
AB 682 
 Page  1 

 

CONCURRENCE IN SENATE AMENDMENTS 

AB 682 (Bloom) 

As Amended   

Majority vote 

SUMMARY 

Adds shared housing building as a category within density bonus law 

Senate Amendments 
1) Change the name of the new category of buildings from "cohousing buildings" to "shared 

housing buildings." 

2) Require shared housing buildings to utilize concessions under density bonus law if such 

buildings do not want to be in compliance with local requirements regarding provision of 

private open space and maximum density.  

3) Provides that, if a local ordinance further restricts the attributes of a shared housing building 

beyond the requirements established by the bill, the local definition will apply to the extent 

that it does not conflict with the requirements of the bill. 

4) Includes chaptering amendments to align this bill with other bills proposing to amend 

Government Code Section 65915.  

COMMENTS 

California Housing Crisis: California is in the midst of a housing crisis. Only 24% of households 

can afford to purchase the median priced single-family home – 50% less than the national 

average, and 33% less than at the start of the pandemic.1 Over half of renters, and 80% of low-

income renters, are rent-burdened, meaning they pay over 30% of their income towards rent. In 

2020, there were over 160,000 homeless Californians – a number that, based on anecdotal 

evidence, is likely to have risen substantially since then.2 

A major cause of our housing crisis is the mismatch between the supply of housing and the need 

for housing. The Statewide Housing Plan adopted by HCD earlier this year, determined that, to 

address this mismatch, in the next eight years, California needs approximately 2.5 million units 

of housing, including one million units affordable to lower income households.3 That would 

require production of over 300,000 units a year. According to HCD, the state needs 180,000 

units of housing built 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 10,000 units of affordable housing.4  

Residential Density Bonus Law: Density bonus law was originally enacted in California in 1979 

to help address the affordable housing shortage and to encourage development of more low- and 

moderate income housing units. The density bonus works by providing residential developers an 

                                                 

1 California Association of Realtors Housing Affordability Index. Data for the 3rd quarter of 2021. 
2 The 2020 Annual Homeless Assessment Report (AHAR) to Congress (huduser.gov) 
3 Data from Roadmap Home 2030, California Housing Partnership Corporation and Housing California, 2021. 
4 https://www.hcd.ca.gov/policy-research/housing-challenges.shtml  

https://www.car.org/marketdata/data/haitraditional
https://www.huduser.gov/portal/sites/default/files/pdf/2020-AHAR-Part-1.pdf
https://roadmaphome2030.org/app/uploads/2021/03/Roadmap-Home-Appendix-1.pdf
https://www.hcd.ca.gov/policy-research/housing-challenges.shtml
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increase in density over a city's zoned density, as well as a limited number of exemptions (known 

as "concessions" and "incentives") from local standards and requirements, in return for inclusion 

of affordable units in a development. The increase in density and the concessions and incentives 

are intended to financially support the inclusion of the affordable units, which typically require 

subsidization by the developer.   

Density bonus law provides precise formulas for what the residential developer needs to give in 

return for what they receive. Specifically, the law details the amount of affordable housing, at 

specified depths of affordability, that a developer needs to deliver in order to receive a specified 

increase in the density of their project and a specified number of concessions and incentives.  

Maximizing Developable Space: In recent years, many state and local governments have enacted 

policies to increase the production of housing by maximizing the number of units that can be 

built within the permitted square footage. Cities have adopted "form-based codes" that set 

parameters on the size and shape of the building, rather than the number of units. AB 352 

(Santiago, Chapter 400, Statutes of 2017) prohibits cities from banning or limiting very small 

"efficiency" units in locations near transit or universities.  

This bill proposes another approach to maximize the number of units within permitted square 

footage by creating a new "shared housing" category within density bonus law. It would 

automatically confer two concessions to shared housing projects, in that they would not need to 

meet local requirements regarding minimum unit size and minimum bedroom requirement. 

These automatic concessions would address the fact that most shared housing projects could not 

meet local requirements, because of the inherently small nature of the units. Density bonus law 

allots up to a maximum of three concessions per project (or four concessions for projects that are 

100% deed-restricted affordable housing). As such, without making these concessions automatic, 

most shared housing projects could not feasibly use the density bonus program, potentially 

resulting in a reduction in deed-restricted affordable housing.  

According to the Author 
"Despite its potential, California's other major cities and major developers have been slow to 

embrace co-housing buildings. Stringent density requirements limit the number of units 

developers can build on an already costly parcel of land. Parking requirements add additional 

construction costs that can make co-housing financially infeasible, especially for projects that 

aim to house more than 100 units. AB 682 aims to ease the roadblocks that have long stifled the 

construction of these affordable housing units. By expanding the state's density bonus law to 

incentivize co-housing apartments, AB 682 will provide more affordable units without the need 

for public subsidies.  As the state grapples with the housing shortage, AB 682 will help diversify 

the housing stock, offering both affordable housing and the option for communal living." 

Arguments in Support 
Supporters of the bill argue that it would facilitate communal living in areas where there is 

market demand for such housing, and that communal living is an important part of the 

"continuum of accommodation" needed to address the state's housing crisis. According to 

citylab-UCLA (the sponsor of this bill), "All parts of California have land and/or buildings that 

can become affordable communal housing through AB 682. The bill will provide cities and 

counties with a new housing solution that can introduce new opportunities for housing in many 

neighborhoods." 
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Arguments in Opposition 
The City of Lafayette is opposed because the units contemplated by this bill may be considered 

"group quarters" and thus, ineligible to be counted towards a local governments regional housing 

needs allocation targets.    

FISCAL COMMENTS 

According to the Assembly Appropriations Committee:  

1) The Department of Housing and Community Development estimates ongoing annual costs of 

$94,000 (GF) to develop technical assistance and engage in ongoing enforcement. 

2) Local costs are not reimbursable by the state because local agencies have the authority to 

levy and adjust fees for related costs. 

VOTES: 

ASM LOCAL GOVERNMENT:  7-0-1 
YES:  Aguiar-Curry, Bloom, Boerner Horvath, Ramos, Luz Rivas, Robert Rivas, Voepel 

ABS, ABST OR NV:  Lackey 

 

ASM HOUSING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT:  6-1-1 
YES:  Wicks, Carrillo, Gabriel, Kalra, Quirk-Silva, Ward 

NO:  Seyarto 

ABS, ABST OR NV:  Kiley 

 

ASM APPROPRIATIONS:  12-2-2 
YES:  Holden, Bryan, Calderon, Luz Rivas, Gabriel, McCarty, Levine, Quirk, Robert Rivas, 

Akilah Weber, Stone, Mullin 

NO:  Bigelow, Davies 

ABS, ABST OR NV:  Megan Dahle, Fong 

 

ASSEMBLY FLOOR:  52-8-16 
YES:  Aguiar-Curry, Arambula, Bauer-Kahan, Bennett, Berman, Bloom, Bryan, Burke, 

Calderon, Cervantes, Cooley, Cooper, Cunningham, Daly, Friedman, Gabriel, Cristina Garcia, 

Gipson, Gray, Grayson, Holden, Irwin, Jones-Sawyer, Kalra, Lee, Levine, Low, McCarty, 

Medina, Mullin, Muratsuchi, Nazarian, Petrie-Norris, Quirk, Quirk-Silva, Ramos, Reyes, Luz 

Rivas, Robert Rivas, Rodriguez, Blanca Rubio, Salas, Santiago, Stone, Ting, Villapudua, 

Voepel, Ward, Akilah Weber, Wicks, Wood, Rendon 

NO:  Bigelow, Choi, Davies, Gallagher, Mathis, Nguyen, Seyarto, Smith 

ABS, ABST OR NV:  Boerner Horvath, Mia Bonta, Carrillo, Chen, Megan Dahle, Flora, Fong, 

Eduardo Garcia, Kiley, Lackey, Maienschein, Mayes, O'Donnell, Patterson, Valladares, Waldron 

 

UPDATED 

VERSION: August 24, 2022 

CONSULTANT:  Steve Wertheim / H. & C.D. / (916) 319-2085   FN: 0004417 




