Protecting People Experiencing Homelessness from Criminalization
House Bill 2489: Sponsors: Representatives Gregerson, Peterson, Farivar, Reed, Taylor, Parshley, Salahuddin, Obras, Ryu, Mena, Doglio, Macri, Thai, Ormsby, Street, Hill, Scott, Ramel, Thomas, Berry, Fosse, Simmons, Zahn, Goodman and Bergquist
Current Progress: Heard in Housing Jan 20; scheduled for exec Jan 27
Brief Summary of Bill
Designed to establish statewide standards to protect homeless people from being punished for performing necessary, life-sustaining activities in public.
In specific:
· A city, town, or county may not adopt or enforce any law that penalizes someone for engaging in life sustaining activities on public property UNLESS the city or town can show shelter space was available
· Any action taken in violation of the above is invalid.
· If someone is charged anyways, people are allowed to use this as their defense – that they were performing life sustaining activities AND that no shelter was available.
·  Courts shall then dismiss all charges
Notes: 
· Stated specifically that nothing in this bill is acknowledging a right to shelter.
· Defines “adequate shelter” which includes things like available in the city, town, or county, doesn’t cost, only requires one application, and so on.
Pros (Supporters’ Perspective): This approach affirms that poverty should not be treated as a crime and aligns with constitutional and human rights principles; statewide consistency instead of local patchwork; redirects resources toward solutions proven to reduce homelessness; reduces harmful displacement through sweeps, fosters stability for outreach efforts
Cons (Critics’ Perspective): Erodes local control, ignores regional differences; definition of adequate shelter is too demanding, requiring acceptance of pets, partners, personal belongings, and no behavioral health requirements; encampments could proliferate; potentially diverts housing resources into lawsuits. 
Based in part on a summary by Microsoft Copilot. 
