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  AFFORDABLE HOUSING AND HIGH ROAD JOBS ACT OF 2022 

 

Establishes certain 100 percent affordable and mixed-income residential projects as a use by 

right in specified non-residential areas. 

 

Background  

Planning and approving new housing is mainly a local responsibility.  The California 

Constitution allows cities and counties to “make and enforce within its limits, all local, police, 

sanitary and other ordinances and regulations not in conflict with general laws.”  It is from this 

fundamental power (commonly called the police power) that cities and counties derive their 

authority to regulate behavior to preserve the health, safety, and welfare of the public—including 

land use authority.   

Planning and Zoning Law.  State law provides additional powers and duties for cities and 

counties regarding land use.  The Planning and Zoning Law requires every county and city to 

adopt a general plan that sets out planned uses for all of the area that it covers.  A general plan 

must include specified mandatory “elements,” including a housing element that establishes the 

locations and densities of housing, among other requirements.  Cities’ and counties’ major land 

use decisions—including most zoning ordinances and other aspects of development permitting—

must be consistent with their general plans.   

Zoning and approval processes.  Local governments use their police power to enact zoning 

ordinances that establish the types of land uses that are allowed or authorized in an area.  Zoning 

often identifies a primary use for parcels in the area, as well as other uses that are allowed if they 

meet conditions imposed by the local government.  For example, an agricultural area may be 

zoned to allow agricultural uses “by right”—without local discretion—but also allow 

development of a single family home as an ancillary use, so that the farmer has a house to 

inhabit.  Zoning ordinances also contain provisions to physically shape development and impose 

other requirements, such as setting maximum heights and densities for housing units, minimum 

numbers of required parking spaces, setbacks, and lot coverage ratios.  These ordinances can also 

include conditions on development to address aesthetics, community impacts, or other particular 

site-specific considerations.   

Common zoning designations include different intensities of residential, commercial, and 

industrial uses, and so label those as “principally permitted uses” within those zones.   

The California Environmental Quality Act.  The California Environmental Quality Act 

(CEQA) requires the state and local governments to study and mitigate, to the extent feasible, the 
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environmental impacts of proposed projects, providing a key protection for the environment and 

residents of California.  CEQA requires lead agencies with the principal responsibility for 

carrying out or approving a proposed project to prepare a negative declaration, mitigated 

negative declaration, or environmental impact report (EIR) for this action, unless the project is 

exempt from CEQA.  CEQA includes several statutory exemptions, as well as categorical 

exemptions in the CEQA guidelines, for housing projects. 

 

In the housing context, CEQA applies when a development project requires discretionary 

approval from a local government agency.  When a local agency has the discretion to approve a 

project, its CEQA evaluation begins with deciding whether an activity qualifies as a “project” 

subject to CEQA review.  Most housing projects that require discretionary review and approval 

are subject to review under the CEQA, while projects permitted ministerially generally are not.   

Retail shift.  According to an April 24, 2020, brief published by McKinsey and Company, the 

onset of COVID-19 has aggravated the existing challenges that the retail sector faces, including: 

 A shift to online purchasing over brick-and-mortar sales; 

 Customers seeking safe and healthy purchasing options; 

 Increased emphasis on value for money when purchasing goods;  

 Movement towards more flexible and versatile labor; and 

 Reduced consumer loyalty in favor of less expensive brands. 

The investment firm UBS estimates that over the next five years, 40,000 to 50,000 stores in the 

United States will close as online sales grow from 18 percent to 25 percent of total retail sales.  

The California Conference of Carpenters and the California Housing Consortium want the 

Legislature to make it easier to develop housing on sites currently zoned for office and retail use. 

Proposed Law 

Assembly Bill 2011 enacts the Affordable Housing and High Road Jobs Act of 2022, which 

establishes certain 100 percent affordable and mixed-income residential projects as a use by right 

in specified commercial areas. 

100 percent affordable housing developments in commercial zones.  AB 2011 provides that, 

notwithstanding any local regulations, a housing development project that has 100 percent of its 

units affordable to lower-income households is a use by right in a zone where office, retail, or 

parking are a principally permitted use and subject to a streamlined ministerial review if the 

following apply: 

 It is a multifamily project; 

 It is a legal parcel that is either in a city where the boundaries include some portion of an 

urbanized area or urban cluster, or in an unincorporated area, the parcel is wholly within 

the boundaries of an urbanized area or urban cluster;  

 At least 75 percent of the perimeter of the site adjoins parcels that are developed with 

urban uses; 

 It is not on a site or adjoined to any site where more than 1/3 of the square footage of the 

site is dedicated to industrial use; 

 It is not on a specified environmentally sensitive site, excluding the coastal zone; 
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 It is not located within 500 feet of a freeway; 

 It is not on a mobile home park; 

 For a vacant site, it does not contain tribal cultural resources that could be affected by the 

development that were found prior to a tribal consultation and the effects of which cannot 

be mitigated; and 

 The project has at least 2/3 of the square footage designated for residential use; and 

 If the site is within a “neighborhood plan,” meaning a specific plan or similar plans as 

defined, the site must meet the following requirements: 

o The plan applicable to the site was adopted prior to January 1, 2024, as specified. 

o The neighborhood plan allows residential use on the site. 

AB 2011 also specifies that the residential density of the 100 percent affordable project must 

meet or exceed specified densities deemed dense enough for lower-income housing in existing 

law, referred to as “Mullin” densities.  The project must also comply with the objective zoning 

standards if those standards allow housing at the density provided in the bill, or the standards that 

apply to the nearest parcel that allows residential use at those densities, as specified.   

Mixed-income housing developments along commercial corridors.  AB 2011 makes certain 

mixed income housing developments a use by right within a zone where office, retail, or parking 

are a principally permitted use and subject to streamlined, ministerial review if it meets all of the 

following requirements: 

 Includes 15 percent lower-income units for a rental project, or either 15 percent lower-

income or 30 percent moderate income units for an ownership project, or greater or with 

more affordability if the local government has a policy that imposes such requirements.  

The affordable units must be comparable to the market-rate units, in a specified manner; 

 Meets all the requirements for sites that apply to 100 percent affordable projects above; 

 Abuts a commercial corridor and has a frontage along the commercial corridor of a 

minimum of 50 feet; and  

 Is located on a site not greater than 20 acres. 

Additionally, the bill does not apply to projects that:  

 Require demolition of affordable housing, rent controlled units, or housing occupied by 

tenants in the last 10 years, as specified.  

 Require the demolition of a historic structure that was placed on a national, state, or local 

historic register. 

 Are located on sites that contain four or fewer dwelling units, or is vacant and zoned for 

housing but not for multifamily residential use. 

Additionally, the measure states the intent of the Legislature that the bill not apply in 

communities where the development of mixed-income housing would increase the risk of 

residential and business displacement. 

Instead of meeting the Mullin densities, as applied to the 100 percent affordable units, mixed-

income projects must meet specified densities that depend on whether the city or count is a 

metropolitan jurisdiction or not.  The bill defines metropolitan jurisdiction consistent with 

existing law, which generally designates cities and counties located within a Metropolitan 
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Statistical Area (MSA) with a population of more than two million, or cities in smaller MSAs 

with a population of greater than 100,000.  The densities the projects must meet are as follows: 

 In a metropolitan jurisdiction, the greater of the following: 

 

o The residential density allowed on the parcel by the local government; 

o For sites of less than one acre, 30 units per acre; 

o For sites greater than one acre located on a commercial corridor of less than 100 feet, 

40 units per acre; 

o For sites of one acre in size or greater located on a commercial corridor of 100 feet or 

greater in width, 60 units per acre; or 

o For sites within ½ mile of a major transit stop, 80 units per acre. 

 

 In a nonmetropolitan jurisdiction, the greater of the following: 

 

o The residential density allowed on the parcel by the local government; 

o For sites of less than one acre, 20 units per acre; 

o For sites greater than one acre located on a commercial corridor of less than 100 feet, 

30 units per acre; 

o For sites of one acre in size or greater located on a commercial corridor of 100 feet or 

greater in width, 50 units per acre; or 

o For sites within ½ mile of a major transit stop, 70 units per acre. 

Mixed income projects are also only subject to the greater of the following height limits: 

 The height allowed on a parcel by the local government; 

 For sites located on a commercial corridor of less than 100 feet in width, 35 feet; 

 For sites located on a commercial corridor of 100 feet or greater in width, 45 feet; 

 For sites within ½ mile of a major transit stop and within a city with a population of 

greater than 100,000, 65 feet. 

These projects must also meet the following setback requirements: 

 For the portion that fronts a commercial corridor: 

o No setbacks are required. 

o All parking must be set back at least 25 feet. 

o On the ground follow, a building must be within 10 feet of the property line for at 

least 80 percent of the frontage. 

 For the portion that fronts a side street, a building or buildings must abut within 10 feet of 

the property line for at least 60 percent of the frontage. 

 For the portion that abuts an adjoining property but also abuts the same commercial 

corridor, no setbacks required unless the adjoining property contains a residential use, as 

specified.  

 For the portion of the street line that does not abut a commercial corridor, a side street, or 

an adjoining property that also abuts the same commercial corridor as the property: 

o Along property lines that abut a property that contains a residential use: (1) the 

ground floor must be set back at 10 feet; and (2) starting on the second floor, each 

subsequent floor shall be stepped back an amount equal to seven feet multiplied by 

the floor number. 
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o Along property lines that abut a property that does not contain a residential use, the 

development must be set back 15 feet. 

No parking is required except for bike parking, electrical vehicle equipment installed, or parking 

spaces accessible for persons with disabilities.   

Mixed income projects must also comply with the objective zoning standards if those standards 

allow housing at the density provided in the bill, or the standards that apply to the nearest parcel 

that allows residential use at those densities, as specified.  However, the applicable standards 

may include a requirement that up to one-half of the ground floor of the housing development 

project be dedicated to retail use. 

Labor standards.  A development project approved pursuant to the bill must meet numerous 

labor standards.  First, the development proponent must require in contracts with construction 

contractors, and must certify to the local government, that all the standards specified in the bill 

will be met in project construction. 

Second, a development that is not in its entirety a public work, as specified, must be subject to all 

of the following wage provisions: 

 All construction workers employed in the execution of the development must be paid at 

least the general prevailing rate of per diem wages for the type of work and geographic 

area, as specified, except that apprentices registered in programs approved by the Chief 

of the Division of Apprenticeship Standards may be paid at least the applicable 

apprentice prevailing rate; 

 The development proponent must ensure that the prevailing wage requirement is included 

in all contracts for the performance of the work for those portions of the development that 

are not a public work; and 

 All contractors and subcontractors for those portions of the development that are not a 

public work must maintain and verify payroll records, as specified, and make those 

records available for inspection and copying.  This requirement does not apply if all 

contractors and subcontractors performing work on the development are subject to a 

project labor agreement that requires the payment of prevailing wages to all construction 

workers employed in the execution of the development and provides for enforcement of 

that obligation through an arbitration procedure.  

Third, the obligation of the contractors and subcontractors to pay prevailing wages pursuant to 

this bill are subject to the following enforcement provisions: 

 They may be enforced by the Labor Commissioner, an underpaid worker, and a joint 

labor-management committee through a civil action, as specified; and 

 These enforcement provisions do not apply if all contractors and subcontractors 

performing work on the development are subject to a project labor agreement that 

requires the payment of prevailing wages to all construction workers employed in the 

execution of the development and provides for enforcement of that obligation through an 

arbitration procedure. 
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However, the requirement that the employer pay prevailing wages does not apply to those 

portions of development that are not a public work if otherwise provided in a bona fide collective 

bargaining agreement covering the worker. 

For a development of 50 or more housing units, the development proponent must require in 

contracts with construction contractors, and must certify to the local government, that each 

contractor of any tier who will employ construction craft employees or will let subcontracts for 

at least 1,000 hours must ensure all of the following: 

 A contractor with construction craft employees must either participate in an 

apprenticeship program approved by the State of California Division of Apprenticeship 

Standards, as specified, or request the dispatch of apprentices from a state-approved 

apprenticeship program, as specified.  A contractor without construction craft employees 

must show a contractual obligation that its subcontractors meet these requirements. 

 Each contractor with construction craft employees must make health care expenditures 

for each employee comparable to a Covered California Platinum level plan for two 40-

year-old adults and two dependents 0 to 14 years of age for the Covered California rating 

area in which the development is located.  A contractor without construction craft 

employees must show a contractual obligation that its subcontractors comply with this 

requirement.  Qualifying expenditures are credited toward compliance with prevailing 

wage payment requirements. 

A construction contractor is deemed in compliance with the requirements of the above bullets if 

it is signatory to a valid collective bargaining agreement that requires utilization of registered 

apprentices and expenditures on health care for employees and dependents. 

For purposes of establishing the total number of units in a development under the bill, including 

for the 50 unit requirement above, AB 2011 says that a development project includes both of the 

following: 

 All projects developed on a site, regardless of when those developments occur; and 

 All projects developed on sites adjacent to a site developed pursuant to the bill if, after 

January 1, 2022, the adjacent site had been subdivided from the site developed pursuant 

to the bill. 

The bill subjects the development proponent to monthly compliance reporting with the labor 

standards above, and other reporting and disclosure requirements regarding payroll records, the 

apprenticeship program participation, and health care requirements, as specified.   

A development proponent that fails to provide the monthly report is subject to a civil penalty for 

each month for which the report has not been provided, in the amount of 10 percent of the dollar 

value of construction work performed by that contractor on the development in the month in 

question, up to a maximum of ten thousand dollars ($10,000).  Any contractor or subcontractor 

that fails to comply with the labor standards is subject to a civil penalty of $200 per day for each 

worker.   Penalties may be assessed, reviewed, and deposited using existing procedures in the 

Labor Code.   

 

Other provisions. AB 2011 includes specified timelines that mirror requirements in existing law 

for streamlined ministerial approval of projects (SB 35, Wiener, 2017) for local governments to: 
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 Notify development proponents of conflicts with objective standards; 

 Complete their review of projects under the bill; 

 Issue subsequent permits for a project; and  

 Make public improvements. 

It also requires project proponents to use or modify their entitlements in the same way as under 

SB 35.  Additionally, if the development is consistent with all objective subdivision standards in 

the local subdivision ordinance, an application for a subdivision pursuant to the Subdivision Map 

Act is explicitly exempt from the requirements of CEQA.  

AB 2011 allows a local government to exempt a parcel from the bill if the agency makes written 

findings establishing all of the following: 

 The agency has identified alternative parcels that otherwise would not be eligible for 

development under the bill; 

 The parcels meet the standards that commercial parcels under the bill must meet; 

 The agency has permitted the parcels to be developed pursuant to the requirements of the 

bill at a level that will result in no net loss of the total potential residential density and the 

potential residential density of lower-income households in the jurisdiction. 

AB 2011 also requires local agencies to include in their annual progress reports the following for 

each application submitted under this bill: 

 

 The location of the project; 

 The status of the project, including whether it has been entitled, whether a building 

permit has been issued, and whether or not it has been completed; 

 The number of units in the project; 

 The number of units in the project that are rental housing; 

 The number of units in the project that are for-sale housing; and 

 The household income category of the units. 

Finally, the bill: 

 Allows the Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) to adopt 

guidelines (not subject to the administrative procedures act) to carry out the bill’s housing 

provisions; 

 Adds its provisions to the list of state housing laws that HCD must enforce; 

 Includes a severability clause that provides that the health care provisions of the bill are 

severable from the others, but that the other labor standards are integral to the measure 

and not severable; 

 Defines its terms; and  

 Includes findings and declarations to support its purposes.    

State Revenue Impact 

No estimate. 

Comments 
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1. Purpose of the bill.  According to the author, “This bill combines some of the best ideas 

advanced in the Legislature over the last several years for promoting affordable housing 

development with a requirement to create ‘high road’ jobs.  To effectively take on our state’s 

housing issues, I firmly believe we need to do both.  This legislation gives us all the opportunity 

to work together toward our shared goal: Building more affordable housing for struggling 

Californians, while also growing the thriving, high-wage construction workforce every 

community needs.” 

2. One size fits all?  California is a geographically and demographically diverse state, and that is 

reflected in its 482 cities and 58 counties.  Local elected officials for each of those municipalities 

are charged by the California Constitution with protecting their citizens’ welfare.  One chief way 

local governments do this is by exercising control over what gets built in their community.  

Local officials weigh the need for additional housing against the concerns and desires of their 

constituents.  Where appropriate, those officials enact ordinances to shape their communities 

based on local conditions and desires.  Moreover, these planning actions and decisions take place 

within the confines of state laws that require local governments to plan and zone for new 

housing, subject to approval by HCD, and under threat of fines for improper denial as a result of 

recent legislation on the Housing Accountability Act.  AB 2011 disregards these efforts and the 

unique features of California’s communities by imposing the same zoning standards statewide.  

It uniformly imposes prescriptive standards for height, setbacks, and density of buildings on 

commercial corridors, regardless of the specific characteristics of the community.  While the 

density metrics in the bill nod to metropolitan and non-metropolitan jurisdictions, the bill treats 

cities as disparate as Salinas and Los Angeles the same.  In any case, AB 2011’s state-imposed 

zoning standards have the potential to remake the look and feel of communities statewide.   

3. Gotta keep ‘em separated.  A fundamental principle of zoning since the United States Supreme 

Court upheld an early zoning ordinance in 1926 (Village of Euclid v. Ambler Realty Co., 272 

U.S. 365 (1926)) has been that allowing some uses in one area but prohibiting others can be 

integral to protecting the public welfare.  Local governments have historically separated uses to 

avoid siting incompatible activities, such as agriculture and residential activity, near one another.  

It also mitigates potential public health issues, such as air pollution impacts from heavy 

industrial uses on nearby residents.  AB 2011 makes housing a use by right on properties that are 

zoned instead for office and retail uses, which contravenes this principle.  It also undermines the 

planning decisions made by local officials, who established which uses are allowed and at what 

intensity.  In addition, AB 2011 allows intense residential uses—70-80 units per acre—on 

parcels that may have been set aside for lower intensity retail activities that don’t bring many 

customers to an area.  This may pose a particular challenge for jurisdictions without the 

necessary infrastructure and services to meet the demands of new residents, which could 

particularly impact rural jurisdictions.  Finally, AB 2011 establishes housing as a use by right on 

many parcels through state legislative action, which doesn’t require CEQA analysis.  However, if 

local agencies were to enact an ordinance accomplishing the same rezoning as in AB 2011, that 

ordinance would likely be considered a project under CEQA and therefore undergo 

environmental review that won’t occur under AB 2011.  Should the state allow this type of 

residential use in places where local governments have decided it isn’t appropriate? 

4. Worker protections.  Valuation of real estate is complicated, but a fundamental principle is 

that property is as valuable as its highest and best use allows.  Land that can only accommodate 

construction of a few new units of housing is less valuable than land that can accommodate 

more, all else being equal, and same goes for larger developments versus smaller ones.  When 

zoning rules change to allow more building, property values go up.  One significant way in 
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which AB 2011 departs from recent streamlining or zoning-related bills is that it does not require 

the use of a skilled and trained workforce in addition to paying prevailing wage.  Instead, AB 

2011 requires the payment of prevailing wage, various apprenticeship mandates, and payment of 

certain healthcare expenditures.  However, the relative benefit of these requirements are 

tempered because those health care expenditures can be counted towards the payment of 

prevailing wage.  The State Building and Construction Trades argues that these standards are 

insufficient for several reasons, including that (1) the requirement to pay for healthcare may be 

preempted by federal law, (2) that the apprenticeship standards are inadequately specified, and 

(3) that developers can split projects into multiple projects to stay under the threshold where 

healthcare expenditures and apprenticeships are required.  They argue that AB 2011 grants huge 

benefits to developers of mostly market-rate housing because of the increased height and density 

and the by-right process in the bill, but that the workers that build these projects will be left 

behind.  Are the labor standards in AB 2011 sufficient to ensure that workers and developers are 

receiving a fair share of the benefits created by the bill? 

5. Cain and Abel.  AB 2011 is not the first bill to propose widespread rezoning of commercial 

sites for housing.  SB 1385 (Caballero, 2020), which the Committee approved at its May 28, 

2020, hearing, would have made housing an allowable use on commercial sites.  SB 1385 failed 

passage in the Assembly Local Government Committee.  SB 6 (Caballero), which the Committee 

approved at its March 11, 2021, hearing, is substantially similar to SB 1385.  SB 6 is currently 

pending in the Assembly Housing and Community Development Committee.  Both SB 1385 and 

SB 6 were part of the Senate’s housing package.  Major differences between SB 6 and AB 2011 

include: 

 By-right vs. allowable use.  AB 2011 makes residential development by-right on 

commercial parcels; SB 6 makes it an “allowable use,” which means that local 

governments could still exercise a measure of discretionary approval over SB 6 projects.  

However, SB 6 does allow by-right development on commercial parcels if the project 

meets the requirements of SB 35 (Wiener, 2017), aside from that law’s requirement that 

the parcel for the project be zoned for residential use. 

 Development potential.  AB 2011 allows developers to build to significantly greater 

heights and density, with smaller setbacks, than are often allowed under local zoning.  SB 

6, by contrast generally defers to existing local zoning that applies to nearby parcels that 

allow residential use, so long as the zoning meets the relatively modest Mullin densities.  

Accordingly, AB 2011 will allow many more units to be built on the same site when 

compared to SB 6. 

 Applicability to parcels.  Both AB 2011 and SB 6 apply to commercial zones.  

However, AB 2011 limits the mixed income portion of the bill to commercial corridors, 

requires the projects to be infill sites, and excludes specified sensitive sites.  SB 6 instead 

applies more uniformly to commercial parcels because it does not include those 

limitations.  However, SB 6 projects are subject to even greater limitations than AB 2011 

if a developer uses SB 35 to gain by-right approval authority because it also excludes the 

coastal zone. 

 Affordability requirements.  Both AB 2011 and SB 6 require 15 percent affordable 

units for lower-income households in rental projects.  However, AB 2011 allows 

additional flexibility by allowing a project to qualify with 30 percent moderate-income 

units if the project is an ownership project. 
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 Labor standards.  As discussed above, AB 2011 includes less stringent labor standards 

than most other bills the Legislature has seen on zoning in recent years.  SB 6, requires 

for the use of a skilled and trained workforce. 

 Commercial vacancy.  In order to use the by-right provisions of SB 6, the site must have 

had no commercial tenants on 50 percent or more of its space for at least three years prior 

to an application being submitted.  In the absence of the by-right provisions, local 

governments could require ground floor retail or additional retail on the site to mitigate 

the loss of commercial space.  AB 2011 includes no vacancy requirements and instead 

limits the commercial portion of a development to 50 percent of the ground floor. 

 Sunset.  SB 6 includes a January 1, 2029 sunset; AB 2011 does not contain a sunset. 

As currently written, developers are likely to significantly prefer using AB 2011 on sites where 

they both apply because of the by-right provisions, the higher development potential, and the less 

costly labor provisions.  Going forward, AB 2011 and SB 6 are likely to need to be reconciled.  

Such reconciliation could include limiting each bill to separate geographic areas throughout the 

state, targeting each bill at different types of development (for example, market-rate versus 

affordable developments), applying one bill more broadly, but with fewer benefits for 

developers, or others.   

6. Mandate.  The California Constitution requires the state to reimburse local governments for 

the costs of new or expanded state mandated local programs.  Because AB 2011 changes the 

duties of local officials and creates a new crime, Legislative Counsel says that the bill imposes a 

new state mandate.  AB 2011 disclaims the state's responsibility for providing reimbursement by 

citing local governments’ authority to charge for the costs of implementing the bill's provisions 

and because the costs are due to expanding a crime, but says that any other mandates must be 

reimbursed according to existing statutory procedures. 

7. Charter city.  The California Constitution allows cities that adopt charters to control their own 

“municipal affairs.”  In all other matters, charter cities must follow the general, statewide laws.  

Because the Constitution doesn't define “municipal affairs,” the courts determine whether a topic 

is a municipal affair or whether it's an issue of statewide concern.  AB 2011 says that it applies to 

charter cities, but the bill does not include any supporting legislative findings that it addresses a 

matter of statewide concern. 

8. Triple referred.  The Senate Rules Committee ordered a triple-referral of AB 2011, first to the 

Senate Housing Committee, which approved AB 2011 at its June 13th hearing on a vote of 6-1, 

second to the Senate Governance and Finance Committee, and third to the Senate Environmental 

Quality Committee.  However, due to the ongoing health and safety risks of the COVID-19 

virus, the referral to Environmental Quality was rescinded. 

Assembly Actions 

Assembly Housing and Community Development Committee:   7-0 

Assembly Appropriations Committee:      11-1 

Assembly Floor:         48-11 
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Support and Opposition (6/27/22) 

Support:  

California Conference of Carpenters (Co-

Sponsor) 

California Housing Consortium (Co-Sponsor) 

Mayor Jesse Arreguín, City of Berkeley 

Mayor John Bauters City of Emeryville 

Mayor Libby Schaaf- City of Oakland 

Mayor Rick Bonilla City of San Mateo 

Mayor Ron Rowlett City of Vacaville 

Councilmember Zach Hilton, City of Gilroy 

Councilmember Alex Fisch, Culver City 

21st Century Alliance 

AARP 

Abundant Housing LA 

Affirmed Housing 

All Home 

Alta Housing 

American Planning Association, California 

Chapter 

Bay Area Council 

Black Leadership Council 

Bridge Housing Corporation 

Brotherhood Crusade 

Burbank Housing Development Corporation 

(UNREG) 

California Apartment Association 

California Association of Local Housing 

Finance Agencies 

California Association of Realtors 

California Coalition for Rural Housing 

California Community Builders 

California Community Economic Development 

Association (CCEDA) 

California Forward Action Fund 

California Housing Partnership Corporation 

California School Employees Association 

California Yimby 

Carpenter Local Union 1599 

Carpenters Local 152 

Carpenters Local 22 

Carpenters Local 562 

Carpenters Local 619 

Carpenters Local 661 

Carpenters Local 701 

Carpenters Local 714 

Carpenters Local 721 

Carpenters Local 909 

Carpenters Local 951 

Carpenters Local Union #1109 

Carpenters Local Union 1789 

Carpenters Local Union 2236 

Carpenters Union Local 180 

Carpenters Union Local 405 

Carpenters Union Local 46 

Carpenters Union Local 505 

Carpenters Union Local 605 

Carpenters Union Local 713 

Carpenters Union Local 805 

Carpenters Women's Auxiliary 001 

Carpenters Women's Auxiliary 007 

Carpenters Women's Auxiliary 101 

Carpenters Women's Auxiliary 1904 

Carpenters Women's Auxiliary 417 

Carpenters Women's Auxiliary 66 

Carpenters Women's Auxiliary 710 

Carpenters Women's Auxiliary 91 

Central City Association 

Central Valley Urban Institute 

Church World Service 

City of Berkeley 

City of Maywood 

City of Napa  

City of Seaside 

Civicwell 

Clinica Montsenor Oscar Romero 

Clinica Romero 

Community Build, INC. 

Community Coalition 

Community Corporation of Santa Monica 

Congress for The New Urbanism 

Construction Employers' Association 

Council of Infill Builders 

Destination: Home 

Dolores Huerta Foundation 

Drywall Lathers Local 9109 

Drywall Local Union 9144 

East Bay Asian Local Development Corpor 

East Bay for Everyone 

East Bay Yimby 

Eden Housing 

Endangered Habitats League 

Enterprise Community Partners, INC. 

Fieldstead and Company, INC. 

Generation Housing 

Govern for California 
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Greenbelt Alliance 

Housing Action Coalition 

Housing California 

Icon 

Icon CDC 

Ikar 

Innercity Struggle 

John Stewart Company 

Lathers Local 68l 

League of Women Voters of California 

Linc Housing 

Lisc San Diego 

Los Angeles Business Council 

Los Angeles County Young Democrats 

Making Housing and Community Happen 

Mercy Housing California 

Merritt Community Capital Corporation 

Midpen Housing Corporation 

Millwrights Local 102 

Modular Installers Association 

Monterey Bay Economic Partnership 

Mountain View Yimby 

New Way Homes 

Non Profit Housing Association of Northern 

California (NPH) 

Nor Cal Carpenters Union 

Northern California Carpenters Regional 

Council 

Novin Development Corp. 

Nph Action Fund 

Peninsula for Everyone 

People for Housing - Orange County 

Pile Drivers Local 34 

Richmond Community Foundation 

Salef 

San Diego Housing Federation 

San Francisco Bay Area Planning & Urban 

Research Association (SPUR) 

San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 

(BART) 

San Francisco Housing Development 

Corporation 

Sand Hill Property Company 

Santa Cruz Yimby 

Satellite Affordable Housing Associates 

Sequoia Riverlands Trust 

Service Employees International Union 

California 

Sierra Business Council 

Silicon Valley Community Foundation 

Silicon Valley Leadership Group 

Southern California Association of Nonprofit 

Housing 

Southern California Contractors Association 

Southwest Regional Council of Carpenters 

Local 721 

Sv@home Action Fund 

The Central Valley Urban Institute 

The Greenlining Institute 

The John Stewart Company 

The Kennedy Commission 

The Los Angeles Coalition for The Economy 

& Jobs 

The Pacific Companies 

The San Francisco Foundation 

The Two Hundred 

United Latinos Action 

United Lutheran Church of Oakland 

United Ways of California 

Urban Environmentalists 

Urban League of San Diego County 

USA Properties Fund, INC. 

Ventura County Clergy and Laity United for 

Economic Justice 

Wall and Ceiling Alliance 

West Angeles Community Development 

Corporation 

Wildlands Network 

Yimby Action 

Yimby Democrats of San Diego County

 

Opposition:  

Association of California Cities - Orange 

County (ACC-OC) 

California Cities for Local Control 

California Labor Federation, Afl-cio 

California Nurses Association 

California State Association of Electrical 

Workers 

California State Council of Laborers 

California State Pipe Trades Council 

California Teamsters Public Affairs Council 

Calle 24 Latino Cultural District 

Care Clt (a Division of Care Assn, Inc) 
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Catalysts for Local Control 

Chinatown Community Development Center 

City of Agoura Hills 

City of Arcata 

City of Azusa 

City of Banning 

City of Beverly Hills 

City of Bishop 

City of Brentwood 

City of Buena Park 

City of Burbank 

City of Chino Hills 

City of Clearlake 

City of Clovis 

City of Colton 

City of Corona 

City of Cupertino 

City of Cypress 

City of Del Mar 

City of Downey 

City of El Centro 

City of Elk Grove 

City of Fairfield 

City of Fillmore 

City of Fontana 

City of Fort Bragg 

City of Fortuna 

City of Fremont 

City of Glendale 

City of Glendora 

City of Hanford 

City of Hesperia 

City of Huntington Beach 

City of Indian Wells 

City of Inglewood City Hall 

City of Kerman, CA 

City of La Canada Flintridge 

City of La Mirada 

City of La Palma 

City of La Puente 

City of Laguna Beach 

City of Laguna Hills 

City of Laguna Niguel 

City of Lakeport 

City of Lakewood CA 

City of Lomita 

City of Los Alamitos 

City of Menifee 

City of Mission Viejo 

City of Montclair 

City of Moorpark 

City of Newport Beach 

City of Norco 

City of Novato 

City of Ontario 

City of Orange 

City of Palm Desert 

City of Paramount 

City of Placentia 

City of Pleasant Hill 

City of Pleasanton 

City of Rancho Cucamonga 

City of Rancho Palos Verdes 

City of Rancho Santa Margarita 

City of Redlands 

City of Ripon 

City of Rohnert Park 

City of Rolling Hills Estates 

City of Rosemead 

City of San Clemente 

City of San Dimas 

City of Santa Maria 

City of Santa Rosa 

City of Signal Hill 

City of Solana Beach 

City of Sunnyvale 

City of Thousand Oaks 

City of Torrance 

City of Tustin 

City of Ukiah 

City of Visalia 

City of Vista 

City of Westminster 

City of Whittier 

City/county Association of Governments of 

San Mateo County 

County of Sutter 

District Council 16, International Union of 

Painters and Allied Trades 

District Council of Iron Workers of The State 

of California and Vicinity 

Elmhurst Neighborhood Association 

Hills 2000 Friends of The Hills 

League of California Cities 

Livable California 

Los Angeles County Division, League of 

California Cities 

Marin County Council of Mayors & 

Councilmembers (MCCMC) 

Mission Economic Development Agency 
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Mission Economic Development Agency 

(MEDA) 

Mission Street Neighbors 

Poder 

San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments 

(SGVCOG) 

Santa Monica Residents Cross-city (SMRX) 

Save Sacramento Neighborhoods 

South Bay Cities Council of Governments 

State Building & Construction Trades Council 

of California 

Sunnyvale United Neighbors 

Town of Apple Valley 

Town of Fairfax 

Town of Truckee 

Tri-valley Cities of Dublin, Livermore, 

Pleasanton, San Ramon, and Town of Danville 

Ventura Council of Governments 

Western States Council Sheet Metal, Air, Rail 

and Transportation 

Young Community Developers 

Yuba County  

2 Individuals

 

-- END -- 


