
 
 

MEETING AGENDA 
Monday, April 16, 2018 

Realtor House, 26529 Jefferson Ave, Murrieta 

Presiding: Greg Morrison, Chair 
2018 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                  
Legislative Report #4                                                 Action 

1. CalChamber 2018 ‘JOB KILLERS’ 
2. SB 946 (Lara) Sidewalk vendors. 
3. AB 2281 (Irwin) Clinical laboratories: licensed medical laboratory technicians. 
4. SB 998 (Dodd) Water shutoffs: urban and community water systems. 
5. SB 1080 (Newman) Transportation network companies: driver identification 

The 2018 Proposition Wars                         Action 
Speaker and Chamber Announcements                        Information 
Our lunch sponsor  Rancho California Water District                Thank You 

 
Adjourn – Next Meeting May 21, 2018  
 

 

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/Wildomar Chamber of  
Lake Elsinore Valley Chamber of  

Menifee Valley Chamber of Commerce 

Perris Valley Chamber of Commerce 
Canyon Lake 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 
Southern California Edison 

  

  

https://www.ranchowater.com/
http://srcar.org/
http://srcar.org/
http://www.mwdh2o.com/
http://www.mwdh2o.com/
http://www.evmwd.com/
http://www.crrwasteservices.com/
http://www.abbottvascular.com/us/index.html
http://temecula.org/
http://www.murrietachamber.org/
http://www.lakeelsinorechamber.com/
http://www.menifeevalleychamber.com/
http://perrischamber.org/
https://www.commercebanktv.com/
http://caanet.org/
http://www.swhealthcaresystem.com/
http://www.temeculavalleyhospital.com/
http://edcswca.com/
http://www.paradiseautos.com/?cs:e=g&cs:gn=s&cs:cid=50543207033&cs:kw=paradise%20chevrolet&cs:p=&seg=dap&cs:tv=356&cs:a=gm_useddap_010&cs:pro=gmdapuf&cs:ki=1065743009
https://www.facebook.com/SWCLC
https://twitter.com/SWCalAdvocacy
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A letter was sent in SUPPORT of the following highlighted bills from the SWCLC March agenda.  
No action was taken on the bills recommended for OPPOSITION.  
The Executive Committee voted to send a letter in OPPOSITION to AB 3001 (Bonta) Zero-emissions 
buildings and sources of heat energy.  
A subsequent letter was sent on SB 3232 (Friedman), a comparable bill.  
 

Legislative Report #3 2018                                                Action 

1. AB 3027 (Chávez) California Environmental Quality Act: attorney’s fees.  Pulled by author 
2. AB 2856 (Melendez). California Environmental Quality Act: housing development projects. Dead 
3. AB 2061 (Frazier) Clean Truck Deployment Act   Suspense - Approp 
4. AB 2281 (Irwin) Clinical laboratories: licensed medical laboratory technicians. 
5. SB 998 (Dodd) Water shutoffs: urban and community water systems. 
6. AB 1765 (Quirk-Silva) Building Homes and Jobs Act: fee waiver: states of emergency. 
7. AB 1915 (Mathis) Building Homes and Jobs Act: recording fee: mining claims. 
8. AB 2482 (Voepel) Employment: flexible work schedules. 
9. SB 1182 (Glazer) Taxation: renters’ credit. 
10. SB 946 (Lara) Sidewalk vendors. 
11. ACA 23 (Melendez) Legislative committees: prohibition on holding bills in committee 
12. SB 1091 (Stone) Property taxation: transfer of base year value: disaster relief. 

  



 

Southwest California Legislative Council 

SWCLC 
2018 Bill Tracker - Preliminary 

              

Month Bill # Author Party Intent Position Status 

1 AB319  Stone D Recycling caps O Died 

1 AB1059 Fletcher Gonzalez D Dual agency O Died 

1 AB1173 Harper R Holiday overtime S Died 

1 AB1506 Bloom D Rent control O Died 

1 AB403 Melendez R Whistle blower S Chapter 

1 SB38 Roth D Judgeships S Pending 

1 SB281 Salas D Right to cure S Died 

1 SB300 Monning D Beverage labels O Died 

1 AB889 Stone D Secrecy agreements O Died 

1 AB1758 Steinorth R Homeownership savings S Referred 

1 AB1781 Steinorth R Annual statements S Referred 

1 AB1778 Holden D Rivco housing W Pending 

1 AB1745 Ting D Clean Car 2040 O Referred 

1 SB826 Jackson D Female BOD O Referred 

2 AB2251 Melendez R State agency audits S Pending 

3 AB3027 Chavez R CEQA att'y fees S   

3 AB2061 Frazier D Clean trucks S   

3 AB2856 Melendez R CEQA housing dev S   

3 AB1765 Quirk-Silva D SB2 fee waiver S   

3 AB1915 Mathis R SB2 mining waiver S   

3 AB2482 Voepel R Flex hours S   

3 SB1182 Glazer D Renters credit $$ S   

3 SB1091 Stone R Tax portability S   

3 AB2509 Waldron R Meal breaks S   

3 AB3001 Bonta D 0 E buildings O   

3   SoCalGas   SCAQMD CNG S   
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MEETING MINUTES 
Monday, February 26, 2018 

Realtor House, 26529 Jefferson Ave, Murrieta 

Presiding: Greg Morrison, 2018 Chair  

 

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

 
 
 

Canyon Lake Chamber of Commerce 
Lake Elsinore Chamber of Commerce  
Menifee Valley Chamber of Commerce  

Murrieta/Wildomar Chamber of Commerce  
Perris Valley Chamber of Commerce 

Temecula Valley Chamber of Commerce  
 
 
 

 
P Benoit, Ben A Morris, Andy 

EX Braicovich, Alex P Morrison, Greg 

P Burns, Deene A Neet, Brad 

P Castillejos, Darci A Poindexter, Adria 

A Fisher, Michael P Ruiz, Adam 

P Frank, Dennis P Sparkman, Joan 

A Gugliemana, Judy A Summers, Karen 

EX Kelliher, John  P Barry Walker 

A McLeod, Erik     
 

P= Present A=Absent     EX= Excused 
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GUEST                                                                                                                                                  

ATTENDANCE ROSTER 

Present Name Company E-mail 

 Abeles, Andy  Rancon Real Estate andyabeles@gmail.com 

 Aldana, Peter Assessor-County Recorder   

 Alvarez, Jesus City of Murrieta jalvarez@murrieta.org 

 Ashworth, Daneen  Meridian HR daneen@mymeridianhr.com 

 Blackmer, Katelyn  Assemblywoman Melendez katelyn.blackmer@asm.ca.gov 

 Bott, Jeff  The Toll Roads (TCA) jbott@thetollroads.com 

 Brady, Carollee Rancho California Water Dist. bradycl1@aol.com 

 Connerton, Darrell  Senator Stone  darrell.connerton@sen.ca.gov 

 Dazlich, David BIA Riverside  ddazlich@riversidebia.org  

 Freeze, Tim Alta Pacific Bank  

 Herrera, Debbie   Senator Jeff Stone debbie.herren@sen.ca.gov  

 Hunneman, John  Senator Stone john.hunneman@sen.ca.gov  

 Krzewski, Pete PKC Keubler  keith.krzewski@pkckuebler.com 

 LoPiccolo, Tony Menifee Chamber of Commerce ed@menifeevalleychamber.com 

 Lowrey, Russell Revitalize California Cities  

 Miller, Glenn  Senator Stone glenn.miller@sen.ca.gov  

 Montgomery, David Riverside County Assessor's Office  

 Murguia, Izzy  City of Murrieta imurguia@murrieta.org 

 Murray, Don EDC bankshot04@gmail.com 

 Myers, Morris   MSJC mmyers@msjc.edu 

 O'Neal, Paul Nevada Hydro pauloneal@gmail.com 

 Perry, Heather  Senator Morrell  

 Sasse, Erin  League of California Cities Esasse@cacities.org 

 Somers, Tom Pacific Advisors tom_somers@pacificadvisors.com 

 Sullivan, Alice Temecula Valley Chamber asullivan@temecula.org  

 Turnbow, Laura Temecula Valley Chamber laura@temecula.org 

 Wetton, Darlene Temecula Valley Hospital  

 Wilson, Walter  SRCAR walter@srcar.org 

 Wunderlich, Gene SWCLC gad@swcaladvocacy.com 

 
Action Items 
Chairman Morrison reported no actions will be taken today, pending resolution of the Director & Officer insurance issue.  
 
 
2018 Bill Tracker Update 
 
AB 403 – (Melendez) Whistler Blower Bill – Bill passed both houses and Governor has signed. 
 
In 2018 4,700 bills were introduced for the current two-year session. 
 
Prop 68 – $4 Billion in bonds for parks, environmental protection and water infrastructure - Morrison will research and present 
information.  
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Prop 69 – Required taxes and fees related to transportation be used for transportation purposes – Braicovich will research and 
present information.  
 
Prop 70 – Requires a one-time two-thirds vote to use revenue from cap and trade program to fund the greenhouse gas reduction 
reserve.  Morrison will research and present information.  
 
Prop 72 – Excludes rainwater capture systems from property tax assessments – Ruiz will research and present information. 
 
Peter Aldana, Riverside County Assessor/Clerk/Recorder discussed legislation that may impact our area. 

 Per SB 2 a $75 fee can be assessed on certain documents recorded in Riverside County.  The fee has a maximum of $225. 
The income generated through these fees is to be utilized to fund affordable housing. Mr. Aldana’s office is working on more 
specific language to clarify when the fee should be collected. 

 Prop 60 – Allows for portability of Prop 13 value from one home to another, provided the new home is of equal or lesser value 
than the home that was sold. Prop 90 is similar but allows for transfer of value from one county to another. 

 Split Roll Tax – The California Schools and Funding Act – will require commercial property to be re-assessed every three 
years. 70 additional appraisal staff members would be needed to complete the assessments.  

 Property values continue to increase, with the median sales price of $432,500 in the 92591 zip code and $459,500 in 92592.  
 
Russell Lowrey, Revitalize California Cities 
The objective of Revitalize California Cities is to provide local governments with the ability to fund improvements to blighted areas. It 
would provide for a shared fiscal responsibility between state and local governments that provide a means to assist local governments 
with the revitalization of their communities while also incentivizing the implementation of state-wide policy objectives. Lowrey has 
identified possible funding sources and stated the importance for cities within the state to join the coalition to support this objective and 
to garner support to include this item in gubernatorial candidate budgets.  
 
Senator Jeff Stone 
SB 1352 – Saving Money And Reducing Taxes (SMART). Would tax non-California residents (second home owners) based upon the 
amount of time spent in California.  
 
Senator Mike Morrell 
Reported by Heather Perry: Patriots of the Future Award event has been postponed. Nominations are still being accepted. Detai ls to 
follow. 

 
Assemblymember Melissa Melendez 
Reported by Katelyn Blackmer: AB 403 – Whistle Blower legislation passed and has been signed by Governor. ACA 23 – Legislative 
Transparency – will allow every bill must be voted on and cannot be held in sub-committees. 
 
Menifee Chamber of Commerce 
Reported by Tony LoPiccolo: Upcoming Events 

 
Temecula Valley Chamber of Commerce 
Reported by Alice Sullivan: Upcoming events 

 
SWCLC thanked Vero’s Mexican Restaurant for their generous donation of lunch for today’s meeting. 

 
Adjournment: 1:12 pm 
Next meeting Monday, March 19, 2018 
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Legislative item #1:                 Action 

Consent Agenda 

The list of 2018 job killer bills identified by the CalChamber:  SWCLC has taken previous action 

AB 1745 (Ting; D-San Francisco) Vehicle Ban —  Bans the sale of combustion engine vehicles in the state by 
prohibiting the registration of a new vehicle in the state after 2040 unless it is a zero emission vehicle.  
AB 1761 (Muratsuchi; D-Torrance) Customer Blacklist and Hotel Workers Panic Button — Denies hotel guests 
due process, by requiring hotels to create a blacklist of guests who have been accused, yet not proven, to have 
engaged in inappropriate behavior towards hotel employees, and precludes the hotel from allowing those guests on 
the blacklist to enter their properties for three years. 
AB 1902 (Levine; D-San Rafael) Interference with Contracts — Discourages and reduces “personal service 
contracts” as defined, by unfairly increasing the contract price for these services based upon an undefined and 
unspecified “area income” rate that presumably will include wages from different industries and different occupations 
that are not comparable to personal services.  It also provides the Department of Industrial Relations with extraordinary 
authority to value companies, determine “similar services” to be included under the provisions of this bill, and what 
constitutes “area income.” 
AB 2069 (Bonta; D-Oakland) Medical Marijuana in Employment — Undermines employer’s ability to provide a 
safe and drug-free workplace by creating a new protected classification of employees who use marijuana for medical 
purposes, and exposing employers to costly and unnecessary litigation under the Fair Employment and Housing Act 
(FEHA) whenever the employer terminates an employee in this new protected class who has created a safety hazard 
in the workplace. 
AB 2351 (Eggman; D-Stockton) Targeted Tax on High Earners —  Unfairly increases the personal income tax rate 
from 13.3% – which is already, by far, the highest income tax rate in the country – to 14.3% for one category of 
taxpayers (including some proprietors), who already pay half of California’s income taxes, forcing them to mitigate 
these costs through means that include reducing workforce, in order to provide more funding for higher education.  
AB 2527 (Muratsuchi; D-Torrance) Costly Litigation Against Small Employers —  Exposes small businesses 
who are seeking financial investors in their company to devastating class action litigation by banning the use of 
arbitration agreements, which is preempted by the Federal Arbitration Act, prohibiting class action waivers, allowing 
for the award of treble damages, punitive damages, and attorney’s fees, and interferes with contractual negotiations 
between sophisticated parties by dictating the choice of forum and choice of law for such litigation. 
AB 2571 (Gonzalez Fletcher; D-San Diego) Public Employee Retirement Systems Investment Policy —  Seeks 
to publicly shame investment managers and the hospitality companies in which they invest, by forcing them to submit 
an annual report subject to a public review, that discloses employee wage information according to gender, ethnicity,  
and race, exposing such companies to costly litigation. 
AB 2765 (Low; D-Campbell) Portable Benefits for The Gig Economy —  Imposes onerous and costly mandates 
on companies in the gig economy labeled as the “digital marketplace” by adding them under the provisions of the Fair 
Employment and Housing Act (FEHA), expanding the protected classifications under FEHA for contractors of the 
digital marketplace to include “familial status,” and creates further confusion and uncertainty regarding the use and 
classification of independent contractors.  These new mandates will dramatically increase the amount of frivolous 
litigation under FEHA and the Private Attorneys General Act (PAGA) for the digital marketplace.  
AB 3080 (Gonzalez Fletcher; D-San Diego) Ban on Settlement Agreements and Arbitration 
Agreements  Significantly expands employment litigation and increases costs for employers and employees by 
banning settlement agreements for labor and employment claims as well as arbitration agreements made as a 
condition of employment, which is likely preempted under the Federal Arbitration Act and will only delay the resolution 
of claims. Banning such agreements benefits the trial attorneys, not the employer or employee.  
ACA 22 (McCarty; D-Sacramento) Middle Class Fiscal Relief Act  ACA 22 (McCarty, D-Sacramento and Ting, D-
San Francisco) proposes a constitutional amendment that would impose a surcharge of 10 percent on net income 
over $1 million for all corporations. Revenues from the surcharge would be allocated to public schools and for 

http://ctweb.capitoltrack.com/public/search.aspx?t=bill&s=AB%201745&go=Search&session=17&id=1dae9efb-651d-4a02-a05d-360ca7965b14
http://ctweb.capitoltrack.com/public/search.aspx?t=bill&s=AB%201761&go=Search&session=17&id=1dae9efb-651d-4a02-a05d-360ca7965b14
http://ctweb.capitoltrack.com/public/search.aspx?t=bill&s=AB%201902&go=Search&session=17&id=1dae9efb-651d-4a02-a05d-360ca7965b14
http://ctweb.capitoltrack.com/public/search.aspx?t=bill&s=AB%202069&go=Search&session=17&id=1dae9efb-651d-4a02-a05d-360ca7965b14
http://ctweb.capitoltrack.com/public/search.aspx?t=bill&s=AB%202351&go=Search&session=17&id=1dae9efb-651d-4a02-a05d-360ca7965b14
http://ctweb.capitoltrack.com/public/search.aspx?t=bill&s=AB%202527&go=Search&session=17&id=1dae9efb-651d-4a02-a05d-360ca7965b14
http://ctweb.capitoltrack.com/public/search.aspx?t=bill&s=AB%202571&go=Search&session=17&id=1dae9efb-651d-4a02-a05d-360ca7965b14
http://ctweb.capitoltrack.com/public/search.aspx?t=bill&s=AB%202765&go=Search&session=17&id=1dae9efb-651d-4a02-a05d-360ca7965b14
http://ctweb.capitoltrack.com/public/search.aspx?t=bill&s=AB%203080&go=Search&session=17&id=1dae9efb-651d-4a02-a05d-360ca7965b14
http://ctweb.capitoltrack.com/public/search.aspx?t=bill&s=ACA%2022&go=Search&session=17&id=1dae9efb-651d-4a02-a05d-360ca7965b14
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purposes determined by the Legislature to provide fiscal benefits to lower- and middle-income Californians. 
Unnecessarily increases California’s 8.84% corporate tax rate, already one of the highest in the nation, to 18.84%, 
which will encourage companies to leave the state and discourage companies from expanding or relocating here. 
SB 1284 (Jackson; D-Santa Barbara) Disclosure of Company Pay Data —  Unfairly requires California employers 
to submit pay data to the Department of Industrial Relations creating a false impression of wage discrimination or 
unequal pay where none exists and, therefore, subjecting employers to unfair public criticism, enforcement measures, 
and significant litigation costs to defend against meritless claims. 
SB 1300 (Jackson; D-Santa Barbara) Removes Legal Standing and Prohibits Release of Claims — Significantly 
increases litigation by removing the standing requirement for a plaintiff alleging failure to prevent harassment or 
discrimination when no harassment even occurs, limits the use of severance agreements, and prohibits the use of a 
general release or non-disparagement clause in employer/employee contracts. Senate Labor and Industrial Relations 
Committee. 
SB 1398 (Skinner; D-Berkeley) Increased Tax Rate — Threatens to significantly increase the corporate tax rate on 
publicly held corporations and financial institutions up to 15% according to the wages paid to employees in the United 
States, and threatens to increase that rate by 50% thereafter, if the corporation or institution reduces its workforce in 
the United States and simultaneously increases its contractors. 

2017 JOB KILLER CARRY-OVER BILLS 
AB 127 (Committee on Budget) Threatens Energy Reliability — Threatens energy reliability and will lead to the 
elimination of jobs by mandating the closure of the Aliso Canyon natural gas storage facility. 
ACA 4 (Aguiar-Curry; D-Winters) Lowers Vote Requirement for New Tax Increases — Unnecessarily reduces 
the voter threshold from two-thirds to 55% for local governments to enact special taxes, including parcel taxes, for the 
purpose of improving public infrastructure and affordable housing, which creates an opportunity for discriminatory and 
higher taxes to be imposed against disfavored industries and commercial property owners. 
ACA 11 (Caballero; D-Salinas) Targeted Retail Industry Tax Increase — Exposes the retail industry to increased 
taxes by imposing a quarter-cent sales tax increase to fund affordable housing and homeless shelters, without creating 
greatly needed market rate housing. 
SB 49 (de León; D-Los Angeles) Creates Uncertainty and Increases Potential Litigation Regarding 
Environmental Standards — Creates uncertainty by giving broad and sweeping discretion to State agencies to adopt 
rules and regulations more stringent than the federal rules and regulations in effect on January 19, 2017 through an 
expedited administrative procedure without public participation or input, when the State agencies determine that 
federal action leads to less stringent laws and regulations than those in effect on January 19, 2017; and increases the 
potential for costly litigation by creating private rights of action under California law, which may be triggered when a 
State agency takes the foregoing discretionary action. 
SB 538 (Monning; D-Carmel) Arbitration Discrimination — Unfairly and unlawfully discriminates against arbitration 
agreements by restricting the formation of antitrust arbitration agreements in hospital contracts, leading to costly 
litigation over preemption by the Federal Arbitration Act. 
SB 562 (Lara; D-Bell Gardens) Government-Run Health Care — Penalizes responsible employers and individuals 
and results in significant new taxes on all Californians and California businesses by creating a new single-payer 
government-run, multibillion-dollar health care system financed by an unspecified and undeveloped “revenue plan.” 
SB 774 (Leyva; D-Chino) Increased Permitting Fees and Delayed Permitting — Exposes permittees to unknown, 
increased fees by providing the Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) a blank check to impose additional 
fees on permittees to implement and perform its statutory requirements when its primary sources of funding have 
structural deficits and creates substantial uncertainty and delay of facility permitting by interjecting a new board into 
the organizational structure. 
SCA 6 (Wiener; D-San Francisco) Lowers Vote Requirement for Tax Increases — Unnecessarily reduces the 
voter threshold from two-thirds to 55% for local governments to enact special taxes, including parcel taxes, for the 
purpose of providing transportation services, which creates an opportunity for discriminatory and higher taxes to be 
imposed against disfavored industries and commercial property owners. 

 
 

http://ctweb.capitoltrack.com/public/search.aspx?t=bill&s=SB%201284&go=Search&session=17&id=1dae9efb-651d-4a02-a05d-360ca7965b14
http://ctweb.capitoltrack.com/public/search.aspx?t=bill&s=SB%201300&go=Search&session=17&id=1dae9efb-651d-4a02-a05d-360ca7965b14
http://ctweb.capitoltrack.com/public/search.aspx?t=bill&s=SB%201398&go=Search&session=17&id=1dae9efb-651d-4a02-a05d-360ca7965b14
http://ctweb.capitoltrack.com/public/search.aspx?t=bill&s=AB%20127&go=Search&session=17&id=1dae9efb-651d-4a02-a05d-360ca7965b14
http://ctweb.capitoltrack.com/public/search.aspx?t=bill&s=ACA%204&go=Search&session=17&id=1dae9efb-651d-4a02-a05d-360ca7965b14
http://ctweb.capitoltrack.com/public/search.aspx?t=bill&s=ACA%2011&go=Search&session=17&id=1dae9efb-651d-4a02-a05d-360ca7965b14
http://ctweb.capitoltrack.com/public/search.aspx?t=bill&s=SB%2049&go=Search&session=17&id=1dae9efb-651d-4a02-a05d-360ca7965b14
http://ctweb.capitoltrack.com/public/search.aspx?t=bill&s=SB%20538&go=Search&session=17&id=1dae9efb-651d-4a02-a05d-360ca7965b14
http://ctweb.capitoltrack.com/public/search.aspx?t=bill&s=SB%20562&go=Search&session=17&id=1dae9efb-651d-4a02-a05d-360ca7965b14
http://ctweb.capitoltrack.com/public/search.aspx?t=bill&s=SB%20774&go=Search&session=17&id=1dae9efb-651d-4a02-a05d-360ca7965b14
http://ctweb.capitoltrack.com/public/search.aspx?t=bill&s=SCA%206&go=Search&session=17&id=1dae9efb-651d-4a02-a05d-360ca7965b14
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Legislative item #2:                 Action 

SB 946, as introduced, Lara. Sidewalk vendors. 

Recommended action: OPPOSE 
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich 

Summary: 
This bill would prohibit a local authority from adopting rules or regulations, by ordinance or resolution, that 
regulate or prohibit sidewalk vendors, as defined, unless it first adopts a sidewalk vending licensing program 

Description:  
Existing law authorizes a local authority, by ordinance or resolution, to adopt requirements for the public 
safety regulating any type of vending from a vehicle upon a street. Existing law additionally authorizes a local 
authority, by ordinance or resolution, to adopt requirements regulating the time, place, and manner of vending 
from a vehicle upon a street. 
This bill would prohibit a local authority from adopting rules or regulations, by ordinance or resolution, that 
regulate or prohibit sidewalk vendors, as defined, unless it first adopts a sidewalk vending licensing program 
that requires a sidewalk vendor to obtain a license from the local authority before selling food or merchandise.  
The bill would require a local authority that elects to adopt a sidewalk vending licensing program to, among 
other things, not restrict the location of a licensed sidewalk vendor unless the restriction is directly related to 
objective health, safety, or welfare concerns, and not unreasonably restrict sidewalk vendors to operate only 
in a designated neighborhood or area.  
The bill would authorize a local authority that elects to adopt a sidewalk vending licensing program to, by 
ordinance or resolution, adopt additional requirements regulating the time, place, and manner of sidewalk 
vending.  
The bill would prohibit a sidewalk vendor from violating the terms of a local authority’s sidewalk vending 
licensing program or operating without a license, as specified. A violation would be punishable by an 
administrative fine, as specified, and proceeds would be deposited in the treasury of the local authority. 

 
Background: 
 

According to the author: 
 Sidewalk vending provides important entrepreneurship and economic development opportunities to 

low-income and immigrant communities. 
 Sidewalk vending increases access to desired goods, such as culturally significant food and 

merchandise. 
 Sidewalk vending contributes to a safe and dynamic public space. 
 The safety and welfare of the general public is promoted by encouraging local authorities to support 

and properly regulate sidewalk vending. 
 The safety and welfare of the general public is promoted by prohibiting criminal penalties for violations 

of sidewalk vending ordinances and regulations. 
 It is the intent of the Legislature to promote entrepreneurship and support immigrant and low-income 

communities. 

Support: (Verified 4/10/18) 
None on file  
Opposition: (Verified 4/10/18)  
None on file 

http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201720180SB946


 

Southwest California Legislative Council  

 
Status: Active – Committee on Governance & Finance 
Senate Floor votes: 
Assembly floor votes:  
 
 
 

Legislative item #3:                 Action 

AB 2281, as introduced, Irwin. Clinical laboratories: licensed medical laboratory 

technicians. 

Recommended action: SUPPORT 
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich 

Summary: 
Expands the scope of practice of licensed medical laboratory technicians (MLTs) to include blood smear 
reviews, microscopic urinalysis, and moderate complexity blood typing — that are currently permissible under 
federal law. 

Description:  
Existing law provides for the licensure, registration, and regulation of clinical laboratories and various clinical 
laboratory personnel by the State Department of Public Health. Existing law requires a medical laboratory 
technician to be licensed by the department, sets forth the duties that a licensed medical laboratory technician 
is authorized to perform, and prohibits a licensed medical laboratory technician from performing microscopic 
analysis or immunohematology procedures. 
This bill authorizes an MLT to perform three microscopic analysis and immunohematology procedures: (1) 
blood smear reviews, (2) microscopic urinalysis, and (3) blood typing of moderate complexity, such as 
ABO/Rh testing. 

Arguments in support: 
Purpose. This bill is sponsored by the California Society of Pathologists. According to the author, “California 
is currently experiencing a shortage of laboratory personnel that has been worsened by the growing demand 
for health care services. Clinical Laboratory Scientists (CLS) are individuals with bachelor’s degrees who are 
licensed to perform the most complex tests in a laboratory. Considering that 42% of current CLSs are quickly 
nearing retirement, our state can anticipate a drastic shortage in clinical laboratory personnel. We must 
prepare for this reality while ensuring that we can continue to provide quality health care services. This bill 
will alleviate the workforce shortage by allowing [MLTs], or individuals with associate degrees and extensive 
training, to assist CLSs with three moderately complex tests.” 
 

Arguments in opposition:  
The Engineers and Scientists of California write in opposition, “[w]e fear that by allowing MLTs to perform 
clinical lab tests normally performed by a CLS, [this bill] will steer hospitals toward picking the “cheaper” 
option without regard to patient safety. Indeed, in the 2010 Biochemia Medica report “Overview on patient 
safety in healthcare and laboratory diagnostics” authors noted that, “Owing to the volume and complexity of 
testing, a large number of errors still occur in laboratory diagnostics, especially in the extra-analystical (sic) 
phases of testing.” Lab tests such as blood smear reviews, microscopic urinalysis and blood typing require 
a certain amount of discretionary judgment. We believe that these tests are best performed by licensed 
professionals who are properly educated, trained, and experienced. In our biew (sic), it’s the CLS that best 
serves the patient here.” 

http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201720180AB2281
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201720180AB2281
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Support: (Verified 3/16/18) 

California Society of Pathologists (sponsor)  

California Clinical Laboratory Association  
California Hospital Association  

Folsom Lake College Medical Laboratory Technician 

Program  
Quest Diagnostics  
13 Individual MLTs 

Opposition: (Verified 3/16/18)  
Engineers and Scientists of California  3 Individual CLSs 

 
Status: Active – Passed B & P 4/3, referred to Appr.  
Senate Floor votes: 
Assembly floor votes:  
 

 

Legislative item #4:                 Action 

SB 998, as introduced, Dodd. Water shutoffs: urban and community water systems. 

Recommended action: OPPOSE 
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich 

Summary: 
This bill would eliminate and amend existing policies for how and when a water utility can discontinue service 
to a customer due to nonpayment. The bill also prohibits most water utilities from terminating service under 
expanded conditions, which include an assessment by the local public health department and authorizes the 
Attorney General to enforce the provisions of the bill. 

Description:  
Existing law, the California Safe Drinking Water Act, requires the State Water Resources Control Board to 
administer provisions relating to the regulation of drinking water to protect public health. Existing law declares 
it to be the established policy of the state that every human being has the right to safe, clean, affordable, and 
accessible water adequate for human consumption, cooking, and sanitary purposes. 
Under existing law, the Public Utilities Commission has regulatory authority over public utilities, including 
water corporations. Existing law requires certain notice to be given before a water corporation, public utility 
district, municipal utility district, or a municipally owned or operated public utility furnishing water may 
terminate residential service for nonpayment of a delinquent account, as prescribed. 
This bill would require an urban and community water system, defined as a public water system that supplies 
water to more than 200 service connections, to have a written policy on residential service shutoff available 
in English, Spanish, or any other language spoken by at least 5% of the people residing in its service area.  

 The bill would require the policy to include certain components and be available on the system’s 
Internet Web site and be provided annually to customers in writing.  

 The bill would make a violation of these provisions punishable by a civil penalty issued by the board 
or the commission, as appropriate, in an amount not to exceed $500 for each day in which the violation 
occurs.  

 The bill would eliminate existing notice and other requirements relating to the termination of residential 
service for commission-regulated urban and community water systems and instead would apply the 
provisions of this bill to those systems.  

 This bill would prohibit an urban and community water system from shutting off residential service until 
a payment by a customer has been delinquent for at least 60 days.  

http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201720180SB998
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 The bill would require an urban and community water system to contact the customer named on the 
account and provide the customer with the urban and community water system’s policy on residential 
service shutoff no less than 3 business days before shutoff, as prescribed.  

 The bill would prohibit an urban and community water system from shutting off residential service until 
the system notifies the local health department and the local health department assesses that a shutoff 
at the residence would not pose a grave threat to the health and safety of the residents, except as 
provided. By imposing new duties on local health departments, this bill would impose a state-
mandated local program. 

 This bill would prohibit residential service from being shut off under specified circumstances.  
 The bill would require an urban and community water system that shuts off residential service to 

provide the customer with information on how to restore service and petition for a waiver of 
reconnection fees.  

 The bill would require an urban and community water system to waive reconnection fees and offer a 
reduction or waiver of interest charges on delinquent bills for a residential customer with a 
demonstrated household income below 200% of the federal poverty line and would limit the amount 
of a reconnection of service fee imposed on any other residential customer.  

 The bill would require an urban and community water system to report the number of annual shutoffs 
for inability to pay on its Internet Web site.  

 The bill would require an urban water supplier, as defined, or an urban and community water system 
regulated by the commission, to comply with the bill’s provisions on and after February 1, 2019, and 
any other urban and community water system to comply with the bill’s provisions on and after April 1, 
2019. 

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. 

Analysis  4/02/18 Sen. E, U & C:  
There’s no question that discontinuation of water service – for any reason – poses a hardship on households 
who have their service terminated. However, this bill attempts a one-size fits all approach that seems to 
negate what is working in the current processes and at a minimum not provide sufficient justification why such 
an approach is needed. Specifically, this bill inappropriately eliminates the existing application of the 
requirements and processes for discontinuation of service due to nonpayment detailed and appropriately 
placed in the Public Utilities Code for both investor-owned utilities and publicly-owned utilities. Instead, this 
bill inexplicably proposes new processes in the Health and Safety Code under the jurisdiction of the State 
Water Resources Control Board – an agency less geared towards dealing with water rates issues and more 
geared towards water quality, conservation, etc.  
As argued by the opponents, the processes proposed in this bill essentially result in a de facto prohibition on 
discontinuation of service for nonpayment. As a result, this bill could end up further exasperating water service 
affordability for all customers since the costs associated with providing services to nonpaying customers 
would need to be absorbed by other ratepayers. This bill also inexplicably requires involvement by the county 
public health department to make assessments regarding an individual household’s health and safety. 
Currently, water utilities are required to make service and payment accommodations for customers dealing 
with life-threatening medical conditions who are unable to pay.  
These determinations of an individual’s health conditions are made by their physician, not a county health 
department that deals with infectious disease, and such. In fact the California State Association of Counties 
(CSAC) opposes these provisions of this bill for these very reasons. This bill also provides the Attorney 
General with authority to enforce provisions of the new rules governing discontinuation of service. It is unclear 
that such enforcement is necessary, particularly for CPUC regulated utilities which are currently overseen by 
the CPUC where customers have the ability to petition the CPUC on these issues. 
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Arguments in support:  
According to the author: “The cost of water in California is rising at an alarming rate. Statewide, the cost has 
risen over 66 percent between 2007 and 2015. In Los Angeles the cost has risen 71 percent between 2010 
and 2017, and during that same period the cost of water for San Franciscans has risen as much as 127 
percent. Since water is a necessity for life, many low-income ratepayers face troubling tradeoffs in order to 
pay water bills. Establishing a statewide structure for helping low income ratepayers cope with increasing 
water rates will reduce difficult tradeoffs families will have to make and improve overall health and safety for 
many communities and households.”  

Arguments in opposition:  
Arguments against this bill are many, with the majority of the opponents centering their concerns on a lack of 
data to demonstrate there exists a large problem that merits the prescriptions proposed in this bill and 
universal concern by the opponents regarding cost shifts to paying customers, including low-income 
residents, who would have to pay increased bills in order to recover costs from nonpaying customers. 
Additionally, opponents of this bill, including both privately and publicly owned utilities, share the perspective 
that this bill is proposing a “de facto prohibition on discontinuing the water utility service” of customers who 
renege on their obligations to pay.  
Many of the opponents state that the existing policies to address termination of service due to nonpayment 
are adequate and have worked for decades with many of the privately owned utilities stating their termination 
numbers are low. Many of the opposition believe this bill is overly prescriptive and requires a one-size-fits-all 
approach for 3,000+ water agencies of varying sizes with varying legal constraints.  
Furthermore, opponents raise concerns regarding: the verification processes that would be required to 
implement this bill, the increased potential for fraud and abuse, an inappropriate role for county health 
departments, and awkwardly placing water utilities into roles normally served by social service agencies. 
Many of the opponents point to Rule 11 as a model for standardizing termination of service due to a customer’s 
nonpayment. 

 
Support: (Verified 4/10/18) 

American Civil Liberties Union of California  
Center for Advocacy  
California Rural Legal Assistance  
Clean Water Action-California  
Community Water Center  
Food & Water Watch  
Leadership Counsel for Justice & Accountability  

Lutheran Office of Public Policy-California  
Pacific Institute  
Public Health Advocates  
Sierra Club California  
The Environmental Justice Coalition for Water  
Western Center on Law and Poverty 

Opposition: (Verified 4/10/18)  
Association of California Water Agencies  
California Association of Mutual Water Companies  
California Municipal Utilities Association  
California Special Districts Association  
California Water Association  
California Water Services  

Camrosa Water District  
Central Basin Water Association  
East Orange County Water District  
League of California Cities  
Regional Water Authority  
Twentynine Palms Water District 

 
Status: Active – Committee on Energy, Utilities & Communication 
Senate Floor votes: 
Assembly floor votes:  
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Legislative item #5:                 Action 

SB 1080 (Newman) Transportation network companies: driver identification 

Recommended action: SUPPORT 
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich 

Summary: 
This bill allows a non-California resident, active duty military member or dependent to drive for a transportation 
network company (TNC) if they possess a valid driver’s license issued by the state in which they reside.  

Description:  
Existing law The Passenger Charter-party Carriers’ Act defines a transportation network company as an 
organization, whether a corporation, partnership, sole proprietor, or other form, operating in California that 
provides prearranged transportation services for compensation using an online-enabled platform to connect 
passengers with drivers using their personal vehicles. The act also defines a participating driver or driver as 
any person who uses a vehicle in connection with a transportation network company’s online-enabled 
application or platform to connect with passengers. Existing law also provides that a violation of the act is a 
crime. 
This bill would require a transportation network company driver to possess either a valid driver’s license 
issued by the State of California or, in the case of a nonresident active duty military member or a nonresident 
dependent of an active duty military member, a valid driver’s license issued by the other state or territory of 
the United States in which the member or dependent is a resident. By creating a new crime, the bill would 
impose a state-mandated local program. 

Arguments in support: 
Current law requires active duty military and their families temporarily stationed in California to replace 
their valid, home state driver’s license with a California driver’s license in order to become a rideshare 
driver. This creates unnecessary barriers for the hardworking service members who wish to earn extra 
income through ridesharing services like Lyft and Uber. 
The “gig-economy” - of which ride-sharing is a part – offers persons looking for flexible work opportunities 
which fit their schedule. With more than 190,000 active duty military members in California and 
thousands more members of their immediate family, this measure will improve economic opportunities 
for those service members who are trying to save for their next vacation or simply trying to make ends 
meet. 
Author’s Statement. With its high cost of living and daunting job market, California is a notoriously expensive 
and challenging place for the military and veteran families who relocate here, either as a result of a transfer 
while on active duty, or upon their return to California after completion of a service obligation.  The earning 
opportunities offered by the “sharing economy” could make a meaningful difference in softening the impact of 
relocation for active duty military and veteran families.  Under current state laws governing rideshare 
companies, service members and their families relocating to California are forced to go through the 
inconvenience and expense of replacing their valid, out-of-state license for a California one before being 
legally eligible to start making money as a rideshare driver.  SB 1080 will eliminate the costly delays and 
onerous fees in applying for a California driver’s license for nonresident active duty military and their families 
who wish to earn additional income as rideshare drivers by allowing for the use of a valid out-of-state driver’s 
license.  
Side Hustle. TNCs, such as Lyft and Uber, are the face of the gig economy, which is known for its part-time 
independent workers who are paid by the piece.  The gig economy has very low entry barriers and flexible 
work hours, making it easy to participate.  Working as a TNC driver won’t make you rich -- a recent analysis 
found that TNC drivers typically earn between $8.55 - $10/hr. after expenses -- but anyone with a clean driving 
record can do it, you work when you want and your commitment is minimal.   
 

http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.xhtml?bill_id=201720180SB1080
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Support: (Verified 4/10/18) 
None on file  

Opposition: (Verified 4/10/18)  
None on file 

 
Status: Active – Committee on Housing & Community Development 
Senate Floor votes: 
Assembly floor votes:  
 

 

 

 

 
  



 

Southwest California Legislative Council  

June 5, 2018 Qualified Statewide Ballot Measures:           Action 

 

 

 

Proposition 68: The Parks, Environment and Water Bond: Greg         Action 

 
A "yes" vote supports this measure to authorize $4 billion in general obligation bonds for 
state and local parks, environmental protection projects, water infrastructure projects, and 
flood protection projects. 

 
A "no" vote opposes this measure to authorize $4 billion in general obligation bonds for 
state and local parks, environmental protection projects, water infrastructure projects, and 
flood protection projects. 

 

Proposition 68 would authorize $4 billion in general obligation bonds for state and local parks, 
environmental protection and restoration projects, water infrastructure projects, and flood protection 
projects. Assuming a 3.5 percent interest rate over a 30-year period, the bond issue would generate $2.53 
billion in interest, meaning the state would spend $6.53 billion to pay off the bond issue. 
The measure would require that between 15 and 20 percent of the bond’s funds, depending on the type of 
project, be dedicated to projects in communities with median household incomes less than 60 percent of the 
statewide average; that 60 percent threshold amounted to about $39,980 in 2016. The largest amount of 
bond revenue—$725 million—would go toward neighborhood parks in park-poor neighborhoods in 
accordance with the Statewide Park Development and Community Revitalization Act of 2008's competitive 
grant program. The measure would also reallocate $100 million in unissued bonds that voters approved 
via Proposition 1 (2014), Proposition 84 (2006), and Proposition 40 (2002). The measure would distribute 
bond revenue as follows: 
https://ballotpedia.org/California_Proposition_68,_Parks,_Environment,_and_Water_Bond_(June_2018) 

Alex 

Greg 

Adam 

Greg 

https://ballotpedia.org/Bond_issue#General_obligation_bonds
https://ballotpedia.org/Bond_issue#General_obligation_bonds
https://ballotpedia.org/Bond_issue#General_obligation_bonds
https://ballotpedia.org/California_Proposition_1,_Water_Bond_(2014)
https://ballotpedia.org/California_Proposition_84,_Bonds_for_Flood_Control_and_Water_Supply_Improvements_(2006)
https://ballotpedia.org/California_Proposition_40,_Bonds_for_Parks_and_Recreation_(March_2002)
https://ballotpedia.org/California_Proposition_68,_Parks,_Environment,_and_Water_Bond_(June_2018)
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Supporters 

Officials 

 Sen. Kevin de León (D-24) 
 Sen. Anthony Portantino (D-25) 
  Rep. Eduardo Garcia (D-56) 

Parties 

 California Democratic Party 

Organizations 

 American Heart Association 

 American Lung Association 

 Association of California Water Agencies 

 Audubon California 

 Big Sur Land Trust 

 California Association of Local Conservation 

Corps 

 California Council of Land Trusts 

 California Chamber of Commerce[ 

 California State Parks Foundation 

 Environmental Defense Fund 

 Heal the Bay 

 Humane Society of the United States 

 League of California Cities 

 Los Angeles Chamber of Commerce 

 Peninsula Open Space Trust 

 Save the Redwoods League 

 Sempervirens Fund 

 Silicon Valley Leadership Group 

 Sierra Club California[ 

 Sonoma Land Trust 

 The Nature Conservancy 

 The Trust for Public Land[ 

 The Wildlands Conservancy 

 TreePeople

 

Arguments in support: 

Susana Reyes, vice president of the Sierra Club, and Sen. Anthony Portantino (D-25) wrote an opinion 
article advocating for the measure in the Los Angeles Daily News. Reyes and Sen. Portantino stated: 

“ California has always been an environmental leader, and our public spaces, forests, lakes and 
beaches are recreational destinations for millions. Five years of severe drought followed by heavy 
rains have magnified the lingering aftermath of the 2008 economic downturn, leaving our state with a 
substantial need to invest in deteriorating local and regional parks and aging water infrastructure, 
dams, reservoirs, and flood protection. ” 

Senate President Kevin de León (D-24), lead author of the bond measure, said: 

“ Clean and reliable water resources, including secure flood control systems, and access to parks and 
recreational space, are vital to our economy and wellbeing as a state. This bond allows us to invest in 
critical priorities that have been neglected for years, while lifting people up with good jobs and livable, 
healthy communities. ” 

Mary Creasman, California Director of Government Affairs for The Trust for Public Land, stated: 

“ Most importantly, it is a win for millions of California children and families, who will soon have access 
to a quality park within a 10-minute walk of their home. Park access should not be considered a 
luxury. It is a right, along with the clean air, clean water, and protection from climate impacts that 
result from these investments. ” 

https://ballotpedia.org/Kevin_de_Le%C3%B3n
https://ballotpedia.org/Anthony_Portantino,_Jr.
https://ballotpedia.org/Eduardo_Garcia
https://ballotpedia.org/California_Democratic_Party
https://ballotpedia.org/Sierra_Club
https://ballotpedia.org/Anthony_Portantino,_Jr.
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Arguments in opposition: 

 David Wolfe, legislative director of the Howard Jarvis Taxpayers Association, said the state 
should use the general fund to maintain parks, not bonds. He stated, "If you are using bond 
money to fill potholes, you are paying the interest off for 30 years." 

 Andrea Seastrand, president of the Central Coast Taxpayers Association, and Jon Coupal, 
president of the Howard Jarvis Taxpayers Association, wrote an official argument against 
Proposition 68.  

 State Sen. John Moorlach (R-37) also wrote an official argument against the measure found in 
the state's voter guide: 

“Don’t be fooled by Proposition 68. The proposition promises to protect and improve California’s parks. The 
truth is it doesn’t. 

First, of the $4 billion dollar bond, only $1.3 billion is actually dedicated to improving parks. A lot of the 
remaining money is given to politicians to spend on their pet projects. 
Second, the money is not distributed fairly and equally across the state. Many of our residents in inland and 
rural California will not see any Prop. 68 park bond money spent to fix and improve their local state parks. 
This is wrong. 
Every Californian should have their local park improved, not just the few who live near parks of powerful 
politicians. 
Third, estimates are that state parks require $1.2 billion dollars for deferred maintenance. Yet, Prop. 68 
allocates only a small amount of money for this essential task. 
Finally, the Department of Parks and Recreation can’t be trusted with the money. In 2012, the department 
threatened to close 70 parks, saying it didn’t have the money to keep them open. This was false. An audit 
discovered the department did have the money, but was hiding it from the public. Until the department is 
reformed, we can’t trust it to spend the money wisely and fairly. 
We need to protect and improve our state parks, but Prop. 68 is the wrong way to do that. Vote No and make 
the State Legislature really fix the parks for all Californians.” 

Andrea Seastrand, President Central Coast Taxpayers Association 
Jon Coupal, President Howard Jarvis Taxpayers Association 

“Isn’t it wonderful how many great projects that California can build? I’m not here to tell you that addressing 
drought, water, parks, climate, coastal protection, and outdoor access is wrong. 
What I want to tell you is that borrowing for them is wrong. 
California has enough debt. In fact, it has the worst balance sheet of all 50 states. Its unrestricted net deficit is 
a quarter trillion dollars! The last thing the State of California needs is more debt! 
Bond measures are deceptive. You think you’re voting for something good. But, it will take approximately $8 
billion to pay off the $4 billion of borrowed funds. That means you can expect a tax increase. And your children 
can expect a tax increase. And your grandchildren can expect a tax increase. Why? The $225 million a year 
must be paid. With a tight annual budget, where else is this money supposed to come from? 
The state’s pension plan contributions are rising. The retiree medical unfunded liability has just gone up $15 
billion to $91.5 billion. The state’s borrowed debt for schools ($500 million per year) and, possibly, veterans 
($225 million) and affordable housing ($169 million) are squeezing out other programs. Minimum wage 
increases alone will add $4 billion per year to the state’s budget. 
This will have to be paid for. And you will be asked to raise your taxes. California is not reducing its debt. Don’t 
be a part of this problem. Vote “No” on Proposition 68.” 

Senator John Moorlach, 37th Senate District 

https://ballotpedia.org/Howard_Jarvis_Taxpayers_Association
https://ballotpedia.org/John_Moorlach
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Proposition 69: The Transportation Taxes and Fees Lockbox and Appropriations 

Limit Exemption Amendment:          Alex                    Action 

 
Proposition 69 was part of a legislative package that included Senate Bill 1 (SB 1). Without SB 1, Proposition 
69 would not affect anything. SB 1, which was also known as the Road Repair and Accountability Act of 2017, 
enacted an estimated $5.2 billion-a-year increase in transportation-related taxes and fees, including a $0.12 
cents per gallon increase of the gasoline excise tax, a $0.20 cents per gallon increase of the diesel excise 
tax, a 4 percentage points increase of the diesel sales tax, an annual $25 to $100 Transportation Improvement 
Fee, and an annual $100 zero-emission vehicles fee. 
Proposition 69 would require that revenue from the diesel sales tax and Transportation Improvement Fee 
(TIF) be dedicated for transportation-related purposes. As of 2018, the state constitution prohibited the 
legislature from using gasoline excise tax revenue or diesel excise tax revenue for general non-transportation 
purposes. The amendment would require the diesel sales tax revenue to be deposited into the Public 
Transportation Account, which was designed to distribute funds for mass transportation and rail systems. 
Proposition 69 would require the TIF revenue be spent on public streets and highways and public 
transportation systems. Although SB 1 requires revenue from the zero-emission vehicles fee to be placed in 
the Road Maintenance and Rehabilitation Account, Proposition 69 does not contain a provision creating a 
constitutional mandate for zero-emission vehicles fee revenue. 
Proposition 69 would make revenue from SB 1's tax increases and fee schedules exempt from the state 
appropriations limit, also known as the Gann Limit. In other words, the revenue would not count toward the 
limit. The Gann Limit prohibits the state government and local governments from spending revenue in excess 
of per-person government spending in fiscal year 1978-1979, with an adjustment allowed for changes in the 
cost-of-living and population. Amendments were made to the Gann Limit in 1988 and 1990, modifying the 
formula and requiring half of the excess revenue to be distributed to public education and the other half to 
taxpayer rebates. Rejecting the constitutional amendment would make SB 1's revenue subject to the Gann 
Limit. As of 2018, the Gann Limit had been exceeded just once in 1987. 
Vote in the state legislature 
The constitutional amendment was referred to the ballot box with support from just two legislative 
Republicans—Rep. Baker and Sen. Cannella. Just one Republican—Sen. Cannella—voted for SB 1. The 
constitutional amendment required a two-thirds vote in both chambers of the California State Legislature. 
Democrats, controlling two-thirds of the seats in both chambers, were united in voting to refer the amendment. 

The measure would exempt from the state appropriations limit, also known as the Gann Limit, the 
appropriation of revenue from Senate Bill 1's tax increases and fee schedules.  

https://ballotpedia.org/California_Proposition_69,_Transportation_Taxes_and_Fees_Lockbox_and_Appropriations_Limit_Exemption_Amendment_(June_2018)#Senate_Bill_1
https://ballotpedia.org/California_Proposition_69,_Transportation_Taxes_and_Fees_Lockbox_and_Appropriations_Limit_Exemption_Amendment_(June_2018)#Senate_Bill_1
https://ballotpedia.org/California_Proposition_69,_Transportation_Taxes_and_Fees_Lockbox_and_Appropriations_Limit_Exemption_Amendment_(June_2018)#Senate_Bill_1
https://ballotpedia.org/California_Proposition_69,_Transportation_Taxes_and_Fees_Lockbox_and_Appropriations_Limit_Exemption_Amendment_(June_2018)#Revenue
https://ballotpedia.org/California_Constitution
https://ballotpedia.org/Article_XIII_B,_California_Constitution
https://ballotpedia.org/Article_XIII_B,_California_Constitution
https://ballotpedia.org/California_Proposition_69,_Transportation_Taxes_and_Fees_Lockbox_and_Appropriations_Limit_Exemption_Amendment_(June_2018)#Gann_Limit
https://ballotpedia.org/Catharine_Baker
https://ballotpedia.org/Anthony_Cannella
https://ballotpedia.org/California_State_Legislature
https://ballotpedia.org/Article_XIII_B,_California_Constitution
https://ballotpedia.org/California_Proposition_4,_the_%22Gann_Limit%22_Initiative_(1979)
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Revenue 

SB 1 increased the following transportation-related taxes and fees on November 1, 2017: 

 Increased the gas tax $0.12 cents per gallon, from $0.297 cents per gallon to $0.417 cents per gallon.  
 Increased the diesel fuel tax $0.20 cents per gallon, from $0.16 cents per gallon to $0.36 cents per gallon. 
 Increased the sales tax on diesel fuels by an additional 4 percentage points, from 9 percent to 13 percent.  

SB 1 created a new annual Transportation Improvement Fee (TIF) based on the market value of a vehicle. 
The fee went into effect on January 1, 2018. The fee rate was scheduled as follows: 

 $25 per year for vehicles with a market value of $0-$4,999; 
 $50 per year for vehicles with a market value of $5,000-$24,999; 
 $100 per year for vehicles with a market value of $25,000-$34,999; 
 $150 per year for vehicles with a market value of $35,000-$59,999; and 
 $200 per year for vehicles with a market value of $60,000 or higher. 

SB 1 enacted an annual $100 per vehicle fee for owners of zero-emission vehicles (ZEV) model years 2020 
or later starting in 2020. 

Road Maintenance and Rehabilitation Program 

SB 1 created the Road Maintenance and Rehabilitation Program (RMRP), which is expected to receive an 
estimated $3.24 billion a year. The RMRP was designed to receive revenue from the gasoline excise tax, 
excluding revenue from gasoline for off-road vehicles, half of the diesel excise tax ($0.10), the zero-emission 
vehicles fee, and revenue over $600 million from the Transportation Improvement Fee. The bill required 
RMRA funds to be distributed as follows: 

 $400 million to maintain and repair state bridges and culverts; 
 $200 million to counties with voter-approved taxes and fees for transportation improvements; 
 $100 million to the Active Transportation Program, which is tasked with bicycling and pedestrian improvement 

projects; 
 $25 million to the freeway service patrol program to remove disabled vehicles from freeways; 
 $25 million for local and regional transportation planning grants; and 
 $7 million for transportation research; 
 $5 million for transportation-related workforce education, training, and development. 

Following the distribution of the $762 million in revenue listed above, the remaining $2.48 million in estimated 
RMRP funds would be divided 50-50 between maintenance of the state highway system and maintenance of 
local streets. 

Support 

Officials 

The following officials sponsored the amendment in the legislature: 

 Sen. Josh Newman (D-29) 
 Rep. Jim Frazier (D-11) 
 Rep. Kevin Mullin (D-22) 
 Rep. Evan Low (D-28) 
 Rep. Miguel Santiago (D-53) 
 Rep. Todd Gloria (D-78) 

https://ballotpedia.org/Josh_Newman
https://ballotpedia.org/Jim_Frazier
https://ballotpedia.org/Kevin_Mullin
https://ballotpedia.org/Evan_Low
https://ballotpedia.org/Miguel_Santiago
https://ballotpedia.org/Todd_Gloria
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Parties 

 California Democratic Party 

Organizations 

 California Chamber of Commerce 

Arguments in support: 

Sen. Josh Newman (D-29), one of the amendment's authors, said: 

“ Given the urgency of the transportation and infrastructure repair backlog before California, and the 
additional burden we are asking the state’s taxpayers to take on to address it now, it is essential that 
we provide Californians with a very clear assurance that these new revenues will be spent only on 
repairing our aging infrastructure, reducing congestion, and otherwise supporting transportation 
improvements that foster economic development across the state – in urban, suburban, and rural 
areas alike. ACA 5 provides voters with the important assurance that their hard-earned money will be 
spent in a responsible and fiscally prudent manner. 

 ” 

Arguments in opposition: 

Sen. John Moorlach (R-37) and Rep. Frank Bigelow (R-5) each wrote an official argument against the 
measure found in the state's voter guide: 

“How insulting can a ballot proposition be? Last year, a two-thirds majority of state legislators voted for a 
gas tax and vehicle fee increase for transportation improvements. And now they are asking you to tell 
them to only spend the money on that intended purpose? Do you see the lunacy of this request? 

Is this measure supposed to make us feel better? Or is it an indictment that Sacramento can’t help itself 
when it comes to spending your money? It’s wasting billions of dollars for high speed rail, with massive 
cost overruns. And this proposition is supposed to prevent them from spending drift? Or is this an 
admission that, like an alcoholic, Sacramento is saying it won’t siphon off some of your gas tax for other 
boondoggles, this time? And, once again, they really mean it. How sad can California’s legislature get? 
Did you know that Caltrans wastes some $500 million per year? Because it’s overstaffed by nearly 3,300 
architects and engineers and it is hiring more? That it only outsources ten percent of engineering work 
when most states outsource half? Did Sacramento streamline Caltrans before raising your gas taxes? 
No! 

It embarrasses me, as a fiscal conservative, to have to ask you to tell Sacramento to spend a gas tax on 
highway repairs. It’s disingenuous and duplicitous. How long will the voters of this state enable free-
spending liberals to drive our Golden State into the ground? Accordingly, I’m voting “No” on this tripe 
called Proposition 69. You should too.” 

Senator John Moorlach, 37th Senate District[6] ” 

“ PROPOSITION 69 FAILS TO PROTECT ALL TRANSPORTATION REVENUE. 

All transportation related revenues must be protected from being diverted by the legislature for programs 
that don’t fix our roads. Fact: most transportation revenues, including gasoline, diesel excise taxes and 
vehicle registration fees, are constitutionally protected from being used for purposes other than 
transportation. Unfortunately, PROPOSITION 69 
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FAILS TO PROTECT OVER $1 BILLION ANNUALLY FROM VEHICLE WEIGHT FEES THAT HAVE 
BEEN SIDETRACKED SINCE 2011. ALL transportation taxes must be protected from being diverted 
and misused by politicians, otherwise these games will continue. 

PROPOSITION 69 ALLOWS UNCHECKED SPENDING. 

In addition to Proposition 13 (1978)—California’s landmark initiative that limited local property taxes—
voters passed Proposition 4 (1979), which limited the spending of government operations. Proposition 69 
exempts the recently enacted transportation taxes and fees from the state spending limit. This effectively 
RAISES THE CAP ON GENERAL FUND SPENDING BY APPROXIMATELY $2 BILLION ANNUALLY. 
By exempting these expenditures, state spending would be allowed to grow to levels that otherwise 
could not be reached. 

VOTE NO ON PROPOSITION 69 I am opposed to the new gas taxes and vehicle registration fees. Too 
many Californians struggle to pay for housing, food and other necessities in this high-cost state. 
Californians don’t need more taxes. I don’t support Proposition 69 because state spending will continue 
to spiral out of control, and it fails to fully protect transportation taxes from being diverted to programs 
that do nothing to fix our roads and highways. 

Assemblyman Frank Bigelow, 5th Assembly District. 

 

 

 

 

Proposition 70: Vote Requirement to Use Cap-and-Trade Revenue Amendment: 

Greg                               Action 

 

Proposition 70 would require a one-time two-thirds vote in each chamber of the California State Legislature 
to use revenue from the State Air Resources Board's auctioning or sale of greenhouse gas emissions 
allowances under the state's cap-and-trade program. To make sure no revenue is spent without the two-thirds 
vote, the measure would place all revenue from the cap-and-trade program in a Greenhouse Gas Reduction 
Reserve Fund beginning on January 1, 2024. The vote would take place anytime on or after January 1, 2024. 
Revenue would collect in this reserve fund until the one-time two-thirds vote occurred. If legislators failed to 
secure a two-thirds vote, revenue would keep collecting in the reserve fund and the state would be unable to 
spend the revenue. Between January 1, 2024, and the passage of the spending bill, the measure would also 
suspend a sales tax exemption for manufacturers, increasing tax revenue about $260 million per year. If 
legislators succeed at securing a two-thirds vote, revenue would begin to fill the non-reserve Greenhouse 
Gas Reduction Fund, which requires a simple majority vote to use funds from. 
How is Proposition 70 tied to cap-and-trade negotiations in California? 
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Rep. Chad Mayes (R-42) designed Proposition 70.The amendment resulted from negotiations between Gov. 
Brown (D), legislative Democrats, and legislative Republicans over the future of the state’s cap-and-trade 
program. The negotiations resulted in three bills passing on July 17, 2017―an extension of cap-and-trade 
until 2030 (AB 398), new air pollution regulations (AB 617), and Proposition 70 (ACA 1). As Proposition 70 
would require a two-thirds (66.6 percent) vote of the state legislature to spend revenue from the program, 
members of the minority party may be needed to pass a spending plan. As of January 2018, Democrats were 
the majority party and controlled two-thirds of the seats in both the state Senate and state Assembly. 
Republicans were the minority party in both chambers. 

Supporters 

 California Chamber of Commerce 

Arguments 

 California Chamber of Commerce said, "The CalChamber Board voted to support this measure because 
ACA 1 will encourage bipartisan support for an expenditure plan and allow for a process to negotiate 
expenditures that furthers the goals of the Legislature as a whole. The pause on expenditures will allow 
time to evaluate the efficacy of programs that are being continuously funded." 

Opponents 

Parties 

 California Democratic Party 

Organizations 

 Coalition for Clean Air 

Arguments in opposition: 
Chris Chavez, Deputy Policy Director for the Coalition for Clean Air, said the amendment "could create major 
gridlock for California’s climate investment." He stated: 

“ Supposedly, ACA 1’s two-thirds vote requirement in 2024 is to ensure that cap and trade allocations 
maintain support from the state Legislature. We agree that it makes sense for the program’s 
allocations to be reviewed, but the Legislature should do that every year through the budget process, 
and there’s no valid reason to set up an anti-democratic two-thirds hurdle. ... 

A two-thirds vote gives polluters more leverage in how cap-and-trade funding is spent after 2024. The 
fact is, ACA 1 itself was a part of a deal to get a two-thirds vote for the cap-and-trade extension. 
When a two-thirds vote was required to approve California’s budget, legislative hostage-taking, 
gimmicks and pork barrel spending were part and parcel of the process.[8] 

” 
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Proposition 72: The Rainwater Capture Systems Excluded from Property Tax 

Assessment Amendment       Adam                    Action 

 
Proposition 72 would allow the California State Legislature to exclude rainwater capture systems added to 
properties after January 1, 2019, from counting as new construction. When a property owner adds new 
construction to his or her property, the new construction is assessed for taxable value. Adding a rainwater 
capture system to one's property counts as a new construction. As the ballot measure would exclude rainwater 
capture systems from the definition of new construction, the taxable value of a property would not increase 
because the property owner added a rainwater capture system. Legislation associated with Proposition 72 
would define rainwater capture systems as facilities designed to capture, retain, and store rainwater flowing 
off rooftops or other manmade aboveground hard surfaces for onsite use. 
Support 

 California Democratic Party 
Arguments in support: 
Sen. Steve Glazer (D-7), sponsor of the amendment, provided the following statement in support of the 
measure: 

“ The reality in California is that we live in constant state of extremes. Historical weather patterns 
have shown that we go back and forth between times of heavy precipitation followed by times of 
intense drought. Californians need to expect this and do all we can to conserve water during 
times of heavy precipitation. Rainwater capture systems are a great way to accomplish this goal 
of water conservation. Rainwater capture systems collect, store and use rain water for landscape 
irrigation and other uses. Moreover, everyone benefits from the increased use of rainwater 
capture systems; when a business or individual employs captured rain water, water from 
conventional sources is freed for consumption by others. That is why I feel it is necessary to 
incentivize the proliferation of rainwater capture systems. A property tax exclusion created by 
this measure would do precisely that and lead to a significant expansion of rainwater capture 
systems throughout the state, all while contributing to the State's conservation efforts. ” 

Other arguments in support of the measure include: 
 Newsha Ajami, director of urban water policy at Stanford University, said, "I think this ballot measure is a 

great idea. It makes people part of the solution, rather than just being a consumer of goods. It connects people 
to where their water comes from." 
Opposition: 
There were no arguments in opposition to Proposition 72 submitted to the secretary of state to include in the 
official voter guide.  
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