, and general weifare.
Local officials vary in their support for housing migrant families.

. & & ¢

Employment on California farms has been increasing, as noted above, and shifting from farmers hiring
workers themselves to having farm services firms such as farm labor contractors bring workers to farms.
Currently, approximately half of the hired worker employment is by farm services firms. This suggests
that farm services firms, not just farm operators, should be involved in farm worker housing programs.

Fresno County Farmworkers, Overpayment, and Overcrowding

One indicator of housing cost and affordability is the 40™ percentile rent for an area, For example, the
HUD Fair Market Rent for the Section 8 Housing Assistance Payments Program of $517 a month in
Fresno County in 2000 means that 40 percent “of standard guality rental housing units” in Fresno County
rent for less than $524 a month, and 60 percent rent for more than $524 a month. A farmworker family in
Fresno County would have to earn $1,723 a month to spend 30 percent of earnings on housing and afford

the Fair Market Rent. However, median family income for farmworker houscholds is $800 10 51,200 a
month. '

As noted earlier, farmworkers have the lowest family income of any occupation surveyed by the Census
Bureau and are second from the lowest, after the private housekeeper occupation, in home ownership.
Substantial numbers of farmworkers and other low-paid workers are overpaying for housing in Fresno
County, particularly the lower one is on the income scale. ‘The higher a household’s income, the less
tikelihood it will be overpaying for housing.
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The Housing Authorities of the City and County of Fresno manage 130 housing units for migrant farm
workers in Parlier. The complex is owned by the State of California, Office of Migrant Services. In
addition, the Housing Authority owns and manages a 64 unit migrant housing complex in Firebaugh.
Both complexes are occupied six months out of the year, from April through October. Migrant farm
worker families who want to rent a unit in Firebaugh or Parlier must demonstrate that at least half of their
earned income is farm related, they must show evidence of a permanent residence at least 50 miles from
the work site, and they must be legal residents of the United States. The cost of managing and
maintaining both complexes is subsidized by the State of California, Office of Migrant Services.

Within Fresno County there are 4,630 federally-assisted multifamily housing units, of which 3,156 are
Section 8. Of the 4,630 units, 2,460 are units at risk, while 1,401 are low risk of conversion to market
rate housing.

The Migrant Health Program periodically seeks to obtain updated information about migrant and seasonal
farmworkers, including where they are working and living and what crops are being harvested, in order to
more appropriately target limited resources to areas of greatest migrant and seasonal farmworker need.
The Migrant and Seasonal Farmworker Enumeration Profiles Final Study for California dated September,
2000 indicates that in Fresno County there were an estimated 113,741 migrant and seasonal farmworkers.
Of this number, 52,662 were migrant farmworkers and 61,079 were seasonal farmworkers. The Study
further estimates there were 19,353 non-farmworkers in migrant households and 69,309 non-farmworkers
in seasonal households, for a total figure of 202,404 migrant and seasonal farmworkers and non-
farmworkers in Fresno County.

In this report, a seasonal farmworker is defined as an individual whose principal employment (51 percent
of time) is in agriculture on a seasonal basis, who has been so employed within the last twenty-four
months. A migrant farmworker meets the same definition but establishes for the purposes of such
employment a temporary abode. Included in the scope of the study are individuals engaged in field and
orchard agriculture; packing and sorting procedures in food processing; horticultural specialties
(including nursery operations, greenhouse activities and crops grown under cover); and reforestation.
Excluded from the study are those working with livestock, poultry, and fisheries.

The same Study has also calculated the number of farmworkers that work on a year-round as well as
seasonal basis, both for the state as a whole and for individual counties. The Study indicates this figure to
be 259,665 farmworkers for Fresno County.

Fresno County is certainly sensitive to the issue of farmworker housing and to the issue of affordable
housing in general. Recently, the County of Fresno utilized focus groups to identify and discuss issues of
importance for its new general plan. Although not one of the major themes developed from these focus
groups, the issue of farmworker housing was raised. Several of the focus groups favored increased
availability of farmworker housing, pointing out that many agricultural workers live in crowded
conditions in towns distant from the fields in which they work. Other housing issues, particularly the

need for affordable housing, were also raised. The County’s new general plan was adopted on October 3,
2000.

According to the State of California Employment Development Department (EDD), the number of
individuals in Fresno County with an occupation in farm production was 46,800 in 2006. This was 13.4
percent of County workers in all industries. Farm production is the production of crops, plants, vines,
trees (excluding forestry), and livestock. Farm production does not include farm services such as soil
preparation, crop services, veterinary services, or farm labor and management services. Seasonal and
migrant farmworkers are most closely associated with the farm production classification.
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The number of employed farmworkers in the County varies from month to month. According to the
EDD, the number of farmworkers in 2006 was greatest in September and least in March. The following
chart shows the monthly farm production employment for the period January 2006 to December 2006.

Fresno County Farm Production* Employment
Year 2006 by Month
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* Farm production is the production of crops, plants, vines, and trees (excluding forestry), and
livestock. Farm production does not include farm services such as soil preparation, crop
services, veterinary services, or farm labor management services. Seasonal and migrant
farmworkers are most closely associated with the farm production classification.

Source: State of California Employment Development Department

In addition to seasonal variability, Fresno County farm production employment also varies on a year to
year basis. According to the EDD, during the years 1997 through 2006, average annual farm production
employment ranged from a low of 46,000 in 2004 to a high of 60,300 in 1997. This is a difference of
14,300 workers. The average annual farm production employment for this period was 51,160. The
following graph illustrates the annual variability of farm production employment for the years 1997
through 2006. The graph clearly illustrates the consistent decline in farm employment from 1997 through
2002, and the stabilization of farm employment from 2002 to 2006. '
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Fresno County Farm Production* Empioyment
Years 1997-2006 '

70,000
60,000
50,000

40,000

L2
o
o
<
<

s

)
o
[=]
[
(]

3

e
o
[
o
o

®

Farm Production Employment

1997 1998 1989 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006

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

44+ Source: State of California Employment Development Department

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

The following table shows the ranking of cities in Fresno County by percent of workers in farming in
2000:
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Ranking of Cities in Fresno County
by Percent of Workers in Farming®

Year 2000
i | CHezimFresno |G

Farming
1 San Joaguin 56.0%
2 Huron 49.2%
3 Mendota 44 1%
4 Orange Cove 39.9%
5 Parlier 28.6%
8 Firebaugh 25.6%
7 Kerman 21.7%
8 Reedley 18.5%
9 Sanger 13.1%
10 Coalinga 12.3%
11 Selma 11.9%
12 Fowter 6.8%
13 Kingsburg 51%
14 Fresno 3.5%
15 Clovis 2.0%

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

Source: 2000 U.S. Census

Overcrowding of housing and overpaying for housing will naturally be more prevalent in those cities that
have a higher percentage of workers in farming.

HCD administers more than twenty programs that award loans and grants to local public agencies, private
nonprofit and for-profit housing developers, and service providers every year. This money supports the
construction, acquisition, rehabilitation and preservation of affordable rental and ownership housing, child
care facilities, homeless shelters and transitional housing, public facilities and infrastructure, and the
development of jobs for low income workers. The HCD website, www .hcd.ca.goy, includes a Funds
Available Calendar that lists current Notices of Funding Availability for HCD’s loan and grant programs,
including due dates for applications, award dates, and other related information. The HCD website also
provides information about non-HCD funding sources, including over 200 State, federal and private
sources of assistance by type and geographical availability. Many of these programs and funding sources
can be utilized to provide housing for farmworkers.
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Chapter 2

HOUSING NEEDS DETERMINATION

The Fresno County 2007 Regional Housing Needs Allocation Plan determines housing needs in Fresno
County for the planning period extending from fanuary 1, 2006 to June 30, 2013 and provides a general
measure of each local jurisdiction’s responsibility for the provision of housing to meet those needs. This
Chapter addresses the major components of the Plan, including household projections, basic construction

need, the projected housing demand for all income levels, and the allocation of housing need to individual
cities and the County unincorporated area.

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

Table 2
Population and Household Estimates and Projections
January 1, 2006 - June 30, 2013

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

Source: State of California Department of Finance

2. Table 3 provides the estimated number of regional households in each of the four income
groups, for both the beginning date and the ending date of the Plan. The figures are
obtained by multiplying the total number of households in columns 2 and 4 (from Table
2) by the percentage allocations in columns 3 and 5 (from HCD). The resulting figures
are posted to the corresponding income group in columns 2 and 4. Column 6 provides
the growth in households, by income group, for the 7 %2 year planning period.
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Table 3 ‘
Household Projections by Income Group
January 1, 2006 - June 30, 2013

Change
Jan. 1, 2006 June 30, 2013 Jan. 1, 2006-dune 30, 2013
Income Group Number | Percent?®  Number®  Percent® Number Percent
Very Low 66,044 23.74% 77,933 23.74% 11,880 23.74%
Low 45,207 18.25% 53,344 16.25% 8,138 16.25%
Moderate 50,337 18.09% 59,398 18.09% 9,061 18.09%
Above Moderate 116,608 41.92% 137,598 41.92% 20,991 41.92%
Total 278,195 100.0% 328,273 100.0% 50,078 100.0%
Sources:
! State of California Department of Finance
2 State of California Department of Housing and Community Development
3. Table 4 provides housing unit and household estimates, by jurisdiction, for the January I,

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

Table 4
Household and Housing Unit Estimations by Jurisdiction

January 1, 2006

Housing Percent
City Units Households Vacant
Clovis 32,458 31,301 3.56%
Coalinga 3,988 3,631 8.95%
Firebaugh 1,808 1,620 10.30%
Fowler 1,619 1,478 2.70%
Fresno . 160,446 150,815 6.00%
Huron 1,614 1,574 2.48%
Kerman 3,685 3,450 2.95%
Kingsburg 4,023 3,866 3.90%
Mendota 2,039 1,983 2.75%
Orange Cove 2,153 2,064 4.13%
Parlier 2,990 2,767 7.46%
Reedlay 6,570 8,338 3.53%
Sanger 6,527 6,285 3.71%
San Joaquin 822 787 4.26%
Selma 6,701 6,449 3.76%
incorporated Tota! 237,211 224,408 5.40%
Unincorporated Total 60,197 53,787 10.65%
County Total 297,408 278,185 6.46%

Source: State of California Department of Finance
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4. Table 5 provides the estimated basic construction need for the region, by income group,
for the 7 V2 year planning period. The increase in housing units is calculated by first
subtracting the number of housing units at the beginning date of the Plan from the
housing units at the ending date of the Plan. Next, the housing unit replacement need is
calculated using the 0.09 percent annual rate provided by HCD. These two figures are
added together and then allocated by income group in accordance with HCD percentage
shares. The results are posted to column 3.

Table 5
Basic Construction Need
January 1, 2006 - June 30, 2013

Housing Unit Need by Component:

Househaold Growth 50,078 '
From 278,195 households on Jan, 1, 2006 to 328,273
households on June 30, 2013.

Homeowner Households 28,294 °
HCD assumes the 2000 Census proportion of owner-occupied
rate of 56.6% remains the same thraughout the projection

period.

Homeowner Household Vacancy Allowance 509 *
HCD assumes a vacancy rate of 1.8% for homeowner
households.

Renter Households 21,784 %

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

Renter Household Vacancy Allowance 1,089 2
HCD assumes a vacancy rate of 5.0% for renter households.

Subtotal - Household Growth with Vacancy Aliowance 51,6762
Replacement allowance

HCD assumes a replacement rate for demolition of .9% 466 °
Total Basic Housing Construction Need 52,142

Housing Unit Need by Income Groups:

Very Low 28.74%° 12,379
Low 16.25% 2 8,473
Moderate 18.09% 2 9,434
Above Moderate 41.92% 2 21,856
Total 100.0% 52,142
Sources:

' state of California Department of Finance
2 gtate of California Department of Housing and Community Development
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PROJECTED HOUSEHOLDS PER JURISDICTION AND INCOME GROUP

Table 15 is a table of primary importance in the Plan. It provides, by jurisdiction and market area, the
estimated number of households by income group for the January 1, 2006 beginning date of the Plan and
the projected number of households by income group for the July 1, 2013 ending date of the Plan. This
information is crucial to the later determination of the projected construction need for each jurisdiction

during the planning period. Preparation of Table 15 requires numerous steps to be taken, including the
development of several intervening tables.

I.

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

category for each city, unincorporated area, and (market area) total within each market
area in column 3.

Post in column 4 of Table 15 the January 1, 2006 beginning date number of total
households for each city, the County total incorporated area total, the County total
unincorporated area total, and the County total. This information is from Table 4.

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

Tables 6,8.9 and 10 are derived from 2000 U.S. Census sample data because 2000 U.S.

Census 100% data does not contain any income data. The source of the sample data is

“2000 U.S. Census SF3 sample data.” Household data for the year 2000 in Tables 11 an

13 is from 2000 U.S. Census 100% data. :

a. Table 6 provides the number of households for each market area, by census
income group, utilizing 2000 U.S. Census income information.
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Table 6
2000 Number of Households Per Market Area
Per Census Income Group
Source: 2000 U.S. Census

Less than $10,000 to $15,000 tc  $20,000t0  $25,000tc  $30,000to

Market Area $10,000 $14,999 $19,999 $24,999 $29,999 $34,999
FCMA 23,698 14,762 14,792 14,789 13,341 13,304
East Vailey 3,883 2,867 3,080 2,918 2,828 2,585
Westside North 2,095 1,194 1,493 1,746 1,334 1,270
Westside Souwth Tie 512 401 469 483 470
Sierra Nevada 534 346 407 398 360 458
Fresno County 30,920 19,681 20,173 20,320 18,346 18,087

$35,000 to  $40,0600 to $45,000to  $50,000to  $60,000to  $75,0C0to

Market Area $39,999 $44,999 $49,999 $59,999 $74,999 $99,999
FCMA 10,992 10,099 8,771 15,403 17,179 15,741

East Valley 2,364 2,121 1,845 2,899 3,098 2,662
Wesiside North jeles] 892 651 862 1,053 965
Westside South 363 376 304 469 437 439
Sierra Nevada 368 300 342 711 667 a04
Fresno County 14,996 13,788 11,913 20,444 22,434 20,411

$100,000 t¢  $125,000to  $150,000 to  $200,000 or

Market Area $124,999 $149,999 $199,999 more Total
FCMA 7,803 3,407 2,884 3,162 190,127
East Vailley 1,208 657 362 450 35,828
Westside Norih 250 150 122 202 15,288
Westside Souih 163 56 38 53 5,743
Sierra Nevada 473 152 111 a7 6,318
Fresno County 9,898 4,422 3,517 3,854 253,304

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

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

Table 7 presents the formula that provides for the conversion of the 2000 U.S.
Census income groups into the Plan income groups (and indicates the actual
dollar interval separating the Plan income groups), for total County households.
An important assumption in Table 7 is that households are assumed to be
distributed equally over the 2000 U.S. Census income intervals.
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Application of the formula developed in Table 7 to information contained in
Table 6 for cach market area provides for the determination of the number and
percentage of households, by Plan income group, within each market area in
2000. For example, the number and percentage of very low income households
in the FCMA market area is determined by adding the total number of FCMA
households, from Table 6, within the 2000 U.S. Census income categories less
than $10.000 (23,698 households) and $10,000 to $14.999 (14,762 households).
To this figure is then added the partial number of households within the 2000
U.8. Census income category $15.000 to $19,999, determined by applying the
formula developed in Table 7 (47.2612% of the total households within this
income category are very low income households) to the total number of FCMA
households within this income category (14,792 households). This calculation
results in 6,991 of the households within the $15,000 to $19.999 income category
being very low income households. The total number of very low income
households within the FCMA market area is, therefore, 45,451, which
corresponds to 23.91% of all households within the FCMA market area in 2000
Table 8 provides for each market area the number and percentage of households
by Plan income group in 2000.

Table 7

Formula for Conversion of Households from Census Income Ranges

Study
Income Group

Very Low

Low

Moderate

Above Moderate

into Study Income Groups

Study Income Range
in 2000 Dollars

Census Income Ranges and Percent
in Study Income Group Fermula

$0 10 $17,363 Less than $10,000 100.0000%
$10,000 to $14,899 100.0000%
$15,000 to $19,999 47.2612%
$17,364 t0 $27,780 $15,000 1o $19,989 52.7388%
$20,000 to $24,999 100.0000%
$25,000 to $29,909 55.60898%
$27,781 to $41,670 $25,000 to $29,999 44,3911%
$30,000 to $34,899 100.0000%
$35,000 to $39,999 100.0000%
$40,000 to $44,999 33.4059% .
$41,671 and above $40,000 o $44,999 66.5%41%
$45,000 to $48,999 100.0000%
$50,000 to $59,999 100.0000%
$60,000 to $74,099 100.0000%
$75,000 to $99,999 100.0000%
$100,000 to $124,999 100.0000%
$125,000 to $149,999 100.0000%
$150,000 to $198,899 100.0000%
$200,000 or more 100.0000%
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Table 8
2000 Households Per Market Area Per Income Group

Very Low Low Moderate Above Moderate Total
Market Area # %o # % # % # Yo # %
FCMA 45,451 23.91% 30,008 15.78% 33,592 17.67% 81,075 42.64% 190,127 100.00%
East Valiey 8206 22.90% 6,115 17.07% 6,913 19.29% 14,594 40.73% 35,828 100.00%
Westside North 3,885 26.13% a275 21.42% 3,069 20.08% 4949 32.37% 15,288 100.00%
Westside South 1,412 2458% 949 16.53% 1,173 26.43% 2,209 38.47% 5,743 100.00%
Sierra Nevada 1,072 16.97% 813 12.87% 1,086 17.19% 3,347 52.97% 8,318 100.00%
Fresno County 60,136 23.74% 41,161 16.25% 45833 18.09% 106,175 41.92% 253,304 100.00%
. The next step is to determine for each city the number and percentage of

households by Plan income group in 2000. This is accomplished by applying the
formula developed in Table 7 (and utilized in Table 8) to 2000 U.S. Census
houschold income group data for cities in Fresno County. Table 9 is the result of
applying the formula to the raw data for cities and indicates, for 2000, the
number and percentage of households by Plan income group for ail of the cities
in Fresno County.

Table 9
2000 Households Per Jurisdiction Per Income Group

Very Low Low Moderate Above Moderate Total

Jurisdiction # Yo # % # % # %o # Yo

Clovis 4,155 17.20% 3,431 1421% 4,243 17.56% 12,325 51.03% 24,154 100.00%
Coalinga 767 21.71% 518 14.66% 619 17.53% 1,629 46.10% 3,534 100.00%
Firebaugh 340 24.28% 277 19.77% 317 22.62% 467 33.33% 1,400 100.00%
Fowler 202 2499% 201 17.16% 224 19.16% 452 38.69% 1,168 100.00%
Fresno 37,239 26.61% 23,115 16.51% 25,020 17.88% 54,595 39.00% 138,969 100.00%
Huron 533 37.77% 257 18.22% 319 2261% 302 21.4%1% 1,412 100.00%
Kerman 716 30.14% 339 14.28% 482 20.72% 829 34.87% 2,376 100.00%
Kingsburg 608 19.02% 443 13.83% 612 19.13% 1,537 48.02% 3,200 100.00%
Mendota 590 32.43% 477 26.24% 348 19.13% 404 22.21% 1,818 100.00%
Orange Cove 596 35.42% 435 25.84% 292 17.38% 360 21.39% 1,683 100.00%
Parlier 821 33.31% 557 2261% 553 22.43% 534 21.65% 2,465 100.00%
Reedley 1,338 23.33% 284 17.16% 1,031 17.88% 2,381 41.53% 5,734 100.00%
Sanger 1,350 25.57% 906 17.16% 1,081 20.66% 1,933 36.61% 5,280 100.00%
San Joaguin 231 32.74% 168 23.80% 148 21.02% 158 22.44% 704 100.00%
Setma 1,218 21.67% 958 17.056% 1,257 22.37% 2,186 3881% 5,618 100.00%

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

Fresno County 60,135 23.74% 41,161 16.25% 45,833 18.08% 106,175 41.92% 253,304 100.00%

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

Plan income group for each city and market area unincorporated area are posted
to column 5 of Table 15.

e Table 11 determines each market area’s unincorporated percentage of the total
County unincorporated households in 2000, in order to calculate the number of
unincorporated households in each market area for the January 1, 2006 beginning
year of the Plan. Table 11 assumes that the percentage of unincorporated
households within each market area is the same in 2006 as it was in 2000. Staff
believes this assumption can be made because, just as was the case in the 1990s,
there have been virtually no inhabited annexations, most importantly within the
FCMA, during the six years between 2000 and 2005. This was not the case
during the 1970s and 1980s.
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Table 10
2000 Incorporated and Unincorporated Households
Per Market Area Per income Group

Very Low Low Moderate Above Moderate Total

# % # % # % # % # %
FCMA
Totai 45,451 23.91% 30,008 15.78% 33,592 17.67% 81,075 42.64% 190,127 100.00%
Clovis 4,155 17.20% 3431 1421% 4,243 17.56% 12,325 51.03% 24,154 100.00%
Fresno 37,238 26.61% 23,115 16.51% 25,020 17.86% 54,595 39.00% 139,969 100.00%
Unincorporated 4,056 15.650% 3,462 13.32% 4,329 16.65% 14,156 54.44% 26,004 100.00%
East Valley
Total 8,206 22.90% 6,115 17.07% 6,913 19.28% 14,584 40.73% 35,828 100.00%
Fowter 282 24.99% 201 17.16% 224 19.16% 452 38.69% 1,169 100.00%
Kingsburg 609 19.02% 443 13.83% 812 19.13% 1,537 48.02% 3,200 100.00%
Orange Cove 596 35.42% 435 25.84% 282 17.36% 360 21.39% 1,683 100.00%
Parlier 82t 33.31% 557 22.61% 553 22.43% 534 21.65% 2,465 100.00%
Reedley 1,338 23.33% 984 17.16% 1,031 17.98% 2,381 41.53% 5,734 100.00%
Sanger 1,350 2557% 906 17.16% 1,081 20.66% 1,933 36.61% 5,280 100.00%
Seima 1,218 21.67% 958 17.05% 1,257 22.37% 2,186 38.H% 5,618 100.00%
Unincorporated 1,983 1857% 1,631 15.28% 1,853 17.35% 5,212 48.80% 10,679 100.00%
Westside North
Total 3,885 26.13% 3,275 21.42% 3,069 20.08% 4,949 32.37% 15,288 100.00%
Firebaugh 340 24.28% 277 19.977% 317 22.62% 467 33.33% 1,400 100.00%
Kerman 716 30.14% 339 14.28% 492 20.72% 829 34.87% 2,376 100.00%
Mendota 590 32.43% 477 26.24% 348 19.13% 404 22.21% 1,819 100.00%
San Joaguin 231 32.74% 168 23.80% 148 21.02% 158 22.44% 704 100.00%
Unincorporated 2,118 23.57% 2,014 2241% 1,764 19.83% 3,092 34.40% 8,989 100.00%
Westside South
Total 1,412 24.58% 049 16.53% 1173 20.43% 2,209 3847% 5,743 100.00%
Coalinga 767 21.71% 518 14.66% 619 17.53% 1,629 46.10% 3,534 100.00%
Huron 833 37.77% 257 18.22% 319 2261% 302 21.41% 1,412 100.00%
Unincorporated 111 13.93% 174 21.78% 234 2941% 278 34.87% 797 100.00%
Sierra Nevada
Total 1,072 16.97% 813 12.87% 1,086 17.19% 3,347 52.97% 6,318 100.00%
Unincorporated 1,072 16.97% 813 12.87% 1,088 17.19% 3,347 52.97% 6,318 100.00%
incorp. Total 50,794 25.33% 33,066 16.49% 36,566 18.24% 80,091 39.94% 200,517 100.00%
Unincorp. Total 8,341 17.70% 8,095 15.38% 9,267 17.56% 26,084 49.41% 52,787 100.00%
County Total 60,135 23.74% 41,161 16.25% 45,833 18.09% 106,175 41.92% 253,304 100.00%

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

Unincorporated

Market Area Households Percentage
FCMA 25,311 48.58%
East Valley 10,671 20.48%
Westside North 8,944 1747%
Westside South 865 1.66%
Sierra Nevada 6,311 12.11%
County Total 52,102 100.00%

Source: 2000 U.S. Census 100% data

Table 12
2006 Incorporated and Unincorporated Households
Per Market Area

Area Households
FCMA Total 208,246
Clovis 31.301
Fresno 150,815
Unincorporated Area 26,130
East Valley Total 40,263
Fowler 1,478
Kingsburg 3,866
QOrange Cove 2,064
Paylier 2,767
Reedley 6.338
Sanger 6,285
Selma 6,449
Unincorporated Area 11,046
Westside North Total 17,073
Firgbaugh 1,620
Kerman 3,450
Mendota 1,983
San Joaguin 787
Unincorporated Area 9,233
Westiside South Total 6,098
Coalinga 3,631
Huron 1,574
Unincorporated Area 893
Sierra Nevada Total 6,515
Unincorporated Area 6,515
Incorporated Total 224,408
Unincorporated Total 53,787

o County Total 278,195

Source: State of California Department of Finance for the cities
and total unincorporated area.
The unincorporated area households were distributed
by market area by assuming the same percentage
shares of households for 2000 as listed in Table 11.
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h. Table 12 includes for the January 1, 2006 beginning date of the Plan household
estimates for each city within each market area (from Table 4), the number of
unincorporated households within each market area (determined by applying the
% figures from Table 11 to the January 1, 2006 total County unincorporated
households), and for each total market area. The total number of households for
each market area unincorporated area is posted to column 4 of Table 15.

4. The number of households within each Plan income group for January 1, 2006 is
determined by multiplying the income group percentage figures in column 5 by the total
number of households for each market area city, market area unincorporated area, and
market area total households. The results of these calculations are posted to column 4 of
Table 15.

Table 13 utilizes the 2000 information from Table 10 and the January 1, 2006
information from Table 12 to determine information for the June 30, 2013 ending date of
the Plan, utilizing a trend line method. The assumption was made that each jurisdiction
will account for the same share of the county’s growth during the 7 ¥2 year planning
period of the Plan as it did for the period between 2000 and 2006. For example, the
number of households in Clovis increased from 24,347 households in 2000 (from Table
9) to 31,301 households in 2006 (from Table 4), an increase of 6,954 houscholds or
27.54% of Fresno County’s 2000-2006 growth of 25,255 households. Since this Plan
projects Fresno County’s households will increase by another 50,078 during this Plan’s
planning period, Clovis is projected to receive 27.54% of that growth as well, resulting in
45,090 households for Clovis on June 30, 2013. The percentages noted in column 7 of
Table 13 titled “Increase 2000-2006” are not growth rates of a particular jurisdiction but
rather show each jurisdiction’s percentage of the County’s total growth during that
period. :

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

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

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

increase
2008 2000-2006 Projection
Market Area City/Unincorporated 2000 2006 % # % 2013
FOMA Clovis 24,347 31,301 11.25% 5,954 27.54% 45,090
Fresno 140,079 150,815 54.21% 10,736 42.51% 172,103
Unincorporated 25,311 26,130 9.39% 619  3.24% 27,754
FCMA Total 189,737 208,246 74.86% 18,508 ¥3.29% 244 947
East Valiey Fowier 1,242 1,478 0.53% 236 0.93% 1,846
Kingshurg 3,226 3,866 1.39% 840 2.53% 5,135
Qrange Cove 1,694 2,064 0.74% 370 1.47% 2,798
Parlier 2,448 2,767 0.99% 321 1.27% 3,404
Heediey 5,761 6,338 2.28% 577 2.28% 7,482
Sanger 5,220 6,285 2.26% 1,085 4.22% 8,397
Selma 5,596 6,449 2.32% 853 3.38% 8,140
Unincorporated 10,6714 11,016 3.96% 345 1.37% 11,760
East Valiey Total 35,8586 40,263 14.47% 4,407 17.45% 48,002
Westside North Firebaugh 1.418 1,620 0.58% 202 (0.B0% 2,021
Kerman 2,389 3,450 1.24% 1,061 4.20% 5,554
Mendota 1,825 1,983 0.71% 158  0.83% 2,296
San Joaquin 702 787 0.28% 85 0.34% 958
Unincorporated 8,944 9,233 3.32% 289 1.14% 9,806
Westside North Total 15,278 17,673 6.14% 1,798 7.11% 20,632
Westside South Coalinga 3,515 3,631 1.31% 116 0.46% 3,861
Huron 1,378 1,574 0.57% 186  0.78% 1,963
Uningorporated 865 893 0.32% 28 011% 949
Westside South Total 5,758 6,098 2.19% 340 1.35% 6,772
Sierra Nevada Linincorporated 8,311 8,515 2.34% 204 081% 6,920
Sierra Nevada Total 6,311 6,515 2.34% 204 081% 6,920
incorp. Total 200,838 224,408 80.67% 23,570 93.33% 271,145
Unincorp. Total 52,102 53,787 19.33% 1,685 6.67% 57,128
County Total 252,940 278,195 100.00% 25,265 100.00% 328,273
6. The next step is to distribute the June 30, 2013 household projections to market area

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

The Sierra Nevada market area is unique among County market areas in that it is entirely
unincorporated area. Consequently, there is no opportunity to shift lower income housing
from one jurisdiction to another. Furthermore, the growth in total households for this
market area during the planning period is projected to be only 405 households.

Therefore, the Sierra Nevada market area is determined to be a stable market area, just as
it was in the earlier 2001 and 1990 RHNA Plans.
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a. A “same share plan” was applied to the other four market areas. The “same share
plan” is intended to reduce the concentration of lower income households in
jurisdictions within the four market areas that are impacted by disproportionately
high proportions of lower income households. Table 14 provides information as to
how this was accomplished.

b. For each market area on January 1, 2006, the difference between the market area total
percentage of households and the jurisdiction’s percentage of households, for each
income group, was calculated. The resulting percentage figure was divided by 5.87
(the 44 years assumed necessary to achieve the fair share allocation divided by the 7
and ¥2 year period of the Plan), resulting in a percentage figure that was then added to
the percentage figure for each income group for each jurisdiction on January 1, 2006.
Column 7 of Table 14 lists the percentage figures that are the result of these
calculations. These percentage figures are then multiplied by the total number of
households projected on June 30, 2013 for each jurisdiction within each market area,
as noted in column 6 of Table 14. Information in columns 6 and 7 of Table 14 is then
posted to columns 6 and 7 of Table 15. This methodology was also utilized in the
earlier 2001 and 1990 RHNA Plans, except that the period to achieve the fair share
allocation has been changed to coincide with the Blueprint Planning time horizon.

Table 14
Calculation of Household income Group Allocations
For the FCMA, East Valiey, Westside North and South Market Areas
Difference
Between FCMA
Percentage
January 1, 2006 and Local June 30, 2013

income Households Jurisdiction Fair Share Target

Group # % Perceniage” # %

Very Low 5,385 17.20% -6.61% 8,265  18.33%

Low 4,447 14.21% -1.56% 6,525  14.47%

Moderate 5,498 17.56% 0.11% 7,928 17.58%

Above Moderate 15,972 51.03% 8.28% 22372 49.62%

Total 31,301 100.00% 45,090  100.00%

Very Low 40,125 26.61% 2.79% 44969  26.13%

Low 24,906 16.51% 0.75% 28,202  16.39%

Moderate 26,959 17.88% 0.20% 30,705  17.84%

Above Moderate 58,825 39.00% -3.74% 68,227 39.64%

‘Fotal 150,815  100.00% - 172,103  100.00%
Unincorporated Area  Very Low 4,076 15.60% -8.21% 4,713 17.00%

Low 3,479 13.32% -2.45% 3,807  13.73%

Moderate 4,350 16.65% -1.08% 4,665  16.82%

Above Moderate 14,224 54.44% 11.69% 14,568  52.44%

Total 26,130  100.00% 27,754  100.00%

Very Low 49,586 23.81% 57,946  23.66%

Low 32,832 15.77% 38535  15.73%

Moderate 36,807 17.67% 43,209  17.68%

Above Moderate 89,021 42.75% 105,167,  42.93%

Total 208,246  100.00% 244,947  100.00%

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

Fowler

Kingshurg

Orange Cove

Parlier

Reedley

Sanger

Selma

Unincorporated Area

East Valley
Total

Income
Group

Very Low

jow

Moderate
Above Moderate
Fotal

Very Low

Low

Moderaie

Above Moderate
Total

Very Low

Low

Moderate

Above Moderate
Total

Very Low

Low

Moderate
Above Moderate
Total

Very Low

{ow

Moderate

Above Moderate
Total

Very Low

Low

Moderate

Above Moderate
Total

Very Low

Low

Moderate

Above Moderate
Total

Very Low

Low

Moderate

Above Moderate
Total

Very Low

Low

Moderate

Above Moderate
Totat

January 1, 2006

Households
# Y%
369 24.89%
254 17.16%
283 19.16%
872 38.69%
1,478 100.00%
7585 19.02%
535 13.83%
738 18.13%
1,857 48.02%
3,866 100.00%
731 3542%
533 25.84%
358 17.36%
441 21.39%
2,064 100.00%
922 33.31%
626 22.61%
621 22 43%
589 21.65%
2,767 100.00%
1,479 23.33%
1,088 17.16%
1,139 17.98%
2,632 41 .53%
6,338 100.00%
1,607 25.57%
1,078 17.16%
1,299 20.66%
2,301 36.61%
6,285 100.00%
1,398 21.67%
1,100 17.05%
1,443 22.37%
2,509 38.41%
6,449 100.60%
2,045 18.57%
1,683 15.28%
1,812 17.35%
5,376 48.80%
11,016 100.00%
9,286 23.06%
6,896 17.13%
7,794 18.36%
16,287 40.45%
40,263 100.00%

Difference
Between East
Vailey Percentage
and Local
Jurisdiction
Percentage”

1.92%
0.04%
-6.20%
-1.76%

-4.05%
-3.29%
-0.23%

7.57%

12.35%
8.71%
-2.00%
-19.06%

10.24%
5.48%
3.08%

-18.81%

0.27%
0.03%
-1.38%
1.08%

2.50%
0.03%
1.30%
-3.84%

-1.39%
-0.08%

3.01%
-1.55%

~4.49%
-1.85%
-2.00%

8.35%

June 30, 2013
Fair Share Target
# %

480 24.66%
334 17.16%
373 19.19%
759 38.99%
1,846  100.00%

1,012 19.71%
739 14.40%
984 19.16%

2,400 46.73%

5135 100.00%

832 33.31%
681 24.36%
485 17.70%
689 24.64%
2,798 100.00%

1,074 31.56%
738 21.68%
746 21.91%
846 24.85%

3,404 100.00%
1,742 23.28%
1,284 17.16%
1,363 18.21%
3,094 41.35%
7,482  100.00%
2,11 25.14%
1,440 17.15%
1,716 20.44%
3,129 37.27%
8,397 100.00%
1,783 21.9%
1,389 17.06%
1,779 21.86%
3,188 39.17%
8,140 100.00%
2,262 19.33%
1,824 15.59%
2,070 17.70%
5,543 47.38%
11,700 100.00%
11,387 23.26%
8,430 17.20%
9,527 19.44%
19,648 40.10%
48,002 100:00%

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

Firebaugh

Kerman

Mendota

San Joaquin

Unincorporated Area

Westside North
Total

income
Group

Very Low

Low

Moderate

Above Moderate
Total

Very Low

Low

Moderate

Above Moderate
Total

Very Low

Low

Moderate

Above Moderate
Total

Very Low

Low

Modearate
Above Moderate
Total

Very Low

l.ow

Moderate

Above Moderate
Total

Very Low

L.ow

Moderate

Above Moderate
Total

January 1, 2006

Households
# %
383 24.28%
320 19.77%
366 22.82%
540 33.33%
1,620 100.00%
1,040 30.14%
493 14.28%
715 20.72%
1,203 34.87%
3.450 100.00%
643 32.43%
520 26.24%
379 18.13%
440 22.21%
1,883 100.00%
258 32.74%
187 23.80%
165 21.02%
177 22.44%
787 100.00%
2,176 23.57%
2,069 22.41%
1,812 19.63%
3,176 34.40%
9,233 100.00%
4,510 26.41%
3,590 21.02%
3,438 20.14%
5,536 32.42%
17,073 100.00%

Difference
Between Westside

North Percentage
and Local

Jurisdiction
Percentage”

-2.14%
-1.26%
2.48%
0.90%

3.72%
-6.75%
0.58%
2.45%

8.01%
521%
-1.01%
-10.22%

6.33%
2.77%
0.88%
-0.98%

~2.85%
1.38%
-0.51%
1.97%

June 30, 2013

Fair Share Target
# %

498 24.64%
404 19.99%
449 22.20%
670 33.17%
2,021 100.00%
1,638 29.50%
857 15.43%
1,145 20.62%
1,914 34.46%
5554 100.00%
721 31.40%
582 25.35%
443 19.30%
850 23.95%
2,296  100.00%
303 31.66%
223  23.33%
200 20.87%
231 24.14%
956 100.00%
2,358  24.05%
2,174 22.17%
1,833 19.71%
3.340 34.06%
9,806 100.00%
5518  26.75%
4240  20.55%
4170 2021%
6,705 32.50%
20,633 100.00%

+ positive numbers in this column indicate that the jurisdiction has a percentage higher than the market area, while negative
nurnbers indicate that the jurisdiction has a percentage lower than the market area. A jurisdiction with 0% would have the
same percentage as the markel area, :
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Westside
South

Coalinga

Huron

Unincorporated Area

Westside South
Total

Income
Group

Very Low

Low

Maoderate

Above Moderate
Total

Very Low

Low

Moderate
Above Moderate
Total

Very Low

Low

Moderate

Above Moderate
Total

Very Low

Low

Moderate
Above Moderate
Total

January 1, 2006

Households
# Ye
788 21.71%
532 14.66%
636 17.53%
1,674 46.10%
3,631 100.00%
594 37.77%
287 18.22%
356 22.61%
337 21.41%
1,674 100.00%
124 13.93%
195 21.78%
263 29.41%
311 34.87%
893 100.00%
1,507 24.72%
1,014 16.62%
1,255 20.58%
2,322 38.08%
6,008 100.00%

Pifference

Between Westside

South Percentage
and Local

Jurisdiction
Percentage”®

-3.01%
-1.96%
-3.05%

8.02%

13.05%
1.59%
2.03%

-16.67%

-10.79%
5.16%
8.83%

-3.21%

June 30, 2013

Fair Share Target
# Yo
858 22.22%
579 15.00%
697 18.05%
1,727 44.73%
3,861  100.00%
698 35.54%
352 17.95%
437 22.26%
476 24.25%
1,863  100.00%
149 15.77%
199 20.90%
269 27.91%
332 35.42%
948  100.00%
1,704 25.16%
1,131 16.69%
1,403 20.71%
2,535 37.43%
6,773 100.00%

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

7. The final step is to calculate and post in columns 8 and 9 of Table 15 the change in the
number of households and the change in the percentage of households from January I,
2006 to June 30, 2013, by income group for each jurisdiction.
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TFable 15

Estimated Households on January 1, 2006 by Income Group
and Projected Households on June 30, 2013 With Income Group Allocations

Market
Area Jurisdiction
FCMA Clovis

Fresno

Unincorporated Area

FCMA
Totai

Income
Group

Very Low

Low

Moderate

Above Moderate
Total

Very Low

Low

Moderate

Above Moderate
Total

Very Low

Low

Moderate

Above Moderate
Total

Very Low

Low

Moderate
Above Moderaie
Total

January 1, 2006

Households
# %

5,385 17.20%
4,447 14.21%
5,498 17.56%
15,972 51.03%
31,301 100.00%
40,125 26.61%
24,906 16.51%
28,959 17.88%
58,825 39.00%
150,815 100.00%
4,078 15.60%
3,479 13.32%
4,350 16.65%
14,224 54,44%
26,130 100.00%
49,586 23.81%
32,832 18.77%
36,807 17.67%
80,021 42.75%
208,246 100.00%

June 30, 2013

Households
# %
8,265 18.33%
6,525 14.47%
7,928 17.58%
22372 49.62%
45,080 100.00%
44,969 26.13%
28,202 16.39%
30,705 17.84%
68,227 39.64%
172,103 100.00%
4,713 17.00%
3,807 13.73%
4,665 16.82%
14,668 52.44%
27,754 100.00%
57,946 23.66%
38,535 18,73%
43,299 17.68%
105,167 42 .93%
244,947 100,00%

2006 - 2013

#

2,880
2,079
2,430
6,400
13,789

4,844
3,206
3,748
9,401

21,288

837
328
315
344
1,624

8,361
5,703
6,492
16,145
36,701
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Household Growth

%

20.88%
15.08%
17.63%
46.41%
100.00%

22.75%
15.48%
17.60%
44.16%
100.00%

39.21%
20.21%
19.38%
21.19%
100.00%

22.78%
15.54%
17.69%
43.99%
100.00%



January 1, 2006

June 30, 2013

2006 - 2013
Household Growth

Market Income Households Households
Area Jurisdiction Group # % # Yo #
East Fowler Very Low 369 24.99% 480 24.66% 111
Valiey Low 254 17.16% 334 17.16% 80
Moderate 283 19.16% 373 18.19% 80
Above Moderate 572 38.69% 759 38.99% 187
Total 1,478 100.60% 1,946 100.00% 488
Kingsburg Very Low 735 19.02% 1,012 19.71% 277
Low 535 13.83% 739 14.40% 204
Moderate 739 19.13% 984 19.16% 245
Above Moderate 1,857 48.02% 2,400 48.73% 543
Total 3,866 100.00% 5,135 100.00% 1,269
Orange Cove Very Low 73 35.42% 932 33.31% 201
Low 533 25.84% 681 24.36% 148
Moderate 358 17.36% 495 17.70% 137
Above Moderate 441 21.39% 689 24.64% 248
Total 2,664 100.00% 2,798 100.00% 734
Parlier Very Low gz2 33.31% 1,074 31.56% 153
Low 626 22.61% 738 21.68% 112
Moderate 621 22.43% 746 21.91% 125
Above Moderate 569 21.65% 846 24.85% 247
Total 2,767 100.00% 3,404 100.00% 637
Reedley Very Low 1,478 23.33% 1,742 23.28% 263
Low 1,088 17.16% 1,284 17.16% 196
Maoderate 1,139 17.98% 1,363 18.21% 223
Above Moderate 2,632 41.53% 3,094 41.35% 461
Total 6,338 100.00% 7,482 100.00% 1,144
Sanger Very Low 1,607 25.57% 2,111 25.14% 504
Low 1,078 17.16% 1,440 17.15% 362
Moderate 1,289 20.66% 1,716 20.44% 418
Above Moderate 2,301 36.61% 3,129 37.27% 828
Totai 6,285 100.00% 8,397 100.00% 2,112
Selma Very Low 1,298 21.67% 1,783 21.91% 386
Low 1,100 17.05% 1,389 17.06% 289
Moderate 1,443 22.37% 1,779 21.86% 336
Above Moderate 2,508 38.91% 3,188 39.17% 679
Total 6,449 100.00% 8,140 100.00% 1,691
Unincorporated Area  Very Low 2,045 18.57% 2,262 19.33% 217
Low 1,683 15.28% 1,824 15.59% 141
Moderate 1,912 17.35% 2,670 17.76% 1589
Above Moderate 5,376 48.80% 5,543 47.38% 167
Total 11,016 100.00% 11,700 100.00% 684
East Valley Very Low 9,286 23.06% 11,397 23.26% 2,111
Total Low 6,896 17.13% 8,430 17.20% 1,534
Moderate 7.794 19.36% 9,527 19.44% 1,733
Above Moderate 16,287 40.45% 19,648 40.16% 3,361
Total 40,263 100.00% 49,002 100.00% 8,739
Council of Fresno County Governments 36 Regional Housing Needs Allocation Plan
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23.62%
17.14%
19.30%
39.84%
100.00%

21.81%
16.11%
19.29%
42.80%
100.00%

27.39%
20.18%
18.66%
33.78%
100.00%

23.98%
17.62%
18.63%
38.78%
100.0C%

23.03%
17.12%
19.52%
40.33%
100.00%

23.87%
17.14%
19.78%
39.21%
100.00%

22.81%
17.11%
19.80%
40.17%
100.00%

31.67%
20.67%
23.20%
24.46%
100.00%

24,16%
17.55%
19.83%
38.46%
100.60%



Market
Area

Westside
Notth

Market
Area

Westside
South

Jurisdiction

Firebaugh

Kerman

Mendoia

San Joaquin

Unincorporated Area

Westside North
Total

Jurisdiction

Coalinga

Huronh

income
Group

Very Low

Low

Maoderate

Above Moderate
Total

Very Low

Low

Moderate

Above Moderate
Total

Very Low

Low

Moderate

Above Moderate
Totat

Very Low

Low

Moderate

Above Moderate
Total

Very Low

Low

Moderate

Above Moderate
Total

Very Low

Low

Moderate

Above Maoderate
Total

income
Group

Very Low

Low

Moderate

Above Moderate
Total

Very Low

Low

Moderate

Above Moderate

January 1, 2006

Households
# %

ag3 24.28%

320 19.77%
366 22.62%
540 33.33%
1,620 100.00%
1,040 30.14%
493 14.28%
715 20.72%
1,203 34.87%
3450 100.00%
643 32.43%
520 26.24%
379 19.13%
440 22.21%
1,983 100.00%
258 32.74%
187 23.80%
165 21.02%
177 22.44%

787 100.00%

2,176 23.57%
2,069 22.41%
1,812 19.83%
3,178 34.40%
9,233 100.00%
4,510 26.41%
3,580 21.02%
3,438 20.14%
5,536 32.42%
17.073 100.06%

January 1, 2006

Households
# %

788 21.71%

532 14.66%
636 17.53%
1,674 46.10%
3,631 100.00%

584 37.77%
287 18.22%
356 2281%
337 21.41%

June 30, 2013

Households
# %

498 24.64%
404 19.99%
449 22.20%
670 33.17%

2021 100.00%
1,638 29.50%
857 15.43%
1,145 20.62%
1,914 34.46%
5554  100.00%

721 31.40%
582 25.35%
443 19.30%
550 23.85%
2,286 100.00%

303 31.66%
223 23.33%
200 20.87%
231 24.14%
956 100.00%

2,359 24.05%
2,174 22.17%
1,933 18.71%
3,340 34.06%
9,806 100.00%
5519 26.75%
4,240 20.55%
4,17¢ 26.21%
6,705 32.80%
20,633 100.60%

June 30, 2013

Households
# %

858 22.22%
579 15.00%
697 18.05%
1,727 44.73%
3,861 100.00%

€98 35.54%
a52 17.95%
437 22.26%
476 24.25%

2006 - 2013
Household Growth
# Ya
105 26.11%
84 20.85%
82 20.49%
131 32.55%

401 100.00%

599 28.46%
364 17.31%
430 20.46%
71t 33.77%
2,104 160.00%
78 24.91%
62 19.72%
64 20.39%
108 34.98%

313 100.00%

45 26.64%
36 21.12%
34 20.17%
54 32.07%

169 100.00%

183 31.87%
105 18.37%
121 21.12%
164 28.64%

573 100.00%

1,009 28.35%
651 18.27%
731 20.55%

1,169 32.83%

3,560 100.00%
2006 - 2013

Household Growth
# Y%
70 30.31%
47 20.27%
60 26.26%
53 23.16%
230 100.00%
103 26.54%
66 168.85%
81 20.86%

139 35.75%

Toial 1,574 100.00% 1,963  100.00% 389 100.00%
Unincorporated Area  Very Low 124 13.93% 149 15.77% 24 43.30%
Low 185 21.78% 199 20.90% 5 8.67%

Moderate 263 28.41% 268 27.91% 6 11.04%

Above Moderate 311 34.87% 332 35.42% 21 37.00%

Total 893 160.00% 949 100.00% 56 100.00%

Westside South Very Low 1,507 24.72% 1,704 25.16% 197 29.22%
Total Low 1,014 16.62% 1,13t 16.69% 17 17.33%
Moderate 1,255 20.58% 1,403 20.71% 148 21.89%

Above Moderate 2,322 38.08% 2,535 37.43% 213 31.56%

Total 6,098 100.00% 6,773  100.00% 675 100.00%
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Market
Area

Sterra
Neavada

Market
Area

County Total

Jurisdiction

Unincorporated Area

Sierra Nevada
Totat

Jurisdiction

Incorporated Area

Unincorporated Area

County Total

Income
Group

Very Low

Low

Moderate

Above Moderate
Total

Very Low

Low

Moderate

Above Moderate
Total

Income
Group

Very Low

Low

Moderate

Above Moderate
Total

Very Low

Low

Moderate

Above Moderate
Total

Very Low

Low

Moderate

Above Moderate
Total

BASIC CONSTRUCTION NEED

January 1, 2006

Househoids
# %
1,106 16.97%
838 12.87%
1,120 17.19%
3,451 52.97%
8,315 100.00%
1,106 16.97%
838 12.87%
1,120 17.18%
3,451 52.97%
6,515 100.00%

January 1, 2006

Househoids

# %
56,466 25.16%
36,906 16.45%
40,957 18.25%
90,079 40.14%
224,408 100.00%
9,528 17.71%
8,264 15.36%
9,457 17.58%
26,539 49.34%
53,787 100.00%
65,994 23.72%
45,170 168.24%
50,414 18.12%
116,618 41.92%
278,195 100.00%

June 30, 2013

Househoids
# Y%
1,175 16.97%
890 12.87%
1,190 17.19%
3,666 52.97%
6,920 100.00%
1,175 16.97%
890 12.87%
1,180 17.19%
3,666 52.97%
6,920 100.00%

June 30, 213

Households
# Yo
£7,084 24.74%
44,330 16.35%
49,460 18.24%
110,271% 40.67%
271,148 100.00%
10,657 18.65%
8,896 15.57%
10,127 17.73%
27,450 48.05%
57,129 103.00%
77,741 23.68%
53,226 16.21%
59,588 18.15%
137,72t 41.95%
328,275 100.00%

2006 - 2013
Household Growth
EH %
69 16.97%
52 12.87%
70 17.19%
215 52.97%
405 100.00%
69 16.97%
52 12.87%
70 17.19%
218 52.897%
405 100.00%
2006 - 2013
Househoid Growth
# %
10,618 22.72%
7.424 15.85%
8,503 18.19%
20,182 43.20%
46,738 100.00%
1,129 33.78%
632 18.91%
670 20.06%
a1 27.25%
3,342 100.00%
11,747 23.46%
8,086 16.09%
9,174 18.32%
21,103 42.14%
50,080 100.00%

Basic construction need is the number of new housing units that must be constructed to provide housing
for the anticipated population. The calculation of the basic construction need for each local jurisdiction
and market area considers existing housing units, projected number of households, vacancy factors, and
an allowance for normal market removal of housing units. The methodology does not include an estimate
of the need to replace dilapidated units that are beyond repair but that are not expected to be removed
during the planning period as part of normal market activity. This task is beyond the scope of the 2007

RHNA Plan and is to be estimated by jurisdictions in preparing their housing elements.

Key factors and procedures for calculating the basic construction need are summarized as follows:

1.
2.

Provide one housing unit for each anticipated household.
Provide a sufficient number of housing units to accommodate vacant for sale units,
vacant for rent units, and other vacant units.
The sum of itemns 1 and 2 constitutes the total number of housing units required to
accommodate the projected population by the June 30, 2013 ending date of the Plan.
Reduce the total number of units required by the number of units existing on January 1,
2006, to obtain the number of units needed to accommodate population growth. -
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5. Provide a sufficient number of units to replace expected removals from the housing
market.

6. The sum of items 4 and 5 constitutes the basic construction need, or total number of new
housing units required to house the projected population between January 1, 2006 and
Tune 30, 2013

As noted above, three separate vacancy factors are utilized to provide for units vacant for sale, units
vacant for rent, and other vacant units. An owner vacancy rate of 1.8% of the owner occupied housing
units, and a renter vacancy rate of 5.0% of the renter occupied housing units are applied, as suggested by
the State Department of Housing & Community Development. The other vacant rate is the actual rate for
each jurisdiction, from the 2000 U.S. Census.

Table 16 includes for each market area, each city, and each market area unincorporated area the various
vacancy rates and also data on the percent of households that are owner-occupied and renter-occupied, all
from the 2000 U.S. Census. Information from Table 16 is used in Table 17 to determine the Basic
Construction Need for each jurisdiction in the County.

Table 16

2000 Occupancy and Vacancy Rates
Source: 2000 U.S. Census

Percent of Percent of
Households Households
that are that are For Saie For Rent Other Total

Owner-Occupied  Renter-Occupied  Vacancy Rate  Vacancy Rate Vacancy Rate  Vacancy Rate

FCMA Total 55.33% 44.67% 1.28% 3.16% 0.94% 5.40%
Clovis 60L67% 39.33% 0.89% 1.78% 0.88% 3.56%
Fresnc 50.67% 49.33% - 1.39% 3.73% 0.90% 6.03%
Unincorporated Area 75.82% 24.18% 1.18% 1.16% 1.23% 3.58%
East Valiey Total 81.72% 38.28% 0.72% 212% 1.81% 4.66%
Fowler 89.07% 40.93% 0.00% 1.25% 1.25% 251%
Kingsburg 67.27% 32.73% 1.44% 1.88% 0.57% 3.90%
Qrange Cove 45.43% 54.57% 0.00% 3.40% 0.00% 3.40%
Parlier 61.31% 38.69% 0.44% 1.64% 1.42% 3.50%
Reedley 57.30% 42.70% 1.01% 2.03% 1.09% 4.13%
Sanger 62.00% 38.00% 0.74% 1.93% 1.32% 3.99%
Seima 62.00% 38.00% 0.74% 1.93% 1.32% 3.99%
Unincorporated Area 66.37% 33.683% 0.68% 2.76% 4.26% 7%
Westside North Total 51.84% 48.16% 1.42% 2.14% 3.208% 6.76%
Firebaugh 58.58% 41.42% 2.95% 6.42% 2.72% 12.08%
Kerman 58.13% 41.87% 2.28% 1.30% 0.00% 3.57%
Mendota 44.25% 55.75% 0.00% 2.24% 1.86% 4.10%
San Joaguin 50.85% 49.15% 1.24% 2.02% 1.77% 5.03%
Unincorporated Area 50.74% 48.26% 1.22% 1.66% 4.46% 7.34%
Westside South Total 47.76% 52.24% 2.75% 3.47% 1.49% 771%
Coalinga 58.26% 41.74% 3.43% 4.16% 1.87% 9.46%
Huron 33.91% 66.09% 0.00% 2.19% 0.50% 2.69%
Unincorporated Area 27.68% 72.32% 5.20% 1.46% 1.43% 8.09%
Sierra Nevada Total 80.27% 19.73% 3.45% 1.80% 3T71% 36.768%
Unincarporated Area 80.27% 19.73% 3.45% 1.60% 31.71% 36.76%
Incorporated Total 53.08% 46.92% 1.29% 3.27% 0.95% 5.51%
Linincerporated Total 69.15% 30.85% 1.62% 1.45% 7.60% 10.68%
County Total 56.48% 43.52% 1.32% 291% 2.35% 6.58%
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A normal market removal rate of 0.9% of the year-round housing units is utilized, again as provided by
HCD. This removal rate is the number of units to be torn down, boarded up, destroyed by fire or changed

to other uses.

The basic construction need for each jurisdiction is calculated as follows:

I.

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

a. Multiply the estimated June 30, 2013 number of households for each jurisdiction
(from Table 15) by the percentage of total households within that jurisdiction that
were owner-occupied (from Table 16). Divide by the “actual” occupancy rate of
owner-occupied housing, or 98.2%, utilized for all jurisdictions pursuant to HCD.
{As noted above, 1.8% of the owner occupied units are estimated to be vacant for
sale.)

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

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

Determine for each jurisdiction the number of housing units needed to accommodate
population growth from the beginning of the planning period on January 1, 2006 to the
end of the planning period on June 13, 2013.

a. Subtract from the number of housing units needed on June 30, 2013 {determined
in Step 1 above), the existing number of housing units on January 1, 2006 (from
Table 4). Post the results to column 5 of Table 17.

Determine for each jurisdiction the normal market removal of housing units. These are
housing units that will be tom down, boarded up, destroyed by fire, changed to
commercial use, efc.

a. In accordance with methodology provided by HCD, multiply the January 1, 2006
number of housing units by the replacement allowance rate provided by HCD of
0.9%. Post the results to column 6 of Table 17.

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

a. Add the number of units needed to accommodate growth (determined in Step
Two) to the number of housing units projected to be removed (determined in
Step Three). Post the results to column 7 of Table 17.
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Table 17
Basic Construction Needs
January 1, 2006 to June 30, 2013

Normal
Market  Tota! Units
Market Area City/Unincorporated 2006 Units 2013 Units  Growth Removals  Needed

FCMA Clovis 32,458 47,517 15,059 136 15,195
Fresno 160,446 180,940 20,494 184 20,678
Unincorporated 28,138 29,281 1,143 10 1,153
FCMA Total 221,042 257,738 36,696 330 37,027
East Valley Fowler 1,519 2,064 545 5 - B50
Kingsburg 4,023 5,422 1,399 13 1,411
Orange Cove 2,153 2,925 772 7 779
Parlier 2,980 3,564 574 5 580
Reediey 6,670 7.907 1,337 12 1,349
Sanger 6,527 8,856 2,329 21 2,350
Selma 6,701 8,592 1,891 17 1,909
Unincorporated 11,5661 12,350 789 7 796
East Valley Total 42,044 51,682 9,638 87 9,724
Westside North  Firebaugh 1,806 2,182 376 3 379
Kerman 3,655 5,953 2,398 22 2,420
Mendota 2,039 2,395 356 3 359
San Joaquin 822 1,020 198 2 200
Unincorporated 9,811 10,436 625 6 631
Westside North Total 18,033 21,986 3,953 36 3,988
Westside South Coalinga 3,988 4,102 114 1 115
Huron 1.614 2,086 472 4 476
Unincorporated 864 1,002 138 1 139
Waestside South Total 6,466 7,190 724 7 730
Sierra Nevada  Unincorporated 9,823 10,489 666 8 672
Sierra Nevada Total 9,823 10,489 666 6 672
Total County Incorp. Total 237,211 285,526 48,315 435 48,750
Unincorp. Total 60,197 63,558 3,361 30 3.391
County Total 297,408 349,084 51,676 465 52,141

The final step is to allocate the Basic Construction Need figure for each jurisdiction to the four income
groups. This is accomplished by multiplying each jurisdiction’s Basic Construction Need figure by the
percentage growth of households during the planning period in each income group in each jurisdiction.
The results are provided in Table 18. :
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Table 18
Estimated Housing Construction Need by Jurisdiction and income Group
January 1, 2006 to June 30, 2013

Above
Market Area City/Unincorporated Very Low Low Moderate Moderate Total
FCMA Clovis 3,174 2,291 2,678 7,052 15,195
Fresno 4,705 3,202 3,639 9,132 20,678
Unincorporated 452 233 224 244 1,153
FCMA Total 8,331 5,725 6,541 16,429 37,027
East Valley Fowler 130 94 106 220 550
Kingsburg 308 227 272 604 1411
Crange Cove 213 157 145 263 779
Parlier 139 102 114 225 580
Reedley 31t 231 263 544 1,349
Sanger 561 403 4865 921 2,350
Selma 435 327 380 767 1,909
Unincorporated 252 165 185 195 796
East Valley Total 2,349 1,708 1,930 3,739 9,724
Woaestside North  Firebaugh 99 79 78 123 379
Kerman 689 419 495 817 2,420
Mendota 89 71 73 126 359
San Joaquin 53 42 40 64 200
Unincorporated 201 116 133 181 631
Westside North Total 1,131 727 819 1,311 3,988
Woestside South  Coalinga 35 23 30 27 115
Huron 126 80 99 170 476
Unincomporated 60 12 15 52 139
Westside South Total 221 116 145 248 730
Sierra Nevada Unincorporated 114 86 116 356 672
Sierra Nevada Total 114 86 116 356 672
Total County Incorp. Total 11,068 7,748 8,878 21,056 48,750
Unincorp. Total 1,080 612 672 1,027 3,391
County Total 12,147 8,360 9,551 22,083 52,141

MANUAL ADJUSTMENTS

Government Code Section 65584.05 provides that within 60 days following receipt of the draft allocation,
a local government may request from the Fresno COG a revision of its share of the regional housing need
in accordance with the factors described in paragraphs (1) to (9), inclusive, of subdivision (d) of Section
65584.04. The request for a revised share shall be based upon comparable data available for all affected
jurisdictions and accepted planning methodology, and supported by adequate documentation.

The City of Kingsburg and the County of Fresno submitted timely letters requesting reduced altocations
for their jurisdictions from those determined in the draft RHNA Plan. However, since the total county
allocation must be maintained, any reduction in one jurisdiction will require an increased allocation in one
or more other jurisdictions. Consequently, COG staff conducted meetings on August 17 and August 24,
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2007, with jurisdictions within the Fresno Clovis Metropolitan Area (FCMA) and the East Valley market
areas to consider the requested revisions and determine if jurisdictions were willing to modify their
allocations.

As a result of these meetings and subsequent discussions and correspondence, RHNA Plan allocations for
Kingsburg and the County of Fresno were reduced. This was accomplished because the cities of Clovis,
Fresno, Parlier and Selma agreed to somewhat higher allocations, necessary in order to maintain the total
county altocation. The specific revisions are as follows:

Within the FCMA Market Area.
e Clovis accepted 203 units from the County (40 very low, 32 low, 36 moderate, and 95 above
moderate)
»  Fresno accepted 293 units from the County (115 very low, 59 low, 57 moderate, and 62 above
moderate)
Within the East Valley Market Area.
¢  Selma accepted 200 units from Kingsburg (100 moderate and 100 above moderate)
e Selma accepted 60 units from the County (10 low, 25 moderate, and 235 above moderate)
« Parlier accepted 60 units from the County (30 moderate and 30 above moderate)

These jurisdictions accepted these additional units in the spirit of regional cooperation, without which a
very difficult state mandate would have been made even more so. Table 19 of the 2007 Fresno County
RENA Plan includes all of these revisions and provides the final allocations by income group for all
Fresno County jurisdictions.

The State Department of Housing and Community Development was consulted regarding language in the
following four paragraphs. It clarifies that when necessary a city can include an adequate program action
in its housing element to utilize land area within its Sphere of Influence to meet the requirement to
provide adequate sites to accommodate alt of its RHNA Plan atlocation by income category. This
clarification provides the basis for making mutually agreed transfers of housing need allocation from the
County to a city to avoid a cumbersome administrative process in determining the transfer of housing
need from the County to a particular city due to annexation.

The 2007 RHNA Plan provides the total housing need allocation by income category for each city in the
County, for the unincorporated County, and for the total County. Each city and the County must identify
in its housing element an inventory of adequate sites to accommodate its housing need allocation by
income category. The sum total of housing need by income category for each of the cities and the
unincorporated County cannot be less than the total County housing construction need by income
category identified in the RHNA Plan.

A city and the County cannot both claim the same land area in their respective housing elements in order
to provide an inventory of adequate sites to accommodate their respective allocation. Some cities in
Fresno County may be able to accommodate their respective allocations within their existing
jurisdictional boundaries. Other cities, however, may need to annex land area within their sphere of
influence in order to provide an inventory of adequate sites to accommodate their respective allocations.
In fact, both the City of Clovis and the City of Fresno, in letters agreeing to accept a portion of the
County’s FCMA allocation, note that they will use all or part of the area within their respective spheres of
influence to comply with their final allocations. This is likely the case with many other jurisdictions
within Fresno County as well.
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In the case of a city proposing to annex land to accommodate any unmet portion of its RHNA allocation,
the housing element must include an annexation program to address the remaining allocation. The
program must specify actions the city will take early enough within the planning period to indicate
annexation can be completed to enable adequate development (o occur to meet the remaining RHNA
allocation before the end of the planning period. For the land area to be annexed, the program must
address appropriate zoning, development standards, and infrastructure capacity to determine, by income
category, total residential development capacity. A city can not include in its housing element land
proposed to be annexed that is included in the County’s housing element or take credit for sites in which
the County issued building permits unless the County, in writing, grants approval and commits to
appropriately amending its housing element within six months from the date a revised determination of
housing need has been finalized. A transfer or revised determination of housing need allocation during
the planning period can only occur pursuant to Government Code Section 65584.07.

If a city through its annexation program is unable to provide adequate sites during the planning period to
accommodate sufficient development, it must specify a program that commits the City, early enough in
the planning period, to revise its land use controls and/or land inventory to provide adequate sites within
its jurisdictional boundary to accommodate all the remaining housing need allocation for each income
category.
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Table 19
Final Estimated Housing Construction Need

by Jurisdiction and Income Group
January 1, 2006 to June 30, 2013

Above
Market Area City/Unincorporated  Very Low Low Moderate Moderate Total
FCMA Clovis 3,214 2,323 2,714 7,147 15,398
Fresno 4,820 3,260 3,696 9,195 20,971
Unincorporated 297 142 13 88 658
FCMA Total 8,331 5,725 6.541 16,430 37.027
East Valley Fowler 130 94 106 220 550
Kingsburg 308 227 172 504 1,211
Orange Cove 213 157 145 263 778
Parlier 139 102 144 255 640
Reedley 31 23 263 544 1,349
Sanger 561 403 4865 921 2,350
Seima 435 337 505 892 2,169
Unincorporated 252 - 155 130 140 677
East Valiey Total 2,349 1,708 1,830 3,739 9,724
Westside North  Firebaugh 99 79 78 123 379
Kerman 689 419 495 817 2,420
Mendota 89 71 73 126 358
San Joaquin 53 42 40 64 199
Unincorporated 20 118 133 181 631
Westside North Total 1,131 727 818 1,311 3,988
Waestside South  Coalinga 35 23 30 27 115
Huron 126 80 99 170 475
Unincorporated 60 12 15 52 139
Westside South Total 221 115 144 249 729
Sierra Nevada  Unincorporated 114 a6 116 358 672
Sierra Nevada Total 114 86 116 356 672
Total County Incorp. Total 11,222 7,848 9,026 21,269 49,366
Unincorp. Total 925 511 525 869 2,777
County Total 12,147 8,359 9,550 22,085 52,142
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Appendix

Letter from HCD dated September 8, 2006

Resolution No. 2007-07

Survey of Local Jurisdictions

City of Kingsburg letter dated June 7, 2007 requesting revisions

County of Fresno letter dated June 22, 2007 requesting revisions
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: %IEMAMFQB&MJSENESS TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSING AGENCY

DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND CONMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
DIVISION OF HOUSING POLICY DEVELOPMENT

1800 Third Street, Suite 43¢

P. O. Box 952053

Sacramento, CA 84252-2053

{916) 323.3177

FAX (918) 327-2643

ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER  Governor

September 8, 2006

Ms. Barbara Goodwin, Executive Director
Fresno Council of Governments

2035 Tulare Street, Suite 201

Fresno, CA 93721

Dear Ms. Goodwin;
RE: Regional Housing Needs Determination

This letter transmits Fresno County’s Regional Housing Needs Determination upon the
conclusion of the consultation process with Fresno Council of Governments (COG) as part
of its important role in advancing the State's housing policies in the Fresno County region.
Pursuant to State housing element law (Government Code Section 65584 — 65584.01), the

Department of Housing and Community Development (Department) is required to provide
the COG its determination of Fresno County’s exis

ting and projected housing needs.

The attached determination reflects the minimum housing need for Fresno County to enable
the COG to prepare its new Regional Housing Needs Plan in accordance with Government
Code Sections 65584.04-05 for use in updating the housing elements of each general

plan within the County (see Attachment ). Housing elements are required to be updated

by June 30, 2008 to accommodate each local government's share of the regional housing
need pursuant to Government Code Section 65588(e)(3). Regarding local government's
regional housing need allocation, credit may be taken for housing units permitted since the
January 2006 baseline of the housing element planning period ending in 2013.

The Department conducted outreach on this regional housing needs assessment process,
in consultation Mr. Clark Thompson and Ms. Kathy Chung, of your staff, since late spring of
this year. This included a meeting on June 1, 2006 at your office-to brief COG staff and
representatives of member cities and Fresno County on applicable requirements, as
amended effective in 2005. Department staff noted, for example, that the methodology to

be developed by the COG involves new requirements relating to development of the
allocation and factors to be considered.

This determination has resulted from consultation with COG staff and the Department of
Finance's (DOF) Demographic Research Unit, Consultation was compieted on
September 5, 2006 with Mr. Thompson when agreement was reached concerning the
methodology and assumptions for population growth and housing need applicable to
Fresno County during the allocation period. REGE‘VEF
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Ms. Barbara Goodwin, Executive Director
Page 2

The Regional Housing Needs Determination for Fresno County has been calculated from a
baseline of January 2006 through the end of the housing element planning period ending
June 2013. This determination projects the minimum housing need to be accommeodated
in the region over this period. In light of the rate of population growth in the region,
jurisdictions should consider planning for housing need above the minimum determination.

The Regional Housing Needs Plan developed by the COG is required to be consistent with
the following objectives, as set forth in more detail in statute (Section 65584(d)):

(1) Increasing the housing supply and the mix of housing types, tenure, and affordability;

(2) Promoting infill development and socioeconomic equity, protection of environmental and
agricultural resources, and encouragement of efficient deveiopment patterns;

(3) Promoting an improved intraregional relationship between jobs and housing; and

(4) Balancing the distribution of households by income category.

The Department is available to further discuss development and implementation of Fresno

County’s Regional Housing Needs Plan and assist the County and cities in addressing local
housing needs. Please contact Glen Campora at (916) 327-2640.

Ceanirt!

Cathy H/Cresweli
Deputy Director

Sincerel

Enclosures

cc:  Clark Thompson, Planning Coordinator, Fresno Council of Governments
Kathy Chung, Planning Coordinator, Fresno Council of Governments



Attachment 1
Regional Housing Need Determination
Fresno County

For the Period January 2006 Through June 30, 2013

Housing Unit
Income Category Need Percent
Very Low 12,379 23.8
Low 8,473 16.2
Moderate 9,434 18.1
Above Moderate 21.856 41.9

Total 52,142 100%



Attachment 2

Explanation of Fresno County Regional Housing Need Determination
For the Period January 1, 2006 Through June 30, 2013

Methodology, Assumptions, and Data Sources Used to Proiect Housing Unit Need:

1. Household (HH) growth (50,078 "occupied housing units" 1/1/2006): estimate by California
Department of Finance (DOF) in its E-5 report (Population and Housing Estimates for Cities,
Counties and the State, 2001-2006, with 2000 Benchmark, May 2008). Population projections
for 7/1/2013 are based on DOF's P-3 report (Population Projections by Race/Ethnicity, Gender
and Age for California and Its Counties 2000-2050, May 2004). DOF 2013 projected HHs are
derived using the cohort-component method by applying age- and ethnicity-specific HH
formation ratios from Census 2000 to the projected population. Projected change in
population (99,849) reflects the change between January 1, 2006 (899,517) through June 30,
2013 (999,366). Projected change in HH growth (50,078) also reflects the change between
January 1, 2006 (278,195) through June 30, 2013 (328,273). Projected HH growth was
derived from averaging Census 2000 HH formation ratios with trended HH formation ratios
that Fresno COG used in projections and then multiplying the derived HH formation ratios
against DOF's 2013 projected HH population change. This HH growth reflects lower

household formation ratios compared to those of the 1990 Census which would yield projected
HH growth of 72,575 and total housing unit need of 75,566.

Homeowner and Renter households (HHs): allocation based on Census 2000 proportion of
owner-occupied HHs (56.5%) held constant through projection period. Renter HHs reflect the
difference in subtracting homeowner HHs from projected HH growth.

3. Vacancy allowance: rates of 1.8% (owner) and 5.0% (renter) reflect adjustments from
standard targets of 2.0% and 6.0%, respectively, for current conditions. Standard targets
identified by Office of Planning and Research, Economic Practices Manual (1984:37).

4. Replacement allowance: empirical demolition rate per housing unit averages .06% per year
for 2000 through 2005 based on DOF demoiition permit data (990 total demolition permits in
Fresno county, 2000-2005). This number was adjusted to .12% per year to account for
missing permits and use conversions not involving demolition. This figure was multiplied by

7.5 (to derive percentage replacement over the entire planning period) to yield the .9%
replacement allowance rate.

5. Income category allocation: each income category was calculated by multiplying total housing
need by the proportion of HHs in each income category based on Fresno County median

income (Census 2000) and income definitions (Health and Safety Code Sections 50079.5 and
50105, et.seq.). ‘

Housing Unit Need Projection:

Household growth, Census 2000 headship rates (1) 50,078
Homeowner HHs (2) 56.5% 28,294
Homeowner HH vacancy allowance (3) 1.8% 509
Renter HHs 435% 21,784
Renter HHs vacancy allowance (3) 50% 1,089

Subtotal 51,676
Replacement allowance (4) 0.9% 466

Total 52,142



BEFORE THE
COUNCIL OF FRESNO GOUNTY GOVERNMENTS
RESOLUTION NO, 2007-07
In the Matter of.
2007 Regional Housing
Need Allocation Plan

RESOLUTION OF APPROVAL
METHODOLOGY FOR 2007
REGIONAL HOUSING NEED
ALLOCATION PLAN

et e Tt St et e

WHEREAS, the Council of Fresno County Governments (COG) is the Regional Transportation Planning Agency for
Fresno County; and

WHEREAS, the overarching purposes of the 2007 Fresno County Regional Housing Need Allocation Plan (RHNA Pian),
along with skmilar RHNA Plans developed for other regions of the state, are to address the statewide concern for “decent housing
and a suitable living environment for every California family,’ and o reflect the shared responsibility among local governments for
accommodating the housing needs of all economic levels; and

WHEREAS, the aliocation of the regional housing need, by income category, to individual cities and counties within a
region is typically determined by the region's COG; and

WHEREAS, the Fresnc COG is responsible for preparing the RHNA Plan; and

WHEREAS, Fresno COG staff and the Policy Advisory Committee are recommending that the same methodology
successfully used in the 2001 RHNA Plan and earlier RHNA Plans be used in the 2007 RHNA Plan; and

WHEREAS, the methodology is acceptable to HED, is relatively straightforward to understand and implement, reflects a
city-centered and balanced development pattem, and allows for the ability to make manual adjustments to each jurisdiction’s
allocation of the regional housing construction need; and

WHEREAS, housing market areas are used throughout the RHNA Plan in the gathering, analysis, and presentation of
data; and

WHEREAS, Fresno COG staff and the Policy Advisory Committee believe that the same five market areas used in the
2001 RHNA Plan remain valid and recommend their use in the 2007 RHNA Plan; and

WHEREAS, the 60-day public comment period of the methodology to be used in the development of the Regional
Housing Needs Allocation Plan was initiated on December 8, 2006, and

WHEREAS, a public hearing was conducted on February 22, 2007 to hear and consider comments on the methodology
for the 2007 RHNA Plan.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Council of Fresno County Governments adopts the methodology for
the 2007 Fresno County Regional Housing Needs Aligcation Pian,

THE FOREGOING RESOLUTION was passed and adepted by the Council of Fresno County Governments this 22™ day
of February, 2007.

AYES: Clovis, Coalinga, Firebaugh, Fowler, Fresno, Huron, Kerman, Kingsburg, Mendota ge Cove, Parier, Reediey,
San Joaguin, Sanger, Selma & Fresno County
NOES: None
ABSTAIN: None
ABSENT: None /
Signed:

ATTEST:

Trinidad M. 972’ Chagirman
1 hereby certify that the foregoing is a true copy of a resolution of the
Council of Fresno County Governments duly adopted at a regular
meeting thereof held on the 22nd day of February, 2007.

Signed: %Mﬂ/)ﬂ Vi ﬂm )

Barbara Goodwir}géxecutive Director







Survey

Regjonal Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) Plan

The purpose of this survey is to gather information regarding local government
infrastructure, housing market, and other local conditions that could influence the
development of a methodology for distributing the existing and projected regional
housing need to cities within Fresno County and to the County itself. None of the
information received in response to this survey may be used as a basis for reducing the
total housing need established for Fresno County. Furthermore, the share of the regional
housing need distributed to a jurisdiction represents a planning objective, not a
construction quota, to be addressed by the jurisdiction in its Housing Element.

The methodology used in the development of the RHNA Plan, as with previous RHNA
Plans, will be very objective. However, the final distribution of regional housing need
may result in part from negotiations among various agencies. Information developed
from this survey will be most appropriately utilized during this negotiation period, should
it be necessary. Other sources of information will also be utilized including, for example,
the COG Traffic Model, which has information on jobs/housing ratios.

In a few instances, it may be difficult to know what the survey question is trying to get at
(the questions were taken directly from statute). Please do not hesitate to contact Clark
Thompson at 233-4148 or by email at clarkt@fresnocog.org to discuss. For the other
questions, please utilize only sufficient, readily-available data in support of your answer.
Also, please let Clark know if you would like the survey emailed to you.

1. Would you say your jurisdiction is different than, or pretty much the same as, other
jurisdictions in Fresno County regarding existing and projected jobs and housing
relationship? If different, indicate how.

2. Opportunities and constraints to development of additional housing:

a. Is there a lack of capacity for sewer or water service due to state laws,
regulations or regulatory actions, or supply and/or distribution decisions made
by a sewer or water service provider other than the local jurisdiction that
precludes your jurisdiction from providing necessary infrastructure for
additional development during the planning period? If so, please explain.




5 For Fresno County only. Do agreements exist between the county and the cities in
the county to direct growth toward incorporated areas of the county? If so, please

explain.

6. Yor Housing Authorities of Fresno only. Has there been a loss of units contained in
assisted housing developments that changed to non-low-income use through mortgage
prepayment, subsidy contract expirations, or termination of use restrictions.

7. Do you think that high housing costs are more of a burden in your jurisdiction than
they are in other jurisdictions in Fresno County?

8. Do you think that the housing needs of farmworkers are a more serious issue in your
jurisdiction than in the other jurisdictions in Fresno County.

9. Are there any other factors which in your view should be incorporated into the
methodology that allocates regional housing needs to the individual jurisdictions?



City of Kingsburg

1401 Draper Street, Kingsburg, California 93631-1908 (658) 897-5821 Fax {559) B87-5568

Leland E. Bergstrom
Mayor

June 7, 2007 Dr. Paul Kruper

Mayor Pro-Tem

COUNCIL. MEMBERS

Council of Fresno County Governments Dg\%ﬂ‘; ;ﬁéﬁi’;

Attention: Clark Thompson, Planning Coordinator Dr. Milo Smith

2035 Tulare Street, Suite 20! Donald £, Pauley

Fresno CA 93721 City Manager
Via FAX (559 233-9645) and Postal Service mail

SUBJECT: REGIONAL HOUSING NEEDS ALLOCATION PLAN (RHNA)

Dear Clark,

On behalf of the City of Kingsburg, I would like to request further consideration of the housing
allocations under the Revised Draft 2007 RHNA Plan, released in April.

Kingsburg officials understand and support the basic methodology followed in the 2007 Plan,
which follows the tried-and-true format used in 1990 and 2001. However, we believe that
manual adjustments are warranted in the East Valley Market Area because of the unusual market

conditions and circumstances that developed early in this decade and skewed the numbers for the
2007 RHNA Plan.

You may be aware that the City of Kingsburg has had a General Plan policy since 1988 that calls
for managed growth, basically a 3 percent per year increase in housing units. Because of what
proved to be inadequate enforcement mechanisms, the pressure of the building boom caused the
number of housing units constructed in Kingsburg to exceed the policy starting around 2000.

The City Council was sufficiently concerned about the rate of growth that, during 2003, it halted
all annexations of property for residential development so that a comprehensive growth
management strategy could be implemented. It took a year or two before the backlog of

approved projects diminished to the point that the growth rate fell below the cap called for in the
General Plan.

1t happens that this same time frame of 2000 through 2005 is the one on which the 2007 RHNA
growth projections are based. For Kingsburg the numbers indicate an unrealistically high and
historically inaccurate rate of growth. The enclosed supporting documentation includes a table
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that reflects the 20+ year growth history of the City based on Building Division records. You
will observe that the period 2000-2005 is an anomaly.

Compounding this situation is the fact that some of Kingsburg’s neighboring communities in the
East Valley Market Area grew more slowly during the 2000-2005 time frame than they have
historically or aim to currently. The 2007 RHNA analysis indicates that they capture a smaller
share of the market area growth, and Kingsburg a larger share, than is currently realistic.

For instance, Reedley put development on hold for 2-3 years while going through a
comprehensive specific plan process. Other communities had to curb growth while overcoming
infrastructure deficiencies. With the impending construction of the State Route 180 freeway to
the Sanger area, residential development in that city is now booming, where it was not before.
And while Selma’s new housing construction was not so much greater than Kingsburg’s from
2000 to 2005 (853 dwelling units compared to 640, according to Table 13 in the 2007 RHNA
Plan), Selma’s population is already more than double Kingsburg’s, and Selma officials are
vocal about their city’s pro-growth attitude and their plans for extremely large housing projects.
They are publicly pressing officials of the regional sewage treatment provider, the Selma-
Kingsburg-Fowler County Sanitation District, to provide enough capacity to serve thousands of
new housing units in their city in the next several years.

In contrast, housing construction in Kingsburg has been slow to rebound after implementation of
the Growth Management System in mid-2005. Building permits for only two new homes were
pulled during all of 2006, and only a handful of permits have been issued so far in 2007.

The Growth Management System consists of an addition to the City Charter, revised General
Plan policies, an enforcement ordinance setting up a growth allocation system, and an
Environmental Impact Report. Voters approved the amendment to the Charter calling for growth

control with an 81.5 percent affirmative vote, demonstrating that sentiment for regulated growth
in the City of Kingsburg is very strong.

The Growth Management System Ordinance calls for the awarding of housing construction
allocations annually based on a cap sufficient to accommodate the City’s 2001 RHNA Plan share
of 832 housing units over the 7-1/2 year life of the Plan. The basic annual allocation is 115

housing units per year, with some exemptions and allowances, coinciding nicely with the long-
standing 3 percent policy.

‘The 2007 Plan calls for Kingsburg to absorb 1,411 housing units, a 70 percent increase over the
2001 plan, Over the 7-1/2 year life of the plan Kingsburg would have to average 188 new
housing units per year. However, since only two new units were constructed during the first year
of the plan (2006), the average gets pushed up to 217 housing units a year for the 6-1/2 year
period 2007 to mid-2013. That is over 100 dwelling units per year more than the Growth
Management System ordinance currently accommodates. City officials were well aware that the
growth allocation cap would have to be adjusted from time to time, but an 89 percent increase

from 115 to 217 units per year would be considered unreasonable and unacceptable to the
citizenry.
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Kingsburg is fully prepared to accept its fair share of responsibility for new housing development
in the region. Its managed growth policy is intended to accommodate a substantial sustainable
rate of residential development while ensuring that the ability of the city and schools to provide

facilities and services is not outstripped. A 3 percent growth rate means that a community
doubles in size in 23 to 24 years.

At a 3 percent rate of growth, over 7-1/2 years Kingsburg would add about 1,000 housing units
to its January 1, 2006, inventory of 4,023. Sucha number Kingsburg officials regard as a2 more

reasonable RHNA Plan allocation; it represents a 20 percent increase over Kingsburg’s 2001
RHNA Plan allocation of 832.

We believe a manual adjustment reducing Kingsburg’s allocation by several hundred housing
units could be accomplished by dividing those housing units among neighboring jurisdictions
that are anticipating, preparing for and in some cases actively pursuing development of housing
units well in excess of the allocations those communities would receive in the Revised Draft
5007 RHNA Plan. Kingsburg officials have contacted representatives of some of those
jurisdictions regarding such a shift in allocations. While discussions have been slow to
materialize, the proposal has not been rejected.

Thank you for your consideration of our request. Please contact me (897-5328) or City Manager
Don Pauley (897-5821) for additional information.

Sincerely,
'''''''''''''''' ¢ MA
Terry Schmal

Planning and Development Director
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Ciark Thompson

From: Terry Schmal [tschmal@clearskye.net]
Sent:  Thursday, November 09, 2008 4.67 PM
To: Clark Thompson

Subject: Survey

Sorry, Clark, that I missed the Tuesday deadline for the RHNA survey. | hope these responses still do some good
and that it's OK to submit them this way.

1. Kingsburg is somewhat different than other jurisdictions in Fresno County when it comes to jobs-housing
balance. Over the last 2-3 decades Kingsburg has developed into a bedroom community where residential
growth has oulstripped industrial and commercial growth several times over. The City is attempting to bring
development into better balance by adopting a Growth Management System to hold housing growth at a steady 3
percent per year while stimulating industrial and commercial development and the creation of jobs. The City isin
the process of annexing a large swath of the Golden State Industrial Corridor (about 450 acres) which should
create many new opportunities for the stimulation of business.

2 a. The Selma-Kingsburg-Fowler County Sanitation District (S-K-F) is confronting the potential for capacity
issues based on projected growth in the three cities it serves. With proper foresight and planning for plant and
trunk line expansion and enhancements, sewer capacity is not expected to become a major constraint on
deveiopment in Kingsburg.

2.b. Kingsburg's expansion is constrained by the Tulare County line cutting diagonally across the southeast side
of downtown, the Sphere of influence of the City of Selma on the northwest, and the S-K-F treatment plant to the
west. The City is also committed to the preservation of some of the finest agricultural land to be found anywhere
in the world to the east across Madsen Avenue. There is room for new development for the short term, but over
the long term these barriers will become increasingly prominent.

2.c. There are no protected lands within the City of Kingsburg, but there are properties under Williamson Act
contract adjacent to the City and sprinkled between the city limits and Sphere of inflence ine.

2.d. County question. (County General Pian policies call for protection of agricultural land, and the Williamson
Act program is one of the primary tools for enforcement. The Memorandum of Understanding between the
County and the City of Kingsburg, executed late last year and effective for 15 years, also enforces policies that
prevent speculative annexations and premature conversion of agricultural land.)

3. COG question. (Kingsburg has included a potential light rail corridor in its North Kingsburg Specific Plan and
clustered higher densities of residential development around it with transit-oriented development in mind.
However, that area is probably years away from development.)

4. The anticipation is that Kingsburg's Growth Management System will maintain residential growth ata fairly
stable 3 percent per year level throughout the planning period and that Kingsburg will not be as susceptible to the
peaks-and-valleys cycles that other parts of Fresno County may experience. The peaks will not be as high in
Kingsburg because of the limitations of the growth allocation system, and pent-up demand and the desirability of
the community will prevent the valleys from being as deep.

5. County question. (The Memorandum of Understanding exists in part for this purpose.)
6. Housing Authority question.

7. High housing costs are more of a burden in Kingsburg than other jurisdictions, especially those outside of the
metropolitan area, 1t is our impression that home prices are higher in Kingsburg than any other jurisdiction in the
County besides Clovis and possibly Fresno.
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8. Farmworker housing is @ major issue in the region but does not seem to be one within Kingsburg's city limits.
There are farm labor camps in the rural area some distance west of Kingsburg, and heavy farmworker
nopulations in the rural unincorporated towns that are generally considered part of the Kingsburg district like
London and Traver in Tulare County. However, city officials have not been made aware of demand for
specialized housing for farmworkers in Kingsburg through such social services entities as the Kingsburg
Community Assistance Program or local churches, or from other sources.

9. Since 1988 Kingsburg has had policies in the General Plan calling for a 3 percent growth rate, and the City has
been successful in attaining that rate overall. From the 1990 census through the 2000 census to the 2005 State
Department of Finance estimate, Kingsburg's population growth has been 3.0 percent, and the increase in the
number of housing units is very similar. City and school district officials have determined that this is the rate of
growth that Kingsburg can sustain while providing necessary facilities and services. ltis a healthy rate of growth
that means the City will double in population every 23 to 24 years despite the constraints caused by the Tulare

County line and other barriers. We believe this is the target rate that should be reflected in the RHNA
methodology.

Thanks, Clark. Please contact me with any guestions.

Terry Schmal

Please note new e-mail address:
tschmal@cityofkingsburg-ca.gov
Planning and Development Director
City of Kingsburg

{559) 897-6551
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County of Fresno

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS AND PLANNING
ALAN WEAVER, DIRECTOR

June 22, 2007
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Barbara Goodwin, Executive Director
Council of Fresno County Governments X —
2035 Tulare Street, Ste. 201 FRESNOCOY
Fresno, CA 93721

Dear Ms. Goodwin:
Subject: Fresno County Regional Housing Needs Allocation Plan

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment upon the April 2007 draft of the Fresno
County Regional Housing Needs Allocation Plan. The Council of Governments (COQG) is to be
complimented for the systematic and inclusive approach that has been taken in the compilation
and refinement of the Housing Plan.

The County agrees that it is reasonable to use distribution of existing housing units as a starting
point for allocation of new units through the Housing Plan. There are, however, mitigating
circumstances and changing conditions that diminish the validity of some numbers produced by
this methodology, especially with regard to the allocation of units in the Fresno-Clovis
Metropolitan Area (FCMA) market area. The County advocates reduction of housing units
allocated to unincorporated areas, especially in the metropolitan area, and adjustment in the
income group allocation ratios.

Among the factors supporting these modifications is the County’s General Plan. The Housing
Plan acknowledges the guiding principles of the General Plan but does not fully reflect the
County's level of commitment to these principles. The April 2007 draft of the Housing Plan
makes reference to the County General Plan as methodology attribute 4 of its Study Approach
(Page 2):.

“The methodology reflects a city-centered and balanced development pattern that is
substantially consistent with local agency general plans, including Fresno County's
General Plan, adopted on October 3, 2000.”

The Housing Plan’s Estimated Housing Construction Need by Jurisdiction and Income Group
Table (Table 18) calls for the unincorporated area to absorb 3,391 of 52,141 units.

DEVELOPMENT SERVICES DIVISION
2990 Tulare Street, Sixth Floor / Fresno, California 93721 / Phone {559) 262-4055 [ 2624029 / 462-4320 / 262-4022 / FAX 262-4893
Equal Employrnent Opporfunity » Affirmative Action e Disabled Employer
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One third of the unincorporated area allocation, 1,153 units, is assigned to the FCMA. Yet the
FCMA is an area that is particularly subject to conversion of unincorporated territory to the
jurisdiction of the cities. The Housing Plan’s section on Allocating Household Growth (Page 9)
indicates that in some prior RHNA Plans, the number of unincorporated households within the
FCMA market area was projected to decline:

“Prior to 1990 there had occurred a historic decline in the population of the of the
unincorporated area of Fresno County, with regard to both the overall ratio of the
unincorporated to incorporated population and a real decliine in actual numbers. For
example, the 1990 RHNA Plan indicated the number of unincorporated households
within the FCMA market area actually declined by 11,733 households between 1980 and
1089, or from 27.42 percent of total FCMA market area households in 1980 to 14.75
percent in 1989. And while the percentage change during the same period for the other
market areas was generally positive (the Westside South market area being the
exception), it was less than J2to 1 percent.

“Two factors in particular contributed to this declining unincorporated population: County
policy relative to urban development in unincorporated areas and aggressive City
annexation activities, particularly annexation of inhabited areas by the City of Fresno,
between 1980 and 1989."

in the 1990 RHNA, the trend of a declining unincorporated population with the FCMA market
area was not projected to continue. A manual adjustment to the growth trend was applied to
refiect this.

“This manual adjustment was based on a determination that “Institutional barriers” were
expected to reduce significantly the rate of inhabited annexation activity during the 1989-
1996 planning period.”

Current projects indicate that inhabited annexation activity by Fresno and Clovis will be on the
increase.  In September 2006, during the period covered by the 2007 RHNA Plan, the City of
Clovis completed the Locan-Nees Annexation, an inhabited annexation covering 520 acres and
containing approximately 100 housing units. The City of Fresno is in the processing of
beginning a Proactive Island Annexation Program. These projects would result in a decline in
the unincorporated population of the FCMA market area, simitar to that seen between 1980 and
1989.

The Housing Plan calls for 32 percent (1,080 units) of housing developed in the unincorporated
area to be affordable to very low-income households, and 18 percent (612 units) to be
affordable to low-income households. Housing units likely to be constructed in unincorporated
areas are those that can be developed as a matter of right on predominantly large parcels.
Ranch houses and custom homes on estate-size lots are likely to be affordable only to those
households in the upper income brackets. It is excessive to project that 1,692 housing units —
half of the unincorporated area total - will be affordable to households with incomes that are 80
percent of County median incomes or less.

The cost of land and economies of scale dictate that the most affordable dwelling units can be
developed at urban densities. With the General Plan directing such density of development to
cities, the Housing Plan income group allocations for unincorporated areas are unattainable.
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Thank you for your consideration of these recommendations. Enclosed is a copy of the
Regional Housing Needs Allocation Plan Survey. Questions can be directed to me or 1o
Bernard Jimenez, Manager of the Development Services Division, at (559) 262-4497.

A

ey

a{/ o2
friardlJimenez, Division Manager

BJIIN:
G \4360Devs&PINPLANNING\SPECIAL PROJECTS\2007 RHNAVCOG Hr.doc

Enclosure



Survey

Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) Plan

The purpose of this survey is to gather information regarding local government
infrastructure, housing market, and other local conditions that could influence the
development of a methodology for distributing the existing and projected regional
housing need to cities within Fresno County and to the County itself. None of the
information received in response to this survey may be used as a basis for reducing the
total housing need established for Fresno County. Furthermore, the share of the regional
housing need distributed to a jurisdiction represents a planning objective, not a
construction quota, to be addressed by the jurisdiction in its Housing Element.

The methodology used in the development of the RHNA Plan, as with previous RHNA
Plans, will be very objective. However, the final distribution of regional housing need
may result in part from negotiations among various agencies. Information developed
from this survey will be most appropriately utilized during this negotiation period, should
it be necessary. Other sources of information will also be utilized including, for example,
the COG Traffic Model, which has information on jobs/housing ratios.

In a few instances, it may be difficult to know what the survey question is trying to get at
(the questions were taken directly from statute). Please do not hesitate to contact Clark
Thompson at 233-4148 or by email at clarkt@fresnocog.org to discuss. For the other
questions, please utilize only sufficient, readily-available data in support of your answer.
Also, please let Clark know if you would like the survey ematled to you.

1. Would you say your jurisdiction is different than, or pretty much the same as, other

jurisdictions in Fresno County regarding existing and projected jobs and housing
relationship? If different, indicate how.

Fresno County differs from other jurisdictions within the County with regard to
existing and projected job growth and housing. Fresno County generally plans
and provides for more rural type development. Although many County residents
work in the incorporated jurisdictions or other urbanized areas as these areas
serve as the employment centers, there are also agricuiturally based
employment centers which tend to employ mainly residents of Fresno County. In
2000, agricultural employment accounted for 17.9 percent (58,900) of all
employment in the County, according to the State Employment Development
Department (EDD). As such, Fresno County also provides a disproportionate

share of farm-worker housing when compared to other jurisdictions with Fresno
County.

2. Opportunities and constraints to development of additional housing:

a. [s there a lack of capacity for sewer or water service due to state laws,
regulations or regulatory actions, or supply and/or distribution decisions made



C.

by a sewer or water service provider other than the local jurisdiction that
precludes your jurisdiction from providing necessary infrastructure for
additional development during the planning period? If so, please explain.

There are many areas within the jurisdiction of Fresno County that are
known to be water deficient which has a direct impact on the ability to
develop housing. In addition, there are areas which do not contain
soils that are conducive to individual septic systems which may then
require tertiary treatment facilities. The cost for

construction/maintenance of such a facility may not be economically
feasible.

in addition, there are unincorporated communities within Fresno
County in which community services are provided via a Community
Services District. These Districts are governed by an independent
Board of Directors and, depending on the number of service
connections, may be regulated by the State of California. In some
cases, the systems in these communities (Biola, Friant, Del Rey) do
not have adequate capacity to accommodate additional development
without major infrastructure improvements.

Is there available land suitable for urban development or for conversion to
residential land use, including underutilized land use and opportunities for
infill development and increased residential densities, within your jurisdiction
and sphere of influence? If not, indicate why. [Note: In developing the
RHNA Plan, COG may not limit its consideration of suitable housing sites or
land suitable for urban development to existing zoning ordinances and land
use restrictions of a locality, but shall consider the potential for increased

residential development under alternative zoning ordinances and land use
restrictions.}

There are some unincorporated communities within Fresno County
that contain vacant land suitable for infill development. Fresno County
is in the process of preparing updates for all the Community Plans and
will be evaluating these communities with respect to opportunities for
infill development, increased density, and mixed-use development.

In addition, there are areas within the County (County Islands) which
are developed with very low density residential development on
oversized lots. These oversized lots could present opportunities for
infill development and increased residential densities.

Are there lands within your jurisdiction that are preserved or protected from
urban development under existing federal or state programs, or both, designed

to protect open space, farmland, environmental habitats, and natural resources
on a long-term basis? If so, please identify.



Within Fresno County there are vast areas protected under the State
Williamson Act Program for agricultural land conservation. These
parcels are either under Williamson Act Contracts or Farmiand
Security Zones. These parcels are located throughout the County
totaling 1,529,265 acres and are typically zoned AE (Exclusive
Agricutture), which limits land use generally to agricultural uses. in
addition, the existence of the Contract further limits the land uses
permitted on these parcels to strictly agricultural and uses that are
closely incidental to the agricultural use.

There are also lands within Fresno County foothill/mountain areas) that
are under Federa! Jurisdiction (National Parks) which would preclude
certain residential development. In addition, these are lands

designated as open space in the vicinity of rivers (Kings and San
Joaquin).

. For Fresno County only. Are there county policies to preserve prime
agricultural land within the unincorporated area? If so, what are they?

The Fresno County General Plan contains visions, goals and policies
specifically intended to protect agricultural land and direct growth away

from these lands. The Vision Statement of the General Plan includes
the following language:

“The County sees its primary role to be the protector of prime
agricultural lands, open space, recreational opportunities, and
environmental quality, and the coordinator of countywide efforts
to promote economic development.”

“The plan seeks to protect its productive agricultural land as the
county’s most valuable natural resource and the historical
basis of its economy through directing new urban growth to
cities and existing unincorporated communilies and by limiting
the encroachment of incompatible development upon
agricultural areas.”

The Plan’s Vision Statement further states:

“The plan promotes compact growth by directing most new
urban development to incorporated cities and existing urban
communities that already have the infrastructure to
accommodate such growth. This plan assumes over 93
percent of new population growth and new job growth will
oceur within incorporated city spheres of influence and seven
percent would occur in unincorporated areas (see Appendix
A). Accordingly, this plan prohibits designation of new areas
as Planned Rural Community and restricts the designation of



new areas for rural residential development while allowing for
the orderly development of existing rural residential areas.”

The Goal of the County’s Agricultural Land Use Element (Goal LU-A)
States:

“To promote the long-term conservation of productive and potentially-
productive agricultural lands and to accommodate agricultural-support
services and agriculturally-related activities that support the viability of
agriculture and further the County’s economic development goals.”

With regard to the specific policies that promote/require the protection
of agricultural land, below are a listing of the relevant polices and text
that seek to preserve agricultural land. Policies that prevent division or
the further division of agricultural land preserve those lands by limiting
the creation of parcels that are smaller than needed to provide for a
viable agricultural use and, once divided, could be developed with
residences that conflict with farming practices (or vise-versa). Also
below, there are policies that encourage commitment to the Williamson
Act program which preserves agricultural land.

Policy LU-A.1 “The County shall maintain agriculturally-designated
areas for agriculture use and shall direct urban growth away from
valuable agricultural lands to cities, unincorporated communities, and

other areas planned for such development where public facilities and
infrastructure are available.”

Policy LU-A.6 “The County shall maintain twenty (20} acres as the
minimum permitted parcel size in areas designated Agriculture, except
as provided in Policies LU-A.9, LUA.10, and LU-A.11. The County may
require parcel sizes larger than twenty (20) acres based on zoning, locaf

agricultural conditions, and to help ensure the viability of agricultural
operations.”

Policy LU-A.7 “The County shall generally deny requests to create
parcels less than the minimum size specified in Policy LU-A.6 based on
concerns that these parcels are less viable economic farming units, and
that the resultant increase in residential density increases the potential
for conflict with normal agricuftural practices on adjacent parcels.
Evidence that the affected parcel may be an uneconomic farming unit
due to its current size, soil conditions, or other factors shalf not alone be
considered a sufficient basis to grant an exception. The decision-
making body shall consider the negative incremental and cumulative
effects such land divisions have on the agricultural community.”

Policy LU-A.12 “In adopting land uses policies, regulations and

programs, the County shall seek to protect agricuftural activities from
encroachment of incompatible land uses.”



Policy LU-A.16 *The County should consider the use of agricultural
land preservation programs that improve the competitive capabilities of
farms and ranches, thereby ensuring long-term conservation of viable
agricultural operations. Examples of programs to be considered should
include: land trusts; conservation easements; dedication incentives;
new and continued Williamson Act contracts, Farmland Security Act
contracts; the California Farmland Conservancy Program Fund;
agricultural education programs; zoning regulations; agricultural
mitigation fee program; urban growth boundaries; transfer of

development rights; purchase of development rights; and agricultural
buffer policies.”

Policy LU-A.17 “The County shall accept California Land Conservation
contracts on all designated agricuftural land subject to location,
acreage, and use limitations established by the County.”.

3 For Fresno COG only. What is the distribution of household growth assumed for
purposes of a comparable period of regional transportation plans and what are the

opportunities to maximize the use of public transportation and existing transportation
infrastructure?

4. Do you believe the market demand for housing in your jurisdiction, relative to the
market demand for housing in other Fresno County jurisdictions, will change
significantly between January 1, 2006 and July 1, 20137 If so, explain.

Permit activity for Fresno County has been on the rise since the mid 1990’s and
has not slowed. As additional residents are expected to arrive in Fresno County,
it is anticipated that the demand for housing will increase. As indicated above,
the County policies direct new urban development to the incorporated
communities (cities). Housing demand for development within Fresno County
has not typically included the very large urban subdivision projects, with some
exceptions. It is anticipated however that as those areas within the cities and
cities’ spheres of influence develop, pressure will be placed on the surrounding

unincorporated areas including the unincorporated communities which contain
areas designated for urban development.

5. For Fresno County only. Do agreements exist between the county and the cities in

the county to direct growth toward incorporated areas of the county? If so, please
explain.

As indicated above, Fresno County’s policies direct growth to cities (estimated
93%). Fresno County has a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with ali
incorporated jurisdictions within Fresno County (15). These MOU’s stipulate and
recognize the County General Plan Goals and Policies that direct growth to the



cities. Specifically, Goal LU-G is noted in the MOU's. Also, listed below are
other Policies from the County General Plan that direct growth to the cities.

Goal LU-G “To direct urban development within city spheres of
influence to existing incorporated cities and to ensure that all
development in city fringe areas is well planned and adequately served

by necessary public facilities and infrastructure and furthers countywide
economic development goals.”

Policy LU-G.1 “The County acknowledges that the cities have primary
responsibility for planning within their LAFCO-adopted spheres of
influence and are responsible for urban development and the provision
of urban services within their spheres of influence. ”

Policy LU-G.7 “Within the spheres of influence and two (2) miles
beyond, the County shall promote consuiltation between the cities and
the County at the staff level in the early stages of preparing general plan
amendments and other policy changes that may impact growth or the
provision of urban services. Staff consultations, particularly concerning
community plans, shall provide for meaningful participation in the policy
formulation process and shall seek resolution of issues prior to
presentation to the decision-making bodies.”

Policy LU-G.14 “The County shall not approve any discretionary permit
for new urban development within a city’s sphere of influence unless the
development proposal has first been referred to the city for
consideration of possible annexation pursuant o the policies of this

section and provisions of any applicable city/county memorandum of
understanding.”

6. For Housing Authorities of Fresno only. Has there been a loss of units contained in
assisted housing developments that changed to non-low-income use through mortgage
prepayment, subsidy contract expirations, or termination of use restrictions.

7. Do you think that high housing costs are more of a burden in your jurisdiction than
they are in other jurisdictions in Fresno County?

No more than in any other jurisdiction within Fresno County.

8. Do you think that the housing needs of farmworkers are a more serious issue in your
jurisdiction than in the other jurisdictions in Fresno County.

While there are provisions in the Fresno County Zoning Ordinance as well as
recent legislation that provides for more flexible opportunities for farm-worker
housing, as previously discussed, Fresno County provides a disproportionate
share of farm-worker housing when compared to other jurisdictions with Fresno



County. According to the County’s adopted Housing Element, it is estimated
that, during the peak harvest months of April through October, the farm labor
work force in the County more than doubles which further constricts the already
strained housing supply and basic community services. .

Due to low wages and periods of unemployment, it is not uncommon to find farm-
workers and their families living in extremely overcrowded conditions. Affordable
housing is often lacking, so several families may live together in one house in
order o share expenses. in addition to the general lack of affordable housing,
another factor contributing to the housing shortage for farm-workers is the
difficulty in renting housing with temporary lease periods which is the type
housing needed based of the nature/duration of farm labor.

Based on these factors, additional affordable housing specifically designed for
farm-worker households is needed in Fresno County and given the seasonal
influx of farm-workers, farm-worker housing needs to be developed in enough
housing to accommodate the peak demand. Therefore, addressing farm-worker

housing is a more serious issue for Fresno County than in other jurisdictions in
Fresno County.

9. Are there any other factors which in your view should be incorporated into the
methodology that allocates regional housing needs to the individual jurisdictions?

As a County, Fresno County directs growth to the incorporated cities and
urbanized unincorporated communities (noting that the majority of growth is
occurring in cities — within the current Spheres of Influence). As such, allocations
for Fresno County should take into account that it is the County’s primary focus
to protect agricultural land and not develop housing. Fresno County
recommends that as the housing allocations are being developed, consideration
be given to the County's share to reflect development in the expanding urban
areas located within the various Cities’ Spheres of Influence.
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San Joaquin Vailey Housing Trust: .
A Fund and an Organization for Housing in a Manner that Sustains the Values,
Economy, and Ecosystem of the Valley

Regional Housing Trust Fund: The SJV Regional Housing Trust is envisioned as a
fund in which local jurisdictions that participate will build up and receive flexible funds that
help them achieve the housing goals of their housing elements. The funds can be used
for acquiring land, providing incentives to private developers, leveraging government
programs and private loans, front-end master planning, and many more uses that would
incentivize housing that is affordable to people who live and work in the locality. The
funds would be used to encourage higher density, smart growth, or new urbanism
projects that link jobs, transportation, and housing to ensure that the growth of the Valiey
preserves agricultural lands and promotes ciean energy, air quality, and economic

expansion in accords with the values being articulated through the regional Valley
Blueprint process.

Regional Housing Trust Organization:

The Trust is being established as a nonprofit organization with a special relationship to
the California Partnership and the SJV Blueprint.

Purposes: The by-laws state the following purposes for the organization:
1. Work with the California Partnership for the San Joaquin Valley to maintain a
comprehensive and integrated and coordinated regional housing strategy.

2. Establish and support a broad network of partners to accelerate development of
affordable and workforce housing in the Valley.

3.. Develop and serve as a resource for information and expertise to increase
investments in affordable and workforce housing'in the Valley.

4. Incentivize the development of housing trust funds for local jurisdictions.
5. Ensure that the Valley is maximizing value received from available federal, state
and local housing programs.

6. Communicate and demonstrate how the Valley can lead efforts to implement
innovative strategies in creating affordable housing that is aligned with sustainable
development and the preservation of farmiands and natural habitats.

7. Serve as a source of technical assistance and advocacy to local jurisdictions in

order for them to achieve their goals as stated in the housing elements of their
general plans.

The Board of Directors shall be constituted as follows:

The Chair and Deputy Chairs of the California Partnership for the San Joaquin Valley
(coliectively, the “Partnership Representatives”) shall appoint one (1) director from each
of the three (3) work groups of Energy, Economic Development and Land Use,
Agriculture and Housing; each of the eight (8) SJV COGs shall each appoint one (1)
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approved representative; the Housing Authorities throughout the Valley shall appoint one
(1) director from a housing authority; the four (4) nonprofit developers of affordable
housing and the three (3) housing advocates representing the three geographic regions of
the Valley shall be elected by those present at annual meeting of the Corporation. After
the initial selection of the Board, three (3} individuals with specialized expertise in child
care, universal design, and workforce development and up to additional Directors with
other areas of specialized expertise shall be appointed at the Board’s discretion.

Activities of the Regional Trust Organization: To achieve the purposes of the
organization, the following activities would be undertaken.
« Raise trust funds through public and private sources
= Provide funding for projects meeting criteria, using process established by board
» Assist jurisdictions in establishing their own trust funds and in planning and the
effective use of trust funds in relation to their housing elements
Assist COGS with Regional Housing Needs Assessments (RHNA) and with
housing planning in relation to transportation and land use
Assist jurisdictions to tie their plans and their projects into blueprint processes and
smart growth principles
= Assist jurisdictions who have signed onto the National call to Action for Affordable
Housing through Regulatory Reform review policies and regulations to remove
obstacles and promote procedures that will foster housing affordable to residents
and workforce.

» Community education related to housing including assisting jurisdictions avoid
NIMBYism. ,

Funding of Regional Trust Fund:
Prop 1C as seed funding
Accounts of participating jurisdictions (individual trust funds)

Private fundraising—Foundations, Corporations, Banks, Individuals
Other state and federal funds

Funding of Regional Trust Organization (administration, planning, services, and
education):

+ Private Foundations

'« State legislature in starting trust—3 year administrative costs
« Administrative fees and Membership dues

Until the Trust is organized and funded, California Coalition for Rural Housing has offered

to attempt to raise resources for providing staff support to the Housing Trust Working
Group.
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November 9, 2008

To: the Board of Directors of the California Partnership for the San Joaquin Valley
From: SJV Affordable Communities Initiative Core Group, Rollie Smith, convener
Re: Approval of the San Joaquin Valley Housing Trust

The San Joaquin Valley Affordable Communities initiative (SJVACIH) Core Group is part
of the LUAH Work Group of the Partnership implementing the housing
recommendations of the Partnership Strategic Action Proposal (SAP} which called for

the formation of a regional housing trust.

AB 1129 (Arambula), introduced to give state support to the SJV Regiona! Housing
Trust in its formation and development, was endorsed by the Partnership Board.

SB 586 (Dutton), signed by the Governor, reserves $37 million of Prop 1C Funds for
housing trusts and half of that ($18.5m) for new housing trusts. We want to reserve as
much of that as possible for Valiey jurisdictions through the SJVHT.

Attached is a summary of the Regional Housing Trust that is being proposed {o the
Partnership. We are developing the Board of Directors and securing the funding for the
organization. We believe that this organization will be a principal vehicle for
implementing the values and goals of the Valley Biueprint process and the Land Use,
Agriculture and Housing Strategic Action Plan in housing the Valley's growing number

of residents and workforce.

The Core Group includes the following members:

Allysunn Williams, CSUF

Ana Fuentes, Merced CAG

Anita Hellam, Stanisiaus County Habitat for Humanity
Anthony Zepeda, San Joaquin County COG

Bob Hosking, Kings County Housing Autharity
Bob Keenan, BIA of Tulare and Kings

Candice Steelman, MCAG

Carlos Yamzon, Stanistaus County COG

Christie Hendricks, Merced County Office of Edugation
Christina Lebn, Kings County

Clark Thompsen, Fresno COG

Darmel Hildebrand, Kem COG

Darryl Rutherford, California Coalition for Rural
Housing

Denard Davis, South Dos Palos Housing Project
Dennis Wallace, Habitat for Humanity Bakersfield
Don Borgwaldt, Merced County Housing Authority
Elizabeth Wright, Blueprint, County of Tulare COG
Eliiott Balch, Assemblyman Arambula

Gregg Jordan, international Electrical Workers
Larry Roselie, US Department of HUD

Laurie Mercer, County of Tulare

Leslie Gacad, City of Fresno

Mark Gregory, realtor

Masoud Niroumand, City of Merced

Matthew Jendian, CSUF, Fresno Housing Alliance
Michael Lane, Self Help Enterprises Inc

Mike Prandint, BIA Fresno

Miriam Krehbiel, United Way of Kern County
Nick Beniamin, Madera Housing Authority

Nick Ortiz, Nicole Parra

Paul McDougall, California HCD

Randy McNary, Kings County Housing Autharity
Rhonda Haynes, City of Visalia

Rollie Smith, US HUD

Ron Prestridge, City of Madera

Sara Hedgpeth Harris, Fresno Housing Alliance
Scott Cochran, County of Tulare COG

Sharon Sheltzer, City of Visalia

Steven Pelz, Kern County Housing Authority
Teresa Kinney, Congressman Cardoza

Tina Sumner, City of Clovis

Tony Miranda, Fresno Habitat for Humanity
Vince Harris, Stanislaus County COG

Will Larsen, Kem County COG
Yvette Quiroga, Fresno County
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Goal 6: Ensure safe, accessible, inclusive, an

increasing opportunities for home ownership.

d healthy communities that provide a variety of housing types affordable to Valley residents and working people,

Indicators: Increase in the number of local housing initiatives unde
for working families, low and low to moderate income families, seniors

units in each jurisdiction.

rtaken with local NGO participation. Increase in the number of affordable housing units build
and farmworkers. Increase in the number of regulatory incentives provided and number of

Objective A: Inicrease the number and availabi

lity of housing units for people of all income lev

els of the region, especially working families.

Improve access and coordination
for local residents and volunteers
{o participate in, support, and
advocate for commuity based
housing initiatives.

1. Establish a regional housing
trust fund for affordabie housing.
2. Facilitate the development of a
regional outreach/education
campaign that promoies the
benefits of higher density, mixed
use, public transit oriented
communities.

1. Implement and administer the
housing trust fund to facilitate the
provision of workforce housing in
the region.

2. Collaborate witly master
planned community developers to
ensure a mix of housing types for
all income levels.

Establish local housing resource
centers to provide housing
information and assistance to both
the users and the providers of
affordable housing in every
county.

Immediate: ACI Core Group
with COGs, Jocal housing
authorities, Habitat for
Humanity Short Term:
1st action: Governor, state and
federal legislators, ACI Core
Group with COGs; 2nd action:
AC! Core Group with COGs
Intermediate: st action: Trust
Fund Goveming Board,
community based housing
apencies, developers, local
governments; 2nd action: Local
governments, COGs, local
housing authorities, NGOs,
advocates

Long Term: Counties, Housing
Trust Fund, HCD, HUD

Objective B: Provide incentives for affordable housing that meets

the needs of all income levels in

the region.

Tmprove access and coordination
for local residents and volunteers
to participate in, support, and
advocate for community based
housing initiatives.

Identify and reform regulatory
barriers to affordable housing.
Identify and highlight incentives.
(See “Putting the Pleces
Together™, a report on smart
growth from the Urban Land
Institute)

Create employee assistance
programs and education in
financial literacy to aid families in
achieving home ownership.

Short Term: ACI Core Group
with COGs, local housing
authorities, Habitat for
Humanity Intermediate: Local
govermnments, HUD, HCD, state
legislature, builders, developers
Long Termn: Banks and credit
unions, Chambers of Commerce
and business councils, housing
advocates, community based
housing corporations
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Caltrans Transportation Planning Grant Proposals
Applications Due January 11, 2008

City and/or partners -

Grant Community-Based Transportation Planning
Partner/Contact City of Fresno

Grant :Re'q_g_ies_t_' 0| $300,000

LocaIMatch 20% _. | . -1 $75,000 (non-State and non-federal funds required and up to
CoS o fn s half of the amount can be in-kind contributions)
.:C'O::G.. | In-kind (amount to be determined)

Cash (amount to be determined)

Applicant: Fresno COG

-~ | Co-Applicants: City of Fresno, Tree Tops and San Joaquin

-+ | River Parkway and Conservation Trust

City and/or partners

Proposed applicants:

Purpose:

Purpuse _. P - ‘- | This grant proposal will seek funds for Tree Tops and San
ST 40 Joaquin River and Conservation Trust to evaluate
.| environmental issues related to major regional corridor and
© | river crossings between Madera and Fresno Counties. The
.- | project will incorporate and expand upon existing
- 7| environmental studies.
Grﬁht Partnership Planning
Partner/Contact City of Fresno
Grant Request $300,000
Local Match 20% $75,000 (non-federal funds or in-kind contribution)
CcOoG In-kind (amount to be determined)

Cash (amount to be determined)

Applicant: Fresno COG
Co-Applicant: City of Fresno

This grant proposal will develop a consensus base between
local entities to build a base of communication about a
coordinated regional land use policies framework to
implement any proposed high capacity multi-modal corridor
system adopted in the Fresno Blueprint Process. This project
will be performed in partnership with Caltrans.




Grant Statewide Transit Planning Studies
Partner/Contact Tree Tops - Lee Ayres
Grant Request $300,000
Local Match 11.47% $38,868 (non-federal or in-kind contributions)
COG In-kind (amount to be determined)
'Ci:ty a_nd/oi* partners Cash (amount to be determined)
Proposed appliéants: Applicant: Fresno COG
o Co-Applicant: City of Fresno, Tree Tops, Sierra Club and
other local ag-land preservation groups
Purpose: _ This grant proposal will define urban forest, organic
SR o agriculture, and environmentally sensitive areas that would
form permanent boundary along any proposed high capacity
multi-modal corridor system adopted in the Fresno Blueprint

Process. This project will be performed in coordination with
the Fresno County Land Buffer Task Force.

Transit Professional Development

City of Fresno

$50,000

$6,478 (non-federal funds or in-kind contributions)

$6,478 City will fund full amount w/no request of cash or in-
| kind contribution from COG

| Applicant: Fresno COG
! Co-Applicant: City of Fresno

The grant proposal will invite experts from other areas of the
| U.S. and Canada who have developed world class Transit
Oriented Developments (TODs) to present workshops,

| trainings, and/or seminars on how they did it from concept to
| final outcome. Trainings would be open to land use planners,
transit planners, and operators from Caltrans and other

| jurisdictions in the region.




.| Environmental Justice: Context Sensitive Planning

City of Fresno

| $250,000

| $27,777 (non-State and non-federal funds required and up to
1 half of the match can be in-kind contributions)

| $27,777 City will fund full amount w/no cash or in-kind
| contribution being requested of COG

| Applicant: The City of Fresno Transportation, Planning and
Development Departments.

This grant proposal will promote public engagement and
community design input into the planning and development of
land-use and transportation infrastructure along the Bus Rapid
Transit Route on Kings Canyon/Ventura Blvd. from Fowler
Ave. to Downtown. Special attention will be given to Transit
Oriented Development and effective mixed-use development
design.

» Total Amount of 5 Grant Requests: $1.2 million
» Total Amount of Local Match Required: $223.123
» Total Amount of 4 Grant Requests Where COG is Applicant: $950,000

» Total Amount of Local Match Required on 4 Grant Requests: $195,346
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Fresno Blueprint
Community Values and Underlying Themes

Yalyes =» Principles = Goals = Performance Measures

Fresno County Blueprint ~ Vision Statement

Fresno County will be composed of unigue cities, communities and a diverse population in a connected high quality
environment that accommodates anticipated population growth and is supported by:

s A vibrant economy built on competitive strength, and world class education

¢ A healthy and sustainable environment where air, aquifers, surface waters, forests, soil, agriculture,
open space and wildlife resources are enhanced and protected.

@ A focus on Cultural and Community Stewardship where all people enjoy fundamental rights as
members of a free society, and where the community takes ownership of problems and their

solutions.

The form of the Fresno Region recognizes its economic, environmental, and cultural interconnectedness while
maintaining a system of high capacity multi-modal transportation corridors that interconnect the metro area to the rural
areas and the state while preserving and maintaining the character of individual communities and the vital agricultural
and natural resources between and around them.






The Blueprint Planning Process

Background

Blueprints are being developed around the state by
Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) to plan for the
population growth that is anticipated in California over the next
40+ years. Blueprinis are regional in scope and integrate land
use, transportation and resource planning. The planning
process considers the "Three Es” of sustainable communities:
prosperous economy, quality environment, and social equity.
Blueprint planning is a comprehensive undertaking that
requires innovation, collaborative planming, thinking on a
macro scale and a willingness to follow through to
implementation. The larger metropolitan areas in the Bay
Area, Southern California, San Diego and Sacramento have
already completed their Blueprints and are moving forward
with implementation.

Process

The eight Councils of Governments (COGs) in the San Joaquin
Valley have come together in an unprecedented effort to
develop a coordinated valley vision — the San Joaquin Valley
Regional Blueprint. This eight county venture 1s being
conducted in each county, and will ultimately be integrated to
form a preferred vision for future development throughout the
Valley to the year 2050. All of the counties have undertaken a
process that identifies community values in order to define a
common vision. From the values and vision, goals and
performance measures have been formulated that will be used
to work toward and evaluate the potential future outcomes.
Technical activities will lead to the development of alternative
growth scenarios that will be modeled to illustrate the various
potential footprints and the consequences of each alternative.

FINAL DRAFT ~ Goals. Ubjectives, Performance Measures
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Ultimately, the goal is to select a preferred growth

alternative that will guide the State, counties, cities and special
districts with their planning activities and capital facilities
construction.

The Blueprint is a “bottom up™ approach. The planning
process starts with the local stakeholders, community mmembers
and the COGs” member agencies. The regional aspect of the
Biueprint extends to all of the 62 cities and 8 counties within
the Valley. Our challenge is to create a compelling, high level
vision that local agencies with land use authority can
implement. While the Blueprint effort might seem daunting
both logistically and politically, those involved in the process
are committed to outcomes and have made excellent progress
to date.

During Phase I, Fresno COG heard from over 2,600
community members about what was important to them and
what they wanted for their future. Staff synthesized these
comments into ten overarching values and crafied a vision
statement that attempts to capture the essence of the feedback
recetved. (This is summarized on the first/cover page.)

(Goals, Objectives, Performance Measures

The attached summary of goals, objectives and performance
measures was derived from working in conjunction with
Fresno COG’s Blueprint Roundtable, local agency planners
and community stakeholders. These goals reflect the
community values and are purposely general in nature. A full
array of options will be provided in the final Blueprint
document in a technical appendix that will provide — 4 Toolbox

Jor Local Agencies. This approach will allow local jurisdictions

to adapt locally viable concepts into their plans and programs.
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Principles of Smart Growth

{Source: Smart Growth Neqwork)

Encourage Community and Stakeholder Collaboration
Growih can create great places to live, work and play - if it responds to a community's own sense of how and where it wants to grow.

Foster Distinctive, Attractive Communities with a Strong Sense of Place
Smart growth encourages communities to crafi a vision and set standards for development and construction which respond to community
values of architectural beauty and distinctiveness, as well as expanded choices in housing and transportation,

Make Development Decisions Predictable, Fair and Cost Effective
For a community to be successful in implementing smart growth, it must be embraced by the private sector.

Create a Range of Housing Opportunities and Choices
Providing quality housing for people of all income levels is an integral component in any smart growth strategy.

Create Walkable Neighborhoods
Walkable communities are desirable places to live, work, learn, worship and play, and therefore a key component of smart growth.

Mix Land Uses
Smart growth supporis the integration of mixed land uses into communities as a crifical component of achieving better places fo live.

Preserve Open Space, Farmland, Natural Beauty and Critical Environmental Areas
Upen space preservation supports smari growth goals by bolstering local economies, preserving critical environmental areas, improving our
communities’ quality of life, and guiding new growth into existing communities.

Provide a Variety of Transportation Choices
Providing people with more choices in housing, shopping, communities, and transportation is a key aim of smart growth.

Strengthen and Direct Development Toward Existing Communities
Smart growth directs development toward existing communiiies already served by infrastructure, seeking to utilize the resources that existing
neighborhoods offer. and conserve open space and irreplaceable natural resources on the urban fringe.

Take Advantage of Compact Building Design
Smart growth provides a means for communities to incorporate more compact building design as an alternative io conventional, land

consumptive development.

FINAL DRAFT ~ Goals, Objectives, Performance Measures 4
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Communmity, Culture and Identity:

Adopt and implement an urban/rural
form promoting identification and
preservation of the Valley’s history
and cultural richness. Focus growth
around centers, neighborhoods and
communities that draw upon the
area’s heritage and embody the best
in design.

Goal 1@ Encourage communities o
identify, respect, ceiebrate and
preserve the region’s historic and
cultural resources.

s Encourage historic preservation ordinances,

including incorporating historic sites,
infrastructure and landscape features into
new developments,

Encourage historic and archaeological
surveys using State of California standards.
Promote the unique identity and cultural
heritage of the region’s small towns.

& New developments that

incorporate reference to
historic and cultural
FCSOUCes.,

Goal 2: Encourage communities to
craft a vision and set standards for
development and construction that
responds to the comnunity values of
architectural beauty and uniqueness.

Support cultural destinations that connect to
the broader story of California history and
the development of the American West.
Help promote communities that choose to
adopt a “theme” that represents its history
and values.

Development standards
that incorporate
reference to historic and
cultural resources.

Goal 3: Promote mixed-use
communities that integrate a variety
of housing choices along with
neighborhood and community
oriented uses.

Encourage cities and the county to adopt
mixed-use ordinances

Encourage citfies and the county to provide
that a percentage of new proposed housing
be affordable in accordance with the most
recent RHNA Plan.

Encourage cities and the county to adopt
design guidelines which preserve or create
neighborhood character and promote street
criented design.

Adopted mixed use
ordinances.
Affordable housing
units constructed,
Smart growth design
guidelines.

Goal: Promote the region through
heritage and cultural fourism
planming.

Encourage creation of a tourism plan that
connects regional heritage to the broader
story of California history and the
development of the American West,
Support cultural corridors that connect
cultural experiences and destinations, such
as heritage and farm trails.

Heritage/cultural
tourism

FINAL DRAFT ~ Goals, Objectives, Performance Measures
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Major Blueprint Concepts

Goals

Objectives

Performance Measures

Sustainable Development:

Adopt and implement an urban/rural
form establishing the framework for
sustainable development. Identify
appropriate growth areas and
multimodal transportation corridors
that foster economic development,
significant long term farmland, open
space and natural resources,

Goal 1: Accommodate projected
population growth by designating
appropriate areas for urban and rural
growth, economic development, and
multi modal transportation corridors
that support smart growth principles.

Smart growth implies development that
accommaodates growth in economically
viable, environmentally responsible,
and collaboratively determined ways.

¢ Promote general plans that support more

compact growth in conjunction with
increased development amenities in areas
planned for urban development.
Continue to direct most new urban
development to incorporated cities and
existing urban communities that already
have or can provide needed infrastructure
and services.

Encourage orderly expansion of new
urban development while providing for
new towns and community planning that
creates new patterns for compact growth
consistent with locations identified in the
Blueprint.

Promote planning for open-space and
recreational areas within cities and rural
communities that promote healthy
physical activity and recreational options.
Support a process that leads to the
adoption of reasonable urban growth
boundaries that provide an adequate
supply of land to meet projected demand.

o General Plans that
incorporate “smart
growth” principles.

Goal 2: Support planning principles
that advance higher density, mixed
use, walkable, bikeable and accessible
neighborhoods with coordinated land
use, transportation, open space systems
and public amenities.

Prepare neighborhood revitalization plans
for areas suited for infill development,
creating activity centers or ntodes that
give the neighborhood an identity.
Facilitate and encourage more compact
growth in all urban land uses by
encouraging patterns of development
based on enduring design elements that
have the ability to adapt and reinvent
themselves over time.

o Community balance
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Economic Vitality/
Global Competitiveness:

Adopt and mmplement an urban/rural
form providing for businesses which
will cause Fresno County to

become a global leader in technology
to improve Air Quality;

in water technology; in

clean energy technology; and in
innovative agriculture.

Goal 1: Encourage innovative
business enterprises and new and
revitalized developments that focus
on balancing envirommental,
economic and social benefits

e Promote Green building guidelines for all

public facilities and private residential,
commercial and industrial projects.
Promote a national reputation for the
streamlining of planning and permitting
processes.

Encourage improved coordination across
jurisdictions and agencies. Adopt and
implement robust e-government initiatives.

5 Green buildings
» Streamlined permitting

Processes

Goal 2: Encourage renewable
energy use and creation of related
innovative technology and new
business enterprises.

Promote the attraction of resources and
developing a reputation for clean tech
industry.

Support the region in attracting national and
international conferences on best practices
in clean technology.

Increase availability of high speed
telecommunications infrastructure (ITS).

Renewable energy
initiatives

Goal 3: Promote adequate business
industrial space for the expansion of
Fresno area businesses to the year
2050.

Encourage the siting of industry clusters in
appropriate locations,

identify builder-ready industrial sites at
locations near major transportation and
other infrastructure.

Encourage inclusion of adequate land
designated for industrial use in
municipalities’ general plans.

Encourage public-private partnerships that
facilitate expansion of industrial park space
in the region.

Land designated for
industrial development

Goal 4: Support job creation in
existing municipalities with housing,
transit, and other services available
to provide for employees and their
families.

Promote jobs, housing and transit linkages

for new and existing business developments,

¢ Change in jobs/housing

ratio
Unemployment rates
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Major Blueprint Concepts

Goals

Objectives

Performance Measures

Complete Transportation System:

Adopt and implement an urban/rural
form establishing a system of high
capacity nulti-modal transportation
corridors that connect and balance
transportation options in the metro
and rural areas, and connects the
region with the statc and the global
economy. This vision will be
reflected in the Regional
Transportation Plan and incorporate
an expanded multi-modal concept that
includes intelligent transportation
systems as a high tech option.

Goal 1: Encourage the design and
development of an effective
transportation system that integrates
all modes into a seamless, reliable,
cost- efficient system, including
intelligent transportation solutions
and high tech communication
options.

* Promote the preservation of major

transportation corridors necessary to serve
long range planned land uses locally,
regionally and nationally.

Align the Regional Transportation Plan to
fund the endorsed recommendations made in
technical studies in order to formulate the
capital improvement plan for the region.
Support intermodal travel including park-
and-ride, rideshare, bicycle, rail and transit
programs.

¢ Promote the coordination of service,

scheduling, pricing, ticketing planning and
infrastructure.

& Cost of infrastructure
investments

* Telecommuting

Goal 2: Promote a complete and
connected streets and highway
system throughout Fresno County
that provides connectivity to the
region and the state and facilitates
safe and efficient movement of
people and goods.

Promote improved mobility and access
within the county and throughout the region
and beyond.

Promote operational efficiency of goods
movement.

Promote street design standards that
incorporate “complete streets” (safe access
for all users).

» Percent non-single

occupancy vehicles

(SOV)

Percent of network that

is congested

Truck related emissions

» Delay per person per
vehicle

Goal 3: Encourage a rail and
transit system that is coordinated
within the region and provides
connections to major destinations
within each community, while
minimizing safety and
environmental conflicts.

Encourage rail consolidation.

Support High Speed Rail system and the
downtown Fresno station.

Encourage a countywide public
transportation system that maximizes
personal mobility by providing access to all
to work, education, health care, recreation
and other essential services.

Promote transit-oriented development

¢ Goods movement by
rail

¢ Percent transit

¢ Hours of travel per day,
per person and per
vehicle
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Environmental Resource
Management:

Adopt and implement an urban/rural
form supporting public and private
actions that are sustainable and
achieve healthy air quality, water
quality, and minimize the loss of
habitat, wildlife and other natural
resources.

Water Resources

Goal 1: Encourage a reliable and
sustainable water supply for urban,
agricultural, and environmental
resource use through cost-effective
infrastructure development, resource
planning and conservation measures,

@

@

Encourage ‘conjunctive use’ projects (a
combined use of surface and ground water
systems to optimize resource use and
minimize adverse effects of using a single
SOUrce).

Support infrastructure development, repair,
and retrofit consistent with local and

regional needs and state planning priorities.

Support beneficial water transfers.
Encourage all water quality standards be
enforced to ensure public and ecosystem
health needs are met.

Quantity of water
Quality of water
Conjunctive use projects
Doflars spent on focal
infrastructure projects
that improve sepply
reliability

Goal 2. Promote water conservation
efforts through agricultural and
urban water use efficiency.

Promote water conservation measures.
Promote development that is compact,
contiguous with existing development.
Hncourage water recycling.

Promote the use of drought tolerant
landscaping.

Support agricultural water accounting and
environmental water bank.

Support agricultural land retirement and
preservation of strategic farmland.

Urban water use rates
Agricultural water use
rates

Industrial water use
rates

Conservation projects

Goal 3: Support policies that
require a secure water supply be
available prior to development and
promote practices that reduce
negative impacts to groundwater and
surface water resources.

Encourage water supply accountability for
new developments.

Promeote compact development contiguous
to existing development, in places where
water supply infrastructure already exists.

Discourage development on flood plains and

wetlands.

Conformance of new
developments with
$B221 and SB 610
(relating to water
availability)
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Environmental Resource
Management (cont.)

Greenhouse Gas Reduction

Goal 8: Support and coordinate
efforts that address strategies to
reduce greenhouse gases and
incorporate the latest scientific
information inlo planning efforts.

¢ Promote energy efficiency, solar energy
preduction, and other methods of reducing
greerthouse gas production.

e Encourage local general plans incorporate
climate change strategies.

» Help establish baseline greenhouse gas
emission rates for municipalities.

e Promote landscaping strategies that will
reduce greenhouse gases.

e (reenhouse gas
emissions

Open Space

Goal 9: Promote the preservation or
creation of open space connectivity
for habatat and wildlife, as well as
recreattonal users of the region.

e Encourage communities to identify and
protect land for open space.

» Promote preservation and multiple public
uses, wherever possible, of natural terrain,
drainage and vegetation areas in
communities; include superior examples
within parks or greenbelts.

o Encourage multiple public use of storm
water and flood drainage channels and
basin facilities.

= Encourage communities to plan for parks,
open space and other recreational
opportunities in urban and rural
neighborhoods in order to promote healthy
physical activity.

& Reduction of impacts to
open space and
environmental resources
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Many thanks to those who reviewed and contributed edits and comments to the Draft Goals, Objectives and Performance Measures:

i

Blueprint Roundiable Members

Chris Acree
Rico Aguayo
Rick Ballantyne

Jose Barraza

Sierra Club, Tehipite Chapter
Counciimember, City of Fowler
LAFCo

Fresno ADA - Disability Community

Robert Wood
John Wright

Generation Homes/Building/Development
City of Clovis Planning

Local Agency Planners Working Group and

Community Partners

. Renee DeVere Fresno COG
Deryl Bear Fresno Area Sky Train John Downs Fresno COG/FAX
Keith Bergthold City of Fresno Planning Barbara Goodwin Fresno COG
Lee Brand Fresno Area Chamber of Commerce Karana Hattersley-Drayton City of Fresno

Kevin Castanos

Wathen-Castanos / Developement

Renee Holdcroit

City of Kerman

Mike Berg Education Ralph Kachadourian City of Sanger
A Ben Ewell, Jr. Clarkfield Company/ Water Resources Dwight Krol City of Clovis
Terri Figgs L.eague of Women Voters Jeff Long Fresno COG/FAX

Richard Fosse
Marta Frausto
Steve Geil

Lynn Gorman
Kathleen Grassi
Dianne Guzman
Debbie Hunsaker
Kirk Hunter, Chair

Westside Cities/I5

Environmental Justice

Economic Development Corporation
County of Fresno Planning

FPublic Heatth

Eastside Cities Planning

Fresno Business Council

Southwest Transportation Agency,

Nancy Morrison
Deborah Nankivell
Bruce OU'Neal
Jason Paukovits
Sophia Pagoulatos
Nick Paladino
Richard Ramella
Bonique Salinas

Craig Scharton

City of Fresno

Fresno Business Council

Land Use Associates

Fresno COG

City of Fresno

Fresno Cycling Club

The Planning Center

City of Fresno

Central Valley Business Incubator

Ryan Jacobsen Agriculture Terry Schmal City of Kingsburg

Richard Johanson Goods Movement Al Smith Greater Fresno Area Chamber of Commerce
Pam Lassetter Business/ Workforce Development Rollie Smith Housing and Urban Development

Nathan Magsig, Vice-Chair  Affordable Housing Tim Stearns Fresno State

Larry Miller San Joaquin Valley Rail Committee Jim Stebbins Project Design Consultants

Kathigen Paley
Michael Prandini

Fresno County Heousing Authority
Building Industry Association

Shellie Strong
Ashley Swearengin

McMillin Homes
California Partnership for the S J Valley

Jeff Reid Taxpayers Association Danielle Thiesen City of Fresno
Carolina Simunovic Metro Ministries/Environmental Clark Thompson Fresno COG
Al Salis Chamber of Commerce f:d Thompson American Farmland Trust

Kim Thompson

Health/Air Quality
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Darrel Unruh
Bill Walls

City of Fresno
McMillin Homes






POLICY ADVISORY COMMITTEE

ACTION/DISCUSSION ITEMS
AGENDA ITEM III. 1.






2035 Tudare Strest, Suite 01
Fresno, California 93721

Telephone: (559 2354148 « Eax (559 2339445
Website Adadress) waaw ITesnoacog.org

Memorandum
To: Transportation Technical Committee Date:  October 31, 2007
Policy Advisory Committee
COG Policy Board
From: Barbara Steck, Senior Transportation Planner
Subject: Proposed list of Regional Priorities and Policy Issues for

Fresno COG 2008 “One Voice”

Action: Recommend COG Policy Board approve the list of Regional
Priorities and Policy Issues for Fresno COG 2008 “One Voice”

Fresno COG’s sixth annual “One Voice™ trip to Washington D.C. is scheduled for February 9-
14, 2008, A major task is to identify and prioritize projects for the “One Voice” regional
priorities list. The project selection committee met in mid-October to review and score the 22
projects and policy issues that had been submitted for consideration. (A list of the project scores
from that session is included in your agenda package.) The committee met a second time on
October 31 to review the scores and develop the recommended list of regional priorities to
forward to the COG Policy Board for approval. In order to facilitate this process, our consultant
in Washington recommended that we select one project for each of the appropriations bills and
hmit the dollar amount requested. Six of the projects submitted this year did not ask for
earmarks and were considered for a separate “policy issues™ list.

The project selection committee’s recommendations are include in your package for review and
action at your November meeting. As noted, seven transportation projects were selected to be
submitted for the Transportation Bill under three separate accounts. One project was selected to
be submitted for the Interior Bill. In addition, three of the six policy issues were selected for
inclusion on the prioritics list.

The committee also recommends that the projects not included on the regional priorities and

policies list be submitted as “Local Specific Projects” and receive support from the COG Policy
Board to appropriate legislators, agencies and/or committees. Staff will follow up on this task.

Ce: “One Voice” Project Selection Committee

filember Agencies: The cities of Clovis, Coalinga, Firebaugh, Fowier, Fresno, Huron, kermah,
Kingsburg, Mendota, Orange Cave, Parlier, Reedley, San Joaquin, Sanger, Selma & Fresno County
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BIU Museum and Library Services This related agency |

Labor - HHS- Educat i on: Labor Health and Human Services and upgrade and expand nuseuns arid other educational inst
Education programmi ng; Average Project Amount $75, 000- S300MO.

1HRSA These funds are used for construction and eq
devel opment. HRSA supports prograns whi ch provide heal
medi cal 'y underseived. and special popul ations, decrease
education of health professionals and provide technic
Account utilization of health resources and facilities. Construction pr
Museumand Library Services Account to heal threlated activities; Average Project Amount $600, 0

Heal th Resour ce Service Adm nistrati on HRSA .

Congressional Districts - N. Cardoza, 19 Radanovich, 20 Costa. 2 Nunes
11/7/ 2007
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State Controller’s Office
Division of Accounting and Reporting
Report of Abandoned Vehicle Abatements
Vehicle Code Section 9250.7(¢)
Fiscal Year 2006-07

Pursuant to Vehicle Code (VC) section 9250.7(c), each service authority is annually required to
prepare and submit the following information to the State Controller’s Office on or before
October 31. VC 9250.7(c) states: “Every service authority that imposes a fee authorized by
subdivision (a) shall issue a fiscal yearend report to the Controller on or before October 31 of
each year summarizing all of the following for the previous fiscal year.”

Please complete the following for the previous fiscal year: County of Fresno

(1) Total revenues received by the service authority. $ 709.285.17
) Total expenditures by the service authority. $ 652.816.80
(3) Total number of vehicles abated. 4,313
) Average cost per abatement $ 151.36
(5) Any additional, unexpended fee revenues. $ 56.468.37
(6)(a) Percentage paid to locals based on population. %o N/A
(6)(b) Percentage paid to locals based on geography. % N/A

In addition, service authorities that fail to comply with VC 9250.7(c) will be held accountable to
the provisions of VC section 9250.7(d), which state: “Each service authority that fails to submit
the report required pursuant to subdivision (c) by November 30 of each year shall have the fee
suspended for one year pursuant to subdivision (b).”

p— £}
Prepared by: Clnt C. At Date: Qz?éu_ 2R, R0ET
Title: //%—M;y W Note: Fresno COG’s percentages

used to calculate payments to
local jurisdictions are:

Submit to: 50% based on abatements

Office of the State Controller 50% based on population
Attention: Linda Brida

Division of Accounting and Reporting '

P.O. Box 942850

Sacramento, CA 94250

If you have any questions, please contact Linda Brida in the Division of Accounting and
Reporting at (916) 324-8605 or Jbridai@sco.ca.gov.
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San Joaquin Valley
Regional Policy Council

/o San Jeaquin COG, 555 E. Weher Rvenus, Steckton, CA 95202, [209)468-3913, FAX (2091 468-1684

High Speed Rail Position of the
San Joaquin Valley Regional Policy Council

The Following policy position was adopted Wednesday, August 22, 2007:

The High Speed Rail needs to serve the entire San Joaquin Valley
(Bakersfield to Sacramento), and the region must stay together as it works
towards implementation of this initiative. Amtrak would remain as a
complimentary service to High Speed Rail;

$15.5 million must stay in the 2007-08 budget as a minimum funding level;
The High Speed Rail ballot measure must remain on the 2008 ballot;

The Federal government needs to contribute to the high speed rail project.
Congress should seriously consider the establishment of a Federal high
speed rail authority with powers similar to California’s authority;
Passenger rail is also a priority for the Valley and is meeting immediate
demand, while the high speed rail initiative will address mid- and long-term
demand;

Land use patterns are a critical success factor for high speed rail. The
Blueprint regional planning process needs to be tightly connected to the
efforts to implement high speed rail in the Valley;

The route between the San Joaquin Valley and the Bay Area will have a
significant impact on the Valley being served as an entire region; and
Submit a letter to the High Speed Rail Authority supporting connection for
the whole Valley from Bakersfield to Sacramento recommending that the
Altamont corridor is the preferred alternative route.

Additional Items:

Request that an additional hearing on the Central Valley-Bay Area corridor
be scheduled by the High Speed Rail Authority in Stockton in Early
September.

Submit a letter to Representative Costa supporting Federal High Speed Rail
Authority.

Encourage CTC and Caltrans to find a solution to keep the $15.5 million in
the High Speed Rail Authority budget with the alternative funding to be
provided to passenger rail.

Support Lieutenant.Governor Garamendi’s efforts to secure additional
funding from Proposition 1B (approximately $50 million).

Rubio {Kern); Boyer (Tulare); Aguayo (Fresno); Moss (Madera); Mindt
(Madera); Netson (Merced); Crookham (Merced); Harris (San Joaquin)

Abstention:  Florez (Kem)






