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12:00 p.m. I. Welcome and Introductions 
  Supervisor Ken Yeager, Santa Clara County, Chair, HHS 
  Supervisor David Rabbitt, Sonoma County, Chair, HLT 
  
 
12:10 p.m. II.  “No Place Like Home” Proposal 
  Farrah McDaid Ting, Legislative Representative, CSAC 
  Elizabeth Marsolais, Legislative Analyst, CSAC  
 
 
12:40 p.m. III. “By-Right” Multifamily Housing Approval Proposal 
  Kiana Valentine, Legislative Representative, CSAC 
  Chris Lee, Legislative Analyst, CSAC 
 
   
1:25 p.m. IV. Closing Comments and Adjournment 
  Supervisor David Rabbitt, Sonoma County, Chair, HLT 
  Supervisor Ken Yeager, Santa Clara County, Chair, HHS 
 
 
 
If calling in to the meeting, please place your line on MUTE until you wish to speak. 
Please also DO NOT PLACE THE LINE ON HOLD. Thank you.  
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May 31, 2016    
 
 
To: CSAC Health and Human Services Policy Committee 
 CSAC Housing, Land Use, and Transportation Policy Committee  

 
   From: Farrah McDaid Ting, CSAC Legislative Representative 
 Kiana Valentine, CSAC Legislative Representative 
 Chris Lee, CSAC Legislative Analyst 
 Elizabeth Marsolais, CSAC Legislative Analyst 

  
   RE: No Place Like Home – DISCUSSION ITEM 

 
Overview. Communities throughout California are grappling with significant challenges related to an 
estimated 115,000 homeless persons in California. State legislators are also determined to combat 
homelessness, making it a focus in 2016.  
 
The Senate and Assembly, as well as Los Angeles County, have developed and promoted packages to 
address the issue of homelessness. Most of the packages require fiscal investments by the state and are 
being discussed in the context of the 2016-17 budget process. CSAC does not have a position on the 
proposals at this time and includes information on each to foster discussion about possible strategy and 
positions.    
 
Senate “No Place Like Home” Proposal: In January, Senate leaders released their “No Place Like Home” 
proposal. Senate President pro Tempore Kevin de León and former Senator Darrell Steinberg crafted 
the plan to redirect a portion of Mental Health Services Act (MHSA, or Proposition 63) funding from 
counties to help securitize up to $2 billion in affordable housing bonds. Under the Senate’s proposal, 
only counties would compete with each other for the housing bond funds.  
 
The Governor has endorsed the No Place Like Home proposal. However, his Department of Finance has 
worked with the Senate to reduce the proportion of the $2 billion in bonds that would be distributed 
on a competitive basis. Instead, the Governor is asking for up to $500 million in noncompetitive funding 
for counties to use for rental subsidies and other innovative housing efforts. Of that $500 million, a 
portion would also be available for technical assistance to counties. Lastly, the Governor agrees that 
leveraging MHSA funding is the best route to kick-starting construction or rehabilitation at the local 
level. 
 
It should be noted that the Senate’s original proposal also included an increase in the state’s 
Supplemental Security Income/State Supplementary Payment (SSI/SSP) rates, which provide monthly 
funding to those who are aged, blind, or disabled. Further, it would have supported the existing 
Housing Support Program, which is administered by counties within the CalWORKs program, and a new 
“Bringing Families Home” program to provide family housing. None of these proposals are in the 
current Senate-Governor No Place Like Home concept. 
 
Further, the County Behavioral Health Directors Association has developed a response to No Place Like 
Home to dedicate a larger portion of any MHSA diversion to each county on a noncompetitive basis. 
Their proposal includes:  
 



 $1 billion investment over 35 years to finance tax-exempt municipal bond debt service 
payments for capital projects serving individuals with serious mental illness who are homeless 
or at risk of homelessness;  

And 
 $1 billion in either lease revenue bonds or local MHSA expenditures to finance housing 

assistance investments for individuals with serious mental illness who are homeless or at risk of 
homelessness.  

 
CBHDA expounds on the benefits of their suggestion:  
 
•         The MHSA investment in housing still totals $2 billion. 
•         The proportional impact on each county’s MHSA resources – which they need for sustaining 
existing services, program and population growth, and pay for supportive housing services -- will be 
substantially lessened by using $1 billion (rather than $1.8 or $2 billion) toward a competitive capital 
grant program. 
•         Tax exempt bond proceeds are limited to capital expenditures (land, buildings, renovation, 
equipment), so housing assistance investments must be financed with another mechanism. Lease 
revenue bonds or local MHSA expenditures (see below) are appropriate alternative mechanisms for the 
other $1 billion. 
•         The costs of making this housing investment will be reduced since interest will only need to be 
paid on $1 billion in debt service (rather than on $1.8 or $2 billion). This could result in substantial 
savings. The other $1 billion for housing assistance can be expended without the payment of interest. 
•         Housing assistance expenditures can begin immediately in FY 2016-17, whereas the initial round 
of capital projects may take a minimum of 5-8 years to be built. When the bonds go to market, 85% of 
project expenditures must be completed within three years. This requirement is likely to mean many 
years before the bond proceeds will general tangible results to the public. However, with a portion of 
the $1 billion investment in housing assistance beginning immediately, voters in every county will 
rapidly see an immediate investment to reduce the homelessness of individuals with serious mental 
illness. 
•         Increased MHSA housing investments for persons with mental illness will occur in every county of 
California, including in the many small counties for whom investments in housing assistance or property 
purchase -- rather than development and construction of new housing units – have much more utility.  
•         Local county Boards of Supervisors, consumers, family members, and other stakeholders would 
have the opportunity to determine which types of housing assistance investments a larger portion of the 
diverted funding. 
 
CSAC has not yet developed a position on the “No Place Like Home” proposal, largely because, to date, 
no written materials have been released. We expect trailer bill language at any minute, but it is 
premature to develop a position until we can adequately assess the proposal.    
 
Assembly Affordable Housing Package: Democrats in the Assembly, led by new Speaker Anthony 
Rendon, released a one-time $1.3 billion proposal to help Californians secure and maintain housing on 
April 25. The plan would make one-time investments in five areas:  
 

 Increasing Rental Housing: $300 million for housing tax credits and $200 million for multifamily 
housing production programs for lower income working families; 

 Assisting Homeownership: $200 million in funding grants to local agencies for assistance with 
workforce housing and $200 million for the existing CalHome program; 



 Farmworker Housing: $50 million for the Joe Serna Farmworker Housing Grant Program, $25 
million for farmworker housing tax credits and $250,000 for the Napa County Farmworker 
Housing Centers; 

 Homeless Assistance: $200 million for multifamily supportive housing, $60 million for the new 
Whole Person Care pilot program specifically for housing high-need Medi-Cal beneficiaries, and 
$40 million for the statewide Emergency Shelter Grant Program; and   

 Seismic Retrofitting: $60 million in income tax credits for seismic retrofitting of “soft-story” 
buildings.   

 
More details are included in the attached letter to the Assembly Budget Committee.  
 
Los Angeles County State Matching Fund Program to Combat Homelessness. Los Angeles County is 
sponsoring a proposal to secure $100 million in state matching funds for local efforts to reduce 
homelessness. The County has adopted a comprehensive plan to combat homelessness and committed 
$100 million in county funds toward that goal. Collaboration, coordination, and integration of services 
are the cornerstones of the county’s efforts, and additional state matching funds will allow the county 
and other jurisdictions, including counties and cities, to leverage existing housing funding.  
 
The County identifies five areas or services that could receive state matching funds under their 
proposal: 
 

 Subsidized housing for homeless disabled individuals pursuing Supplemental Security Income 
(SSI) 

 Rapid re-housing 
 Housing Choice vouchers for permanent supportive housing 
 Interim/Bridge housing for those exiting institutions 
 Enhancing the emergency shelter system  

 
More details are included in the attached Los Angeles County letter to the Assembly regarding this 
proposal.  
 
Los Angeles County Proposal for Local Personal Income Tax to Fund Homeless Programs. The Los 
Angeles County Board of Supervisors is pursuing budget trailer bill language to change State law to 
grant counties the authority to seek voter approval of a tax on personal income above $1,000,000 per 
year to combat homelessness.  
 
More details are included in the attached Los Angeles County letter to the Assembly regarding this 
proposal.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Attachments:   
 
Senate No Place Like Home Proposal (January 4, 2016)  
Assembly Affordable Housing Proposal (April 14, 2016) 
Los Angeles State Matching Fund Program to Combat Homelessness (April 11, 2016) 
Los Angeles Personal Income Tax to Combat Homelessness (May XX, 2016) 



 
CSAC Staff Contacts: 
 
Farrah McDaid Ting, CSAC Legislative Representative: fmcdaid@counties.org, (916) 650-8110 
Kiana Valentine, CSAC Legislative Representative: kvalentine@counties.org, (916) 327-7500 Ext. 566 
Elizabeth Marsolais, CSAC Legislative Analyst: emarsolais@counties.org, (916) 327-7500 Ext. 524 
Christ Lee, CSAC Legislative Analyst: clee@counties.org, (916) 327-7500 Ext. 521 
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Issue 18: No Place Like Home Initiative

Legislative Proposal. The Senate proposes the No Place Like Home (NPLH) initiative to help address 
homelessness. The initiative provides funding for a grant program to develop supportive housing for 
individuals with mental illness who are chronically homeless in addition to funding other programs to 
help address homelessness in California. (See the handout for details of the NPLH initiative.) 

The Administration, in its May Revision, endorsed the Senate’s concept of a $2 billion bond from a 
portion of future Proposition 63 mental health revenues. The Administration also proposes 10.4 
positions in 2016-17 (32 positions on an ongoing basis) to implement a competitive, multiyear 
program. In addition to providing funding for capital projects, some of the $267 million annually in 
bond proceeds would be used for tenant-based rental assistance and direct technical assistance to 
localities.

Subcommittee Action.  No action. 

Staff Comments. California has the nation’s largest homeless population that is disproportionally 
comprised of women with children, veterans, and the chronically homeless. Mental illness is the third 
largest cause of homelessness for single adults. Housing is the key factor for stabilization and recovery 
to occur and results in the most successful outcomes for those living with a mental illness. Investing 
Proposition 63 bond funds in permanent supportive housing can help the state leverage a significant 
amount of additional dollars through tax credits, Medi-Cal funding, and other housing development 
funds. In addition, the other funding augmentations included in the Senate’s plan will help to address 
the state’s overall homeless problem.
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Attachment A

Issue 18 – No Place Like Home Initiative – Page 21

The No Place Like Home (NPLH) initiative includes the following. 

Trailer bill language to establish the NPLH grant program which would authorize the Department of 
Housing and Community Development (HCD) to issue revenue bonds, funded by the Mental Health 
Services Fund, in the amount of $2 billion. This fund receives revenues from a one percent tax on that 
portion of a taxpayer’s taxable income that exceeds $1 million, as required by the Mental Health 
Services Act enacted by the voters as Proposition 63 in November 2004. This program would include 
the following. 

� $1.8 billion awarded by HCD to counties through a competitive grant program to finance the 
acquisition, design, construction, or reconstruction of permanent supportive housing for 
individuals with mental illness who are chronically homeless. Funds would be divided into 
categories based on county size and would be distributed in at least four separate grant rounds 
over several years.

� California Housing Finance Agency would allocate $200 million to all counties in an amount 
that is proportionate to the number of homeless persons in each county.

� A committee comprised of Administration officials, county officials, behavioral health 
directors and housing and mental health advocates, would sign off on HCD’s guidelines and 
advise the department throughout the process.

� $6.2 million from the Mental Health Services Fund (state administration) to counties for 
technical assistance.

The other key elements of the Senate plan are as follows. 

� $43 million General Fund to provide a total $10 monthly increase, when combined with the 
Governor’s budget proposal, in Supplemental Security Income/State Supplementary Payment 
(SSI/SSP) program grants to low-income persons who are aged, blind, or have a disability.

� $50 million General Fund annually (for two years) for SSI outreach to increase participation 
among homeless persons with disabilities who may be eligible for disability benefits programs.

� $50 million General Fund annually (for four years) for temporary housing for homeless 
persons.

� $15 million General Fund ongoing for the CalWORKs Housing Support Program which 
provides housing and supportive services for CalWORKs families in danger of homelessness.

� $10 million General Fund ongoing for the Bringing Families Home program, a county 
matching grant program to reduce homelessness among families that are part of the child 
welfare system.





















Trailer Bill Proposal to Help Counties Combat Homelessness 
 
The Request 
The County of Los Angeles is seeking the enactment of trailer bill language to grant 
counties the authority to seek voter approval to impose a special tax on personal annual 
income above $1 million to combat homelessness.  
 
What is the Problem? 
The homeless crisis in Los Angeles County has been worsening and demands an urgent, 
coordinated response from the State, County, cities, and community partners throughout 
the region. The overall number of homeless people in Los Angeles County on a given 
night increased to 46,874 in 2016, which is 6% more than in 2015 and 19% more than in 
2013. The subset of homeless people living in encampments, tents and vehicles 
increased by 20% from 2015 to 2016 and a staggering 123% from 2013 to 20161.    
 
The Need for New Resources 
The Los Angeles Homeless Services Authority estimates that $450 million in additional, 
ongoing funding is needed to address the current gap in homeless housing and services, 
excluding any costs associated with housing construction.  
 
What the County of Los Angeles Has Done 
In August 2015, in response to the homelessness crisis which pervades Los Angeles 
County, the County launched the Homeless Initiative, a countywide effort to develop a 
comprehensive set of County strategies to combat homelessness. The inclusive, 
collaborative planning process brought together 25 County departments, 30 cities and 
over 100 community organizations, service providers and advocates.  
 
On February 9, 2016, the Board of Supervisors unanimously approved the coordinated 
set of 47 strategies in 6 categories: Prevent Homelessness; Subsidize Housing; Increase 
Income; Provide Case Management and Services; Create a Coordinated System; and 
Increase Affordable/Homeless Housing. These strategies strengthen and build on current 
County efforts and leverage mainstream criminal justice, health, and social services. To 
launch initial implementation of these strategies, the Board allocated $100 million in one-
time funding, while emphasizing the critical need for ongoing revenue to sustain the 
strategies. 
 
Why We Need Ongoing Revenue 
It is impossible to solve an ongoing problem with one-time funding. The County 
conducted a poll to determine voter support for potential revenue-raising measures. The 
most popular option is a tax on personal income above $1 million/year which is supported 
by 76% of likely voters in the November 2016 election. A one-half percent millionaires’ 
tax is estimated to generate $243 million per year in Los Angeles County.  
  

                                                           
1
 2016 Greater Los Angeles Homeless Count, Los Angeles Homeless Services Authority 



 

 

May 31, 2016 
 
TO:  CSAC Housing, Land Use and Transportation Policy Committee 
 

FROM:   Kiana Valentine, Legislative Representative 
  Chris Lee, Legislative Analyst 
 
RE:  Governor’s May Revision “By-Right” Multifamily Housing Proposal 

 
The Governor proposed budget trailer bill language (TBL) that would seek to streamline the 
development of attached multifamily housing projects that include a specified percentage of 
units affordable to households with lower incomes. Unlike AB 2522 (Bloom), which was 
limited in application to cities and unincorporated areas with higher population densities, the 
TBL would apply to any attached housing project that is located on a site designated and 
zoned for housing in the local government’s general plan or zoning ordinance and that is 
surrounded on at least 75% of its perimeter by urban uses. Given the fact that the Bloom 
proposal stalled in the Assembly prior to its first policy committee hearing, it is unclear 
whether the Governor’s broader proposal will be able to gain any political traction.  
 
Key elements of the Governor’s “by-right” housing approval proposal include: 
 
Projects Eligible for By-Right Approval. As defined in the TBL, an attached housing 
development projects can include multifamily residential projects, vertical mixed use projects 
with neighborhood commercial on the first floor, or transitional and supportive housing. 
Projects consistent with the affordability criteria in the TBL as well as the objective general 
plan and zoning standards at the time of submitting the application must be approved by-
right. For the purposes of the TBL, by right means that a conditional use permit, a planned 
development permit, or another discretionary local government review or approval that 
would constitute a project for the purposes of CEQA cannot be required. Design review is 
allowed to the extent that it does not constitute a discretionary project for the purposes of 
CEQA.   
 
Affordability Requirements. In transit priority areas (TPAs)1 the development must include 
either ten percent of units affordable to low income households or five percent of units for 
very-low income households in order to be eligible for by-right approval. Outside of TPAs, a 
project must include at least twenty percent of the units affordable for households making 
eighty percent or less of the median area income. The affordability provisions prescribed by 
the TBL must be recorded against the development’s property for a term of 30 years or 
more and be enforceable by a public agency or any member of the public.  
 
Site Restrictions. Unless a project is located on a designated housing site (i.e. already 
identified for housing in the general plan and zoning ordinance for housing), the TBL “by-
right” provisions are not applicable to housing projects on sites that are located on prime 
farmland or farmland of statewide significance, certain sites with hazardous waste issues, 
certain areas with very high fire hazard severity zones, wetlands, earthquake fault zones, 
floodplains or floodways.    
 

                                             
1
 TPAs are defined as areas within one-half mile of an existing or planned transit stop with rail transit service, a 

ferry terminal also served by bus or rail, or a bus transit stop with at least 15-minute peak-hour headways. 



 
 

Problematic Timeframes for Local Review. The TBL unfortunately includes timeframes 
whereby local governments would have to make a written determination as to whether a 
proposed housing development was consistent with objective general plan and zoning 
standards for the site. If the local government fails to provide an explanation why a project is 
inconsistent within thirty days or fails to respond, then the project is deemed consistent with 
the standards and eligible for by-right approval. The TBL also places a time limit of ninety 
days on local government design review of an eligible housing development. CSAC has 
consistently opposed such review timeframes and remedies, especially given the pre-
existing authority afforded project proponents under the Permit Streamlining Act. 
 
Enforcement and Reporting. The TBL would allow a court to enforce the law by a writ of 
mandate, thereby a local government to approve a project by-right when the project is 
entitled to such approval under this proposal. The bill would also allow project proponents or 
applicants to submit information on performance of local governments under the “by-right” 
approval provisions, which would be compiled by the Office of Planning and Research along 
with local agency’s annual reports on their progress in meeting their share of the Regional 
Housing Needs Allocation. The information would be annually review and reported on the 
Department of Housing and Community Development website.   
 
Policy Considerations. CSAC staff is seeking policy guidance from the committee to 
determine what the association’s stance should be on the potential streamlining 
opportunities for housing developments under the proposed TBL. While the proposal would 
limit local discretion and impose arbitrary timelines for local government review, it would also 
facilitate more expeditious development of affordable and market rate housing that is 
consistent with both objective standards in adopted local plans and in non-discretionary 
design review processes. Recall that CSAC’s platform recognizes the a statewide affordable 
housing crisis and the HLT Policy Committee adopted priorities that included direction to 
staff to find ways for counties to proactively partner with cities and the state to address a 
variety of housing issues.  
 



Policy Questions Regarding “By-Right” Housing Proposal 

1. Does your county require a use permit or some other discretionary permit for the 

construction of attached multifamily housing projects within zones that are designated 

to accommodate multifamily attached housing? 

a. If so, would you be concerned that qualified projects would only be subject to 

non-discretionary review?  

b. If not, do you have concerns related to non-discretionary processes your county 

has in place (e.g. design review, etc.) that should be listed in the bill as applicable 

to eligible projects? 

 

2. The Administration asserts that thoughtful upfront planning through the General Plan 

and specific plans and associated public outreach and participation and CEQA review are 

sufficient to capture community input and potential environmental impacts at the 

project level. Do you agree, disagree, and why?  

 

3. Are the affordability standards too high or too low for a given project context? I.E. 10% 

low or 5% very-low in areas with high-quality transit1, or 20% affordable to households 

making less than 80% of the “median area income” everywhere else.  

a. Too low in TPAs? 

b. Too high outside of TPAs? 

 

4. Are you concerned with timeframes for local agency review? CSAC has typically opposed 

such requirements.  

a. 30 days to determine consistency with “objective” zoning/general plan 

standards; deemed consistent if agency fails to respond. 

b. 90 days for design review. 

 

 

                                                            
1 Areas within one-half mile of an existing or planned transit stop with rail transit service, a ferry terminal also 
served by bus or rail, or a bus transit stop with at least 15-minute peak-hour headways. 



Relevant CSAC Platform Language 

Section 1: GENERAL PRINCIPLES 

 Counties have and must retain a primary responsibility for basic land use decisions. 

Section 2: THE COUNTY ROLE IN LAND USE 

C. Environmental Analysis  

 The environmental review process under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 

provides essential information to be constructively used in local decision-making processes. 

Unfortunately, the CEQA process is too often used as a legal tool to delay or stop reasonable 

development projects. 

 The CEQA process and requirements should be simplified wherever possible including the 

preparation of master environmental documents and use of tiered EIRs and negative 

declarations, including Climate Action Plans and associated environmental impact reports for 

tiering under CEQA. The length of environmental reports should be minimized without impairing 

the quality. Further, California Counties 48 other public agencies (federal, state, regional, 

affected local jurisdictions, special districts, etc.) should participate in the environmental review 

process for plans and projects in order to provide a thorough review and analysis up front and 

avoid conflicts in future discretionary actions. 

Section 3: STATE ROLE IN LAND USE  

 Local government recognizes that state government has a legitimate interest in proper land use 

planning and utilization of those lands which are of critical statewide concern. The state interest 

shall be statutorily and precisely defined and strictly limited to those lands designated to be 

critical statewide concern in concert with attainable and specified state goals and policies. The 

state‘s participation in land use decisions in those designated areas shall be strictly limited to 

insuring the defined state interest is protected at the local level. Any regulatory activity 

necessary to protect the state’s interest, as defined in statute, shall be carried out by local 

government. 

 Adequate financial resources shall be provided, before a state-mandate is activated, to insure 

local government has the ability to carry out state-mandated planning requirements. 

Section 6: HOUSING  

 Housing is an important element of economic development and essential for the health and 

wellbeing of our communities. The responsibility to meet the state’s housing needs must be 

borne by all levels of government and the private sector. CSAC supports a role by the state 

Department of Housing and Community Development that focuses on assisting local 

governments in financing efforts and California Counties advising them on planning policies--

both of which strive to meet the state’s housing needs. HCD’s role should focus on facilitating 



the production of housing, rather than an onerous and unpredictable housing element 

compliance process that detracts from local governments’ efforts to seek funding and actually 

facilitate housing production. 

 

 Promote a full range of housing in all communities. Local governments, builders, the real estate 

industry, financial institutions and other concerned stakeholders should recognize their joint 

opportunities to encourage a full range of housing and should work together to achieve this 

goal. This will require a cooperative effort from the beginning of the planning and approval 

process as well as creatively applying incentives and development standards, minimizing 

regulations and generating adequate financing. Using this approach, housing will become more 

affordable and available to all income groups. 


	HHS-HLT Agenda 06-01-16
	HHS-HLT Joint Meeting Materials 06-01-16
	Joint Meeting Background Materials List
	1A. CSAC No Place Like Home Memo
	1B. Senate Budget Committee Agenda
	1C. Assembly Democrats Affordable Housing Letter
	1D. Los Angeles County Assembly Budget Committee Letter re Matching Funds to Combat Homelessness
	1E. Local Millionaires Tax for Homelessness Programs Fact Sheet
	2A. CSAC By-Right Housing Proposal Memo
	2B. Policy Questions Regarding “By-Right” Housing Proposal
	2C. Relevant CSAC Platform Language


