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Date of Hearing: April 9, 2025

ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON HOUSING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

Matt Haney, Chair
AB 1021 (Wicks) — As Introduced February 20, 2025

SUBJECT: Housing: local educational agencies

SUMMARY:: Makes changes to AB 2295 (Bloom), Chapter 652, Statutes of 2022, which
authorized a housing development project as an allowable use on any real property owned by a
local educational agency (LEA), as specified, and adds housing on LEA property to an existing
exemption in the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Specifically, this bill:

1) Clarifies that the governing board of a school district may elect not to appoint a school
district advisory committee if the sale, lease, or rental of excess real property is to be used for
teacher or school district employee utilizing AB 2295 (Bloom).

2)

Makes the following changes to AB 2295:

a)

b)

f)

9)

Provides that the calculation for the number of affordable units is the “total” number of
units of the development. “Total” unit is defined as excluding a unit added by a density
bonus awarded pursuant to state law or any local law granting a greater density bonus and
including a unit designated to satisfy an inclusionary zoning requirement of a city,
county, or city and county;

Clarifies that units in a housing development on a property owned by an LEA must be
prioritized in the following order: for LEA employees, employees of other LEAS,
employees of local agencies in the jurisdiction of the LEA, and the general public;

Increases the density allowed on a housing development on a LEA-owned property from
the density required by Housing Element Law to two times the density allowed by
Housing Element Law;

Deletes the requirement that developments are on infill sites;

Increases the height allowed for sites to 65 feet on sites that are not in single-family
zoning and are within one-half mile of a major transit stop;

Narrows the local objective zoning standards, objective subdivisions standards, and
objective design review standards to those that apply for the closest zone in the city,
county, or city and county that allows multifamily residential use at the residential
density proposed by the project;

Provides that if no zone exists that allows the residential density proposed by the project,
objective zoning standards, objective subdivisions standards, and objective design review
standards shall be those for the zone that allow the greatest density within the city, county
or city and county;





3)

h)

)

K)
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Provide that housing developments on LEA sites are eligible for a density bonus,
incentives or concessions, waivers or reductions of development standards and parking
rations under Density Bonus Law;

Changes the definition of “affordable rent” to use rent limits set by the California Tax
Credit Allocation Committee instead of rents established in the Health and Safety Code;

Adds a definition of “housing development” based on the definition in the Housing
Accountability Act; and

Requires a local government’s review of a housing development on a LEA site to
determine if it complies with objective development standards to be consistent with the
procedural requirements of the HAA.

Add housing on LEA property that meets the requirements of this bill to an existing
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) exemption, except that developments would
not need to be funded by low income housing tax credits (LIHTC) to qualify.

EXISTING LAW:

1) Allows the governing board of a school district to elect not to appoint a school district
advisory committee in any of the following circumstances:

2)

a)

b)

c)

A lease or rental of excess real property to a to a private educational institution for the
purposes of offering summer school in a facility;

A sale, lease, or rental of excess real property to be used for teacher or school district
employee housing; and

Until July 1, 2024 the sale or lease of surplus real property that has not previously
operated or was not constructed to be operated as an early childhood education facility or
a school for elementary and secondary instruction. (Education Code Section 17391)

Provides that a housing development project shall be deemed an allowable use on any
property owned by a LEA if the housing development satisfies all of the following:

a)
b)

The housing development consists of at least 10 units;

A majority of the units of the housing development shall be set at an affordable rent to
lower income or moderate income households; however, 30% of the units must be
affordable to lower income households. The housing development shall have a recorded
deed restriction of at least 55 years.

One-hundred percent of the housing shall be rented to LEA employees, local public
employees, and general members of the public pursuant the following priorities:

i)  The LEA’s employees;

i)  Employees of other LEAS;





d)

f)

9)

h)

)

K)
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iii)  Public employees who work for a local agency within the jurisdiction of the LEA;
iv)  Members of the general public; and

V)  The LEA offers units that become unoccupied or available for rent to the LEA’s
employees first.

The residential density for the housing development as measured on the development
footprint shall be the greater of the following:

i)  The residential density allowed on the parcel by the city or county, as applicable;
or

i)  The applicable density required to accommodate housing for lower income
households as specified in Housing Element Law.

The height limit for the housing development shall be the greater of the height limit
allowed on the parcel by the city or county or 35 feet.

The property is next to a property that permits residential uses as a principally permitted
use;

The property is located on an infill site in an urban area and meets either of the following
criteria:

i)  The site has not been previously developed for urban uses and both of the
following apply:

I)  The site is immediately adjacent to parcels that are developed with qualified
urban uses or at least 75% of the perimeter of the site adjoins parcels that are
developed with qualified urban uses, and the remaining 25% of the site
adjoins parcels that have been previously been developed for qualified urban
uses; and

I1)  No parcel within the site has been created within the past 10 years unless the
parcel was created as a result of the plan of a redevelopment agency.

i) The site has been previously qualified for urban uses.

The housing development shall satisfy other local objective zoning standards, objective
subdivision standards, and objective design review standards that do not preclude the
housing development from achieving the allowable density and height.

The property is located entirely within any applicable urban limit line or urban growth
boundary established by local ordinance.

The LEA maintains ownership of a housing development for the length of the 55-year
affordability requirements.

Includes the following definitions:





vi)

vii)

viii)

iX)
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“Affordable rent” has the same meaning as in Section 50053 of the Health and
Safety Code.

“Development footprint” means the portion of the property that is developed for the
housing development, inclusive of parking and roadways developed internal to the
site to serve the housing development, and other aboveground improvements
developed to serve the housing development.

“Local agency” means a City, county, city and county, charter city, charter county,
charter city and county, special district, or any combination thereof.

“Local educational agency” means a school district or county office of education.

“Local educational agency employee” has the same meaning as “teacher or school
district employee,” as defined in subdivision (c) of Section 53572 of the Health and
Safety Code.

“Local public employee” has the same meaning as defined in subdivision (b) of
Section 53572 of the Health and Safety Code.

“Lower income households™ has the same meaning as in Section 50079.5 of the
Health and Safety Code.

“Moderate-income households” has the same meaning as in Section 50093 of the
Health and Safety Code.

“Real property owned by a local educational agency” means real property owned by
a local education agency as of January 1, 2023. (Government Code (GOV) Section
65914.7)

3) Defines “housing development project” to means a use consisting of any of the following:

a) Residential units only.

b) Mixed-use developments consisting of residential and nonresidential uses that meet any
of the following conditions:

i)

i)

At least two-thirds of the new or converted square footage is designated for
residential use; or

At least 50% of the new or converted square footage is designated for residential use
and the project meets both of the following:

I)  The project includes at least 500 net new residential units; and

I1)  No portion of the project is designated for use as a hotel, motel, bed and
breakfast inn, or other transient lodging, except a portion of the project may be
designated for use as a residential hotel, as defined in Section 50519 of the
Health and Safety Code.





AB 1021
Page 5

iii) At least 50% of the net new or converted square footage is designated for residential
use and the project meets all of the following:

I)  The project includes at least 500 net new residential units;

I1)  The project involves the demolition or conversion of at least 100,000 square feet
of nonresidential use;

[11)  The project demolishes at least 50% of the existing nonresidential uses on the
site; and

IV)  No portion of the project is designated for use as a hotel, motel, bed and
breakfast inn, or other transient lodging, except a portion of the project may be
designated for use as a residential hotel, as defined in Section 50519 of the
Health and Safety Code.

c) Transitional housing or supportive housing.

d) Farmworker housing, as defined in subdivision (h) of Section 50199.7 of the Health and
Safety Code. (GOV 65589.5)

4) Exempts from CEQA a public agency’s entitlement, lease, conveyance, purchase, financial
assistance or encumbrance for an affordable housing project. It further exempts any action to
facilitate those actions and exempts rezoning, specific plan amendments, or general plan
amendments required for constructing of an affordable housing project. This exemption
sunsets January 1, 2033. Defines “affordable housing project” as a project with 100% lower
income households and that meets specified labor provisions. (Public Resources Code
Section 21080.40)

5) Exempts a property belonging to the state, a county, a city, a school district, a community
college district or any combination thereof, that is used to provide rental housing for
employees of one or more public school district or community college from paying property
taxes and any interest, including possessory interest. (Revenue and Taxation Code Section
202)

FISCAL EFFECT: Unknown.
COMMENTS:

Author’s Statement: According to the author, “Our state’s affordable housing crisis has a
negative effect on so many aspects of our society — including the ability for our local education
agencies (LEAS) to attract and retain qualified employees. AB 1021 addresses this issue head-on,
by making it easier for LEAs to facilitate housing for their workforce on their property. The fact
that 30% of this housing must be affordable to lower income households means that this bill
serves the needs of those LEA employees that need the housing the most.”

Teacher Housing Act of 2016: In 2016, SB 1413 (Leno), Chapter 732, established the Teacher
Housing Act of 2016 (the Act) to facilitate the acquisition, construction, rehabilitation, and
preservation of affordable housing for teachers and school district employees. That Act
authorized school districts to establish and implement programs that address the housing needs
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of teachers and school district employees by leveraging funding sources, including state, federal,
and local public, private and nonprofit resources available to housing developers, promoting
public and private partnerships, and fostering innovative financing opportunities. The Act also
created a state policy supporting the use of federal and state LIHTC to fund housing for teachers
and school district employees on land owned by the school district and permitted school districts
to restrict occupancy to teachers and school district employees.

Generally, under federal IRS rules, if a residential unit is provided for only a member of a social
organization or provided by an employer for its employees, the unit is not for use by the general
public and is not eligible for federal LIHTC. However, federal IRS law also states that a
qualified LIHTC project does not fail to meet the general public use requirement solely because
of occupancy restrictions or preferences that favor tenants (1) with special needs, (2) who are
members of a specified group under a federal program or a state program or policy that supports
housing for such a specified group, or (3) who are involved in artistic or literary activities.

The Act provided express state statutory authority to permit school districts to construct housing
on their property and limit the occupancy to teachers and school districts employees. As
mentioned above, federal law creates an exemption to the “general use” requirement that allows
the use of federal and state tax credits if a state establishes a policy or program that supports
housing for such a specified group. The Act established this policy by allowing school districts to
restrict occupancy of affordable housing on school district land constructed with federal or state
low income housing tax credits to the district’s teachers and school employees.

Housing on School District Land: There are over 1,000 LEAs in California. Collectively, they
own more than 150,000 acres of land. According to recent research, of land owned by LEAs,
there are 7,068 properties with potentially developable land of one acre or more, totaling 75,000
acres statewide. At a modest density of 30 dwelling units per acre, such properties could contain
2.3 million units of housing — more than enough to house the state's 300,000 teachers and
350,000 other LEA employees.

LEAs who want to build housing for their employees face barriers, including that the land is not
zoned for housing. To build housing, a LEA would need to get the site rezoned by a local
government which would take time and could face community opposition. AB 2295 (Bloom),
Chapter 652, Statutes of 2022 made housing a permissible use on LEA properties with an
allowable height of 35 feet, if the housing project provided some affordable housing and
prioritized housing units for school employees. To qualify, a development would need to make a
majority of the units affordable to moderate-income households (those making less than 120% of
the area median income), including that at least 30% would need to be affordable to lower
income households (those making less than 80% of the area median income). Priority for
housing would go to district employees. However, should there not be enough LEA employees to
fill the units, projects would be subject to a sequence where they could fill the units with
employees of adjacent LEAs, and if there is still space then other public employees in that
jurisdiction, and if there is still space after that, to members of the general public.

While housing would become a permissible use, the project still needs to go through the local
government's entitlement process. The local government can apply its own zoning and design
review standards, as long as they do not preclude the project from being three stories or 35 feet
in height and allow a density that accommodates at least 30 units per acre in urban areas, 20 units
per acre in suburban areas, and 10 units per acre in rural areas.
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This bill makes changes to AB 2295 (Bloom) to improve its workability. Housing developments
would no longer be required to be on infill sites; the allowable density would be doubled from at
least 30 units to 60 units per acre in urban areas, 20 units to 40 units per acre in suburban areas,
and 10 units to 20 units per acre in rural areas; and the bill would add housing developments that
meet the requirements of this bill to an existing CEQA exemption for affordable housing. The
allowable height could go to 65 feet on sites that are not surrounded by single-family sites and
are within one-half mile of a major transit stop. The objective standards a city could apply to a
project would be the same as the closest zone.

CEQA Exemption: Housing developments are generally required to go through CEQA review.
The Legislature has created exemptions to CEQA for housing on infill sites with a percentage of
affordable housing. Housing developments can also bypass CEQA using various streamlined, by
right processes created by the Legislature if a development has a percentage of affordable
housing, is not on an environmentally sensitive site, and meets specified labor standards. AB
1449 (Alvarez), Chapter 761, Statutes of 2023 created a new CEQA exemption for 100%
affordable housing projects funded by LIHTC, if 75% of the perimeter of the project site adjoins
parcels that are developed with urban uses, and the project meets the labor standards required by
AB 2011 (Wicks), Chapter 647, Statutes of 2022 — pay prevailing wage, provide health care to
workers, and follow enforcement requirements.

This bill would add housing developments on LEA sites using the re-zoning option in this bill to
this CEQA exemption. To qualify, a development would need to meet all of the standards of the

exemption, except that the affordability level required would be 30% of the total units rather than
100% and the development would not need to be funded using LIHTC.

Property Tax Exemption: Section One of Article XIII of the California Constitution provides
that all property is taxable unless explicitly exempted by the Constitution or federal law, which
include properties either owned by LEAS or used by nonprofit organizations for educational
purposes. The Legislature has provided a statutory exemption for both property taxes and
possessory interest on school district properties. To be exempt, the property must be exclusively
used for education purposes. Courts have generally interpreted this requirement to include any
facilities which are reasonably necessary to fulfil the function of the educational institution. AB
1157 (Mullin), Chapter 717, Statutes of 2017 clarified this exemption to allow rental housing
belonging to a school district or community college district to access the welfare exemption if
employees of one district are living in housing owned by another. Housing that is deed-restricted
and affordable to households making 80% of the area median income (AMI) also receives a
welfare exemption from property taxes.

This bill would add properties developed on school district property using the zoning provisions
of this bill to the existing exemption for rental housing belonging to school districts. This
exemption would apply to employees of the school district developing the property and
employees of another school district. It is unclear if this exemption also applies to employees for
a local agency or members of the public if those units do not also qualify for the exemption for
lower-income units. This could create a challenge for both school districts and renters — if the
local assessor does not apply the exemption to this class of renters, they could be charged
possessory interest on the unit.

Arguments in Support: According to the sponsors of this bill, “AB 1021 makes targeted policy
reforms to ensure that the LEAs struggling to provide infill housing for educators and students
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can succeed—and the completed projects to date prove they will indeed make a difference.
Addressing the issue of housing affordability takes on particular importance when viewed
through an equity lens. More than one-third of all public school employees who rent are housing-
cost burdened, which disproportionately impacts students of color. Thus, these disparities have
negative implications for addressing equity gaps among student outcomes, given evidence that
students of color, and especially Black and Latino students, are impacted disproportionately by
the lack of access to credentialed and highly qualified teachers.”

Arguments in Opposition: None on file.
Committee Amendments: To align the height allowed for housing authorized by this bill more
closely with the surrounding housing, the committee may wish to consider amending the bill as

follows:

Delete the following:

Add the following:

For sites not in a metropolitan jurisdiction, as determined pursuant to subdivisions (d) and
(e) of Section 65583.2, 45 feet.

For sites in a metropolitan jurisdiction as determined pursuant to subdivisions (d) and (e) of
Section 65583.2, that are not surrounded by single family zoning, and are within one-half
mile of a major transit stop as defined in subsection b) of Section 21155 of the Public
Resources Code, 65 feet.

Related Legislation:

AB 2295 (Bloom), Chapter 652, Statutes of 2022: Authorized a housing development project as
an allowable use on any real property owned by a local educational agency (LEA), as specified.

Double-referred: This bill was also referred to the Assembly Committee on Local Government,
where it will be heard should it pass out of this committee.

REGISTERED SUPPORT / OPPOSITION:
Support

California School Boards Association (Co-Sponsor)
City LAB-UCLA,; TRIO Plus (Co-Sponsor)

Black Educator Advocates Network (BEAN)
California School Employees Association

End Poverty in California (EPIC)

Greenbelt Alliance

Kingmakers of Oakland

LeadingAge California
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Oakland Fund for Public Innovation (OFPI)
Watts of Power Foundation

Opposition
None on file.

Analysis Prepared by: Lisa Engel /H. & C.D./(916) 319-2085
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Date of Hearing: April 9, 2025

ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON HOUSING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

Matt Haney, Chair
AB 1026 (Wilson) — As Amended March 24, 2025

SUBJECT: Planning and zoning: housing development projects: postentitlement phase permits

SUMMARY:: Establishes specific timeframes and requirements for investor-owned utilities
(10Us), involved in postentitlement permitting for housing development proposals. Specifically,
this bill:

1) Deletes the exemption for IOUs from established statewide postentitlement permitting
timelines and adds electrical corporations to the definition of a “local agency” for purposes of
postentitlement permit issuance. In doing so, this bill:

a)

b)

c)

d)

Requires an IOU to compile one or more lists of information that will be required from
any applicant for a postentitlement phase permit;

Allows 10Us to revise the lists specified in 1)a), above, however, any revised list cannot
apply to any permits pending review;

Requires 10Us to post an example of a complete, approved application and an example of
a complete set of postentitlement phase permits for at least five types of housing
development projects in the jurisdiction, as specified. Requires the lists and example
permits to be posted on the IOUs’ website by January 1, 2024;

Requires I0Us to determine whether an application for a postentitlement phase permit is
complete and provide written notice of this determination to the applicant within 15
business days after the IOU received the application, as follows:

i) If an IOU determines an application is incomplete, the IOU must provide the
applicant with a list of incomplete items and a description of how the application can
be made complete, but the local agency can’t request new information that wasn’t on
the original list of needed information;

i) After receiving a notice that the application was incomplete, an applicant may cure
and address the items that are deemed to be incomplete by the IOU. Upon receipt of
a corrected application, the IOU must notify the applicant whether the additional
application has remedied all incomplete items within 15 business days; and

iii) If an 10U does not meet the timelines required for determining an application
complete, and the application or resubmitted application states that it is for a
postentitlement phase permit.

Specifies a process for approving postentitlement permits, as follows:

i) Requires I0Us to complete review, either return in writing a full set of comments to
the applicant with a comprehensive request for revisions or return the approved
permit application, and electronically notify the applicant of its determination within:
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(1) Thirty business days of the application being complete for housing development
projects with 25 units or fewer; or

(2) Sixty business days of the application being complete for housing development
projects with 26 units or more.

il) Provides that the time limits in (e)(i) do not apply if the IOU makes written findings
within the applicable time limit that the proposed postentitlement phase permit might
have a specific, adverse impact, as defined, on public health or safety and that
additional time is necessary to process the application;

iii) Tolls the time limits for approval in (e)(i) if the IOU requires review of the
application by an outside entity, as specified;

iv) If an 10U finds that a complete application is noncompliant, the IOU must provide
the applicant with a list of items that are noncompliant and a description of how the
application can be remedied by the applicant within the applicable time limit, as
provided, and must allow the applicant to correct the application; and

V) Requires IOUs to establish an appeals process. If an applicant appeals, the IOU must
make a final determination within:

(1) Sixty business days of the appeal for a project of 25 units or fewer; or
(2) Ninety business days of the appeal for a project of 26 units or more.

f) Provides that failure to meet the time limits in this bill constitutes a violation of the
Housing Accountability Act (HAA).

g) Allows extension of any of the time limits upon mutual agreement by the 10U and the
applicant. However, an 10U cannot require as a condition of submitting the application
that the applicant waive the time limits in this bill, with an exception for environmental
review associated with the project.

h) Allows I0Us to provide any amount of feedback to, or request any amount of revisions
from, an applicant.

EXISTING LAW:
1) Defines “local agency” as any county, city, or city and county. (GOV 65913.3)
2) Defines “postentitlement phase permit” as follows:

a) All nondiscretionary permits required by a local agency after the entitlement process to
begin construction of a development that is intended to be at least two-thirds residential,
excluding specified planning permits, entitlements, and other permits. These permits
include, but are not limited to, all of the following:

i) Building permits, and all inter-departmental review required for the issuance of a
building permit;





3)

4)

5)

6)

7)
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i) Permits for minor or standard off-site improvements;
iii) Permits for demolition; and
iv) Permits for minor or standard excavation and grading.

b) Allows a local agency to identify by ordinance a threshold for determining whether a
permit constitutes a “minor” or “standard” permit if supported by written findings; and

c) Excludes a permit required and issued by the California Coastal Commission
(Commission), a special district, or a utility that is not owned and operated by a local
agency, or any other entity that is not a city or county. (GOV 65913.3)

Requires a local agency, defined to include a city or county, to compile one or more lists of
information that will be required from any applicant for a postentitlement phase permit.
(GOV 65913.3)

Allows the local agency to revise the lists specified in (2), however, any revised list cannot
apply to any permits pending review. (GOV 65913.3)

Requires a local agency to also post an example of a complete, approved application and an
example of a complete set of postentitlement phase permits for at least five types of housing
development projects in the jurisdiction, as specified. Requires the lists and example permits
to be posted on the city or county’s website by January 1, 2024. (GOV 65913.3)

Requires a local agency to determine whether an application for a postentitlement phase
permit is complete and provide written notice of this determination to the applicant within 15
business days after the local agency received the application, as follows:

a) If the local agency determines an application is incomplete, the local agency must
provide the applicant with a list of incomplete items and a description of how the
application can be made complete, but the local agency can’t request new information
that wasn’t on the original list of needed information;

b) After receiving a notice that the application was incomplete, an applicant may cure and
address the items that are deemed to be incomplete by the local agency. Upon receipt of
a corrected application, the local agency must notify the applicant whether the additional
application has remedied all incomplete items within 15 business days; and

c) If alocal agency does not meet the timelines required for determining an application
complete, and the application or resubmitted application states that it is for a
postentitlement phase permit. (GOV 65913.3)

Specifies a process for approving postentitlement permits, as follows:

a) Requires local agencies to complete review, either return in writing a full set of
comments to the applicant with a comprehensive request for revisions or return the
approved permit application, and electronically notify the applicant of its determination
within:
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i) Thirty business days of the application being complete for housing development
projects with 25 units or fewer; or

ii) Sixty business days of the application being complete for housing development
projects with 26 units or more.

b) Provides that these time limits do not apply if the local agency makes written findings
within the applicable time limit that the proposed postentitlement phase permit might
have a specific, adverse impact, as defined, on public health or safety and that additional
time is necessary to process the application;

c) Tolls the time limits for approval if the local agency requires review of the application by
an outside entity, as specified;

d) If alocal agency finds that a complete application is noncompliant, the local agency must
provide the applicant with a list of items that are noncompliant and a description of how
the application can be remedied by the applicant within the applicable time limit, as
provided, and must allow the applicant to correct the application;

e) Requires local agencies to establish an appeals process. If an applicant appeals, the local
agency must make a final determination within:

i) Sixty business days of the appeal for a project of 25 units or fewer; or
i) Ninety business days of the appeal for a project of 26 units or more. (GOV 65913.3)

8) Provides that failure to meet the time limits in this bill constitutes a violation of the Housing
Accountability Act (HAA). (GOV 65913.3)

9) Allows extension of any of the time limits upon mutual agreement by the local government
and the applicant. However, a local agency cannot require as a condition of submitting the
application that the applicant waive the time limits in this bill, with an exception for
environmental review associated with the project. (GOV 65913.3)

10) Allows a local agency to provide any amount of feedback to, or request any amount of
revisions from, an applicant. (GOV 65913.3)

FISCAL EFFECT: None.
COMMENTS:

Author’s Statement: According to the author, “California’s housing crisis demands action—not
just in building new homes, but in removing unnecessary roadblocks that slow down production.
Too often, housing developments that have already been approved face excessive delays in the
utility connection process, leaving new units unoccupied and driving up costs for developers and
future residents. These delays are not only frustrating, but they also contribute to California’s
housing shortage by making it harder to get projects completed on time. AB 1026 addresses this
issue by requiring investor-owned utility companies to adhere to clear, standardized timelines for
reviewing applications, ensuring transparency and accountability in the process. By streamlining
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utility connections, this bill will help get housing projects across the finish line faster—meaning
more Californians will get into homes sooner.”

Housing Approval Process: The process to gain approval to build new housing in California is
often arduous, unpredictable, and expensive. A 2025 study found that California is the most
expensive state for multifamily housing production, in part due to the long timeline it takes to go
from an application to an approved project.* This report found that longer production timelines
are strongly associated with higher costs, and the time to bring a project to completion in
California is more than 22 months longer than the average time required in Texas.?

The Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) identifies lengthy permit
processing timelines and procedures as a governmental constraint to housing development. In
HCD’s San Francisco Housing Policy and Practice Review, the department found that procedural
complexities associated with housing entitlement and permitting are “not only a barrier to entry
to new development professionals pursuing [housing] projects,” but they may also cause
developers to exit housing markets with complex permitting ecosystems and pursue
developments in neighboring jurisdictions with less complex procedural requirements instead.?

In order to build housing in California, developers must seek approval from various levels of
government, as well as, often, investor owned utilities, or IOUs. The process starts at the local
level, through the entitlement and permitting process. Under the California Constitution, cities
and counties have broad authority, known as the police power, to regulate land use in the interest
of public health, safety, and welfare. Local governments enforce this authority through an
entitlement process, which includes both discretionary and ministerial approvals.

Gaining “entitlement” is essentially a local government’s confirmation that a housing project
complies with all applicable local zoning regulations and design standards. Once a project
receives entitlement, or approval, from the local planning department, it must obtain
postentitlement permits, such as building, demolition, and grading permits. Postentitlement
permits are related to the physical construction of the development proposal before construction
can begin. Over the years, the Legislature has passed many bills to address delays both in the
local entitlement and postentitlement process. However, in 2023, the average local approval
time, inclusive of the entitlement and postentitlement stage, for a single-family home in
California was 10 months, while approvals for apartment projects with five or more units took an
average of 23 months.*

Various state departments also play a role in housing approvals. For example, the California
Coastal Commission oversees development within the coastal zone and sometimes issues Coastal
Development Permits (CDPs), ensuring projects comply with environmental protections and

! https://www.rand.org/pubs/research_reports/RRA3743-1.html

2 https://www.rand.org/pubs/research_reports/RRA3743-1.html

3 HCD San Francisco Policy & Practice Review, Page 13. Published October 2023. Accessed from:
https://www.hcd.ca.gov/policy-and-research/plans-and-reports

4 Based on self-reported Annual Progress Report (APR) data provided by local governments to HCD for housing
developments approved the year 2023. These timelines includes time where the applicant was responsible for
responding to feedback or any corrections identified by the local government, so they are not entirely representative
of the length of time that a local government spent reviewing any given development.
https://www.hcd.ca.gov/planning-and-community-development/housing-element-implementation-and-apr-
dashboard





AB 1026
Page 6

public access requirements. The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) oversees the
remediation of contaminated sites, ensuring that housing developments on former industrial or
hazardous sites meet environmental safety standards before approval. The California Department
of Transportation (CalTrans) assesses development proposals that impact state highways,
reviewing traffic impact analyses, access modifications, and right-of-way needs to ensure
housing developments do not create congestion or safety hazards. AB 301 (Schiavo), of this
session, would impose the same postentitlement timeframes on state agencies that local
governments are subject to.

And lastly, I0Us play a critical role in the housing approval process, but delays in their
application review and service connection timelines can significantly slow down development.
Companies like Pacific Gas & Electric (PG&E), Southern California Edison (SCE), and San
Diego Gas & Electric (SDG&E) are responsible for ensuring new housing projects have access
to electricity and natural gas. However, while recent legislation has established review timelines
for cities, counties, and special districts, no clear "shot clock™ exists for utility application
processing, leading to unpredictability and delays. Though SB 410 (Becker), Chapter 394,
Statutes of 2023 and AB 50 (Wood, 2023), Chapter 317, Statutes of 2023 addressed delays in
energization timelines, they did not set standards or timelines for the application phase, leaving
developers uncertain about when service requests will be approved. Establishing clear timelines
for this process, as proposed by this bill, could provide much-needed predictability and help
expedite housing development.

AB 2234 (R. Rivas): AB 2234 (Rivas), Chapter 651, Statutes of 2022, established clear timelines
and review standards for local governments processing postentitlement phase permits, as
follows:

e Deemed Complete Timeframe: Local governments must determine application
completeness within 15 business days of receipt;

e Substantive Review Timeframe: Local governments must approve or deny
postentitlement permits within 30-60 business days, depending on project size; and

e Revision and Appeal Process: Developers have a clear process to amend applications and
appeal denials or incomplete determinations.

Furthermore, AB 2234 requires local governments to prepare lists specifying required
application materials and post examples of approved permits. It also establishes strict timelines
and procedures that must be followed to appeal decisions made on postentitlement permits. If a
local government violates the timelines stipulated in AB 2234, it is considered a violation of the
Housing Accountability Act (HAA). HCD has enforcement authority over the HAA, among
other state housing laws. HCD initiates enforcement reviews based on various sources, including
stakeholder complaints. If there is suspected violation of a housing law such as the HAA, the
process typically begins with discussions with the local government for HCD to better
understand the issue. If further action is needed, HCD may issue a letter of inquiry, technical
assistance, or corrective action, usually allowing 30 days for a response. Depending on the
outcome, HCD may acknowledge compliance, issue a violation notice, or revoke housing
element certification. If the issue remains unresolved, HCD may escalate the matter to the
California Attorney General, who may take legal action, including potentially imposing fines or
other penalties.
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Developers commonly cite delays in 10Us processing utility applications as complicating factors
in the housing approvals process. This bill would apply the aforementioned postentitlement
provisions established in AB 2234 for local governments to I0Us. In doing so, this bill would
provide homebuilders with more certainty and address a critical postentitlement delay that
homebuilders face. While certain provisions in AB 2234, such as the clear application processing
timelines and predictable standards requirements, translate well to the review and approval of
utility service requests by 10Us, other provisions of AB 2234 may need to be refined in order to
work for IOUs. For example, this bill would apply deadlines to IOUs that have already passed,
require them to post five types of approved housing projects in each jurisdiction, and would
establish provisions for time tolling for outside reviews which may not apply to I0Us. As such,
the Committee may wish to consider amending the bill to move it to its own code section and
clarify these inconsistencies with the existing provisions of AB 2234.

Committee Amendments: The Committee may wish to consider the following amendments,
which would move the provisions of this bill out of GOV 65913.3 and into their own code
section, and to clarify inconsistencies with the existing provisions of AB 2234 (Rivas) as they
apply to reviews done by 10Us.

1) Deleting all provisions of the bill; and
2) Adding Section 65913.3.2 to GOV, as follows:

SECTION 1. Section 65913.3.2 is added to the Government Code, to read:

65913.3.2. (a) (1) An electrical corporation shall compile one or more lists that shall specify
in detail the information that will be required from any applicant for a postentitlement phase
permit. The local agency may revise the lists of information required from an applicant. Any
revised list shall not apply to any permit pending review.

(2) An electrical corporation shall post an example of a complete, approved application and
an example of a complete set of postentitlement phase permits for a housing development
project.

(3) An electrical corporation shall make the items required by paragraphs (1) and (2) available
on it’s internet website no later than July 1, 2026.

(b) (1) (A) An electrical corporation shall determine whether an application for a
postentitlement phase permit is complete and provide written notice of this determination to the
applicant not later than 15 business days after the electrical corporation received the application.

(B) If the electrical corporation determines an application is incomplete, the electrical
corporation shall provide the applicant with a list of incomplete items and a description of how
the application can be made complete. The list shall be limited to incomplete items that are
included on the lists required by paragraph (1) of subdivision (a). The list and description shall
be provided with the written notice required by subparagraph (A).

(2) (A) After receiving a notice that the application was incomplete, an applicant may cure
and address the items that are deemed to be incomplete by the electrical corporation.
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(B) In the review of an application submitted pursuant to subparagraph (A), the electrical
corporation shall not require the application to include an item that was not included in the list
required by subparagraph (B) of paragraph (1).

(C) If an applicant submits an application pursuant to subparagraph (A), the electrical
corporation shall determine whether the additional application has remedied all incomplete items
listed in the determination issued pursuant to subparagraph (B) of paragraph (1). This additional
application is subject to the timelines and requirements specified in subparagraph (A) of
paragraph (1).

(3) If an electrical corporation does not make a timely determination as required by paragraph
(1) or (2) and the application or resubmitted application states that it is for a postentitlement
phase permit, the application or resubmitted application shall be deemed to be complete for the
purposes of this chapter.

(©) (1) (A) For housing development projects with 25 units or fewer, an electrical
corporation shall complete the review and do either of the following:

(i) If the electrical corporation determines that the complete application is not compliant with
the permit standards, return in writing a full set of comments to the applicant with a
comprehensive request for revisions.

(if) If the electrical corporation determines that the complete application is compliant with the
permit standards, return the approved permit application on each postentitlement phase permit
requested.

(B) The electrical corporation shall immediately transmit that determination to the applicant
by electronic mail and, if applicable, by posting the response on its internet website not later than
30 business days after the electrical corporation determines that an application for a
postentitlement phase permit is complete pursuant to subdivision (b).

(2) (A) For housing development projects with 26 units or more, an electrical corporation
shall complete the review and do either of the following:

(i) If the electrical corporation determines that the complete application is not compliant with
the permit standards, return in writing a full set of comments to the applicant with a
comprehensive request for revisions.

(if) If the electrical corporation determines that the complete application is compliant with the
permit standards, return the approved permit application on each postentitlement phase permit
requested.

(B) The electrical corporation shall immediately transmit that determination to the applicant
by electronic mail and, if applicable, by posting the response on its internet website not later than
60 business days after the electrical corporation determines that an application for a
postentitlement phase permit is complete pursuant to subdivision (b).

(3) If the electrical corporation requires review of the application by an outside entity, the
time limits in this subdivision shall be tolled until the outside entity completes the review and
returns the application to the electrical corporation, at which point the electrical corporation shall
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complete the review within the time remaining under the time limit, provided that the electrical
corporation notifies the applicant within three business days by electronic mail and, if applicable,
by posting the notification on its internet website of the tolling and resumption of the time limit.

(d) (1) If an electrical corporation finds that a complete application is noncompliant, the
electrical corporation shall provide the applicant with a list of items that are noncompliant and a
description of how the application can be remedied by the applicant within the time limits
specified in subdivision (c).

(2) The electrical corporation shall provide the list and description authorized by paragraph
(1) when it transmits its determination to the applicant as required by subdivision (c).

(3) If an electrical corporation denies a postentitlement phase permit application based on a
determination that the application is noncompliant, the applicant may attempt to remedy the
application.

(4) If an applicant submits an application pursuant to paragraph (3), the additional application
is subject to the timelines of a new application as specified in subdivision (c).

(e) (1) If apostentitlement phase permit is determined to be incomplete under subdivision (b)
or denied or determined to be noncompliant under subdivision (c) or (d), the electrical
corporation shall provide a process for the applicant to appeal that decision.

(2) (A) With respect to a postentitlement phase permit concerning housing development
projects with 25 units or fewer, an electrical corporation on the appeal shall provide a final
written determination by not later than 60 business days after receipt of the applicant’s written
appeal.

(B) With respect to a postentitlement phase permit concerning housing development projects
with 26 units or more, an electrical corporation on the appeal shall provide a final written
determination by not later than 90 business days after receipt of the applicant’s written appeal.

(F) If an electrical corporation fails to meet the time limits in this section, it shall be in
violation of Section 65589.5.

(g) This section does not place limitations on the amount of feedback that an electrical
corporation may provide or revisions that an electrical corporation may request of an applicant.

(h) This section does not preclude an applicant and an electrical corporation from mutually
agreeing to an extension of any time limit provided by this section. However, an electrical
corporation shall not require an agreement as a condition of accepting the application for, or
processing of, a postentitlement phase permit, unless the agreement is obtained for the purpose of
permitting concurrent processing of related approvals or an environmental review on the same
housing development project.

(i) For purposes of this section, the following definitions apply:

(1) “Electrical corporation” has the same meaning as in Section 218 of the Public Utilities
Code.
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(2) “Housing development project” has the same meaning as in paragraph (3) of subdivision
(b) of Section 65905.5.

(3) (A) “Postentitlement phase permit” includes both of the following:

(1) All nondiscretionary permits and reviews that are required or issued by the electrical
corporation after the entitlement process has been completed to begin construction of a
development that is intended to be at least two-thirds residential, excluding discretionary and
ministerial planning permits, entitlements, and other permits and reviews that are covered under
Chapter 4.5 (commencing with Section 65920). A postentitlement phase permit includes, but is
not limited to, all of the following:

() Building permits, and all interdepartmental review required for the issuance of a building
permit.

(I1) Permits for minor or standard off-site improvements.
(1) Permits for demolition.
(IV) Permits for minor or standard excavation and grading.

(it) All building permits and other permits issued under the California Building Standards
Code (Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations) or any applicable local building code for
the construction, demolition, or alteration of buildings, whether discretionary or
nondiscretionary.

(B) An electrical corporation may identify a threshold for determining whether a permit
constitutes a “minor” or “standard” permit for the purposes of this paragraph, which shall be
supported by written findings.

(C) A postentitlement phase permit does not include a permit required and issued by the
California Coastal Commission, a special district, or any other entity that is not a city, county, or
city and county.

Arguments in Support: According to the Housing Action Coalition, the bill sponsor, “though the
average accepted wait time for utility connection following application approval is expected to
vary depending on project size and other circumstances (i.e., natural disasters), developers have
reported delays far exceeding an acceptable timeline — making their projects much harder to
finance and delaying the speed at which units can be occupied.

AB 1026 seeks to address this issue by requiring investor-owned utility companies to comply
with post-entitlement application review provisions found in the Housing Accountability Act
(Government Code Section 65913.3), including preparing specified application lists and
coordinating with local agencies to ensure materials needed from the utility company are clear at
the time of application. This bill will bring parity to the post-entitlement permitting process,
incentivize faster timelines in the energization process, and allow units to be occupied more
quickly.”

Arguments in Opposition: None on file.
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Related Legislation:

AB 301 (Schiavo) of this Legislative session would apply the same postentitlement timelines and
provisions established in AB 2234 (Rivas) to state departments involved in the housing
approvals process. This bill passed out of the Assembly floor and is pending referral in the
Senate.

SB 410 (Becker), Chapter 394, Statutes of 2023, required the Public Utilities Commission (PUC)
to establish average and maximum target energization time periods, as defined, and a procedure
for customers to report energization delays to the PUC.

AB 50 (Wood), Chapter 317, Statutes of 2023 required the PUC to determine the criteria for
timely service for electric customers to be energized, including, among other things, categories
of timely electric service through energization.

AB 2234 (Rivas) Chapter 651, Statutes of 2022, established the same timeframes and
requirements as proposed in this bill for the review of postentitlement permits conducted by local
governments.

Double-referred: This bill was also referred to the Assembly Committee on Utilities and Energy
where it will be heard should it pass out of this Committee

REGISTERED SUPPORT / OPPOSITION:
Support

Housing Action Coalition (Sponsor)
Abundant Housing LA

California Building Industry Association (CBIA)
California YIMBY

Circulate San Diego

East Bay YIMBY

Grow the Richmond

Habitat for Humanity Greater San Francisco
Housing California

MidPen Housing Corporation
Mountain View YIMBY
Napa-Solano for Everyone
Northern Neighbors

Peninsula for Everyone

Santa Cruz YIMBY

Santa Rosa YIMBY

SF YIMBY

South Bay YIMBY

The Two Hundred

Ventura County YIMBY

YIMBY Action

YIMBY LA

YIMBY SLO
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Opposition
None on file

Analysis Prepared by: Dori Ganetsos / H. & C.D. / (916) 319-2085
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Date of Hearing: April 9, 2025

ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON HOUSING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

Matt Haney, Chair
AB 1131 (Ta) — As Introduced February 20, 2025

SUBJECT: General plan: annual report: congregate care for the elderly

SUMMARY:: Allows a local government to include on its Annual Progress Report (APR) the
number of units approved for congregate housing for the elderly at or below 100% of area
median income (AMI). Specifically, this bill:

1) Allows a local government to include in its APR the number of units approved for
congregate housing for the elderly, as defined, at or below 100% of AMI, as defined.

2) Defines “congregate housing for the elderly” to mean a housing development which is
planned, designed, and managed to include facilities and common space that allow for
direct services and support services that maximize the residents’ potential for independent
living and which is occupied by elderly or handicapped persons or households, as specified.
Direct services and support services which are provided or made available must relate to
the nutritional, social, recreational, housekeeping, and personal needs of the residents and
must be provided or made available at a level necessary to assist the residents to function
independently.

EXISTING LAW:

1) Requires a planning agency to provide an APR to the legislative body, the Office of
Planning and Research, and the Department of Housing and Community Development
(HCD) by April 1 of each year that includes all of the following:

a)
b)

The status of the general plan and progress in its implementation;

The progress in meeting its share of the regional housing needs allocation (RHNA),
including the need for extremely low-income households, and local efforts to remove
governmental constraints to the maintenance, improvement, and development of
housing included in the housing element;

The number of housing development applications received in the prior year, including
whether each housing development application is subject to a ministerial or
discretionary approval process;

The number of units included in all development applications in the prior year;

The number of units approved and disapproved in the prior year, disaggregated into
income subcategories within opportunity areas, as specified,;

The degree to which the approved general plan complies with the guidelines
developed in existing law for addressing specified matters, including environmental
justice matters, collaborative land use planning of adjacent civilian and military lands,
consultation with Native American tribes, and road and highway safety;





2)

3)

4)

5)

AB 1131
Page 2

g) A listing of sites rezoned to accommodate that portion of the city or county’s share of
the RHNA for each income level that could not be accommodated on sites identified in
the housing element’s site inventory and any sites that may have been required to be
identified under the No Net Loss zoning law;

h) The number of housing units demolished and new units of housing, including both
rental housing and for-sale housing, that have been issued a completed entitlement, a
building permit, or a certificate of occupancy, thus far in the housing element cycle,
and the income category by AMI that each housing unit satisfies;

i) Certain information regarding funding that may have been allocated via the Local
Government Planning Support Grants Program;

J) The progress of the city or county in adopting or amending its general plan or local
open-space element in compliance with its obligations to consult with California
Native American tribes and to identify and protect, preserve, and mitigate impacts to
tribal places, features, and objects;

k) Specified information related to density bonus law applications, including the number
of units in a student housing development for lower income students for which the
developer was granted a student housing density bonus;

I) Specified information related to Affordable Housing and High Road Jobs Act of 2022
applications; and

m) A list of all historic designations listed on the National Register of Historic Places, the
California Register of Historic Resources, or a local register of historic places by the
city or county in the past year, and the status of any housing development projects
proposed for the new historic designations. (Government Code (GOV)
65400(a)(2)(A)-(N))

Requires HCD to post APR reports on its website within a reasonable time of receiving the
reports. (GOV 65400(c))

Provides that each community’s fair share of housing be determined through the Regional
Housing Needs Determination (RHND)/RHNA process. Sets out the process as follows: (a)
Department of Finance (DOF) and HCD develop regional housing needs estimates or
RHNDs; (b) Councils of Governments (COGs) allocate housing via RHNA within each
region based on these determinations, and where a COG does not exist, HCD conducts the
allocations; and (c) cities and counties incorporate these allocations into their housing
elements. (GOV 65584 and 65584.01)

Establishes a streamlined, ministerial approval process for certain affordable and mixed-
income housing developments pursuant to SB 35 (Wiener, Chapter 366, Statutes of 2017) if
the developments are located in a jurisdiction where housing production is less than the
jurisdiction’s RHNA for households of certain incomes. (GOV 65913 .4)

Defines “congregate housing for the elderly” to mean a housing development which is
planned, designed, and managed to include facilities and common space that allow for
direct services and support services that maximize the residents’ potential for independent
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living and which is occupied by elderly or handicapped persons or households, as specified.
Direct services and support services which are provided or made available must relate to
the nutritional, social, recreational, housekeeping, and personal needs of the residents and
must be provided or made available at a level necessary to assist the residents to function
independently. (Health and Safety Code (HSC) Section 50062.5)

FISCAL EFFECT: Unknown.
COMMENTS:

Author’s Statement: According to the author, “Cities and counties are unable to count assisted
living facilities towards their RHNA numbers; however, AB 1131 would encourage cities and
counties to produce more assisted living as defined by Section 50062.5 of the HSC, freeing up
more homes to be available on the market for purchase by families. This is first and foremost a
definition bill that authorizes the HCD to have a definition for assisted living for meeting RHNA
goals for senior housing.”

RHNA and Housing Elements: The RHNA process is used to determine how many new homes,
and the affordability level of those homes, each local government must plan for in its housing
element to cover the duration of the next eight-year planning cycle. The state is currently in the
sixth housing element cycle. The RHND is assigned at the COG level, while RHNA is
suballocated to subregions of the COG or directly to local governments. RHNA is currently
assigned via six income categories: very low-income (0-50% of AMI), low-income (50-80% of
AMI), moderate income (80-120% of AMI), and above moderate income (120% or more of
AMI). Beginning with the seventh cycle, two new income categories will be incorporated for
acutely low-income (0-15% of AMI) and extremely low-income (15-30% of AMI).

The cycle begins with HCD and DOF projecting new RHND numbers every five or eight years,
depending on the region. DOF produces population projections and the COG also develops
projections during its Regional Transportation Plan update. Then, 26 months before the housing
element due date for the region, HCD must meet and consult with the COG and share the data
assumptions and methodology that they will use to produce the RHND. The COG provides HCD
with its own regional data on several criteria, including:

e Anticipated household growth associated with projected population increases;

e Household size data and trends in household size;

e The percentage of households that are overcrowded, as defined, and the overcrowding
rate for a comparable housing market, as defined,;

e The rate of household formation, or headship rates, based on age, gender, ethnicity, or
other established demographic measures;

e The vacancy rates in existing housing stock, and the vacancy rates for healthy
housing market functioning and regional mobility, as well as housing replacement
needs, as specified;

e Other characteristics of the composition of the projected population;

e The relationship between jobs and housing, including any imbalance between jobs
and housing;

e The percentage of households that are cost burdened and the rate of housing cost
burden for a healthy housing market, as defined; and
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e The loss of units during a declared state of emergency during the planning period
immediately preceding the relevant housing element cycle that have yet to be rebuilt
or replaced at the time of the data request.

HCD can take this information and use it to modify its own methodology, if it agrees with the
data the COG produced, or can reject it if there are other factors or data that HCD feels are better
or more accurate. Then, after a consultation with the COG, HCD makes written determinations
on the data it is using for each of the factors bulleted above, and provides that information in
writing to the COG. HCD uses that data to produce the final RHND. The COG must then take
the RHND and create an allocation methodology that distributes the housing need equitably
amongst all the local governments in its region. The RHNA methodology is statutorily obligated
to further all of the following objectives:

1) Increase the housing supply and mix of housing types, tenure, and affordability in all
cities and counties within the regional in an equitable manner, which must result in each
jurisdiction receiving an allocation of units for low- and very low-income households;

2) Promote infill development, socioeconomic equity, the protection of environmental and
agricultural resources, and achievement of regional climate change reduction targets;

3) Promote an improved intraregional relationship between jobs and housing, including an
improved balance between the number of low-wage jobs and the number of housing units
affordable to low-wage workers in each jurisdiction;

4) Allocate a lower proportion of housing need to an income category when a jurisdiction
already has a disproportionately high share of households in that income category; and

5) Affirmatively further fair housing.

The following two sections contain information provided by the Assembly Committee on Aging
and Long Term Care.

California’s Aging Population and Homelessness: The University of California, San Francisco
Benioff Homelessness and Housing Initiative (BHHI) recently released a special report on older
adults’ experiences of homelessness.® The analysis is based on survey data and in-depth
interviews from the California Statewide Study of People Experiencing Homelessness
(CASPEH), the largest representative study of homelessness in the United States since the mid-
1990s. Margot Kushel, MD, BHHI Director and lead author of the report stated “The dramatic
rise in homelessness among older adults has severe consequences for the health and safety of
those who experience it, and for our society at large. Now is the time for investments in real
solutions to prevent and end homelessness among this vulnerable population.”

The report found the following:
e Nearly half (48%) of all single homeless adults in California are age 50 and older. This
trend is expected to continue; the proportion of people experiencing homelessness age 65
and older in the United States is projected to triple between 2017 and 2030.

! https://homelessness.ucsf.edu/resources/reports/toward-dignity-understanding-older-adult-homelessness
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e Adults experiencing homelessness in their 50s and 60s have similar health status to
people 20 years older in the general population.

e Consistent with the state’s overall homeless population, most (91%) older adults
experiencing homelessness in California lost their housing in California.

e They experienced severe poverty prior to homelessness: the median monthly household
income in the six months prior to homelessness was $920 a month. Nearly half (46%)
entered homelessness from a housing situation without the protection of a lease.

e Forty-one percent of older homeless adults had their first episode of homelessness after
age 50.

e Older adults experienced prolonged episodes of homelessness. Among older adults, the
median length of the current episode was 25 months.

California is projected to be one of the fastest growing states in the nation in total population. In
2016, California comprised 12% of the nation's population? and is expected to grow 30% by the
year 2060, an increase of 11.7 million people.® In California, the population aged 60 years and
over is expected to grow more than three times as fast as the total population and this growth will
vary by region.

The population over age 60 will have an overall increase of 166% during the period from 2010 to
2060. More than half the counties will have over a 100% increase in this age group. Nearly half
of these counties will have growth rates of over 150%. These counties are located throughout the
central and southern areas of the State. The influence of the 60 and over age group on California
IS expected to emerge most strongly between 2010 and 2030.

The population over age 85 will increase at an even a faster rate than those over 60 years of age,
having an overall increase of 489% during the period from 2010 to 2060. Counties can expect to
experience even higher growth rates after 2020. In particular, the influence of the 85 and over
age group on California will emerge most strongly between the year 2030 to 2040, as the first of
the baby boomers reach 85 years of age.*

Master Plan for Aging: In January of 2021, the Governor released his Master Plan for Aging
(MPA).> The MPA prioritizes the health and well-being of older Californians and the need for
policies that promote healthy aging. The MPA serves as a blueprint for state government, local
government, the private sector, and philanthropy to prepare the state for the coming demographic
changes and continue California’s leadership in aging, disability, and equity.

The work plan laid out in the MPA four years after its release continues to highlight the urgent
needs facing California’s older adults, people with disabilities, their families, caregivers,
advocates and the workforce supporting these populations.

In 2024-25, the MPA outlines five bold goals and currently seeks to advance 81 initiatives to
build a California for All Ages by 2030. Each initiative features a designated area of focus; to
deliver, to analyze and to communicate. It also includes a Data Dashboard on Aging to measure

2 https://factfinder.census.gov

3 http://www.dof.ca.gov/Forecasting/Demographics/Projections

4 https://aging.ca.gov/Data_and_Reports/Facts_About_California%27s_Elderly/
5 https://mpa.aging.ca.gov/
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progress. This bill, AB 1131 (Ta) is related to the needs of older adults and can be related to
Goal One of the five bold goals:

Goal One: Housing for All Ages and Stages
Goal Two: Health Reimagined

Goal Three: Inclusion and Equity, Not Isolation
Goal Four: Caregiving That Works

e Goal Five: Affording Aging

Annual Progress Reports: Current law requires all local jurisdictions to provide housing
information annually to HCD via the APR, including the following information from the current
housing element cycle:

e The number of housing development applications received, and whether those
applications are subject to ministerial or discretionary approval,

e The number of units included in all development applications;

e The number of units approved and disapproved;

e For each income category, the number of net (inclusive of demolished) new units of
housing, including both rental housing and for-sale housing, that have been issued a
completed entitlement, a building permit, or a certificate of occupancy;

e A unique site identifier (such as APN) for each entitlement, building permit, or certificate
of occupancy; and

e The overall progress in meeting its share of RHNA.

It is important to note that APR submission has become a lengthy and involved process for city
and county planning staff to undertake each year, and changing components can also prompt
HCD to need to reconfigure its existing APR data collection and visualization tools to account
for different categories of information. Adding new components to APRs should be considered
carefully in light of the additional workload that will be placed on local planning staff or
consultants as well as HCD.

This bill would create a pathway for local governments to receive APR and RHNA credit for
new housing developments providing congregate housing for the elderly, as defined. These are
independent living or assisted living developments in which older adults and people with
disabilities are able to live in settings that are designed to maximize the ability for residents to
function independently but also receive direct services in group settings like communal meals,
transportation services, and other support services like in-home assistance or lighter touch forms
of nursing care. Because the current Census definition of a “housing unit” excludes group
quarters, and there is inconsistency in categorizing certain types of housing developments that
may blur the line between a housing unit and a group quarter or may have a mixture of both, the
RHNA process and APRs do not currently capture all of these developments even though there is
a pressing need for more housing options for seniors and people with disabilities. HCD explains
the issue further beginning on page 33 of their 2024 report, California’s Housing Future 2040:
The Next RHNA:

The RHNA process has traditionally been used to plan for the needs of individuals that in
housing units rather than group quarters. Accordingly, when HCD determines the
regional housing need, the Department subtracts the group quarters population from the
total population so as to only count the population living in households. Similarly, HCD
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only gives credit to newly constructed housing units, rather than group quarters, on the
APRs that track a jurisdiction’s progress towards meeting its RHNA.

HCD continues on page 34:

Stakeholders encouraged HCD to reconsider the process used to determine what
populations are included in the RHND and what types of units are counted towards
meeting the RHNA in order to improve consistency and to accurately account for need.
For example, DOF staff noted that some housing developments are not straightforward to
categorize (such as senior living communities that include both independent senior
housing units and skilled nursing care), and that developing a consistent process for
deciding what populations are counted in the RHND could help streamline the
determination.

Arguments in Support: According to the California Commission on Aging, “One category of
housing that HCD has not been counting is assisted living facilities simply because there is no
specific definition. According to The California's Housing Future 2040: The Next RHNA, HCD
recommends that the Department of Finance use a clear rule for categorizing developments that
may include both group quarters and housing units. In that same report, HCD also had a policy
consideration for the legislature to address the concerns raised by stakeholders, in which HCD
suggested various topics that the legislature may wish to explore in order to improve clarity,
efficiency, and effectiveness of the RHNA process. Addressing group housing units was one of
the recommendations. CCoA urges your support for AB 1131. The growth in the older adult
population will increase the demand for housing services that provide a level of care. Cities and
counties are unable to count assisted living facilities towards their RHNA numbers. This bill
would encourage cities and counties to produce more assisted living to match the growing
number of older adults. With older Californians comprising the fastest growing population of
unhoused adults in the state, we must recognize that solutions to homelessness will require
addressing the specialized needs of an older population.”

Arguments in Opposition: None on file.

Committee Amendments: Staff recommends the following amendments:

1)

2)

3)

To ensure HCD and the Department of Finance are able to accurately incorporate the
populations living in these facilities into the regional housing needs determination at the
commencement of the planning cycle, specify that these units may be reported
commencing with the seventh housing element cycle and not the current sixth cycle;

Remove the limitation on reporting these units in congregate care facilities only at 100%
or less of AMI. It is likely that many of these units are offered at above-moderate income
rates or at market rates and imposing an income cutoff does not seem necessary;

Limit the percentage of any RHNA income category that may be “credited” to congregate
care facilities at 15%, to ensure that communities take a balanced approach and do not
overly prioritize senior housing over general multifamily or affordable housing that may
also be appropriate for similar sites in a community that allow higher density housing.

GOV 65400. (a) (2) (B) (v) Eor the seventh and each subsequent revision of the housing
element, Fhe the planning agency may include the number of units approved for congregate
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housing for the elderly, as defined in Section 50062.5 of the Health and Safety Code, for up to
15 percent of a /urlsdlctlon S reglonal housing need aIIocatlon for any income cateqorv—at—mc

Related Legislation:

AB 670 (Quirk-Silva) of the current legislative session would make changes to the information
that local governments must report in their APR regarding demolished and replacement units,
and allow local governments to report the number of units in an existing multifamily building
that were converted to affordable housing, for up to 25% of a jurisdiction’s RHNA for lower
income units. This bill recently passed out of this committee on a vote of 10-0 and is pending a
hearing in Assembly Local Government Committee.

AB 726 (Avila Farias) of the current legislative session would allow a local government to
include in its APR the number of units of existing deed-restricted affordable housing that have
been substantially rehabilitated with at least $60,000 per unit in funds from the local government,
as specified. This bill recently passed out of this committee on a vote of 10-0 and is pending a
hearing in Assembly Local Government Committee.

SB 721 (Becker) of 2024 would have added to the list of information local governments must
provide in their APR the number of new and demolished suite-style student housing quarters by
income category thus far in the housing element cycle, as determined by HCD. That bill was held
in the Assembly Appropriations Committee.

Double-referred: This bill was also referred to the Assembly Committee on Local Government
where it will be heard should it pass out of this committee

REGISTERED SUPPORT / OPPOSITION:
Support

California Commission on Aging
City of Fountain Valley
League of California Cities

Opposition
None on file.

Analysis Prepared by: Nicole Restmeyer / H. & C.D. / (916) 319-2085
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Date of Hearing: April 9, 2025

ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON HOUSING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
Matt Haney, Chair
AB 1265 (Haney) — As Introduced February 21, 2025

SUBJECT: Income taxes: credits: rehabilitation of certified historic structures

SUMMARY': Extends the state historic tax credit (HTC) from January 1, 2027 to January 1,
2031 and revises the eligible expenditures. Specifically, this bill:

1) For taxable years beginning on or after January 1, 2027, provides that the HTC is equal to
30% of the qualified rehabilitation expenditures for a certified historic structure if the
structure meets either of the following criteria:

a) The rehabilitated structure includes improvements to preserve existing affordable housing
for lower income households, as defined; or

b) The structure is adaptively reused for housing with no less than 50% of the existing floor
area used for housing.

2) Extends the $50 million cap on the tax credit from 2027 to 2031 for the uses in 1).
3) Extends the sunset date on the HTC from January 1, 2027 to January 1, 2031.

4) Extends, from January 1, 2027 to January 1, 2031, the requirement for the Legislative Office
Building (LAO) to collaborate with the California Tax Credit Allocation Committee
(CTCAC) to review the effectiveness of the tax credit program. The review shall include the
following analysis:

a) The demand for the tax credit;
b) The amount of jobs created by the use of the tax credit;
c) The types of projects receiving the tax credit; and
d) The economic impact of the tax credit.
5) Includes a tax levy.
EXISTING LAW:

2) Allow a state tax credit, under both the Personal Income Tax and the Corporation Tax, for
qualified costs paid or incurred by a taxpayer when rehabilitating a certified historic
structure. Provides that the tax credit is available for taxable years 2021 through 2025, and
would remain in effect even if Congress repealed the federal credit.

3) Provides that the credit is equal to 20% of the qualified rehabilitation expenditures with
respect to a certified historic structure. The credit increases the applicable percentage to 25%
in the case of a certified historic structure that meets one of the following criteria as defined
in existing law:





4)

5)

6)
7)

8)

9)
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a) The structure is located on federal, state, or local surplus property;

b) The rehabilitated structure includes affordable housing for lower-income households;
c) The structure is located in a designated census tract;

d) The structure is part of a military base reuse authority; or

e) The structure is a transit-oriented development that is a higher-density, mixed-use
development within a walking distance of one-half mile of a transit station.

Defines a certified historic structure as a structure located in California that appears on the
California Register of Historic Places.

Provides that the HTC is available for qualified rehabilitation expenditures related to a
taxpayer’s qualified principal residence if:

a) The expenses are determined to rehabilitate the historic character and improve the
integrity of the residence;

b) The taxpayer has adjusted gross income of $200,000 or less and uses the structure as their
principal residence; and

c) The credit amount is equal to more than $5,000 but do not exceed $25,000.
Requires the Office of Historic Preservation to adopt regulations to implement the HTC.

Requires the Office of Historic Preservation, in connection with CTCAC, to establish a
written application, which requires the applicant to include a summary of the expected
economic benefits of the project. The economic benefits shall include, but are also not
limited to, all of the following:

a) The number of jobs created by the rehabilitation project, both during and after the
rehabilitation of the structure;

b) The expected increase in state and local tax revenues derived from the rehabilitation
project, including those from increased wages and property taxes;

c) Any additional incentives or contributions included in the rehabilitation project from
federal, state, or local governments; and

d) Findings of a public benefit in the case of the rehabilitation of a qualified residence.

Requires the Office of Historic Preservation to establish a process to approve, or reject, all
tax credit applications.

Requires CTCAC to allocate the credit on a first-come-first-served basis.

10) Caps the credit at an aggregate annual amount of $50 million, with any unallocated credits

carried forward to subsequent years.
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11) Requires CTCAC to set aside $10 million in tax credits each calendar year to allocate as
follows:

a) $8 million for taxpayers with qualified rehabilitation expenditures of less than $1 million
for any certified historic building that is not a qualified residence. To the extent this
amount is unused, the unused portion shall become available for taxpayers with larger
projects; and

b) $2 million for taxpayers with qualified rehabilitation expenditures for a certified historic
structure that is a qualified residence. To the extent this amount is unused, the unused
portion shall become available in subsequent years for taxpayers with certified historic
structures that are qualified residences.

12) Allows the taxpayer to carry forward the tax credit for up to eight years or until the credit is
exhausted.

13) Allows the credit to reduce the taxpayer’s tax liability below the tentative minimum tax.

14) Requires the Office of Historic Preservation to establish in regulations the time period that a
taxpayer who receives a tax credit must commence rehabilitation. If rehabilitation is not
commenced within that time period, the tax credit shall be forfeited.

15) Allows CTCAC and the Office of Historic Preservation to adopt a reasonable fee to cover its
expenses directly related to administering the program.

16) Requires CTCAC to provide the Franchise Tax Board (FTB) with an annual list of taxpayers
that received a credit.

17) Requires the LAO to collaborate with CTCAC to review the effectiveness of the tax credit
program. The review shall include the following analysis:

a) The demand for the tax credit;

b) The amount of jobs created by the use of the tax credit;
c) The types of projects receiving the tax credit; and

d) The economic impact of the tax credit.

18) Sets the total credit amount allowed at $0, unless otherwise specified in any bill providing for
appropriations related to the Budget Act. (Revenue and Taxation Code Section 17053.91 and
23691)

FISCAL EFFECT: Unknown.
COMMENTS:

Author’s Statement. According to the author, “California’s historic buildings are invaluable
economic and cultural assets, yet many remain underutilized due to the high cost of
rehabilitation. The California Historic Tax Credit is a proven tool that supports job creation,
economic growth, and affordable housing—while preserving our state’s unique character. AB
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1265 ensures that this incentive remains available, providing certainty to investors and directing
resources toward projects that contribute to our housing goals. By extending the credit and
refining its focus, we can maximize its benefits and ensure that historic preservation is a catalyst
for sustainable development across California.”

Federal Historic Tax Credit (HTC): The Federal Historic Preservation Tax Incentives Program,
created in 1976, is administered by the National Park Service in partnership with the OHP. The
goal of the program is to promote community revitalization and encourage private investment
through historic building rehabilitation. Over 42,293 projects to rehabilitate historic buildings
have been undertaken since the first project using the historic tax incentives was completed in
1977.1

Housing has been the single most important use for rehabilitated historic buildings under the
program. The Federal HTC in California (2001-2023) funded 235 projects, with total
development costs of over $4.2 billion, and generated an estimated 58,644 jobs. Thirty-one
percent of these projects created or maintained housing. When adding the number of housing
units created or maintained as mixed-use projects, the percentage exceeds 40%.

To qualify for the HTC, a project must satisfy the requirements of Internal Revenue Code
Section 47 and related regulations, as well as architectural standards regulated by the National
Parks Service. Certification of Historic Significance is the first step in establishing eligibility for
the HTC. A building must be individually listed in the national Register of Historic Places or be
certified as contributing to a registered historic district in order to qualify for the 20% credit (the
10% tax credit for the rehabilitation of non-historic buildings placed in service before 1936 is no
longer available). A developer must submit an application detailing the plans and specifications
for the rehabilitation. The plans must satisfy the Secretary of Interior Standards for
Rehabilitation. Once the project is completed, a request for certification of completion is
submitted. If the request is granted, the rehabilitation is considered a "certified rehabilitation."
A certification of a completed project is issued only when all work has been finished on the
certified historic building. Generally, the HTC must be claimed in the tax year in which the
rehabilitated building is placed in service.

SB 451 (Atkins), Chapter 703, Statutes of 2019 authorized a new tax credit, under both the
personal income tax and corporation tax laws, for qualified costs paid or incurred by a taxpayer
when rehabilitating a certified historic structure. The credit is equal to 20% of the qualified
rehabilitation expenditures with respect to a certified historic structure, defined as a structure
located in California that appears on the California Register of Historic Places. The credit
increases the applicable percentage to 25% in the case of a certified historic structure that meets
one of the following criteria as defined in existing law:

The structure is located on federal, state, or local surplus property;

The rehabilitated structure includes affordable housing for lower-income households;
The structure is located in a designated census tract;

The structure is part of a military base reuse authority; or

! Federal Tax Incentives for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings, U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park
Service, Statistical Report and Analysis for Fiscal Year 2016.
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e The structure is a transit-oriented development that is a higher-density, mixed-use
development within a walking distance of one-half mile of a transit station.

The tax credit is also available for qualified rehabilitation expenditures related to a taxpayer’s
qualified principal residence, so long as the taxpayer has gross income of $200,000 or less and
uses the structure as his or her principal residence, and the structure has a public benefit. For
projects relating to a qualified principal residence, the credit amount must be equal to or more
than $5,000, and less than $25,000.

SB 451 required CTCAC, in connection with the Office of Historic Preservation, to establish an
application process, as well as to allocate and certify the tax credits using the following criteria:

e The number of jobs created by the rehabilitation project, both during and after the
rehabilitation of the structure;

e The expected increase in state and local tax revenues derived from the rehabilitation
project, including those from increased wages and property taxes;

e Any additional incentives or contributions included in the rehabilitation project from
federal, state, or local governments; and

e Findings of a public benefit in the case of the rehabilitation of a qualified residence.

The credit amount is subject to a $50 million aggregate annual cap, with any unallocated credits
carried forward to subsequent years. CTCAC must set aside $10 million in tax credits each
calendar year for taxpayers with qualified expenditures of less than $1 million. To the extent this
amount is unused, the unused portion shall become available for taxpayers with larger projects.

SB 451 allows the taxpayer to carry forward the tax credit for up to eight years or until the credit
is exhausted, and disallows a business expense deduction for any expenses incurred for which

the tax credit is used. The taxpayer must also reduce their basis of the property by the amount of
the credit, and the credit can reduce the taxpayer’s tax liability below the tentative minimum tax.

SB 451 provided CTCAC authority to recapture the tax credit if the taxpayer does not start the
rehabilitation project within 18 months or if the taxpayer sells the property within five years.
CTCAC may adopt a reasonable fee to cover its expenses directly related to administering the
program. The bill also requires CTCAC to provide the FTB with an annual list of taxpayers that
received a credit.

Results of the Historic Structures Credit: Although the tax credit was created in 2019, the
Office of Historic Preservation did not promulgate regulations until the end of 2024 and
applications were made available and due in January 2025. TCAC plans to make awards at their
April 8, 2025 meeting. The proposed awards including: For the projects over $1 million
threshold for commercial projects, $40 million was allocated, eight proposals were received and
two projects were recommended for approval. For the under $1 million threshold for
commercial projects, $8 million was allocated, four applications were received, and two are
recommended for approval. For residential projects, $2 million as allocated, 13 applications
received and 6 projects are recommended for approval.

This bill would reauthorize the tax credit for another 5 years and narrow the use of the funds to
rehabilitating historic buildings to preserve existing affordable housing for lower income
households or the structure is adaptively reused for housing where at least 50% of the existing
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floor area is used for housing. This bill would also increase the amount of the credit from 20%
to 30% of the qualified rehabilitation expenditures.

Because the tax credits were on a first come, first served basis, of the 35 qualified projects under
the “commercial projects over $1 million” category that applied for the historic tax credit, only
two were recommended for approval, and all funds were exhausted by those two projects.
Applying a cap to the total amount of credits a project can receive would help to avoid this
outcome in the future.

Arguments in support: None on file.
Arguments in opposition: None on file.

Committee Amendments: The committee may wish to consider amending the bill to require the
rents to align with TCAC rents which are different than HSC Section 50079.5 since the tax
credits are administered and monitored by TCAC.

The rehabilitated structure includes improvements to preserve existing affordable housing
for lower income households, means an amount consistent with the rent limits established by

the California Tax Credit Allocation Committee. defined-by-Section-50079.5-6f the Health
and-Satety-Code:

Related Legislation:

SB 451 (Atkins) Chapter of 703, Statutes of 2019: Authorized a new tax Historic Tax Credit,
under both the personal income tax and corporation tax laws, for qualified costs paid or incurred
by a taxpayer when rehabilitating a certified historic structure.

Double-referred: This bill was also referred to the Assembly Committee on Revenue and
Taxation where it will be heard should it pass out of this committee.

REGISTERED SUPPORT / OPPOSITION:
Support

None on file.

Opposition

None on file

Analysis Prepared by: Lisa Engel / H. & C.D./(916) 319-2085
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Date of Hearing: April 9, 2025

ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON HOUSING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
Matt Haney, Chair
AB 1276 (Carrillo) — As Amended March 24, 2025

SUBJECT: Housing developments: ordinances, policies, and standards

SUMMARY:: Expands the list of objective ordinances, policies, and standards that can be
vested through SB 330 (Skinner), Chapter 654, Statutes of 2019, and applies a “reasonable
person” standard to state and regional agencies involved in housing development reviews.
Specifically, this bill:

1) Applies a “reasonable person” standard to reviews of housing development projects and
emergency shelters by all public agencies, including the state, local governments, regional
agencies, public districts, redevelopment agencies, or other political subdivisions, by
deeming such projects consistent with applicable plans or requirements if substantial
evidence exists that would allow a reasonable person to reach that conclusion.

2) Adds the following items to the list of “ordinances, policies, and standards” that are “vested”
through the Housing Accountability Act (HAA) once a developer submits a complete
application within 180 days of a preliminary application:

a) Postentitlement permit standards;
b) Materials requirements associated with subdivisions;

c) Any rules, regulations, determinations, and other requirements adopted or implemented
by other public agencies, such as state and regional governments.

3) Applies to all cities, including charter cities.
EXISTING LAW:

1) Prohibits local governments from denying, making infeasible, or reducing the density of
housing developments that comply with objective standards, unless specific written findings
based on health, safety, or state/federal law conflicts are made. (Government Code (GOV)
65589.5)

2) Applies a “reasonable person” standard to housing development projects reviewed by local
agencies. (GOV 65589.5)

3) Establishes the Housing Crisis Act as part of the Housing Accountability Act (HAA) for
urbanized and affected jurisdictions, with the following provisions:

a) Establishes a preliminary application process that allows developers to lock in, aka “vest”
objective zoning, design, and subdivision standards in place at the time of the submission
date. (GOV 65941.1, 65589.5)

b) Requires that housing projects be evaluated based on objective general plan, zoning,
subdivision, and design standards in place at the time of the application. Objective
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standards must be verifiable based on measurable criteria and not subject to subjective
interpretation. (GOV 65941.1, 65589.5)

¢) Defines “ordinances, policies, and standards” as objective requirements that are
uniformly verifiable by reference to external and available criteria. These include:

i) General plans;

i) Community plans;

iii) Specific plan;

Iv) Zoning;

v) Design review standards and criteria;

vi) Subdivision standards and criteria; and

vii) Any other rules, regulations, requirements, and policies of a local agency, including:
(1) Development impact fees;
(2) Capacity or connection fees or charges;
(3) Permit or processing fees; and
(4) Other exactions (GOV 65589.5)

d) Prevents local agencies from applying new ordinances, policies, or standards adopted
after the preliminary application is submitted. (GOV 65941.1, 65589.5)

FISCAL EFFECT: Unknown.
COMMENTS:

Author’s Statement: According to the author, “California’s housing crisis has left too many
without a home, struggling to afford rent, and unable to achieve homeownership. Yet, delays,
regulatory barriers, and inconsistent permitting rules are making it harder and more expensive to
build the housing we desperately need. Right now, it not only slows development but also
discourages new housing altogether, pushing investment to states with a more predictable
process.

AB 1276 strengthens SB 330’s (2019) vesting protections to ensure housing projects aren’t
subject to regulatory changes at the state and regional agency level after a preliminary
application is submitted—except in cases concerning health, safety, or environmental mitigation.
By reducing uncertainty and reinforcing clear, predictable standards, AB 1276 will help create a
more predictable path for housing development that lowers costs, speeds up construction,
expands affordable housing and homeownership, and supports sustainable, community-focused
growth.”
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The Housing Approvals Process — Standards Vesting: The process of gaining approval to build
new housing in California can be arduous, unpredictable, and expensive. Under the California
Constitution, cities and counties have broad authority, known as the police power, to regulate
land use in the interest of public health, safety, and welfare. Local governments enforce this
authority through an entitlement process, which includes both discretionary and ministerial
approvals. Gaining “entitlement” is essentially a local government’s confirmation that a housing
project complies with all applicable local zoning regulations and design standards. Once a
project receives entitlement, or approval, from the local planning department, it must obtain
postentitlement permits. These include building, demolition, and grading permits issued by the
local agency — typically the local building department. Postentitlement permits are related to the
physical construction of the development proposal before construction can begin. While local
governments are primarily responsible for approving housing developments within their
jurisdiction, various state and regional departments may also play a role, depending on the
project scope and location.

Navigating through the various stages of housing approval requires developers to invest time and
resources early in the development process. A 2025 study found that California is the most
expensive state for multifamily housing production, in part due to the long timeline it takes to go
from an application to an approved project.* This report found that longer production timelines
are strongly associated with higher costs, and the time to bring a project to completion in
California is more than 22 months longer than the average time required in Texas.?

The Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) identifies lengthy permit
processing timelines and procedures as a governmental constraint to housing development. In
HCD’s San Francisco Housing Policy and Practice Review, the department found that procedural
complexities associated with housing entitlement and permitting are “not only a barrier to entry
to new development professionals pursuing [housing] projects,” but they may also cause
developers to exit housing markets with complex permitting ecosystems and pursue
developments in neighboring jurisdictions with less complex procedural requirements instead.?

To address this, the Legislature has enacted various laws to streamline, expedite, and standardize
approvals, particularly for projects meeting objective standards. One such law is SB 330
(Skinner), Chapter 654, Statutes of 2019, which amended the established a process through
which developers seeking to build housing could “vest” their projects. Under existing law, an
applicant files a preliminary application to build housing, with specified project information, and
then has 180 days, or approximately 6 months, to file a “complete application.” If the developer
files a complete application in time, the housing development gains vested rights to proceed
under the rules that were in effect when the preliminary application was submitted. These rights
include the vesting of objective standards such as general plans, community plans, specific plans,
zoning ordinances, design review standards, subdivision standards, and any other rules,
regulations, requirements, and policies of a local agency. There are some exceptions that allow
new regulations to be applied in cases of health and safety concerns or to mitigate significant
CEQA environmental impacts. However, SB 330 only applies to local agencies.

! https://www.rand.org/pubs/research_reports/RRA3743-1.html
2 https://www.rand.org/pubs/research_reports/RRA3743-1.html
3 HCD San Francisco Policy & Practice Review, Page 13. Published October 2023. Accessed from:
https://www.hcd.ca.gov/policy-and-research/plans-and-reports
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This bill would expand the list of objective standards that can be “vested” under SB 330, to
include the following:

1) Postentitlement permit standards;
2) Materials requirements associated with subdivisions; and

3) Any rules, regulations, determinations, and other requirements adopted or implemented by
other public agencies, such as state and regional governments.

In doing so, it would provide increased certainty to homebuilders, ensuring that the project
goalposts don’t move even for housing projects that receive vesting under SB 330. Under this
bill, housing projects would be protected from changes to, for example, municipal storm water
requirements controlled by Regional Water Quality Boards, local grading ordinances, State
Water Quality Control Board/Department of Toxic Substances Control Vapor Intrusion
Thresholds, and Metropolitan Planning Organization Sustainable Community Strategies. Any
newly implemented standards would still apply to housing projects that file preliminary
applications after their implementation, but would not apply to projects that are vested before the
standards change. This may help facilitate the construction of more housing at all income levels
and expedite approvals for housing units in the pipeline, without subjecting them to various
changes in standards along the way.

AB 1515 - Reasonable Person Standard: Under the HAA, housing projects are analyzed for
consistency with governmental agencies’ adopted plans (e.g., general plans and zoning codes).
Previously, courts fully deferred to regulatory agencies in determining project consistency,
allowing agencies to block or extract significant concessions from projects by declaring them
inconsistent with adopted plans, even if it would have been reasonable for the agency to have
found the project consistent.

In 2017, the HAA was amended by AB 1515 (Daly), Chapter 368, Statutes of 2017, to apply a
“reasonable person” standard to local agencies. The reasonable person standard in the HAA
prohibits local agencies from denying or conditioning a housing project based on subjective
interpretations of local regulations. If substantial evidence exists such that a reasonable person
could determine a project is consistent with applicable plans or zoning, it must be deemed
consistent as a matter of law, regardless of the agency’s decision. If a local agency reaches a
different conclusion than a reasonable person would, based on the evidence, its decision is
legally vulnerable and may be overturned in court. Courts are not required to defer to the
agency’s interpretation and can mandate project approval if the evidence supports consistency.
This standard prevents agencies from using broad discretion to block or significantly alter
projects, ensuring that housing approvals are based on objective, fact-based criteria rather than
political or community opposition.

This bill would apply that same “reasonable person” standard to “public agencies,” meaning any
state agency, any county, city and county, city, regional agency, public district, redevelopment
agency, or other political subdivision. For housing development proposals, this would effectively
apply the same standard that local governments are already subject to, to state and regional
governments, helping to promote fairness, objectivity, and consistency in the decision-making
process.
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Related Legislation:

SB 330 (Skinner), Chapter 654, Statutes of 2019, defined previously undefined terms such as
objective standards and complete application in the HAA and set forth vesting rights for projects
that use a new pre-application process.

AB 1515 (Daly), Chapter 368, Statutes of 2017, establishes a reasonable person standard for
determining conformance with local land use requirements.

Arguments in Support: The California Building Industry Association, the bill co-sponsor, writes
in support: “California continues to face a significant housing shortage, driven in large part by
unpredictable and lengthy approval processes. While SB 330 was instrumental in securing
regulatory certainty at the local level, housing projects remain vulnerable to changes in state and
regional agency regulations, which can cause costly delays or even render projects infeasible.
AB 1276 directly addresses these challenges by extending SB 330’s vesting protections to
include state and regional agencies, ensuring that housing projects are not subject to shifting
regulatory requirements after a preliminary application has been submitted.

Additionally, AB 1276 expands the application of the ‘reasonable person’ standard under the
Housing Accountability Act (HAA) to state and regional agencies. This important provision
ensures that if substantial evidence exists to support a finding of project consistency with an
applicable regulatory plan, the project is deemed consistent as a matter of law. By applying this
objective standard beyond local agencies, AB 1276 further reduces arbitrary decision-making
that could otherwise hinder housing production.”

Arguments in Opposition: None on file.

Double Referred: This bill was also referred to the Committee on Local Government, where it
will be heard should it pass out of this committee.

REGISTERED SUPPORT / OPPOSITION:
Support

California Building Industry Association (Sponsor)
Abundant Housing LA

BOMA California

California Association of Realtors
California Business Properties Association
California Business Roundtable

California Community Builders

California YIMBY

Circulate San Diego

NAIOP California

San Diego Housing Commission

Southern California Leadership Council
SPUR

The Two Hundred
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Opposition
None on file.

Analysis Prepared by: Dori Ganetsos / H. & C.D. /(916) 319-2085
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Date of Hearing: April 9, 2025

ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON HOUSING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
Matt Haney, Chair
AB 1294 (Haney) — As Amended March 17, 2025

SUBJECT: Planning and zoning: housing development: standardized application form

SUMMARY:: Requires the Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) to
create a standardized housing entitlement application that all local governments must accept.
Specifically, this bill:

1) Provides that an application for a housing entitlement shall be deemed complete once a
developer pays any permitting fees and provides the following information to the local
government where approval is being sought:

a) Identification of whether the proposed project is located within any of the following (if
applicable):

i) 1,000 feet of a military installation;

i) Beneath a low-level flight path or within special use airspace, as defined in Public
Resources Code (PRC) Section 21098; and

iii) An urbanized area as defined in Government Code (GOV) Section 65944.

b) All of the following information required to submit a preliminary application under SB
330 (Skinner), Chapter 654, Statutes of 2019 pursuant to GOV 65941.1:

i) Site location details, including parcel numbers, legal description, and site address (if
applicable);

il) Existing uses on the site and any major physical alterations to the property;

iii) A site plan with building locations, elevations showing design, color, and materials,
and massing, height, and approximate square footage;

iv) The proposed land uses by number of units and square footage for residential and
nonresidential development, per the applicable zoning ordinance;

v) The proposed number of parking spaces;
vi) Any proposed point sources of air or water pollutants;
vii) Any species of special concern known to occur on the property;
viii)  Whether any portion of the property is located within:
(1) A very high fire hazard severity zone;

(2) Wetlands;





c)

d)
€)

f)
9)
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(3) A hazardous waste site;
(4) A special flood hazard area;
(5) A delineated earthquake fault zone; or
(6) A stream or other resource subject to a streambed alteration agreement.
iX) Any known historic or cultural resources on the site;
X) The number of proposed below-market-rate units and their affordability levels;

xi) The number of bonus units and any incentives, concessions, waivers, or parking
reductions requested under Density Bonus Law;

xii) Whether approvals under the Subdivision Map Act are requested (e.g., parcel map,
tentative map, condominium map);

xiii)  The applicant’s contact information and, if applicable, property owner consent;
xiv)  For projects in the coastal zone, identification of any:

(1) Wetlands;

(2) Environmentally sensitive habitat areas;

(3) Tsunami run-up zones; or

(4) Public access uses.
xVv) The Number of existing residential units to be demolished and their occupancy status;

xvi) A site map showing streams or other resources subject to a streambed alteration
agreement, and an aerial site photograph of environmental site features subject to
public agency regulation; and

xvii)  The location of any recorded public easements, such as storm drains, water lines,
and other public rights of way.

A survey of the property stamped and signed by a licensed surveyor or a licensed civil
engineer;

Detailed floor plans of the proposed project. If unit layouts are substantially similar
across floors, a single sample floor plan may be submitted to satisfy this requirement;

A vertical architectural section drawing;
A proposed roof plan;

A proposed preliminary landscaping plan; and





2)

3)

4)

5)

6)
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h) If the project involves a subdivision, lot merger, lot line adjustment, certificate of
compliance, or other permit under the Subdivision Map Act or a related local ordinance,
the application must include the information required by the city or county’s compiled
application list under GOV Section 65940. However, this does not apply if requesting
such information is otherwise prohibited.

Prohibits an agency from requiring application items other than those specified in 1), and
requires agencies to prove that any additional information they request is actually permitted.

Prohibits a local government from requiring any of the following to deem a housing
entitlement application submitted pursuant to 1), complete:

a) Any mandatory preapplication submissions, meetings, reviews, public outreach, or
application submittal appointments;

b) Any additional approvals or determinations by city or county officials or departments;

c) Any technical studies or plans, including, but not limited to, traffic studies, trip
generation studies, transportation demand management plans, geotechnical studies,
arborist reports, noise studies, air quality impact studies, stormwater management plans,
or a phase | environmental assessments;

d) Any information solely required for the local government to review postentitlement phase
plans related to physical construction (e.g., structural, mechanical, electrical, plumbing,
fire safety, or accessibility plans);

e) A list or depiction of the jurisdiction’s own development standards;

f) Any requirement that limits which architects, engineers, or consultants an applicant can
use to prepare the whole, or part of, the application, unless otherwise required by state
law; or

g) Any requirement that the applicant proves the project complies with local development
standards.

Requires the Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) to develop a
standardized application for housing entitlement including all of the information listed in 1),
and exempts the development of the application from the rulemaking process of the
Administrative Procedures Act.

Requires local governments to post the standardized housing entitlement application
developed by HCD in on their internet websites.

Requires all local governments to accept the standardized application for housing entitlement
developed by HCD in 4), without requiring the submission of any other forms unless they’re
related to a requested permit or entitlement under the Subdivision Map Act.

a) Pronhibits local governments from imposing a penalty or an additional fee, processing
requirement, or submittal requirement as a consequence of an applicant using the
standardized application form described in 4);
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b) Allows a local government to determine the number of copies of application documents
that must be submitted, the size of architectural and engineering documents submitted,
and the format that the documents must be submitted, as long as the requirements are
consistent with the local governments’ application requirements for applications that are
not for housing entitlements, do not request information that is not permitted, and
otherwise comply with state and federal law; and

c) Allows a local government to establish an application that requires the applicant to
submit less information than is required in subdivision 2) for the submission of a
complete application for a housing entitlement.

7) Defines a “housing development project” as a project that includes:
a) Residential units (including single-family homes);
b) Mixed-use developments where residential use meets one of the following thresholds:
i) At least two-thirds of the new or converted square footage is residential;

ii) At least 50% of the new or converted square footage is residential and the project
includes at least 500 net new residential units, with no portion designated for hotels or
other transient lodging (except a portion of the project may be designated as a
residential hotel); or

iii) At least 50% of the net new or converted square footage is residential and the project
includes at least 500 net new residential units, involves demolition or conversion of at
least 100,000 square feet of nonresidential use, demolishes at least 50% of the
existing nonresidential uses, and does not include transient lodging (except a portion
of the project may be designated as a residential hotel).

c) Transitional or supportive housing;
d) Farmworker housing;
e) Projects with or without discretionary approvals; and
f) Projects requesting a density bonus or other housing incentives under state or local laws.
8) Defines a “housing entitlement” as any approval, permit, or entitlement necessary for a
housing project, including local government approvals, ministerial approvals required before
a building permit; and requests for density bonuses or development incentives.
9) Applies the provisions of the bill to all cities, including charter cities.

EXISTING LAW:

1) Establishes the Housing Crisis Act for urbanized and affected jurisdictions and the Housing
Accountability Act, which:

a) Establishes a preliminary application process that allows developers to lock in, aka “vest”
objective zoning, design, and subdivision standards in place at the time of the submission
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date, as long as the developer submits a “complete application” within 180 days.
(Government Code (GOV) 65941.1, 65589.5)

2) Establishes the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), which is intended to inform
government decision-makers and the public about the potential environmental effects of
proposed developments. (Public Resources Code (PRC) 21000 - 21189.91)

a) Requires the Governor’s Office of Office of Land Use and Climate Innovation (formerly
the Office of Planning and Research) and the Natural Resources Agency to periodically
update CEQA Guidelines. Once these Guidelines are adopted, they become part of the
California Code of Regulations. (PRC 21083)

3) Establishes the Permit Streamlining Act (PSA), with the following provisions:

a) Requires a local government to determine whether or not a housing application is
“complete” within 30 days of submission and resubmittal; (GOV 65943) and

b) Requires the following approval timelines once the project is done with the CEQA
process:

i) 60 days if the project is exempt;

i) 90 days if a Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) or Negative Declaration (ND)
was adopted; or

iii) 180 days if the project requires a full Environmental Impact Report (EIR). (GOV
65950)

4) Establishes the Subdivision Map Act, which establishes the framework through which local
governments regulate the division of land, including the requirement that tentative maps are
approved within 50 days after CEQA clearance. (GOV 66410-66413.5)

FISCAL EFFECT: Unknown.
COMMENTS:

Author’s Statement: According to the author, “home builders must navigate a maze of different
application requirements across jurisdictions. Some places require expensive reports, pre-
application meetings, and engineering-level drawings before even accepting an application to
build. This patchwork process slows housing production and adds costs when we should be
accelerating it and making it cheaper to build.

AB 1294 requires HCD to create a Universal Application for Home Building that all local
governments must accept. By eliminating redundant requirements and simplifying the
application process, this bill will make the housing approvals process faster, more predictable,
and less costly. This bill does not take away local control, it simply standardizes the first step in
the permitting process. AB 1294 will set clear expectations for what is required in an application
to build housing, reduce administrative burdens, and help projects move forward efficiently. If
we are serious about solving California’s housing crisis, we must make it easier to say ‘yes’ to
housing. AB 1294 will do just that.”
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The Housing Approval Process — Local Entitlement Stage: The process of gaining approval to
build new housing in California can be arduous, unpredictable, and expensive. Under the
California Constitution, cities and counties have broad authority, known as the police power, to
regulate land use in the interest of public health, safety, and welfare. Local governments enforce
this authority through an entitlement process, which includes both discretionary and ministerial
approvals. Gaining “entitlement” is essentially a local government’s confirmation that a housing
project conforms to all applicable local zoning regulations and design standards.

The Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) identifies lengthy permit
processing timelines and procedures as a governmental constraint to housing development. In
HCD’s San Francisco Housing Policy and Practice Review, the department found that procedural
complexities associated with housing entitlement and permitting are “not only a barrier to entry
to new development professionals pursuing [housing] projects,” but they may also cause
developers to exit housing markets with complex permitting ecosystems and pursue
developments in neighboring jurisdictions with less complex procedural requirements instead.*A
2025 study found that California is the most expensive state for multifamily housing production,
in part due to the long timeline it takes to go from an application to an approved project.? This
report found that longer production timelines are strongly associated with higher costs, and the
time to bring a project to completion in California is more than 22 months longer than the
average time required in Texas.®

To address this, the Legislature has enacted various laws to streamline, expedite, and standardize
the approvals process. One pivotal law is the PSA, which applies timelines to the local planning
approvals process. Under the PSA, local governments have 30 days to determine whether or not
a housing development proposal has submitted a “complete” application. This bill would provide
that an application filed by a developer to build housing will be deemed “complete” upon
payment of any permitting fees and providing all of the information outlined to a local
government.

Another law that standardizes the approvals process for housing projects meeting objective
standards is SB 330 (Skinner), Chapter 654, Statutes of 2019, which works in conjunction with
the Housing Accountability Act (HAA) to establish a process through which developers seeking
to build housing could “vest” their projects. Under this process, an applicant files a preliminary
application to build housing, with specified project information, and then has 180 days to file a
“complete application.” If a developer files a complete application in time, the housing
development gains vested rights to proceed under the rules that were in effect when the
preliminary application was submitted. These rights include the vesting of objective standards
such as general plans, community plans, specific plans, zoning ordinances, design review
standards, subdivision standards, and any other rules, regulations, requirements, and policies of a
local agency. There are some exceptions that allow new regulations to be applied in cases of
health and safety concerns or to mitigate significant CEQA environmental impacts.

While SB 330 established a statewide list of requirements that a developer must submit to a
jurisdiction in order to file a preliminary application, no such list currently exists for a “complete

1 HCD San Francisco Policy & Practice Review, Page 13. Published October 2023. Accessed from:
https://www.hcd.ca.gov/policy-and-research/plans-and-reports
2 https://www.rand.org/pubs/research_reports/RRA3743-1.html
3 https://www.rand.org/pubs/research_reports/RRA3743-1.html
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application” to build housing. This introduces uncertainty in the housing approvals process. In its
2025 Final Report, the California Assembly Select Committee on Permitting Reform suggested
that eliminating uncertainty in the application process is one opportunity for improving our
current housing approvals process. The Select Committee found that “there is still uncertainty
over what it takes to have a complete application, as jurisdictions have interpreted the law
differently.”* When it comes to the application itself, jurisdictions have widely different
requirements. Stakeholders interviewed by the Committee noted that some jurisdictions had
particularly onerous applications, including requiring the upfront submission of studies that
typically are not required until well into the development process, including during the post-
entitlement phase of a project.”® In some cases, jurisdictions require extensive studies, drawings,
preapplication meeting requirements that make it difficult for a developer to submit their
complete application within 180 days of filing a preliminary application, thus negating a key
benefit of SB 330, the vesting provision. These onerous preapplication requirements may also
deter developers from seeking to build in certain jurisdictions altogether.

This bill draws from best practices established through the SB 330 preliminary application by
having HCD develop a template for a complete entitlement application for housing developments
that all cities and counties must accept. The bill provides that an application for housing
entitlement would be deemed complete once a developer pays the permit processing fee and
provides all of the information in the HCD application to a local government. The application
would require the prospective home builder to include site information, architectural drawings,
environmental conditions, and materials required to process subdivision, if necessary. It does not
permit local governments to require preapplication meetings, the upfront preparation of structural
or mechanical drawings that are not required until the permitting stage, or extensive
environmental studies as a precondition to filing an application. It also allows cities to request
less information than what is included in the universal application template, but not more.

In doing so, the application established by this bill would increase certainty for developers
seeking to build housing by providing them with a comprehensive and exhaustive list of
information that would be required for their housing entitlement application to be deemed
complete. It may also reduce barriers to entry for jurisdictions seeking to build in other
jurisdictions throughout the state, as the requirements to “get in the door” would be standardized.
Notably, this bill does not override any local planning, zoning, or other land use requirements.
The application proposed in this bill simply establishes a universal list of materials that a local
planning department may request when reviewing applications for housing development against
their own local standards. It also does not bar developers from having optional preapplication
meetings with the local government or neighbors surrounding the project, it just prohibits
mandatory meetings.

Arguments in Support: Abundant Housing LA, the bill sponsor, writes in support: “currently,
developers must navigate a patchwork of different application requirements across cities and
counties, which adds unnecessary delays, costs, and uncertainty to housing projects. Some
jurisdictions require expensive studies, engineering-level drawings, or multiple pre-application
meetings, all before a project can even be considered. These delays can add months or even years
to project timelines and tens of thousands of dollars in additional costs; expenses that ultimately
get passed down to renters and homebuyers. The wide variety of requirements can discourage

4 https://al4.asmdc.org/select-committee-permitting-reform
S https://al4.asmdc.org/select-committee-permitting-reform, page 13
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housing development, exacerbate our housing shortage, and make it harder for Californians to
find affordable places to live.

AB 1294 addresses these challenges by creating a single, universal application for home building
that all local governments must accept. By setting clear standards for a complete application,
eliminating redundant pre-application steps, and ensuring that housing projects are not unfairly
delayed or rejected, this bill will make the housing approval process more predictable, efficient,
and cost-effective. Standardizing the application process can reduce unnecessary delays, lower
costs, and ultimately help get shovels in the ground faster. These changes would create a
meaningful reform.”

Arguments in Opposition: None on file.
Related Legislation:

SB 330 (Skinner), Chapter 654, Statutes of 2019 established a pathway for housing
developments to gain vesting rights if they file a preliminary application and then subsequently
file a complete application within 180 days.

Double Referred: This bill was also referred to the Committee on Local Government, where it
will be heard should it pass out of this Committee.

REGISTERED SUPPORT / OPPOSITION:
Support

Abundant Housing LA (Sponsor)
California Building Industry Association
California Business Properties Association
California Community Builders
California YIMBY

Circulate San Diego

Housing Action Coalition

Housing California

Monterey Bay Economic Partnership
SPUR

The Two Hundred

Opposition
None on file.

Analysis Prepared by: Dori Ganetsos / H. & C.D. / (916) 319-2085
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Date of Hearing: April 9, 2025

ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON HOUSING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
Matt Haney, Chair
AB 36 (Soria) — As Amended March 19, 2025

SUBJECT: Housing elements: prohousing designation

SUMMARY:: Requires the Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) to
evaluate materials from a nonentitlement jurisdiction’s housing element submission for evidence
of prohousing local policies and prohibits HCD from requiring nonentitlement jurisdictions to
renew their prohousing designations for at least five years. Specifically, this bill:

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

Requires HCD, beginning with the seventh housing element cycle and to the extent feasible,
to evaluate materials from a nonentitlement jurisdiction’s housing element submission, as
specified, for evidence of prohousing local policies in order to minimize the need for
jurisdictions to submit supplemental documentation.

Requires HCD to conduct the evaluation in 1) above only for nonentitlement jurisdictions
that have a compliant housing element.

Prohibits HCD from requiring nonentitlement jurisdictions to renew their prohousing
designations for at least five years.

Clarifies that this bill does not limit the authority of HCD to revoke a jurisdiction’s
prohousing designation.

Defines, for purposes of the prohousing designation program, “nonentitlement jurisdiction”
to mean either of the following:

a) A city with a population of fewer than 50,000 persons; or

b) A county with a population of fewer than 200,000 persons.

EXISTING LAW:

1) Requires each city and county to adopt a housing element, which must contain specified

information, programs, and objectives, including:

a) An assessment of housing needs and an inventory of resources and constraints relevant
to the meeting of these needs, including a quantification of the locality’s existing and
projected housing needs for all income levels; an inventory of land suitable and
available for residential development with an analysis of the relationship of the sites to
the duty to affirmatively further fair housing (AFFH); an analysis of potential and
actual governmental and nongovernmental constraints upon the maintenance,
improvement, or development of housing for all income levels; and a demonstration of
local efforts to remove constraints that hinder the locality from meeting its share of the
regional housing need, among other items;
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A statement of the community’s goals, quantified objectives, and policies relative to
AFFH and to the maintenance, preservation, improvement, and development of
housing; and

A program that sets forth a schedule of actions during the planning period, and
timelines for implementation, that the local government is undertaking to implement
the policies and achieve the goals and objectives of the housing element, including
actions that will be taken to make sites available during the planning period with
appropriate zoning and development standards and with services and facilities to
accommodate that portion of the local government’s share of the regional housing
need for each income level that could not be accommodated on sites identified in the
sites inventory without rezoning, among other things. (Government Code (GOV)
Section 65583(a)-(c))

2) For award cycles after July 1, 2021, awards additional points or preference in the scoring of
certain housing and infrastructure funding program applications to jurisdictions that have
adopted a substantially compliant housing element and that have been designated
prohousing based upon their adoption of prohousing local policies. (GOV 65889.9)

3)

Defines “prohousing local policies” to mean policies that facilitate the planning, approval,
or construction of housing. Specifies that these policies may include, but are not limited to,

the following:

a) Local financial incentives for housing, including, but not limited to, establishing a
local housing trust fund;

b) Reduced parking requirements for sites that are zoned for residential development;

c) Adoption of zoning allowing for use by right for residential and mixed-use
development;

d) Zoning more sites for residential development or zoning sites at higher densities than
is required to accommodate the minimum existing regional housing need allocation for
the current housing element cycle;

e) Adoption of accessory dwelling unit ordinances or other mechanisms that reduce
barriers for property owners to create accessory dwelling units beyond existing law
requirements, as determined by HCD;

f) Reduction of permit processing time;

g) Creation of objective development standards;

h) Reduction of development impact fees;

i) Establishment of a Workforce Housing Opportunity Zone or a housing sustainability
district;

J) Preservation of affordable housing units through the extension of existing project-

based rental assistance contracts to avoid the displacement of affected tenants and a
reduction in available affordable housing units; and





AB 36
Page 3

k) Facilitation of the conversion or redevelopment of commercial properties into housing,
including the adoption of adaptive reuse ordinances or other mechanisms that reduce
barriers for these conversions. (GOV 65589.9)

FISCAL EFFECT: Unknown.
COMMENTS:

Author’s Statement. According to the author, “In recent years, California has taken a number of
steps to ensure cities and counties are doing their part to combat the state’s housing crisis,
creating penalties to deter bad actors and incentives to reward those doing the right thing and to
encourage others to follow their lead. One of the most significant incentives has been the
creation of the Prohousing Designation Program (PDP), which recognizes local governments
who are going above and beyond to promote housing development and gives them bonuses when
applying for state housing funds. Unfortunately, applying to the PDP is extremely complex and
burdensome, putting the program out of the reach of many small, rural cities and counties who
are doing all the right things to provide housing for their residents.

AB 36 levels the playing field by requiring the Department of Housing and Community
Development to use the information cities already provide in their housing elements to determine
whether they qualify for the PDP. By minimizing the burden on small cities and counties, AB 36
ensures the PDP rewards those doing the most to house their residents and not only those able to
navigate complicated bureaucracy, while incentivizing more small jurisdictions to follow their
lead.”

Adoption and Implementation of Housing Elements: One important tool in addressing the
state’s housing crisis is to ensure that all of the state’s 539 cities and counties appropriately plan
for new housing. Such planning is required through the housing element of each community’s
General Plan, which outlines a long-term plan for meeting the community’s existing and
projected housing needs. Cities and counties are required to update their housing elements every
eight years in most highly populated parts of the state, and five years in areas with smaller
populations. Cities must adopt a legally valid housing element by their statutory deadline for
adoption. Failure to do so can result in certain escalating penalties, including exposure to the
“builder’s remedy” as well as public or private lawsuits, financial penalties, potential loss of
permitting authority, or court receivership.

It is critical that local jurisdictions adopt legally compliant housing elements on time in order to
meet statewide housing goals and create the environment locally for the successful construction
of desperately needed housing at all income levels. Unless communities plan for production and
preservation of affordable housing, new housing will be slow to build. Adequate zoning, removal
of regulatory barriers, protection of existing stock and targeting of resources are essential to
obtaining a sufficient permanent supply of housing affordable to all economic segments of the
community. Although not requiring the community to develop the housing, housing element law
requires the community to plan for housing. Recognizing that local governments may lack
adequate resources to house all those in need, the law nevertheless mandates that the community
do all that it can and that it not engage in exclusionary zoning practices or perpetuate housing
discrimination patterns or impediments to fair housing.

Prohousing Designation: In 2019, the Legislature enacted AB 101 (Committee on Budget),
Chapter 26, that required HCD to designate cities and counties as pro-housing if their local
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policies facilitate the planning, approval, or construction of housing. “Prohousing” jurisdictions
receive a competitive advantage — in the form of additional application points or preferences — in
applying for certain state funding programs, including the Affordable Housing and Sustainable
Communities Program, Transformative Climate Communities Program, and infill infrastructure
programs.

Although AB 101 provided examples of prohousing local polices, HCD had discretion over the
final designation criteria, which they adopted via emergency regulations in July 2021 and
subsequently converted to permanent regulations in April 2022 (California Code of Regulations,
Title 25, Sections 6600-6608). Some examples of prohousing local policies that local
jurisdictions can identify as evidence in their applications to HCD to be awarded the prohousing
designation include reduction of development impact fees, creating new ministerial approval
pathways for housing and mixed-use projects, or creating local housing trust funds. According to
HCD, as of March 2025, 52 jurisdictions have been awarded the prohousing designation.

Currently, program regulations require a local governing body to adopt a formal resolution
directing the jurisdiction to submit a prohousing designation application. This bill would require
HCD, beginning in the seventh housing element cycle, to evaluate the materials in a
nonentitlement jurisdiction’s housing element submission for evidence of prohousing local
policies that would otherwise have to be identified by the local government in a formal
application for prohousing status. The requirement would only apply to nonentitlement
jurisdictions — either cities with a population fewer than 50,000 or counties with a population
fewer than 200,000.

The bill would also prohibit HCD from requiring nonentitlement jurisdictions who have been
awarded the prohousing designation to renew their designation for at least five years. The
program regulations currently specify that a designation expires three years from the first day of
the January following the date of designation and allow a jurisdiction to apply for a renewal no
earlier than six months before its designation expires.

The author contends these changes will help more rural and smaller jurisdictions qualify for the
prohousing designation and reduce the amount of staff time and capacity taken up by submitting
a formal application and renewal every three years. HCD would retain the ability to monitor and
revoke a prohousing designation if a jurisdiction takes an action that is inconsistent with the

program rules or fails to implement policies it previously had committed to implement or enact.

Arguments in Support: According to Habitat for Humanity of the Greater Fresno Area, “Based
in the San Joaquin Valley, Habitat Greater Fresno Area serves Fresno and Madera counties
providing low-income families, the opportunity to realize the dream of homeownership. Our
service territory is comprised of small rural communities which are often competing with larger
urban areas of the state for funding that a PDP designation could provide. Habitat Greater Fresno
Area’s model of partnering with families who demonstrate a need, ability to pay a mortgage, and
a willingness to partner in the construction of their home has worked well to serve rural
communities of our service territory, however we have found that the limited staffing in these
municipalities can often be a challenge when completing the process to secure state level
designations and funding.”

Arguments in Opposition: None on file.
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Related Legislation:

SB 262 (Wahab) of the current legislative session would include in the definition of “prohousing
local policies™ certain rent stabilization, tenant protection, and homelessness policies. This bill is
pending a hearing in the Senate Appropriations Committee.

AB 101 (Committee on Budget), Chapter 26, Statutes of 2019: Required HCD to designate cities
and counties as prohousing and award preference or points in certain funding applications if their
local policies facilitate the planning, approval, or construction of housing.

Double-referred: This bill was also referred to the Assembly Committee on Local Government
where it will be heard should it pass out of this committee.

REGISTERED SUPPORT / OPPOSITION:
Support

AARP

City of Firebaugh

City of Madera

City of Mendota

City of Merced

Habitat for Humanity Greater Fresno Area

John Jansons, City Manager, City of Kerman, CA

Opposition
None on file.

Analysis Prepared by: Nicole Restmeyer / H. & C.D. / (916) 319-2085
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Date of Hearing: April 9, 2025

ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON HOUSING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
Matt Haney, Chair
AB 457 (Soria) — As Introduced February 6, 2025

SUBJECT: Farmworker housing: streamlined, ministerial approval: Counties of Fresno,
Madera, and Merced

SUMMARY:: Expands the existing streamlined, ministerial approval process for farmworker
housing established by AB 1783 (R. Rivas), Chapter 866, Statutes of 2019. Specifically, adds the
Counties of Fresno, Madera, and Merced, to the streamlined, ministerial approval process for
farmworker housing established by AB 1783 (R. Rivas) that allows agricultural housing
developments that are 150 units or less within 15 miles of an area designated as farmland or
grazing land by the Department of Conservation.

EXISTING LAW:

1) Pronhibits state funding from being used for predevelopment, development, or operation of
any housing for farmworkers holding federal H-2A visas. For purposes of this section, “state
funding” is defined to mean any provision of moneys or other financial assistance provided
by the state or a state agency, including, but not limited to, grants, loans, and write-downs of
land costs. This includes funding from Community Development Block Grants, Building
Homes and Jobs Trust Fund, Joe Serna, Jr. Farmworker Housing Grant Program, and other
programs for migratory workers, but does not include any allocation of federal or state low-
income housing tax credits. (Health and Safety Code (HSC) Section 17021.8)

2) Requires any employer or other recipient of state funding who utilizes the funds for housing
for H-2A farmworkers to reimburse the state or state agency that provided the funding. (HSC
Section17021.8)

3) Defines “agricultural employee housing” to mean housing occupied by an employee of an
agricultural employer or by a farm labor contractor. (HSC Section 17021.8)

4) Creates a streamlined, ministerial approval process for agricultural employee housing if all of
the following criteria are met:

a) The land is zoned for agricultural uses;

b) The land is not located in environmentally unsafe or sensitive areas, including a coastal
zone, wetlands, a high or very high fire hazard severity zone, a hazardous waste site, an
earthquake fault zone, a flood plain or floodway, lands identified for conservation in an
adopted natural community conservation plan, lands under conservation easement, and
lands with specified groundwater levels; and

¢) The development does not contain dormitory-style housing;

d) The development consists of no more than 36 units or spaces designed for use by a single
family or household; and





5)

6)

7)

8)

9)
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e) For the counties of Santa Cruz and Santa Clara, the housing development is 150 units or
less and within 15 miles of an area designated as farmland or grazing by the Department
of Conservation. (HSC Section 17021.8)

Allows a local government to subject an eligible agricultural employee housing development
to specified written, objective development standards, including, but not limited to, adequate
water and wastewater facilities and dry utilities to serve the project; connection to municipal

sewer system, as specified; proximity to duly designated collector road, as specified; and off-
street parking, as specified. (HSC Section 17021.8)

Requires the Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) to establish an
application and review process for certifying that a person is an affordable housing
organization qualified to operate agricultural employee housing. HCD shall review an
application and certify that the person is a qualified affordable housing organization if the
following is satisfied:

a) The applicant has demonstrated relevant prior experience in California and current
capacity as capable of operating the housing and related facilities for its remaining useful
life, either by itself or through a management agent; and

b) The applicant is one of the following: a not-for-profit, as specified; a local public housing
agency; or a multicounty, state, or multistate agency, as specified. (HSC Section 17021.8)

Requires HCD to establish and maintain a roster of all affordable housing organizations
certified under 7) above. (HSC Section 17021.8)

Requires any landowner who fails to select an alternative certified person to operate and
maintain the agricultural employee housing to be subject to an administrative penalty issued
by HCD. (HSC Section 17021.8)

Requires that, if a certified person’s permit expires or the certified person is otherwise unable
or unwilling to continue to operate and maintain an agricultural employee housing
development approved ministerially, the landowner who obtained that approval within 90
days shall select an alternative certified person to operate and maintain the agricultural
employee housing. (HSC Section 17021.8)

FISCAL EFFECT: Unknown.

COMMENTS:

Author’s Statement: According to the author, “While California’s housing crisis is often
thought of in terms of its effects on dense urban cities, the effects on more rural areas have been
equally devastating and present unique challenges. Farmworkers in particular bear the brunt of
this crisis, with farmworkers disproportionately living in overcrowded households, often in
aging, substandard housing with significant habitability issues. An important step to address this
issue was taken by AB 1783 (Rivas 2019), the Farm Worker Housing Act of 2019, which created
a streamlined, ministerial approval process for up to 36 units of affordable farmworker housing
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in agricultural zones, which was significantly expanded in Santa Cruz and Santa Clara Counties
by AB 3035 (Pellerin 2024).

AB 457 builds on the work of AB 3035 to allow the streamlined approval of up to 150 units of
affordable farmworker housing within 15 miles of farm or grazing land in the Counties of
Fresno, Madera, and Merced. Providing more flexibility in locating these developments allows
easier connections to necessary infrastructure and easy access to important amenities like grocery
stores, while streamlining larger developments helps to meet the urgent need for farmworker
housing. AB 457 is a targeted solution to provide the dignified, safe, and affordable housing that
farmworkers need in the Central Valley’s agricultural heartland.”

AB 1783 (R. Rivas) And AB 3035 (Pellerin): AB 1783 (R. Rivas) was modelled after the
streamlined housing approval process created in SB 35 (Wiener), Chapter 366, Statutes of 2017,
but applies to farmworker housing instead of infill housing. The bill established a streamlined,
ministerial process for approval of qualifying agricultural employee housing projects. To qualify,
projects must be on land zoned for agricultural uses and cannot be located in environmentally
unsafe or sensitive areas, including a coastal zone, wetlands, a high or very high fire hazard
severity zone, a hazardous waste site, an earthquake fault zone, a flood plain or floodway, lands
identified for conservation in an adopted natural community conservation plan, and lands under
conservation easement. The agricultural employee housing cannot be dormitory style housing,
and must be maintained and operated by a qualified affordable housing organization, certified by
HCD. Qualified organizations include non-profits and public agencies with prior experience and
current capacity to capably maintain and operate the housing. Except for local public housing
agencies with elected legislative bodies, to be qualified the applicant cannot have an officer or
director with a financial interest in an agricultural employer or a farm labor contractor.

The housing must be affordable and for agricultural employees for at least 55 years, and must be
eligible for state funding. AB 1783 prohibits state funding from being provided for the purposes
of planning, developing, or operating any housing used to comply with the requirements of
federal law to house H-2A workers and requires any recipient of state funding who does so to
reimburse the state. The bill applies these state funding requirements to Community
Development Block Grants, Building Homes and Jobs Trust Fund, Joe Serna, Jr. Farmworker
Housing Grant Program, and other programs for migratory workers.

Like the Employee Housing Act, AB 1783 only applied to developments of 35 units or less. AB
1783 also required that developers use state funding in conjunction with the by-right
streamlining allowed under the bill. State funding programs, like the Joe Serna Farmworker
Housing Program, tend to fund larger projects, with more units. As a result, it has been difficult
for developers to marry these two criteria.

Several issues arose with the implementation of AB 1783. First, providing the necessary
infrastructure and connections to water, sewer, and other utilities is more expensive and difficult
on agriculturally-zoned land. Second, the amenities residents need are frequently far from
agricultural land, making building housing there less attractive to developers. Third, larger
developments often have an easier time of securing grants and financing, so the limitation to a
maximum of 36 units can make these developments financially unfeasible.

AB 3035 (Pellerin), Chapter 524, Statutes of 2024, made changes to AB 1783 to respond to these
issues in the counties of Santa Clara and Santa Cruz. AB 1783 is limited to sites that are zoned
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for an agricultural use and applies to developments consisting of no more than 36 units or spaces.
AB 3035 (Pellerin) expanded streamlining in the counties of Santa Clara and Santa Cruz to
developments of 150 units or less within 15 miles of an area designated as farmland or grazing
by the Department of Conservation. This bill would expand the list of counties to which these
provisions apply to include Fresno, Madera, and Merced.

The H-2A Visa Program: The H-2A Visa program is a federal program that allows U.S.
employers or U.S. agents who meet specific regulatory requirements to bring foreign nationals to
the United States to fill temporary agricultural jobs. Petitioners requesting to utilize this program
must demonstrate that there are not enough U.S. workers who are able, willing, qualified, and
available to do the temporary work. They must also show that employing H-2A workers will not
adversely affect the wages and working conditions of similarly employed U.S. workers.
Importantly for this bill, employers must provide clean and safe housing to H-2A workers at no
charge to the employee. Employees are responsible for their food costs, but employers must
provide a place for workers to prepare their meals. An employer must arrange for a worker’s
transportation from the originating country to the place of employment or reimburse the worker
for transportation costs.

Since its introduction in 1986, the H-2A program has grown steadily in size. Per the U.S.
Department of Labor, in 2000 there were approximately 30,000 visa-holders, in 2010 there were
approximately 55,000, and in 2016 there were over 134,000 (including 11,000 in California).
This represents about 4-7% of farmworkers nationwide, and 2-3% in California. According to
the Economic Policy Institute, this increase is because “(m)ost crop workers are unauthorized,
and farmers are turning to H-2A guestworkers as unauthorized migration from Mexico to the
United States slows, to replace current workers who leave agriculture to find non-farm jobs.”

The H-2A program is not uncontroversial. Farmers convey that the additional costs for housing
and transportation without reduction in wages are limiting factors on their use of the program.
However, they cite its practical necessity in the face of a diminishing labor supply and the
inability of Congress to pass immigration reform that meets the well-documented needs of the
nation’s food producers. Opponents point to the fact that the H-2A visa ties the worker to the
employer. They cite this power imbalance as enabling substantial abuses, including lack of
access to legal resources, wage theft, poor housing, denial of medical benefits for on-the-job
injuries, and withholding of documents.

As stated above, current federal law requires employers utilizing the H-2A program to provide
clean and safe housing to H-2A workers. This housing must be provided at no charge to the
employee. AB 1783 did not preclude utilization of the H-2A program or the development of
housing for H-2A visa-holders. However, it does make such housing ineligible for state funding
for its planning, development, or operation.

Arguments in Support: The City of Firebaugh writes in support, “While California's housing
crisis is mostly seen as an urban issue, its effects on rural areas are equally devastating.
Developments on agricultural land in particular face unique challenges such as a lack of critical
water and sewer infrastructure as well as long distances to necessary amenities. AB 457
addresses these challenges by streamlining the development of up to 150 units of affordable
farmworker housing within 15 miles of farm or grazing land, providing flexibility and

better access to amenities and easing connections to infrastructure. AB 457 cuts unnecessary red
tape and promotes the development of affordable, dignified housing for the farmworker
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communities who are the backbone of the Central Valley.”
Arguments in Opposition: None on file.
Related Legislation:

AB 1783 (Rivas, Chapter 866, Statutes of 2019): Created a ministerial approval process for up to
36 units of farmworker housing on agriculturally-zoned land.

AB 3035 (Pellerin, Chapter 524, Statutes of 2024): Allowed ministerial approval of up to 150
units of farmworker housing within 15 miles of farm or grazing land.

REGISTERED SUPPORT / OPPOSITION:
Support

City of Firebaugh

City of Kerman, CA

City of Madera

City of Mendota

City of Merced

Habitat for Humanity Greater Fresno Area

Opposition
None on file.

Analysis Prepared by: Lisa Engel /H. & C.D./(916) 319-2085
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Date of Hearing: April 9, 2025

ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON HOUSING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

Matt Haney, Chair
AB 518 (Ward) — As Introduced February 10, 2025

SUBJECT: Low-impact camping areas

SUMMARY: Exempts a “low-impact camping area,” as defined, from the Special Occupancy
Parks Act (SOPA) if it is located in a county that has enacted an ordinance authorizing low-
impact camping that meets specified requirements. Specifically, this bill:

1) Exempts a low-impact camping area from the definition of “special occupancy park”
within SOPA if it meets specified requirements and is located in a county that has enacted
an ordinance, subject to the requirements of existing law, authorizing low-impact camping.

2)

3)

Defines “low-impact camping area” to mean any area of private property that provides for
the transient occupancy rental of a temporary sleeping accommodation for recreational
purposes that is not a commercial lodging facility.

Provides that a low-impact camping area is not a special occupancy park if it is located in a
county that has enacted an ordinance, subject to the requirements of existing law,
authorizing low-impact camping and meets all of the following requirements:

a)

9)

h)

Provides for the transient occupancy rental of a temporary sleeping accommodation,
not exceeding 14 consecutive nights per camper and 28 nights per calendar year per
camper;

Has no more than nine temporary sleeping accommodations;

Does not include a temporary sleeping accommodation that is rented out for
permanent human occupancy;

Prohibits onstreet parking;
Complies with applicable state and local fire safety requirements;

Complies with applicable state and local tax requirements, including, but not limited
to, the payment of local transient occupancy taxes;

Complies with applicable local requirements for disposal of human waste, or in the
absence of applicable local requirements, maintains sanitation facilities that are fully
self-contained or connected to a permitted sewage disposal system serving the

property;

Complies with applicable local requirements for the disposal of trash, or in the
absence of applicable local requirements, requires all solid waste to be removed from
the premises after each occupancy and onsite trash receptacles to abide by applicable
animal-protection trash best practices or requirements;





)

K)
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Complies with applicable local requirements for quiet hours, or in the absence of such
requirements, enforces quiet hours from 10pm to 6am;

Complies with applicable local requirements relating to low-impact campsites, low-
incident camping, or incidental camping, including, but not limited to, local zoning,
permit, lot size, and setback requirements;

Designates an operator or property manager who is available by phone 24 hours a
day, seven days a week;

Allows no more than one temporary sleeping accommodation per acre and is located
on a parcel of two acres or more;

Requires all temporary sleeping accommodations to be located no less than 200 feet
from any offsite residence and no less than 30 feet from any adjoining property or
road;

Is not located on an urban infill site, as defined; and

Has not been used as a special occupancy park for the last five years unless the area
was a special occupancy park before January 1, 2024 and the area met the
requirements of this definition on January 1, 2023.

4) Requires a county that has authorized low-impact camping to do all of the following:

a)

b)

Establish a registry of low-impact camping areas which may include, but is not
limited to, the number of operators authorized in the county, a site address of such
areas, the number of lots and types of temporary sleeping accommodations, the
facility owner and operator names, the date a low-impact camping area is established,
summaries of all code enforcement investigations associated with low-impact
camping areas, amendments to this information, and any other relevant information
deemed appropriate by the county;

Establish a complaint program to support code enforcement related to low-impact
camping areas; and

Require all low-impact camping owners or operators to post, in a conspicuous
location, contact information for the county for complaints or information related to
low-impact camping areas.

5) Requires a county that has authorized low-impact camping to have administrative and
enforcement authority over the provisions of this bill.

6)

7)

Defines “commercial lodging facility” to have the same meaning as the term “hotel,” as
specified.

Defines “recreational vehicle” to mean either a motor home, travel trailer, truck camper, or
camping trailer, with or without motive power, designed for human habitation for
recreational, emergency, or other occupancy, that meets specified criteria; or a park trailer,
as specified.
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8) Defines “temporary sleeping accommodation” to include, but not be limited to, a tent, yurt,
or recreational vehicle.

9) Provides that this bill does not authorize an individual to access private property without
the permission of the landowner.

10) Provides that this bill does not require a county to authorize low-impact camping, and
specifies that this bill establishes minimum requirements for a county that, by ordinance,
elects to authorize low-impact camping.

EXISTING LAW:

1) Defines “special occupancy park™ as a recreational vehicle park, temporary recreational
vehicle park, incidental camping area, or tent camp. (Health and Safety Code (HSC) Section
18862.43)

2) Defines “recreational vehicle (RV) park™ as any area or tract of land, or a separate
designated section within a mobilehome park where two or more lots are rented, leased, or
held out for rent or lease, or were formerly held out for rent or lease and later converted to a
subdivision, cooperative, condominium, or other form of resident ownership, to
accommodate owners or users of recreational vehicles, camping cabins, or tents. (HSC
18862.39)

3) Defines “temporary recreational vehicle park™ as any area or tract of land where two or
more lots are rented, leased, or held out for rent or lease to owners or users of recreational
vehicles and that is established for one operation not to exceed 11 consecutive days, and is
then removed. (HSC 18862.47)

4) Defines “incidental camping area” as any area or tract of land where camping is incidental
to the primary use of the land for agriculture, timber management, or water or power
development purposes, and where two or more campsites used for camping are rented or
leased or held out for rent or lease. The density of usage shall not exceed 25 camping parties
within a radius of 265 feet from any campsite within the incidental camping area. (HSC
18862.19)

5) Defines “tent” as any enclosed structure or shelter fabricated entirely or in major part of
cloth, canvas, or similar material supported by a frame. (HSC 18862.49)

6) Establishes requirements for the construction, maintenance, occupancy, use, and design of
special occupancy parks and creates the Special Occupancy Parks Revolving Fund through
SOPA.. (HSC 18860 et seq.)

7) Gives the Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) authority over
special occupancy and RV parks. (HSC 18865)

FISCAL EFFECT: None.
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COMMENTS:

Author’s Statement: According to the author, “AB 518, the Low Impact Camping Areas Act of
2025, is a transformative step toward expanding outdoor recreation opportunities while fostering
rural economic growth and land conservation. By streamlining the permitting process for small,
low-impact camping areas (LICAS), this bill will alleviate the strain on overcrowded state and
national parks, making outdoor experiences more accessible and affordable for millions of
Californians. As demand for outdoor recreation continues to surge, AB 518 ensures that more
people can enjoy nature while supporting sustainable land use.

Beyond enhancing recreational access, AB 518 provides much-needed economic relief for
farmers, ranchers, and rural landowners facing rising costs of land ownership. By allowing them
to generate supplemental income through small-scale, environmentally responsible camping, the
bill promotes land retention and conservation, preventing unnecessary development. With clear
local oversight and regulations in place, LICAs will strike a balance between expanding public
access to nature and preserving California’s rural landscapes. AB 518 is an investment in both
outdoor equity and the sustainability of the state’s natural resources.”

Special Occupancy Parks Act: HCD has authority over mobilehome and special occupancy
parks. Both mobilehome parks and RV parks must meet minimum health and safety standards
and are subject to regular inspections. California has a number of state laws covering recreational
vehicle parks, including requirements outlined in SOPA. RV parks are required to comply with
legally distinct requirements related to permitting, operator responsibilities, and fees. Some of
these requirements include toilet, shower, and lavatory provisions; domestic animal limitations;
lighting installations; and lot line registrations. Local governments retain siting and land use
authority as part of their police powers.

Local agencies may assume special occupancy park authority in place of HCD. In order to do
that, local enforcement agencies or a local building or health department must satisfy certain
criteria, including:

e Providing prompt and effective recovery assistance or services during or immediately
following a disaster;

e Authorization from a local governing body that has jurisdiction over the local building or
health department; and

e Possessing the knowledge and expertise to administer the inspection responsibilities.

HCD can limit local enforcement authority to specific areas or parks, and the local enforcement
agency can charge fees or be reimbursed by HCD. HCD must also post a description and send
annual electronic notices that explain the process for local agencies to assume enforcement
authority. A significant number of local agencies representing districts with special occupancy
parks gave back enforcement authority to HCD in recent years, citing lack of capacity and/or
other limitations after receiving these notices. By exempting low-impact camping sites from
SOPA, this bill removes these sites from HCD jurisdiction in counties that have authorized low-
impact camping via ordinance and that meet the standards in the bill, essentially returning these
sites to local-only oversight.

Low-Impact Camping Areas: This bill defines low-impact camping areas as any area of private
property that provides for the transient occupancy rental of a temporary sleeping accommodation
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for recreational purposes that meets specified criteria. Low-impact camping areas are small-scale
(nine or fewer sites), short-term (no more than 14 consecutive days and 28 days per year per
camper), recreational, private campgrounds — typically imagined as open areas on private, rural
properties that can support a handful of tents, RVs, yurts, or the like.

These small, private camping areas are regulated as special occupancy parks under existing law
and also have to comply with any local land use and planning requirements. For these small-
scale operators, the author and sponsors contend that some of the minimum requirements under
SOPA may be cost-prohibitive and unnecessary. This bill would establish a minimum framework
for counties who wish to formally authorize low-impact camping within their borders and in
counties that adopt such an ordinance, the bill would remove these sites from SOPA and instead
subject them to various requirements enumerated in the bill. The author and sponsor argue this
would provide an opportunity to increase affordable access to the outdoors, help develop rural
economies, and diversify and supplement incomes for rural landowners.

Arguments in Support: According to Hipcamp, the bill’s sponsor, “Camping areas in California
are currently subject to two levels of regulation: local and state. This means that to host even a
few campers in California, a landowner needs to obtain both a permit or permission from local
government and a costly and time-intensive state permit. Local governments traditionally
manage land use in their communities and are best suited to decide if, how, where, and to what
standards small-scale camping in their communities should be allowed. But due to antiquated
language in the Special Occupancy Parks Act, originally written to manage mobile home park
developments, landowners looking to welcome small-scale outdoor recreation on their properties
need to get approval from both their local government and via the California Department of
Housing and Community Development. This process can take over a year and cost tens of
thousands of dollars. It also includes standards that, while appropriate for mobile home and RV
parks, are less suited to a small number of campsites on an open landscape, working farm, or
other rural property. AB 518 defines a new category of camping known as ‘low-impact camping
areas’ (LICAs). Eligible LICAs are still required to obtain all applicable local permissions, but
would no longer be required to also obtain the costly and time-intensive secondary state permit if
they live in a county or municipality that opts into AB 518’s allowances.”

Arguments in Opposition: According to the California Outdoor Hospitality Association
(CalOHA), “AB 518 now gives local jurisdictions the same ability to regulate nine and under
low impact campgrounds and while the measure ensures that local governments must have a
regulatory framework in place in order to comply with local building codes, safety standards,
sewage and water requirements, along with enforcement responsibilities, we believe that it still
presents problems that must be addressed. [...] CalOHA believes that RVs should be stricken
from the bill and that it should only apply to soft-sided structures. The bill allows for a 14-day
length of stay but a large capacity blackwater holding tank in an RV would only provide about
seven days of use if used conservatively. [...] In terms of HCD, what are the issues that are
causing these properties from being able to comply with SOPA? CalOHA believes that all parks,
regardless of size, should be regulated by HCD through SOPA, even if we don’t always agree
with the stringent safety demands placed upon park developers and operators by HCD.”

Committee Amendments: In order to provide confidence to camp visitors that they are utilizing a
low-impact campsite that is properly authorized and permitted under a local ordinance, and for
ease of identification in cases of code enforcement inspections, of the committee may wish to





AB 518
Page 6

amend Section 2 of the bill as follows to require a site owner or operator to post their local
permit or registration information at the site, if the county requires it to operate:

HSC 18890. (c) A county that has authorized low-impact camping shall do the following:

(1) Establish a registry of low-impact camping areas which may include, but not be limited to,
the number or operators authorized in the county, a site address of such areas, the number of lots
and types of temporary sleeping accommodations, the facility owner and operator names, the
date a low-impact camping area is established, summaries of all code enforcement investigations
associated with low-impact camping areas, amendments to this information, and any other
relevant information deemed appropriate by the county.

(2) Establish a complaint program to support code enforcement related to low-impact camping
areas.

(3) Require all low-impact camping owners or operators to post, in a conspicuous location, any
permit or_registration required by the county to operate the low-impact camping area, and
contact information for the county for complaints or information related to low-impact camping
areas.

Related Legislation:

SB 620 (McGuire) of 2024 was substantially similar to this bill and also included a new tourism
assessment framework. That bill died pending a vote on the Assembly Floor.

SB 1307 (Rubio), Chapter 669, Statutes of 2022: Required HCD to post an explanation of the
process for a city, county, or city and county to assume the enforcement responsibilities pursuant
to SOPA, and made other changes to permitting and enforcement timelines.

SB 325 (O’Connell), Chapter 434, Statutes of 2001: Established SOPA under the jurisdiction and
enforcement of HCD and local enforcement agencies.

REGISTERED SUPPORT / OPPOSITION:
Support

Hipcamp (Sponsor)

Audubon California

Bay Area Ridge Trail Council

Black Surfers Collective

California Association for Local Economic Development (CALED)
California Certified Organic Farmers

California Certified Organic Farmers (CCOF)
California Farm Bureau

California Farm Bureau Federation

California Outdoor Recreation Partnership
California Outdoors Recreation Partnership (CORP)
California Trails Foundation

City Surf Project

Coloma Lotus Whitewater





County of Mendocino

El Dorado County Chamber of Commerce
El Dorado County Farm Bureau

El Dorado County Farm Trails

Great Redwood Trail Agency

Inyo County Clerk/recorder

Latino Outdoors

Little Kamper LP

Nemo Equipment

Outdoor Afro

Outdoor Industry Association (OIA)
Outdoor Outreach

Pathloom

REI

Salted Roots

Save the Redwoods League

Supervisor Hardy Bullock, Nevada County
Tahoe Mountain Sports

The San Diego Mountain Biking Association
Top Rope Media

Trust for Public Land

Opposition

California Outdoor Hospitality Association
County of Santa Cruz

County of Siskiyou

County of Solano

Rural Bonny Doon Association

Analysis Prepared by: Nicole Restmeyer / H. & C.D. / (916) 319-2085
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Date of Hearing: April 9, 2025

ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON HOUSING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

Matt Haney, Chair
AB 635 (Ahrens) — As Introduced February 13, 2025

SUBJECT: Mobilehome Residency Law Protection Program: Attorney General

SUMMARY:: Requires the Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) to
refer up to a total of 25 alleged violations, as specified, from the Mobilehome Residency Law
Protection Program (MRLPP) in any given fiscal year to the office of the Attorney General
(AG), authorizes the AG to use funds from the Mobilehome Dispute Resolution Fund (the Fund),
and deletes the sunset date of the MRLPP. Specifically, this bill:

1)

2)

3)

4)

Requires HCD, under the MRLPP, to refer up to a total of 25 alleged violations of the
Mobilehome Residency Law (MRL) in any given fiscal year to the office of the AG that
the department in good faith efforts selects as the most severe, deleterious, and materially
and economically impactful alleged violations.

Authorizes the AG to arbitrate, mediate, negotiate, or pursue any and all available judicial
remedies in connection with any violations of the MRL.

Makes funds available in the Mobilehome Dispute Resolution Fund to the AG, upon
appropriation by the Legislature to use to perform duties related to 2) above.

Deletes the sunset date of January 1, 2027, thereby extending the MRLPP and Fund
permanently.

EXISTING LAW:

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

Regulates, pursuant to the MRL, the rights, responsibilities, obligations, and relationships
between mobilehome park management and park residents. (Civil Code Section 798, et

seq.)

Establishes the MRLPP within HCD. Requires HCD to provide assistance in taking
complaints, and helping to resolve and coordinate the resolution of those complaints, from
homeowners relating to the MRL. (Health and Safety Code (HSC) Section 18802)

Prohibits HCD from arbitrating, mediating, negotiating, or providing legal advice in
connection with mobilehome park rent disputes, lease or rental agreements, or disputes
arising from lease or rental agreements. Authorizes HCD to provide information on these
issues to the complaining party, park management, or other responsible party. (HSC 18802)

Requires HCD to refer any alleged violations of law or regulations within HCD’s
jurisdiction to the Division of Codes and Standards within HCD. Authorizes HCD to refer
any alleged violations of law or regulations that are not within HCD’s jurisdiction,
including, but not limited to, rent disputes, criminal activity, or alleged discrimination, to
the appropriate enforcement agency. (HSC 18802)

Requires HCD to contract with one or more qualified and experienced nonprofit legal
services providers (LSPs) in administering the program, and requires HCD to refer
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complaints selected for evaluation to those nonprofit LSPs for possible enforcement action.
(HSC 18803)

6) Prohibits a nonprofit LSP from charging any fees to a homeowner for any services
performed in connection with a complaint referred to it by the department. (HSC 18803)

7) Beginning January 1, 2019, and each subsequent year thereafter, requires HCD to assess
and collect from park management an annual registration fee of $10 per mobilehome lot
within each mobilehome park subject to the MRL. Authorizes park management,
notwithstanding any other law or local ordinance, rule, regulation, or initiative measure to
the contrary, to pass on all or a portion of the amount of the annual registration fee to
homeowners within the mobilehome park. Establishes the Fund in the State Treasury to
receive all moneys collected via the MRLPP and makes moneys in the Fund available upon
appropriation by the Legislature for purposes of implementing the MRLPP. (HSC 18804)

8) Requires HCD to include in its annual report to the Legislature specified data collected
from the MRLPP and recommendations for any statutory or administrative changes to the
program. (HSC 18805)

9) Sunsets and repeals the MRLPP and Fund as of January 1, 2027. (HSC 18806)
FISCAL EFFECT: Unknown.
COMMENTS:

Author’s Statement: According to the author, “Recognizing the steep rise in housing costs and
the persistent instability many face, | prioritize ensuring that mobile home park residents
experience a sense of security and peace of mind in their living situations. Through the
Mobilehome Residency Law Act, we seek to establish comprehensive safeguards that protect
residents from unfair practices such as arbitrary rent increases, unjust evictions, and exploitation
by park owners. By creating a more equitable framework, we aim to foster a supportive and
stable community for all mobile home park residents.”

Background: More than 1 million people live in California's approximately 4,500 mobilehome
parks. Mobilehomes are not truly mobile, in that it is often cost prohibitive to relocate them. The
cost to move a mobilehome ranges from $2,000 to upwards of $20,000 depending on the size of
the home and the distance traveled. A mobilehome owner whose home is located in a
mobilehome park does not own the land the unit sits on, and must pay rent and fees for the land
and any community spaces.

The MRL extensively regulates the relationship between landlords and homeowners who occupy
a mobilehome park. A limited number of provisions also apply to residents who rent, as opposed
to own, their mobilehome. The MRL has two parts: Articles 1 through 8 apply to most
mobilehome parks and Article 9 applies to resident-owned parks or parks which are established
as a subdivision, cooperative or condominium. The provisions cover many issues, including: 1)
the rental and lease contract terms and specific conditions of receipt and delivery of written
leases, park rules and regulations, and other mandatory notices; 2) mandatory notice and
amendment procedures for mobilehome park rules and regulations; 3) mandatory notice of fees
and charges, and increases or changes in them; and 4) specified conditions governing
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mobilehome park evictions. A dispute that arises pursuant to the application of the MRL
generally must be resolved in a civil court of competent jurisdiction.

HCD oversees several areas of mobilehome law, including health and safety standards,
registration and titling of mobilehomes and parks, and, through the Mobilehome Ombudsman,
assists the public with questions or problems associated with various aspects of mobilehome law.
The Mobilehome Ombudsman provides assistance by taking complaints and helping to resolve
and coordinate the resolution of those complaints. However, the Ombudsman does not have
enforcement authority for the MRL, and cannot arbitrate, mediate, negotiate, or provide legal
advice on mobilehome park rent disputes, lease or rental agreements, but may provide general
information on these issues.

HCD also inspects parks and mobilehomes for health and safety issues. Under the Mobilehome
Park Maintenance (MPM) program, HCD annually inspects a selection of parks for compliance
with health and safety requirements under the Health and Safety Code (Mobilehome Parks Act)
and Title 25. The program is funded through a $4 fee, of which the property owner may charge
half ($2) to the homeowners. In addition to the MPM program, HCD also responds to health and
safety complaints under the Mobilehome Parks Act.

Mobilehome Residency Law Protection Program: AB 3066 (Stone), Chapter 744, Statutes of
2018, established the MRLPP as a five year pilot program at HCD to intake complaints regarding
alleged violations of the MRL and refer complaints to LSPs. LSPs have the sole authority under
the law to determine which referred complaints will be addressed or pursued and are prohibited
from charging fees to any homeowner under the program rules, as the program is funded via a
$10-per-lot fee paid by homeowners and deposited into the Fund for program administration.
The MRLPP was originally scheduled to sunset on January 1, 2024. In 2023, AB 318 (Addis),
Chapter 736, extended for three years the sunset date of the MRLPP to January 1, 2027 and
made additional changes to the program rules, some of which had been recommended in HCD’s
evaluation of the pilot program. These changes included removing the requirement for HCD to
select only the most severe, deleterious, and materially and economically impactful alleged
violations for referral to LSPs, and removing the requirement for parties to spend the first 25
days attempting to negotiate a resolution to the alleged violation in good faith.

The MRLPP now has an annual reporting requirement and HCD recently published program
information on March 14, 2025 covering the cumulative time period from July 2020-December
2024.1 The report notes total revenue collected of $17 million and total expenditures, including
estimated expenses for fiscal year 2024-25, of $9.4 million, leaving a balance in the Fund of
approximately $8.4 million at the conclusion of the fiscal year. In addition, the report described
the cumulative number of allegations received, processed, and referred to an LSP or another
enforcement agency, the type of complaint allegations received broken down by section of the
MRL, and a geographic distribution of complaints by county. To date, HCD reports having
received a total of 7,002 complaints, of which 6,300 were processed and 1,580 were referred to
another enforcement agency or to an LSP for further action.

1 https://www.hcd.ca.gov/sites/default/files/docs/manufactured-and-mobilehomes/0325-mpm-taskforce-mrlpp-
attachment.pdf
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MRLPP Audit: The California State Auditor performed an audit of the MRLPP, and its findings
were released on December 19, 2023 in Audit 2023-112.% An excerpt of the Auditor’s letter to
the Legislature announcing the audit findings is below:

Although LSPs are responsible for providing services to complainants, attorney-related
privileges limit HCD’s ability to effectively oversee the work done by these contractors. The
privileges prevent the LSPs from providing information—such as the number of hours they
work on a complaint or investigations they perform to assist complainants—that HCD needs
to determine if the LSPs are serving referred complainants. We also found that HCD did not
take immediate action when LSPs notified it that they were denying services to complainants
based on incorrect eligibility criteria and that HCD’s program data are not of good enough
quality to allow HCD to report accurately or efficiently to the Legislature as required.

The program is funded by an annual $10 per lot fee paid by mobilehome park owners.
Although we determined that HCD generally spent program funding appropriately, it has
spent less than 40 percent of the program’s revenue it has collected and has consequently
accumulated $8.3 million in unspent funds. Even if HCD’s annual costs grow, the amount of
unspent funds will likely continue to grow if the Legislature does not reduce the fee. To
assess the appropriateness of the program’s fee, we modeled different scenarios and
determined that suspending the fee from fiscal year 202425 through the program’s sunset
date in January 2027 would reduce the unspent fund balance and still allow HCD sufficient
funding to address complaints.

HCD agreed to implement a number of the Auditor’s recommendations but expressed significant
concern with the recommendation to the Legislature to implement a fee collection freeze. A
handful of bills were proposed last year that would have implemented some of the auditor’s
recommendations relating to improving HCD’s oversight of LSP contractors, including one
heard in this committee, AB 2291 (Alanis) of 2024, though none reached the Governor’s desk.

State Enforcement: This bill would require HCD to refer up to 25 alleged MRL violations in any
fiscal year to the office of the AG. HCD would be required to use good faith efforts to select the
most severe, deleterious, and materially and economically impactful alleged violations for
referral to the AG. Under the bill, the AG would be able to request the Legislature to appropriate
moneys in the Fund to support its enforcement activities in connection with any MRLPP referrals
it receives from HCD. This change would expand public enforcement activities for alleged
violations of the MRL (though the AG already has the ability to bring MRL-related cases if it so
chooses) that would run parallel with LSPs continuing to receive other alleged violations from
HCD.

Arguments in Support: According to the Golden State Manufactured-home Owners League
(GSMOL), the bill’s sponsor, “AB 635 will ensure that HCD refers the most egregious
violations, including systematic illegal acts, that lead to individuals losing their homes to the
Attorney General for more effective enforcement. The Attorney General would have full
discretion and authority to arbitrate, mediate, negotiate, or pursue any and all available judicial
remedies in connection with the most severe violations of the MRL. Funds from the Mobilehome

2 https://www.auditor.ca.gov/reports/2023-112/index.html
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Dispute Resolution Fund shall be made available to the Attorney General. The MRLPP is self-
funded by fixed-income, modest-income Californians pooling their limited resources.”

Arguments in Opposition: According to the Western Manufactured Housing Communities
Association (WMA), “It is prudent for the legislature to wait until park-manager training is fully
implemented before discussing the appropriateness of making the MRLPP permanent. At a
minimum, WMA encourages you to keep the sunset date of the MRLPP as is, which is not until
December 31, 2026. If you are still intent on pursuing an extension, a one-year extension of the
sunset date to December 31, 2027, seems more justified. There are still many other provisions of
AB 635 that WMA opposes; but making a program permanent that has not even settled on a
structure, without any demonstrable need or a thorough evaluation of the program’s performance
is contrary to common sense.”

Committee Amendments: Staff recommends the bill be amended as follows:

1) Given the policy change proposed in the bill to expand the program by requiring HCD to
refer serious complaints to the AG and to allow the AG to draw on the Fund in order to
take potential enforcement action on complaints it is referred by HCD each year, the
committee may wish to reinstate a sunset clause rather than permanently extending the
program to preserve the Legislature’s ability to perform oversight of the changed
program with a new department being added to the program administration.

SEC. 4. Section 18806 of the Health and Safety Code is amended to read:

18806. This part shall remain in effect only until January 1, 2030 2027, and as of that date is
repealed.

2) With the proposed addition of the AG to the administration of the program, and with new
authority granted to the AG to access the Fund to perform enforcement activities, the
committee may wish to modify the existing reporting requirement in HSC 18805 to
require additional reporting on the activities the AG would be performing under the bill.

SEC. 3. Section 18805 of the Health and Safety Code is amended to read:

18805. (a) The department shall include all of the following information in the annual report
submitted pursuant to Section 50408:

(1) The amount of registration fees collected pursuant to Section 18804 and the amount
expended on the program__including the amount expended by the Attorney General pursuant to
subparagraph (2) of paragraph (d) of Section 18802.

(2) The total number of complaint allegations received, the total number of complaint allegations
processed, and the total number of complaint allegations referred to another enforcement agency,
including the number of complaint allegations referred to the Attorney General pursuant to
subparagraph (2) of paragraph (d) of Section 18802, or to a nonprofit legal services provider.

(3) The type of complaint allegations received.

(4) To the extent possible, the outcome of each complaint received by the program.
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(5) Activities completed by a nonprofit legal services provider contracted with pursuant to the
program.

(6) The most common complaint allegations.
(7) Recommendations for any statutory or administrative changes to the program.

(b) The department shall additionally report the information required pursuant to paragraphs (1)
to (3), inclusive, of subdivision (a) to the task force convened pursuant to Section 18400.3.

Related Legislation:

AB 2291 (Alanis) of 2024 would have required HCD to increase its oversight of LSPs in the
MRLPP and to monitor updates to detect any inappropriate denial of services. This bill passed
the Assembly Floor on a vote of 71-0 and died pending a hearing in the Senate Housing
Committee.

AB 318 (Addis), Chapter 736, Statutes of 2023: Extended the sunset on the MRLPP from
January 1, 2024 to January 1, 2027, and made several changes to the program.

AB 3066 (Stone), Chapter 774, Statutes of 2018: Established the MRLPP and Fund.

Double-referred: This bill was also referred to the Assembly Committee on Judiciary where it
will be heard should it pass out of this committee.

REGISTERED SUPPORT / OPPOSITION:
Support

Golden State Manufactured-home Owners League (Sponsor)
Chinatown Community for Equitable Development

Opposition

California Mobilenome Parkowners Alliance
Western Manufactured Housing Communities Association

Analysis Prepared by: Nicole Restmeyer / H. & C.D. / (916) 319-2085
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Date of Hearing: April 9, 2025

ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON HOUSING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
Matt Haney, Chair
AB 712 (Wicks) — As Amended March 10, 2025

SUBJECT: Housing reform laws: enforcement actions: fines and penalties

SUMMARY': Establishes additional financial penalties that must be imposed by a court in
actions brought by an applicant for a housing development project against a public agency to
enforce a “housing reform law,” as specified. Specifically, this bill:

1) Establishes that, notwithstanding any other law, and in addition to any other available
remedies, in any action brought by an applicant for a housing development project against a
public agency to enforce a housing reform law, where the applicant is the prevailing party,
the following apply:

a) The applicant shall be entitled to reasonable attorney’s fees and costs;
b) In the case of an action against a public agency that is a local agency:

i) If the local agency was advised in writing prior to the commencement of the action
by either the Attorney General (AG) or the Department of Housing and Community
Development (HCD) that the local agency’s decision, action, or inaction would
represent a violation of law in substantially the same manner as alleged by the
applicant in its lawsuit, the court must impose a fine in an amount not less than the
minimum fines described in the Housing Accountability Act (HAA); and

ii) If a court has previously found that the local agency violated the same statute on
which the applicant prevailed in its lawsuit, within the same planning period, the
court must impose a fine in an amount not less than the minimum fines described in
the HAA multiplied by a factor of five.

¢) Inthe case of an action against a public agency that is a local agency, notwithstanding
existing law governing the presentation and consideration of claims against public
entities, the applicant is not required to present a claim to seek the fines in 1) b) above.

2) Prohibits a public agency from requiring an applicant for a housing development project to
indemnify, defend, or hold harmless the public agency in any manner with respect to an
action brought by the applicant, or any other person, alleging that the public agency violated
the applicant’s rights or deprived the applicant of the benefits or protections provided by a
housing reform law.

3) Declares that a requirement, condition of approval, or agreement in violation of 2) above is
against public policy and void and unenforceable.

4) Provides that 2) and 3) above shall not be construed to derogate any claim that a
requirement in 2) above is or was unlawful under previously existing law.

5) Defines, for purposes of the bill, “housing development project” to mean a use consisting of
residential units only, mixed-use developments consisting of residential and nonresidential
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uses that meet specified square footage ratios, transitional or supportive housing, or
farmworker housing.

Defines, for purposes of the bill, “housing reform law” to mean any law or regulation, or
provision of any law or regulation, that establishes or facilitates rights, safeguards,
streamlining benefits, time limitations, or other protections for the benefit of applicants for
housing development projects, or restricts, proscribe, prohibits, or otherwise imposes any
procedural or substantive limitation on a public agency for the benefit of a housing
development project, including, but not limited to, all of the following:

a)

b)

f)
9)
h)

)

The requirement for local governments to have a substantially compliant housing
element and to not take actions or fail to act in a manner inconsistent with an adopted
housing element;

The HAA;

Requirements in housing element law for local governments to maintain adequate sites
to accommodate their remaining share of regional housing needs and “no net loss”
provisions;

Density bonus law;

Provisions of law that prohibit jurisdictions from discriminating against developments
and shelters or imposing more burdensome requirements due to the characteristics of
residents or the method of financing;

The Housing Crisis Act (HCA) of 2019;
Requirements for public agencies to affirmatively further fair housing;

The streamlined, ministerial approval process for mixed-income housing established by
SB 35 (Wiener, Chapter 366, Statutes of 2017);

The streamlined, ministerial approval process for supportive housing established by AB
2162 (Chiu, Chapter 753, Statutes of 2018);

The streamlined, ministerial approval process for Low Barrier Navigation Centers, as
specified;

Minimum standards relating to Floor Area Ratios and lot sizes, as specified;
Annual Progress Report (APR) requirements;

Minimum parking requirements;

The Affordable Housing and High Road Jobs Act of 2022;

The five-hearing maximum rule and reasonable person standard for consistency with
local standards under the HCA of 2019;

Accessory dwelling unit and junior accessory dwelling unit law;
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q) Provisions allowing duplexes and lot splits established by SB 9 (Atkins), Chapter 162,
Statutes of 2021;

r) The Middle Class Housing Act of 2022;
s) The Affordable Housing on Faith and Higher Education Lands Act of 2023;
t) Provisions prohibiting the demolition of housing units under the HCA of 2019;

u) Provisions requiring issuance of building permits for certain projects of 10 units or
fewer with tentative subdivision maps established by SB 684 (Caballero), Chapter 783,
Statutes of 2023;

v) The streamlined, ministerial approval process for certain subdivided lots established by
SB 684 (Caballero);

w) The Starter Home Revitalization Act of 2021;

X) The Homeless Housing, Assistance, and Prevention program;

y) The Encampment Resolution Funding program;

z) The Family Homelessness Challenge Grants and Technical Assistance Program;
aa) The Permit Streamlining Act;

bb) Postentitlement phase permit timelines and standards, as specified;

cc) Postentitlement phase permit and service request standards for special districts, as
specified;

dd) Limitations on replacement of religious-use parking spaces in housing development
projects, as specified,;

ee) Provisions allowing parties to challenge the imposition of fees, dedications,
reservations, or exactions on housing development projects, as specified; and

ff) Provisions allowing parties to challenge the imposition of fees, taxes, assessments,
dedications, reservations, or other exactions, as specified.

Provides that the specific identification of any law, regulation, or provision in the definition
of “housing reform law” under 6) above shall not be interpreted to limit the scope of
“housing reform law” under the bill.

Defines, for purposes of the bill, “local agency” to mean any public agency other than a
state agency;

Defines, for purposes of the bill, “planning period” to mean the time period between the due
date for one housing element and the due date for the next housing element for each revision
according to the applicable schedule, as specified;
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10) Defines, for purposes of the bill, “public agency” to mean any state agency, any county, city

and county, city, regional agency, public district, redevelopment agency, or other political
subdivision.

EXISTING LAW:

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

Establishes the HAA, which prohibits a local agency from disapproving a housing
development project for very low, low-, or moderate-income households, or an emergency
shelter, or conditioning approval in a manner that renders the project or shelter infeasible
unless it makes written findings based upon a preponderance of the evidence in the record as
to one of several specified justifications for the denial. (Government Code (GOV) Section
65589.5(d))

Allows the project applicant, a person who would be eligible to apply for residency in the
housing development project or emergency shelter, or a housing organization to bring an
action to enforce the HAA. Requires a court to award reasonable attorney’s fees and costs of
suit to the plaintiff or petitioner if certain conditions are met, unless the court finds, under
extraordinary circumstances, that awarding fees would not further the purposes of the HAA,
or in certain cases concerning specified disapprovals. (GOV 65589.5(k)(1)(A))

Requires a court, upon a determination that a local agency has failed to comply with an
order or judgment compelling compliance with the HAA within the time period prescribed
by the court, to impose fines on the local agency and require the local agency to deposit any
fine levied into a local housing trust fund or the Building Homes and Jobs Trust Fund.
Requires the fine to be in a minimum amount of $10,000 per housing unit in the housing
development project on the date the application was deemed complete. Requires the court,
in determining the amount of the fine to impose, to consider the local agency’s progress in
attaining its allocation of regional housing need and any prior violations of the HAA.
Prohibits fines from being paid out of funds already dedicated to affordable housing, as
specified. (GOV 65589.5(k)(1)(B))

Requires a court, if it finds that a local agency acted in bad faith when it violated the HAA
and failed to carry out the court’s order or judgment in the time period prescribed by the
court, to multiply the fine in 3) above by a factor of five. If a court has previously found that
the local agency violated the HAA within the same planning period, requires the court to
multiply the fines by an additional factor for each previous violation. (GOV 65589.5(1))

Requires HCD to notify a local government, and allows HCD to notify the office of the AG,
if HCD finds that:

a) A housing element does not substantially comply with state law; and

b) Any local government has taken an action in violation of specified housing laws. (GOV
65585(j))

Requires HCD, prior to the AG bringing any suit for a violation of the provisions of
specified housing laws, to offer the jurisdiction the opportunity for two meetings in person
or via telephone to discuss the violation, and to provide the jurisdiction written findings
regarding the violation, with some exceptions. (GOV 65585(k))
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7) Grants HCD and the AG the unconditional right to intervene in any suit brought to enforce
specified housing laws, and grants the AG this unconditional right whether intervening in an
independent capacity or pursuant to a notice or referral from HCD. (GOV 65585.01)

8) Provides that in any action brought by the AG or HCD to enforce the adoption of housing
element revisions or to enforce any state law that requires a city, county, or local agency to
ministerially approve, without discretionary review, any planning or permitting application
for a housing development project, the city, county, or local agency shall be subject to the
following remedies:

a) A civil penalty of, at minimum, $10,000 per month, and not exceeding $50,000 per
month, for each violation, accrued from the date of the violation until the violation is
cured;

b) All costs of investigating and prosecuting the action, including expert fees, reasonable
attorney’s fees, and costs, whenever the AG or HCD prevails in a civil action to enforce
any state laws under this provision; and

c) Other relief as the court deems appropriate, including equitable and injunctive relief,
provisional or otherwise. (GOV 65009.1)

FISCAL EFFECT: Unknown.
COMMENTS:

Author’s Statement. According to the author, “The Legislature has successfully passed a variety
of housing laws to make it easier to build in California. However, these laws need to be
enforceable, and have real consequences when they are broken. Some of our housing laws
(notably the Housing Accountability Act) have strong enforcement provisions, but others do not.
AB 712 would extend the enforcement provisions of the Housing Accountability Act to other
state laws, thereby encouraging local agencies to act in compliance with existing state housing
laws. Additionally, AB 712 would end the practice of public agencies asking housing
development applicants to indemnify the local government against lawsuits when the local
government violates the applicant’s rights. This will result in more certainty for all parties, and
more housing in California.”

Housing Accountability Act (HAA): In 1982, in response to the housing crisis, which was
viewed as threatening the economic, environmental, and social quality of life in California, the
Legislature enacted the HAA. The purpose of the HAA is to help ensure that a city does not
reject or make infeasible housing development projects that contribute to meeting the
jurisdiction’s share of regional housing need or emergency shelters without a thorough analysis
of the economic, social, and environmental effects of the action and without complying with the
HAA. The HAA restricts a jurisdiction’s ability to disapprove, or require density reductions in,
certain types of residential projects. The HAA does not preclude a locality from imposing
developer fees necessary to provide public services or requiring a housing development project
to comply with objective standards, conditions, and policies appropriate to the locality’s share of
the regional housing need.

The HAA provides a private right of action to parties, including the development proponent, a
person who would be eligible to live in the proposed development, or a housing organization,
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who wish to challenge a local government that denied approval or imposed severely burdensome
conditions for approval on a housing development project.

If a locality denies approval or imposes conditions that have a substantial adverse effect on the
viability or affordability of a housing development for very low-, low-, or moderate-income
households, and the denial or imposition of conditions is subject to a court challenge, the burden
is on the local government to show that its decision is consistent with specified written findings.

If a court finds that a locality violated the HAA, a court must issue an order or judgment
compelling compliance with the HAA within 60 days, including, but not limited to, an order that
the locality take action on the housing development project or shelter. The plaintiff is entitled to
attorney’s fees unless the court find that awarding fees would not further the purposes of the
HAA. If a locality fails to comply within 60 days, the court must impose fines, a minimum of
$10,000 per housing unit in the housing development project, which must be deposited in a local
housing trust fund or the state Building Homes and Jobs Trust Fund. The court may also directly
approve the housing development project. If the court finds the locality acted in bad faith, in
addition to other remedies, the court must multiply the fine by a factor of five.

State Enforcement of Housing Laws: In recent years, the Legislature has implemented many
policy changes to address the housing deficit, including streamlined, ministerial approval of
housing and requiring local governments to plan and zone for more housing via the housing
element process. For many years prior to the enactment of these and other laws, local
governments often treated the housing element and other housing requirements as a “paper
exercise” because the state lacked strong enforcement tools to ensure compliance.

AB 72 (Santiago), Chapter 370, Statutes of 2017 established a process for HCD to enforce many
state housing laws. The law requires HCD to notify a local government, and allows HCD to
notify the AG, if HCD finds that a local government’s housing element does not substantially
comply with state law, or if a local government has taken an action in violation of specified
housing laws. HCD must offer verbal and written consultations and technical assistance to the
jurisdiction before referring them for enforcement action.

In addition to the expanded authority under AB 72, HCD has created and staffed a Housing
Accountability Unit (HAU), which provides education and technical assistance as well as
oversight and enforcement of housing element laws to ensure local governments comply with
specified housing laws. Violations of these laws may lead to a variety of consequences for local
governments, including referral to the AG for further civil action.

Some of these laws, similar to the HAA, also provide a mechanism for private third party actors
— for example, developers and project applicants, housing advocacy organizations, and members
of the public — to file their own lawsuits to challenge local land use planning and permitting
decisions. In 2023, the Legislature passed and the Governor signed AB 1485 (Haney), Chapter
763, which also granted HCD and the AG the unconditional right to intervene in any suit brought
to enforce specified housing laws, to ensure that the state’s interests are heard as a matter of right
in private litigation dealing with the application of those laws.

There have been further efforts to add more “teeth” to state law to deter bad actors from
continuing to obstruct housing development, including SB 1037 (Wiener), Chapter 293, Statutes
of 2024, which established minimum civil fines and attorney fee awards in cases where the AG
or HCD are acting to enforce housing element law or state laws that require ministerial approval
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of housing development projects, and AB 1633 (Ting), Chapter 768, Statutes of 2023, which
expanded the definition of local agency “disapproval” of projects under the HAA.

Private Enforcement: While the AG and HCD have enforcement authority over and have
stepped up efforts to monitor compliance with a number of housing laws, they do not have
infinite resources with which to monitor the extremely high volume of regional and local public
agency meetings and thousands of different development applications that may be proceeding in
any given month or year. This necessarily leads to some targeting of the most egregious or
flagrant violations of law, or actions that could be precedent-setting or otherwise resolve a
question of law. HCD’s accountability unit works to provide technical assistance as much as
possible and intakes complaints from members of the public and developers about potential
violations of housing laws, but is not in the practice of bringing a full legal case for every single
violation or possible violation.

However, housing developers face a difficult set of circumstances at the local or regional level
when they are faced with a recalcitrant agency. Because they are often “repeat customers” in a
jurisdiction and are reliant on an agency for essential approvals of the project in question and
future projects they might wish to bring forward, they are reluctant to sue and possibly damage
their relationships with these entities in cases where the agency is not following the law. The
author and sponsor also point out that some agencies have begun requiring developers to
indemnify them from the lawsuits the developers may end up deciding to bring if those agencies
break housing laws, and even requiring developers to pay for the legal fees incurred by the
agency. At the same time, only a limited number of housing statutes (like the HAA) allow an
applicant who is a prevailing party to recoup attorney’s fees, making the prospect of litigation
even less appealing to a project proponent.

This bill would require a court to award a housing developer reasonable attorney’s fees in cases
where they are the prevailing party over a public agency in an action brought to enforce a
housing reform law. Importantly, this bill would not create or expand standing for any developer
or housing organization where it does not already exist in statute. AB 712 (Wicks) would also
prohibit a public agency from requiring an applicant for a housing project to indemnify, defend,
or otherwise hold harmless the public agency in any manner with respect to an action brought by
the applicant or any other person alleging the public agency violated the applicant’s rights or
deprived the applicant of benefits or rights established by housing laws.

In order to create a more effective deterrent for recalcitrant local agencies, the bill would also
apply HAA fines in cases where the applicant prevails over a local agency and the agency was
advised in writing by either the AG or HCD prior to the lawsuit that the agency’s decision,
action, or inaction would represent a violation of law in the same manner that is alleged in the
applicant’s lawsuit. If the local agency has violated the same statute more than once in the same
housing element cycle, the court must multiply the HAA fine by a factor of five.

Arguments in Support: According to the California Building Industry Association, the bill’s
sponsor, “With very limited exceptions, enforcement of housing reform laws relies on housing
project applicants to sue the offending public agency. However, applicants are reluctant to
vindicate these rights because litigation is expensive, and the applicant must maintain cordial
relationships with agencies that have permitting authority over current and future housing
projects. Moreover, unlike opponents of housing projects who typically are awarded attorney’s
fees if they successfully sue to block a housing project, project applicants generally do not
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recover their attorney’s fees when they are the successful party, with the limited exception of
suits under the Housing Accountability Act. Further undermining housing law enforcement,
there are no effective penalties to deter public agencies from forcing applicants to file lawsuits
over the same issue even after the public agency has consistently lost in court and committed
violations after having been warned in writing by the Attorney General or [HCD]. [...] AB 712
would address these problems and significantly increase the enforcement and effectiveness of
housing reform laws...”

Arguments in Opposition: According to the California Special Districts Association, “AB 712
would create a right to attorneys’ fees and costs for an applicant in any action brought by the
applicant for a housing development project against a public agency, including a special district,
to enforce a housing reform law, where the applicant is the prevailing party. This one-sided right,
for which indemnification is prohibited by the bill, would place local agencies legitimately
defending their decisions in court at a disadvantage, with the burden shifted to taxpayers and
ratepayers. AB 712’s provisions for fines, which may be sought without regard to requirements
of the Government Claims Act, based on an applicant prevailing on claims substantially the same
as prior written advisements by the Attorney General (AG) or the Department of Housing and
Community Development (HCD) similarly exposes well intentioned local agencies, taxpayers
and ratepayers, to significant financial risk while placing local agencies legitimately defending
their decisions at a disadvantage.”

Committee Amendments: Staff recommends the following amendments:

1) The HAA'’s fine structure is a minimum of $10,000 per unit in the proposed development.
For smaller projects, like an individual ADU or SB 9 duplex, the minimum fine of
$10,000 multiplied by one or two units may not provide a significant enough deterrent to
dissuade bad actors from disregarding the written advice of HCD or the AG regarding the
violation of law. Staff recommend the following amendment in Section 1 of the bill to
create a $50,000 minimum fine for violations involving projects of four units or fewer:

GOV 65914.2. (b) (2) (A) (i) If the local agency was advised in writing prior to the
commencement of the action by either the Attorney General or the Department of Housing and
Community Development that the local agency’s decision, action, or inaction would represent a
violation of law in substantially the same manner as alleged by the applicant in its lawsuit, the
court shall impose a fine in an amount not less than the minimum fines described in
subparagraph (B) of paragraph (1) of subdivision (k) of Section 65589.5, unless the housing
development project consists of four units or fewer, in which case the court shall impose a
minimum fine of $50,000 per violation.

(i) If a court has previously found that the local agency violated the same statute on which the
applicant prevailed in its lawsuit, within the same planning period, the court shall impose a fine
in an amount not less than the minimum fines described in subparagraph (i) subparagraph-(B)-of

paragraph-(1)-of subdivisien{k)}-ofSeetion-65589-5 multiplied by a factor of five.

2) The bill’s proposed definition of “housing reform law” references the list of statutes in
subdivision (j) of GOV 65585 which HCD and the AG have enforcement authority over
and which establishes certain practices HCD must undertake in notifying local
governments of possible violations of those statutes. However, not all of the statutes
identified in that subdivision are statutes that establish or facilitate rights for applicants
for housing development projects — for example, the list also includes Annual Progress
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Report requirements and certain homelessness funding programs. In addition,
enumerating a list of statutes that fall into the proposed “housing reform law” bucket
means the Legislature may have to revisit the list of included statutes as additional laws
are enacted or sunset, possibly very frequently. Staff recommends striking the listing of
statutes from the definition and instead leaving the applicant to identify the specific
alleged statutory violations in question in the action itself, as follows:

GOV 65914.2. (d) (2) (A) “Housing reform law” means any law or regulation, or provision of

any law or regulation, that establishes or facilitates rights, safeguards, streamlining benefits, time
limitations, or other protections for the benefit of applicants for housing development projects, or
restricts, proscribe, prohibits, or otherwise imposes any procedural or substantive limitation on a

public agency for the benefit of a housing development project.—+heluding-but-notHmited-toal
of the following:

Related Legislation:

SB 1037 (Wiener), Chapter 293, Statutes of 2024: Created new legal remedies that can be used
by the AG to enforce the adoption of housing element revisions or to enforce any state law that
requires a local government to ministerially approve any decision or application for a housing
development project.

AB 1633 (Ting), Chapter 768, Statutes of 2023: Expanded the definition of a “disapproval”
under the HAA, until 2031.

AB 215 (Chiu), Chapter 342, Statutes of 2021: Provided HCD with additional enforcement
authority over local agency violations of specified housing laws.

AB 72 (Santiago), Chapter 370, Statutes of 2017: Provided HCD the authority to find a local
government’s housing element out of substantial compliance if it determines that the local
government acts or fails to act in compliance with its housing element, and allows HCD to refer
violations of law to the AG.

Double-referred: This bill was also referred to the Assembly Committee on Judiciary where it
will be heard should it pass out of this committee





REGISTERED SUPPORT / OPPOSITION:
Support

California Building Industry Association (Sponsor)
Abundant Housing LA

BOMA California

California Apartment Association
California Association of Realtors
California Building Industry Association
California Business Properties Association
California YIMBY

Circulate San Diego

Housing Action Coalition

NAIOP California

SPUR

The Two Hundred

Opposition
California Special Districts

Oppose Unless Amended
Livable California

Analysis Prepared by: Nicole Restmeyer / H. & C.D. / (916) 319-2085

AB 712
Page 10






AB 736
Page 1

Date of Hearing: April 9, 2025

ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON HOUSING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

Matt Haney, Chair
AB 736 (Wicks) — As Introduced February 18, 2025

SUBJECT: The Affordable Housing Bond Act of 2026

SUMMARY:: Authorizes the Affordable Housing Bond Act of 2026 to place a $10 billion
housing bond on the March 2, 2026 primary ballot to fund production of affordable housing and
supportive housing. Specifically, this bill:

1) Authorizes $10 billion in general obligation bonds to fund the following programs:

2)

3)

4)

5)

a)

b)

9)
h)

$5.25 billion to the Multifamily Housing Program (MHP). At least 10 percent of units in
a MHP development must be available for extremely low-income households;

$1.75 billion to supportive housing administered through the MHP program. Requires the
Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) to offer capitalized
operating subsidy reserves for supportive housing developments receiving funding;

$800 million for the Portfolio Reinvestment Program;

$500 million for a program to be created by the Legislature that funds acquisition and
rehabilitation of unrestricted housing units and the attachment of long-term affordability
restrictions to the units while safeguarding against the displacement of current residents;

$200 million for the Energy Efficiency Low-Income Weatherization Program;

$1 billion to the CalHOME Program and the My Home down payment assistance
program administered by the California Housing Finance Agency (CalHFA);

$250 million to the Joe Serna, Jr. Farmworker Housing Program; and

$250 million to a dedicated, flexible, and comprehensive state program designed for, and
in consultation with, tribes, administered by HCD, to finance housing and housing-related
activities that will enable tribes to rebuild and reconstitute their communities.

Authorizes the Legislature to amend any law related to programs which have been allocated
funds by the bond to further improve the efficacy and effectiveness of those programs.

Authorizes the Legislature to reallocate funds authorized by the bond to effectively promote
affordable housing in the state.

Authorizes HCD to disperse funds made available through the bond to housing developments
during the construction period.

Includes the following definitions:

a)

“Board” means HCD for programs administered by the department and CalHFA for
programs administered by the agency;





6)

7)

8)
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b) “Committee” means the Housing Finance Committee;
c) “Fund” means the Affordable Housing Bond Act of 2026;

Authorizes the committee, upon a request by the board, to determine whether or not it is
necessary and desirable to issue bonds, upon a request by the board, and if so the bonds will
be issued and sold.

Authorizes the board to request the Pooled Money Investment Board to make a loan from the
Pooled Money Investment Account to support the bond.

Includes an urgency clause.

EXISTING LAW:

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

Authorized the Veterans and Affordable Housing Bond Act of 2018, which provided $4
billion in funding, including $1 billion for the CalVet program and $3 billion for various
affordable housing programs. (Health and Safety Code (HSC) Section 54000-54034 and
Military and Veterans Code 998.600-998.614)

Establishes MHP at HCD to assist the new construction, rehabilitation, and preservation of
permanent and transitional rental housing for lower income households through loans to local
governments and non- and for-profit developers. (HSC Section 50675)

Establishes the Portfolio Reinvestment Program to provide loans or grants to rehabilitate,
capitalize operating subsidy or replacement reserves for, and extend the long-term
affordability of HCD-funded housing projects that have an affordability restriction that has
expired, that have an affordability restriction with a remaining term of less than 10 years, or
are otherwise at risk for conversion to market-rate housing. (HSC Section 50606)

Establishes the Energy Efficiency Low-Income Weatherization Program, which provides
technical assistance and incentives for the installation of energy efficiency measures and
solar photovoltaic systems in low-income multifamily dwellings serving priority populations.
(Government Code (GOV) Section 12087.5)

Establishes the Joe Serna, Jr. Farmworker Housing Grant Program (Serna Program) at HCD
to finance the new construction, rehabilitation, and acquisition of owner-occupied and rental
units for agricultural workers, with a priority for lower income households. (HSC Section
50515.2)

Establishes CalHOME at HCD to provide grants to local public agencies and non-profit
developers to assist individuals and households through deferred-payment loans. The funds
provide direct, forgivable loans to assist development projects involving multiple ownership
units, including single-family subdivisions. (HSC Section 50650)

Establishes the Infill Infrastructure Grant Program (11G) of 2019 to fund capital improvement
projects or catalytic qualifying infill area. The funds can be used for gap funding for
infrastructure including but not limited to water, sewer or other utility service improvements,
factory-built housing components; adaptive reuse; and site preparation or demolition
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necessary to move forward an affordable housing development. Includes a 10% set-aside for
rural areas.

8) Authorizes CalHFA to provide first time homebuyer assistance, including but not limited to a
deferred-payment, low-interest, subordinate mortgage loan, including down payment
assistance, closing cost assistance, or both, to make financing affordable to low- and
moderate-income households. (HSC Section 51341)

9) Provides, through SB 2 (Atkins), Chapter 364, Statutes of 2017, the Building Homes and
Jobs Act, with funding for, among other programs, affordable homeownership and rental
housing opportunities for agricultural workers and their families. This funding is
administered by HCD in conjunction with the Serna Program. (Government Code Section
27388.1)

FISCAL EFFECT: Unknown.
COMMENTS:

Author’s Statement: According to the author, “Housing affordability is the number one issue for
lower income Californians. The Affordable Housing Bond of 2026 will help produce and
preserve tens of thousands of affordable housing units over several years, serving hundreds of
thousands of lower income households over the following decades. And because every $1 spent
by the state is matched by $4 from federal tax credits, local grants, and rent payments from the
residents, the Affordable Housing Bond of 2026 is a smart investment.”

Affordable Housing Need: According to the 2022 Statewide Housing Plan, to meet California’s
unmet housing needs, the state needs an additional 2.5 million housing units, including 1.2
million for lower-income households. Decades of underbuilding have led to a lack of housing
overall, particularly housing that is affordable to lower-income households. The state needs an
additional 180,000 new units of housing a year to keep up with demand — including about 80,000
units of housing affordable to lower-income households. By contrast, production in the past
decade has been under 100,000 units per year — including less than 20,000 units of affordable
housing per year.

Furthermore, the state’s homelessness crisis is driven by the lack of affordable rental housing for
lower income people. According to the California Housing Partnership’s (CHP’s) Housing Need
Dashboard, in the current market, over 2 million extremely low-income and very low-income
renter households are competing for roughly 750,000 available and affordable rental units in the
state. Over three-quarters of the state’s extremely low-income households and over half of the
state’s very low-income households are severely rent burdened, paying more than 50% of their
income toward rent each month.

Despite recent investments over the last few years, state and local governments have not
significantly invested in affordable housing production in decades, leading to a lack of supply. In
addition, local governments have failed to adequately zone or plan for affordable housing for
decades. In the last eight years, the state has taken major steps to increase the supply of housing
by requiring local governments to plan and zone for 2.5 million new housing units, holding local
governments accountable for approving housing, and streamlining both affordable housing and
mixed-income housing.
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Affordable Housing Funding: Developing housing that is affordable to very low- and low-
income families requires some amount of public investment. Due to the high cost of land and
construction materials and significant regulatory barriers, the private market does not build
housing that is affordable for lower income households. The state provides public subsidy to
non-profit and for-profit developers to build affordable housing that is deed restricted for 55
years. It is important to note that a single affordable housing unit serves more than one individual
over the course of its 55-year affordability term. Most affordable housing units will serve 17.5
people over the term. Historically the state has funded affordable housing production through
voter-approved bonds and low-income housing tax credits (LIHTC). Only in the last few years
have the Legislature and Governor allocated General Fund dollars to affordable housing.

Beginning in 2019, an unprecedented $8 billion in General Fund has gone to a variety of
affordable housing programs. According to the Legislative Analyst’s Office, while the budget
picture is fair for the upcoming year, the outlook suggests that the state faces double-digit
operating deficits in the years to come. The last voter-approved bond, the Veterans and
Affordable Housing Bond Act of 2018, authorized $3 billion to fund state affordable housing
programs and $1 billion for the CalVet program, which provides mortgages to veterans. All of
the funding from the bond, including $1.5 billion for the state’s flagship affordable multi-family
rental housing program — MHP — has been fully allocated.

In addition to bond proceeds and the General Fund, the federal and state government both
subsidize affordable housing through LIHTC. The federal government offers two forms of tax
credits, a 9 percent and a 4 percent credit. The 9 percent credit equates to approximately $109
million in annual subsidy. The 4 percent credits are unlimited but must be paired with private
activity bonds (PABs), which are capped. Since 1986, the state has offered a state LIHTC that
generally equates to about $100 million each year. In 2019, AB 101 (Budget Committee, Chapter
159) was signed into law, providing an additional $500 million in “enhanced” state LIHTCs in
2020 and future years, subject to appropriation. Twenty-five million of the $500 million in
enhanced LIHTC is available for farmworker housing developments. The enhanced LIHTC must
be paired with 4 percent federal credits in an effort to capitalize on the unlimited nature of those
credits and to leverage PABs. The Governor did not include any funding for affordable housing
in his January budget, including zeroing out the $500 million in enhanced state LIHTC that has
been allocated since 2019.

Without some form of additional subsidy either through General Obligation bonds, a General
Fund appropriation, or more state LIHTC, no more than a trickle of affordable housing projects
will have enough subsidy to move forward beyond 2025 given the existing limited resources of
state and federal LIHTC.

Other Funding for Affordable Housing: In 2017, the Legislature passed SB 2 (Atkins), Chapter
364, which created a permanent funding source for affordable housing through a $75 recording
fee on real estate documents, excluding those recorded at the time of sale of a property. The fee
generates between $300 million and $500 million each year. Seventy percent of the funds must
go directly to counties to spend on housing priorities. The remaining 30% is split between the
CalHFA Mixed Income Housing program, the Joe Serna, Jr. Farmworker Housing Program, and
funds for state incentive programs.

The Affordable Housing and Sustainable Communities (AHSC) Program is one of the state’s
few affordable housing program that receives ongoing funds. The program is funded by a
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continuous appropriation of 20% of funds from the Greenhouse Gas Reduction Fund (GGRF),
funded by proceeds of the cap-and-trade system. Because AHSC is a GHG reduction program,
applicants who receive awards are responsible for monitoring and reporting their projects’
emissions reductions using a quantification methodology certified by the California Air
Resources Board. Since 2015, AHSC has made ten rounds of funding, invested $2.5 billion in
affordable housing to produce 15,324 affordable housing units and reduced 4.4 million tons of
CO2E.

Supportive Housing: Supportive housing combines non-time-limited affordable housing
assistance with wrap-around supportive services for people experiencing homelessness, as well
as other people with disabilities. The state has funded supportive housing through MHP and the
No Place Like Home Program (NPLH). NPLH authorized the state to issue $2 billion in General
Obligations bonds against revenues from the Mental Health Services Act —a 1% tax on
millionaires in the state. Those funds supported the construction of over 7,000 supportive
housing units and the funds are now exhausted. The voters passed Proposition 1 in March of
2024 to strengthen California’s behavioral health system by funding mental health treatment,
substance use disorder services, and supportive housing for veterans and individuals facing
homelessness. The Proposition 1 bond included $1.98 billion for supportive, with $1.065 billion
designated for veterans and $922 million for other people experiencing or at risk of homelessness
with behavioral health challenges. AB 736 would provide $1.75 billion to supportive housing
for people at risk or experiencing homelessness. In addition, the bond would require that 10
percent of any units created through MHP go to people who are extremely low-income (at or
below 30% of area median income), who may be at greater risk of homelessness.

Other Programs: AB 736 would require a portion of the bond proceeds to go toward a program
to finance housing and housing-related activities that will enable tribes to rebuild and
reconstitute their communities. SB 1187 (McGuire), Chapter 295, Statutes of 2024 created the
Tribal Housing Grant Program (THGP) at HCD for the construction and rehabilitation of rental
and for-sale housing. AB 736 also references funding for a program to be created by the
Legislature that funds acquisition and rehabilitation of unrestricted housing units and attachment
of long-term affordability restrictions to the units. SB 490 (Caballero) of 2022 and SB 225
(Caballero) of 2024 would have created such a program, but both bills were held at various
stages during the legislative process.

Funding Infrastructure: Funding for infrastructure was significantly reduced with the loss of
redevelopment over a decade ago. The Legislature has prioritized policies and funding for
infrastructure for mixed income and affordable housing. The Infrastructure Grant (11G) Program
was created in 2007 to provide funding for infrastructure that supports higher-density affordable
and mixed-income housing in locations designated as infill. Under the program, developers and
local governments can partner to apply for infrastructure funding, including the development or
rehabilitation of parks or open space; water, sewer, or other utility service improvements; streets;
roads; sidewalks; and environmental remediation. Originally, bond funding was provided for the
program through the Housing and Emergency Shelter Trust Fund Act of 2006 (Proposition 1C)
and the Veterans and Affordable Housing Bond Act of 2018 (Proposition 1). Since 2019-20, the
budget included $775 million General Fund for the I1G Program. The 11G program was changed
in 2019 to include funding for small jurisdictions, ensuring that funds were allocated across the
state. The program includes a 10% set-aside in rural areas and allows a local government to
apply for funding without a developer partner. The funds can be used in areas where developers
are not building because the infrastructure is not adequate to support development.
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In 2022, through the budget process the state created an 11G Catalytic program with the goal of
providing financial assistance for Capital Improvement Projects (CIPs or Projects) that are
necessary to facilitate the development of Catalytic Qualifying Infill Areas. Sites and parcels that
make up Catalytic Qualifying Infill Areas must have been either previously developed (within
the last ten years) or largely surrounded by sites developed with Urban Uses. 11G does not
directly fund the construction of housing units, but is estimated to have supported the creation of
10,628 homes between 2019-20 and 2022-23.

Arguments in Support: According to a coalition of supporters, “these resources will facilitate the
construction of almost 35,000 new units of deeply affordable housing, help preserve or
rehabilitate 42,000 homes and make homeownership possible for more than 13,000 low-income
households. The new construction rental housing funds will be leveraged with private, federal,
and local funds at a ratio of more than 4:1.”

Arguments in Opposition: None on file.
Related Legislation:

SB 417 (Cabaldon) of this legislative session, would place a $10 billion bond on the June 2026
ballot with largely the same expenditures as AB 736 except instead of $200 million for the
Energy Efficiency Low-Income Weatherization Program it includes $200 million for wildfire
prevention and mitigation, wildfire displacement assistance, and acceleration of construction of
affordable housing in rental markets impacted by wildfires. This bill also includes $5.25 billion
for both MHP and the 11G program, but does not designate how the amount would be split
between the two programs.

Committee Amendments: The committee may wish to consider the following amendments to
reconfigure the funding in the bond:

e Eliminate $200 million for the Energy Efficiency Low-Income Weatherization Program;

Reduce the Multi-family Housing Program by $250 million;

Reduce the Permanent Supportive Housing MHP by $50 million;

Add in $400 million for the Infill Infrastructure Grant Program of 2019; and

Increase the amount in the Joe Serna Housing Program by $100 million.
REGISTERED SUPPORT / OPPOSITION:
Support

A Community of Friends

Abode Housing Development

Abundant Housing LA

ACLU California Action

Affordable Housing Management Association-Northern CA Hawaii
All Home





Alliance of Californians for Community Empowerment
American Planning Association, California Chapter
Architects Fora

Asian Americans Advancing Justice-southern California
Association of Bay Area Governments

Bolinas Community Land Trust

Brilliant Corners

California Apartment Association

California Coalition for Community Investment
California Coalition for Rural Housing
California Community Land Trust Network
California Conference of Carpenters

California Council for Affordable Housing
California Housing Consortium

California Housing Partnership

California YIMBY

Care CLT

Champions for Progress

Christian Church Homes

Circulate San Diego

City of San Diego

City of Santa Ana

Collective Operation

Community Corp. of Santa Monica
Construction Employers' Association
Corporation for Supportive Housing

County of Ventura

Courage California

Destination: Home

Disability Rights California

Drug Policy Alliance

EAH Housing

East Bay for Everyone

East Bay Housing Organizations

East Bay YIMBY

Eden Housing

Enterprise Community Partners

Eviction Defense Network

Friends Committee on Legislation of California
FSY Architects, INC

Grow the Richmond

Gubb & Barshay LLP

Habitat for Humanity California

Heavin Helps

Homes & Hope

Hope Cooperative

House Farm Workers!

Housing Accelerator Fund

Housing Action Coalition
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Housing Authority of City of Santa Paula
Housing California

Housing Leadership Council of San Mateo County
Housing Trust Silicon Valley

Human Impact Partners

Initiate Justice

Inland Abundant Housing & Housing and Homeless Collaborative of Claremont
Inland So Cal Housing Collective

Inner City Law Center

Jamboree Housing Corporation
LeadingAge California

League of California Cities

Legal Aid of Sonoma County

Linc Housing

Many Mansions

Mayor Daniel Lurie, City and County of San Francisco
Metropolitan Transportation Commission
MidPen Housing Corporation

Monterey Bay Economic Partnership
Monterey Peninsula YIMBY

Mountain View YIMBY

Move California

Multi-Faith Action Coalition
Napa-Solano for Everyone

National Alliance to End Homelessness
Northern Neighbors

Oakland; City of

Partnership for the Bay's Future

PATH Ventures

Peninsula for Everyone

People's Self-help Housing

PEP Housing

PICO California

Public Advocates

Redwood Community Services

Resources for Community Development
Sacramento Area Congregations Together
Sacramento Housing Alliance
Sacramento Poor People's Campaign
Sacramento Transit Advocates and Riders STAR
Sacred Heart Community Service

San Francisco Community Land Trust
San Francisco SafeHouse

San Francisco YIMBY

Santa Clara County Housing Authority
Santa Cruz YIMBY

Santa Rosa YIMBY

Satellite Affordable Housing Associates
Self-Help Enterprises
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Self-Help for the Elderly

Serving Seniors

SF YIMBY

SLOCo YIMBY

SOMOS Mayfair

South Bay Community Land Trust

South Bay YIMBY

Southern California Association of Non-profit Housing (SCANPH)
SPUR

Starting Over Strong

Stinson Beach Affordable Housing Committee
Supportive Housing Alliance

SV@Home

TechEquity

TerraCorp

The Public Interest Law Project

The Two Hundred

Transform

Two Valleys Community Land Trust

Urban Habitat

Valley Industry and Commerce Association (VICA)
Ventura County YIMBY

Vital Arts

Wakeland Housing and Development Corporation
WUNZ Apparel in Action

YIMBY Action

YIMBY LA

YIMBY Los Angeles

YIMBY Oceanside

YIMBY SLO

YOLO YIMBY

Young Community Developers

Support If Amended

Fremont, City of
Livable California

Opposition
None on file.

Analysis Prepared by: Lisa Engel / H. & C.D./(916) 319-2085
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Date of Hearing: April 9, 2025

ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON HOUSING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

Matt Haney, Chair
AB 893 (Fong) — As Introduced February 19, 2025

SUBJECT: Housing development projects: objective standards: campus development zone

SUMMARY: Allows the Affordable Housing and High Road Jobs Act of 2022, established by
AB 2011 (Wicks), Chapter 647, Statutes of 2022 (AB 2011) to be used within campus
development zones, as defined. Specifically, this bill:

1) Adds the following definitions to AB 2011:

a)

b)

d)

Defines a “campus development zone” as properties located within a mile of a “main
campus" of the University of California (UC), California State University (CSU),
California Community College (CCC), or private postsecondary educational institution
(private university);

Defines “extremely low income faculty or staff” as an employee of a UC, CSU, CCC, or
private university earning less than 30% of the Area Median Income (AMI), adjusted for
family size and geographic area.

Defines “lower income faculty or staff” as an employee of a UC, CSU, CCC, or private
university earning less than 80% of the Area Median Income (AMI), adjusted for family
size and geographic area.

Defines “lower income student” as a student that:

i) Has a household income or asset level not exceeding the level for a:

(1) Cal Grant A or Cal Grant B award recipient, as established in Education Code
(EDC) Section 659432.7; or

(2) California College Promise Grant (Promise Grant), as established in EDC 76300;
i) Otherwise qualifies for a Promise Grant;
iii) Qualifies for a Federal Pell Grant;

iv) Qualifies for an exemption from paying nonresident tuition, as long as the student
also meets the income criteria applicable to the California Dream Act; or

v) Is a graduate student with an income and asset level that would make them eligible
for the benefits described in (d)(i)-( iv), above.

Defines “very low income faculty or staff” as an employee of a UC, CSU, CCC, or
private university earning less than 50% of the area median income.
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2) Requires the Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) to report on
projects built in campus development zones on its website and to the Legislature by January
1, 2031.

3)

Allows for the streamlined, ministerial, review process established in AB 2011 to be used for
housing development projects in campus development zones, provided that they meet the
following requirements:

a)

b)

d)

f)

Requires rental-occupied housing developments to include either of the following
affordability requirements:

i) Five percent of the base units for extremely low income households, extremely low
income faculty or staff, or students experiencing homelessness; and 8% of the base
units for very low income households, very low income faculty or staff, or students
experiencing homelessness; or

ii) Fifteen percent of the base units for lower income households, lower income students,
or lower income faculty or staff.

Requires owner-occupied housing developments to include either of the following:
1) Thirty percent of the base units for moderate-income households; or

il) Fifteen percent of the base units for lower income households, lower income students,
or lower income faculty or staff.

Provides that the eligibility of a student to occupy an affordable unit, as described in
(3)(a) and (3)(b), shall be verified by an affidavit, award letter, or letter of eligibility
demonstrating that the student is eligible for financial aid, including an institutional grant
or fee waiver, provided by: the institution of higher education in which the student is
enrolled, by the Student Aid Commission, or by the federal government. For students
experiencing homelessness, a homeless services provider or institution of higher
education that has knowledge of a person’s homelessness status may verify a person’s
status as homeless.

Establishes the following density limits in campus development zones:

i) For metropolitan jurisdictions: the greater of the local allowable density or 80 units
per acre;

i) For nonmetropolitan jurisdictions: the greater of the local allowable density or 70
units per acre; and

iii) A minimum density of 52.5 units per acre if the housing development application is
deemed consistent with objective standards before January 1, 2027.

Establishes a height limit of 65 feet for developments in campus development zones.

Establishes the following objective standards for developments in campus development
Zones:
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i) No setbacks shall be required;
i1) All parking must be set back at least 25 feet; and

iii) On the ground floor, a building must have at least 80% of the street frontage within
10 feet of the street.

EXISTING LAW:

1) Establishes the Affordable Housing and High Road Jobs Act of 2022 (AB 2011), which
deems the development of 100% affordable and qualifying mixed-income housing
development projects that are located in commercial corridors and zoning districts to be a use
by right and requires local agencies to approve these projects ministerially if certain
development and workforce criteria are met, including: (Government Code (GOV)
65912.100-65912.140)

a) Requires the site on which the development is proposed to either abut a commercial
corridor or be in a commercial zoning district; (GOV 65912.114 & 65912.121)

b) Applies the greater of the following height limits:
i) The height allowed by the local government;
i1) For sites on a commercial corridor of less than 100 feet wide, 35 feet;
iii) For sites on a commercial corridor of 100 feet wide or greater, 45 feet; or
iv) 65 feet for sites that meet all of the following criteria:
(1) They are within one-half mile of a major transit stop.
(2) They are within a city with a population of greater than 100,000.
(3) They are not within a coastal zone. (GOV 65912.123)

c) Applies the following affordability standards, or the standards required by the local
government, whichever is higher:

i) For rental housing:

(1) Eight percent of the units for very low income households and 5% of the units for
extremely low income households; or,

(2) Fifteen percent of the units for lower income households. (GOV 65912.122)
i) For owner-occupied housing:

(1) Thirty percent of the units for moderate-income households; or,

(2) Fifteen percent of the units for lower income households. (GOV 65912.122)

d) Requires the following base density limits:
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i) For metropolitan jurisdictions, the greater of:
(1) The maximum allowable residential density permitted by the local government.
(2) For sites less than 1 acre: 30 units/acre.

(3) For sites greater than, or equal to, 1 acre on a commercial corridor that is greater
than100 feet wide: 40 units/acre.

(4) For sites greater than or equal to 1 acre on a commercial corridor that is greater
than or equal to 100 feet wide: 60 units/acre. (65912.123)

(5) Notwithstanding (1)-(4), for sites in a very low vehicle travel area or within %2
mile of a major transit stop, 80 units/acre.

i) For non-metropolitan jurisdictions, the greater of:
(1) The maximum allowable residential density permitted by the local government.
(2) For sites less than 1 acre: 20 units/acre.

(3) For sites greater than, or equal to, 1 acre on a commercial corridor that is greater
than 100 feet wide: 30 units/acre.

(4) For sites greater than or equal to 1 acre on a commercial corridor that is greater
than or equal to 100 feet wide: 50 units/acre.

(5) Notwithstanding (1)-(4), for sites in a very low vehicle travel area or within %2
mile of a major transit stop, 70 units/acre. (65912.123)

e) Applies the following objective standards:
iv) No setbacks shall be required;
v) All parking must be set back at least 25 feet; and

vi) On the ground floor, a building must have at least 80% of the street frontage within
10 feet of the street. (65912.123)

FISCAL EFFECT: Unknown.
COMMENTS:

Author’s Statement: According to the author, “California continues to be plagued by its housing
crisis, short millions of the units needed to reduce the burden of housing costs. This has
contributed to homelessness, eroded our quality of life, and stifled our economy. Recent changes
in housing law have shown some results but we have yet to turn the tide on housing affordability.
Furthermore, student housing insecurity and student homelessness affects millions of students in
our city colleges, CSUs, and UCs. Students are excluded from many affordable housing units
due to policies that don’t reflect current conditions and current student demographics.
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AB 893 addresses these pressing issues by expanding the streamlined, ministerial review process
created by AB 2011 to commercially zoned parcels that are within 1 mile of universities’ main
campuses. It expands and streamlines eligibility for affordable units to students who would be
able to demonstrate need via their financial aid awards. AB 893 builds on existing momentum
and sets the groundwork for California to move the needle on the housing costs that all our
communities are feeling but are disproportionately affecting students. AB 893 does this while
increasing the vitality and productivity of the campus communities we love.

Any student homelessness is unacceptable - we must continue to address the economic
conditions that put our current and future students at risk, so they can graduate and contribute to
our communities.”

Student Housing Need: California’s housing crisis is a half-century in the making. * After
decades of underproduction, supply is far behind need and housing and rental costs are soaring.
As a result, millions of Californians must make hard decisions about paying for housing at the
expense of food, health care, child care, and transportation, directly impacting the quality of life
in the state. One in three households in the state doesn’t earn enough money to meet their basic
needs. In 2024, over 187,000 Californians experienced homelessness on a given night.?

To meet this housing need, the Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD)
determined that California must plan for more than 2.5 million new homes, and no less than one
million of those homes must be affordable to lower-income households, in the 6" Regional
Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA). By contrast, housing production in the past decade has been
under 100,000 units per year — including less than 10,000 units of affordable housing per year.®

A recent report from the Public Policy Institute of California (PPIC) shows that students spend
more on housing than tuition while attending public university.* While public colleges have
made significant efforts to house students on campus in recent years, the vast majority of
California’s college students still rely on a limited number of increasingly unaffordable and
inaccessible off-campus housing units available through the private market. While public
universities are not required to obtain approval to build student housing on their own land, so
long as they have a master plan in place, private developers building housing near college
campuses must undergo an often lengthy and costly approval process. Furthermore, student
housing need is not accounted for in the RHNA process by HCD, so Californians attending
university may be underserved by our current production pipeline.

According to a 2023 survey from the California Student Aid Commission, a majority of
California college students experience rent burdens and housing insecurity due to high housing
costs.® Nearly 24% of CCC, 11% of CSU, and 8% of UC students are unable to keep up with the

! California Department of Housing and Community Development, A Home for Every Californian: 2022 Statewide
Housing Plan. March 2022, https://storymaps.arcgis.com/stories/94729ab1648d43b1811¢c1698a748c136

2 U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Point in Time Counts.
https://www.huduser.gov/portal/datasets/ahar/2023-ahar-part-1-pit-estimates-of-homelessness-in-the-us.html

3 https://www.hcd.ca.gov/policy-research/housing-challenges.shtml

4 https://www.ppic.org/publication/keeping-college-affordable-for-california-
students/#:~:text=In%20fact%2C%20for%20a%20majority,community%20college%20(Figure%201).

5 https://www.csac.ca.gov/sites/main/files/file-

attachments/food_and_housing_basic_needs_survey 2023.pdf?1700100691&utm_medium=email&utm_source=Ac
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high cost of housing and are forced into homelessness in a given year.® The largest representative
study of homelessness since the 1990s found that the most common reason for leaseholders
leaving their last housing was economic.’

This bill seeks to expand housing options for college students through the private market.
Acknowledging that there is not enough dorm space to meet student housing needs, this bill
provides a streamlined and ministerial approval process for developments within a campus
development zone, as defined. This bill builds on the already established framework of AB 2011,
as described below.

AB 2011 and Campus Development Zones: In response to the housing affordability crisis, the
Legislature passed AB 2011 (Wicks), Chapter 647, Statutes of 2022, also known as the
Affordable Housing and High Road Jobs Act of 2022. AB 2011 streamlines the approval process
for certain housing developments along commercial corridors and in commercial zones, while
ensuring labor standards for construction workers and facilitating the development of affordable
housing units. The law allows for by-right approval of mixed-income and 100% affordable
housing projects on sites currently zoned for office, retail, or parking uses, provided they meet
specific affordability, labor, and environmental criteria. This means qualifying projects can
bypass certain discretionary local approvals, such as conditional use permits, making it easier
and faster to build housing.

This bill seeks to expand both market rate and affordable housing options near colleges across
the state by building upon the framework established by AB 2011. It would do so by establishing
“campus development zones,” defined as areas within a one-mile radius of a UC, CSU, CCC, or
private university, and applying the same framework of AB 2011 to those zones, with some
exceptions. As is the case with AB 2011, this bill would not allow for development on residential
parcels, it would be limited to commercially-zoned parcels. Specifically, this bill would amend
AB 2011 as follows:

1) Allowing lower-income students and faculty to qualify for affordable units in the campus
development zone;

2) Establishing a 65’ height limit for developments in the campus development zone; and

3) Establishing a density limit ranging from 52.5 — 80 dwelling units per acre within the campus
development zone.

Historically, the Legislature has applied a ¥2 mile radius to land use bills, such as AB 2097
(Friedman), Chapter 459, Statutes of 2022, and AB 2011 (Wicks), Chapter 647, Statutes of 2022.
A half-mile radius is generally considered the optimal distance for promoting walkability and
transit-oriented development because it represents the distance most people are willing to walk,
about 10 minutes, to access public transportation or essential services, such as their university.
Research shows that when housing is located within this range of their destination, residents are
significantly more likely to walk, bike, or take transit rather than drive, reducing congestion and
lowering greenhouse gas emissions. This distance also supports mixed-use communities, where

tiveCampaign&utm_medium=email&utm_content=California+Democrats+gather+to+pick+favorites+-
+and+party&utm_campaign=WhatMatters

6 https://lao.ca.gov/reports/2024/4898/Update-on-Student-Housing-Assistance-050724.pdf

7 https://homelessness.ucsf.edu/our-impact/studies/california-statewide-study-people-experiencing-homelessness
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people can easily reach jobs, shops, and amenities, like their university, without relying on cars.
As such, the Committee may wish to consider amending this bill to define “campus development
zones” as the area within a % mile radius of a university, rather than a 1-mile radius.

Additionally, the Committee may wish to consider amending the bill to remove the area around
private universities from campus development zones. Unlike a UC, CSU, or CCC, the state is not
directly involved in approving the physical location of private colleges. Furthermore, the state
does not have control over the number of dormitories or student housing units made available to
students attending private universities. Tuition at a public university is also much cheaper than
that of a private university. While students attending public universities spend more of their
income on housing costs than on tuition, the same is not the case for those attending a private
university. As such, there is less of a nexus between student housing availability and state-level
streamlining measures for housing serving students attending a private university, and the
Committee may wish to exclude private universities from the definition of a campus
development zone.

Committee Amendments: The Committee may wish to consider the following amendments:

1) Changing the radius of a campus development zone from 1 mile to % mile, to better reflect
the areas where students and faculty will be living and walking to campus, and to align with
prior streamlining measures.

2) Removing private universities from the definition of campus development zone, and limiting
these zones to areas surrounding UCs, CSUs, and CCCs.

3) Reducing the height limit from 65’ to 45° if the campus is not located in a metropolitan
jurisdiction, as determined pursuant to subdivisions (d) and (e) of Section 65583.2.

Arguments in Support: The Student HOMES Coalition, the bill sponsor, writes in support: “The
shortage of student housing has led to skyrocketing rental prices, forcing many students to decide
between financial stress, lengthy commutes, or substandard living conditions. At UCs, for
example, the average cost of living off-campus increased by 54% between 2014 and 2022.1
Thousands of students are unable to keep up with the rising rents, and thus UCLA reports that
20% of California community college students, 11% of CSU students, and 4% of UC students
experience homelessness in a given academic year.2 Restrictive zoning laws and lengthy
permitting processes exacerbate the crisis and contribute to student homelessness, making it
difficult to build the high-density housing necessary to accommodate growing student
populations. By streamlining the approval process and allowing for higher-density development
within campus development zones, AB 893 will remove unnecessary barriers to housing
construction and ensure students have access to safe, affordable housing.”

Arguments in Opposition: The League of California Cities writes in an Oppose Unless
Amended position: “California cannot by-right its way out of the housing crisis. That is why Cal
Cities is calling on the Governor and lawmakers to include an annual investment in the state
budget to help cities prevent and reduce homelessness and spur housing development, including
housing for students and faculty and staff. Targeted, ongoing funding is the only way cities can
find community-based solutions that produce housing at all income levels.”
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Related Legislation:

Alvarez 357 (Alvarez) of this legislative session, would exclude student and staff housing
development projects in the Coastal Zone from the requirement to obtain a Coastal Development
Permit.

AB 1021 (Wicks) of this legislative session, would deem housing developments an allowable use
on any real property owned by a local educational agency satisfying certain requirements.

AB 2243 (Wicks), Chapter 272, Statutes of 2024. Made changes to the Affordable Housing and
High Road Jobs Act.

AB 2011 (Wicks), Chapter 647, Statutes of 2022. Created the Affordable Housing and High
Road Jobs Act, which deems the development of 100% affordable and qualifying mixed-income
housing development projects that are located in commercial corridors and zoning districts to be
a use by right and requires local agencies to approve these projects ministerially if certain
development and workforce criteria are met.

Double Referred: This bill was also referred to the Committee on Local Government, where it
will be heard should it pass out of this Committee.

REGISTERED SUPPORT / OPPOSITION:
Support

Student Homes Coalition (Co-Sponsor)

University of California Student Association (Co-Sponsor)
California Apartment Association

California Community Builders

California YIMBY

CFT- a Union of Educators & Classified Professionals, AFT, AFL-CIO
Construction Employers' Association

East Bay for Everyone

GENup

Out Time to Act

Streets for All

UC San Diego Associated Students Office of Local Affairs
UC San Diego Housing Commission

UCSB Campus Democrats

Welcoming Neighbors Home

YouthBridge Housing

Opposition
League of California Cities (Oppose Unless Amended)

Analysis Prepared by: Dori Ganetsos / H. & C.D. / (916) 319-2085
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Date of Hearing: April 9, 2025

ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON HOUSING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
Matt Haney, Chair
AB 925 (Addis) — As Introduced February 19, 2025

SUBJECT: Mobilehome parks: emergency preparedness

SUMMARY': Modifies emergency preparedness plan requirements for mobilehome parks
beginning January 1, 2027 and increases the annual per-lot fee under the Mobilehome Parks Act
(MPA) from $4 per lot to $10 per lot. Specifically, this bill:

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

Increases the annual mobilehome park per-lot fee from $4 to $10, paid by a park owner or
operator to the Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) or the local
enforcement agency, as appropriate, at the time of payment of the annual operating fee.

Requires, beginning January 1, 2027, the person or designee in every mobilehome park with
50 or more units, including special occupancy parks, who has responsibility for emergencies
concerning the operation and maintenance of the park to have access to utility systems, fire
hydrants, and exits and entrances under the ownership or control of the park.

Clarifies that the bill does not require the owner, manager, or designee under 2) above to
have specialized knowledge or skills to handle critical infrastructure or to take any specific
action not listed in the bill.

Requires, beginning January 1, 2027, an owner or operator of an existing mobilehome park
to adopt an emergency preparedness plan in accordance with the requirements of the bill
before or at the time of submission of the renewal of its permit to operate.

Requires, for a park constructed after January 1, 2027, an owner or operator to adopt a plan
in accordance with the requirements of this bill before the issuance and renewal of its permit
to operate.

Requires an owner or operator to comply with 4) or 5) above, as applicable, by adopting
both of the following:

a) The emergency procedures and plans approved by the Standardized Emergency
Management System Advisory Board on November 21, 1997, entitled “Emergency
Plans for Mobilehome Parks,” and compiled by the Office of Emergency Services in
compliance with the Governor’s Executive Order No. W-156-97, or any subsequent
version; and

b) An emergency preparedness plan that includes a written statement by the park owner,
manager, or designee that must be attached to the park’s request to obtain or renew a
permit to operate that includes:

i) ldentification of all points of entry or exit under control or ownership of the park;

i) ldentification of an agent of park management, a park manager, or volunteer
designee who must be available to residents, as specified, and who must





7)

8)

9)
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reasonably respond in a timely manner to ensure points of entry and exit are not
locked or otherwise obstructed in the event of an emergency;

iii) A copy of the Private Fire Hydrant Test and Certification Report and a written
statement that all hydrants have been tested and are operable and accessible to
emergency personnel in the event of an emergency;

iIv) A written statement that the gas system within the park has been inspected by a
person with professional knowledge of those systems confirming that the system is
in working order and accessible to emergency personnel, park management, or a
volunteer designee in the event gas shutoff is necessary; and

v) Identification of an agent of park management, a park manager, or a volunteer
designee who will be available, as specified, and who must reasonably respond in a
timely manner to notify residents of an evacuation ordered by emergency
personnel. The agent, manager, or volunteer shall not be responsible for physically
evacuating residents from their homes during an emergency.

Beginning January 1, 2027, adds to the existing law requirement for an owner or operator of
a park to provide notice annually to all existing residents of how to access the emergency
preparedness plan, that this must be accomplished in a manner that includes, but is not
limited to, distribution of materials to each household on an annual basis, posting notice of
the plan in the most accessible common area in the park that is open and available to all
residents, and providing information on how to access the plan and request a written copy.

Requires HCD to publicly post on its website the requirements of this bill that become
operative on January 1, 2027 on or before June 30, 2026.

Requires an enforcement agency to determine whether park management is in compliance
with this bill. Requires, rather than authorizes as under existing law, and beginning January
1, 2027, the agency to ascertain compliance by receipt of a copy of the plan during its
review of the application for or renewal of a park’s permit to operate, site inspections
conducted in response to complaints of alleged violations, or other reasons deemed
appropriate by the agency to implement this bill.

10) Provides, notwithstanding any other provision of the MPA, that a violation of this bill

constitutes an unreasonable risk to life, health, or safety and must be corrected by park
management within 60 days of notice of the violation.

11) Beginning January 1, 2027, if the violation under 10) above is not corrected within 60 days

of notice of the violation, requires the enforcement agency to refuse to issue or renew a
permit to operate, and authorizes the enforcement agency to impose formal penalties.

12) Beginning January 1, 2027, if the violation under 10) above is not corrected within 60 days

of notice of the violation and the enforcement agency issues formal penalties, requires the
park owner or operator to make a subsequent written statement of compliance with the bill’s
provisions, as specified, under penalty of perjury before the issuance and renewal of the
park’s permit to operate.
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EXISTING LAW:

1) Establishes the MPA, which requires HCD, or a city, county, or city and county that
assumes responsibility for the enforcement of the MPA, to enter and inspect mobilehome
parks, with a goal of inspecting at least 5% of the parks per year, to ensure enforcement of
the MPA and subsequent regulations. (Health and Safety Code (HSC) Section 18400.1)

2) Requires park owners or operators to pay an annual operating permit fee of $140 and an
additional $7 per lot, and an additional annual fee of $4 per lot paid to HCD or the local
enforcement agency at the time of payment of the annual operating fee. Requires all
revenues derived from the $4 per-lot fee to be used exclusively for the inspection of
mobilehome parks and mobilehomes to determine compliance with the MPA and any
subsequent regulations. Allows the holder of the permit to operate the mobilehome park to
directly charge one-half of the per-lot additional annual fee to each homeowner, as
specified. Sunsets and repeals these and other fees on January 1, 2030. (HSC 18502(c))

3) Requires every mobilehome park to have a person available by telephonic or like means,
including telephones, cellular phones, telephone answering machines, answering services
or pagers, or in person who is responsible for, and who shall reasonably respond in a timely
manner to emergencies concerning, the operation and maintenance of the park. (HSC
18603(a))

4) Requires every mobilehome park with 50 or more units to have the person described in 2)
or their designee reside in the park, and requires them to have knowledge of emergency
procedures relative to utility systems and common facilities under the ownership and
control of the owner of the park, and to be familiar with the emergency preparedness plans
for the park. (HSC 18603(a))

5) Requires an owner or operator of an existing park to adopt an emergency preparedness plan
by September 1, 2010, and for a park constructed after September 1, 2010, requires a park
owner or operator to adopt a plan prior to issuance of the permit to operate. (HSC
18603(b))

6) Allows a park owner or operator to comply with 4) by either of the following methods:

a) Adopting the emergency procedures and plans approved by the Standardized
Emergency Management System Advisory Board on November 21, 1997, entitled
“Emergency Plans for Mobilehome Parks,” and compiled by the Office of Emergency
Services (OES) in compliance with the Governor’s Executive Order W-156-97, or
any subsequent version; or

b) Adopting a plan that is developed by the park management and that is comparable to
the procedures and plans specified in a). (HSC 18603(b)(3))

7) Requires a park owner or operator to do both of the following in every park:

a) Post notice of the emergency preparedness plan in the park clubhouse or in another
publicly accessible area within the mobilehome park; and





8)

9)
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b) Provide notice annually to all existing residents of how to access the plan and
information on individual emergency preparedness contained therein and how to
obtain the plan in a language other than English. Requires this notice to also be
provided to all new residents upon approval of tenancy. Allows the provision of
notice to be accomplished in a manner that includes, but is not limited to, distribution
of materials and posting notice of the plan or information on how to access the plan
via the internet (HSC 18603(c))

Requires an enforcement agency to determine whether park management is in compliance
with 2)-6) and allows the agency to ascertain compliance by receipt of a copy of the
emergency preparedness plan during site inspections conducted in response to complaints
of alleged violations, or for any other reason. (HSC 18603(d))

Provides that, notwithstanding any other provision of the MPA, a violation of 2)-6) shall
constitute an unreasonable risk to life, health, or safety and must be corrected by park
management within 60 days of notice of the violation. (HSC 18603(e))

10) Authorizes the officers or agents of an enforcement agency to enter and inspect all parks,

wherever situated, and inspect all accommodations, equipment, or paraphernalia used in
connection with the park, including the right to examine any registers of occupants to
secure the enforcement of the MPA. (HSC 18400)

11) Requires an enforcement agency, if it determines upon inspection that a mobilehome park

is in violation of any provision of the MPA or any rule or regulation adopted under the
MPA, to promptly issue a notice to correct the violation to the park owner or operator and
to the responsible person, as defined. (HSC 18420(a)(1))

12) Requires service of the notice of violation to be effected either personally or by first-class

mail. Requires each notice of violation to be in writing and to describe with particularity
the nature of the violation in as clear language as the technicality of the violation will allow
the average layperson to understand what is being cited, including a reference to the
statutory provisions or regulation alleged to have been violated, as well as any penalty
provided by law for failure to make timely correction. (HSC 18420(c)(1))

13) Declares it unlawful for any person to do any of the following unless they have a valid

permit issued by an enforcement agency:
a) Construct a mobilehome park;

b) Construct additional buildings or lots, or alter buildings, lots, or other installations in
an existing park;

c) Operate, occupy, rent, lease, sublease, let out, or hire out for occupancy any lot in a
park that has been constructed, reconstructed, or altered without having obtained a
permit as required by the MPA; or

d) Operate a park or any portion thereof. (HSC 18500)

14) Allows an enforcement agency to suspend a permit if any person who holds a permit to

operate violates the permit or the MPA. Requires the enforcement agency to issue and
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serve upon the permittee a notice setting forth in what respect the provisions of the permit
or the MPA have been violated, and notify them that unless these provisions have been
complied with within 30 days after the date of notice, the permit shall be subject to
suspension. (HSC 18510 and 18511)

15) Requires the enforcement agency to reinstate the permit or issue a new permit to operate
upon compliance by the permittee with the provisions of the MPA and of the notice. (HSC
18518)

FISCAL EFFECT: Unknown.
COMMENTS:

Author’s Statement: According to the author, “Disasters, like this year’s wildfires in Los
Angeles and the 2023 storms on the Central Coast, have become more and more common as a
result of climate change. For residents of mobilehome parks, this is especially concerning
because their parks are often build in areas that are more prone to natural disasters such as floods
and wildfires. In order to protect the residents that live in these parks, AB 925 creates
commonsense updates to mobilehome and special occupancy park statue that will save lives by
helping to make sure that residents can properly evacuate through designated points of exit and
entry and ensuring that emergency responders have access to gas shut-off valves and to
operational fire hydrants. California needs to protect its neighbors, regardless of the type of
housing they live in.”

Background: More than one million people live in California's approximately 4,500 mobilehome
parks. Mobilehomes are not truly mobile, in that it is often cost prohibitive to relocate them. The
cost to move a mobilehome ranges from $2,000 to upwards of $20,000 depending on the size of
the home and the distance traveled. A mobilehome owner whose home is located in a
mobilehome park does not own the land the unit sits on, and must pay rent and fees for the land
and any community spaces to their parkowner, unless the park is collectively owned by the
residents, in which case the resident organization operates like a homeowners association.

The Mobilehome Residency Law (MRL) extensively regulates the relationship between
landlords and homeowners who occupy a mobilehome park. A limited number of provisions also
apply to residents who rent, as opposed to own, their mobilehome. The MRL has two parts:
Articles 1 through 8 apply to most mobilehome parks and Article 9 applies to resident-owned
parks or parks which are established as a subdivision, cooperative or condominium. The
provisions cover many issues, including, but not limited to: 1) the rental and lease contract terms
and specific conditions of receipt and delivery of written leases, park rules and regulations, and
other mandatory notices; 2) mandatory notice and amendment procedures for mobilehome park
rules and regulations; 3) mandatory notice of fees and charges, and increases or changes in them;
and 4) specified conditions governing mobilehome park evictions. A dispute that arises regarding
the MRL generally must be resolved in a civil court of competent jurisdiction.

HCD oversees several areas of mobilenome law, including health and safety standards,
registration and titling of mobilehomes and parks, and, through the Mobilehome Ombudsman,
assists the public with questions or problems associated with various aspects of mobilehome law.
The Mobilehome Ombudsman provides assistance by taking complaints and helping to resolve
and coordinate the resolution of those complaints. However, the Ombudsman does not have
enforcement authority for the MRL, and cannot arbitrate, mediate, negotiate, or provide legal
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advice on mobilehome park rent disputes, lease or rental agreements, but may provide general
information on these issues. The Mobilehome Residency Law Protection Program at HCD also
intakes resident complaints regarding alleged violations of the MRL and refers complaints to
legal service providers.

Mobilehome Parks Act and Inspection Program: The MPA requires HCD to regulate
mobilehome parks to assure protection of the health, safety, and general welfare of all park
residents. Local agencies have the option of assuming enforcement authority of the MPA within
their jurisdiction through agreement with HCD. Among these enforcement duties is performing
health and safety inspections of parks. In 2019, HCD reported that 63 local enforcement agencies
in the state were responsible for enforcing the MPA for 860 mobilehome parks.

Under the Mobilehome Park Maintenance program, HCD annually inspects 5% of parks for
compliance with health and safety requirements under the MPA and Title 25 of the California
Code of Regulations. The program is funded through a $4 per-lot fee, of which the park owner
may charge half ($2) to the homeowners. In addition to the MPM program, HCD also responds
to health and safety complaints under the MPA.

The MPA also requires each mobilehome park to pay an annual fee and obtain a permit to
operate from either HCD or the local enforcement agency. Operating permits last for a year and
the enforcement agency has the ability to suspend an operating permit in the event of
substandard conditions at the park or other violations of the MPA. If a mobilehome park or an
individual park resident is found to be in violation of the MPA, the law requires the enforcement
agency to promptly issue a notice to correct the violation or violations identified in the agency’s
inspection to the park owner or operator, or to the registered owner of the mobilehome.

If the park owner or operator does not correct the violations or otherwise violates the terms of
their operating permit, the enforcement agency must notify the permit holder of the specific
terms or provisions they are violating, and provide a 30-day window for the permittee to come
into compliance. If the 30 days elapses with no compliance, the enforcement agency can suspend
the permit to operate. Current law declares it unlawful for any person to operate a park or collect
rents without a valid permit.

This bill would increase the annual $4 per-lot fee supporting the inspection program from $4 to
$10 per lot, which would bring in significant new resources. The amount of the fee that may be
passed on to homeowners would increase from $2 to $5 per lot per year. The last bill proposing
to increase the per-lot fee was SB 106 (Dunn) of 2005, which would have increased the fee from
$4 per lot to $6 per lot, was vetoed by then-Governor Schwarzenegger.

Emergency Planning in Mobilehome and Special Occupancy Parks: Since a series of
dangerous fires in 2008, and the subsequent adoption of SB 23 (Padilla), Chapter 551, Statutes of
2009, mobilehome and special occupancy park owners have been required to adopt emergency
preparedness plans. The plan can either mimic an existing emergency plan compiled by OES,* or
can be a separate plan that is developed by park management but is comparable to the OES plan.
The plan must be posted in the park clubhouse or in a public area in the park, and park
management must provide the plan to all new residents and provide notice each year to existing

1 https://www.caloes.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/Preparedness/Documents/05-FEAT-EmergencyPlansforMobile-
Home-ParksFEAT-doc.pdf




https://www.caloes.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/Preparedness/Documents/05-FEAT-EmergencyPlansforMobile-Home-ParksFEAT-doc.pdf

https://www.caloes.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/Preparedness/Documents/05-FEAT-EmergencyPlansforMobile-Home-ParksFEAT-doc.pdf
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residents of how to access the plan, including in a language other than English. Existing law
deems a violation of these provisions an unreasonable risk to life, health, or safety and requires
violations to be corrected by park management within 60 days of a notice of violation. The law
also requires there to be a person in every park available by phone or in person who must
reasonably respond in a timely manner to emergency concerning the operation and maintenance
of the park. In parks with 50 or more units, the person must reside in the park and have
knowledge of emergency procedures relative to the park’s utility systems and common facilities,
and they must be familiar with the emergency preparedness plan.

This bill would expand these emergency plan requirements in several ways beginning January 1,
2027 and on a rolling basis tied to when the park is renewing its permit to operate, including:

e Requiring the reasonably available person in parks with 50 or more units to also have
access to utility systems, fire hydrants, and exits and entrances under the ownership or
control of the park, but not requiring the person to have specialized knowledge or skills to
handle critical infrastructure or to take any specific action not listed in the bill.

e Requiring the adoption of both the OES plan and the new emergency preparedness plan
described in the bill prior to or at the time of submission of the issuance or renewal of the
park’s permit to operate.

e Requiring the new emergency preparedness plan to include a written statement by a park
owner, manager, or designee that must be attached to the request to obtain or renew the
permit to operate and that includes all of the following:

o

o

Identification of all points of entry or exit under control or ownership of the park;

Identification of an agent of park management, a park manager, or volunteer designee
who must be available to residents by phone or in person and must reasonably respond
in a timely manner to ensure that points of entry and exit are not locked or otherwise
obstructed in the event of an emergency;

A copy of the Private Fire Hydrant Test and Certification Report and a written
statement that all hydrants have been tested and are operable and accessible to
emergency personnel in the event of an emergency;

A written statement that the gas system within the park has been inspected by a person
with professional knowledge of those systems confirming the system is in working
order and accessible to emergency personnel, park management, or a volunteer
designee in the event gas shutoff is necessary; and

Identification of an agent of park management, a park manager, or volunteer designee
who must be available to residents by phone or in person and must reasonably respond
in a timely manner to notify residents of an evacuation ordered by emergency
personnel. The bill clarifies that this person is not responsible for physically
evacuating residents from their homes during an emergency.

¢ Increases penalties for noncompliance with this bill by requiring an enforcement agency to
refuse to issue or renew a permit to operate and authorizing them to impose formal
penalties on park management if they have not corrected a violation within 60 days of
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notice of the violation. If formal penalties are imposed, a subsequent written statement of
compliance with the bill must be made under penalty of perjury before the issuance and
renewal of the park’s permit to operate.

HCD must post the new emergency preparedness requirements on its website by June 30, 2026
to provide sufficient lead time for park owners to begin preparing for compliance with the law's
provisions that take effect January 1, 2027 on a rolling basis.

Arguments in Support: According to Legal Aid of Sonoma County, the bill’s cosponsor, “Even
with the knowledge that disaster events continue to increase throughout our state and with a clear
understanding of the impact to our vulnerable community members, we continue to see
mobilehome and special occupancy park residents reside in park that do not provide access to
locked points of entry and exit during an emergency, that do not provide access to working or
accessible fire hydrants and that do [not] provide access to natural gas shut off valves in the
event such access is needed by first responders during an emergency. AB 925 will take the
necessary steps to help protect the health and safety of our mobilehome and special occupancy
park residents by implementing a commonsense approach to emergency planning.”

Arguments in Opposition: According to the Western Manufactured Housing Communities
Association (WMA), “AB 925 does not benefit a resident in an emergency situation — it simply
adds more paperwork to an already voluminous plan. Think of it as adding more language to a
disclaimer. At some point, there is so much disclosure and verbiage that it becomes non-
disclosure. The Mobile Parks Act already requires a responsible party in a mobilehome park to
respond in a timely manner to emergencies and have knowledge of emergency procedures
pertaining to utility systems and common facilities under the ownership and control of the owner
of the park and be familiar with the emergency preparedness plans for the park.”

Related Legislation:

AB 2022 (Addis) of 2024 was substantially similar to this bill, but did not include the proposed
increase to the MPA per-lot fee. That bill was vetoed by the Governor. Veto message:

This bill would impose new requirements on the Emergency Preparedness Plans (EPP)
that mobilehome park owners must implement starting January 1, 2027. The bill would
also update requirements for park owners to notify residents of the EPP, require
enforcement agencies to ensure compliance and impose penalties, and require the
Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) to post these changes by
June 30, 2026.

While the goal of improving emergency communication between park owners and
residents is commendable, the bill raises several concerns. By applying the proposed
requirements only to Mobilehome Parks (MHPs) and excluding Special Occupancy Parks
(SOPs), the bill would disrupt the historically consistent regulations for both park types,
complicating enforcement and creating uneven safety standards. Additionally, the bill
contains several ambiguities around park owners' responsibilities, particularly
concerning their knowledge and handling of critical infrastructure during an emergency.

The bill would also result in a significant increase in workload for HCD to process,
implement, and monitor these new requirements. The expansion of staff and resources to





AB 925
Page 9

meet these ongoing obligations must be evaluated within the broader context of the state
budget, ensuring that long-term workload demands align with available resources.

AB 2247 (Wallis), Chapter 387, Statutes of 2024: Extended the sunset date on the MPA from
January 1, 2025 to January 1, 2030, and require a notice of violation given to a homeowner or
occupant to include information about the Manufactured Housing Opportunity and Revitalization
(MORE) Program.

SB 23 (Padilla), Chapter 551, Statutes of 2009: Required an owner or operator of a mobilehome
park or a recreational vehicle park to adopt and post notice of an emergency preparedness plan.

REGISTERED SUPPORT / OPPOSITION:
Support

Golden State Manufactured-home Owners League (Sponsor)
Legal Aid of Sonoma County (Sponsor)

Opposition

California Mobilenome Parkowners Alliance
Western Manufactured Housing Communities Association

Analysis Prepared by: Nicole Restmeyer / H. & C.D. / (916) 319-2085
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