Roadmap
Home

A

A Roadmap to Thriving
Communities in California

TECHNICAL APPENDIX




Table of Contents

About the Appendix 3
Provide Immediate Relief 5
Address and Repair Racial Harms 19
Role of the State 29
Revenue 46

™ N N

N N N -
N N N -



About the Appendix

INTRODUCTION

This appendix includes details on the methodologies the California Housing Partnership,
the Stanford Center on Poverty and Inequality, and the California Budget & Policy Center
used to generate impact estimates for proposals in the Roadmap. Each proposal writeup in
the appendix includes:

1. A proposal description, sometimes with details not included in the main report

2. A description of the methodology used to generate the impact estimate, including data
sources and citations

3. The impact and cost estimate where applicable

4. A note on which organization was responsible for researching the proposal

METHODOLOGY FOR OVERALL HOUSING PRODUCTION IMPACTS

If implemented, proposals related to creation and preservation of affordable homes - such
as increases in funding, zoning and land use reforms, and cost-saving measures — would
combine to meet the Roadmap goal of producing 1 million new affordable homes, including
deeply targeted homes for those with the lowest incomes, inclusive of assumed base
levels of production.

We estimate the baseline of affordable housing activity based on trends in the Low-
Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) program from 2021 to 2024, in which an average of
approximately 15,000 affordable homes in new construction developments were awarded
tax credits each year, translating to an assumption of 150,000 affordable homes over a ten-
year period. We also account for the modest impacts on new construction LIHTC of
increasing the allocation of 9% tax credits to California from federal legislation passed in
2025, which we assume to be approximately 3,600 over 10 years (the effects of other
changes to the LIHTC program from this legislation are accounted for in modeling other
Roadmap proposals, which assume substantial increases in use of 4% tax credits). The
Roadmap proposals thus combine to produce or preserve approximately 846,400
affordable homes, of which approximately 825,400 would be new construction and
approximately 21,000 would be preserved affordable homes.



To determine which of the Roadmap-created affordable homes would count as progress
towards meeting projected housing needs, we use the criteria from Government Code
section 65583.1, which HCD uses in monitoring California jurisdictions’ progress toward
meeting Regional Housing Allocation Needs. Qualifying homes include all new construction
homes and eligible homes that are rehabilitated, preserved, or acquired, given the
requirements outlined in GC 65583.

How we avoid double-counting: Several Roadmap proposals would involve expanding the
funding sources affordable housing providers rely upon. However, a single affordable home
could be financed by multiple programs included in the Roadmap (e.g., a development
could receive funding enabled by the Housing Accelerator Program and local funding
enabled by reducing the local voter threshold). To avoid counting an affordable home more
than once towards the 1 million home production goal, we estimate the number of unique
affordable homes that could be created from the combined effect of the proposals that
would lead to increases in funding. In other words, we model the impacts of a theoretical
single pool of State and local subsidy generated by these Roadmap proposals.

We then estimate the impact of this combined amount of State and local funding based on
data from developments awarded Low Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) in California
from 2022 to 2024 (adjusted for inflation using RS Means), per sources and uses
information included in applications submitted to the California Tax Credit Allocation
Committee (TCAC). Only new construction developments receiving 4% LIHTCs were
considered in order to best reflect the likely financing structure of properties seeking
financing provided through these proposals. We also assume development costs would
increase by three percent each year. Finally, we apply the estimated effects of Roadmap
proposals that would reduce development costs in order to reflect the full implementation
of the Roadmap policy platform.

While we measure progress towards the 1 million production need number using this
deduplicated figure, each Roadmap proposal still has a distinct impact estimate associated
with it based on the results of the aforementioned financial modeling. For more details on
these estimates, see each proposal’s methodology summary.
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1.1 MAKE THE TENANT PROTECTION ACT (TPA) PERMANENT AND LOWER THE
RENT CAP

Analysis Prepared By: Stanford Center on Poverty and Inequality

Proposal Description: This proposal would make permanent and strengthen the Tenant
Protection Act (TPA) (AB 1482) by lowering the rent cap, removing exemptions to cover
more renters, increasing relocation assistance to mitigate displacement and housing
instability during evictions, and removing substantial remodels or demolitions, including
green home retrofits, as allowable “no fault” reasons for eviction.

Methodology: We estimate the impact of this proposal by modeling current and proposed
Tenant Protection Act coverage of renter households using US Census Bureau, American
Community Survey public-use microdata for California for 2023 downloaded from IPUMS-
USA (University of Minnesota, www.ipums-usa.org). For the subproposal to remove
properties exempted from the TPA, we specifically model removing the current exemption
for single-family home rentals with non-corporate ownership, the primary category of
rental properties that are currently exempt and have been proposed for inclusion. In
doing so, we assume that 8.8 percent of single-family home rental properties are
currently covered by the TPA as properties with corporate or REIT owners, or LLC owners
that include a corporation. This assumption is based on the most comprehensive
California data currently publicly available on institutional ownership of single-family
properties, which indicate that 1.9 percent of single-family home parcels in California are
owned by large institutional owners with 100 or more properties, which we use as a proxy,
though imperfect, for corporate ownership." We therefore assume that 1.9 percent of all
households living in single-family homes in the Census data live in properties with
corporate owners, and all of these households live in single-family rentals. As renters
make up about 21 percent of all households living in single-family homes in the Census
data, we calculate that 8.8 percent of single-family rentals are assumed to have
corporate owners and are therefore currently covered by the TPA. (This assumption based
on updated available data differs from the analysis completed for Roadmap Home 2030
which assumed a larger share of single-family home rentals had corporate owners.) The
subproposals to increase relocation assistance and remove substantial remodels as “no
fault” reasons for eviction address important concerns about disruption to displaced
tenants and pathways by which properties can be excluded from TPA coverage, though
available literature and data are not sufficient to generate specific quantitative impact
estimates for these subproposals.

" Lavelle, Devin and Tamoor Ali. 2024. “The Data on CA Institutional Landlords.” California State Library, California
Research Bureau.



Making the TPA permanent and strengthening its provisions would provide stronger
protections from unaffordable rent increases and disruptive displacement for an estimated
2.79 million renter households currently covered by the TPA. Extending the TPA to renters
in single-family homes with non-corporate ownership would add protections for an
estimated 1.65 million additional renter households. Available data are not sufficient to
quantify the impact of increasing relocation assistance or removing substantial remodels
as “no fault” evictions, though these proposals address important concerns about
disruption to displaced tenants and pathways by which properties can be excluded from
TPA tenant protections.

Furthermore, a similar proposal in the first iteration of Roadmap Home - capping the
allowed rent increase at no more than area Consumer Price Index (CPI) + 0% or area CPI +
3% (together with an expansion of the TPA to single-family-home rentals) — was estimated
to potentially benefit between 538,000 and 1.388 million renter-households living in units
that would be covered by the TPA and located in areas where the annual increase in
median rent was greater than the cap at some point during the time period examined, from
2014 to 2018.

Direct costs to the state for this regulatory change would be minimal.

1.2 REPEAL OR REFORM COSTA-HAWKINS

Analysis Prepared By: Stanford Center on Poverty and Inequality

Proposal Description: This proposal would repeal or reform the Costa-Hawkins Rental
Housing Act to give local jurisdictions greater flexibility to design rent stabilization policies
that are responsive to local market conditions and housing affordability needs.

Methodology: We estimate the impact of this proposal by considering three potential
reforms to the Costa-Hawkins Act, specifically 1) replacing the current set construction
dates for properties exempt from local rent control with a single rolling 15-year new
construction date exemption (aligning with the construction exemption date for the
statewide rent cap); 2) in addition to the construction date reform, also allowing local rent
control to apply to single-family homes; 3) in addition to reforms (1) and (2), also allowing
vacancy control (i.e. removing the requirement that landlords be allowed to increase rents
to full market-rate when new tenants move into a vacant unit). Reform (3) represents
nearly full repeal of existing Costa-Hawkins restrictions, as the only requirement would be
a 15-year new construction exemption to reduce the disincentive for new housing
construction, which would be likely to be incorporated into local rent control laws even in



the absence of Costa-Hawkins. We estimate the number of renters that could benefit from
these reforms by modeling current and proposed Costa-Hawkins coverage of renter
households using US Census Bureau, American Community Survey public-use microdata
for California for 2023 downloaded from IPUMS-USA (University of Minnesota, www.ipums-
usa.org). Hypothetically, any local jurisdiction could enact expanded rent control if Costa-
Hawkins were reformed, but in practice jurisdictions that currently have local rent control
policies in place would be most likely to take advantage of this new flexibility. Therefore,
impact estimates focus only on jurisdictions with existing local rent control policies (which
include several of the largest cities in California) expanding those policies. We exclude local
jurisdictions that cannot be separately identified in the data, and we rely on the
approximate property construction dates available in the data.

Increasing flexibility for local jurisdictions to tailor their local rent stabilization policies by
reforming or repealing Costa Hawkins could expand tenant protections to many more
renter households in California. We focus on renters in cities that currently have local rent
stabilization laws in place as those jurisdictions would be most likely to take advantage of
new policy flexibilities. Replacing the existing set construction dates for properties required
to be exempt from local rent control with a rolling 15-year new construction exemption
could allow local rent control to be expanded to up to an estimated 234,000 additional
renter households. Also removing the requirement that single-family home rentals be
exempt from local rent control could allow up to an estimated 254,000 additional renter
households to be protected by existing local rent stabilization policies. Additionally
removing the requirement that landlords be allowed to raise rents to market-rate when
new tenants move into a vacant unit could expand existing local rent stabilization
protections to an estimated 99,000 additional renter households. These estimates
represent the estimated total number of households that could be added to local rent
stabilization coverage if all jurisdictions examined chose to adopt the maximum allowed
expansions of local coverage, though in practice jurisdictions could choose to adopt more
limited (or no) expansions of their local policies, in which case the number of renter
households impacted would be smaller. Direct costs to the state for this regulatory change
would be minimal.

1.3 REPEAL OR REFORM THE ELLIS ACT

Analysis Prepared By: Stanford Center on Poverty and Inequality

Proposal Description: This proposal would reform or repeal the Ellis Act to limit tenant
displacement and luxury conversion of naturally occurring affordable housing (NOAH) when
properties are removed from the rental market.



Methodology: We estimate the impact of the proposal based on the number of properties
reported removed from the rental market under the Ellis Act over a recent ten-year period
in Los Angeles (for 2015 to 2025)? and San Francisco (for 2013/14 to 2023/24)3, as statewide
data are unavailable. Landlord incentives to use the Ellis Act to evict tenants are strongest
in jurisdictions with strong local rent control policies, and Los Angeles and San Francisco
are two of the largest cities statewide with local rent control, so data from these two
jurisdictions likely captures a significant share of Ellis Act rental property removals
statewide.

Repealing or reforming the Ellis Act could possibly prevent up to 1,250 evictions per year, or
12,500 evictions over 10 years, in Los Angeles and San Francisco, two of the largest
jurisdictions with local rent control policies. Data are not readily available to estimate
impact in other jurisdictions. Direct costs to the state for this regulatory change would be
minimal.

1.4 ESTABLISH A STATEWIDE RIGHT TO COUNSEL AND TENANT STABILITY
PROGRAM

Analysis Prepared By: Stanford Center on Poverty and Inequality

Proposal Description: This proposal would establish a statewide right to counsel and
tenant stability program that includes a right to full legal representation by an attorney in
unlawful detainer proceedings for all tenants facing evictions, and that provides low-
income renters with statewide outreach, education, and resources, such as services
navigation and direct financial assistance.

Methodology: We estimate the number of renter households that would benefit from this
proposal by drawing on the most recent published administrative data from the California
Judicial Council on the number of unlawful detainer filings statewide in FY2023-24*. These
data reflect cases where landlords submitted documents to the courts to begin the formal
eviction process. Many renters also experience informal evictions, i.e. move involuntarily
when a landlord threatens to start a legal eviction process or otherwise pressures tenants
to move out, and these households would also benefit from this proposal. However,
estimates of the number or rate of informal evictions are inconsistent across studies and
data sources®, making it infeasible to produce a quantitative estimate of the number of

2 “Ellis Act Data Dashboard,” City of Los Angeles Housing Dept, accessed June 1, 2025.

3 City and County of San Francisco. 2024. Rent Board Annual Report FY2023-24.

4 Judicial Council of California. 2025. 2025 Court Statistics Report: Statewide Caseload Trends (pp.52-55).

5 Bucholtz, Shawn. 2021. “Can the American Housing Survey Provide Reliable Estimates of the Prevalence of Eviction?”.
Cityscape 23(2), 259-268; Goplerud, Dana and Craig Pollack. 2021. “Affordable Housing, Eviction, and Health.” Evidence
Matters (Summer 2021), US Dept of Housing and Urban Development.



California renters affected by informal evictions. Impact of providing counsel to otherwise
unrepresented tenants in eviction cases has been measured in various ways. Evaluation
data from local and State right to counsel programs document positive outcomes including
avoiding eviction, delaying eviction to allow time to secure alternative housing, avoiding
homelessness, sealing court records for the eviction case, avoiding reporting of an eviction
to credit agencies, obtaining more time to pay rent owed, and securing a reduction in the
amount of rent owed. Programs measuring an outcome of “avoiding disruptive
displacement,” including avoiding eviction or obtaining more time or resources to secure
safe alternative housing before vacating a unit, generally report that tenants with legal
representation are able to avoid disruptive displacement in 80 to 90 percent of cases.®

Data to estimate costs for a statewide right to counsel program are limited and differ
somewhat across sources. A 2019 report by Stout commissioned by the Los Angeles Right
to Counsel Coalition projecting costs for implementing a program in Los Angeles City and
County (used to estimate costs for Roadmap Home 2030) proposed an average cost per all
households served of about $1,500 (in $2025) and average cost per household receiving full
Stout Risius Ross, LLC. 2019. Cost-Benefit Analysis of Providing a Right to Counsel to
Tenants in Eviction Proceedings. Prepared for: The Los Angeles Right to Counsel Coalition;
Maryland Legal Services Corporation. 2024. Renter’s Right to Counsel Grant Report
submitted to City of Baltimore; New York City Office of Legal Justice. 2024. FY2024 Annual
Report.legal representation of about $2,100 (in $2025)". A more recent report produced by
the Los Angeles Housing Department estimating costs for implementing a right to counsel
in the City of LA used an estimated cost per household receiving full legal representation
of $5,000.% A report on the State Sargent Shriver Civil Council Act program suggests costs
per client within the same broad range as these LA-specific projections (in the low
thousands of dollars per client), but does not provide enough detail to calculate a specific
average cost per all clients served or per client provided with full representation.® Costs
will also vary based on local housing and staffing costs.

Establishing a right to counsel for renters facing eviction would benefit the more than
130,000 California renter households each year who face formal eviction, as well as many
additional renters who move out due to threat of an eviction before a formal eviction case

8 Stout Risius Ross, LLC. 2019. Cost-Benefit Analysis of Providing a Right to Counsel to Tenants in Eviction Proceedings.
Prepared for: The Los Angeles Right to Counsel Coalition; Maryland Legal Services Corporation. 2024. Renter’s Right to
Counsel Grant Report submitted to City of Baltimore; New York City Office of Legal Justice. 2024. FY2024 Annual Report.
7 Stout Risius Ross, LLC. 2019. Cost-Benefit Analysis of Providing a Right to Counsel to Tenants in Eviction Proceedings.
Prepared for: The Los Angeles Right to Counsel Coalition.

8 City of Los Angeles Housing Department. 2023. Report Back on the Establishment of a Right to Counsel Program for
Low-Income Tenants Facing Eviction.

¢ Judicial Council of California. 2025. Shriver Civil Counsel Act Report to the Legislature.
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is filed. This proposal could enable 80 to 90 percent of households served to avoid eviction
or disruptive housing displacement. By preventing housing instability and homelessness,
this proposal could also potentially reduce program and service expenses in other areas.
Data to estimate costs for a statewide right to counsel program are limited. As a very rough
estimate of potential costs, we calculate the cost to provide full representation for all of
the estimated 130,000 renter households facing formal eviction annually, at an estimated
cost of $3,500 per household, for an annual total of $455 million. Actual costs would vary
depending on program take-up, cost per client for full representation, and level of
investment in outreach, education, and non-legal services.

1.5 PROVIDE EMERGENCY EVICTION PROTECTIONS

Analysis Prepared By: Stanford Center on Poverty and Inequality

Proposal Description: This proposal would provide emergency eviction protections and
assistance to renters by creating a standing Renter and Small Landlord Resiliency
Emergency Program that launches upon declaration of a crisis.

Methodology: Impact would depend on policy specifications and levels of investment.
Available literature and data are not sufficient to generate a quantitative impact estimate
for this proposal.

This policy addresses the urgent needs of renters, as well as small landlords and
affordable housing providers, in cases of natural or human-caused disasters that cause
major disruption to housing, jobs, and other infrastructure and basic community functions.

Because this policy would take effect during varying types of emergencies affecting varying
localities, impact would depend on the specific circumstances of each disaster. Direct
costs to the state would be minimal for establishing emergency eviction protections, while
costs for assistance for renters or landlords would depend on policy specifications.

1.6 REFORM LEGAL EVICTION PROCESS

Analysis Prepared By: Stanford Center on Poverty and Inequality
Proposal Description: This proposal would reform the legal eviction process to provide

tenants with more time and more protections to resolve landlord-tenant disputes and
prevent evictions.

1"



Methodology: We estimate the number of renter households that would benefit from this
proposal by drawing on the most recent published administrative data from the California
Judicial Council on the number of unlawful detainer filings statewide in FY2023-24.

These data reflect cases where landlords submitted documents to the courts to begin the
formal eviction process. Many renters also experience informal evictions, i.e. move
involuntarily when a landlord threatens to start a legal eviction process or otherwise
pressures tenants to move out, and these households could also benefit from reforms to
the legal eviction process if those reforms caused fewer landlords to threaten evictions or
led to more landlord-tenant disputes being resolved outside of the formal eviction process
without involuntary tenant moves. However, estimates of the number or rate of informal
evictions are inconsistent across studies and data sources™, making it infeasible to
produce a quantitative estimate of the number of California renters affected by informal
evictions. Impact of specific reforms to the legal eviction process would depend on policy
specifications. Examples of reforms that have been previously proposed include extending
the time allowed for tenants to respond to an unlawful detainer filing (beyond the
extension from five days to ten days recently adopted via AB 2347) or to a formal landlord
notice of default in payment of rent, and requiring that tenants have a right to redemption
after a formal eviction case has been filed, i.e. that tenants can avoid eviction by paying the
landlord the total amount of the court judgment for back rent owed and applicable court
costs. Available literature and data are not sufficient to generate quantitative impact
estimates for these proposals.

Reforms to the legal eviction process like expanding legal eviction timelines and
establishing a right to redemption would benefit more than 130,000 California renter
households each year who face formal eviction, and could also benefit many additional
renters who move out due to threat of an eviction before a formal eviction case is filed.
These proposals address concerns about the short timelines and limited rights allowed to
tenants under California law to resolve disputes with landlords related to overdue rent or
other complaints, which can put tenants at risk of losing their housing with limited
opportunity to seek help to resolve problems or to secure safe alternative housing, though
available literature and data are not sufficient to generate quantitative impact estimates.
Direct costs to the state for this regulatory change would be minimal.

" Judicial Council of California. 2025. 2025 Court Statistics Report: Statewide Caseload Trends (pp.52-55).

" Bucholtz, Shawn. 2021. “Can the American Housing Survey Provide Reliable Estimates of the Prevalence of Eviction?”.
Cityscape 23(2), 259-268; Goplerud, Dana and Craig Pollack. 2021. “Affordable Housing, Eviction, and Health.” Evidence
Matters (Summer 2021), US Dept of Housing and Urban Development.

2. Summers, Nicole. 2022. “Eviction Court Displacement Rates.” Northwestern University Law Review 117(1), 287-304.
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1.7 ELIMINATE JUNK FEES
Analysis Prepared By: California Budget & Policy Center

Proposal Description: This proposal would eliminate “junk fees” in rental housing to
improve cost transparency and stability for millions of renters, especially the 2.7 million
low-income California renter households who are housing cost burden. Junk fees refer to a
wide range of unnecessary or hidden fees that inflate housing costs. It can encompass
application fees, excessive late fees, utility-related fees, administrative fees, check cashing
fees, maintenance fees and much more. Stronger regulation against junk fees is especially
important in light of the Tenant Protection Act, which limits rent increases, but has led
some landlords to impose arbitrary or punitive fees as a way to bypass rent limits and
increase their rental income. Landlords attempting to circumvent the law often advertise
artificially low base rents while relying on additional hidden fees to raise the total cost. By
limiting these fees and requiring clear disclosure, it would strengthen renter protections,
close loopholes in rent cap enforcement, and ensure greater transparency in the trust cost
of housing.

Methodology: The Stanford Center on Poverty and Inequitality estimates there are 2.71
million California renter households with low incomes who are cost burden. The number of
renters with housing cost burden is defined as those spending more than 30 percent of
household income toward gross rent, using US Census Bureau, American Community
Survey public-use microdata for California for 2023 downloaded from IPUMS-USA
(University of Minnesota, www.ipums-usa.org). As this proposal would establish a statewide
law there are minimal initial costs.

1.8 REMOVE SYSTEMIC BARRIERS TO RENTAL HOUSING FOR LOW-INCOME PEOPLE
Analysis Prepared By: California Budget & Policy Center

Proposal Description: This proposal would remove systemic barriers to rental housing, by
banning credit screenings on rental applications, providing alternatives to upfront security
deposits, and increasing funding for public and private enforcement of anti-discrimination
laws. Together, these reforms would advance housing equity, protect civil rights, and
promote long-term housing stability statewide.

Methodology: These proposals could affect millions of California renters. Some
components, such as alternatives to security deposits, could benefit renters across income
levels, while others, like banning credit and criminal history checks, primarily target those
facing systemic barriers. The Stanford Center for Poverty and Inequality estimates there
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are 2.71 million low-income renter households in California who are cost-burdened
(spending more than 30 percent of household income on rent), based on 2023 American
Community Survey public-use microdata for California (University of Minnesota, www.
ipums-usa.org). As this proposal would establish statewide policies there are minimal
initial costs. However, direct State costs to enforce these reforms could be significant,
although could not be calculated at this time due data limitations.

1.9 MAKE HOUSING CHOICE VOUCHERS AN ENTITLEMENT

Analysis Prepared By: Stanford Center on Poverty and Inequality

Proposal Description: This proposal would make federal Housing Choice Vouchers (HCV) an
entitlement for low-income renter households in California that meet the current income,
rent burden, and legal status eligibility criteria, through federal advocacy to fully fund the
program at a level sufficient to serve all eligible households.

Methodology: We estimate the impact of this proposal by modeling HCV eligibility of renter
households and corresponding HCV costs using US Census Bureau, American Community
Survey public-use microdata for California for 2023 downloaded from IPUMS-USA
(University of Minnesota, www.ipums-usa.org). Costs are converted to $2025 using CPI-1-U.

Providing federal Housing Choice Vouchers to all eligible California households would
enable an estimated additional 1.87 million households to live in housing with rents
affordable to their incomes, at an estimated additional cost to the federal government of
about $35.4 billion. Direct costs to the state for this federal policy change would be
minimal.

1.10 SUPPORT FLEXIBLE HOUSING SUBSIDY POOLS

Analysis Prepared By: Stanford Center on Poverty and Inequality

Proposal Description: This proposal would provide State support for local jurisdictions to
administer flexible housing subsidy pools that facilitate rental subsidies for people
experiencing or at-risk of homelessness. These "flex pools" should also fund housing
navigation, supportive services, landlord incentives, security deposits, and unit repairs. This
proposal would also maintain and expand existing homelessness prevention programs,
such as the CalWORKs Housing Support Program (HSP) and prevention strategies funded
through Homeless Housing, Assistance, and Prevention (HHAP) grants, and would increase
focus on targeted homelessness prevention models.
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Methodology: We estimate the impact of the proposal to provide support for flexible
housing subsidy pools using data on costs and participant outcomes provided by Brilliant
Corners, which operates some of the largest flex pools in the state. To estimate impact
and costs of homelessness prevention services, we rely on data on the CalWORKs HSP
from a 2024 State auditor’s report and data published by the California Department of
Social Services,”™' data on Bay Area homelessness prevention programs published by All
Home™, and research on targeted homelessness prevention programs in Los Angeles
County by California Policy Lab.™

Existing flex pools have achieved average lease-up time of about two months and one-year
housing retention rates as high as 95%, with administrative costs (excluding the direct
rental subsidies) of about $300-$400 per participant per month plus one-time costs of
$3,000-$4,000 per participant. These costs suggest that each $100 million invested per
year to administer flex pools could support services for about 13,000 participants (if first-
time clients) to about 23,800 participants (if continuing clients). Note that costs will vary
based on local housing and staffing costs and target client populations. Existing
homelessness prevention programs take a variety of forms, thus impact and costs will vary
with program design and target populations. Recent data for the CalWORKs Housing
Support Program show that each $10 million invested per year supported services for
about 450 to 830 families, based on average per-family costs of about $12,000 to $22,000,
with 53 percent of participants exiting to permanent housing in FY2023-24. Note that cost
efficiency of homelessness prevention services depends on specifically targeting services
to individuals most likely to fall into homelessness, not just those experiencing housing
stability or affordability challenges.

1.11 PROHIBIT LOCAL ORDINANCES CRIMINALIZING HOMELESSNESS
Analysis Prepared By: California Budget & Policy Center

Proposal Description: This proposal would establish a state law that prohibits
criminalization of homelessness broadly and prohibits local jurisdictions from penalizing
people experiencing homelessness with fines, jail time, and other penalties for offenses
related to experiencing homelessness and engaging in life-sustaining activities.

® Parks, Grant. 2024. Homelessness in California.California State Auditor Report 2023-102.1.

™ California Dept of Social Services. 2025. “Fact Sheet: CalWORKs Housing Support Program.”

s All Home. 2025. “Targeted Prevention Fact Sheet”

' California Policy Lab. 2021. “What Research Says About Homelessness Prevention Programs.” See also CPL’s
homelessness research publications .
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Extensive research upholds that homelessness criminalization policies do not end or
resolve homelessness. Unhoused individuals are 11 times more likely to be arrested than
people with housing due these very types of targeted discriminatory laws. These
discriminatory laws continue to displace people experiencing homelessness, worsening the
instability they face and disconnecting them from their case managers, social networks,
and personal belongings and legal documents. In extreme cases, when people are arrested
due to these laws, time incarcerated only worsens their life outcomes and places them at
greater risk of returning to homelessness.

Methodology: The estimate is based on the number of unsheltered individuals reported in
California’s 2024 Point-in-Time Count which equaled 123,974. Unsheltered individuals were
used as a basis since they are the most likely to be subject to criminalization laws given
they are classified as residing in public spaces, vehicles, and other places not meant for
habitation. However, it is recognized that this is a conservative estimate as most people
experiencing homelessness — sheltered and unsheltered - could face discriminatory
policies, especially during the daytime and in instances where there are not enough
temporary shelters or beds as they wait for a permanent housing placement. It’s also
recognized that this number could be significantly higher because of the often temporary
or cyclical nature of homelessness for some who experience it. As this proposal would
establish a statewide law there are minimal State costs.

1.12 ENSURE PEOPLE EXITING INSTITUTIONAL SETTINGS DO NOT EXIT INTO
HOMELESSNESS

Analysis Prepared By: California Budget & Policy Center

Proposal Description: This proposal aims to prevent homelessness among Californians
discharged from institutional settings, including prisons or jails, hospitals, and nursing
homes, by connecting them to housing supports and services. It would do so by:

* Leveraging CalAIM Community Supports to facilitation transitions to stable housing
* Connecting people who no longer need nursing homes to lower-level care facilities

* Connecting to programs that pay for supportive housing for people exiting prison,
including the Adult Reentry Grant Program and other programs

* It would also implement presumptive eligibility for Medi-Cal programs that help people
avoid or exit institutional care, such as PACE, the Assisted Living Waiver program, and
the Home and Community-Based Alternatives Waiver program.
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Methodology: Data to estimate the true impact of this proposal is limited. The UCSF
California Statewide Study of People Experiencing Homelessness (CASPEH) found that 19
percent of unhoused individuals surveyed became homeless after leaving an institutional
setting, such as a prolonged jail or prison stay, and few reported receiving services prior to
discharge.” To provide a rough estimate, we applied this percentage to the total number of
adults experiencing homelessness who accessed services in 2024, according to the
Homeless Data Integration System, which reported 270,517 individuals.

Based on this calculation, approximately 50,000 Californians exiting institutions could
benefit from robust discharge planning and connections to housing supports and services.
Because this proposal leverages existing programs and funding streams, direct State costs
for implementation are expected to be modest.

1.13 ESTABLISH INTER-COUNTY TRANSFER FOR STATE BENEFITS
Analysis Prepared By: California Budget & Policy Center

Proposal Description: This proposal would establish automatic Inter-County Transfer for
CalFresh, CalWORKS, and Medi-Cal benefits for households that are homeless or become
homeless to ensure their continuous access to benefits and create a more efficient
process when transferring between counties. Currently, recipients of social service benefits
are required to contact social services offices to submit information between their sending
and receiving counties, with the transfer period taking an average of 30 days.

The transfer process is especially challenging for people experiencing homelessness, who
may move more frequently in between counties than other Medi-Cal members due to their
housing instability. For example, if they reside in urban areas, they might move counties
during a short bus or train ride, or if they’re in search of shelters with capacity or other
resources. Many also do not have a permanent address to list on paperwork which
administratively slows the county transfer process. By establishing an automatic inter-
county transfer requirement, the State could ensure the continuity of essential services,
reduce gaps in coverage, and allow providers to more quickly leverage benefits such as
Medi-Cal housing support to better meet the needs of unhoused Californians.

Methodology: To quantify the number of Californians experiencing homelessness who may
benefit from automatic inter-county transfers, data from the California Homeless Data
Integration System (HDIS) was analyzed. Between January 1, 2023 and March 31, 2025, HDIS
shows 96 percent of individuals experiencing homelessness only accessed services in one

7 UCSF Benioff Homelessness and Housing Initiative. 2023. The California Statewide Study of People Experiencing
Homelessness.
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Continuum of Care (CoC), 4 percent accessed services in two CoCs, and less than 1 percent
accessed services in three or more CoCs. While most CoCs in California largely fall along
county lines, some cover more than one county, especially in rural regions. To account for
this, a slight augmentation is applied to capture individuals who may move between
counties within the same CoC, although the precise number could not be produced at this
time.

+ 355,486 people experiencing homelessness in 2024 x 4% accessing services in 2 CoCs =
14,219.44

+ 355,486 people experiencing homelessness in 2024 x 1% accessing services in 3+ CoC =
3,554.98

+ Total estimate of people who accessed services in more than one CoC: 14,219 + 3,555 =
17,774

Based on these figures, and accounting for a slight augmentation, we roughly estimate
20,000 Californians potentially moving between counties while unhoused each year could
benefit from inter-county transfers.

At this time, costs to implement inter-county transfers could not be determined. It is
expected that the automation process and costs would vary by county due to staffing and
automation needs. Some of the costs are presumably federally reimbursed as local
administration costs for social service programs. Direct costs to the state for this
regulatory change would be minimal.
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2.1. ADOPT RIGHT-TO-RETURN POLICY
Analysis Prepared By: California Budget & Policy Center

Proposal Description: This policy would establish a Right to Return policy that prioritizes
Californians displaced from their neighborhoods by systemic factors — such as urban
renewal, highway construction, foreclosure, or no-fault evictions — for new affordable
housing units. The program would give displaced residents preference to return to their
original neighborhoods or choose nearby areas that meet their current life needs. A Right
to Return policy promotes housing stability, restores community ties, and advances racial
and economic equity by ensuring displaced residents have the opportunity to return to the
neighborhoods they helped cultivate.

Methodology: The impact and cost of this proposal could not be determined this time.
Both would depend on the number of new affordable units reserved for Right to Return
preferences and the administrative expenses to identify, verify, and support eligible
residents and their unique displacement circumstance.

2.2 CREATE A REPARATIVE HOMEOWNERSHIP ASSISTANCE PROGRAM

Analysis Prepared By: California Housing Partnership

Proposal Description: This proposal would create a Reparative Homeownership Assistance
Program that provides financial support to African Americans, with prioritization of
descendants of people who were enslaved, for purchasing, owning, and maintaining their
homes.

Methodology: We estimate the impact of this proposal based on CalHFA’'s experience
administering the Dream for All program, a relatively new and similarly structured shared
equity homeownership program. Specifically, we assume the program would - like Dream
for All — provide an average of $115,000 per home purchase. We also assume that this level
of subsidy per purchase would increase by three percent each year, and take the average
between years one and ten of program implementation. We then divide the total funding
amount over ten years by this average investment per purchase. An annual investment of
$100 million over ten years would support 7,400 home purchases. The program would also
be expected to continue to fund purchases beyond this timeframe because the funds
would be recycled at sale/transaction (presumably at appreciated rates of return) and then
re-awarded to new borrowers; however, these additional purchases are not accounted for
in this impact estimate.
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2.3 INCREASE HOUSING SUPPORT FOR FORMERLY INCARCERATED PEOPLE
Analysis Prepared By: California Budget & Policy Center

Proposal Description: This policy would offer grants and incentives to housing providers
that commit to housing formerly incarcerated people. Formerly incarcerated individuals
face disproportionately high rates of homelessness, and a substantial share of individuals
experiencing homelessness have recent experience with incarceration in prisons or jails.
This overlap is not surprising given the compounding effects of criminalization laws against
unhoused people, systemic poverty and discrimination, and the significant barriers people
with criminal records face to securing housing. Offering housing incentives would foster
successful reentry, reduce recidivism, and enhance housing stability for one of the most
vulnerable populations in the state.

The UCSF California Statewide Study of People Experiencing Homelessness (CASPEH)
found that more than 79 percent of participants had been incarcerated in jail or prison
during their lifetime. In the prior six months prior to homelessness: 20 percent of
participants spent time in jail, 9 percent spent time on probation, 10 percent were released
from prison, and 4 percent served parole.’

Despite these high levels of system involvement, reentry support is scarce. Only 17 percent
of those exiting jail and 14 percent of people exiting prison reported receiving help to
secure housing upon their release. Time incarcerated poses greater barriers to finding
stable housing, as social networks often deteriorate during incarceration, and the
conditions of parole or probation can further restrict housing options.

By incentivizing housing providers to rent to individuals with incarceration histories, this
policy would expand access to stable housing for people at heightened risk of
homelessness, address racial disparities in the unhoused population, while reducing the
costly cycle of recidivism.

Methodology: Since there are no official statewide data indicating how many individuals
experiencing homelessness are formerly incarcerated, our analysis uses reported estimates
of recent incarceration from CASPEH with statewide homelessness data. The total number
of adults experiencing homelessness who accessed services in California in 2024 was
270,517, based on the Homeless Data Integration System (HDIS) reported age breakdowns
for individuals age 18 and over.

' UCSF Benioff Homelessness and Housing Initiative. 2023. The California Statewide Study of People Experiencing
Homelessness.
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CASPEH reports that in the six months prior to homelessness, 20 percent of participants
spent time in jail and 10 percent were released from prison. The figures for parole and
probation are not included since they are often concurrent with jail or prison time and
counting them separately could lead to double-counting. To generate a conservative
estimate, it's assumed 30 percent of adults experiencing homelessness in California had
recent incarceration experiences, this results in:

e 270,517 (unhoused adults) x 30% (recent incarceration) = 81,155 unhoused individuals
potentially served

To estimate the cost of this proposal, we base our assumptions on the administrative
costs (excluding direct rental subsidies) from flex pool models, which is about $300-$400
per participant per month plus one-time costs of $3,000-$4,000 per participant (for more
on flex pools see the Technical Appendix summary for “Provide State Support for Local
Jurisdictions to Administer Flexible Housing Subsidy Pools”).

* Annual cost per person (low end): ($300 x 12 months) + $3,000 = $6,600 x 81,155 =
535,623,000

* Annual cost per person (high end): ($400 x 12 months) + $4,000 = $8,800 x 81,155 =
714,164,000

* Average and low and high = $624,893,500

2.4 ESTABLISH FAIR CHANCE HOUSING POLICY
Analysis Prepared By: California Budget & Policy Center

Proposal Description: This proposal would create a statewide Fair Chance Housing policy
to prevent housing discrimination against people with criminal records. It would create a
“ban the box” policy, which restricts landlords from asking about criminal records on
housing applications. In effect, this proposal would expand California’s Fair Employment
and Housing Act (FEHA).

The FEHA currently prohibits housing providers having blanket bans or considering certain
types of criminal histories.? However, landlords may still inquire, screen, and deny housing
based on other conviction histories. Several California cities and counties have adopted
stronger fair chance ordinances that go beyond the FEHA and generally prevent landlords
from inquiring or screening applicant’s criminal history until after a conditional housing
offer is made, and even then, denials are limited to certain types of serious convictions.

2 California Civil Rights Department. 2022. Fair Housing and Criminal History FAQ.
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Methodology: Data to estimate the full impact of this proposal is limited. Research has
found that one in five Californians — nearly 8 million people — have an arrest or conviction
record.® However, since 2022, the California Department of Justice (DOJ) has begun
automatically clearing eligible records on a monthly basis under a new State law. Record
clearance, also known as “clean slate” relief, does not erase a record entirely from the
legal system but restricts its disclosure, meaning landlords should not be able to access or
use those records in tenant screening.

According to the California Poverty Lab, in 2022, approximately 1.9 million Californians have
already received record relief, and another 400,000 had pending cases.* Most individuals
who receive record relief are expected to maintain it for at least five years. Accounting for
this progress, we conservatively estimate that this proposal could expand housing access
for roughly 6 million Californians who still have criminal records which may not be covered
by automatic relief, have pending cases, or may acquire new offenses. However, this
estimate remains approximate due to limited available data. Direct State enforcement
costs would likely be modest.

2.5 EXPAND AFFIRMATIVE FURTHERING FAIR HOUSING (AFFH) GUIDANCE AND
ENFORCEMENT

Analysis Prepared By: California Housing Partnership

Proposal Description: This proposal would expand AFFH guidance and enforcement to
State and local public agencies that shape housing access — both those with direct
responsibilities and those that affect equitable access to housing and opportunity,
including school districts, transportation agencies, and local budgeting processes.

Methodology: Impacts would depend on a variety of factors considering the proposal’s
breadth. However, the proposal is expected to help fulfill the intention of California’s AFFH
law and strengthen the State’s approach to advancing the law's objectives by helping
ensure that all agencies whose policies and investments affect residential segregation and
its cascading effects take meaningful actions to reverse segregation, promote integration,
and increase access to opportunity.

Research suggests reducing segregation could lead to a range of individual and societal
benefits, including but not limited higher rates of upward mobility for children from low-

3 Californians for Safety and Justice. 2018. Repairing the Road to Redemption in California.
4 Alissa Skog, et al. 2024. Who Benefits from Automatic Record Relief in California?. California Poverty Lab.



income families®, lower levels of income inequality between racial/ethnic groups®, and
reduced crime.” Direct costs to the State for this proposal would be minimal.

2.6 EXPAND THE TRANSFORMATIVE CLIMATE COMMUNITIES (TCC) PROGRAM

Analysis Prepared By: California Housing Partnership

Proposal Description: This proposal would support comprehensive community investment
in low-income communities of color by expanding and evolving the Transformative Climate
Communities (TCC) Program to include a broader set of eligible investments that build
more equitable, prosperous, and resilient communities..

Methodology: This proposal would support comprehensive, integrated place-based
investment to address barriers to opportunity in communities that have seen historic
disinvestment and build more prosperous, resilient, and equitable communities — a critical
part of the State’s overall approach to addressing residential segregation and its effects
under its legal obligation to Affirmatively Further Fair Housing (AFFH). Specific impacts
would depend on neighborhood context and the depth and variety of investments. $250
million in awards each year could support 15 planning grants ($250,000 each) and seven
implementation grants ($35 million each, comparable in size to TCC and federal Choice
Neighborhoods grants). This level of investment could, over ten years, support plans in a
substantial number of California’s most disinvested neighborhoods.

2.7 CREATE AND IMPLEMENT REBUILDING PROGRAM IN DISASTER-IMPACTED
AREAS

Analysis Prepared By: California Housing Partnership

Proposal Description: This proposal would create a targeted rebuilding program in disaster-
impacted low-income communities of color that provides grants/subsidies for temporary
housing, rebuilding, debris collection, community-led planning processes, anti-
displacement protections, and other needs.

5 The authors of an analysis of tax records and longitudinal geographic information for nearly all Americans born in the
years around 1980 estimate that moving at birth from a 25th percentile to 75th percentile neighborhood in the
distribution of estimated upward mobility effects within the same county would increase lifetime earnings for a children
in a low-income family by approximately $387,000. Source: Chetty, Raj, Nathaniel Hendren, Maggie R. Jones, and Sonya R.
Porter. "Race and economic opportunity in the United States: An intergenerational perspective." The Quarterly Journal of
Economics 135, no. 2 (2020): 711-783.

¢ Chetty, Raj, Nathaniel Hendren, Maggie R. Jones, and Sonya R. Porter. 2020. “Race and Economic Opportunity in the
United States: An Intergenerational Perspective*.” The Quarterly Journal of Economics 135(2):711-83. doi:10.1093/qje/
qjz042.

7 Acs, Gregory, Rolf Pendall, Mark Treskon, and Amy Khare. The cost of segregation: National trends and the case of

Chicago, 1990-2010. Urban Institute, 2017.
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Methodology: This proposal’s impact would depend on policy specifications and levels of
investment. However, the proposal is vital as climate-related disasters become more
common and severe in California, and it is increasingly critical to address and mitigate
disaster-related harms for the most vulnerable communities. Based on fund allocations in
the State of California Community Development Block Grant Disaster Recovery 2023/2024
Approved Action Plan, $100 million annually over ten years focused on housing recovery
could support reconstruction and purchase assistance for approximately 2,900 homes.?

2.8 REQUIRE LOW-INCOME HOUSING IN HIGHER-INCOME NEIGHBORHOODS

Analysis Prepared By: California Housing Partnership

Proposal Description: This proposal would require local jurisdictions to plan for a minimum
share of low-income housing in higher-income neighborhoods through the housing element
process.

Methodology: Available literature and data are not sufficient to generate a quantitative
impact estimate for this proposal, and impacts would depend on policy specifications.
However, this proposal would be expected to help advance the AFFH objectives of
promoting integrated neighborhoods and increasing access to opportunity by helping
ensure affordable housing and other multifamily housing is possible to develop at scale in
higher income neighborhoods. The proposal would help ensure that new affordable housing
enabled by other Roadmap proposals is distributed across a range of neighborhood types,
including both in high- and low-income communities. Direct costs to the State for this
regulatory change would be minimal.

2.9 CREATE A STATE MOBILITY PROGRAM

Analysis Prepared By: California Housing Partnership

Proposal Description: This proposal would create a State mobility program that provides
funding to Public Housing Authorities for mobility counseling, strengthened legal
protections against housing discrimination, and security deposit assistance to provide
families with Housing Choice Vouchers, particularly those historically harmed by housing
discrimination, with expanded choices to move to areas of opportunity.

Methodology: We estimate cost and efficacy of this program based on data from multiple
recent programs, including the Creating Moves to Opportunity (CMTO) program in King
County, Washington, and the five-site HUD Community Choice Demonstration Program

8 California Department of Housing and Community Development. 2025. State of California Community Development
Block Grant Disaster Recovery 2023/2024 Approved Action Plan. 25



(CCDP). We assume that the cost of a program in California would be at the higher end of
other programs nationally, specifically a cost-per-family-served of $5,000 in the first year
that would increase by three percent each year for ten years. The program’s impact on the
likelihood of a family leasing up in a high-opportunity neighborhood, compared to those
without mobility services, would depend on several variables, including whether the
program would be offered to existing voucher-holders or new voucher-holders; our
estimate assumes that, like the CMTO program, mobility services would be offered to
families receiving vouchers for the first time, and thus could increase the likelihood of
leasing up in a high-opportunity neighborhood by 40 percent. Based on these assumptions,
investment of $50 million annually over ten years could enable approximately 85,000 low-
income families with children to move to areas most supportive of child development and
positive long-term outcomes.

2.10 REFORM ZONING

Analysis Prepared By: California Housing Partnership

Proposal Description: This proposal would end exclusionary and racially discriminatory
zoning in resource-rich areas by allowing increases in building height and density for
mixed-income and affordable housing developments.

Methodology: We draw from an analysis of this proposal published in 2021 for the first
Roadmap report, which estimated the proposal’s impact on production of market-rate and
affordable homes, the latter of which would be created on-site as a condition of up-zoning
without public subsidy. However, several aspects of the development and policy
environment have changed in the intervening years that would be expected to reduce the
impact of this policy. Accordingly, we reduce the previous results by approximately 20
percent, leading to an expected yield of 110,000 affordable homes and 372,000 market-rate
homes. Direct costs to the State for this regulatory change would be minimal.

2.11 REPEAL ARTICLE 34 OF THE CALIFORNIA CONSTITUTION

Analysis Prepared By: California Housing Partnership

Proposal Description: This proposal would involve repeal of Article 34 of the California
Constitution, which requires a majority of voters to approve publicly financed affordable
housing in their city or county. Article 34 is rooted in segregationist and exclusionary
practices as a form of racial discrimination against people of color, and to preclude low-
income housing in affluent White communities.
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Methodology: Available literature and data are not sufficient to generate a quantitative
impact estimate for this proposal. In addition, the proposal is not expected to, on its own,
substantially increase affordable housing production. However, repealing Article 34 would -
in addition to removing a moral stain on the state Constitution — remove a critical barrier
to scaling up affordable housing production, thus enabling full implementation of the
Roadmap. Direct costs to the State for this regulatory change would be minimal.

2.12 - 2.16 TRIBAL HOUSING POLICIES

2.12 Establish Tribal-State agreement.

2.13 Exempt Tribes from some zoning requirements.
2.14 Enable direct deposit for tribal housing programs.
215 Support land donations to Tribes.

2.16 Create permanent fund for tribal housing.

Analysis Prepared By: California Housing Partnership

Proposal Description: There are a number of proposals in the Roadmap related to Tribal
housing. Although quantitative impacts for these programs are not possible, qualitative
impact statements are available. The assumptions behind these proposals, listed below,
are grouped together here.

Establish a permanent, ongoing funding source for the Tribal Housing Grant Program

+ Establish a Tribal-State agreement that defines the process and expectations of Tribal
consultations for any matters affecting Tribes, including housing programs and policies,
and the Governor’s Cabinet will hold quarterly consultation meetings with Tribes

+ Exempt Tribes from zoning restrictions and land use designations on fee simple land if
the land is used for Tribal housing and/or governmental purposes

* Enable direct deposit for all State housing programs to reduce the amount of time it
takes to process checks, especially in rural areas where banks are not easily accessible

* Expand tax incentives (such as exemptions from property taxes and other associated
tax liabilities) for private landowners donating land to both recognized and
unrecognized Tribes for housing and related infrastructure - and create a statewide
land clearinghouse to match tribal entities and potential donors.

* Create a permanent, ongoing funding source for the Tribal Housing Grant program that

supports housing and housing-related programs and services.
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Methodology: Assumptions for each program were developed in consultation with Tribes
and Tribal advocates. Specific quantitative estimates are avoided both due to lack of data
and with respect to Tribal sovereignty. These programs are expected to generally decrease
barriers Tribes face in accessing funding and developing housing, specifically:

The Tribal Housing Grant Program is expected to increase new housing development.

* A Tribal-State agreement will ensure that Tribal consultations are meaningful and
impactful.

* Exemption from zoning restrictions and land use designations would enable Tribes to
build housing on land that is zoned for agricultural, conservation, or industrial use,
thereby reducing production barriers and increasing housing availability for Tribes

* Expanding tax incentives and creating a land clearinghouse would unlock additional land
for Tribal housing development.

* By enabling direct deposit for State housing programs and decreasing the timeline
between being awarded funds and receiving them will address barriers Tribes face in
accessing and utilizing State funding.

* Ongoing revenue will ensure a sustainable source of funding for tribal housing.
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3.1 STRENGTHEN STATE GOVERNANCE FOR IMPROVED HOUSING AND
HOMELESSNESS OUTCOMES

Analysis Prepared By: California Housing Partnership

Proposal Description: This proposal would establish one State agency with a clear, aligned
mission and performance metrics to ensure improved outcomes with a focus on housing
production, homelessness services, and supporting tenants. The agency would oversee a
variety of policy areas and functions including, among others, streamlined award of funding
for affordable housing and homelessness services, improving coordination with other
agencies, and supporting social housing and local land banking efforts.

Methodology: A separate impact estimate is available for the Roadmap proposal to
consolidate the award of State funding. Policy details Impacts from the other components
of this proposal would depend upon a range of factors and policy details considering the
proposal’s breadth. However, the proposal is expected to align, focus, and in some cases
expand State oversight of housing policy and programs.

3.2 CREATE STATEWIDE LIST OF AFFORDABLE HOMES FOR RENT AND FOR SALE

Analysis Prepared By: California Housing Partnership

Proposal Description: This proposal would create an online database that tenants can use
to find and apply for affordable housing.

Methodology: Available literature and data are not sufficient to generate a quantitative
impact estimate for this proposal. However, the proposal is expected to reduce the time
and effort needed to search for and apply to affordable housing, and to possibly expand
the geography of where families seek and ultimately lease up in affordable housing. This
kind of platform has been successfully implemented in other parts of the country, such as
in Massachusetts. The estimated cost of this proposal draws from analysis by the San
Francisco Bay Area Planning and Urban Research Association (SPUR) on a prior legislative
proposal to create a similar online database.

' SPUR: “SPUR AB 312 memo regarding Asm. Appropriations Cmte. analysis.”
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3.3 DISCLOSE BENEFICIAL OWNERS OF LLCS
Analysis Prepared By: California Budget & Policy Center

Policy Proposal: This proposal would create a statewide registry for rental property owners
that discloses owners of LLCs and similar corporate structures. This would provide a
transparency and accountability mechanism to support existing renter protection laws and
an opportunity to track corporate ownership.

In California, large real estate companies began purchasing and renting homes, primarily
single-family residences, following the 2008 recession, though this slowed at the start of
the COVID-19 pandemic. The California Research Bureau estimates that roughly 2 percent
of single-family parcels are owned by those with at least 10 properties, alongside 4.2
percent of duplexes, 4.5 percent of triplexes, and 8.1 percent of quadplexes.? Using this
data, the Stanford Center on Poverty and Inequality estimates 8.8 percent of single-family
home rental properties are corporate owned (for more on this see the Technical Appendix
summary for “Make TPA permanent and lower rent cap.” Still, beyond this there is limited
research and sparse data on the true impact of corporate landlords on the housing market
in California. This proposal would help address these data limitations and help provide
ownership transparency in the California rental market.

Methodology: The impact and cost of this proposal were not able to be produced at this
time due to data limitations. While there has been legislation — AB 2469 (Wicks, 2021) and
AB 899 (Gipson, 2021) — that strived to establish a similar State law, but cost estimates
were not produced. Its anticipated direct costs to the State to implement this proposal
would be modest.

3.4 TIE HOUSING ELEMENT COMPLIANCE AND REVAMPED PROHOUSING
INCENTIVES TO STATE TRANSPORTATION FUNDING SOURCES

Analysis Prepared By: California Housing Partnership

Proposal Description: This proposal would tie Housing Element compliance and revamped
Prohousing Designation Program incentives to a jurisdiction's ability to access State
transportation funding to simultaneously advance housing, transportation, and climate
goals.

Methodology: Available literature and data are not sufficient to generate a quantitative
impact estimate for this proposal. However, this proposal is expected to change behavior

2 Lavelle and Ali. 2024. “The Data on CA Institutional Landlords.”
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among local jurisdictions to be more supportive of housing development and meeting
statewide housing goals. For example, conditioning accessing competitive transportation
funding programs and formula Local Streets and Roads funds Housing Element compliance
and submission of three most recent annual performance reports would provide a strong
incentive to come into compliance and could substantially increase the rate of compliance
across the state, helping ensure the state can meet its housing production goals.
Additional incentives to achieve a Prohousing designation from HCD for accessing
competitive transportation funding programs — and ensuring these designations are based
on objective criteria — will further enhance conditions for developing affordable housing
across the state. Direct costs to the State for this regulatory change would be minimal.

3.5 SCALE MODULAR AFFORDABLE HOUSING

Analysis Prepared By: California Housing Partnership

Proposal Description: This proposal would help bring modular affordable housing to scale
by increasing modular production capacity in California and improving access to modular
technologies for affordable housing developers. Components of the proposal:

* Create an HCD/CalHFA/GSAF short-term loan product to fund deposits with a one-time
appropriation of $25 million;

* Have the state underwrite performance bonds for modular housing manufacturers as
not all are capable of obtaining such bonds, which are a lender requirement;

* Create a template lease agreement and have the Governor issue an Executive Order
directing the Department of General Services (DGS) and other state entities to make
state properties available upon request as modular staging sites;

* Convene seminars/webinars/conference panels to educate developers and local building
officials on when modular housing makes sense, how to set up a project for maximum
success, and how the state plan check process works; and

* Authorize and fund HCD to make equity investments in new factories ($15 million each
in four new factories), with a priority for firms led or owned by Black, Latinx, Indigenous,
or other people of color.

Methodology: We consulted affordable housing developers and modular construction
experts to estimate the increased number of affordable homes that could be developed
using modular construction each year as a result of the various measures included in this
proposal, as well as per-unit cost savings from use of modular in different markets. We
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then use a database of 2022 to 2024 LIHTC awardees to estimate the number of new
affordable homes that could be produced with these savings generated by the increased
use of modular based on the amount of public subsidy required per unit for 4% new
construction developments, assuming costs and subsidy would increase by three percent
per year. Finally, we apply the estimated effects of Roadmap proposals that would reduce
development costs in order to reflect the full implementation of the Roadmap policy
platform. We estimate that $85 million in state investment and policy changes to support
adoption of modular construction in affordable housing would lead to project-level savings
from lower costs, reducing demand for public subsidy that could be repurposed to support
approximately 9,200 affordable homes (with other Roadmap efficiency proposals
implemented).

3.6 STREAMLINE STATE FUNDING

Analysis Prepared By: California Housing Partnership

Proposal Description: This proposal would streamline the award of State funding for
affordable housing developments, specifically by consolidating the award of State funding
including equity, debt, and subsidies using a single application with decisions made by a
single committee at a single point in time, eliminating costs and speeding production.

Methodology: To assess the effect of reducing the number of State agencies involved in
funding affordable housing, we used a comprehensive multiple regression model analysis
of cost data from LIHTC applications for developments awarded tax credits from 2012
through 2024 to model how much each additional State funding entity involved in the
financing of a new affordable rental housing added to a project’s total development cost.
We then determined the average number of State agencies involved in 4% and 9% LIHTC
developments, split between “high” and “low” users of the State funding ecosystem. We
also accounted for the increased share of 4% LIHTC production under the full Roadmap
implementation scenario, as well as the effects of other Roadmap proposals to reduce
costs. Assumptions are further based on the overall share of new construction
development. Further, we assumed a 10-year implementation timeline with three percent
annual inflation.

We first estimate the total number of affordable homes that would benefit from the one-
stop-shop, and thus the total amount of public dollars saved due to consolidation for both
high and low users. We then inflate the median public subsidy per-unit for new
construction projects (2024$) over the implementation period — derived by the median
public subsidy per-unit based on developments that received tax credit awards from 2022
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to 2024 - and take the average. We then multiply this result by the share of LIHTC
developments that are new construction to determine the number of new construction
affordable homes.

Under status quo levels of production, this proposal could generate project-level savings,
reducing demand for public subsidy that could be repurposed to support approximately
6,500 new affordable homes over ten years. Under the full implementation of the
Roadmap, generated savings could support approximately 100,200 new affordable homes
over ten years. Direct costs to the state would be minimal.

3.7 SCALE STATE HOUSING PROGRAMS

Analysis Prepared By: California Housing Partnership

Proposal Description: This proposal would increase funding for State affordable housing
programs, including operating subsidies, to meet the scale of need over ten years.

Methodology: The estimated cost and impact of this proposal is based on data from
developments awarded Low Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) in California from 2022 to
2024 (adjusted for inflation using RS Means), per sources and uses information included in
applications submitted to the California Tax Credit Allocation Committee (TCAC). Only new
construction developments receiving 4% LIHTCs and State gap financing were considered
in order to best reflect the likely financing structure of properties seeking State gap
financing provided through this proposal; for these developments, State funding sources
comprising approximately 27 percent of total development costs. We also assume
development costs would increase by three percent each year. Finally, we apply the
estimated effects of Roadmap proposals that would reduce development costs in order to
reflect the full implementation of the Roadmap policy platform.

The estimated cost of operating subsidy needed to serve extremely low-income
Californians in this housing is based on the median per-unit cost of capitalized operating
subsidy reserve (COSR) requests in LIHTC applications in 2021-2022, again assuming costs
would increase by three percent each year. We then multiply this value by the number of
affordable homes serving ELI households in developments needing operating assistance
not otherwise provided in other Roadmap proposals (e.g., operating subsidy from the
homelessness proposal, expansion of project-based vouchers).

Investment of $13.8 billion annually over ten years could lead to production of
approximately 728,600 affordable homes (with other Roadmap efficiency proposals
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implemented). An additional $659 million of investment annually over ten years would be
needed to support capitalized operating subsidy reserves for homes serving extremely low-
income households.

3.8 ESTABLISH ONGOING STATE HOMELESSNESS FUNDING

Analysis Prepared By: Stanford Center on Poverty and Inequality

Proposal Description: This proposal would establish a consistent ongoing statewide
funding source for a comprehensive response to end homelessness in California. This
should include funding for local governments and nonprofit organizations to rehouse and
shelter people by providing rental assistance, permanent supportive housing operating
funding, maintaining and expanding homelessness prevention programs and homelessness
services that help people get and stay housed, and housing people exiting institutional
settings, the foster care system, and others who face unique challenges. The total funding
needed to address homelessness needs is estimated at $6.9 billion annually over 12 years
(or $8.2 billion annually over ten years), of which $2.4 billion annually over 12 years (or $2.9
billion over ten years) is needed for non-capital costs, and the remainder for capital costs
for developing new housing, which are reflected in other proposals within Roadmap 2.0.

Methodology: We estimate the impact and cost for this proposal based on the unmet
housing and service needs for Californians experiencing homelessness and costs to
address those needs identified in the recent comprehensive California Homeless Housing
Needs Assessment, completed in 2023 by the Corporation for Supportive Housing and
California Housing Partnership. This detailed study calculated statewide homelessness
needs and associated housing and services costs for a 12-year period from 2023 through
2035, directly overlapping with the ten-year period of focus for Roadmap 2.0. The needs
identified include the following, as described in detail in the study’s technical appendix:

The total number of households experiencing homelessness and in need of support are
calculated as about 207,000 households currently experiencing homelessness, plus about
33,000 new entrants over the 12 year period, for a total of about 240,000 households over
12 years. (Note that new entrants in a single year are estimated to make up about 1 percent
of the total households in need over the 12 year period.) Of these households, 86 percent
are assumed to be in individual households and 14 percent in family households. The study
authors assume that 30 percent of these households need supportive housing while 70
percent need deeply affordable subsidized housing. They further calculate that about
63,000 households need supportive services for people with serious mental illness. After
accounting for housing already in the development pipeline and housing expected to be
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available through turnover, the study authors calculate the unmet need for housing for
people experiencing homelessness at 225,000 units, and assume that half of this need will
be met through new housing development and half will be met through rental subsidies in
private market housing. They calculate an additional unmet need for 32,000 interim
housing intervention annual slots, after accounting for slots already available, with the
assumption that the need for these slots will decrease over time as more permanent
housing units become available.

The costs to meet these needs are calculated as follows:

The total costs over 12 years to fund the full identified needs described above are
calculated at $97.0 billion. This includes $67.9 billion in one-time capital costs to develop
new housing. However, for purposes of Roadmap 2.0, these proposed capital costs are
captured elsewhere in the Roadmap 2.0 plan as part of the proposals for increasing LIHTC
housing production, so we separate those costs here in order to avoid double-counting.
Beyond these capital costs, an additional $29.1 billion is calculated as required to meet the
full identified needs. These non-capital costs include $7.3 billion for operating subsidies for
new housing developments so that they can serve formerly homeless households with
deeply low incomes, $14.8 billion for rental assistance in private market housing units,
$473,000 for one-time costs associated with securing and maintaining private rental
housing (note that this overlaps with the Roadmap 2.0 proposal for State support for local
housing subsidy flex pools, but that proposal does not have a specified cost so is not
double-counted here), $5.9 billion for supportive housing services, and $630,000 for
interim housing interventions. The annualized cost over the 12 year period for this $29:1
billion in non-capital costs is $2.4 billion. If annualized over ten years instead, the cost is
$2.9 billion annually. The needs assessment identifies some other projected funding
sources toward the overall calculated costs (including LIHTC equity and bond proceeds,
Homekey, and other State and federal grant programs), but as these other funding sources
generally prioritize capital costs, we assume they do not reduce the amount needed to
support the identified non-capital costs.

Note that since this needs assessment study was published, there have been some shifts
in the economic, housing, and policy context. For example, the assessment assumed that
existing State and federal programs supporting the needs of people experiencing and at
risk of homelessness would continue largely unchanged, but recent changes in federal
policy priorities and State budget challenges threaten the continuation of some programs
that provide capital funding, support operations and services, or provide rental subsidies,
which could lead to increased unmet needs. Some costs for construction and services may
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also be higher than originally projected. Overall, however, the study’s detailed assessment
of needs and costs with a multi-year lens make it an appropriate source for estimating the
cost and impact of this Roadmap proposal.

Investment of $6.9 billion annually over 12 years (or $8.2 billion annually over 10 years)
could address the existing and projected unmet needs for housing and services for 240,000
Californians experiencing homelessness, including support to develop and operate 112,000
deeply affordable housing units, rental subsidies for 112,000 housing units in the private
market, supportive services for more than 60,000 households, and 32,000 interim housing
annual slots. This annual investment includes $2.4 billion annually over 12 years (or $2.9
billion annually over 10 years) in non-capital costs (for housing operating subsidies, rental
subsidies, securing and maintaining private rental units, supportive services, and interim
interventions), while remaining funds would support the capital costs associated with
developing new housing units, which are reflected in other proposals within Roadmap 2.0.

3.9 INVEST IN SELF-HELP HOMEOWNERSHIP PRODUCTION

Analysis Prepared By: California Housing Partnership

Proposal Description: This proposal would involve providing funding to nonprofit
developers to construct self-help homeownership opportunities.

Methodology: This proposal is modeled on the CalHome self-help mortgage assistance
program administered by HCD. Based on input from HCD staff, we assume an average
award of $125,000 per home. Investment of $4 billion over 10 years would thus enable
creation of approximately 32,000 affordable ownership homes for low-income households.

3.10 DECARBONIZE HOUSING OCCUPIED BY LOWER-INCOME HOUSEHOLDS

Analysis Prepared By: California Housing Partnership

Proposal Description: This proposal would increase funding to decarbonize unregulated
and regulated housing occupied by lower-income households to reduce greenhouse gas
emissions and reduce utility bills for low-income renters. Protections against rent increase
and evictions would be applied to unregulated private market rental housing.

Methodology: We estimate the number of homes that could be decarbonized using an
estimate for decarbonization costs not including solar photovoltaic — approximately
$35,000 per unit — provided by industry experts. Investment of $4 billion over ten years
would thus decarbonize approximately 114,000 regulated and unregulated affordable

homes.
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3.11 PROVIDE PREDEVELOPMENT FUNDING

Analysis Prepared By: California Housing Partnership

Proposal Description: This proposal would provide predevelopment funding to help
mission-driven developers acquire sites for affordable housing development in high-
resource areas through expanding the existing Predevelopment Loan Program.

Methodology: We assume an average of $2 million per predevelopment loan based on
consultation with affordable housing developers. We then assume developments will have
the same unit count as the median unit count for LIHTC-financed large-family
developments in High and Highest Resource areas, according to the 2025 TCAC/HCD
Opportunity Map, from 2012-2023. We estimate that $500 million in State investment over
ten years would support creation of 17,500 new affordable homes in high-resource areas.

3.12 EXPAND WELFARE TAX EXEMPTION

Analysis Prepared By: California Housing Partnership

Proposal Description: This proposal would expand the welfare tax exemption to cover
middle-income units where rents are set at least 20 percent below market as indicated by
an independent market study or by using Small Area Fair Market Rents (SAFMRSs),
potentially on a sliding scale.

Methodology: Available literature and data are not sufficient to generate a quantitative
impact estimate for this proposal. However, this proposal could enable more middle-
income housing to be built, such as via a model similar to LIHTC-financed housing for-
profits partner with non-profit managing partners. Direct costs to the State for this change
would be minimal.

3.13 CREATE STATE REVOLVING LOAN FUND

Analysis Prepared By: California Housing Partnership

Proposal Description: This proposal would create a state revolving loan fund to provide
bridge financing when federal housing disaster assistance is expected but likely not
available for a significant amount of time.

Methodology: This impact estimate relies on fund allocations and per-unit/household
funding limits documented in the State of California Community Development Block Grant
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Disaster Recovery 2023/2024 Approved Action Plan.® Based on these inputs, $500 million
would support reconstruction and purchase assistance for approximately 1,600 homes. We
then multiply this amount by three to account for the cyclical nature of federal disaster
relief funding, which is rarely available every year, and the likelihood that multiple disasters
will occur over the coming decade. Therefore, over ten years we estimate that a one-time
$500 million investment in a state revolving loan fund to bridge federal disaster relief
would support reconstruction and purchase assistance for approximately 4,400 homes.

3.14 RE-ESTABLISH CALIFORNIA HOUSING ACCELERATOR PROGRAM

Analysis Prepared By: California Housing Partnership

Proposal Description: This proposal would re-establish the California Housing Accelerator
Program to close funding gaps for the highest priority pipeline projects, especially for
permanent supportive housing and in disaster recovery areas.

Methodology: We estimate the number of affordable homes that could be created through
this program based on the average of 1) the average amount of tax credit equity per unit in
4% new construction developments from 2022 to 2024 (adjusted for inflation using RS
Means); and 2) the average per-unit Housing Accelerator Program award for non-permanent
supportive housing developments from prior funding rounds (Tier 1, Tier 2, and
Supplemental Funding Gap Project Solicitations) based on data published by HCD. We also
assume development costs and award sizes would increase by three percent per year, and
apply the estimated effects of Roadmap proposals that would reduce development costs
in order to reflect the full implementation of the Roadmap policy platform. Investment of
$10 billion over ten years could support approximately 25,000 new affordable homes (with
other Roadmap efficiency proposals implemented).

3.15 CREATE HCD ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGES

Analysis Prepared By: California Housing Partnership

Proposal Description: This proposal would create administrative law judges at HCD to
handle the appeals process when local jurisdictions break State housing laws, instead of
handling appeals through courts.

Methodology: Our estimate of this proposal’s impact on creation of affordable homes
relies on a combination of limited available data and a qualitative assessment of possible
effects, due to lack of both literature on the effects of similar proposals and data on how

% California Department of Housing and Community Development. 2025. State of California Community Development

Block Grant Disaster Recovery 2023/2024 Approved Action Plan.
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many potential State housing law (e.g., Housing Accountability Act) violations actually
occur. Based on consultation with researchers and models in other states, this proposal
would be expected to not only resolve potential violations faster and cheaper than the
existing court system, but also increase housing developers’ leverage with local
jurisdictions, leading over time to an increase in the number and size of developments
proposed and entitled.

In the absence of better literature and data, we estimate that over ten years, the existence
of administrative law judges at HCD would have approximately the same effect on
production of affordable homes as HCD’s Housing Accountability Unit (HAU) — a function
within the agency that provides enforcement and technical assistance with a similar
mission of unlocking housing development. In its first five years of existence, the HAU’s
actions have helped lead to the creation of 3,300 affordable homes (out of more than
10,000 total homes). HCD staff estimated that these affordable homes are primarily
unsubsidized, e.g., created through land use policies such as Density Bonus Law, but the
agency does not track this metric specifically. We thus assume that administrative law
judges at HCD would lead to creation of approximately 5,000 unsubsidized affordable
homes over ten years. Although developments with public funding could also benefit from
this proposal, since public funding for affordable housing is allocated only to entitled
developments which are ultimately constructed, those production gains have already been
accounted for in Roadmap proposals to increase public financing sources.Direct costs to
the State for this change would be minimal.

3.16 MANDATE PROACTIVE RENTAL CODE ENFORCEMENT
Analysis Prepared By: California Budget & Policy Center

Proposal Description: This proposal would require local governments to conduct proactive
code enforcement inspection programs for market-rate rental housing. This would support
greater enforcement of State healthy home standards.

While the number of renters directly in market-rate housing affected cannot be estimated
at this time, the impact would likely be significant. Proactive inspections would particularly
benefit renters who may be unwilling or unable to report unsafe home conditions due to
fear of retaliation, eviction, language or legal barriers. Renters with low-incomes - who are
disproportionately composed of Californians of color, people with disabilities, older adults,
and families — are the most likely to live in substandard housing which can result in
serious health impacts. Between 2017-2021, it is estimated that at least 1in 4 occupied
housing units in the state experienced issues such as incomplete kitchen or plumbing
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facilities, overcrowding, or severe housing costs.* Research from the Public Health Institute
also shows renters are far more likely than homeowners, who are disproportionately white,
to have mold or pests in their homes.®

Methodology: The Stanford Center on Poverty and Inequality estimates there are roughly 6
million California renter households. This estimate was produced using US Census Bureau,
American Community Survey public-use microdata for California for 2023 downloaded from
IPUMS-USA (University of Minnesota, www.ipums-usa.org).

Direct State costs would be minimal. However, because local governments would be
required to conduct the inspections, the cost to provide this service varies widely across
California communities. The cost would depend on the number of rental units, inspection
frequency, and staffing needs among other factors.

3.17 REQUIRE LOCAL JURISDICTIONS TO EITHER WAIVE LOCAL IMPACT FEESORTO
FINANCE THEM THROUGH LOW-INTEREST, LONG-TERM DEBT

Analysis Prepared By: California Housing Partnership

Proposal Description: This proposal would require local jurisdictions to waive impact fees
for affordable housing.

Methodology: Our estimate is based on data from developments awarded Low Income
Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) in California from 2022 to 2024 (adjusted for inflation using RS
Means), per sources and uses information included in applications submitted to the
California Tax Credit Allocation Committee (TCAC). We estimate the amount of public cost
savings generated by developments not being subject to local impact fees over the next
ten years based on the proportion of developments that paid impact fees from 2012 to
2023, as well as the size of those fees (assuming they would increase by three percent per
year). We then use the database of 2022 to 2024 LIHTC awardees to estimate the number
of new affordable homes that could be produced with these savings based on the amount
of public subsidy required per unit for 4% new construction developments, assuming costs
and subsidy would increase by three percent per year. Finally, we apply the estimated
effects of Roadmap proposals that would reduce development costs in order to reflect the
full implementation of the Roadmap policy platform. Under status quo levels of
production, this proposal could generate project-level savings, reducing demand for public
subsidy that could be repurposed to support approximately 1,900 new affordable homes

4 Data from U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Office of Policy Development and Research,
Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy, 2017-2021, produced by the United Health Foundation America’s Health
Rankings, “Severe Housing Problems in California.”

5 Public Health Institute. 2023. “Policy Win Ensures Healthier Housing for California Renters.” a1



over 10 years. Under the full implementation of the Roadmap, generated savings could
support approximately 23,400 new affordable homes

3.18 ALLOW RECAPITALIZATION OF EQUITY FOR AFFORDABLE HOUSING

Analysis Prepared By: California Housing Partnership

Proposal Description: This proposal would allow the reinvestment of equity in older HCD-
funded properties — the difference between the value of the property and the amount of
debt secured on the property — into new or rehabilitated affordable housing.

Methodology: To estimate the amount of equity that could be unlocked by this rule
change, we consulted with affordable housing finance experts to develop prototypical
project-level assumptions to estimate the amount of equity per property that could be
extracted, identify the universe of properties to which this policy would apply, how
developers would reinvest unlocked equity across different property types (specifically, 25
percent to new construction and 75 percent to acquisition/rehab, 20 percent of which are
assumed to be at risk of conversion), and the amount of reinvested equity per unit
($50,000). This proposal would unlock equity in HCD properties that could be repurposed
to support approximately 12,900 new affordable homes and preservation of approximately
7,700 affordable homes in at-risk properties. Direct costs to the state would be minimal..

3.19 - 3.20 PROPERTY INSURANCE MARKET REFORMS

3.19 Stabilize property insurance market.

3.20 Create a Federal Catastrophe Reinsurance Program.

Analysis Prepared By: California Housing Partnership

Proposal Description: This proposal would implement targeted reforms for affordable
housing to stabilize the property insurance market, expand coverage options, and protect
homeowners and renters from escalating costs and policy cancellations, including: 1)
mandating clear communication from insurers regarding non-renewals, premium increases,
and alternative coverage options; and 2) establishing a State-backed insurance pool or
reinsurance program to stabilize the market and prevent sudden coverage gaps.

Methodology: Available literature and data are not sufficient to generate a quantitative
impact estimate, or cost, for this proposal. However, the proposal is expected to help
stabilize the cost of insurance for affordable housing, enabling implementation of other
Roadmap housing production proposals without further rapid escalation of costs.
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3.21 CREATE COMMUNITY ANTI-DISPLACEMENT AND PRESERVATION PROGRAM
(CAPP)

Analysis Prepared By: California Housing Partnership

Proposal Description: This proposal would fund the acquisition and rehabilitation of
naturally occurring affordable housing (NOAH) properties by creating the Community Anti-
Displacement and Preservation Program (CAPP).

Methodology: We assume that $500 million of the $10 billion statewide bond (a separate
Roadmap proposal) would be available for CAPP. We also assume that CAPP would cover 50
percent of total development cost (TDC), a three percent annual inflation rate, and an
implementation timeline of five years. The cost of preservation is derived from median last
sale price and additional rehabilitation expenses, closing costs, and developer fee
(originally provided by EBALDC’s Housing Acquisition Fund Model). Additional rehabilitation
expenses include estimates for core life and safety upgrades as well as major renovations
deferred for 10 years at project tax credit syndication take out.

To model preservation impacts for CAPP, we assume $500 million in funding and take the
median last sale price (per home) of naturally-occurring affordable homes identified in the
California Housing Partnership’s Unsubsidized Affordable Housing Database, inflated to
2024%. We then inflate over the implementation period and take the average. We do the
same for additional rehabilitation expenses. We further assume seven percent of NOAH
homes are eligible (based on median share sold annually), and that CAPP will cover 50
percent of total development cost (TDC). Impacts are included in the $10 billion statewide
bond, as the bond would be the source of funding for CAPP. With $500 million in funding
provided by the passage of a statewide $10 billion bond, the CAPP could lead to the
preservation of 2,300 affordable homes (included as part of the bond impact).

3.22 EXPAND THE PORTFOLIO REINVESTMENT PROGRAM (PRP)

Analysis Prepared By: California Housing Partnership

Proposal Description: This proposal would expand the Portfolio Reinvestment Program
(PRP) to include preservation of non-HCD assisted affordable housing, and create a new
emergency funding mechanism to provide operating support to developments with
negative cash flow.

Methodology: For the PRP expansion, we assume $200 million in annual funding over a 10-
year implementation period. We then take the median PRP round 1 award, inflated to
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20248$, inflate it by 3 percent over the implementation period, take the average, and
multiply it by the total funding amount to generate an estimate of the total number of
preserved affordable homes.

For the emergency fund, we determine the median income gap per unit (in 2024$) for
distressed properties (those with a negative cash flow). The median income gap is based
on the difference between the county-level annual 35 percent AMI annual rent limit and
double the operating expense minimums for the average large family development (an
estimate for the average nonprofit operating cost) per TCAC. We do not allow negative
income gaps in calculating the median income gap. We also assume a 10-year
implementation period and 3 percent annual inflation rate.

We also determine the total number of affordable homes in distressed properties, which
are HCD projects awarded between 1985 and 1999, minus those with PRP applications
(round 2), PRP awards (round 1), or are resyndicated (on the TCAC project list). We assume
that all distressed properties will be preserved. We estimate the total funding needed by
inflating the median income gap over the period, taking the average, and multiplying this
result by the total number of homes in distressed properties.

Expanding PRP by $200 million annually could lead to the preservation of 6,700 affordable
homes over ten years, while implementing an emergency fund of approximately $8.6
million could help stabilize and preserve 10,200 at-risk affordable homes.

3.23 IMPLEMENT STATEWIDE TENANT OPPORTUNITY TO PURCHASE ACT (TOPA)
AND COMMUNITY OPPORTUNITY TO PURCHASE ACT (COPA)

Analysis Prepared By: California Housing Partnership

Proposal Description: This proposal would implement statewide Tenant Opportunity to
Purchase (TOPA) and Community Opportunity to Purchase (COPA) to require that tenants,
nonprofits, land trusts, and/or public agencies have the first opportunity to purchase and
steward housing.

Methodology: Available literature and data are not sufficient to generate a quantitative
impact estimate for this proposal, and impacts would depend on policy specifications.
However, this proposal would be expected to increase leverage for eligible mission-driven
organizations, expedite the acquisition process, and facilitate the preservation of
permanently affordable housing — particularly in conjunction with additional funding
policies such as the CAPP. Research available on the effects of TOPA/COPA is limited in
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part because only a small number of jurisdictions nationwide have implemented this policy.
The most notable and long-standing example is in Washington, D.C., which has maintained
a TOPA policy for over 40 years. San Francisco is the only city in California that has an
active COPA policy, which was implemented in 2019. In a report compiled by LISC in 2023
evaluating the effectiveness of TOPA/COPA policies, they found the San Francisco program
helped preserve 230 homes between 2019 and 2023.°

¢ Julia Duranti-Martinez and David M. Greenberg. “Stable Homes and Resident
Empowerment: Implementing Effective Tenant and Community Opportunity to Purchase
Programs.” LISC, October 2023.
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Revenue

41 Reform the mortgage interest deduction

4.2 Require millionaires pay fair share

4.3 Reform corporate tax laws

4.4 Reform commercial property tax reform (“Split Roll”)
4.5 Establish wealth tax

4.6 Implement statewide mansion tax

4.7 Eliminate the like-kind tax break

4.8 Remove exemptions from document recording fee
4.9 Apply supplemental real estate document recording fee
410 Lower voter threshold for housing ballot measures
411 Enact California Community Reinvestment Act (CRA)
412 Establish a Medi-Cal Housing Benefit

413 Initiate Housing Bond

414 Increase project-based vouchers
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41 REFORM THE MORTGAGE INTEREST DEDUCTION
Analysis Prepared By: California Budget & Policy Center

Proposal Description: This proposal reforms California's State mortgage interest deduction
(MID) by converting it into a targeted credit to generate over $1 billion annually and
eliminating the deduction for second homes for roughly $100-190 million in additional
annual revenue.

Currently, homeowners can reduce their taxable income by deducting mortgage interest.
California law allows taxpayers to deduct interest on up to $1.1 million in mortgage debt, a
benefit that primarily favors high-income households, who are more likely to 1) own a
home and 2) itemize deductions. Homeowners with a second or vacation home can also
deduct interest on their second mortgage, deepening this tax break for primarily wealthier
households. One approach is to replace the deduction with a targeted credit, which would
provide more equitable treatment for low- and middle-income homeowners. Eliminating
the second-home MID alongside this reform is also highly equitable, as it does little to
promote homeownership or improve housing affordability.

Methodology: The revenues estimated for reforming the mortgage home interest deduction
are based on analyses conducted by the Legislative Analyst’s Office (LAO) and the
Franchise Tax Board (FTB). For example, the LAO estimates that replacing the MID with a
credit equal to 2 percent of mortgage interest on debt up to $1 million could increase
income tax revenue by $1 billion annually.’

Estimates for eliminating the second home MID are less precise. An FTB analysis
conducted for AB 1932 (Ward, 2024), projected the estimated revenue gain from this
elimination ranged from $110 million in 2024-25 and increased to $190 million in 2026-27.2
The FTB notes that these figures do not account for changes in employment, personal
income, or gross state product that could result from the policy. Separately, the LAO
estimated the elimination could increase income tax revenue by $100 million to $150
million per year®. The discrepancies partially stem from data limitations as individuals
report home mortgage interest deduction on tax returns as the total deductible interest
from both primary and secondary homes — meaning there is no explicit disclosure of a
second home. Overall, the estimated revenue generated from eliminating the second home
MID could range from $100-190 million annually.

' Legislative Analyst’s Office. 2024. Evaluating Tax Policy Changes in the Governor's Budget.
2 California Franchise Tax Board, analysis of Assembly Bill 1932 (Ward, et al.), amended April 3, 2024.
3 LAO. 2024. Evaluating Tax Policy Changes in the Governor's Budget.
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It’s important to note that revenue estimates for a tax expenditure do not always equal the
revenue gained from its repeal, since tax expenditures can interact with one another and
accumulate over time. Direct State costs for this proposal would be minimal.

4.2 REQUIRE MILLIONAIRES PAY FAIR SHARE
Analysis Prepared By: California Budget & Policy Center

Proposal Description: This proposal would impose a tax surcharge on annual personal
income over $1 million, modeled after AB 1253 (Santiago, et al. 2020).* The bill proposed the
following a graduated surcharge on personal incomes over $1 million:

* A 1% surtax on income greater than $1 million up to $2 million
* A 3% surtax on income greater than $2 million up to $5 million
* A 3.5% surtax on income greater than $5 million

Methodology: To provide more current revenue figures beyond the Department and
Finance and the Franchise Tax Board (FTB) analysis of AB 1253 (Santiago, et al., 2020), the
Budget Center developed rough, updated estimates.® Our analysis draws on 2022 FTB data
for tax returns reporting over $1 million in California Adjusted Gross Income and then
scales the potential revenue by estimating growth in personal income tax collections
between 2022 and 2025/2026.

Based on these projections, a personal income tax surcharge modeled after the surcharge
rates in AB 1253 (2020), this proposal could generate roughly $9 billion annually. However,
this figure is subject to significant uncertainty due to stock market volatility and broader
economic impacts that affect personal income. As the FTB had noted in past analyses,
these figures do not account for changes in employment, personal income, or gross State
product that could result from the policy. To account for confounding economic factors, a
more modest estimate suggests annual revenue from this policy at roughly $7 billion
dollars annually.

It is also important to consider how a separate personal income tax surcharge for
Roadmap policies might interact with similar upcoming initiatives. The Prop. 30/Prop. 55
personal income tax rates on California’s highest earners are set to expire in 2030 and
efforts to extend these rates are expected to appear on a future statewide ballot. Direct
State costs for this proposal would be minimal.

4 Assembly Bill 1253 (Santiago, et al.), amended July 27, 2020.

5 California Franchise Tax Board, analysis of Assembly Bill 1253 (Santiago, et al.), amended March 25, 2021.
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4.3 REFORM CORPORATE TAX LAWS
Analysis Prepared By: California Budget & Policy Center

Proposal Description: This proposal would make the tax system more equitable by
recapturing State revenues lost through corporate tax loopholes and historical corporate
tax rate reductions, especially as corporations largely benefitted from the 2017 and 2025
federal tax cuts. It's modestly estimated these policies in tandem could generate between
$6-9 billion annually. The three primary reforms include:

1. Move to a graduated corporate tax rate system where higher levels of profits are subject
to higher rates. Specifically, raise the corporate tax rate by 2.16 percent (to a total of 11
percent) only for corporations with California profits above $10 million — with parallel
increases in the tax rates for financial corporations and Subchapter S corporations with
profits above that level. Corporations with profits above $10 million only account for 0.6
percent of businesses in the state.® This could generate revenues in the range of $3
billion to $4.5 billion annually, if done in tandem with the other reforms to limit
corporate tax breaks.

2. Limit the amount of tax credits corporations can use each year to 50 percent of the
corporation's tax bill. Corporations use tax credits to drastically reduce their tax liability
which reduces the State funds to provide critical services and investments. By imposing
a limit, It’s estimated this could potentially raise more than $1 billion in revenue.

3. Eliminate the "water's edge election" loophole. California’s “water’s edge” loophole lets
multinational corporations choose to calculate their State taxable income based only on
their U.S. operations, instead of their entire worldwide operations.” This means
corporations are able to often shield large portions of their profits from paying taxes.
The current official State estimate for the revenue cost of the water’s edge election is
$31 billion for 2024-25, increasing to $3.5 billion in 2026-27.

Methodology: The revenue range for the package of corporate reforms is obtained by
adding the estimated revenue yield from each individual reform; however these reforms
likely have interaction effects so the simple total of each reform likely does not accurately
reflect the revenue yield from implementing all of these policies. Additionally, the
estimates for each reform are subject to a large degree of uncertainty and imprecision. For
transparency and integrity, using a revenue range is strongly recommended.

8 Kitson, Kayla. 2025. “A Graduated Corporate Tax Ensures California’s Most Profitable Corporations Pay Their Fair Share.”
California Budget & Policy Center.

7 Kitson, Kayla. 2025. “Water’s Edge: Closing the Largest Corporate Tax Loophole in California.” California Budget & Policy
Center.
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A rough estimate of raising the corporate tax rate to 11 percent — only for corporations with
California profits above $10 million (with a proportionate increase in the tax rate for
Subchapter S corporations with profits above that level, from 1.5 percent to 1.87 percent) -
could raise approximately $3 billion to $4.5 billion. The estimate was produced by the
Budget Center and is based on 2022 Franchise Tax Board data uses Department of Finance
estimates to scale the estimate up in line with the corporate revenue growth since 2022. If
these rate increases were implemented without the other reforms, the revenue yield would
likely be lower, since corporations would still have ample opportunities to minimize their
final tax bills.

The Budget Center also obtained estimates from several years ago that limiting corporate
tax credits to 50 percent of the corporation’s tax bill could raise about $1 billion. Lastly, the
Department of Finance estimates that the current cost of the water’s edge election came
out to $31 billion for 2024-25, increasing to $3.5 billion in 2026-27.2 However, it is noted
that revenue loss estimates for a given tax expenditure do not necessarily equal the
revenue that would be gained if it were eliminated, since some reported tax expenditures
interact or accumulate over time. Direct State costs for this proposal would be minimal.

4.4 REFORM COMMERCIAL PROPERTY TAX REFORM (“SPLIT ROLL")
Analysis Prepared By: California Budget & Policy Center

Proposal Description: This proposal would change California’s property tax system to tax
commercial and industrial properties based on their market value rather than their
purchase price, following the structure proposed in Proposition 15 of 2020, potentially with
some modifications to the previously-proposed exemptions. This reform would create a
“split roll” tax system because residential property — including owner-occupied homes and
residential rental property, and property used for commercial agricultural production -
would continue to be assessed under Proposition 13 (1978) rules. Revenue estimates
project that this reform could raise as much as $11.4 billion annually in local funds — not
accounting for the effects of the COVID-19 pandemic and other factors that create
uncertainties for commercial property markets and the revenues produced.

This reform would not increase State-level revenues, but would allow counties to collect
additional property taxes, which would be distributed to cities, counties, special districts,
schools and community colleges. Local jurisdictions could use these funds to directly
invest in affordable housing, support housing stability interventions, promote housing
production or address homelessness. Critically, Proposition 15 (2020) was championed by

8 California Department of Finance. 2024. 2024-25 Tax Expenditure Report.
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various progressive groups with the goal of raising revenues broadly for local communities.
It’s expected that the campaign will be making a renewed push and, if passed, localities
ultimately have the discretion on how to use the additional revenue generated.

Methodology: The University of Southern California Equity Research Institute created
estimates on potential local revenues that could be generated from a 1 percent general tax
levy on commercial and industrial properties (similar to Prop 15).° Their most recently
publicly published analysis from February 2020 reported an additional $11.4 billion in local
revenues could be generated from this change. Their analysis did not account for certain
exemptions in Prop. 15 (2020) nor does it include potential revenue generated from local
voter-approved, ad-valorem taxes, such as school and infrastructure bonds.

There are also various post-COVID factors that could pose challenges — and consequently
the total revenue produced - to commercial property markets including high vacancy rates
potentially impacting commercial properties in urban cores and heightened economic
uncertainty in recent years due to high interest rates, inflation, tariffs, etc. These estimates
may be updated by the end of 2025. Direct State costs for this proposal would be minimal.

4.5 ESTABLISH WEALTH TAX
Analysis Prepared By: California Budget & Policy Center

Proposal Description: This proposal would tax estates over valued over $3.5 million by
requiring individuals who are passing on multi-million-dollar estates to their heirs to pay
their fair share. California does not levy taxes on wealth transfers via an estate or
inheritance tax, and at the federal level only estimates valued over $13.99 million (in 2025)
are subject to the estate tax. As a result, wealthy families are able to transfer large
amounts of wealth down across generations tax-free.

California has previously taxed inherited wealth. The State adopted an inheritance tax in
the late 1800s, which remained until voters passed Proposition 6 (1982) which repealed and
prohibited “death taxes” (which include inheritance and estate taxes), except for those
allowed as a “pick-up” tax equal to the federal estate tax credit for State-level estate/
inheritance taxes. The federal government phased out this credit in the early 2000s, and
California has not collected an estate or inheritance tax since.

An inheritance tax could be designed to be more progressive than a traditional estate tax
by imposing lower taxes on heirs with modest incomes and inheritances and higher rates

¢ Jennifer Ito, Justin Scoggins, and Manuel Pastor. 2020. Getting Real About Reform II: Estimating Revenue Gains from

Changes to California’s System of Assessing Commercial Real Estate. USC Equity Research Institute.
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on those receiving significant wealth. Beyond raising revenue, enacting a tax on
inheritances could also narrow the racial wealth gap, since families of color have
historically been blocked from wealth-building opportunities, and are much less likely to
receive large inheritances.

Methodology: Revenue potential for an inheritance or estate tax depends on both the rate
and the exemption level. The Center on Budget and Policy Priorities (CBPP) estimated a few
years ago that California could raise between $890 million and $3.6 billion annually from
instituting an estate tax under various exemption levels, with the rate schedule based on
that of the now phased-out federal “State Death Tax Credit,” with rates ranging from 0
percent to 16 percent depending on the size of the estate.”® CBPP estimates that nearly $2
billion could be raised with a $3.5 million exemption level. Direct State costs for this
proposal would be minimal.

4.6 IMPLEMENT STATEWIDE MANSION TAX
Analysis Prepared By: California Budget & Policy Center

Proposal Description: This proposal would establish a statewide residential real estate
transfer tax which scales up with the property's sale value. The tax would only apply only
to the portion of the sale price above a certain threshold, not the full amount of the home
sale. Properties subject to this tax, and the tax they have to pay, will be dependent on
where they land in the home sale price distribution across all homes sold in California.
This approach ensures that very high-value homes are captured while reducing incentives
to underreport or artificially lower sale prices to avoid the tax.

For example, the Center on Budget & Policy Priorities (CBPP) and the Institute on Taxation
and Economic Policy (ITEP) estimate the following structure would generate $1.2 billion in
revenue:™

A 2% tax on the top 5-10% of homes sold

A 3% tax on the top 1-5% of homes sold

A 4% tax on the top 1% and up of homes sold

© Elizabeth McNichol and Samantha Waxman. 2021. “State Taxes on Inherited Wealth.” Center on Budget and Policy
Priorities.

" Samantha Waxman, Carl Davis, and Erika Frankel. 2024. States Should Enact, Expand Mansion Taxes to Advance
Fairness and Shared Prosperity. Center on Budget and Policy Priorities.
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This policy can be structured progressively to target high-value homes while protecting
low-and modest-income homeowners. Additional policy options could also target second
or vacation homes, include or exclude commercial properties, or offer exemptions for first-
time homebuyers with low or moderate incomes if expanded.

Methodology: CBPP & ITEP estimated the revenue potential of various residential transfer
taxes, including the model above, using data from the 2024 calendar year. Commercial and
multi-family properties were excluded from their analysis. Taxing only the portion of home
sale prices above the specified thresholds could generate $1.2 billion of revenue. It's also
important to note that using home price distributions to determine taxable amounts may
yield higher revenues, but it can be more administratively complex. However, this can be
mitigated by adjusting the value thresholds for inflation or tying them to a real estate price
index. Direct State costs for this proposal would be minimal.

4.7 ELIMINATE THE LIKE-KIND TAX BREAK
Analysis Prepared By: California Budget & Policy Center

Proposal Description: This proposal eliminates the like-kind exchange tax break which is
used by high-income individuals and corporations to defer paying capital gains on business
or investment property when selling them and purchasing a similar one.

Real estate speculators, wealthy investors, and corporations use this loophole to avoid
paying taxes when they sell or exchange property at a profit. These businesses and
investors can indefinitely defer capital gains taxes by continuing to exchange properties,
and some of these capital gains will never be taxed if an individual holds onto a property
until death due to the stepped-up basis loophole. In addition to fueling tax avoidance, this
tax loophole supports real estate speculation by allowing investors to flip properties and
continually defer paying taxes.

Methodology: The Department of Finance estimates that like-kind changes will result in
State revenue loss of $1.3 billion in 2025-26 and 2026-27."> However, it is noted that
revenue loss estimates for a given tax expenditure do not necessarily equal the revenue
that would be gained if it were eliminated, since some reported tax expenditures interact
or accumulate over time. Direct State costs for this proposal would be minimal.

2 California Department of Finance. 2024. Tax Expenditure Report.
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4.8 REMOVE EXEMPTIONS FROM DOCUMENT RECORDING FEE

Analysis Prepared By: California Housing Partnership

Proposal Description: This proposal would remove exemptions (e.g., home sales) and per-
transaction caps on the current document recording fee on real estate transactions.

Methodology: The estimate of revenue for affordable housing generated by this proposal
relies on analysis completed for an earlier version of the proposal that ultimately informed
SB 2 of 2017, which did not exempt home sales or include a per-transaction limit of $225.
Prior to these amendments, estimated annual revenue from a $75 per-document fee
translated to approximately $1 billion, whereas the amended version of the fee has
resulted in approximately $250 million in annual revenue. Removing these amendments
could thus increase revenue for affordable housing from the document recording fee by
approximately $750 million per year or $7.5 billion over ten years. Direct State costs for
this proposal would be minimal.

4.9 APPLY SUPPLEMENTAL REAL ESTATE DOCUMENT RECORDING FEE

Analysis Prepared By: California Housing Partnership

Proposal Description: This proposal would apply a supplemental real estate document
recording fee in cities that do not have a minimum percentage of affordable homes.

Methodology: We model the impact of applying a fee increase to jurisdictions where 20
percent or less of the housing stock are rental homes affordable to low-income
households at or below 80 percent of area median income, including both deed-restricted
homes and unrestricted homes in the private market. Two hundred and one cities
containing 29 percent of the state’s population do not meet the standard of 20 percent of
occupied housing units being an affordable rental home for a three-person household
earning at or below 80 percent of area median income.”™ Assuming exemptions for home
sales and per-transaction caps are removed from the current document recording fee (as
proposed in a separate Roadmap proposal), and that the share of revenue generated from
the fee is proportional to population, raising the fee to approximately $200 in these
jurisdictions would generate approximately $500 million in revenue for affordable housing
per year, or $5 billion over ten years. Direct State costs for this proposal would be
minimal.

® Analysis by Bay Area Economics included in: Kalima Rose and Judith Bell, Expanding Opportunity: New Resources to
Meet California's Housing Needs (PolicyLink, 2005).

“ Affordability was determined at the county level using 2023 HUD Income Limits and 2023 5-year ACS data (Table
B25056). This analysis only includes incorporated cities, though a future iteration of this analysis could also include

unincorporated areas.
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410 LOWER VOTER THRESHOLD FOR HOUSING BALLOT MEASURES

Analysis Prepared By: California Housing Partnership

Proposal Description: This proposal would lower the required voter approval threshold for
local general obligation bond funding measures to support housing and infrastructure from
two-thirds to 55 percent.

Methodology: We estimate that the proposal could increase locally approved affordable
housing general obligation funding by four times when compared to the previous decade —
from $13.3 billion (per the California Debt and Investment Advisory Commission (CDIAC)
Debt Issuance Database) to $52 billion, $25 billion of which would be for affordable
housing production if proportions of total approved revenue from the prior decade were
maintained. This rate of increase is half the rate of average annual revenue increase for
local school facilities general obligation bonds after the passage of Proposition 39 in 2000,
per CDIAC, which lowered the voter threshold for local school facilities GO bonds from
two-thirds to 55 percent, compared to the five years prior to passage. We use half this rate
of increase due to acknowledged differences in the circumstances around school facilities
funding when compared to housing and infrastructure funding. However, we assume that
the measure would not pass until five years into the ten-year Roadmap implementation
timeline, meaning we estimate that it would generate $12.5 billion or half the estimate for
the full decade.

We then estimate the number of affordable homes created by this amount of new funding
based on data from developments awarded Low Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) in
California from 2022 to 2024 (adjusted for inflation using RS Means), per sources and uses
information included in applications submitted to the California Tax Credit Allocation
Committee (TCAC). Only new construction developments receiving 4% LIHTCs and local
gap financing were considered in order to best reflect the likely financing structure of
properties seeking local funding generated through this proposal; for these developments,
local funding sources comprised approximately 16 percent of total development costs for
new construction. We also assume development costs would increase by three percent
each year. Finally, we apply the estimated effects of Roadmap proposals that would reduce
development costs in order to reflect the full implementation of the Roadmap policy
platform. We estimate that $12.5 billion in additional approved local funding for affordable
housing over five years would lead to approximately 107,600 new affordable homes (with
other Roadmap efficiency proposals implemented). Direct State costs for this proposal
would be minimal.
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411 ENACT CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY REINVESTMENT ACT (CRA)

Analysis Prepared By: California Housing Partnership

Proposal Description: This proposal would enact a California Community Reinvestment Act
that requires State-chartered banks and credit unions, private mortgage companies,
insurance companies, and fintech companies to invest in low-income and tribal
communities, and affordable housing.

Methodology: We rely on the only published estimate of this proposal’s impact on
investment in community development activities, which estimates that a California
Community Reinvestment Act could generate approximately $15 billion annually in new
investment in community development activities including but not limited to creating and
preserving affordable housing.”™ Direct State costs for this proposal would be minimal.

412 ESTABLISH A MEDI-CAL HOUSING BENEFIT
Analysis Prepared By: California Budget & Policy Center

Proposal Description: This proposal would establish housing support services as a core
Medi-Cal benefit, making it an entitlement for all Medi-Cal recipients, rather than an
optional service. This change would provide stable, ongoing resources for housing
navigation, move-in assistance, tenancy supports, and employment-related services that
help people main housed. Establishing this benefit would allow California to seek federal
approval for partial Medi-Cal reimbursement, leveraging federal dollars while improving
integration with supportive housing interventions.

Currently, Medi-Cal Managed Care Plans (MCPs) throughout the state are encouraged, but
not required, to offer Medi-Cal housing-related supports through CalAIM Community
Supports, with the exception of Transitional Rent which all MPCs will be required to offer
to eligible members starting January 1, 2026. By establishing Medi-Cal housing supports as
an entitlement, all MCPs would be required to offer the services, significantly expanding
accessibility to services for all Medi-Cal enrollees.

This reform builds on existing efforts to leverage federal dollars, improve housing
outcomes and stability, and help reduce costly acute care caused by housing insecurity
and homelessness. A strong body of evidence shows that housing supports help improve
health outcomes, reduce reliance on emergency services, and are a critical step in
improving housing stability for people experiencing homelessness.

5 Jamie Buell, Rise Economy. 2024. Revitalizing California Communities: A Call for a California Community Reinvestment
Act. 56



Methodology: Chronically homeless individuals are most likely to need substantial housing
navigation and tenancy support services, because they have the longest histories of
homelessness and face significant physical health and/or behavioral health challenges that
may interfere with securing and maintaining stable housing. The Budget Center followed
the original approach to estimating the impact of this policy used in the first iteration of
the Roadmap Home which focused on this population due to their high needs.

With full participation, it's estimated that roughly 150,000 individuals per year could be in
need of and eligible for the housing supports that would be available through this benefit.
This is based on updating a previous estimate created by the Corporation for Supportive
Housing. This figure accounts for approximately 67,000 adults identified as chronically
homeless on a given night in the 2024 HUD Point in Time Count, plus individuals occupying
approximately 59,000 supportive housing beds available for adults statewide, plus a rough
allowance for additional individuals entering the eligible and in need homeless population
over time. These utilization estimates liberal given that participation among all potentially
eligible individuals would likely be less than 100 percent and not all supportive housing
occupants may need substantial ongoing tenancy support services.

The estimated number of individuals served per year is multiplied by the estimated annual
perperson cost of providing these services. In the first iteration of the Roadmap, we cited
the Corporation for Supportive Housing estimate that these housing services would cost
approximately $600 per month (including administrative costs), for total annual costs of
approximately $7,200 per year per person. We adjusted this figure to 2024 inflation rates
which brings the updated cost to roughly $8,700 per year per person.

The Corporation for Supportive Housing also estimated that roughly half of individuals
accessing the benefit would qualify for Medi-Cal because they have disabilities and qualify
for Supplemental Security Income (which results in automatic qualification for Medi-Cal) -
using the calculations above this is roughly 75,000 individuals. The other half would qualify
for Medi-Cal as low-income adults added to Medi-Cal eligibility through the Affordable
Care Act, known as the Medicaid expansion population. The State receives different levels
of federal matching funds for these two groups. Adults in the Medicaid expansion
population qualify for a Federal Medicaid Assistance Percentage (FMAP) of 90 percent,
while other Medi-Cal-eligible adults, including SSI recipients, qualify for the state’s
standard FMAP, which is normally 50 percent.

Finally, to calculate potential costs to the state, the following quantification with the
updated numbers was followed:
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e 75,000 individuals eligible for 50% FMAP x $8,700 per person x 50% State funding
percentage = 326,250,000

e 75,000 individuals eligible for 90% FMAP x $8,700 per person x 10% State funding
percentage = 65,250,000

« Total State costs at full utilization rate = $326,250,000 + $65,250,000 = $391,500,000

The estimates provided here do not account for the changes and cuts to Medicaid under
H.R. 1 (2025).

413 INITIATE HOUSING BOND

Analysis Prepared By: California Housing Partnership

Proposal Description: This proposal would involve passing a $10 billion statewide
affordable housing bond that funds affordable and permanent supportive housing,
preservation of existing affordable housing, and affordable homeownership opportunities
for five years.

Methodology: We assume that the $10 billion will split amongst five program buckets, with
67 percent to the Multifamily Housing Program (MHP), four percent to the Infill
Infrastructure Grant Program (lIG), 13 percent to preservation programs (both the
Community Anti-Displacement and Preservation Program (CAPP) and the Portfolio
Reinvestment Program (PRP)), ten percent to homeownership programs (both CalHome and
MyHome downpayment assistance), and the remaining six percent to both the Farmworker
Housing Grant Program and Tribal Program.”® We assume a three percent annual inflation
rate and an implementation timeline of five years.

¢ To model MHP impacts, we assume 98 percent of the $6.7 billion in funding will be for
new construction developments and two percent will be for acquisition/rehab
developments. To estimate total new construction and acquisition/rehab units over the
period, we assume the median MHP award per affordable unit based on awards
between 2019 and 2023 (i.e., MHP NOFA rounds 1 through 4 and SuperNOFA rounds 1
and 2),- inflated to 2024$. We then inflate over the implementation timeline (five years),
by three percent per year, and take the average.

* To model IIG impacts, we assume the median IIG award per affordable home based on
previous |IG awards (i.e., SuperNOFAs rounds 1 and 2) — inflated to 2024$. We then

'® These assumptions are based on consultation with those involved in developing AB 736 (Wicks) in April 2025. However,
they may not reflect the most recent discussions regarding allocation of funds.
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inflate over the implementation period and take the average. To avoid double counting,
we also assume the $400 million in funding will only apply to IIG projects without
additional MHP, Serna, or VHHP awards — approximately 87 percent of IIG awards. We
modify projected units with this percentage.

e To model preservation impacts for PRP, we assume $800 million in funding and take the
median PRP round 1 award - inflated to 2024$. We then inflate over the implementation
period and take the average. This generates an estimate of rehabilitated homes.

* To model homeownership impacts for CalHome and MyHome downpayment assistance,
we assume the $1 billion in funding is split evenly between the two programs. We
further assume a $125 thousand award per home for CalHome (based on engagement
with HCD), and $15 thousand per purchase for MyHome. We then inflate over the
implementation period and take the average for both programs. For CalHome, this
generates an estimate of new construction homeownership homes; for MyHome, this
generates an estimate of assisted households.

* To model Farmworker Housing Grant Program and Tribal Program impacts, we assume
$600 million in funding and take the median Joe Serna, Jr. Farmworker Housing Grant
Program (FWHG) award (based on 2019-2023 awards), inflated to 2024$. We then inflate
over the implementation period and take the average. Given the lack of data on the
Tribal Program, we assume FWHG award amounts and group the two together for total
impact. However, these results are likely to change depending on the needs of individual
Tribes across the state.

In total, we estimate that passage of a statewide $10 billion bond spent down over five
years could lead to the production of 52,800 affordable homes with other Roadmap
efficiency proposals implemented (including 3,705 new homeownership homes) and the
preservation of 2,300 affordable homes. See the Community Anti-Displacement and
Preservation Program (CAPP) methodology in the separate Roadmap proposal to create a
State program for acquisition and rehabilitation of naturally occurring affordable housing
for further discussion on impacting estimates for this program.

414 INCREASE PROJECT-BASED VOUCHERS

Analysis Prepared By: California Housing Partnership

Proposal Description: This proposal would increase the share of project-based vouchers
housing authorities are allowed to issue.

59



Methodology: We estimate the increased number of vouchers that would be project-based
compared to current conditions by assuming that only public housing authorities (PHAS)
already project-basing at least ten percent of their vouchers (half the current cap),
according to the HUD Housing Choice Voucher (HCV) Data Dashboard", would elect to take
advantage of a higher cap and project-base up to that cap, assumed to be 50 percent. We
further optimistically assume that the number of total vouchers, and thus vouchers that
could be project-based, increases by 25 percent (not including Rental Assistance
Demonstration vouchers) due to changes at the federal level. This proposal could make an
additional 89,000 project-based vouchers available for serving extremely low-income
households. Direct State costs for this proposal would be minimal.

7 “Housing Choice Voucher (HCV) Data Dashboard,” US Department of Housing and Urban Development, accessed
September 24, 2025. Data is as of July 2025.
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