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 Summary of Key Findings  

Disparities in Housing Needs and Access to Opportunity  

Rural communities with a large agricultural base in the Valley Floor, including the communities of 
Fairmead, Parksdale, La Vina, and portions of Madera Acres have lower access to housing, public 
transit, economic opportunities, and higher pollution exposure ŘǳŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΩǎ ǇǊƻȄƛƳƛǘȅ 
to intensive agriculture. These communities tend to have higher percentages of single-parent, 
female-headed households, and persons in poverty than other areas of the county. These 
communities also tend to have housing stock that is in greater need of repair and rehabilitation 
compared to other areas of the county.  

Low resource areas are also concentrated on the Valley Floor, including the communities of La Vina, 
Parkwood, and Parksdale. These areas have lower incomes and larger proportions of non-white 
residents compared to the county as a whole.  The foothill areas east of the valley floor are higher 
resource areas. The foothill communities of Raymond and North Fork have a high resource index, 
and the highest-resource areas included the communities of Ahwahnee, Oakhurst, Bass Lake, 
Yosemite Lakes, and Coarsegold. Census tracts for these areas have relatively high median 
household incomes and predominantly non-Hispanic white populations.  

Segregation and Integration Patterns and Trends  

Madera County is overall an ethnically diverse county, but is somewhat segregated between the 
largely Hispanic/Latino communities on the Valley Floor and the majority non-Hispanic white 
communities in the foothill areas. While there are no racially or ethnically concentrated areas of 
poverty or affluence as defined by HUD certain communities on the Valley Floor, including Madera 
Acres, Fairmead, Parksdale, and La Vina, have higher percentages of non-white and low- and 
moderate-income residents than the rest of the county. These communities face economic 
disparities that have been exacerbated by the high cost of housing in recent years and cost of living, 
which have resulted in higher displacement risk, higher percentages of overcrowding and housing 
cost burden. This is likely due to the prevalence of relatively low-paying employment such as 
agriculture work. These disparities have worsened due to the limited growth of housing affordable 
to low- and moderate-income households.  

Generally, Valley Floor communities with a high percentage of LMI households, including the 
communities of Fairmead, Parkwood, Parksdale, and La Vina, are more likely to face economic, 
educational, and environmental disparities. 

Challenges to Infrastructure and Services  in Rural Communities  

Public infrastructure, including sewer and public transportation is a challenge throughout the 
county, but particularly in the more rural communities in both the Valley Floor and foothill areas. 
The lack of infrastructure makes it difficult to build housing, as it increases development costs 
significantly, and makes it difficult for residents to access housing and job centers. In the foothill 
areas, it can be difficult to locate usable land for housing development due to lot sizes and locations, 
and infrastructure access can be challenging. The Valley Floor communities have been underserved 
with infrastructure needs for water and sewer services, roads, and internet access, and securing 
appropriate funding for development and maintenance has been a challenge.   
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Lack of Farm Labor Housing  

Agriculture is one of the main economic drivers in Madera County, which can be year-round or 
seasonal employment. There are two housing developments that serve farmworkers within 
unincorporated Madera County. Lack of farm labor and affordable housing and low wages can lead 
to overcrowding conditions, or push farmworkers to live in unsafe housing conditions.  

Ongoing  Efforts to Address Place -Based Improvements and Housing Opportunity  

Madera County is actively working to address disparities in access to opportunities and increase 
housing affordability and housing mobility. The County is currently preparing the Fairmead Colony 
Area Plan which will include specific actions to address aging and inadequate infrastructure and 
circulation and connectivity improvements within the community. The County is also developing a 
mobility study for the community of La Vina, pursuing grant funding for sidewalk and street 
improvements. Self-Help Enterprises is currently working to develop the River Grove Apartment 
Community, which will include 120 affordable rental units.  

Land Use Practices and Housing Development  

Land use practices and market preferences in Madera County have favored single-family home 
development. From 2016 to 2021, an average of 350 new homes were started per year in Madera 
County, and virtually all were single-family homes. Large master-planned communities that are 
currently in development, both in the incorporated cities and in the county, continue to favor single-
family homes. Part of the market demand for housing can be attributed to increased net migration 
to the county as residents relocate from other areas of the state for more affordable housing.1 

Access to Homeownership  

Hispanic/ Latino, Black/African-American, and American Indian or Alaskan Native residents have 
lower rates of loan origination compared to other racial and ethnic groups. In addition, these racial 
and ethnic groups tend to have lower economic and educational opportunities and lower 
educational outcomes. 

 

 
1 Madera County Economic Forecast. California Department of Transportation. 2022. https://dot.ca.gov/-/media/dot-
media/programs/transportation-planning/documents/data-analytics-services/transportation-economics/socioeconomic-
forecasts/2022/madera-2022--a11y.pdf  
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 Introduction and Overview  

California Government Code Section 8899.50 requires local agencies to affirmatively further fair 
housing (AFFH). Under California law, AFFH ƳŜŀƴǎ άǘŀƪƛƴƎ ƳŜŀƴƛƴƎŦǳƭ ŀŎǘƛƻƴǎΣ ƛƴ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ 
combatting discrimination, that overcome patterns of segregation and foster inclusive communities 
free from barriers that restrict ŀŎŎŜǎǎ ǘƻ ƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘȅ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘŜŘ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊƛǎǘƛŎǎΦέ 
Government Code Section 8899.50 stipulates that an assessment of fair housing (AFH) includes the 
following components:  

Á A summary of fair housing issues in the jurisdiction and an assessment of the ƧǳǊƛǎŘƛŎǘƛƻƴΩǎ ŦŀƛǊ 
housing enforcement and fair housing outreach capacity 

Á An analysis of available federal, state, and local data and knowledge to identify integration and 
segregation patterns and trends, racially or ethnically concentrated areas of poverty, disparities 
in access to opportunity, and disproportionate housing needs within the jurisdiction, including 
displacement risk 

Á An assessment of the contributing factors for the fair housing issues identified under 
Government Code Section 65583 (10)(A)(ii)  

Á An identification of Other Relevant Factors, including historical disinvestment, lack of 
infrastructure improvements, and presence of older affordable housing units that may be at risk 
of conversion to market-rate housing 

Á !ƴ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƧǳǊƛǎŘƛŎǘƛƻƴΩǎ ŦŀƛǊ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ǇǊƛƻǊƛǘƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƎƻŀƭǎΣ ƎƛǾƛƴƎ ƘƛƎƘŜǎǘ ǇǊƛƻǊƛǘȅ ǘƻ 
those factors identified in Government Code Section 65583 (10)(A)(iii) that limit or deny fair 
housing choice or access to opportunity, or negatively impact fair housing or civil rights 
compliance, and identifying the metrics and milestones for determining what fair housing 
results will be achieved 

Á Strategies and actions to implement those priorities and goals, which may include, but are not 
limited to, enhancing mobility strategies and encouraging development of new affordable 
housing in areas of opportunity, as well as place-based strategies to encourage community 
revitalization, including preservation of existing affordable housing, and protecting existing 
residents from displacement 

This AFFH analysis addresses impediments through AFFH-specific goals, and actions based on the 
contributing factors for each identified fair housing issue. To identify specific areas within Madera 
County, references to census tracts and census designated places (CDP) may be used throughout 
the document to geographically pinpoint locally recognized areas in unincorporated communities. 
CDPs are statistical equivalents of incorporated places and can include unincorporated 
communities, university towns, and resort towns, among other unincorporated communities that 
do not have a legally defined boundary, or active functioning governmental structure. An overview 
of Madera County census tracts and CDPs is provided in Figure F-1 below. The CDPs located in 
Madera County include Ahwahnee, Bass Lake, Bonadelle Ranchos- Madera Ranchos, Coarsegold, 
Fairmead, La Vina, Madera Acres, Nipinnawasee, North Fork, Oakhurst, Parksdale, Parkwood, 
Raymond, Rolling Hills, and Yosemite Lakes Park.  

Madera County is generally split into two geographic areas referred to as the Valley Floor and the 
Foothills, divided by the western edge of the Sierra National Forest. The Valley Floor encompasses 
the western portion of the county, and includes ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ǘǿƻ ƛƴŎƻǊǇƻǊŀǘŜŘ ŎƛǘƛŜǎ ό/ƛǘȅ ƻŦ aŀŘŜǊŀ 
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and Chowchilla) and the communities of Fairmead, Bonadelle Ranchos- Madera Ranchos, Madera 
Acres, La Vina, Parksdale, Parkwood, and Rolling Hills. Generally, the population that lives in the 
Valley Floor is relatively young and predominately Hispanic/Latino. The labor force is comprised 
primarily of agricultural workers and residents that commute to incorporated cities in the county 
and nearby counties, primarily the City of Fresno. The Foothills encompasses the central and eastern 
portion of the county, and includes the communities of Ahwahnee, Bass Lake, Coarsegold, 
Nipinnawasee, North Fork, Oakhurst, Raymond, and Yosemite Lakes Park. The Foothills also includes 
the sovereign nation of North Fork Rancheria of Mono Indians of California, which encompasses 80 
acres in North Fork. The population in the Foothills is generally older than in the Valley Floor and 
predominately non-Hispanic white. Many residents are retired homeowners. The Foothills is located 
near national parks and is home to employees in the tourism industry. 
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Figure F-1 Madera  County Census Tracts  and CDPs 
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F2.1 Fair Housing Methodology  

This assessment has been prepared consistent with the California Department of Housing and 
Community Development (HCD) Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing Guidance for All Public 
Entities and for Housing Elements (AFFH Guidance Memo) which provides guidance on the 
preparation of housing elements and ensures statutory requirements are satisfied, pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65583(c)(10).  

F2.1.1 Data Sources  

To conduct this analysis, the County utilized data from a variety of sources, described in the sections 
below.  

California Department of Housing and Community Development  AFFH Viewer 

The AFFH Data Viewer is a tool developed by the California Department of Housing and Community 
Development (HCD) that features census block group- and tract-level data from an expansive 
collection of sources including the US Census, US Department of Housing and Urban Development 
(HUD), California Tax Credit Allocation Committee (TCAC), Urban Displacement Project (UDP), and 
Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS). The Data Viewer tool serves as a resource for 
local and regional governments and provides the ability to explore spatial data patterns concerning 
fair housing enforcement, segregation and integration, racially and ethnically concentrated areas of 
poverty, and disparities in access to opportunities and housing. The Data Viewer is intended to 
assist in the creation of policies that alleviate disparities, combat discrimination, and increase access 
to safe and affordable homes.  

Urban Displacement Project  

The Urban Displacement Project (UDP) was developed to track neighborhood change and identify 
areas that are vulnerable to gentrification and displacement in California. Indicators of gentrification 
and displacement are measured at the census tract level based on data from the 2015 ς 2019 ACS 
data. UDP indicators examine census tracts to identify areas that qualify as disadvantaged 
neighborhoods. Additionally, census tracts identified as disadvantaged neighborhoods by ¦5tΩǎ 
criteria are further analyzed to explore changes in the percentage of college educated residents, 
non-Hispanic white population, median household income, and median gross rents over time to 
determine levels of gentrification and displacement risk. 

CalEnviroscreen  

The California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment developed a screening 
methodology to identify communities disproportionately burdened by multiple sources of pollution. 
This tool, called the California Communities Environmental Health Screening Tool (CalEnviroScreen), 
utilizes existing environmental, health, and socioeconomic data to rank census tracts based on 20 
distinct indicators. In general, if a community has a high score for that indicator, it is more impacted 
by pollution burdens and population vulnerabilities compared to other communities. Designated 
disadvantaged communities are those with CalEnviroScreen percentile scores of 75 or higher, 
meaning that they scored within the highest 25 percent of census tracts across California.  
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California Tax Credit Allocation Committee  Opportunity Maps  

To assist fair housing analysis, HCD and the California Tax Credit Allocation Committee (TCAC) 
created the California Fair Housing Task Force to provide research, evidence-based policy 
recommendations, and other strategic recommendations to HCD and other related state agencies 
and departments to further the ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ fair housing goals.2 The California Fair Housing Task Force 
created Opportunity Maps to identify resource levels across the state to accompany new policies 
aimed at increasing access to high-opportunity areas for families with children.2 Opportunity 
mapping is a way to measure and visualize place-based characteristics linked to critical life 
outcomes, such as educational attainment, earnings from employment, and economic mobility.2 
Opportunity Maps are made from composite scores of three different domains made up from a set 
of indicators data shown in Table F-1. The Opportunity Maps include filters to identify areas with 
poverty and racial segregation. To identify these areas, census tracts were first filtered by poverty 
and then by a measure of racial segregation. The criteria for these filters were: 

Á Poverty Status: census tracts with at least 30 percent of population that earned an income that 
was below the federal poverty level 

Á Racial Segregation: census tracts with a location quotient that is higher than 1.25 for Black, 
Hispanic, Asian, or all non-white populations in comparison to the county. 

Table F-1 Domains  and List of Indicators for Opportunity Maps  

Domain Indicator 

Economic Poverty, adult education, employment, Job proximity, Median home value 

Environmental CalEnviroScreen 3.0 pollution indicators and values 

Education Math proficiency, reading proficiency, high school graduation rates, student poverty rates 

Source: California Fair Housing Task Force, Methodology for the 2020 TCAC/HCD Opportunity Maps 2020. 

AllTransit 

AllTransit is an online database that examines factors related to transit access and produces a 
performance score that reveals the social and economic impact of transit, such as connectivity and 
access to jobs. 

Regional Research  from the Public Policy Institute of California (PPIC)  

The Public Policy Institute of California (PPIC) is a nonpartisan think tank dedicated to informing and 
improving public policy in California. In 2004, the PPIC published a policy report analyzing migration 
trends to, from, and within the Central Valley and the implications of those trends. This policy paper 
entitled, The Central Valley at a Crossroads: Migration and its Implications identifies factors that 
drive migration, including economic, educational, and social factors. These factors differ 
dramatically throughout the Central Valley, and as a response, the paper identifies four subregions 
of the Valley ς Upper Sacramento Valley, Sacramento Metro, Northern San Joaquin Valley (SJV), and 
Southern San Joaquin Valley (SJV). For the Madera County regional analysis, trends observed at the 
regional level include the Southern San Joaquin Valley Subregion: Madera, Fresno, Kings, Tulare, and 
Kern counties. These five counties, which will frame the regional geography Madera County will be 
compared to, are further discussed in Section 1.1.2, Definition of the Local and Regional 
Comparison.  

 
2Office of The State Treasurer (STO). 2021. https://www.treasurer.ca.gov/ctcac/opportunity/2020-tcac-hcd-methodology.pdf 
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2022 Comprehensive Housing Report for the San Joaquin Valley  

In response to housing supply and affordability challenges, the San Joaquin Valley REAP Committee 
commissioned a study of housing trends, impediments, and best practices in the San Joaquin Valley 
(SJV). Funded by the Regional Early Action Planning (REAP) grant program, and with the 
coordination of HCD staff, the study included outreach to the eight counties in the San Joaquin 
Valley, stakeholders, city and county staff, Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) staff, and the 
public. Interviews with builders, developers, housing advocates, and city, county, and MPO staff led 
meaningful analysis of barriers to housing affordability and production in the SJV.  

Key findings in the study suggest that while the region has become more diverse in the past few 
decades, there are existing disparities in income, poverty, and homeownership among racial and 
ethnic groups. Stakeholder interviews provided insight to trends and challenges in housing 
affordability, and provided a list of opportunity areas for affordable housing in the eight counties 
within the SJV. This included San Joaquin, Stanislaus, Merced, Madera, Fresno, Tulare, Kings, and 
Kern counties. This input is discussed in Section 4, Local Area Knowledge, below. 

F2.1.2 Definition of the Local and Region al Comparison  

A fair housing issue is a condition in a geographic area of analysis that restricts fair housing choice, 
or access to opportunity. These conditions are ongoing at the local and regional level and include 
segregation or lack of integration, racially or ethnically concentrated areas of poverty and affluence, 
significant disparities in access to opportunity, disproportionate housing needs, and evidence of 
discrimination or violations of civil rights law or regulations related to housing. Understanding these 
conditions at the local and regional level is an essential step to informing and prioritizing 
contributing factors to fair housing issues. 

Madera County is located in the southern portion of the Central Valley region, bounded by Merced 
County to the north and Fresno County to the south. Locally, unincorporated Madera County 
comprises16 census designated places, geographically identified by the census bureau, and locally 
known as communities in the unincorporated parts of the county. These communities define the 
local geographic area, and do not include the incorporated cities of the county. 

As described in Regional Research from the Public Policy Institute of California (PPIC), within the 
greater region, the Central Valley has varying geographical patterns and trends of population 
growth, educational attainment, access to opportunity, and other social and economic indicators 
that may impact fair housing choice. The whole region can be distinguished by four subregions ς 
Upper Sacramento Valley, Sacramento Metro, Northern San Joaquin Valley, and Southern San 
Joaquin Valley based on those factors, which ultimately define places of settlement, as shown in 
Figure F-2.  

For example, residents in the North SJV subregion (San Joaquin, Stanislaus, and Merced counties) 
have access to jobs in the Bay Area and cheaper housing in the Valley, whereas residents in South 
SJV subregion (Madera, Fresno, Tulare, Kings, and Kern counties) do not have access to jobs in the 
Bay Area and rely on agriculture as the primary economical industry. Access to educational 
opportunity is also more prevalent in the North SJV as opposed to the South SJV, however, other 
subregional challenges in the North SJV arise due to longer commute times such as traffic 
congestion and poor air quality. These varying social and economic indicators have direct impacts on 
fair housing issues at the regional level and as such, the regional analysis includes a comparison to 
the South SJV subregion of Madera, Fresno, Tulare, Kings, and Kern counties. 
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Figure F-2 Regional Map  
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 Fair Housing Resources  

F3.1 Enforcement and Outreach Capacity  

Fair housing enforcement and outreach capacity is the ability of a local jurisdiction and fair housing 
ŀƎŜƴŎƛŜǎ ǘƻ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ŦŀƛǊ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ǘŜƴŀƴǘǎΩ ǊƛƎƘǘǎ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎΦ 
Enforcement and outreach capacity also includes the ability to address compliance with fair housing 
laws, such as investigating complaints, resolving issues, and conducting fair housing testing.  

LƴƛǘƛŀǘŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ WǳǎǘƛŎŜΩǎ /ƛǾƛƭ wƛƎƘǘǎ 5ƛǾƛǎƛƻƴ ƛƴ мффмΣ ŦŀƛǊ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ǘŜǎǘƛƴƎ ƛǎ ŀ 
technique used to uncover evidence of discrimination in rental housing. Fair housing testing involves 
one or more individuals who pose as prospective renters for the purpose of determining whether a 
landlord is complying with local, State, and federal fair housing laws. Enforcement actions may be 
taken when investigations yield evidence of a pattern or practice of illegal housing discrimination. 
Testing may be initiated following the filing of a specific housing discrimination complaint or, as is 
the case when testing for discrimination against a specific class, as part of an overall effort to 
determine whether the discrimination is happening in a consistent systemic pattern in a city or 
region.  

In Madera County, fair housing testing is used to identify unlawful housing discrimination practices 
based on the real or perceived race, ethnicity, color, religion, gender identity or expression, national 
origin, disability, familial status, marital status, age, ancestry, sexual orientation, and source of 
income of prospective renters. The Office of Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity (FHEO) maintains a 
record of housing discrimination complaints filed in local jurisdictions. Between 2013-2021, nine 
FHEO inquiries were received in Madera County. These inquiries are not official cases, and the 
nature of complaint is unknown. No FHEO cases were filed in 2020, and fewer than 0.01 cases per 
1,000 population were filed in 2010 in Madera County.3 

Regional  Resources  

There are multiple organizations in Madera County that provide fair housing services are listed in 
Table F-2. These organizations collaborate with Madera County and other local governments to 
address housing and community needs at the local level and provide the following services: 

Á Fair housing testing and complaints 

Á Fair housing counseling and education 

Á Tenant/landlord counseling and mediation 

Á Homeless prevention program 

Á Rental assistance program 

Á Rent/deposit grant program 

Á Home seeking services 

Á Shared housing counseling placement 

Á IƻƳŜōǳȅŜǊǎΩ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳ 

 
3 US Department of Housing and Urban Development, Office of Fair Housing and Equal Opportunity (FHEO), FHEO Filed Title VIII Cases, 
2010, 2020. https://catalog.data.gov/dataset/fheo-filed-cases 
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Table F-2 Fair Housing Organizations Active in Madera County  

Organization URL Phone Number 

California Rural Legal Assistance https://crla.org/ (800) 337-0690 

Housing Authority of the City of Madera https://maderaha.org/ (559) 674-5695 

Community Action Partnership (CAP) of Madera County https://maderacap.org/ (559) 673-9173 

Fair Housing Council of Central California (FHCCC) http://www.fhc -cc.org/ (559) 244-2950 

Fresno Madera Continuum of Care (FMCoC) https://fresnomaderahomeless.org/ (559) 785-0311 

Housing Authority of the City of Madera https://maderaha.org/ (559) 674-5695 

Leadership Counsel for Justice and Accountability https://leadershipcounsel.org/ 559.369.2790 

Resources for Independence Central Valley http://www.ricv.org/  (559)221-2330 

Resources for Independence Central Valley http://www.ricv.org/  (209) 383-1683 

Self-Help Enterprises https://www.selfhelpenterprises.org/ (559) 651-1000 

The Fair Housing Council of Central California (FHCCC) partners with jurisdictions in Madera County 
to conduct fair housing audits and testing of rental properties to assess how well rental properties 
conform to fair housing laws. FHCCC also provides comprehensive training and technical support to 
housing providers on federal and state fair housing laws and accepts complaints from residents 
throughout the Central Valley. Madera County does not have a contract with the FHCCC, but refers 
complaints to the organization.   
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 Segregation and Integration Patterns and 

Trends  

To inform priorities, policies, and actions, the housing element must include an analysis of 
integration and segregation, including patterns and trends. Integration generally means a condition 
in which there is not a high concentration of persons of a particular race, color, religion, sex, familial 
status, national origin, or having a disability or a particular type of disability in a specific geographic 
area. Segregation generally means the opposite condition, where concentrations of the 
characteristics described above are high in a specific geographic area. To adequately assess the 
patterns of integration and segregation, this section identifies trends within the South SJV (regional 
scale) and in unincorporated Madera County (local scale). To identify socio-economic and 
ŘŜƳƻƎǊŀǇƘƛŎ ǎǇŀǘƛŀƭ ǘǊŜƴŘǎ ŀŎǊƻǎǎ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƧǳǊƛǎŘƛŎǘƛƻƴǎΣ ǘƘƛǎ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ǳǘƛƭƛȊŜǎ I/5Ωǎ !CCI Data Viewer, 
which provides an expansive collection of data from sources including the 2015-2019 American 
Community Survey, Housing and Community Development, Housing and Urban Development, 
Urban Displacement Project, the Center for Disease Control and Prevention, and other regional and 
federal agencies.  

F4.1 Race and Ethnicity  

The ethnic and racial composition of a region relates to fair housing concerns such as household 
size, locational preferences, and economic opportunity. Historic exclusionary governmental policies, 
biased mortgage lending practices, and other tactics have caused racial and ethnic segregation and 
spatial inequities. This section provides an overview of racial/ethnic composition and segregation 
patterns within the unincorporated areas of Madera County and the region. 

The HCD AFFH Data Viewer identifies areas that are dominated by one racial/ethnic group and by 
how much. A racial/ethnic group with a predominant majority has more than a 50 percent 
difference between the percentage of the population in the dominant racial/ethnic group and the 
percentage of the population in the second most populated racial/ethnic group. A sizeable majority 
occurs when the difference is between 10 and 50 percent and a slim majority occurs when the 
difference is less than 10 percent. 

Local Trends  

Population density is low overall in Madera County. In addition, there is a significant difference in 
the population density within and near urban areas compared to rural parts of the county. Western 
Madera County contains only two incorporated cities, Chowchilla and Madera. In the cities of 
Chowchilla and Madera, population density ranges from 500 to over 10,000 persons per square 
mile. However, in rural, unincorporated parts of the county population density is generally less than 
50 persons per square mile.  

The Valley Floor is more racially and ethnically diverse than the Foothills (Figure F-3). In the Valley 
Floor, which includes the communities of Fairmead, Madera Acres, La Vina, Parkwood and 
Parksdale, more than 60 percent of the population identifies as non-white. Comparatively, the 
Foothills which includes the communities of Ahwahnee, Bass Lake, Oakhurst, North Fork, 
Coarsegold, Ryamond, and Yosemite Lakes, contains a higher percentage of white residents, with 
less than 40 percent of residents identifying as non-white. 



Segregation and Integration Patterns and Trends  

 

Draft Housing Element  F-13 

The Foothills has a predominant majority (gap more than 50 percent) of white residents, particularly 
within the communities of Ahwahnee, Oakhurst, and Bass Lake. (Figure F-5). In contrast, a large 
portion of the Valley Floor has a sizeable majority (gap of 10 to 50 percent) of Hispanic/Latino 
residents, particularly the communities of Fairmead, Madera Acres, Parkwood, and Parksdale. 

Racial/ethnic diversity in Madera County increased between 2010 and 2020 (Table F-3). This table 
shows the percentage of residents by race/ethnicity out of the total population for the county. The 
percentage of Hispanic/Latino residents increased ten percent increase since 2000, from 32 percent 
to approximately 42 percent of the population. In contrast, non-Hispanic white residents decreased 
eight percent from 2000, to nearly 51 percent of the total population in 2020.  

Between 2010 and 2020, the total population of non-white residents increased throughout the 
county overall, but particularly in the Valley Floor. The Foothills maintained its racial and ethnic 
composition during this time, as displayed in Figure F-3 and Figure F-4. While Hispanic/Latino and 
Asian American populations grew, other racial and ethnic groups have declined between 2010 and 
2020 in both numbers and percentages of the population. Between 2010 and 2020, the population 
of Non-Hispanic white residents decreased by nearly seven percent, Black or African American 
decreased by 27 percent, American Indian and Alaska Native decreased by 30 percent, and Native 
Hawaiian and other Pacific Islander decreased by 83 percent, as shown in Table F-3. Areas with 
higher concentrations of non-white residents, as indicated on Figure F-3, include: 

Á The southern portion of Madera Acres, located north of the City of Madera, with a non-white 
population of 95 percent. The majority of residents own their home in this area. 

Á The community of Parkwood, a primarily agricultural area southwest of the City of Madera and 
north of the San Joaquin River, with a non-white population of 75 percent. Most residents in 
Parkwood rent their homes. 

Á The eastern portion of Fairmead, south of the City of Chowchilla, with a non-white population of 
66 percent. This block group contains a high unemployment rate of 12.1, where less than half of 
the residents own their homes. 

Table F-3 Race and Ethnicity, 2010 and 2020 , Unincorporated Madera County  

Race and Ethnicity 
Groups 

2000 2010 2020 
 

Number Percent  Number Percent  Number Percent 

Percent 
Change 

(2010-2020) 

Hispanic or Latino 22,103 32.1% 26,816 37.9% 30,488 42.4% 13.7% 

Not Hispanic or Latino: 46,672 67.9% 43,913 62.1% 41,419 57.6% -5.7% 

White Alone 40,403 58.7% 39,091 55.3% 36,499 50.8% -6.6% 

Black or African 
American Alone 

2,197 3.2% 1039 1.5% 757 1.1% -27.1% 

American Indian and 
Alaska Native Alone 

1,123 1.6% 1,204 1.7% 848 1.2% -29.6% 

Asian Alone 757 1.1% 961 1.4% 1,375 1.9% 43.1% 

Native Hawaiian and 
other Pacific Islander 
Alone 

108 0.2% 42 0.1% 7 0.0% -83.3% 

Some Other Race Alone 225 0.3% 103 0.1% 273 0.4% 165.0% 

Two or More Races: 1,859 2.7% 14,73 2.1% 1,660 2.3% 12.7% 

Total Population 68,775 
 

70,729 
 

71,907 
 

1.6% 
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Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2000, 2010; Social Explorer Table for Census 2020. 

Regional Comparison  

A regional comparison of racial demographics by block group is shown in Figure F-6, including, 
Madera County, Fresno County, Tulare County, Kings County, and Kern County. Madera County has 
a lower percentage of non-white residents than the rest of the region. Throughout the region, the 
highest percentage of non-Hispanic white residents tend to reside in the foothill and rural areas that 
are less densely populated. Kern County has the highest percentage of non-Hispanic white residents 
compared to the region, specifically in urbanized areas. The South SJV region has the highest 
concentration of non-white residents, primarily in areas that are primarily agricultural and near city 
centers. 
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Figure F-3 Percent of Total Non -White Population by Block Group , 2020 (Madera County)  
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Figure F-4 Percent of Total Non -White Population by Block Group , 2010 (Madera County)  
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Figure F-5 Predominant Population Majority Tracts  (Madera County)  
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Figure F-6 Percentage  of Population that is Non -White by Block Group  (Region ) 
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F4.2 Persons with Disabilities  

For persons with disabilities, fair housing choice and access to opportunity includes access to 
ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ƛƴǘŜƎǊŀǘŜŘ ǎŜǘǘƛƴƎ ŀǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜ ǘƻ ŀƴ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭΩǎ special needs and disability-
related services as required under federal civil rights law. For example, persons with disabilities who 
are unable to use stairs or need a zero-step shower may not have actual housing choice without the 
presence of housing units with these accessibility features.4 High spatial segregation of persons with 
disabilities may indicate fair housing issues related to not only physical needs, but also economic 
disparities. According to the 2020 Annual Report on People with Disabilities in America, more than 
25 percent of persons with disabilities (including physical, intellectual, and developmental; sensory; 
and other disability categories) live below the Census Bureau-designated poverty line, which is 14.5 
percentage points higher than people without a disability.5 Persons with disabilities may be more 
reliant than persons without disabilities on fixed incomes or access to public transit.  

Local Trends  

Approximately 11,156 individuals in Madera County, or nearly 16 percent of the total population, 
experience one or more disabilities in unincorporated Madera County (Table F-4). The majority of 
residents living with a disability are over age 65. Based on ACS data, nearly half of those with a 
disability experience an ambulatory difficulty, 37 percent experience a hearing difficulty, 30 percent 
experience a cognitive difficulty, and another 30 percent experience an independent living difficulty. 
Figure F-7 displays the distribution of individuals living with a disability by census tract. Based on 
estimates, the map shows that individuals living with a disability are concentrated in the northern 
portion of the Foothills, where census tracts in communities of Raymond, Oakhurst, and Ahwahnee, 
as well as portions of Coarsegold, and North Fork contain a population of 20 to 30 percent of the 
population living with a disability. The eastern portion of Madera Acres in the Valley Floor also has a 
population of 20 to 30 percent living with a disability. Elderly populations living with a disability are 
concentrated in these areas. The unincorporated areas in the Valley Floor, including the northern tip 
of Madera Acres, had the smallest share of residents living with a disabilityτless than 10 percent. In 
both the Valley Floor and the Foothills, communities with 10 to 20 percent with a disability include 
Fairmead, La Vina, Parkwood, Parksdale, most of Madera Acres, Bonadelle Ranchos-Madera 
Ranchos, Yosemite Lakes, portions of Coarsegold, Bass LakeΣ hΩNeals, and North Fork. 

 
4 HCD 2021. https://www.hcd.ca.gov/community-development/affh/docs/affh_document_final_4-27-2021.pdf 
5 The Rehabilitation Research and Training Center on Disability Statistics and Demographics 2020. 
https://disabilitycompendium.org/annualreport 

https://www.hcd.ca.gov/community-development/affh/docs/affh_document_final_4-27-2021.pdf
https://disabilitycompendium.org/annualreport
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Table F-4 Disability in Madera County   

 

Unincorporated Madera 
County Madera County California 

 Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

Under 18 Years - Total 
Population 

17,359 24% 42,723 29% 8,942,907 23% 

Under 18 Years - One Type of 
Disability 

529 3% 1359 3% 207,793 2% 

Under 18 Years - Two or More 
Types of Disability 

176 1% 380 1% 99,013 1% 

18 to 64 Years - Total 
Population 

39,821 56% 83,813 57% 24,347,395 62% 

18 to 64 Years- One Type of 
Disability 

3,089 8% 5,417 6% 1,077,809 4% 

18 to 64 Years - Two or More 
Types of Disability 

1,914 5% 4,239 5% 866,771 4% 

65 Years and Older - Total 
Population 

14,527 20% 21,295 14% 5,548,424 14% 

65 Years and Older- One Type 
of Disability 

2985 21% 4,271 20% 803,463 14% 

65 Years and Older - Two or 
More Types of Disability 

2,463 17% 4,199 20% 1,092,102 20% 

Total With Disability 11,156 - 19,865 - 4,146,951 - 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, ACS16-20 (5-year Estimates), Table C18108 

Regional Comparison  

Figure F-8 reveals that Madera County generally has a larger population size of residents living with 
a disability compared to the region, with the exception of Kern County. Throughout the region, 
those living with a disability are typically located in the eastern portions of the counties, the 
populations of which are predominantly individuals 65+ living in the rural and foothill areas of the 
Sierra Nevada. In Kern County, the largest concentrations of those living with a disability are also 
elderly and located in desert communities east of Interstate 14, and in the foothill areas of the 
county, respectively. The population size living with a disability in the foothill areas of Kern County 
are greater than most of the region but are similar in size to the population in Madera County, 
specifically in the northern unincorporated communities.
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Figure F-7 Population with a Disability by Census Tract  (Madera County)  
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Figure F-8 Population with a Disability by Census Tract (Region ) 
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F4.3 Familial Status  

Familial status refers to the presence of children under the age of 18 in a household and the marital 
status of the head of the household.6 Examples of differential treatment include limiting the number 
of children in an apartment complex or confining households with children to a specific location are 
potentially discriminatory.7 Single-parent households are protected by fair housing law. A 2016 HUD 
study studied the effects of housing discrimination based on familial status. The study found that 
landlords presented households with children fewer housing options, and the units shown were 
generally larger, and as a result, slightly more expensive to rent. Additionally, female-headed 
households with children require special consideration and assistance because of generally greater 
needs for affordable housing and accessible day care, health care, and other supportive services. 

Local Trends 

Single-parent households are not disproportionately represented in the unincorporated areas of 
Madera County, compared to the region or state. The proportion of single-parent households in 
unincorporated Madera County is smaller than California (4 percent vs. 31 percent respectively). 
Single-parent female householders represent three percent of the total householders in 
unincorporated areas, which is less than the percentage of total households of California (26 
percent). Only one percent of single-parent male householders are in unincorporated Madera, less 
than the State (five percent), as shown in Table F-5. As shown in Figure F-9, the majority of census 
tracts in Madera County have less than 20 percent female single-parent households. The 
communities of Nipinnawasee, Ahwahnee, and Oakhurst have a between 20 and 40 percent female 
single-parent households. Communities with the largest percentage of female single-parent 
households include portions of the communities of Coarsegold and North Fork (between 40 and 60 
percent).  

As shown in Table F-5, approximately 21 percent of households in unincorporated Madera County 
are married-couple households with children, one percent were single- male households with 
children, and three percent were single-female households with children. Approximately six percent 
of the total households are nonfamily households. Figure F-10 shows the percentage of children 
living in married families. Spatially, the Valley Floor contains a greater proportion of children that 
reside in households with married couples, including the eastern portion of Madera Acres, the 
western portion of Fairmead, La Vina, Rolling Hills, and Parksdale. The communities of Ahwahnee, 
Raymond, and parts of Coarsegold also have high percentages of children that reside in households 
with married couples (between 80 and 100 percent). The community with the lowest percentage of 
children residing in married-couple households is the community of Oakhurst, with less than 20 
percent.  

 
6 42 U.S. Code sections 3601, et seq., the Fair Housing Act.  
7https://www.hud.gov/program_offices/fair_housing_equal_opp/discrimination_against_families_children#_Who_Is_Protected? 
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Table F-5 Tenure by Household Type and Presence of Children ( Madera  County)  

 

Unincorporated Madera 
County Madera County California 

 Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

Married-Couple Household with 
Children 

4,867 20.8% 11,464 25.8% 2,784,123 21.2% 

Male householder, no spouse 
present with children 

268 1.1% 551 1.2% 170,832 4.7% 

Female householder, no spouse 
present with children 

700 3.0% 2,378 5.3% 615,734 26.2% 

Nonfamily household 1,368 5.8% 3,274 7.4% 896,192 6.8% 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, ACS16-20 (5-year Estimates), Table B11012 

Often, large families face significant difficulty in locating adequately sized, affordable housing due to 
the limited supply of appropriately sized homes that can accommodate large households. In 
unincorporated Madera County, 17 percent of households are large households, compared to nearly 
14 percent of the State, as shown in Table F-6. Of those households, nearly five percent are 
households of seven or more people, compared to just three percent of the state. Based on ACS 
data, in 2020, 11 percent of large households are owner occupied and six percent are renter 
occupied. Large households that are owner occupied have increased from 2010 (nine percent), and 
renter-occupied households have remained the same (six percent). 

Table F-6 Large Households  

 
Unincorporated Madera 

County Madera County California 

 Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

Total Occupied Housing Units 23,419   44,479   13,103,114   

Total Large Households (5 or 
More Persons) 

4,021 17.1% 9,856 22.2% 1,809,518 13.7% 

5-Person Household 2,030 8.6% 4,759 10.7% 1,025,856 7.8% 

6-Person Household 859 3.6% 2,636 5.9% 440,129 3.3% 

7-or-More Person Household 1,132 4.9% 2,461 5.6% 343,533 2.6% 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, ACS 16-20 (5-year Estimates), Table B25009 

Regional Comparison  

Compared to the region, Madera County has a similar proportion of children living in a single-female 
household to Fresno and Tulare counties where most tracts contain less than 20 percent of children 
living in female-headed households. Madera County has a smaller proportion compared to Kings 
and Kern counties. Kern County has the largest representation of female-headed householders, with 
some tracts having between 40 and 60 percent female householders, as seen in Figure F-11. 
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Figure F-9 Children in Female -Headed Households, No Spouse/Partner Present by Census Tract  (Madera  County ) 
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Figure F-10 Children in Married -Couple Households by Census Tract (Madera County ) 
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Figure F-11 Children in Female -Headed Households, No Spouse/Partner Present by 

Census Tract  (Region ) 
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F4.4 Household Income  

Household income is directly connected to the ability to afford housing. Higher-income households 
are more likely to own rather than rent housing. As household income decreases, households tend 
to pay a disproportionate amount of their income for housing and the number of persons occupying 
unsound and overcrowded housing increases. To achieve fair housing objectives, people in low-
income households must have choice in housing opportunitiesτthat is, when they are able to 
locate units that are affordable and well maintained in all parts of a jurisdiction and region.  

This section identifies household income disparities using data based on median household income 
and low- or moderate income (LMI) geographies. HUD defines an LMI area as a census tract or block 
group where over 51 percent of the population is LMI. The definition of low or moderate income is 
based on HUD income definition of up to 80 percent of the area median income (AMI). Data for this 
analysis are from the HUD Low and Moderate Income Summary Data based on the 2011-2015 
American Community Survey (most recent available data).8  

Local  Trends 

Madera County has a median household income of $61,924 (2016-2020 ACS), which is lower 
compared to the State median income of $78,672. The median income among families in the county 
($65,627) is significantly lower than the State ($89,798) but twice that of nonfamily households 
($36,877). Married-couple families have the highest median income ($75,080), which is higher than 
the countywide household median income, as shown in Table F-7.  

Median household income varies throughout the county. Figure F-12 shows the geographic 
distribution of median income by census block groups in Madera County. This map reveals that 
households in the Valley Floor, including the communities of Fairmead and Parkdale have lower 
median incomes (less than $55,000 per year). There are certain areas that show a stark contrast in 
median household income. Within the community of Parksdale, residents are earning less than 
$55,000, while just to the east of Parksdale, residents are earning greater than $120,000. 

Areas with a high percentage of LMI household are concentrated in the eastern portion of the Valley 
Floor. The community of Parkwood has an LMI population between 50 and 75 percent, as show in 
Figure F-13. Communities with the lowest LMI population (less than 25 percent) include the 
communities of Yosemite Lakes in the Foothills, and portions of Bonadelle Ranchos-Madera Ranchos 
in the Valley Floor. In the remainder of unincorporated Madera County, between 25 and 50 percent 
of residents are considered LMI. Areas with a high percentage of LMI households overlap with 
Hispanic/Latino-majority tracts.  

Table F-7 Median Income by Household Type , Madera County  

 Madera County California 

Households $61,924 $78,672 

Families $65,627 $89,798 

Married-Couple Families $75,080 $107,711 

Nonfamily Households $36,877 $50,894 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, ACS16-20 (5-year Estimates), Table S1901 (in 2020 inflation-adjusted dollars) 

 
8 HUD Exchange 2021: https://www.hudexchange.info/programs/acs-low-mod-summary-data/ 

https://www.hudexchange.info/programs/acs-low-mod-summary-data/
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Regional Comparison  

Madera County has fewer areas with a high percentage of LMI residents compared to the South SJV. 
As shown in Figure F-14, there are no census block groups in the unincorporated areas of Madera 
County in which over 75 percent of the population was low-to-moderate-income. In contrast, 
Fresno, Tulare, and Kern counties all have several census block groups where over 75 percent of the 
population was LMI. Within the region overall, the mountainous and foothill areas with sparse 
development have lower percentages of LMI residents, compared to the developed areas 
surrounding agricultural lands. 
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Figure F-12 Median Household Income by Tract (Madera  County ) 
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Figure F-13 Percent  of LMI Population  by Tract, Madera County  
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Figure F-14 Percent Low to Moderate Income Population by Tract (Region ) 
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F4.4.1 Poverty and Segregation  

Local Trends  

Poverty is concentrated in the Valley Floor of Madera County (Figure F-15). In 2020, nine percent of 
households in unincorporated areas of Madera County had incomes below the poverty level (1,578 
households), a six percent increase from 2015 (1,488). As shown in Table F-8, this is significantly 
lower than Madera County as a whole (14 percent), and comparable to the state (nine percent). 
Most households in poverty are located within in the incorporated cities and to the northeast and 
south of the city of Madera, as displayed in Figure F-15. These areas include the community of 
Parkwood, and the northern portions of the community of Madera Acres. Additionally, the southern 
portion of the community of Oakhurst in the Foothills also has a higher poverty rate. Households in 
the remainder of the unincorporated area in the Valley Floor experiences the least amount of 
poverty, with less than ten percent of the households with incomes that fall below the poverty level.  

Table F-8 Income and Poverty  

 Total Households Below Poverty Level Percent Below Poverty Level 

Unincorporated Madera County 23,419 1,578 8.7% 

Madera County 44,479 4,975 14.2% 

California 13,103,114 806,599 9.0% 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, ACS16-20 (5-year Estimates), Table B17019 

In unincorporated Madera County, approximately 24 percent of female-headed households are 
below the poverty line. This is slightly greater compared to the state (22 percent), although lower 
than the County as a whole (32 percent). As discussed above, female-headed households with the 
greatest poverty rate are concentrated near the communities in Oakhurst. Female-headed 
households often have lower incomes and higher living expenses and may lack the resources 
needed for adequate childcare or job training services, often making the search for affordable, 
decent, and safe housing more difficult. 

Table F-9 Poverty by Female -Headed Households  
 

Unincorporated Madera 
County Madera County California 

 Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

Below Poverty Line 535  24.4% 1,931  32.1% 364,236  21.5% 

Above Poverty Line 1,655  75.6% 4,090  67.9% 1,329,038  78.5% 

Total 2,190    6,021    1,693,274    

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, ACS16-20 (5-year Estimates), Table B17010 

 Regional Comparison  

Generally, Madera County has a lower poverty rate compared to the South SJV region (Figure F-16).  
In surrounding counties, higher percentages of households in poverty are generally in proximity to 
developed areas and surrounding agricultural lands. Overall, the highest percentage of households 
whose income was below the poverty level are contained within the major cities in the region, with 
some concentrations in agricultural areas or desert communities (for example, in Kern County). 
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Figure F-15 Poverty Status by Tract  (Madera County)  
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Figure F-16 Poverty Status by Census Tract, (Region ) 

 






















































































































































































































































