
 
 

MEETING AGENDA 

Monday, April 17, 2017 

Realtor House, 26529 Jefferson Ave, Murrieta 

Presiding: Don Murray, Chair 

2017 Strategic Initiatives 

Budget & Tax Reform / Job Creation and Retention / Healthcare / Infrastructure & The Environment/ Public Safety 

 

Call to Order, Roll Call & Introductions: 12:00 p.m.  

Chair Report 

Approval of Minutes            Action 

Legislative Report #4                                                   Action 

 

1.  AB 1100 (Chen) Taxation: homeowners’ exemption and renters’ credit  

2. AB 890 (Medina) Local land use initiatives: environmental review. 

3. AB 182 (Waldron) Heroin and Opioid Public Education (HOPE) Act. 

4. AB 42 (Bonta) Bail: pretrial release. 

5. SB 10 (Hertzberg) Bail: pretrial release. 

6. SCA 6 (Wiener) Local transportation measures: special taxes: voter approval. 

7. AB 1316 (Quirk) Public health: childhood lead poisoning: prevention. 

8. AB 421 (Santiago) Hazardous substances: liability: responsible parties. 

9. AB 1716 (Committee on Jobs, Economic Development, and the Economy) Sales and use taxes: 

exemption: manufacturing income taxes: credit: jobs and investment. 

Guest Speaker/Presentation     Rick Bishop, Exec. Dir. WRCOG. TUMF update      Information 

Speaker and Chamber Announcements                        Information 

Our lunch sponsor   IE Commerce Business to Business               Thank You 

 

Adjourn – Next Meeting May 22, 2017  

 

 

Follow us on  :    

 

 

The Southwest California Legislative Council Thanks Our Partners: 

 

Southwest Riverside Country 

Association of Realtors      

Metropolitan Water District of Southern 

California 

Elsinore Valley Municipal Water District 

CR&R Waste Services 
Abbott Vascular 

Temecula Valley Chamber of Commerce 

Murrieta Chamber of Commerce 

Lake Elsinore Valley Chamber of 

Commerce 

Wildomar Chamber of Commerce 

Menifee Valley Chamber of Commerce 
Perris Valley Chamber of Commerce 

Commerce Bank of Temecula Valley 

California Apartment Association 

Southwest Healthcare Systems  
Temecula Valley Hospital 

EDC of Southwest California 

Paradise Chevrolet Cadillac 

The Murrieta Temecula Group
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Meeting Minutes 

Monday, March 20, 2016 

2017 Chair: Don Murray 

Legislative Consultant: Gene Wunderlich 

Directors Attendance: 
 Adam Ruiz 

 Alex Braicovich 

Ali Mazarei 

Andy Morris 

Ben Benoit 

 Brad Neet 

Carl Johnson 

 Darci Castillejos 

 Denee Burns 

 Dennis Frank 

 Don Murray 

 Eric Cross 

 Gene Wunderlich 

Greg Morrison 

 Joan Sparkman  

John Kelliher 

Judy Guglielmana 

 Kassen Klein 

 

 

Chamber Executives/Guest Attendance
 Alice Sullivan 

 Andy Abeles 

 Baldev Singh Vij 

 Connie Lynch 

 Corinne Awad 

 Daneen Ashworth 

 Darrell Connerton 

 Debbie Herrera 

 Deni Horne 

 Dwight Cromie 

 Emily Padilla 

 Glenn Miller 

 Jeff Bott 

 John Hunneman 

 Kayla Charters 

 Ken Dickson 

 Kim Cousins 

 Kimberly Niebla 

 Laura Turnbow 

 Meggan Valencia 

 Myke Munroe 

 Patrick Ellis 

 Patti Arlt 

 Randi Johl-Olsen 

 Roxanne Rountree 

 Sundae Sayles 

 Tim Dalton 

 Tom Stinson 

 Tom Summers 

 Walter Wilson 

 

Approval of Minutes                                                                                                                                Action 
Motion to approve minutes seconded and carried. 

Legislative Report #3 2017                                                                                                                           Action 

1. SB 49 (DeLeon) California Environmental, Public Health and Workers Defense Act of 2017  

This bill would prohibit state or local agencies from amending or revising their rules and regulations 

implementing state laws to be less stringent than the baseline federal standards and would require specified 
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agencies to take prescribed actions to maintain and enforce certain requirements and standards pertaining to 

air, water, and protected species. By imposing new duties on local agencies, this bill would impose a state-

mandated local program. This bill would authorize a person acting in the public interest to bring an action to 

enforce certain standards and requirements implementing the above-mentioned state laws if specified 

conditions are satisfied. The bill would make the operation of this authorization contingent on the occurrence 

of certain events. Existing state and federal law generally establishes standards for workers’ rights and 

worker safety. This bill would prohibit a state agency that implements those laws from amending or revising 

its rules and regulations in a manner that is less stringent in its protection of workers’ rights or worker safety 

than standards established by federal law in existence as of January 1, 2016. This bill would require state 

agencies, on a semi-annual basis, to report to the Legislature on compliance with the above requirements. 

The California Constitution requires the state to reimburse local agencies and school districts for certain 

costs mandated by the state. Statutory provisions establish procedures for making that reimbursement. This 

bill would provide that with regard to certain mandates no reimbursement is required by this act for a 

specified reason. Motion to OPPOSE seconded and carried. 

2. AB 1 (Frazier) Transportation Funding 
3. SB 1 (Beall) Transportation Funding. Imposes an additional $0.12 per gallon excise tax on gasoline over three years, 

a $0.20 per gallon excise tax on diesel fuel, and increases the sales and use surtax on diesel fuel from 1.75% to 5.75%. 

Gasoline and diesel fuel excise tax rates. SB 1 imposes the tax increases beginning July 1, 2017: 

A $0.12 per gallon excise tax on gasoline staggered over three years. Specifically, an additional $0.06 in 

the first year, and an additional $0.03 in the second and third years; 

An additional price based gasoline excise tax of $0.075; 

A $0.20 per gallon excise tax on diesel fuel, and; 

A 4% increase of the sales and use surtax on diesel fuel Gasoline and diesel fuel excise tax rates. Vehicle 

license and registration fee increases. SB 1 increases the registration fee by $38 per vehicle. Additionally, the 

bill adds a new $100 annual vehicle registration fee applicable to zero-emission motor vehicles. Motion to 

OPPOSE seconded and carried.  

4. SB 277 (Bradford) Land Use: Zoning Regulations. SB277 authorizes the legislative body of a city or county to 

adopt inclusionary zoning ordinances - a subject already within the purview of municipalities. The Planning and 

Zoning Law authorizes the legislative body of any city or county to adopt ordinances regulating zoning within its 

jurisdiction, as specified. This bill would additionally authorize the legislative body of any city or county to adopt 

ordinances to require, as a condition of development of residential rental units, that the development include a certain 

percentage of residential rental units affordable to, and occupied by, moderate-income, lower income, very low 

income, or extremely low income households, as specified. Motion to OPPOSE seconded and carried. 

5. AB 816 (Kiley) California Environmental Protection Agency: Natural Resources Agency: Web Casts of Public 

Meetings and Workshops. California is a geographically large state with many different types of businesses affected 

by government regulations. Environmental regulations made in Sacramento and in field offices around the state have 

far reaching effects on the business community. Even though the meetings may be open to the public, not everyone is 

able to take time to attend meetings. More information and conversations shared between government and business 

fosters better understanding on both sides of an issue. AB 816 will help broaden participation by requiring the 

Environmental Protection Agency and the Natural Resources Agency, along with their boards and commissions, to 

interactively webcast their public meetings and workshops and archive the meetings online for the public. In this 

manner, those participating will be able to provide comment or ask questions by phone or email. Encourages small 

business and farmers to participate in regulatory hearings through webcasts to provide input on proposals that affect 

them Motion to OPPOSE seconded and carried. 

6. SB 769 (Hill) Baccaalaureate Degree Pilot Program. This bill would limit the prohibition to a district’s 

baccalaureate degree program or program curricula that is offered within 100 miles of the California State University’s 

or the University of California’s baccalaureate degree program or program curricula. The bill would extend the 

operation of the statewide baccalaureate degree pilot program indefinitely. The bill would increase the maximum 

number of district baccalaureate degree pilot programs to 30 programs. Motion to SUPPORT seconded and carried. 
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7. AB 71 (Chiu) Income Taxes: Credits: Low-Income Housing: Farmworker Housing. Eliminates the mortgage 

interest deduction on second homes, increases the state Low-Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) Program by $300 

million, and makes changes to the LIHTC. The Personal Income Tax Law allows various deductions in computing the 

income that is subject to the taxes imposed by that law, including allowing a deduction for a limited amount of interest 

paid or accrued on mortgages for a taxpayer’s 2nd residence, in modified conformity with federal income tax laws. 

This bill would disallow that deduction. Motion to OPPOSE seconded and carried. 

8. AB 1326 (Cooper) Theft: Aggregate Valuation. The Safe Neighborhoods and Schools Act enacted as an initiative 

statute by Prop 47, provided that for a number of theft and theft-related offenses, where the value of the property 

involved does not exceed $950, the offenses are punishable as a misdemeanor, unless the defendant has suffered a 

prior conviction for one or more specified crimes, in which case the offenses may be punished as a felony. The act 

created the offense of shoplifting, and applied the $950 limit to that crime and to the crimes of forgery of certain 

financial instruments, passing a check or certain other instruments knowing there are insufficient funds for payment of 

the check or instrument, petty theft, and buying or receiving stolen property, as specified. This bill would additionally 

provide that those offenses may be punishable as a felony if the property involved in the multiple commission of those 

offenses within a 12-month period has a value in the aggregate exceeding $950, as specified. Motion to SUPPORT 

seconded and carried. 
9. SB 346 (Glazer) Computer Science Strategic Implementation Plan. SB 346 cures technical issues with the statutory 

language that authorizes the establishment of a computer science strategic implementation advisory panel. AB 2329 

(Bonilla) enacted in 2016, passed unanimously in every committee and in both houses and authorized the 

aforementioned panel and plan. The Governor signed the bill noting technical issues needing to be addressed. SB 346 

simply remedies those technical issues and as such, allows for proper establishment and function of the computer 

science strategic implementation advisory panel and plan. This bill would require the Governor to convene the 

computer science strategic implementation advisory panel and would require the Governor, unless otherwise specified, 

to select its membership. Motion to SUPPORT seconded and carried.  

Guest Speaker/Presentation                                                                                                              Information 

Nick Kanetis, Eastern Municipal Water District: Update on the California drought. Although California is 

still in a drought, conditions aren’t as severe. Emergency conditions have been extended as a precaution. Many 

key reservoirs are at or above levels and imported supply conditions have dramatically improved.  

Speaker and Chamber Announcements                                                                                           Information 

Senator Jeff Stone 

Reported by Glenn Miller: Legislative Update  

Senator Richard Roth 

Reported by Altie Holcomb: Legislative Update 

Assemblymember Melissa Melendez 

Reported by Deni Horne: Legislative Update  

Assemblymember Marie Waldron 

Reported Tom Stinson: Legislative Update 

Temecula Chamber of Commerce 

Reported by Alice Sullivan: Upcoming Events 

 

Murrieta Chamber of Commerce 

Reported by Patrick Ellis: Upcoming Events 

 

Menifee Chamber of Commerce 

Reported by Tim Dalton: Upcoming Events 

 

Adjournment: 1:32 pm 

Next meeting Monday, April 17, 2017 
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Legislative  Item #1  Budget & Tax Reform                Action 

 

 AB 1100 (Chen) Taxation: homeowners’ exemption and renters’ credit  

Recommended action: SUPPORT 

Presentation: Gene Wunderlich 

Introduced by Assembly Members Chen and Harper 

(Coauthors: Assembly Members Travis Allen, Brough, Lackey, Mayes, Steinorth, and Waldron Waldron, 

Chávez, Cunningham, Gallagher, and Mathis) 

(Coauthors: Senators Vidak and Wilk, Wilk, Berryhill, and Morrell) 

Summary: 

Increases the homeowners' property tax exemption and the renters' credit amounts.  

Description:  

Existing law: Limits ad valorem taxes on real property to 1% of the full cash value of that property and limits future 

annual increases in assessed values to the rate of inflation, not to exceed 2%, as long as the property remains under the 

same ownership.  

Exempts from property taxation the first $7,000 of assessed value of an owner-occupied principal place of residence 

("homeowners' exemption").  

Authorizes the Legislature to increase the amount of the homeowners' exemption if both of the following occur:  

a) Local governments are reimbursed for the revenue loss; and,  

b) Benefits to renters (currently provided via the renters' tax credit) are increased by a comparable amount.  

Requires the state to reimburse each local government for the revenue loss from the homeowners' exemption in the 

same FY.  

Allows a nonrefundable tax credit under the PIT Law for qualified renters as follows:  

a) $120 for married couples filing joint returns, heads of household, and surviving spouses if AGI is $50,000 or 

less; or,  

b) $60 for other individuals if AGI is $25,000 or less.  

Requires the FTB to adjust annually the specified AGI amounts for inflation. For tax year 2016, the AGI limits are 

$78,125 and $39,062, respectively.  

Allows an individual to deduct real property taxes under the PIT Law if that taxpayer reports itemized deductions in 

the taxable year.  

This bill, beginning with the lien date for the 2018–19 fiscal year, would increase the homeowners’ exemption from 

$7,000 to $25,000 of the full value of a dwelling. This bill would also require, for the 2019–20 fiscal year and for each 

fiscal year thereafter, the county assessor to adjust the amount of the homeowners’ exemption by the percentage 

change in the House Price Index for California for the first 3 quarters of the prior calendar year, as specified. 

The California Constitution requires the Legislature, whenever it increases the homeowners’ property tax exemption, 

to provide a comparable increase in benefits to qualified renters. The Personal Income Tax Law authorizes various 

credits against the taxes imposed by that law, including a credit for qualified renters in the amount of $120 for married 

couples filing joint returns, heads of household, and surviving spouses if adjusted gross income is $50,000 or less, and 

in the amount of $60 for other individuals if adjusted gross income is $25,000 or less. Existing law requires the 

Franchise Tax Board to annually adjust for inflation these adjusted gross income amounts. 

This bill, for taxable years beginning on and after January 1, 2018, would increase this credit for a qualified renter to 

$428 for married couples filing joint returns, heads of household, and surviving spouses if adjusted gross income is 

$50,000 or less, as adjusted for inflation, and to an amount equal to $214 for other individuals if adjusted gross income 

is $25,000 or less, as adjusted for inflation.  

http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201720180AB1100
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Existing law requires the state to reimburse local agencies annually for certain property tax revenues lost as a result of 

any exemption or classification of property for purposes of ad valorem property taxation. 

This bill would provide that, notwithstanding those provisions, no appropriation is made and the state shall not 

reimburse local agencies under those provisions for property tax revenues lost by them pursuant to the bill. 

 
FISCAL EFFECT: The State Board of Equalization (BOE) estimates annual General Fund revenue losses of $1.06 

billion from the increase in the state reimbursement to local governments for the homeowners' exemption. The BOE 

estimates the revenue loss will grow significantly over time due to the compounding effect of the Housing Price Index 

adjustment. The FTB's estimate of General Fund revenue losses from the increased renters' credit is pending.  

Arguments in support: 

The author has provided the following statement in support of this bill: The current homeowner's exemption in 

California is $7000. This is taken off the value of a homeowner's primary residence, amounting to $70 annually off of 

your property tax bill, or one percent. As of 1974 when the homeowner's exemption was last changed, the median 

California home price was approximately $21,000. Today, it is nearly $450,000 and climbing. Clearly this benefit to 

taxpayers has not kept up with the price of homes.  

AB 1100 is needed to adjust with California's inflation and ease the financial burden that comes with owning a home. 

This bill will also put more money in the pockets of California renters to give them the opportunity to own a home 

themselves one day by adjusting the renter's credit by a corresponding amount.  

The sponsor of this bill, the Howard Jarvis Taxpayers Association states that "even with Proposition 13, California 

is still a high property tax state, ranking 22nd in combined state-local property taxes according to the non-partisan Tax 

Foundation" and when California's current "revenue windfall is compared against the fact that we are a high tax state 

in just about every category then the justification for not approving tax relief quickly disappears."  

Arguments in opposition: 

The California Tax Reform Association states that the homeowners' exemption is an anomaly from the pre-

Proposition 13 era, which is why increasing the exemption has been rejected by the legislature many times in the past." 

Current homeowners are already protected from rising costs in the housing market so "there is no justification for 

receiving additional benefits when they already own their homes and have substantial tax benefits, not just from Prop. 

13 but from mortgage interest deductions and capital gains breaks."  

As a result of Proposition 13, California homeowners bear a low property tax burden in comparison to homeowners in 

other states. According to the Tax Foundation's Facts & Figures 2017: How Does Your State Compare?, California 

ranks 36th for property taxes paid as a percentage of owner-occupied housing value, with 35 other states imposing 

higher property taxes using this metric. 

Property Tax Reimbursements for Local Governments: The California Constitution authorizes the Legislature to 

increase the amount of the homeowners' exemption from $7,000, but only if local governments are reimbursed for the 

property tax revenue loss and benefits to renters are increased by a comparable amount. Although this bill provides, 

notwithstanding R&TC Section 2229, that the state shall not reimburse any local agency for any property tax revenues 

lost, this provision does not affect the constitutional requirement that local governments be reimbursed for revenue loss 

resulting from an increase in the homeowners' exemption. It is the intent of the author that reimbursement occurs as 

required by the California Constitution.  

 
Support: (Verified 4/10/17) 

Howard Jarvis Taxpayers Association (Sponsor)  

California Association of Realtors  

Opposition: (Verified 4/10/17)  

California Tax Reform Association  

Status: Committee on Revenue & Taxation, as amended. 

Senate Floor votes: 

Assembly floor votes:  
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Legislative  Items #2  Infrastructure & the Environment               Action 

AB 890, as amended, Medina. Local land use initiatives: environmental review. 

 

Recommended action: OPPOSE 

Presentation: Gene Wunderlich 

Summary: 

Outlaws Local Initiatives. Would virtually outlaw local initiatives and shift political power from the citizens to 

local/elected officials by requiring all local initiatives to undergo a CEQA review, and prohibiting any initiative from 

going to the ballot if it has the potential to directly or indirectly impact the environment. 

Description:  

The California Constitution authorizes the electors of each city and county to exercise the powers of initiative and 

referendum under procedures provided by the Legislature. Pursuant to that authority, existing law authorizes a 

proposed ordinance to be submitted to the appropriate elections official and requires the elections official to forward 

the proposed ordinance to appropriate counsel for preparation of a ballot title and summary. Existing law requires the 

elections official to provide the ballot title and summary to proponents of the proposed measure and the proponents are 

required to include the ballot title and summary upon each section of the petition used to gather the required number of 

signatures. Under existing law, if an initiative petition is signed by not less than a specified number of voters and filed 

with the elections official, that elections official must submit the proposed ordinance to the county board of 

supervisors, legislative body of a city, or governing board of a district. Existing law requires the governing body to (1) 

adopt the ordinance without alteration, (2) call an election or special election in certain instances, at which the 

ordinance, without alteration, would be submitted to a vote of the voters of the jurisdiction, or (3) for cities and 

counties, order a report on the ordinance and then adopt the ordinance or submit it to the voters. 

This bill would require a proponent of an proposed initiative ordinance, at the time he or she files a copy of the 

proposed initiative ordinance for preparation of a ballot title and summary with the appropriate elections official, to 

also request that an environmental review of the proposed initiative ordinance be conducted by the appropriate 

planning department, as specified. The bill would require the elections official to notify the proponent of the result of 

the environmental review. The bill would require the county board of supervisors, legislative body of a city, or 

governing board of a district, if the initiative ordinance proposes an activity that would result in a direct or indirect 

physical change in the environment, to order that an environmental impact report or mitigated negative declaration of 

the proposed ordinance be prepared. Once the environmental impact report or mitigated negative declaration has been 

prepared, the bill would require the governing body to hold a public hearing and either approve or deny the proposed 

ordinance, instead of allowing the proposed ordinance to be submitted to the voters. 

The California Constitution requires the state to reimburse local agencies and school districts for certain costs 

mandated by the state. Statutory provisions establish procedures for making that reimbursement. 

This bill would provide that, if the Commission on State Mandates determines that the bill contains costs mandated by 

the state, reimbursement for those costs shall be made pursuant to the statutory provisions noted above. 

 

Arguments in support: 

According to the author: [CEQA] is California's signature environmental protection statute that helps identify and 

feasibly mitigate significant environmental impacts of land use developments. Unfortunately, the CEQA review 

process has been increasingly undermined by California's initiative process, a once highly regarded vital check on 

corporate influences over our government. Some developers are avoiding CEQA and other public review for proposed 

projects by qualifying a local measure for approval. Without a proper environmental review or mitigation plan, this 

results in significant, lasting negative impacts on communities. This bill doesn't change the definition of a project 

subject to CEQA. The majority of projects subject to CEQA are approved via negative declaration. This bill seeks to 

strengthen local control with an understanding of cities tight budgets, their need for development, and desire not to see 

their air quality, public resources, and environment used in way that allows for only a certain set of developers to build 

and avoid environmental review and public scrutiny. If we wish to reconcile the intent of CEQA regulation with that of 

http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.xhtml?bill_id=201720180AB890
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the ballot initiatives, we must find a reasonable solution that strengthens and reaffirms California's commitment to both 

environmental protection and the spirit of the initiative process. 

California League of Conservation Voters, on behalf of itself and seven other organizations, writes: AB 890 

(Medina)…closes a loophole in election law that allows developers to get projects approved without publicly 

disclosing or mitigating any environmental impacts of their projects. The most egregious example thus far is in 

Moreno Valley, where a proposed warehouse project will add 14,000 unmitigated truck trips a day. This is just the 

beginning of disastrous projects polluting California communities—many of whom are already burdened by effects of 

smog and diesel emissions, and is unconscionable to keep this loophole open. 

 

Arguments in opposition: 

The California Chamber of Commerce and 15 other organizations submitted a letter of opposition to a prior version of 

this bill. The amendments subsequently taken to this bill do not appear to have addressed the concerns raised in that 

letter. In that letter of opposition, the California Chamber of Commerce writes: AB 890 Outlaws Virtually All Local 

Initiatives and Is Therefore Unconstitutional AB 890 prevents any initiative from appearing on a ballot that "has the 

potential for resulting in either a direct physical change in the environment, or a reasonably foreseeable indirect change 

in the environment" — even if that change is not detrimental. Under this standard, virtually any initiative measure 

would be subject to a costly and protracted CEQA review and litigation. This sweeping standard would subject most 

proposed initiatives to the prohibition from appearing on the ballot.  

The California Constitution…cannot reasonably be interpreted to allow the Legislature to utterly deprive citizens from 

using the initiative power. Creating a procedure that at best eliminates entire categories of initiative subjects, using 

vague verbiage, is undoubtedly unconstitutional. AB 890 Will Subject Virtually All Initiatives to Protracted CEQA 

Litigation. AB 890 amends CEQA to include all initiatives in the definition of a "project" subject to the statute. Since 

initiatives by definition require a discretionary approval, under AB 890 all initiatives are subject to this new CEQA 

review. Also, in practice, most initiatives are controversial. Therefore, any local government decision regarding the 

scope of environmental review of an initiative — whether an initiative proposal would not "indirectly change the 

environment" and may proceed or, in the alternative, is barred from the ballot — would undoubtedly be litigated just as 

virtually all controversial CEQA projects are today.  

AB 890 Is a Significant Shift of Power from the People to Local Elected Officials The types of projects that would be 

prohibited from going to the ballot under AB 890 include not only housing and commercial development projects but 

also open space and agricultural land preservation ordinances, urban growth boundaries, new environmental regulatory 

regimes, and possibly tax increases for new public programs. Any of these proposals may be deemed to result in a 

direct or indirect physical change in the environment. Removing the public from the equation is a fundamental shift of 

political power from the electorate to elected officials that is both unconstitutional and unwise. 

 

Support: (Verified 4/10/17) 

State Building and Construction Trades Council,  

AFL-CIO (Sponsor)  

CalBike  

California Environmental Justice Alliance  

California Labor Federation  

California League of Conservation Voters  

Coalition for Clean Air Environment  

California Environmental Protection Information Center  

National Parks Conservation Association  

Sierra Club California  

Opposition: (4/10/17)  

African-American Farmers of California  

California Association of Realtors  

California Building Industry Association  

California Chamber of Commerce  

California Citrus Mutual  

California Dairies, Inc.  

California Fresh Fruit Association  

California Independent Petroleum Association  

California State Association of Counties  

California Strawberry Commission  

California Taxpayers Association  

City of Indian Wells  

Far West Equipment Dealers Association  

Greater San Fernando Valley Chamber of Commerce  

League of California Cities  

National Federation of Independent Business  

Nisei Farmers League  

Rural County Representatives of California  

Santa Maria Valley Chamber of Commerce  

West Coast Lumber & Building Material Association  
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Status: Assembly Committee on Elections & Redistricting 

Senate Floor votes: 

Assembly floor votes:  

 

 

 

 
 

Legislative  Item #3  Healthcare                  Action 

 

AB 182, as amended, Waldron. Heroin and Opioid Public Education (HOPE) Act. 
 

Recommended action: SUPPORT 

Presentation: Gene Wunderlich 

Introduced by Assembly Member Waldron 

(Coauthors: Assembly Members Baker, Mayes, and Wood) 

(Coauthors: Senators Bates and Glazer) 

Summary: 

This bill requires the Department of Health Care Services to develop, coordinate, implement, and oversee a 

comprehensive, multicultural public awareness campaign designed to combat opioid abuse, and requires an annual 

program report. 

Description:  
 

Existing law vests the State Department of Health Care Services with duties, powers, purposes, functions, 

responsibilities, and jurisdiction of alcohol and drug programs in the state, including narcotic treatment programs that 

use narcotic replacement therapy for maintenance or detoxification of opioid medication dependence. Existing law 

requires the department to develop and implement a statewide prevention campaign designed to deter the abuse of 

methamphetamine in California, and authorizes the department to develop and implement a mass media alcohol and 

other drug education program in order to provide community education, develop public awareness, and motivate 

community action in alcohol and other drug abuse prevention, treatment, and rehabilitation. 

This bill would require the department, in consultation with stakeholders, to develop, coordinate, implement, and 

oversee a comprehensive multicultural public awareness campaign, to be known as “Heroin and Opioid Public 

Education (HOPE).” The bill would require the HOPE program to provide for the coordinated and widespread public 

dissemination of individual case stories and other generalized information that is designed to, among other things, 

describe the effects and warning signs of heroin use and opioid medication abuse, so as to better enable members of 

the public to determine when help is needed and identify the pathways that are available for individuals to seek help. 

The bill would require the HOPE program to effectuate the dissemination of information by using appropriate types of 

media, as specified, employing a variety of complementary educational themes and messages that are tailored to appeal 

to different target audiences, and using culturally and linguistically appropriate means. 

The bill would require the department to submit a report to the Governor and Legislature on at least an annual basis, 

that summarizes the actions that have been undertaken by the department to implement the bill and includes an 

assessment of the effectiveness of the HOPE program, as specified. 

Arguments in favor: 

Rising rates of opioid abuse – both prescription opiates and heroin – have been noted nationally and in the state. In 

their July 2016 report, " State of California Strategies to Address Prescription Drug (Opioid) Misuse, Abuse, and 

Overdose Epidemic in California,”  the CDPH notes opioid-related deaths increased by 34% from 2006 to 2009 from 

an ageadjusted rate of 3.3 to 4.4 per 100,000. By 2013, there were 1,934 opioid-related deaths in California (4.2 per 

http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.xhtml?bill_id=201720180AB182
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100,000). CDPH has been convening a multi-departmental and stakeholder workgroup since 2014 to develop 

collaborative strategies to decrease levels of opioid misuse, overdose and death. CDPH cites some success in 

addressing opioid abuse based on multi-sector collaboration, and also notes one of the opportunities for future focus is 

"increasing public awareness about the potential dangers of opioid medications and [creating] better understanding and 

expectations around pain treatment, proper prescribing, use, storage and disposal of pain medications." They also note 

public education to remove stigma is important in order to stem the epidemic. 

The American Academy of Pediatrics, California (AAP) states that approximately 4,500 Californians died as a result 

of drug overdoses in 2014, up 50% from only 10 years prior. Today, heroin and opioid abuse accounts for three out of 

five drug overdose deaths in the U.S. AAP states that this bill would help reduce the spread of this epidemic by 

initiating a multicultural public awareness campaign that would enable friends and family of those who abuse heroin 

and opioids to recognize and intervene before it is too late. AAP concludes that thousands of Californians, including 

many children and adolescents, would benefit. The California Police Chiefs Association notes that a 2016 article in the 

Sacramento Bee reported that, "As prescription opioids and illegal heroin rise further in popularity, the number of drug 

overdoses in the state hit a new high in 2014, according to new estimates from the U.S. Centers for Disease Control 

and Prevention. About 4,500 Californians died following drug poisoning in 2014, up by 1,500 or 50 percent, from 

2002. The age adjusted rate of drug overdose deaths rose almost 30 percent during the same period." The California 

Police Chiefs Association concludes that this bill is a smart approach to combatting these rising numbers and saving 

the lives of Californians. 

 

Support: (Verified 3/15/17) 

American Academy of Pediatrics,  

California Biocom  

California Police Chiefs Association  

California State Parent Teacher Association  

California Special Districts Association  

Gatekeeper Innovation 

Opposition: (Verified 2/20/17)  

None on file 

Status: Assembly Committee on Appropriations - Suspense file.  

Senate Floor votes: 

Assembly floor votes:  

 

 

 

 
 

Legislative  Item #4 & #5  Public Safety                 Action 

 

AB 42, as amended, Bonta. Bail reform. Bail: pretrial release. 

SB 10 (Hertzberg) Bail: pretrial release. 
 

Recommended action: OPPOSE 

Presentation: Gene Wunderlich 

Introduced by Assembly Members Bonta, Bloom, Chiu, Jones-Sawyer, Quirk, and Mark Stone 

(Principal coauthors: Senators Hertzberg, Allen, Mitchell, and Wiener) 

(Coauthor: Assembly Member Eggman) 

Summary: 

The purpose of this bill is to reduce the amount of people held in pretrial detention because of the inability to afford 

money bail and to require each county to establish a pretrial services agency that meets certain specifications. Co-

http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.xhtml?bill_id=201720180AB42
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.xhtml?bill_id=201720180SB10
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sponsors of AB42 and SB10 say California’s current money bail system is inefficient, and it does not enhance 

community safety. Wealthy people who pose a threat to the public but who can afford to post bail can be released, 

while low-income people who pose no such threat remain locked up. AB 42 and SB 10, the California Money Bail 

Reform Act, introduced by Assemblymember Rob Bonta and Senator Robert Hertzberg, respectively, are identical 

legislative proposals representing a growing consensus among policymakers, advocates, and impacted communities 

that California must shift away from a system where thousands of people are detained pretrial simply because they 

cannot afford to post money bail. 

Description:  

Existing law provides for the procedure of approving and accepting bail, and issuing an order for the appearance and 

release of an arrested person. Existing law requires that bail be set in a fixed amount, as specified, and requires, in 

setting, reducing, or denying bail, a judge or magistrate to take into consideration the protection of the public, the 

seriousness of the offense charged, the previous criminal record of the defendant, and the probability of his or her 

appearing at trial or at a hearing of the case.  

Under existing law, the magistrate or commissioner to whom the application is made is authorized to set bail in an 

amount that he or she deems sufficient to ensure the defendant’s appearance or to ensure the protection of a victim, or 

family member of a victim, of domestic violence, and to set bail on the terms and conditions that he or she, in his or 

her discretion, deems appropriate, or he or she may authorize the defendant’s release on his or her own recognizance.  

Existing law provides that a defendant being held for a misdemeanor offense is entitled to be released on his or her 

own recognizance, unless the court makes a finding on the record that his or her release would compromise public 

safety or would not reasonably ensure the appearance of the defendant as required. 

This bill would state the intent of the Legislature to enact legislation to safely reduce the number of people detained 

pretrial, while addressing racial and economic disparities in the pretrial system, to ensure that people are not held in 

pretrial detention simply because of their inability to afford money bail. 

This bill would implement a revised pretrial release procedure. The bill would require, except when a person is 

arrested for certain felonies, that a pretrial services agency conduct a pretrial risk assessment on an arrested person and 

prepare a pretrial services report that includes the results of the pretrial risk assessment and recommendations on 

conditions of release for the person immediately upon booking. The bill would require the pretrial services agency to 

transmit the report to a magistrate, judge, or court commissioner and the magistrate, judge, or court commissioner, 

within an unspecified number of hours, to issue an oral or written order to release the person, with or without release 

conditions, subject to the person signing a specified release agreement. 

The bill would require each county to establish a pretrial services agency that would be responsible for gathering 

information about newly arrested persons, conducting pretrial risk assessments, preparing individually tailored 

recommendations to the court regarding release options and conditions, and providing pretrial services and supervision 

to persons on pretrial release. The bill would require an unspecified agency to take certain actions relating to the 

implementation of the revised pretrial release procedure, including, among others, selecting a pretrial risk assessment 

tool to be used in conducting pretrial risk assessments that meets specified requirements and reviewing collected data 

to monitor compliance with state law and guidelines relating to pretrial release. The bill would also authorize that 

agency to take certain actions relating to the implementation of the revised pretrial release procedure, including, among 

other things, providing training and assistance to judges, prosecutors, defense attorneys, pretrial services agencies, jail 

staff, and law enforcement agencies. The bill would require the Board of State and Community Corrections, in 

consultation with that unspecified agency, to develop a plan that establishes statewide requirements for counties 

relating to annual reporting of pretrial release and detention information. 

By imposing additional duties on local agencies, this bill would impose a state-mandated local program. 

The California Constitution requires the state to reimburse local agencies and school districts for certain costs 

mandated by the state. Statutory provisions establish procedures for making that reimbursement. 

This bill would provide that, if the Commission on State Mandates determines that the bill contains costs mandated by 

the state, reimbursement for those costs shall be made pursuant to the statutory provisions noted above. 

Arguments in favor: 
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Currently, when someone is arrested for a crime, they can post bail to be released from police custody based on a pre-

determined bail schedule. Judges also rely on the bail schedule to assign bail amounts at arraignment hearings. Unable 

to afford the total bail amounts, many people pay a for-profit bail bonds company a non-refundable 10 percent fee 

based on their total bail amount, a fee they don’t get back even if their case is dismissed or they are found innocent. 

In California, over 60 percent of people in jails are awaiting trial or sentencing. As compared to the rest of the country, 

California keeps far more people in jail while they await trial. This can have significant and long-lasting impacts on 

both the outcome of people’s cases, as well as their health, wellbeing, and economic security. People locked up for 

even just a few days may lose their job, car, home, and even child custody. 

Research shows that bail bond amounts for African American men are 35 percent higher than bond amounts for white 

men. Latino men have a 19 percent higher bond amounts than white men. Black people ages 18 through 29 received 

higher bail amounts than any other group.  

These bills either do away with bail on accused criminals involved in non-violent acts or takes the income of the 

accused into consideration when setting bail.  

San Francisco has been using a pretrial assessment program on a pilot basis, and the county is expecting a savings 

from jail usage of at least $3 million per year. 

Santa Clara County has been using a risk assessment program to reduce its jail population, and it has saved $33 million 

in six months — with a 99 percent public safety rate for the defendants released. 

The new legislation is not universally applicable to those arrested and it authorizes a prosecuting attorney to file a 

motion seeking pretrial detention of individuals arrested, jailed or awaiting trial with regard to serious crimes, 

including all capital crimes when the prosecuting attorney alleges that the facts are evident or the presumption of guilt 

overwhelming. 

Arguments in opposition: 

All of the state’s counties would be required to establish a pretrial services agency to gather information about arrested 

individuals, conduct pretrial risk assessments, and prepare individually tailored recommendations to the court 

regarding release options and conditions. 

Corrin Rankin, the spokeswoman and legislative affairs co-chair for the California Bail Agents Association told the 

Sentinel, “From where we sit, we see this as history repeating itself. In 1978 AB 2 was introduced by Majority Leader 

Howard Berman aimed to do the exact same thing as AB42 and SB10. Governor Brown passed the bill and after five 

years the bill sunset and was realized to be a complete failure.  

What bail bondsmen do is they assure the person who has been accused shows up for court. We have the ability under 

the current law to pick them up and take them to jail or to court.” AB 42 and SB 10 will transfer that function and law 

enforcement, will have to pick up the slack, Rankin said, resulting in large numbers of criminal defendants who will 

not show up in court, either for trial or sentencing. “That [serving bench warrants on those who fail to appear] is a low 

priority for the police,” she said. “These will go to the back of the line of what police officers do. So the odds are the 

courts will be waiting a long, long time for law enforcement officers to go pick those who fail to appear in court up. 

Why do something that has already proved to be a failure? The way it is written now, the counties will not be able to 

bear the cost. 

Support: (Verified 2/20/17) 
American Academy of Pediatrics, California;  

American Friends Service Committee;  

Asian Law Alliance;  

Bend the Arc: A Jewish Partnership for Justice;  

Black Women for Wellness;  

California Attorneys for Criminal Justice;  

California Catholic Conference;  

California Coalition for Mental Health;  

California Latinas for Reproductive Justice;  

Center on Juvenile and Criminal Justice;  

Children’s Defense Fund-California;  

Community Oriented Correctional Health Services;  

Contra Costa County Democratic Party;  

Contra Costa County Office of the Public Defender;  

Courage Campaign;  

Drug Policy Alliance;  

El Grupo;  

Fathers and Families of San Joaquin;  

Financial Justice Project in the City and County of San 

Francisco  

Office of the Treasurer & Tax Collector;  

Friends Committee on Legislation of California;  

Human Impact Partners;  

Hunger Action Los Angeles;  
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John Burton Advocates for Youth;  

Marin County Office of the Public Defender;  

Monterey County Office of the Public Defender;  

Napa County Public Defender;  

National Association of Social Workers, California 

Chapter;  

Oakland Privacy;  

Peace United Church of Christ;  

People’s Life Fund;  

Root & Rebound;  

Rubicon Programs;  

San Francisco Public Defender; 

San Francisco Senior & Disability Action;  

San Jose/Silicon Valley NAACP;  

Santa Barbara County Public Defender;  

Santa Clara County Public Defender;  

Solano County Public Defender’s Office;  

Sonoma County Public Defender;  

Steinberg Institute;  

Tulare County Public Defender;  

Temple Beth El;  

UDW/AFSCME Local 3930;  

United Food & Commercial Workers Union;  

Urban Peace Institute;  

Voices for Progress Education Fund;  

Western Regional Advocacy Project;  

Women’s Foundation of California;  

Youth for Environmental Sanity;  

9to5 Working Women;  

325 private individuals  

 

Opposition: (Verified 2/20/17)  
Association for Los Angeles Deputy Sheriffs;  

Association for Deputy District Attorneys;  

California Association of Code Enforcement Officers;  

California College and University Police Chiefs 

Association;  

California Narcotic Officers Association;  

Golden State Bail Agents Association;  

Los Angeles County Professional Peace Officers 

Association;  

Los Angeles Police Protective League;  

Riverside Sheriffs’ Association;  

Speedy Bail Bonds;  

8 private individuals  

 
Status: Assembly - Referred to Committee on Public Safety 

 
Senate Floor votes: 

Assembly floor votes:  

 

 

 

 

 

Legislative  Item #6  Tax Reform & Infrastructure               Action 

 

SCA 6 (Wiener) Local transportation measures: special taxes: voter approval. 

Recommended action: OPPOSE 

Presentation: Gene Wunderlich 

Summary: 

Lowers the vote threshold for cities, counties, or special districts to levy a special tax for transportation infrastructure 

projects from 2/3 to 55%. 

 

Description:  

The California Constitution conditions the imposition of a special tax by a city, county, or special district upon the 

approval of 
2
/3 of the voters of the city, county, or special district voting on that tax, except that certain school entities 

may levy an ad valorem property tax for specified purposes with the approval of 55% of the voters within the 

jurisdiction of these entities. 

http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.xhtml?bill_id=201720180SCA6
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This measure would require that the imposition, extension, or increase of a special tax by a local government for the 

purpose of providing funding for transportation purposes, as specified, be submitted to the electorate and approved by 

55% of the voters voting on the proposition. The measure would also make conforming and technical, nonsubstantive 

changes. 

The California Constitution provides that a proposed amendment of the constitution, upon submission to, and 

approval by, the voters takes effect the day after the election unless the measure provides otherwise. 

This measure would provide that the amendments of the constitution in this measure shall take effect on the date of 

the election. 

(1) Except as otherwise provided in paragraph (2), a local government shall not impose, extend, or increase any special 

tax unless and until that tax is submitted to the electorate and approved by two-thirds of the voters voting on the 

proposition. A special tax is not deemed to have been increased if it is imposed at a rate not higher than the maximum 

rate so approved. 

(2) The imposition, extension, or increase of a special tax, as may otherwise be authorized by law, by a local 

government for the purpose of providing funding for transportation purposes requires the submittal of the tax to the 

electorate and approval of 55 percent of the voters voting on the proposition. A tax provides funding for transportation 

purposes if 100 percent of the net revenues from the tax, after collection and administrative expenses, is dedicated to 

transportation programs and projects. 

 

Arguments in support:  

Purpose of the bill. According to the author, “California roads and bridges are underfunded by $11 billion per year, and 

a 2015 Governor’s report calculated $59 billion in deferred transportation maintenance. Existing state revenue sources 

for transportation are both unreliable and highly volatile, like cap-and-trade dollars, or are restricted by Article 19 of 

the California Constitution. The result is that we have insufficient funding for transportation, and the funding we do 

have is restricted to a narrow scope of transportation projects that do not match the complex and multimodal 

transportation systems our statewide policy goals for climate, equity, and sustainable population growth.  

California’s local and regional government have started to assume more responsibility for generating transportation 

revenue for our growing population and economy as state support has declined and infrastructure continues to sit in a 

state of disrepair. In November 2016, fifteen local governments tried to raise their sales taxes to pay for transportation, 

while others authorized bonds and raised local property taxes in other areas. Contra Costa County’s $2.9 billion sales 

tax measure was defeated with 62% voter approval. Under SCA 6, that county measure would have succeeded, and the 

other packages would likely have been more robust and ambitious given the increased chance of electability. ” 

Arguments in opposition: 

Majority rule is a two-edged sword: democratically elected governments are supposed to enact policies that the voters 

want, but both federal and state systems of government restrict the majority’s ability to oppress a minority interests. 

For the great majority of public issues, fifty-percent plus one of a legislative body or an electorate rule. But for some 

issues, the United States and California Constitutions provide that a majority is not enough and a higher threshold is 

necessary, such as amending the U.S. Constitution, impeaching a president, or overriding a veto. States largely import 

the 2/3 vote from the United States Constitution into their own for those same purposes, but also require 2/3 vote on 

taxes or other measures. In a series of voter initiatives, Californians have elevated local special tax increases and 

legislatively enacted state tax increases to this level, while almost every other change can be enacted by majority vote: 

local agencies can enact general taxes, and voters can approve tax initiatives increasing state taxes by majority vote, as 

they did with Proposition 55 (2016). As such, local agencies need a majority vote to assess taxes and spend the 

proceeds on whatever purposes they want to, but 2/3 if they restrict the use of the tax proceeds.  

SCA 6 adds another layer onto the complex system above. If enacted, local agencies can enact special taxes for 

transportation purposes at 55% vote, paralleling Proposition 39’s similar allowance for school bonds. However, the 

measure doesn’t affect thresholds for any other kind of tax.  

SCA 6 raises two questions:  
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 What should be the voting threshold for local special taxes? The Legislative Analyst’s Office says there’s no 

right answer, as requirements vary across states, but adds that the process should be easy enough for voters to 

understand and reflect overarching objectives for voter participation in tax decisions.  

 Should the thresholds be different based on the use of the tax proceeds, like transportation? The Committee 

may wish to consider the reasons for affording transportation taxes special treatment when contemplating the 

overall system of voter thresholds necessary to increase taxes. 

 

Support: (Verified 4/10/17) 

California Conference Board of the Amalgamated Transit 

Union;  

California Conference of Machinists;  

California Transit Association;  

San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District;  

Teamsters. 

Opposition: (Verified 3/16/17)  

California Association of Realtors;  

California Taxpayers Association;  

Howard Jarvis Taxpayers Association;  

Western States Trucking Association. 

 
Status: Senate - Passed Governance & Finance, referred to Transportation & Housing 

Senate Floor votes: 

Assembly floor votes:  

 

 

 

 

Legislative  Item #7  Healthcare                  Action 

 

AB 1316, as introduced, Quirk. Public health: childhood lead poisoning: prevention. 

Recommended action: OPPOSE 

Presentation: Gene Wunderlich 

Introduced by Assembly Members Chiu, Bonta, and Kalra 

(Coauthors: Assembly Members  McCarty, Mullin, and Ting) 

 

Summary: 

Health Care Mandate. Drives up health care premiums and costs by mandating health care plans and insurers to cover 

blood lead poisoning screening for all children even those not at risk for lead poisoning. 

Description:  

Existing law, the Childhood Lead Poisoning Prevention Act of 1991, required the State Department of Public Health 

(formerly the State Department of Health Services) between July 1, 1992, and July 1, 1993, to adopt regulations 

establishing a standard of care, at least as stringent as the most recent United States Centers for Disease Control and 

Prevention screening guidelines, whereby all children are evaluated for risk of lead poisoning by health care providers 

during each child’s periodic health assessment. The standard of care, among others, is required to be that, upon 

evaluation, those children determined to be at risk for lead poisoning, according to the regulations, are required to be 

screened. Existing law creates the Childhood Lead Poisoning Prevention Fund consisting of fees imposed on 

manufacturers and other persons formerly, presently, or both formerly and presently engaged in the stream of 

commerce of lead or products containing lead, or who are otherwise responsible for identifiable sources of lead that 

have significantly contributed historically, currently contribute, or both have significantly contributed historically and 

http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.xhtml?bill_id=201720180AB1316
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contribute currently to environmental lead contamination. The moneys in the fund are required to be expended, upon 

appropriation by the Legislature, for the purposes of the act. 

This bill would instead require the standard of care to be that all children be screened for blood lead levels and would 

clarify that the lead screening would not be paid for by funds from the Childhood Lead Poisoning Prevention Fund. 

The bill would also make conforming changes and delete obsolete provisions. 

This bill  

 requires every health care service plan that covers hospital, medical, or surgical expenses on a group basis to 

provide screening for blood lead levels in all children when the screening is prescribed by a physician and 

surgeon affiliated with the plan.   

 Requires the standard of care for lead screening to provide that all children shall be screened.   

 Requires the standard of care to provide that health care providers are responsible for evaluation of all children 

for lead screening and for medically necessary follow-up services.  

 Excludes any costs incurred under the Childhood Lead Poisoning Prevention Program (CLPPP) as a result of 

an increase in the number of children receiving blood lead screening from the special fund that supports the 

CLPPP. 

Arguments in support: 

Childhood Lead Poisoning Prevention Program (CLPPP): CDPH administers the Childhood Lead Poisoning 

Prevention Act (Act). The goal of the Act is to eliminate childhood lead poisoning by identifying and caring for lead 

burdened children and preventing environmental exposures to lead. Exposure to lead can seriously harm a child’s 

health. Even a slight elevation in blood levels can reduce IQ and stunt development. Millions of children are being 

exposed to lead in their homes, increasing their risks for damage to the brain and nervous system, slowed growth and 

development, learning and behavior problems, hearing, and speech problems. 

Lead is ubiquitous: Since the 1970s, federal and state policies banning the use of lead in gasoline and paint have 

resulted in drastic reductions in childhood lead exposure. However, legacy lead – in paint, plumbing, contaminated 

soil, water sources – and other potential sources of exposure in our daily lives means that children are still exposed to 

this toxic metal. Specifically, current environmental exposure risks include:  

 Soil. Though the federal government began to phase out the use of lead in gasoline in 1974, lead was not fully 

banned as a gasoline additive in California until 1992. Lead-contaminated soil still exists along roadsides and 

medians, and that likely means any homes, playgrounds, and day care centers that are near freeways or major 

traffic arteries may have lead contaminated soil. 

 Paint in older homes. Although the U.S. Consumer Product Safety Commission banned the use of lead-based 

paint in 1978, buildings built prior to the ban still likely have lead paint, which presents risk for lead dust 

exposure to children who live in or spend time in pre-1978 buildings.  

 Lead in pipes (contaminated drinking water). Plumbing installed prior to 1930 is considered most likely to 

contain lead, and the most prevalent sources of lead in drinking water are from pipes, fixtures, and associated 

hardware from which the lead can leach. Most of California's housing stock was built before lead plumbing 

was completely banned in 2010.  

 Stationary source air emissions. In March 2015, the Exide Technologies (Exide) lead-acid battery recycling 

facility in Vernon, California was forced to close due to its years of lead (and other contaminant) pollution. 

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) estimates between 5,000 - 10,000 properties are 

contaminated with lead from Exide. Currently, under the CLPPP, there are 128 facilities that pay fees due to 

historic or current releases of lead into the air.  

 Shooting ranges. Several indoor and outdoor shooting ranges have been closed recently due to extensive lead 

contamination in soil and water on public land.  
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 Utility poles. In 2015, it was found that PG&E transmission towers have been flaking leadbased paint in 

residential yards in the San Francisco Bay Area. PG&E has utility poles all over Northern California, and 

poles similarly painted with historic lead paint could be all over California.  

 Jewelry. Lead has often been used in jewelry, to make the article heavier, brighten colors, and to stabilize or 

soften plastic. Despite laws banning lead in jewelry or requiring labeling for lead exposure, businesses have 

been caught supplying retailers or directly selling Californians jewelry containing high levels of lead.  

 Food. Many foods contain unsafe levels of lead, including imported candies; imported spices, such as 

turmeric, cardamom, fenugreek, and chili powder; and, balsamic vinegar.  

 Children's toys. Toys imported into the United States or antique toys and collectibles painted with lead paint 

passed down through generations put children at risk for lead exposure.  

 Household products. Lead can also be found on products that may be used in a home, such as imported pottery 

and ceramics, and even children's sippy cups. 

Arguments in opposition:  

The California Medical Association (CMA) is strongly concerned about the bill mandating a standard of care. By 

requiring all children to be screened for lead, the bill is altering the current standard of care that physicians are required 

by law to provide, and expanding that mandate, and legal liability, on doctors. Secondly, the American Academy of 

Pediatrics, California (AAP-CA) does not recommend the universal screening for children. Both CMA and AAP-CA 

are concerned that the legislation contradicts the current medical literature on lead screening. Removing that expanded 

mandate could alleviate the concerns of the medical community.  

The California Association of Health Plans (CAHP) raised the concern that the bill could be interpreted to require all 

children to be tested at every health visit. This is not the intent. The author intends to have children screened for lead 

consistent with the current time frames for screening in the California Code of regulations, which requires lead 

screening at 12-months and 24-months and on an as-needed basis based on lead exposure risk and BLL test scores. The 

author may wish to consider making that clarification.  

CAHP also argues that the federal Taskforce on Preventative Services (Taskforce) recommends against universal lead 

screening, and that the Affordable Care Act (notwithstanding all of the uncertainty with federal health care law) links 

no-cost disease screenings to that Taskforce’s recommendations. For instance, the Taskforce recommends regular pap 

smears and mammograms as preventative care, so those screenings are covered by health plans. Because lead 

screening is not recommended, the health plans would require enrollee cost share, which could mean that the children 

being screened would have to pay out of pocket for the costs. 

 

Support: (Verified 3/16/17) 

California Environmental Justice Alliance  

Californians for a Healthy & Green Economy  

Center for Environmental Health  

Clean Water Action  

Common Sense  

Kids Action  

Consumer Attorneys of California  

Environmental Justice  

Coalition for Water  

Environmental Working Group Friends  

Committee on Legislation of California  

Physicians for Social Responsibility,  

San Francisco Bay Area Chapter Sierra Club  

California Strategic Actions for a Just Economy 

 

Opposition: (Verified 3/16/17)  

American Academy of Pediatrics 

California Association of Health Plans 

California Chamber of Commerce 

California Medical Association 

 
Status: Assembly - Health 

Senate Floor votes: 

Assembly floor votes:  
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Legislative  Item #8  Infrastructure & the Environment               Action 

 

AB 421, as introduced, Santiago. Hazardous substances: liability: responsible parties. 

Recommended action: OPPOSE 

Presentation: Gene Wunderlich 

Summary: 

Extends Superfund Liability to Emissions into the Air. Imposes statutory liability on businesses and individuals for 

clean-up recovery costs associated with deposits or redeposits of certain substances that were emitted into the air under 

a statutory scheme that places the burden of proof on the defendant. Provides that for a cause of action under the 

Carpenter-Presley-Tanner Hazardous Substance Account Act, the term "disposal" also includes emissions into the air. 

Description:  

Existing law, the Carpenter-Presley-Tanner Hazardous Substance Account Act, imposes liability for hazardous 

substance removal or remedial actions. Existing law provides that a cost incurred by the Department of Toxic 

Substances Control or regional board in carrying out or overseeing a response or a corrective action under the act or 

under the hazardous waste control laws is recoverable pursuant to state or federal law by the Attorney General, upon 

the request of the department or regional board, from the liable person or persons. The act defines “responsible party” 

and “liable person” for its purposes to mean those persons described in a specified provision of the federal 

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980, which includes persons who are, 

in specified ways, responsible for the disposal of hazardous substances. 

This bill would require that, for purposes of that definition, for a cause of action that accrued on or after January 1, 

1982, “disposal,” as it is used in that federal provision, includes emissions into the air. 

Arguments in support:  

According to the County of Los Angeles, "In July 2016, the Federal Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals ruled that 

contamination caused by aerial emissions does not qualify as a disposal of hazardous substances under CERCLA. The 

Court concluded that CERCLA does not specifically impose liability for hazardous substances that are emitted into the 

air and then migrate by wind to land and water, unlike circumstances where hazardous substances are deposited 

directly onto land or into water.  

Because CERCLA is used to interpret the State’s HSAA, State courts are likely to follow suit and may preclude such 

claims under the HSAA. Until this ruling, contamination by aerial emissions was generally presumed to have been 

included as a disposal of hazardous substance when the HSAA was enacted on January 1, 1982; this ruling now leaves 

a loophole for polluters. "  

Arguments in Opposition:  

The California Chamber of Commerce, in addition to concerns with the inclusion of emissions into the air under the 

HSAA asks, "Does the provision apply to permitted and unpermitted air emissions? While there is a HSC excluding 

permitted emissions under the HSAA, it is unclear how/if that provision would apply to this bill. If it applies to 

permitted emissions, what is the point of a permit? If it does not apply to permitted emissions, how could one 

distinguish between permitted and unpermitted air emissions for purposes of liability? How would the bill apply to 

clean-up operations relating to accumulated permitted emissions? How would it apply to Title V permits? Would the 

bill apply to clean-up at residences? If so, it could apply superfund and related impacts on marketability to 

homeowners or other property owners. Would the bill apply to land disturbances that result in the emission of a 

substance into the air?" 

Support: (Verified 3/16/17) 

Los Angeles County (sponsor)  

Opposition: (Verified 3/16/17)  

Associated General Contractors  

Associated General Contractors – San Diego County  

California Chamber of Commerce  

California Independent Petroleum Association  

California Manufacturing & Technology Association  
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California Metals Coalition  

Chemical Industry Council of California  

Construction Employers’ Association  

Industrial Environmental Association  

National Federation of Independent Business  

Western States Petroleum Association 

Status: Com. on Judiciary 
 

Senate Floor votes: 

Assembly floor votes:  

 

 

 

 

Legislative  Item #9  Job Creation & Retention               Action 

 

AB 1716, as introduced, Committee on Jobs, Economic Development, and the Economy. Sales and use 

taxes: exemption: manufacturing income taxes: credit: jobs and investment. 

Recommended action: SUPPORT 

Presentation: Gene Wunderlich 

Summary: 

Existing sales and use tax laws impose taxes on retailers measured by the gross receipts from the sale of tangible 

personal property sold at retail in this state, or on the storage, use, or other consumption in this state of tangible 

personal property purchased from a retailer for storage, use, or other consumption in this state. Those laws partially 

exempt from those taxes, on or after July 1, 2014, and before July 1, 2022, the gross receipts from the sale of, and the 

storage, use, or other consumption of, specified tangible personal property purchased for use by a qualified person, as 

defined, to be used primarily in manufacturing or other processes, and in research and development. 

This bill would extend the operation of this partial exemption to July 1, 2030, and would repeal it on January 1, 2031. 

Existing law allows a credit against the taxes imposed under the Corporation Tax Law and the Personal Income Tax 

Law for each taxable year beginning on or after January 1, 2014, and before January 1, 2025, in an amount as provided 

in a written agreement between the Governor’s Office of Business and Economic Development and the taxpayer, 

agreed upon by the California Competes Tax Credit Committee, and based on specified factors, including the number 

of jobs the taxpayer will create or retain in the state and the amount of investment in the state by the taxpayer. Existing 

law allows the allocation of the credit through only the 2017–18 fiscal year. 

This bill would authorize the allocation of the credit through the 2029–30 fiscal year, and would extend the credit to 

taxable years beginning before January 1, 2030. 

Description:  

Except as provided in subdivision (e), on or after July 1, 2014, and before July 1, 2030, there are exempted from the 

taxes imposed by this part the gross receipts from the sale of, and the storage, use, or other consumption in this state of, 

any of the following: 

(1) Qualified tangible personal property purchased for use by a qualified person to be used primarily in any stage of the 

manufacturing, processing, refining, fabricating, or recycling of tangible personal property, beginning at the point any 

raw materials are received by the qualified person and introduced into the process and ending at the point at which the 

manufacturing, processing, refining, fabricating, or recycling has altered tangible personal property to its completed 

form, including packaging, if required. 

(2) Qualified tangible personal property purchased for use by a qualified person to be used primarily in research and 

development. 
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(3) Qualified tangible personal property purchased for use by a qualified person to be used primarily to maintain, 

repair, measure, or test any qualified tangible personal property described in paragraph (1) or (2). 

(4) Qualified tangible personal property purchased for use by a contractor purchasing that property for use in the 

performance of a construction contract for the qualified person, that will use that property as an integral part of the 

manufacturing, processing, refining, fabricating, or recycling process, or as a research or storage facility for use in 

connection with those processes. 

 

 

 

Support: (3/16/17) 

None on file  

Opposition: (Verified 3/16/17)  

None on file  

 
Status: Referred to Com. on Jobs, Economic Development, and the Economy 

Senate Floor votes: 

Assembly floor votes:  
 

 

 

 

 

 


