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Note: Information contained in this report is accurate as of December 10, 2021. 
Bills added since the previous report are marked by an *asterisk. Substantive 
amendments are summarized in italics. Bill text, votes, analyses, and the current 
status of any bill may be viewed on the California Legislature’s Homepage at 
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/. This report can also be accessed through the 
Commission’s homepage at www.coastal.ca.gov. 

 

2022 Legislative Calendar 

Jan 1  Statutes take effect. 
Jan 3  Legislature reconvenes. 
Jan 10 Budget Bill must be submitted by Governor. 
Jan 14 Last day for policy committees to hear and report to fiscal committees 

fiscal bills introduced in their house during the 2021 session. 
Jan 21 Last day for any committee to hear and report to the floor bills introduced 

in that house during the 2021 session. Last day to submit bill requests to 
Legislative Counsel. 

Jan 31 Last day for each house to pass bills introduced during the 2021 session. 
Feb 18 Last day for bills to be introduced. 
April 7  Spring Recess begins upon adjournment. 

http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/
http://www.coastal.ca.gov/


 

2 

April 18 Legislature reconvenes from Spring Recess. 
April 29 Last day for policy committees to hear and report to fiscal committees 

fiscal bills introduced in their house. 
May 6 Last day for policy committees to hear and report non-fiscal bills 

introduced in their house. 
May 13 Last day for policy committees to meet prior to May 31. 
May 20 Last day for fiscal committees to hear and report to the floor bills 

introduced in their house.  
May 23-27 Floor session only. 
May 27 Last day for each house to pass bills introduced in that house. 
May 31 Committee meetings may resume. 
June 15 Budget Bill must be passed by midnight. 
June 30 Last day for a legislative measure to qualify for the November 8 General 

Election ballot. 
July 1 Last day for policy committees to meet and report bills. Summer Recess 

begins upon adjournment. 
Aug 1  Legislature reconvenes from Summer Recess. 
Aug 12 Last day for fiscal committees to meet and report bills. 
Aug 15-31 Floor session only. 
Aug 25 Last day to amend bills on the floor. 
Aug 31 Last day for each house to pass bills. Final Recess begins upon 

adjournment. 
Sept 30 Last day for Governor to sign or veto bills. 

PRIORITY LEGISLATION 

COASTAL ACT AMENDMENTS 

SB 627 (Bates) Coastal erosion: installation of shoreline protective devices: 
application process 
This bill would add Section 30237 to the Coastal Act, to require the Commission and 
local governments to approve the repair, maintenance, and construction of seawalls for 
residential development existing as of May 1, 2021, unless it is determined that the 
project constitutes a substantial threat to public health or safety. As a condition for 
approval, the applicant may be required to provide a “sand mitigation offset” not to 
exceed $25,000, or one percent of the assessed value of the property. If the 
Commission denies a sea wall pursuant to the findings required in the bill, or receives 
notice of a local denial, the Commission must inform the Legislature of its action within 
30 days with evidence supporting the denial. 

Introduced  02/18/21 
Status   Senate Natural Resources Committee. Hearing 01/05/22 
Position  Oppose 

https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220SB627
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220SB627
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AB 1408 (Petrie-Norris) Coastal resources: coastal development permits: fees 
This bill would authorize a city or county to waive or reduce the permit fee for a public 
access or restoration project at the request of an applicant. If a city or county rejects the 
request, the bill would authorize the applicant to submit the coastal development permit 
application directly to the commission. 

Introduced  02/19/21 
Status   Assembly Natural Resources Committee 
Position  Support 

SEA LEVEL RISE PLANNING/ADAPTATION 

AB 11 (Ward) Climate change: regional climate change authorities 
This bill would require the Strategic Growth Council to establish up to 12 regional 
climate change authorities by January 1, 2023, to coordinate adaptation and mitigation 
activities in their regions and coordinate w relevant stakeholders, and adopt guidelines 
that define regional climate authorities. The regional climate authorities, in cooperation 
with local agencies and regional stakeholders that choose to participate, would promote 
regional coordination, capacity-building, technical assistance and regional alignment of 
plans and program designed to address climate change impacts and risks. Once 
established, the authorities would: 

(1) Receive state and federal grants, hire staff, enter in Joint Power Agreements, 
establish governance procedures and policies, and would provide annual 
reports to the SGC on its activities. 

(2) Support the development of and updates of regional adaptation and mitigation 
plans, strategies, and programs, and provide technical assistance. 

(3) Support the implementation of regional adaptation and mitigation plans, 
strategies, and programs, including evaluating funding mechanisms and 
providing technical assistance. 

(4) Facilitate the exchange of adaptation and mitigation best practices, policies, 
projects, and strategies among participating local agencies and stakeholders. 

(5) Conduct activities to support ongoing coordination among local agencies and 
stakeholders, including convening working groups, organizing training 
opportunities, and creating mechanisms for collaboration. 

(6) Conduct educational activities for local agencies, decision-makers, key 
stakeholders, and the general public to increase their understanding of climate 
change risks and adaptation and mitigation solutions. 

(7) Administer grants to local agencies and eligible stakeholders. 

Introduced  12/07/20 
Last Amended 01/21/21 
Status   Assembly Natural Resources Committee 

https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220AB1408
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220AB11
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AB 50 (Boerner Horvath) Climate change: California Climate Adaptation Center 
and Regional Support Network: sea level rise 
This would establish the California Climate Adaptation Center and Regional Support 
Network within the Ocean Protection Council (OPC) to provide technical support and 
information to local governments on adapting to climate change impacts related to sea 
level rise. The bill would authorize 10 full-time staff positions within the OPC with 
expertise in planning, engineering, land use law, finance, and community outreach, and 
10 full-time staff in regional locations. This bill is a re-introduction of AB 1920 (Boerner 
Horvath) from 2020. 

Introduced  12/07/20 
Status   Assembly Natural Resources Committee 

AB 51 (Quirk) Climate change: adaptation: regional climate adaptation planning 
groups: regional climate adaptation plans 
This bill would require the Strategic Growth Council to establish guidelines for the 
formation of regional climate adaptation planning groups, and would require the CNRA 
and OES to develop criteria for the development of regional climate adaptation plans. 

Introduced  12/07/20 
Status   Assembly Natural Resources Committee 

AB 67 (Petrie-Norris) Sea level rise: working group: economic analysis 
This bill would require state agencies to take current and future sea level rise into 
account when planning, designing, building, operating, maintaining, or investing in state 
infrastructure located in the coastal zone or otherwise subject to flooding from sea level 
rise or storm surges. It would require the OPC, in consultation with the Office of 
Planning and Research, to establish a multi-agency working group to develop, among 
other things, a standardized methodology for conducting economic analyses of the risks 
and adaptation strategies associated with sea level rise. The bill would require state 
agencies to conduct a sea level rise analysis for any state-funded infrastructure project 
located in the coastal zone or otherwise vulnerable to flooding from sea level rise 
pursuant to that methodology. Amendments of 4/5/21 include BCDC’s jurisdiction, 
require that state agencies use the OPC’s sea level rise projections, and specify that 
new or expanded infrastructure project projects may only qualify for state funds if they 
are designed not to be vulnerable to sea level rise for the life of the project.  

Introduced  12/07/20 
Last Amended 04/05/21                                                                                          
Status   Assembly Appropriations Committee 

http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220AB50
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220AB50
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220AB51
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220AB51
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220AB67
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AB 111 (Boerner Horvath) San Diego Association of Governments: LOSSAN Rail 
Corridor: study 
This bill previously would have appropriated $5 million to the San Diego Association of 
Governments (SANDAG) to study alignment alternatives for the LOSSAN Rail Corridor 
in San Diego County. Amendments of 3/22/21 gutted the bill and amended it to concern 
a Clean Truck Infrastructure program. 

Introduced  12/17/20 
Last Amended 03/22/21                                                                                          
Status   Assembly Transportation Committee 

SB 418 (Laird) Sea level rise planning: database 
This bill would extend  the sunset on the statute that requires the Ocean Protection 
Council to develop and maintain a Sea Level Rise Planning Database on its website 
from January 1, 2023 to January 1, 2028. 

Introduced  02/12/21 
Last Amended 03/17/21                                                                                      
Status   Assembly Inactive File 

SB 449 (Stern) Climate-related financial risk 
As amended 4/22, this bill would require corporations, partnerships, LLCs, and other 
business entities to prepare a climate-related financial risk report by December 31, 
2022, and annually thereafter, and submit it to the Secretary of State for public posting 
on its website. 

Introduced  02/16/20 
Last Amended 04/22/21                                                                                          
Status   Senate Appropriations Committee 

http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220AB111
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220AB111
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220SB418
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220SB449
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AB 897 (Mullin) Office of Planning and Research: regional climate networks: 
climate adaptation and resilience action plans 
This bill would authorize local jurisdictions to establish regional climate networks, in 
consultation with the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR). It would also 
require OPR to develop guidelines for regional climate networks prepare regional 
climate adaptation action plans by July 1, 2022. The bill would direct OPR to establish 
geographic boundaries for regional climate networks, and publish guidelines on its 
website, and to provide technical assistance to regional climate networks in developing 
regional climate adaptation action plans. Amendments of 4/19/21 require a regional 
climate network to develop an action plan and submit it to OPR for review and 
comment. Amendments of 7/14/21 broaden the scope of the required plans to also 
include climate resilience and hazard mitigation planning, require OPR’s responsibilities 
under the bill to be carried out in consultation with the Office of Emergency Services, 
add tribes as entities eligible to participate in regional climate networks, add definitions 
of “under-resourced community” and “vulnerable community,” and make various 
technical amendments. 

Introduced  02/17/21 
Last Amended 07/14/21                                                                                           
Status   Senate Appropriations Committee 

AB 943 (Eduardo Garcia) California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006: 
Greenhouse Gas Reduction Fund: investment plan 
This bill would require state agencies administering competitive grant programs funded 
through the GGRF to give preferential points during grant application scoring for 
programs that improve air quality.  

Introduced  02/17/21 
Last Amended 03/11/21                                                                                           
Status   Assembly Natural Resources Committee  

https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220AB897
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220AB897
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220AB943
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220AB943
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AB 1384 (Gabriel) Resiliency Through Adaptation, Economic Vitality, and Equity 
Act of 2022 
This bill would require the Strategic Growth Council to develop a strategic resiliency 
framework that makes recommendations and identifies actions that are necessary to 
prepare the state for the most significant climate change impacts. The bill would require 
state agencies to engage with regional entities to implement regional solutions, and to 
proactively engage vulnerable communities who have been disproportionately impacted 
by climate change. The bill would authorize the Treasurer, and the financing authorities 
that the Treasurer chairs, to assist state agencies by leveraging public and private 
capital investment to help with loans and other incentives to attain the goals identified in 
the strategic resiliency framework. Amendments of 7/14/21 reassign the requirements of 
the bill from the Strategic Growth Council to the Natural Resources Agency in 
coordination with the Office of Planning and Research, require the Natural Resources 
Agency to develop timetables and metrics for measuring the state’s progress in 
implementing the Safeguarding California Plan, and require agencies to prioritize equity 
in climate change adaptation expenditures. Amendments of 8/26/21 would require the 
CNRA to release an updated draft of the Safeguarding California plan by January 1, 
2017, and update it every 3 years thereafter, and to identify opportunities to improve 
policy and budget coordination across jurisdictions. 

Introduced  02/19/21 
Last Amended 08/26/21                                                                                    
Status   Senate Inactive File 

 

COASTAL/OCEAN RESOURCES 

AB 30 (Kalra) Outdoor access to nature: environmental equity 
As amended, this bill would establish a state policy that access to nature and access to 
the benefits of nature is a human right and that every human has the right to safe and 
affordable outdoor access. The bill would require all relevant state agencies and 
departments, including the Natural Resources Agency and its respective departments, 
boards, and commissions to incorporate this state policy when revising, adopting, or 
establishing policies, regulations, and grant criteria. 

Introduced  12/07/20 
Last Amended 03/22/21 
Status   Assembly Appropriations Committee 

https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220AB1384
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220AB1384
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220AB30
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SB 54 (Allen) Plastic Pollution Producer Responsibility Act 
This bill would prohibit producers of single-use, disposable packaging or single-use, 
disposable food service ware products from selling or distributing such products that are 
after January 1, 2032, unless they are recyclable or compostable. 

Introduced  12/07/20 
Last Amended 02/25/21 
Status   Senate Inactive File 

SB 227 (Jones) Off-highway vehicles 
This bill would make several changes to the Public Resources Code dealing with off-
highway vehicles (OHVs). It would require the State Air Resources Board, in 
consultation with the Department of Parks and Recreation, to adopt a regulation by 
January 1, 2024, prescribing when competition motorcycles and all-terrain vehicles may 
operate on public lands to practice for sanctioned competition events. It would also 
require public land managers to administer off-highway vehicle competition practice in 
accordance Section 2415 of Title 13 of the California Code of Regulations. 
Amendments of 5/25/21 specify that the bill’s provisions would take effect January 1, 
2023. Amendments of 6/23/21 delete the provisions related to competition motorcycles 
on public lands, and delete the provision requiring the Air Board to adopt regulations 
pertaining to competition motorcycles and ATVs. 

Introduced  01/15/21 
Last Amended 06/23/21                                                                                         
Status   Assembly Appropriations Committee 

AB 303 (Rivas) Aquaculture: mariculture production and restoration: pilot 
program 
As amended, this bill would direct the CDFW to designate no fewer than five estuary or 
ocean tracts of 200 hectares (494 acres) each for the establishment of shellfish and 
seaweed mariculture projects as part of a pilot program. Bottom leases for tracts within 
the pilot areas would be issued within four months of application. Sublessees could be 
approved by a local government lessee without approval from the department, as long 
as CDFW was notified within two months of the sublease. The bill would confer sole 
regulatory and enforcement authority over the program and the pilot projects to CDFW. 
The Commission’s role would be limited to consulting with CDFW on their regulations 
for implementing the program. Amendments of 4/21/21 require CDFW to consult with 
the Coastal Commission and to delay implementation of the pilot program until sufficient 
data has been collected. 

Introduced  01/25/21 
Last Amended         04/21/21                                                                                            
Status   Assembly Natural Resources Committee. Hearing set 01/10/22  
Position  Recommend Oppose, Analysis Attached 
 

http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220SB54
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220SB54
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220SB227
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220AB303
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220AB303
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SB 413 (McGuire) Electricity: offshore wind generation facilities: site certification 
This bill would give the California Energy Commission exclusive authority over offshore 
wind generation facilities. The bill would require the Energy Commission to evaluate and 
mitigate impacts on indigenous peoples, fisheries, and local governments, and to 
research the effects of offshore wind generation development on native tribes, small 
local governments, and fisheries. 

Introduced  02/12/21 
Status   Senate Energy, Utilities, and Communications Committee 

SB 467 (Weiner) Oil and gas: hydraulic fracturing: acid well stimulation 
treatments, steam flooding, water flooding, or cyclic steaming: prohibition: job 
relocation 
This bill would revise the definition of “well stimulation treatment” and prohibit all 
hydraulic fracturing, acid well stimulation treatments, steam flooding, water flooding, 
cyclic steaming, or other well stimulation treatments beginning January 1, 2027. The bill 
would require the Geologic Energy Management Division (CalGEM) to develop and 
administer a program to identify oil and gas workers who have lost their jobs and to 
provide incentives to oil and gas well remediation companies to hire those workers for 
well remediation. Amendments of 3/22/21 prohibit issuance of a new or modified permit 
for oil and gas production within 2,500 feet of a home, school, daycare center, park, or 
playground. 

Introduced  02/16/21 
Last Amended 03/22/21                                                                                    
Status Senate Natural Resources and Water Committee 

AB 564 (Gonzalez) Biodiversity Protection and Restoration Act 
This bill would codify the Governor’s Executive Order N-82-20 to protect and conserve 
the state’s biodiversity, and conserve at least 30% of California’s land and coastal 
waters by 2030. It would establish a state policy that public agencies shall not approve 
projects as proposed that are inconsistent with or would impair the successful 
implementation of the order. 

Introduced  02/11/21 
Status   Assembly Accountability and Administrative Review Committee 

AB 622 (Friedman) Washing machines: microfiber filtration  
This bill would require all washing machines sold new in California to contain a 
microfiber filtration system with a mesh size of 100 microns or smaller by January 1, 
2024. 

Introduced  02/12/21 
Status   Assembly Environmental Safety and Toxic Materials Committee 

https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220SB413
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220SB467
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220SB467
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220SB467
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220AB564
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220AB564
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220AB622
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220AB622
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SB 624 (Hueso) Environmental Equity and Outdoor Access Act 
This bill would establish the Environmental Equity and Outdoor Access Act, establishing 
the state’s commitment to ensuring all Californians can benefit from, and have 
meaningful access to cultural and natural resources. The bill would authorize the CNRA 
and all departments, boards, conservancies, and commissions within the CNRA to take 
targeted actions that improve equitable access to the state’s public lands in ways that 
prioritize communities of color and other marginalized groups. Amendments of 6/21/21 
require the CNRA to submit a report to the Legislature by January 1, 2024 on 
implementation of the program. 

Introduced  02/18/21 
Last Amended 06/21/21                                                                                           
Status   Assembly Appropriations Committee 

AB 1279 (Muratsuchi) Coastal resources: sustainable kelp 
This bill would require the Ocean Protection Council to work with private and non-profit 
entities to promote sustainable kelp projects, and to review and assess data from 
ongoing research and pilot projects to identify knowledge gaps related to kelp forest 
ecosystems. 

Introduced  02/19/21 
Last Amended 03/25/21 
Commission Position Recommend Oppose, Analysis Attached                       

Status Senate Natural Resources and Water Committee                                                  

 

HOUSING 

SB 6 (Caballero) Local planning: housing: commercial zones 
This bill would deem a housing development an allowable use in retail commercial 
zoning that is not adjacent to an industrial use, if certain density requirements are met. 
This bill is a re-introduction of SB 1385 (Caballero) from 2020. Amendments of 3/8/21 
sunset the provisions of the bill on January 1, 2029. Amendments of 8/23/21 require the 
developer to certify that all contractors and sub-contractors will pay prevailing wage. 

Introduced  12/09/20 
Last Amended 08/23/21                                                                                          
Status   Assembly Housing and Community Development Committee 

https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220SB624
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220AB1279
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220SB6
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AB 115 (Bloom) Planning and zoning: commercial zoning: housing development 
This bill would require that a housing development in which at least 20% of the units are 
affordable for purchase or rent to lower income households, be an allowable use on a 
site designated in any element of the general plan for commercial uses, notwithstanding 
any inconsistent provision of a city’s or county’s general plan, specific plan, zoning 
ordinance, or regulations. 

Introduced  12/18/20 
Last Amended 04/20/21                                                                                          
Status   Assembly Local Government Committee 

AB 500 (Ward) Local planning: coastal development: affordable housing 
This bill would have amended Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 30213 to reinstate 
the Commission’s previous authority over housing for people of low and moderate 
income; add PRC Section 30252.2 to preserve and enhance higher density residential 
development in non-hazardous areas of the coastal zone; repeal PRC Section 30500.1 
prohibiting the inclusion of housing policies and programs in LCPs; and add PRC 
Section 30514(f) to require local governments to amend their LCPs to include 
streamlined measures for approving accessory dwelling units, junior accessory dwelling 
units, supportive housing projects, and 100% affordable housing projects by January 1, 
2024. Amendments of 8/31/21 limit the scope of the bill to only require LCP 
amendments, and add 100% affordable housing project, transitional housing, and low 
barrier navigation centers to the housing types to be included. 

Introduced  02/09/21 
Last Amended 08/31/21 
Status   Senate Inactive File 
Position  Support 

SB 621 (Eggman) Conversion of motels and hotels: streamlining 
This bill would provide for ministerial approval for the conversion of motels and hotels to 
multi-family housing, if the units have been vacant for at least six months, and the 
project provides for 10% affordable housing. The bill would not apply to motels and 
hotels in the coastal zone. Amendments of 4/5/21 delete the coastal zone exemption.  

Introduced  02/18/21 
Last Amended 04/05/21                                                                                          
Status   Senate Governance and Finance Committee 

http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220AB115
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220AB115
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220AB500
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220SB621
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220SB621
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AB 916 (Salas) Zoning: accessory dwelling units: bedroom addition 
This bill would prohibit a local government from requiring a public hearing for adding an 
additional bedroom to a single-family structure. It would require a local government to 
ministerially approve and application for not more than two ADUs on a lot with an 
existing multi-family building, with a height limit of 18 feet, provided the units are not 
attached to the main building.  

Introduced 02/01/21 
Last Amended  04/06/21                                                                            
Status Assembly Housing and Community Development Committee 

AB 964 (Boerner Horvath) Rental units: hosting platforms: coastal resources 
This bill would amend the Business and Professions Code to specify that an ordinance 
adopted by a city or county in the coastal zone to limit or prohibit short term vacation 
rentals does not constitute development under the Coastal Act, and as such, does not 
require a coastal development permit or an LCP amendment. 

Introduced 02/17/21 
Last Amended 03/18/21                                                                                          
Status   Assembly Natural Resources Committee 

AB 989 (Gabriel) Housing Accountability Act: appeals: Office of Housing Appeals 
This bill would create the Housing Accountability Committee within the Housing and 
Community Development Department. It would authorize the committee to hear appeals 
of proposed housing developments, and to vacate a local denial if it finds that the local 
agency disapproved or conditioned the project in violation of the Housing Accountability 
Act Government Code Section 65598.5. Amendments of 7/5/21 provide that the 
measure would sunset on January 1, 2029; specify that the appeal hearings shall be 
heard by a panel of 5 administrative law judges; provide that panel decisions are subject 
to judicial review; and specify the procedures for filing an appeal of a local agency 
action. Amendments of 8/18/21 limit the bill to housing developments of 5 units or more; 
specify that the statute of limitations does not begin until the final administrative action; 
reduce the size of the panel to 3 administrative law judges, and require the panel to 
render a written decision within 14 days of the appeal hearing. 

Introduced 02/18/21 
Last Amended 08/18/21                                                                                           
Status   Senate Inactive File 

WILDFIRES 

SB 12 (McGuire) Local government: planning and zoning: wildfires 
This bill would require local governments to amend their land use plans to include maps 
of any very high fire hazard areas within its jurisdictions upon each revision of its 
housing element after July 1, 2024. Within 12 months of any update, the local 
government must adopt a very high fire hazard risk overlay zone or otherwise amend its 
zoning ordinance to be consistent with the land use plan. Amendments of 5/4/21 require 

https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220AB916
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220AB916
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220AB964
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220AB964
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220AB989
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220AB989
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220SB12
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the State Fire Marshal to adopt wildfire risk reduction standards for developments in 
very high fire risk areas. Amendments of 7/1/21 narrow the bill to apply to residential 
structures only, as opposed to “development” generally. 

Introduced  12/07/20 
Last Amended 07/01/21 
Status   Assembly Housing and Community Development Committee 

SB 55 (Stern) Very high fire hazard severity: state responsibility area: 
development prohibition: supplemental height and density bonuses 
This bill would prohibit the creation or approval of new residential development in a very 
high fire hazard severity zone or a state responsibility area, unless a local agency has 
adopted a comprehensive, wildfire prevention and community hardening strategy. 
Amendments of 4/5/21 specify that the prohibition does not apply to repair or restoration 
of existing dwellings. Amendments also provide for an additional density bonus of 10-20 
feet for housing developments that are not located in a moderate, high, or very high fire 
hazard severity zone. 

Introduced  12/07/20 
Last Amended 04/05/21                                                                                                
Status   Senate Governance and Finance Committee  

AB 380 (Seyarto) Forestry: priority fuel reduction projects 
This bill would require CalFire, to determine what communities are at greatest risk of 
wildfire, based upon best available science and socioeconomic factors. CalFire would 
then identify priority fuel reduction projects by December 31, 2022, and update the list 
annually thereafter. The department would not be required to develop regulations to 
implement these provisions. 

Introduced  02/02/21 
Status   Assembly Natural Resources Committee 

SB 396 (Dahle) Forestry: electrical transmission or distribution lines: clearance: 
notice and opportunity to be heard 
As amended 9/3, this bill would authorize utility line operators, notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, to access private property to trim, cut or fell any hazardous trees 
to maintain safe clearance. The bill would also require the utility to notify the landowner, 
provide an opportunity to protest, preserve timber value of felled trees if possible, and 
leave wood on site unless asked to remove it. The bill would also require the California 
Office of Energy Infrastructure Safety, by July 1, 2024, to develop standardized 
landowner notice materials, and would require utilities to make a good faith effort to 
communicate with landowners about trimming activities. 

Introduced  02/02/21 
Last Amended 09/03/21                                                                                     
Status   Assembly Inactive File 

http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220SB55
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220SB55
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220AB380
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220SB396
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220SB396
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AB 1295 (Muratsuchi) Residential development agreements: very high fire risk 
areas 
This bill would prevent a local government from entering into a residential development 
agreement for a property in a very high fire risk area. 

Introduced  02/19/21 
Status   Assembly Local Government Committee 

TRANSPORTATION 

SB 307 (McGuire) North Coast Railroad Authority: County of Humboldt: state 
moneys 
As amended, this bill would prohibit use of state moneys for any project designed to 
rehabilitate, maintain, or repair an existing rail facility, including any rail terminal or other 
rail infrastructure, on the North Coast Railroad Authority’s right-of-way north of the City 
of Willits in Mendocino County. The bill also specifically prohibits state moneys from 
being spent for any new bulk coal terminal project in Humboldt County. 

Introduced  02/04/21 
Last Amended 09/09/21 
Status   Senate Rules Committee 

AB 1401 (Friedman) Residential and commercial development: remodeling, 
renovations, and additions: parking requirements 
This bill would prohibit a city or county from imposing minimum parking requirements on 
new development that is within one-half mile walking distance of public transit, or 
located within a low-vehicle miles traveled area. Amendments of 4/19/21 clarify that the 
bill would prohibit these provisions from reducing or eliminating the enforcement of any 
requirement to provide electric vehicle parking or handicapped parking. Amendments of 
6/21/21 prohibit a public agency from requiring additional parking for a remodel, 
renovation, or addition of a single-family residence. Amendments of 7/5/21 provide that 
the bill would not apply to counties with a population of less than 600,000 unless the 
public agency is a city with a population greater than 75,000. 

Introduced  01/19/21 
Last Amended 07/05/21                                                                                              
Status   Senate Appropriations Committee 

BONDS 

SB 5 (Atkins) Affordable Housing Bond Act of 2022 
This bill would state the intent of the Legislature to enact legislation that would authorize 
the issuance of bonds to finance housing-related programs that serve the homeless and 
extremely low-income and very low-income Californians. Amendments of 3/10/21 
authorize the issuance of bonds in the amount of $6.5 billion, and establishes the 
Affordable Housing Bond Act Trust Fund of 2022 within the State Treasury. 

https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220AB1295
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220AB1295
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220SB307
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220SB307
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220AB1401
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220AB1401
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220SB5
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220SB5


 

15 

Introduced  12/07/20 
Last Amended 03/10/21                                                                                                     
Status   Senate Housing Committee 

SB 45 (Portantino) Wildfire Prevention, Safe Drinking Water, Drought Preparation, 
and Flood Protection Bond Act of 2022 
This bill would enact the Wildfire Prevention, Safe Drinking Water, Drought Preparation 
and Flood Protection Bond Act of 2021  in the amount of $5.5 billion in General 
Obligation bonds to finance projects to restore fire-damaged areas, reduce wildfire risks, 
promote healthy forests and watersheds, reduce climate impacts on vulnerable 
populations, protect water supply and water quality, support regional climate resilience 
projects, protect rivers, lakes, and streams, reduce flood risk, protect fish and wildlife 
from climate impacts, improve climate resilience of agricultural lands, and protect 
coastal lands and resources. Amendments of 4/8/21 increase the total amount of the 
bond to $5,595,000,000. 

Introduced  12/07/20 
Last Amended 04/08/21                                                                                           
Status   Senate Inactive File 

AB 125 (Rivas) Equitable Recovery, Healthy Food Access, Climate Resilient 
Farms, and Worker Protection Bond Act of 2022 
This bill would state the intent of the Legislature to enact legislation that would authorize 
the issuance of bonds to support solutions to the climate crisis and recovery from the 
COVID-19 pandemic that would create a more equitable and resilient food and farming 
system. Amendments of 4/12/21 increase the total amount of the bond to 
$3,302,000,000. 

Introduced  12/18/20 
Last Amended 04/12/21 
Status   Assembly Natural Resources Committee 

AB 1500 (Garcia, Mullin) Safe Drinking Water, Wildfire Prevention, Drought 
Preparation, Flood Protection, Extreme Heat Mitigation, and Workforce 
Development Bond Act of 2022 
This bill would authorize the issuance of $6,700,000,000 in General Obligation Bonds to 
finance programs and activities specified. Relevant to the Coastal Commission, this 
measure would provide $30 million to the Coastal Commission, upon appropriation, for 
the Commission’s Local Government Assistance Grant Program to update LCPs. 
Amendments of 5/11/21 increase the total amount of the bond to $7,080,000,000. 

Introduced  02/19/21 
Last Amended 05/11/21                                                                                           
Status   Assembly Rules Committee 

STATE/LOCAL ADMINISTRATIVE ACTIONS 

http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220SB45
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220SB45
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220AB125
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220AB125
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220AB1500
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220AB1500
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220AB1500
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AB 2 (Fong) Regulations: legislative review: regulatory reform 
This bill would require the Office of Administrative Law to submit to the Legislature a 
copy of any major adoption, amendment, or repeal of any state agency regulation. Any 
such regulation would not become effective if the Legislature adopts a statute to 
override it. The bill would also require each state agency to review its regulations, 
identify any that are duplicative, overlapping, inconsistent, or out of date, to revise those 
identified regulations, and report to the Legislature and Governor by January 1, 2023.  

Introduced  12/07/20 
Status   Assembly Appropriations Committee 

SB 17 (Pan) Office of Racial Equity 
This bill would establish the Office of Racial Equity, and task the office with developing 
strategies for advancing racial equity across state agencies. The office would be 
required to develop a statewide Racial Equity Framework, in coordination with other 
agencies, to provide guidelines for inclusive policies and practices that reduce racial 
inequities, and to establish goals and strategies to advance racial equity and address 
structural racism. The bill would direct the Secretary of each state agency to adopt and 
implement a Racial Equity Action Plan, and would require the office to provide technical 
assistance to agencies, and approve each agency’s Racial Equity Action Plan. 
Amendments of 7/1/21 add a requirement for the Office to develop a Statewide Racial 
Equity Framework, and establish a Chief Equity Officer appointed by the Governor.  

Introduced  12/07/20 
Last Amended 07/01/21 
Status   Assembly Appropriations Committee 

AB 29 (Cooper) State bodies: meetings 
This bill would require that a state body must include all writings and materials provided 
for a noticed public hearing in connection with a matter subject to discussion or 
consideration at the meeting. The bill would require all writings and materials to be 
posted on the state body’s website no less than 10 days prior to the hearing. The bill 
would also require state bodies to provide all of the notice materials to any member of 
the public who requests such material in writing on the same day it is provided to 
members of the state body or within 72 hours of the meeting, whichever is earlier. This 
bill is a re-introduction of AB 2028 (Aguiar-Curry) from 2020. 

Introduced  12/07/20 
Status   Assembly Appropriations Committee 

AB 343 (Fong) California Public Records Act Ombudsperson 
This bill would create a Public Records Act Ombudsperson within the office of the State 
Auditor. The Ombudsperson’s office would receive requests to investigate cases where 
a member of the public believes a Public Records Act request has been improperly 
denied. The Ombudsman would have the authority to require the release of records 
found to be improperly denied. Agencies found to have improperly withheld records 
would be required to reimburse the Ombudsman’s office for its expenses. The bill would 

http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220AB2
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220AB2
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220SB17
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220AB29
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220AB343
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220AB343
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require the Ombudsperson to submit a report to the Legislature by January 1, 2023. 
Amendments of 5/24/21 revise the deadline for submitting the report to January 1, 2024.  

Introduced  01/28/21 
Last Amended 05/24/21                                                                                         
Status   Senate Judiciary Committee 

AB 833 (Quirk-Silva) State government: grants: administrative costs 
This bill would prohibit a local government from expending more than 5% of state grant 
funds for administrative costs.  

Introduced  02/17/21 
Status   Assembly Accountability and Administrative Review Committee 

AB 885 (Quirk) Bagley-Keene Open Meeting Act: teleconferencing 
This bill would require a state body that conducts a meeting by teleconference to make 
the public portion remotely observable both audibly and visually. If a state body 
conducting a meeting by teleconference is to adjourn and reconvene on the same day, 
the body would be required to provide instructions for how the public could observe the 
meeting both audibly and visually. Amendments of 3/24/21 require a state body 
conducting a meeting by teleconference to post the agenda at the designated location 
where members of the public may physically attend the meeting and participate. 

Introduced  02/17/21 
Last Amended 03/24/21                                                                                           
Status   Assembly Governmental Organization Committee  

AB 923 (Ramos) Government-to-Government Consultation Act: state-tribal 
consultation 
This bill would require the Executive Branch to consult on a Government-to-Government 
basis with a Tribe within 60 days of a request. It would require Agency directors to 
consider the need for tribal consultation before approving any agency policy. The bill 
would require the Governor’s Tribal Advisor to convene a council of tribal liaisons within 
each state agency to develop training on government-to-government consultations for 
agency directors, chairs, executive officers, and chief counsels. Training would be 
completed by January 1, 2023.  

Introduced  02/17/21 
Status   Assembly Appropriations Committee 

https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220AB833
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220AB833
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220AB885
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220AB923
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220AB923


 

18 

AB 1323 (Chiu) Department of Technology: modernization: state information 
technology contracts 
This bill would require all state agencies and entities to submit their IT service contracts 
to the Department of Technology by May 1, 2022. The Department of Technology would 
be required to analyze the contracts to identify candidates for statewide contracts for 
common uses, and would prioritize legacy IT system modernization efforts across state 
government. Amendments of 3/26/21 require the Department to work with the 
Legislature and the Legislative Analyst’s Office to modernize state government IT 
project approval and oversight. 

Introduced  02/19/21 
Last Amended 03/26/21 
Status   Senate Governmental Organization Committee 

 

 

BILL ANALYSIS 

AB 303 (Robert Rivas) 
As Amended 4/21/2021 

 
SUMMARY 
This bill would direct CDFW to designate at least five estuary or ocean tracts of 200 
hectares (494 acres) each for the establishment of commercial and/or restoration 
mariculture projects, and develop regulations for a pilot program to test alternative 
shellfish and seaweed mariculture production and restoration strategies. Bottom leases 
for tracts within the pilot areas, and associated ground leases, would be issued within 
four months of application, by either the State Lands Commission (SLC) or the 
California Fish and Game Commission (FGC), as applicable. Once leases were issued, 
project applicants would be able to proceed without any further permits, with the 
exception of permits required by the State Water Resources Control Board. All 
subsequent authority over the facilities and operations would be governed by 
regulations developed by the Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) in consultation 
with the Coastal Commission, Ocean Protection Council, SLC and the FGC.  

The effect would be the elimination of the Coastal Commission’s regulatory and 
enforcement authority over aquaculture projects in those areas. 

 

RECOMMENDED MOTION 
I move the Commission Oppose AB 303, and I recommend a Yes vote. 
 
PURPOSE OF THE BILL 
The author’s reasons for this bill include the need to make the aquaculture permitting 
process easier and less for applicants, under the theory that current regulatory 

https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220AB1323
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220AB1323
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220AB303
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220AB303
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requirements have stymied industry growth in California, and deregulation will fuel 
innovation. Additional reasons include facilitating ocean ecosystem species restoration, 
reduction of U.S. reliance on seafood imports; and sequestering carbon to reduce 
ocean acidification. 
 
EXISTING LAW 
Coastal Act Section 30100.2 cross-references the definition of “aquaculture” in Section 
17 of the Fish and Game Code, and establishes aquaculture facilities shall be treated as 
agricultural facilities and land uses in all planning and permit-issuing decisions governed 
by the Coastal Act. 
 
Coastal Act Section 30222.5 provides that any ocean-front property suitable for 
aquaculture shall be protected for that use, and any related facilities located on those 
sites shall be given priority. 
 
Coastal Act Section 30411 (c) establishes aquaculture as a coastal-dependent priority 
use that shall be encouraged; requires the Coastal Commission and local governments 
to provide for aquaculture sites in LCPs when identified by the Department of Fish and 
Wildlife for any uses that are consistent with the policies of the Coastal Act. 
 

Coastal Act Section 30411(d) requires any state agency owning or managing coastal 
zone land to make it available to aquaculture to the extent possible consistent with other 
provisions of law. 

Coastal Act Section 30612.5 required the Commission, by December 31, 2020, in 
consultation with CDFW and stakeholders, to develop guidance for applicants for 
coastal development permits for shellfish, seaweed, and other low-trophic mariculture 
production and restoration, to reduce time, cost and regulatory duplication associated 
with permitting. Guidelines available here: 
https://documents.coastal.ca.gov/assets/cdp/CDP%20Application%20Guidance_12.08.
20.pdf 
 

Fish and Game Code Section 15400 (a) authorizes the Fish and Game Commission to 
issue state water bottom leases for commercial aquaculture projects.  

Fish and Game Code Section 15400 (b) authorizes the Fish and Game Commission to 
issue state water bottom leases for open water fin fish aquaculture projects, subject to 
standards and regulations adopted by the Department.  

Fish and Game Code Section 15400 (c) provides for the authorization of restoration or 
enhancement plans for monitoring and protecting benthic habitat, pollution prevention 
and protection of wild fish stocks.  

https://documents.coastal.ca.gov/assets/cdp/CDP%20Application%20Guidance_12.08.20.pdf
https://documents.coastal.ca.gov/assets/cdp/CDP%20Application%20Guidance_12.08.20.pdf


 

20 

Fish and Game Code Section 15008(a) requires CDFW to prepare programmatic EIRs 
for existing and potential commercial aquaculture operations in both coastal and inland 
areas, provided funds are made available. 

Fish and Game Code Section 15008(b) requires a programmatic EIR for finfish 
aquaculture to meet additional standards, including CEQA review. 

 
PROGRAM BACKGROUND 

The Commission has permit jurisdiction for all types of development in state waters, 
including aquaculture facilities. Over the past decade, the Commission has processed 
between four to eight aquaculture applications per year.   

Of the dozens of permits, permit amendments and permit waiver applications for 
aquaculture operations the Commission has reviewed since the mid-1970s, only one 
has ever been rejected. That was a major proposed expansion of Coast Seafood 
Company’s operations in Arcata Bay, which, after the initial rejection, was modified to 
avoid areas of critical eelgrass habitat, and was subsequently approved by the 
Commission.   

As part of the 2013 California Shellfish Initiative’s effort to evaluate potential 
opportunities for improving regulatory efficiency, a statewide review of coastal 
development permits for aquaculture operations was conducted. This revealed 
that nearly all of the state’s 18 commercial shellfish businesses were out of compliance 
with Coastal Act requirements, either because they were operating outside the scope of 
their permits, or they had failed to seek/obtain permits prior to commencing operations.  

Rather than pursuing enforcement action, the Commission embarked on a multi-year 
compliance effort, reaching out to individual operators and offering assistance to bring 
their facilities into voluntary compliance. This highly-personalized, proactive approach 
resulted in the issuance of approximately two dozen separate Commission 
authorizations over a six year period, nearly all of which were approved unanimously 
through the Commission’s consent calendar, without any cessation of business 
operations. Prior to this effort, none of the many marine aquaculture operations being 
conducted outside of Humboldt Bay had been subject to CEQA review and no modern 
environmental protection requirements were being consistently implemented.  
Achievement of 100% Coastal Act compliance is on track within the next 12 to 
18 months. Although operators understandably may have preferred to operate without 
state oversight, their fully permitted, compliant operations now enjoy additional legal 
certainty, insurance benefits, funding eligibility, independent recognition of sustainability 
and environmental stewardship, etc. 

In December, 2020, the Commission published the CDP Application Guidance for 
Aquaculture and Marine Restoration. The guidance is intended to help applicants for 
marine aquaculture and restoration projects effectively navigate the CDP application 

https://documents.coastal.ca.gov/assets/cdp/CDP%20Application%20Guidance_12.08.20.pdf
https://documents.coastal.ca.gov/assets/cdp/CDP%20Application%20Guidance_12.08.20.pdf


 

21 

process and provide partner agencies and other stakeholders with a better 
understanding of the Commission’s CDP process as well as opportunities to coordinate 
with Commission staff. The guidelines were required by SB 262 (McGuire, 2019) which 
the Commission endorsed, and were widely supported by industry leaders and 
stakeholders who participated extensively in the drafting and review of the document.  
 
Over the past year, the Commission has utilized the Guidelines to work with applicants 
on the successful approval of the first open-ocean kelp cultivation facility off of the west 
coast, and processed several permit amendments authorizing changes to existing 
operations.  The Guidance has also been instrumental in providing extensive assistance 
to several companies with pending proposals and applications currently under review 
with planned hearing dates in early 2022. 
 
In September 2020, the OPC approved funding to promote sustainable aquaculture  
through the development of a Statewide Aquaculture Plan that will create a consistent, 
science-based framework and policy for marine aquaculture in California that protects 
habitats and biodiversity while supporting the state’s sustainable blue economy. Soon 
after, the OPC convened the Aquaculture Leadership Team (led by Secretary Crowfoot 
and comprised of programmatic staff of all state agencies involved in the regulation, 
permitting and development of aquaculture in California: the California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife, California Fish and Game Commission, California Coastal 
Commission, State Lands Commission, OPC, California Department of Food and 
Agriculture, California Department of Public Health and the State Water Resources 
Control Board) to co-develop a set of Aquaculture Principles to increase coordinated 
and transparent decision-making for sustainable aquaculture, which will serve as the 
foundation for the Plan.   
  
The “Guiding Principles for Sustainable Marine Aquaculture Principles” were publicly 
released in June, 2021, and the Plan is currently planned for completion by 2023. The 
Principles are centered on best available science, improved governance, effective 
planning and oversight, and protecting human health. Among other things, the 
Principles support taking  “a precautionary approach to siting, operating, and managing 
aquaculture projects to ensure sustainability”; Developing  “standardized, science-based 
approaches for siting, monitoring, and evaluating aquaculture operations”; 
“Establishment of an inter-agency working group  to increase coordination and 
collaboration among state and federal agencies,” and ensuring “full compliance with all 
existing local, state, public trust, and federal requirements for siting and operating 
aquaculture facilities.”  
  
The National Center for Ecological Analysis and Synthesis (NCEAS) at UC Santa 
Barbara and California Sea Grant, in close partnership with OPC staff, have also 
convened separate community and scientific listening groups which have each now met 
several times to help guide the development of the Action Plan.  
 

 
The National Center for Ecological Analysis and Synthesis (NCEAS) at UC Santa 
Barbara and California Sea Grant, in close partnership with OPC staff, have also 

https://www.opc.ca.gov/webmaster/_media_library/2021/06/Aquaculture-Principles-Public-20210604.pdf
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convened separate community and scientific listening groups which have each now met 
several times to help guide the development of the Action Plan. 
 
 
ANALYSIS 
Protecting ocean health is a state priority, and one of the primary mandates of the 
Coastal Act. Marine ecosystems host a diversity of habitats, including kelp forests, 
seagrass beds, sandy bottom, coral reefs, and thousands of species of marine, plants, 
fish, mammals, invertebrates, seabirds and turtles. Coastal biodiversity has cultural 
significance to many of the state’s Tribal communities and supports commercial and 
recreational fisheries, ecotourism, and recreation, helping drive California’s coastal 
economy. State waters include more than 50 state marine protected areas, three 
National Estuary Programs, over a dozen Areas of Special Biological Significance, three 
National Marine Sanctuaries, and Channel Islands National Park. It’s paramount that 
aquaculture facilities in both state and federal waters evaluate, avoid, and minimize 
impacts to ecological, economic and cultural coastal resources in California.  
 
When appropriately managed and sited, kelp and shellfish aquaculture operations can 
be sustainably run with minimal impacts to water quality, marine wildlife and habitat. But 
they also have the potential to negatively affect coastal resources by creating 
entanglement risk for whales and sea turtles; damaging or destroying habitat through 
placement of infrastructure; changing water quality and hydrodynamics, introducing 
chemicals (e.g. antibiotics, feed contaminants, nutrients, etc.), pathogens or invasive 
species; displacing productive fishing activities, and increasing marine debris and risk of 
navigation hazards including those related to shipping, commercial and recreational 
fishing, and recreational boating. To avoid these and other potential impacts, 
aquaculture operations must be carefully sited, planned and managed consistent with 
rigorous and proven standards and best practices, and independently overseen.   
 
The Coastal Act ensures that aquaculture projects are carried out in a manner that 
accounts for and protects sensitive natural resources, through the enforceable policies 
of Chapter 3. Like any other proposed development in state waters or on public 
tidelands, aquaculture projects must comply with Coastal Act resource protection 
policies through the coastal development permit process.  
 
The Commission is the only state agency with authority over aquaculture activities 
carried out on private, federal, state and granted tidelands.  As such, the Commission’s 
regulatory program allows for implementation of a consistent approach to aquaculture 
management statewide.  Without it, the state would be left with a patchwork of 
regulations, and different standards of review for similar projects based on arbitrary 
geographical location. 
  
This bill would eliminate the Coastal Commission’s long-standing regulatory authority 
and confer a Coastal Act exemption for both research and commercial aquaculture 
projects through a 15-year-long pilot program that would be carried out in five 
designated areas in state waters of at least 494 square acres each for a combined total 
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of nearly 2,000 acres. For reference, the total acreage currently in use across the entire 
state is less than 500 acres. The total proposed new lease area would be equal to four 
times the total amount of acreage currently in commercial use.  
 
This proposed new quasi-regulatory scheme raises the question of how sensitive 
coastal resources would be protected in practice, administratively. Although the bill 
requires the drafting of regulations to protect enumerated marine resources, there is no 
permit process by which to determine which regs apply to any given project. . With no 
permit to enforce, enforcement will be cumbersome.  If the regs are intended to be 
applied through lease terms, this will make the lease process exceedingly more 
complex. Leases don’t typically include the level of specificity that permits do, and if the 
leasing entity is required to make leases function like permits, this puts SLC and FGC 
into an entirely new regulatory role, greatly increasing the volume and complexity of the 
leasing process. This raises the question of how a regulatory system that has struggled 
to provide consistent oversight over an industry in California at a fraction of the 
proposed scale will be able to handle the additional, 2,000-acre burden. 
 

It also potentially creates an unfair business advantage over current operations 
adhering to existing permit conditions, as well as projects on granted tidelands which do 
not rely on either FGC or SLC leases, and will continue to adhere to higher standards of 
environmental protection including CEQA. Existing commercial operations and new 
operations located outside the five lease areas would presumably still be required to 
comply with the Coastal Act. But new operations within the lease areas would not, even 
if they were not actually experimenting with a new technique.  

 
The bill also encourages the department to site the pilot plots in areas with existing 
aquaculture operations, which raises the question of whether the pilot plots may overlap 
with existing leased areas. If that were to happen, it could raise questions about the 
applicability of the bill to existing, permitted operations, and whether those permits could 
be obviated through the issuance of a new lease. 
 
California doesn’t need to create a pilot a program to test de-regulation of the 
aquaculture industry in state waters. We already know what that looks like. Prior to 
2013, nearly all of California’s aquaculture facilities were non-compliant. Without 
consistent oversight due to limited state resources, operations had expanded far 
beyond their lease areas, utilizing non-authorized species and equipment. This was 
causing damage to coastal and marine resources, contributing significant amounts of 
untraceable plastic marine debris, putting California native wildlife at risk, and creating 
conflicts with other uses of state waters, including in some cases dangerous 
navigational and public health risks. Over the course of a decade, the Coastal 
Commission has worked diligently and collaboratively with growers to bring their 
individual operations into compliance with the Coastal Act, without issuing fines or 
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penalties, or closing any facilities1.  
 

For instance, some operations in Morro Bay, Tomales Bay and Carlsbad never 
underwent CEQA review or any other type of comprehensive environmental impact 
analysis prior to the coastal development permitting process. Prior to the Commission’s 
permitting review, issues associated with marine debris, loss and damage to eelgrass 
habitat, vehicle use in intertidal mudflats, disposal of shell debris in intertidal mudflats, 
use of unauthorized cultivation methods and species and general lack of regulatory 
compliance were becoming increasingly problematic and generating public concern and 
vocal opposition.  Through the Commission’s CDP review process, best management 
practices, protective measures and regulatory oversight measures to protect coastal 
resources were implemented through approved permit conditions with minimal to no 
disruption to ongoing operations. 

Perhaps the most spectacular example of unregulated underwater experimentation on 
an aquaculture lease occurred from 1988-1993 when the founder of the Marine Forests 
Society (MFS), Rudolphe Streichenberger, obtained a conditional lease from FGC and 
proceeded to construct a 10-acre thicket of old tires, PVC pipe, concrete blocks, nylon 
ropes, plastic mesh, Styrofoam and empty milk jugs on a subtidal parcel off the Balboa 
Peninsula. These “kelp bio-structures” and “mussel columns” were within close 
proximity to the Orange County sewage outfall.  Nevertheless, the project was intended 
to demonstrate the viability of waste products to support cheap protein to “feed the 
world.”  Not surprisingly, aside from the inherent problems associated with using 
discarded tires as the basis for an artificial reef, the project was not successful, and 
began to degrade and break apart almost immediately. 

In October of 1994 the Department declared the lease abandoned, due to the operator’s 
failure to provide required reports, but the materials remained. Yet in March of 1995, the 
City of Newport Beach granted a Harbor Permit to the MFS to construct a different 
similar reef adjacent to the original project. Both projects were constructed with bottom 
leases, but no CDP. 

Finally in 1999, the Coastal Commission initiated an enforcement action against MFS 
for unpermitted development. After a stretch of protracted litigation, the derelict 
materials, including over 30,000 use tires, were removed pursuant to the Commission’s 
enforcement order. 

Admittedly, this is an extreme example, and unlikely to be repeated. But the larger point 
here is that between the MFS enforcement case and the Commission’s successful 

                                            
1
 In doing so, the Commission also created a clear pathway for future authorization of additional 

aquaculture development by providing consistent direction and a wide suite of examples of the types of 
operations, equipment, and locations it found consistent with the Coastal Act’s resource protection 
policies and the types of resource protection measures and best management practices necessary to 
help ensure that consistency.  These examples and pathway to successful permitting are provided and 
described in detail in the Commission’s December 2020 CDP Application Guidance for Aquaculture and 
Marine Restoration.  
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compliance efforts, the Coastal Act has been adding value from the perspective of both 
sustainable production and resource protection. 

This bill would remove the Commission, the industry’s primary regulator, from any 
permitting or enforcement role over new operations. Environmental oversight would be 
the sole responsibility of CDFW, through regulations that may or may not include 
Coastal Act policies, but in any case would be enforced without the direct application of 
permit conditions, by a public agency that has never been tasked with Coastal Act 
implementation, analysis or legal review. This would be an obtuse, byzantine approach 
to regulation that would likely lead to greater confusion, inconsistent application of 
environmental policies and limited accountability.  

 
Faulty Premise 
Based on the bill’s findings, as well as previous testimony in the Water Parks and 
Wildlife Committee, the purported need for this bill is at least partially founded on a 
series of false premises, including that: 

 

 California’s current regulatory regime is responsible for limiting future growth in 
the aquaculture industry. 
 

No evidence has been provided in support of this premise. Aquaculture is a priority use 
under the Coastal Act, and the Commission has approved every application it has ever 
received. Currently, 5,700 acres of bottom land is already available for development 
under existing leases, yet only about 8% (491 acres) is under active cultivation, 
suggesting supply currently outpaces demand. Until recently, the FGC hadn’t received a 
single application for a new lease in over 30 years. All commercial expansion during 
that time has predominantly occurred  in federal waters, on granted 
tidelands, onshore, or through amendments to existing leases which the FGC has 
processed and the Coastal Commission has approved.  
 
 Without doubt, the current system of considering and issuing new aquaculture leases 
on state tidelands is in need of reconsideration.  As demonstrated by the recent 
moratorium on new leases, FGC hasn’t been provided with adequate resources to 
expeditiously evaluate and bring forward new lease applications for consideration.  
Removing the Commission’s permitting authority will not only fail to address this issue, it 
will further impede FGC’s efforts by increasing its workload while removing one of its 
key management partners.   
 

 Mariculture and aquaculture can provide significant benefits to ocean health by 
improving water quality, reducing ocean acidification and increasing carbon 
sequestration. Therefore, permits should be eliminated for the sake of 
expediency. 
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Research into the carbon sequestration potential of aquaculture has shown some 
promising early results. But there are still substantial knowledge gaps, as well as 
conflicting data and interpretation. Further research and experimentation on ways to 
improve ocean health through low-tropic mariculture is warranted, and the Commission 
fully supports that goal as well as the restoration of native kelp, coral, and invertebrate 
populations. The recently approved, 16-acre, experimental project in federal waters 
should provide valuable new data to advance the goal of restoring kelp forests. 

Although restoration/research applications are relatively rare, Commission is not aware 
of any dissatisfaction with the current lease/permit process for research projects. 
Because of SLC’s CEQA review, which presumably will not change pursuant to this bill, 
the Coastal Commission typically issues CDPs for research and restoration projects in 
an average of four months. Removing the Coastal Commission’s authority, and instead 
requiring the SLC to play the role of regulator as well as land lord, is unlikely to result in 
time savings and may even delay the currently efficient process. 

Through its regulatory review process, the Coastal Commission has pioneered new 
methods to identify and track aquaculture-related marine debris to its place of origin, 
allowing the agency to design mitigation measures to minimize losses.  The 
Commission has also required additional safeguards for marine mammals, and 
prevented the introduction of potentially invasive species.   

 

 The US imports 90% of its seafood. Reducing permitting costs and streamlining 
the regulatory process will promote sustainable local seafood production that will 
reduce reliance on imports from countries with lower environmental standards. 

 
This statement conflates shellfish grown in California (primarily oysters and mussels) 
with all other types of seafood, obscuring the fact that the U.S. is also the 4th largest 
exporter of seafood as well, and the largest producer of seafood among developed 
countries. Domestic seafood imports are driven largely by our affinity for farmed shrimp, 
farmed salmon and canned tuna, not shellfish.  In fact, Americans consume less than 
one pound per year, per capita, of the seafood produced through aquaculture in 
California.  Unless it is combined with a radical and unprecedented change in consumer 
behavior and eating preferences, it is difficult to see how cultivation of more oysters and 
mussels in California will lead to a reduction in seafood imports.    
 

http://www.fao.org/in-action/globefish/countries/countries/usa/usa-trade/en/  

https://www.fas.usda.gov/data/us-fish-and-seafood-exports-reach-record-levels 

 
In addition, the 90% figure implies that only 10% of the seafood consumed in the US 
comes from US waters. In fact, due to complex global supply chains, low tariffs and 
labor costs, it’s not uncommon for seafood caught in the US to be exported for 
processing and then reimported for consumption. According to the National Academy 
of Sciences, it is likely that as much of 38% of the seafood consumed in the US is 
domestic in origin. 

http://www.fao.org/in-action/globefish/countries/countries/usa/usa-trade/en/
https://www.fas.usda.gov/data/us-fish-and-seafood-exports-reach-record-levels
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https://www.pnas.org/content/116/19/9142 

 

So while it’s true that a majority of the seafood Americans eat is foreign-sourced, it’s 
also true that a third of what we catch and produce in the US is sold to foreign 
countries, because seafood, like oil and beef, is a global commodity. Essentially, the 
U.S. is exporting our high-value, mostly wild-caught seafood to other counties, and 
importing lower-value, mostly farmed species such as shrimp and salmon which 
cannot be grown in California ocean waters.  

Opinion | Why Are We Importing Our Own Fish? - The New York Times 

(nytimes.com) 

As we have learned with virtually every other global agricultural commodity, 
deregulation will not end or significantly diminish seafood imports and exports. 
Shellfish, the only type of seafood currently farmed in California waters, are 
essentially a luxury food item, and make up a miniscule percentage of this trade. Of 
the top ten marine species consumed in the U.S. the only shellfish species is clams, 
at #10, with less than one third of a pound per person consumed per year.  

https://progressivegrocer.com/10-most-popular-fish-make-90-volume 

 
Singled Out 
The bill purports to streamline aquaculture permitting by centralizing oversight authority 
with CDFW. The fact sheet states: 

 
“Nearly a dozen agencies – including the Department of Fish & Wildlife, Coastal 
Commission, State Lands Commission, Fish & Game Commission, State Water 
Resources Control Board, United States Army Corps of Engineers, and many 
more – need to sign off on every aspect of a proposed project, a process that can 
take years or even decades”  

 
Yet, the Coastal Commission is the only agency appearing on that list that is being 
targeted for elimination. The Fish and Game Commission and State Lands Commission 
will still issue leases, the SWRCB will still require discharge permits, CDFW will still 
oversee compliance with lease terms and regulations, and the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers will not be affected, although the state will explore options for state 
verification. It appears that the Coastal Commission is the only entity whose authority is 
being eliminated, which will be offset by increased responsibilities on CDFW. 
 
All of California’s regulatory agencies have institutional expertise and unique statutory 
authority to protect public health the public trust resources. Eliminating interagency 
participation in the regulatory review process and concentrating all responsibility on one 
department is inappropriate, ill-advised, and would place CDFW in an awkward position 

https://www.pnas.org/content/116/19/9142
https://www.nytimes.com/2014/06/22/opinion/sunday/why-are-we-importing-our-own-fish.html
https://www.nytimes.com/2014/06/22/opinion/sunday/why-are-we-importing-our-own-fish.html
https://progressivegrocer.com/10-most-popular-fish-make-90-volume
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of attempting to enforce Coastal Act policies, through regulations based on a statute 
which they don’t otherwise implement. This is analogous to eliminating streambed 
alteration permits, in favor of designating the Coastal Commission as the sole regulator 
of in-stream flows and riparian habitat through regulations. 

 
Non-Native Invasives 
The bill limits pilot restoration projects to native species of shellfish and seaweed, but 
allows for the commercial production of non-native species, including Pacific oysters 
and Manila clams. Neither is native to California waters, and both have proven to be 
invasive in portions of California and many parts of the world. The Commission has 
prohibited cultivation of reproductively viable adult Manila clams in Humboldt Bay due to 
documented evidence that they can form large self-sustaining populations that persist in 
the wild. Pacific oysters are even more problematic. From the Commission’s Guidance 
Document: 
 
“Pacific oysters are the most commonly cultivated shellfish species in California and 
have been the focus of increasing scrutiny in recent years by the Commission and other 
natural resource agencies, including NOAA’s Office of National Marine Sanctuaries. In 
many other parts of the world where Pacific oysters are also non-native (Australia, 
South Africa, parts of South America and Europe) they have escaped cultivation and 
been able to persist in the wild. As noted by CDFW in its California Non-native 
Estuarine and Marine Organisms (Cal-NEMO) database: 

A repeated pattern in different regions has been for [Pacific oysters] to go from 
being largely confined to culture areas, with only sporadic and limited 
reproduction, to becoming a major biomass component and ecosystem engineer. 
This process, which has taken 3-10 decades, has occurred in British Columbia 
and Washington State (Quayle 1969; Klinger et al. 2006; Kelly et al. 2008; Padilla 
2010), the North Sea in Europe (Diederich 2005; Beukema and Dekker 2011), 
the Atlantic coast of Patagonia (Escapa 2004), Hawaii (Carlton and Eldredge 
2009), and Australia (Krassoi et al. 2008). The transition from cultured hatchery- 
dependent populations, to feral self-sustaining populations complicates the 
assignment of dates of invasion.  

The discussion on Cal-NEMO also addresses the types of economic and ecological 
impacts seen around the world from the establishment of Pacific oysters in the wild and 
how this establishment can pose risks to native shellfish populations and habitats. The 
document describes the Pacific oyster as “a highly successful invader, and a powerful 
ecosystem engineer, creating complex reefs, replacing native shellfish, and altering 
estuarine food webs through suspension-feeding (Herbert et al. 2016).” Other research 
indicates that the Pacific oyster is identified as an invasive species in 17 of the 66 
countries where it has been cultured. 

For many years, the dominant thinking in California was that Pacific oysters were not 
capable of successfully spawning and settling here (likely due to the lack of necessary 
water temperatures). However, surveys and research published in 2012 and 2015 
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identified persistent populations of Pacific oysters outside of cultivation on Catalina 
Island and from Los Angeles Harbor south to the Tijuana River Estuary. Observations of 
Pacific oysters growing outside of cultivation have also been made in Tomales Bay, and 
a focused eradication effort for Pacific oysters was carried out in San Francisco Bay in 
the mid-2000s. Research indicates that, prior to the past several years, this 
conspicuous species of shellfish had never before been recorded in the wild in such 
abundance in these locations, providing strong evidence that it is capable of 
successfully recruiting when reproductively viable populations are present and 
appropriate environmental conditions appear… 

Pacific oysters are currently included on CDFW’s list of species approved for 
aquaculture. Given recent research and observations that demonstrate the species’ 
ability to escape from cultivation, the Commission staff believes it is time to re-examine 
the CDFW-approved species list through a scientific evaluation that includes input, 
recommendations and guidance from aquatic invasive species experts. Such an 
evaluation should include Pacific oysters as well as other commonly cultivated non-
native species such as Manila clams and Mediterranean mussels and could be 
addressed by the Ocean Protection Council as part of its efforts to develop a California 
Aquaculture Plan. A new evaluation could also expedite the environmental review 
process by providing the agencies with state-of-the-art information and analysis needed 
to support their recommendations and decisions, including about the observed and 
potential impacts of Pacific oyster and other non-native shellfish aquaculture species 
colonization in California.” (Pp 33-35) 

The foregoing discussion regarding the cultivation of invasive non-native species, 
codifying the list of approved species in advance of the state plan is premature and 
potentially ill-advised. 

 
CEQA Drift 

A thorough and robust CEQA process provides the informational foundation necessary 
for the Commission’s permitting process to proceed smoothly. All existing leases were 
issued before either before CEQA was enacted in 1970, or before the law was 
understood to apply to aquaculture leases. With no CEQA document to rely on, as has 
been the case for several existing commercial lease renewals, expansions and 
amendments, the Commission’s CDP process must necessarily require the applicant to 
provide the relevant information that should have been analyzed at the initial leasing 
phase. This has created the impression that the Coastal Commission is requiring 
onerous, duplicative environmental data and alternatives analysis, when in fact it is 
seeking information necessary to adequately determine, and avoid or mitigate, impacts 
associated with the proposed project. 

In contrast, bottom leases issued by the State Lands Commission for research-related 
aquaculture projects and all other bottom leases for state tidelands are issued pursuant 
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with an appropriate environmental document (EIR, MND or ND). As a result, the 
Commission is able to act on these CDP applications in an average of four months. 

If this bill becomes law, the prospects for CEQA compliance are unclear. The State 
Lands Commission is likely to continue to conduct CEQA at the leasing stage. The FGC 
intends to conduct CEQA review for all new leases and lease expansions, but does not 
yet have the ability to contract for these services. But the requirement to issue the lease 
within four months, combined with the new obligation to assume the regulatory 
responsibilities of the Coastal Commission, creates an unrealistic and unachievable 
timeframe for final action for both SLC and FGC.  

 
In 2020, the FGC chose to adopt temporary moratorium on new commercial leases, for 
a variety of reasons, including resource constraints. Similarly, CDFW has staff capacity 
and other issues which have for years been barriers to their efforts to complete a 
programmatic EIR as required by SB 201 (Simitian, 2006). Instead, FGC (and the 
RWQCBs) rely on the Coastal Commission’s subsequent CEQA-equivalent CDP 
process. The FGC has been able to forego lead agency responsibilities under CEQA in 
some cases because the Coastal Commission’s certified regulatory program takes care 
of that obligation.  
 
While this is not the Commission’s preferred scenario, and is largely the reason the 
agency gets labeled as “obstructing” the development of new aquaculture projects, the 
Commission’s CDP process does ensure that environmental impacts are fully analyzed, 
alternatives are considered, and enforceable standards and monitoring requirements 
are built into every approved aquaculture project. 
 
Without Coastal Act review, CEQA obligations will fall squarely back on FGC, and 
presumably CDFW. Four months is not nearly enough time for a lead agency to conduct 
the environmental review necessary for the issuance of a bottom lease, particularly if 
the leases would have to regulate the development itself, address all of the issues 
identified in the new regulations, and contain all requirements previously addressed 
through CDPs. Leases do not typically contain specific project requirements and 
mitigation measures. This would create a new, and significant, additional workload for 
both the Fish and Game Commission and the State Lands Commission. Conferring 
significant additional responsibilities on the Fish and Game Commission, through a 
cumbersome requirement to address, mitigate or avoid all potential environmental 
impacts at the leasing stage while severely truncating the timeline in which to do so, at a 
time when the FGC has struggled to meet its current lease-related workload demands, 
is a proposal that is deeply disconnected from reality. 
 

Acknowledging the staffing and resource challenges of other agencies in this space, the 
Commission’s involvement has actually helped facilitate an interagency partnership 
approach to oversight and compliance that has allowed all agencies to share the 
workload.  While it’s become clear that no single agency has fully adequate staffing 
resources to provide the assistance and oversight that both the industry and public 
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expect, we’ve been able to show this can be accomplished through partnership and 
coordination amongst the various state federal agencies.   

 

Stronger Together 

Commission staff have a long history of interagency coordination to increase 
communication and efficiency, as evidenced most recently by the publication of the 
CDP Application Guidance for Aquaculture and Marine Restoration and the Guiding 
Principles for Sustainable Marine Aquaculture Principles. 
 
The Commission is an active participant in the interagency Aquaculture Leadership 
Team, which is overseeing the development of the Statewide Aquaculture Action Plan. 
When complete, this plan will be another foundational policy tool for guiding the state’s 
approach to 21st Century Aquaculture.  
 
Which suggests that the state’s current effort to support expanded aquaculture activity 
without sacrificing rigorous environmental protection standards is already well underway 
and may better meet the perceived need for this measure. 

CONCLUSION   

This bill is based on a false premise: namely that the requirements of the Coastal Act 
are responsible for hindering industry growth in California, and therefore, regulatory 
relief from the Coastal Act is necessary in order to promote expansion of the 
aquaculture industry and encourage marine restoration projects. But the Coastal 
Commission’s track record with gaining shellfish industry compliance, as well as 
producing and publishing the widely supported Aquaculture Guidelines for Applicants 
demonstrates that aquaculture projects can operate successfully while also adhering to 
Coastal Act resource protection standards. While it’s no surprise that any regulated 
industry would prefer less oversight, the justification for eliminating the Commission’s 
jurisdiction in state waters, the most critically sensitive habitat in the coastal zone, is not 
supported by the facts. Nor has the need to reduce processing times for non-
commercial research projects been demonstrated.  
 
In fact, the state’s most obvious challenge to approving new aquaculture facilities is the 
FGC’s challenge with evaluating and considering applications for new leases, which 
stems from a lack of staff resources and limited authority to seek reimbursement for 
CEQA-related expenses from applicants. This has been demonstrated by the recent 
moratorium on new lease applications and the many years FGC has taken to carry out 
an initial review for the three lease applications it has received. 
 
A more effective approach to streamlining the permitting process would be to provide 
the necessary resources and authority to the Fish and Game Commission to process 
new applications and conduct CEQA review on commercial bottom leases, or to shift all 

https://documents.coastal.ca.gov/assets/cdp/CDP%20Application%20Guidance_12.08.20.pdf
https://www.opc.ca.gov/webmaster/_media_library/2021/06/Aquaculture-Principles-Public-20210604.pdf
https://www.opc.ca.gov/webmaster/_media_library/2021/06/Aquaculture-Principles-Public-20210604.pdf
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leasing responsibility to the State Lands Commission which has considerable, existing 
capabilities regarding CEQA-compliance.   
 
SUPPORT        
Aquarium of the Pacific, California Aquaculture Assn, Climate Center, Green Wave, Hog 
Island Oyster Co., The Nature Conservancy, Pacific Coast Shellfish Growers Assn., 
Port of Los Angeles, Port of San Diego, Ventura Port District. 
  
OPPOSITON 
California Coastal Protection Network; Center for Biological Diversity, Coastwalk 
California; Environmental Action Committee of West Marin, Environmental Defense 
Center; Friends of the Earth, Heal the Bay, Northwest Atlantic Marine Alliance, Sierra 
Club California.  
 
RECOMMENDED POSITION 
Staff recommends the Commission Oppose AB 303.  
 


