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MCCMC LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEE MEETING
MONDAY, JULY 27, 2026, 8:00 AM
City of Larkspur, Larkspur Library (Community Room) - 10 Rose Lane Larkspur, CA 94939
or Teleconference: https://us02web.zoom.us/j/88326428007
Call-In Number: +1 669 444 9171 Meeting ID: 883 2642 8007
Call To Order
Alice Fredericks, Chair, called the meeting to order at 8:02am.

In-Person Attendees:
Alice Fredericks, Tiburon Councilmember (Chair)
Barbara Coler, Fairfax Councilmember (Vice Chair)
Caroline Joachim, Mill Valley Vice Mayor
Sarah Margulies, Larkspur Councilmember
Jane Cooper, Belvedere Councilmember
Rachel Kertz, San Rafael Vice Mayor
Tarrell Kullaway, San Anselmo Councilmember
Pat Ravasio, Corte Madera Town Council
 
Nancy Hall Bennett, CalCities

Christine Parini, MCCMC Secretary/Treasurer

Online Attendees:  
Kyra Ross, CPPG (CalCities Lobbyist)
Kindra Begley, CPPG
Pat Eklund, Novato Councilmember – online to attend to family emergency. Can be counted for quorum
Joan Cox – Sausalito Councilmember


AGENDA 
A. WELCOME/INTRODUCTIONS 
B. PUBLIC COMMENT - No public comment. 
C. REPORT/UPDATES 
Nancy Hall Bennett, Regional Public Affairs Manager-North Bay Division, League of California Cities 
· North Bay Division had report from Santa Rosa and their consolidated pension payments that they use to the CalPERS Fresh Start program. They've saved millions of dollars a year by consultancy. Will share the slide deck from Santa Rosa via the Chair.
· City of Napa purchased Harvest Middle School. Sales tax on there before their voters last year, one cent sales tax. 
· Next meeting is August 27th in American Canyon. We're hosting four county executives from the North Bay, Marin, Sonoma, Knapp, and Solano County to talk about the impacts of HR1.
· Annual conference is September 23rd through the 25th in Anaheim, California.
· Prop 45 (Building and Affordable California Act) known as BACA, sponsored by California Chamber of Commerce, and it will dramatically change CEQA. We don't have a position on it.
· Prop 1 (Veterans and Affordable Housing Bond of 202) is a $11.2 billion housing bond. Our board of directors voted to support the bond.
· Prop 43 was born out of a lot of consternation around the Howard Jarvis Taxpayer Association initiative. This initiative would repeal the Citizens’ Initiative. Cour case allowed citizens to place before a ballot with 2/3 vote. This gave them the opportunity for 50%. So that would be before the voters. Cal Cities voted to oppose that. SMART measure would be impacted by it.

REPORT/UPDATES
Melissa Apuya, District Director - Office of Assemblymember Damon Connolly 
Not in attendance, no report.
D. REPORT/UPDATES
Rhett Acosta, District Representative - Office of Senator Mike McGuire 
Not in attendance - no report.

E. REPORT/UPDATES - California Public Policy Group
Kyra Ross, CPPG (CalCities Lobbyist)

Ms Ross noted it was one week until legislature returned from their summer recess. Monday morning at 10 a.m. will be the first of the appropriations hearings. We're now past the policy committee deadline, so unless they have specific rule waivers, policy committees can no longer meet. Fiscal committees can meet until August 14th. They'll take up all the bills on the suspense calendar on August 14th. They’ll begin right after August 14th, it's floor session only till the end of session.

· State budget: The governor and the legislature reached a deal on a budget, $351 billion state budget. it includes a recent windfall to avoid major cuts while attempting to reduce the California chronic budget shortfall in the years ahead. The agreement also generates nearly 2 billion in additional state revenue next year. Through higher taxes on corporations, new levies on software sales, and a revamped tax on healthcare managed care organizations. The budget continues major investments in public schools and healthcare, while also increasing funding for subsidized childcare and affordable housing. An early forecast last year and last June projected about a $12.6 billion deficit this year, but updated projections with all the changes and the incoming windfall now suggest the state started the year with about a $4.5 billion surplus. The revised budget that the governor and legislature agreed to also sets aside about 6.4 billion for future years. And the move allows the governor to reduce a deficit previously projected through 27 and 28 and responds to criticism that the state. Spending has grown faster than revenues during his tenure. Even with the additional revenue, the budget continues, uh, continues California's ongoing reliance on fund shifts, reserves, borrowing, some of the moves we've seen over the last couple of years. The LAO, which is the nonpartisan fiscal advisor to lawmakers. Continued to warn that California faces an annual gap of about $10 billion between ongoing revenues and spending commitments that they're going to have to address among some of the other longer-term issues that we're still talking about, dealing with HR1 cuts, dealing with some of the other.
· Prop 1 (housing bond): budget allows putting this on the state ballot, the $11 billion housing bond that CalCities has supported.
· Prop 2: Constitutional amendment intended to help smooth out California's revenue highs and lows. If approved by voters on the November statewide ballot, the measure would raise the cap on mandatory deposits into the state's rainy-day fund. The constitutional memo includes language targeting President Trump's anti-weaponization fund. Asks voters to approve 100% state tax on any payments California taxpayers receive from that fund.
· AB 179: Contains funding for HAP for homelessness. New provision regarding development impact fees associated with affordable housing projects. That new provision has two parts. The first part is that if you do development impact fees on an affordable housing project, HCD will consider that in-kind contribution. The second provision is that if the city or town is the lead applicant along with a developer on an affordable housing project for state funds, so tax credits, state funding for that project, and you charge development impact fees on that project. The state will reduce the amount of the award by the amount equivalent to the impact fees. They do not want impact fees charged on projects that get state funding.
· AB1383: we're going to see a fight on this, which is dealing with retirement standards for state public safety officers. Allowing firefighters, police officers, others to retire at 55 versus 57, and setting new formulas, and allowing some of these groups to negotiate for better benefit formulas than they have today.
· One Zero: The final draft regulations are out. There is a meeting on August 19th, which is when we think that they will adopt the final decision.
· Advanced Clean Fleets: This is the requirement for all fleets to go to zero-emission vehicles. There was a last-minute change in the set of regulations in mid-June that requires any contractors that we contract with to also comply with the ACF rule. Businesses tried a last-minute bill to try to gut this section of the regulations. There's been a frustration by the business community because last year, the waiver that the state tried to get from the federal government to regulate private business fleets was pulled back because the state couldn't get it. So businesses feel by requiring local governments and the state to require contractors to comply with advanced clean fleets, they are backhanding the way that they regulate businesses. So we may see something more on advanced clean fleets.

Some other topical issues: local funding, what to do with funds from Cap and Trade (Greenhouse Gas Emissions Fund), tort reform, wildfire liability and publicly owned utilities; e-bike bills, several bills looking at data centers and how we address those in the future, and a really big bill on Voting Rights Act 1164.

Open Questions
· Whether to move meeting to 8:30 or 9:00am.

G. COMMITTEE BUSINESS 
Action Items (10):
Action Items (3): 
 
1. Minutes – June 22, 2026 - Action item: Review/approve. 
Rachel Kertz moved to approve. Sarah Margulies seconded. Approve 8-0
2. Action agenda SB1187. This is a follow-up bill from last year’s SB707. Applies to open meeting requirements. In MCCMC the only cities this applies to is San Rafael and Novato, with minimum threshold of 30,000 population. SB707 has new requirements on open meetings, requiring remote public access for all city or town meetings, including, like, hearings and informational meetings. That is not removed in SB1187, but it's a cleanup measure to 707 which has a translation requirement that is problematic and difficult for staff. 1187 removes that translation requirement. The bill is supported by CalCities. Pat Ravasio motioned to follow Cal Cities’ position. Rachel Kertz seconded. Motion passed 8-0. No public comment online.
3. SB 1164 (Cervates) rewrites the California Voting Rights Act, and this is a response from California Democrats to the U.S. Supreme Court earlier this year, Louisiana v. Calais, that dealt with Voting Rights Act. It has very problematic provisions. There are no cities that I'm aware of that have taken a position on the bill. There's a lot of discussions on it right now, so we can talk about a position, but politically, I don't know if we want to be the first ones to stick our neck out on this. We may follow Cal Cities down the line, but the bill rewrites the existing Voting Rights Act. It does a couple of very disturbing changes. The first one is the bi-district safe harbor has been eliminated. So if a city or town goes from general elections to district elections, under the Voting Rights Act today, there is a safe harbor provision that you can't be sued under the Voting Rights Act if you go to districts for voter suppression or vote delusion. That safe harbor is eliminated. And a lot of cities and towns went to districts for that reason, and so now that safe harbor is gone. The second thing that it does is it adds two new causes of action, one for vote suppression and one for vote delusion. The third is that it's a plaintiff-friendly procedure, so today, if you, if someone is going to sue a city or town based on the Voting Rights Act, they must be a resident of that community. This takes that requirement away. Anyone anywhere could now sue for Voting Rights Act. Move to oppose unless amended: 8-0  CalCities actively lobbying bill. No position. No public comment online.
4. AB956: AB 956 is a bill dealing with accessory dwelling units. Today, under the current law, cities and towns must approve one ADU on a lot ministerially. This moves from one to two. Ministerial approval for up to two detached new construction ADUs on a lot with a proposed or single proposed or existing single-family dwelling, where the current law only requires one. To give you some background on what's going on with this bill, the author, Assemblymember Quirk-Silva, loves ADUs, and she thinks it's the answer to our housing issues, which, you know, there is some data behind that, that most of the new units in California that are getting built are ADUs. So her idea is, let's do more. Let's ministerially do more. And so that's kind of where she's coming with. The bill was amended in mid-June because it began to conflict with — if you remember the SB 9 lot split bill from a couple of years ago, there were some conflicts. The June amendments expressly provide that a local agency is not required to permit two detached ADUs and a JADU on the same lot. That allows so that we don't conflict with SB9 and we're not doubling ADUs, and that it lets a homeowner build a second detached ADU in place of a J to ADU. So it gets a little confusing. The main portion of the bill is that we would go from 1 to 2 as a ministerial approval. T couple of reasons why Cal Cities remains opposed to this bill. It does not have carve-outs for things like high-severity wildfire zones, so that's of concern. It also doesn't address things like water, septic, infrastructure. As we are required to approve some of these new units, we must be thinking about what is that the impact to schools, to our infrastructure, to wildfire. Motion to oppose unless amended with stipulation that ADU is used as housing. Rachel Kertz motioned. Caroline Yoachim seconded.
5. SB866: Previously, the bill had required that as part of your housing element, you would have to do a very significant amount of reporting on homelessness that was largely county information. This was information like how many people leave prison and end up in your community and become homeless, what happens to them, kind of information that cities and towns don't typically have. The bill has been significantly amended, and these were amendments that Cal Cities had pushed for and got, and it now removes… moves the reporting requirements out of the housing element and moves it more appropriately into the annual report. It significantly narrows the scope of data to kind of information that we would have as opposed to what the county typically would have. It still does apply to all communities. There was a commitment by the author back in early June to try to eliminate the commitment for cities under, I think it was a 30,000 population, but instead we have this narrowed, refined, bill, which is a much more appropriate bill. I think there is value in collecting information about homeless that are in our communities so we can understand in the future where we need to maybe reorder funding for homelessness and how we get it to some of our communities and address what's going on. With these amendments, Cal Cities removed their opposition. My suggestion is that we look at, have a conversation, look at removing our opposition. We only have data and information on the big cities that get the HAP funding directly. Some of this is trying to build that case to get the funding, but we’re not getting the funding. They want the data. We would have to do this without getting funding to do it. So yes, I mean, from that end, maybe we want to retain the opposed position because of the funding aspect of it. Maintain existing position.
6. AB2433 was amended 6/24. this is a bill that provided several changes to the density bonus law. There were two things that we had asked for. One was the bill in print provided two additional for sale — excuse me, two additional density bonus incentives. It also required, uh, did not require ministerial projects to meet local objective development standards. We had asked for the two changes to strike the two additional incentives and require ministerial projects to meet local objective development standards. We were following CalCity's request. They did a couple of different things in the amendments. The first one is that they did not remove the two additional incentives, but they did tie them to a standard of affordable housing. So you only get the two additional incentives if you're meeting the maximum amount of affordable housing that the project could do. The second one was that they did not do anything on the objective development standards. They did a couple of other amendments that were unrelated to our requests. So, I don't know that we want to remove our opposition. Um, even though Cal Cities has gone to neutral, their argument for going to neutral is that it. Our position is that whatever the dentistry bonus is, it is not subject to ministerial approval. No change.
 
Watch Bill: 
 
1. AB 1164 (Ransom) Voter Bill of Rights. 
It repeals the California Voting Rights Act of 2001 and enacts a new version of that. It is sponsored by a very large group of Democratic voters. It eliminates the bi-district safe harbor that is in place today. It creates two new causes of action under voter suppression and vote dilution. It removes that requirement they have to live in the jurisdiction. It requires pre-clearance: a city with a court approved settlement admitting liability, they now have to go through a new process. Ms Ross expressed two concerns: for communities that have looked at districts or gone to districts, their protections are no longer there, so it opens up the ability to be sued over your districts and over the Voting Rights Act. Second, we think this sort of creates an open sort of season on Voting Rights Act on from all sides. Make sure it's on the agenda for next time as an acting item.
 
 
Bills with Position Status: 
 
AB 262 (Caloza) California Individual Assistance Act it's a pink alert for the California Housing and Homeless Agency. So they're trying to apply for homeless, female homeless individuals, a pink alert. So this is similar to like the silver alert for aging.

7. H. CHAIR'S REPORT - Chair Alice Fredricks noted the long-standing informal practice of the Chair having the ability to take a position on legislation in-between MCCMC legislative committee meetings if the need should arise (if consistent with positions taken during the session). Pat Eklund noted that the practice has been subject to two conditions: 1) Cal Cities has taken a position on the legislation or issue and 2) MCCMC has taken a position, but the legislation or issue has changed. The language needs to be tighter, clearer, have it in writing.


          I. CALENDAR 
                           Upcoming MCCMC Legislative Committee Meetings and Events:  
· Monday, August 24, 2026
· Monday, September 28, 2026
· Monday, October 26, 2026
(all to be held at the Larkspur Library)
J.  ADJOURN 
The meeting was adjourned at 9:25am.
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