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Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing 

350- 
389- 

Identified Sites to Affirmatively Further Fair Housing (AFFH): 
While the element now discusses identified sites by location and 
fair housing characteristics, Table 88 (Sites Inventory by Census 
Tract Characteristics) should also include Racially Concentrated 
Areas of Affluence. In addition, the element should expand the 
discussion to specifically address sites identified by income group 
for census tracts with median incomes greater than $100,000. 
The analysis should address any isolation or lack of identification 
of sites by income group. 

Yes  

226- 
396- 

Goals, Priorities, Actions, and Milestones: Based on the outcomes of 
a complete analysis, the element should add or modify Programs to 
AFFH. Program action must have specific commitment, milestones, 
geographic targeting, and metrics or numeric objectives to overcome 
AFFH contributing factors. Further, the element should add place-
based strategies toward community revitalization and programs 
should also geographically target areas of highest median income 
and racially concentrated areas of affluence and areas of high 
segregation and poverty. Finally, Programs should be revised, as 
follows:   

~ Generally should expand 
place based and 
displacement measures in 
areas of high segregation 
and poverty 
 
Program 3.2 – add a 
geographically targeted 
metric 
 
Programs 3.3 and 3.6 – add 
geographic targeting 
 

227 Program 1.4 (Housing Education): The Program should add a metric 
or numeric objective.  

Yes  

235- Program 3.10 (Availability of Funding): The Program should add 
geographic targeting in areas of high segregation and concentrated 
poverty and include a metric or numeric objective.  

Yes  

236- Program 3.13 (Nonprofit Housing development corporations): The 
Program should add geographic targeting in areas of higher-median 
income, resource, and concentrated affluence. 

~/Yes Units? 

246 Programs 6.1-6.3 (Housing Rehab, Low-income Rental Rehab, 
Emergency Repair): The Program should add geographic targeting 
in areas of high segregation and concentrated poverty.  

Yes  

248 Program 7.2 (Socio-economic Segregation and Concentration of  
Low Resource Areas): The Program timeframes should be revised 
with implementation earlier than 2027.  

Yes  

249 Program 7.3 (Improving Placed Bases Strategies): The Program 
should revise timing earlier in the planning period, increase the 
metrics and expand the scope of place-based strategies. 

No Expand place-based 
strategies  
 

Sites Inventory and Analysis  

143 
151- 

Realistic Capacity: The element must still assess how often 
residential development occurs in nonresidential zones and 
adjust capacity assumptions as appropriate. In addition, as 
mentioned in HCDs October 2023 review, the element lists 
assumptions for calculating realistic capacity on identified sites 
(Table 59) but should also use those assumption in the 
calculation on identified sites (Table 65). Specifically, the element 
does not appear to utilize the correct assumptions for sites 
identified in the C-MU, and D-MU zones. 

~/No Should discuss how sites in 
the non-residential zones 
with the most residential 
potential were selected and 
affirm these criteria with 
recent trends and scale 
back assumptions in the 
non-residential zones 

150- 
156- 

Suitability of Nonvacant Sites: The element identifies nonvacant 
sites through several selection criteria (p.154) such as single-story 
building, improvement to land value ratios, age of structure and 
existing floor area. However, for category two, the element should 
utilize more than two criteria to determine redevelopment potential. 
In addition, as mentioned in HCDs previous review, the element 
should utilize recent redevelopment trends or provide recent 
experience in the redevelopment of structures to support the validity 
of these criteria. For example, the element could list recent 
redevelopment by the prior use and selection criteria. Finally, the 
element must still evaluate the extent existing use impede additional 
developments. For example, the element could select representative 
sites on an area or corridor basis or generalized use basis and 
discuss any existing leases, conditions or other circumstances that 
demonstrate the potential for redevelopment. 

~ 
Should at least information 
based on local knowledge 
(e.g., an approximate range 
or estimate) to support age 
factor  

168 
City-Owned Sites: Table 63 (p. 164) of the element provides the 
status of City-Owned sites; however, the element must still 
include an analysis of anticipated steps for development including 
disposition, any known barriers to development in the planning 

~/No Should discuss anticipated 
next steps 
 



period such as relocation of existing uses, and other relevant 
factors to development in the planning period. Based on a 
complete analysis, the element should modify Program 1.6 to 
incentivize the development of City-Owned sites. 

 

170- 
Large Sites: The element anticipates 1,250 lower-income units 
will be developed on large sites and mentions the City has a 
strong track record in developing large sites; however, the 
element should provide supporting information for this statement, 
including discussing how past large sites resulted in affordable 
housing or appropriate parcel sizes. To assist in meeting this 
requirement, the element could rescale affordability assumptions. 
Large Sites: The element anticipates 1,250 lower-income units 
will be developed on large sites and mentions the City has a 
strong track record in developing large sites; however, the 
element should provide supporting information for this statement, 
including discussing how past large sites resulted in affordable 
housing or appropriate parcel sizes. To assist in meeting this 
requirement, the element could rescale affordability assumptions. 

~/No Add trends to support 
affordability assumptions 
 
Consider scaling down the 
number of affordable units, 
especially for 29 acre site 
 
Add or modify programs 
based on complete analysis  

N/A 
Electronic Site Inventory: As noted in the prior review, pursuant to 
Government Code section 65583.3, subdivision (b), the City must 
utilize standards, forms, and definitions adopted by HCD when 
preparing the sites inventory and submit an electronic version of 
the sites inventory. While the City has submitted an electronic 
version of the sites inventory, if changes occur, any future re-
adopted versions of the element must also submit the electronic 
version of the sites inventory. 

FYI Submitted 1/9/2024; re-
submit with adopted if any 
changes 

 Programs: As noted above, the element does not include a 

complete site analysis. Depending upon the results of that 

analysis, the City may need to add or revise programs.  

TBD 
 

230 Programs 1.7 (Annexation to Accommodate Future Housing 

Needs): Program actions should promote affordability and 

parceling at appropriate sizes (e.g., 1 to 10 acres), particularly on 

Sites 2 and 5.  

No/? 
Should include actions to 
promote affordability such 
as incentives 
 
Should address by right 
requirements for sites 
needed for the lower-income 
RHNA 

238 
Program 3.17 (Large Sites) Program actions should promote 
affordability, appropriate parceling, and additional incentives for 
large sites.  

~/No 
Commit to additional 
incentives to promote 
affordability  

241 
243 

Program 5.2 (Emergency Shelters): Parking standards should be 

revised to include only enough parking for staff and not exceed 

standards for residential and commercial uses in the same zone. 

No 
Programs 5.2 and 5.8 
 
Parking addressed but 
Program 5.8 must 
specifically address 
proximity to school, shelters 
and LBNC 

Governmental and Non-governmental Constraints 

132 

143 

Permit Times and Request for Lesser Densities: For the length of 
time between project approval and requests for building permits, 
the element now explains a recent multifamily development did 
not request a building permit for three years after project 
approval. The element should discuss other typical developments 
and timing and also analyze this trend of time between project 
approval and requests for building permits to better understand 
timing dynamics and formulate appropriate policies and 
programs. In addition, the element now describes that no 
requests were received to develop below the minimum densities 
in the sites inventory. However, the inventory does not utilize 
minimum densities to calculate realistic residential capacity. The 
element should revise the analysis to reflect capacity 
assumptions utilized in the sites inventory. 

Yes  

 Programs: As noted above, the element does not include a 
complete constraints analysis. Depending upon the results of that 
analysis, the City may need to add or revise programs.  

N/A  

243 In addition, Program 5.8 (Municipal Code Updates) should 
address minimum lot requirements in the C-MU, D-MU, and C 
zones as a constraint on housing development. In addition, 
Program 5.8 should clarify that requirements for reasonable 
accommodations will generally be limited to decision-making 
criteria regarding fundamental alteration of zoning and land use 
and financial and administrative burden. 

~/No Should add reducing 
minimum lot sizes in C 
zones to Program 5.8 

Public Participation 



8- The element now mentions a few adjustments to the element based 
on one community workshop (p. 24) but should still discuss how 
comments were incorporated into the element based on all public 
participation efforts 

~/No 
Provide specificity 
or examples in how 
comments were 
incorporated for 
HTAC meeting 1 
and stakeholder 
interviews 

 

Other Revisions  

106 Land use controls: lot size, etc. 
 

 

197 Sites summary 
 

 

Other 

 Public comments 
N/A/FYI 

No comments since prior 
submittal; address as part of 
public participation process 

 Document availability 
FYI 

 

167 

226 

Rezone timing 
FYI/? 

Program 1.1 (prior identified 
sites); lower-income RHNA 
shortfall? Annexation sites 
should address by right 
requirements (Program 
1.7)? 

156 50% nonvacant resolution 
N/A 

52% of lower income RHNA 
on vacant sites 

 Electronic sites inventory 
FYI 

Submitted 1/9/2024; re-
submit with adopted if any 
changes 

90 

240- 

243 

AB 2339 
Yes 

Programs 5.2 and 5.8 

 Overlay/Clovis/minimum density 
? 

lower-income RHNA 
shortfall? Annexation sites 
should address by right 
requirements (Program 
1.7)? 

 


