
 
 

MEETING AGENDA 

Monday, July 23, 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                Action  

Legislative Report # 7                                                            Action 

1. AB 1335 (Bonta) Sugar-sweetened beverages: safety warnings 

2. AB 2474 (Quirk) Hazardous waste: identification: testing 

3. AB 2732 (Gonzales Fletcher) Employment: unfair immigration-related practices 

4. AB 2775 (Kalra) Professional cosmetics: labeling requirements 

5. AB 3081 (Gonzales Fletcher) Employment: sexual harassment 

6. AB 3188 (Thurmond) School accountability: local control and accountability plans: state 

priorities: pupil achievement 

7. AB 3194 (Daly) Housing Accountability Act: project approval 

8. SB 834 (Jackson) State lands: leasing: oil and gas 

9. SB 1249 (Galgiani) Animal testing: cosmetics 

10. SB 1412 (Bradford) Applicants for employment: criminal history 

Guest speaker   Senator Jeff Stone, SD 28                      Information 

Speaker and Chamber Announcements                        Information 

Our lunch sponsor  Red Lobster                   Thank You 

 

Adjourn – Next Meeting August 20, 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 
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What lies ahead… 

June Deadlines 
June 1 Last day for each house to pass bills introduced in that house 
June 4 Committee meetings may resume 
June 15 Budget Bill must be passed by midnight 
June 28 Last day for a legislative measure to qualify for the Nov. 6 General Election ballot.  
June 29 Last day for policy committees to hear and report fiscal bills to fiscal committees  

July Deadlines 
July 4 Independence Day.   
July 6 Last day for policy committees to meet and report bills  
Summer Recess begins on adjournment, provided Budget Bill has been passed  

August Deadlines 
Aug. 6 Legislature reconvenes from Summer Recess  
Aug. 17 Last day for fiscal committees to meet and report bills  
Aug. 20-31 Floor session only. No committee may meet for any purpose except Rules Committee, bills referred 
pursuant to Assembly Rule 77.2, and Conference Committees  
Aug. 24 Last day to amend on Floor 
Aug. 31 Last day for each house to pass bills  
Final Recess begins on adjournment  

 

Sept. 30 Last day for Governor to sign or veto bills passed by the Legislature before Sept. 1 and in the Governor's 
possession on or after Sept. 1 
Oct. 1 Bills enacted on or before this date take effect January 1, 2019 
Nov. 6 General Election.  
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MEETING MINUTES 

Monday, May 21, 2018 

Realtor House, 26529 Jefferson Ave, Murrieta 

Presiding: Dennis Frank, Past 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  
Temecula Valley Chamber of Commerce  

 
 

 

P Benoit, Ben  (LE) A Morrison, Greg (LE) 

A Braicovich, Alex  (LE) A Neet, Brad  (MW) 

P Burns, Deene (T) P Ruiz, Adam  (T) 

P Castillejos, Darci  (MW) A Sparkman, Joan  (T) 

A Fisher, Michael (MW) A Summers, Karen  (MW) 

P Frank, Dennis  (T) P  Walker, Barry  (CL) 

P Gugliemana, Judy (MW)   

A Kelliher, John  (T)   

A McLeod, Erik  (MW)     
 

P= Present A=Absent     EX= Excused 

 
CL=Canyon Lake      LE=Lake Elsinore M=Menifee MW=Murrieta/Wildomar P=Perris          T=Temecula 

 
 

 Chamber Representatives   

    

A Bemoll, Brandi Temecula Chamber  

A Cousins, Kim Lake Elsinore Chamber  

A Ellis, Patrick Murrieta/Wildomar Chamber  

A LoPiccolo, Tony Menifee Chamber  

P Monroe, Mike Murrieta/Wildomar Chamber  

P Sullivan, Alice Temecula Chamber  

P Estrada, Heather Murrieta/Wildomar Chamber  

P Turnbow, Laura Temecula Chamber  

GUEST ATTENDANCE 

Present Name Company E-mail 

 Abeles, Andy  Rancon Real Estate andyabeles@gmail.com 
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 Ambrose, Brian  City of Murrieta  

 Carpenter, Vicki Coldwell Bank  

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

 Dennstedt, Brenda  Rep. Ken Calvert & WMWD bdennstedt@wmwd.com 

 Dickson, Kenneth  MVUSD kcdickson@verizon.net 

 Fields, Rob Riverside County EDA  

 Freese, Tim Alta Pacific Bank  

 Hadley, Michael  WMWD mhadley@wmwd.com 

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

 Horne, Deni  Assemblywoman Melissa Melendez  

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

 Lesovsky, Shane Temecula Valley Communications  

 Levasheff, Drake  Azusa Pacific University dlevasheff@apu.edu 

 Lynch, Connie  SRCAR ceo@srcar.org 

 MacDougal, Kristy  Assemblywoman Waldron kristy.macdougall@asm.ca.gov 

 Mazari, Ali   

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

 Murguia, Izzy  City of Murrieta imurguia@murrieta.org 

 Myers, Morris   MSJC mmyers@msjc.edu 

 Padilla, Emily  Sullivan Solar Power emily.padilla@sullivansolarpower.com 

 Perry, Heather  Senator Morrell heather.perry@sen.ca.gov 

 Rountree, Roxanne EMWD  

 Ruiz, Yvonne  Wine Country Notary yvonne@winecountrynotary.com 

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

 Wetton, Darlene  Temecula Valley Hospital  

 Wilson, Walter  SRCAR walter@srcar.org 

 Wunderlich, Linda Valley Business Journal  

 

Call to Order 

The meeting was called to order by Dennis Frank, Past Chair at 12:08pm 

 
ACTION ITEMS 
Approval of Minutes 
Meeting minutes from the May 15, 2018 SWCLC meeting were reviewed. The motion was made to approve the May 
15, 2018 meeting minutes as written. The motion was seconded and carried by a unanimous vote. 
 

LEGISLATIVE REPORT #6 

SB 831, as amended, Wieckowski. Land use: accessory dwelling units. 

Recommended action: Support – The SWCLC voted unanimously to SUPPORT SB 831. 
 

SB 1152, as amended, Hernandez. Hospital patient discharge process: homeless patients. 

Recommended action: OPPOSE unless amended - The SWCLC voted unanimously to OPPOSE SB 1152 unless amended.  

http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201720180SB831
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201720180SB1152
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SB 1243, as amended, Portantino. Public postsecondary education: The California State Pathways in Technology Program. 

Recommended action: SUPPORT - The SWCLC voted unanimously to SUPPORT SB 1243. 
AB 1065, as amended, Jones-Sawyer. Theft: aggregation: organized retail theft. 

Recommended action: SUPPORT - The SWCLC voted unanimously to SUPPORT AB 1065. 

AB 1743, as amended, O’Donnell. California Career Technical Education Incentive Grant Program. 

Recommended action: SUPPORT - The SWCLC voted unanimously to SUPPORT AB 1743. 

AB 1804, as introduced, Berman. California Environmental Quality Act: categorical exemption: infill development. 

Recommended action: SUPPORT - The SWCLC voted unanimously to SUPPORT AB 1804. 

AB 1870, as introduced, Reyes. Employment discrimination: unlawful employment practices. 

Recommended action: Oppose unless amended  - The SWCLC voted unanimously to OPPOSE AB 1870 UNLESS AMENDED. 

AB 1954, as amended, Patterson. Timber harvest plans: exemption: reducing flammable materials. 

Recommended action: SUPPORT - The SWCLC voted unanimously to SUPPORT AB 1954. 
AB 2267, as amended, Wood. California Environmental Quality Act: exemption. 

Recommended action: SUPPORT  - The SWCLC voted unanimously to SUPPORT AB 2267. 
 

AB 2341, as amended, Mathis. California Environmental Quality Act: aesthetic impacts. 

Recommended action: SUPPORT  - The SWCLC voted unanimously to SUPPORT AB 2341. 

 

Guest Speaker: 

Rob Field, Assistant County Executive Officer/Economic Development Agency 

Riverside County Highlights: 
Á 3.8% - Current Unemployment Rate 
Á Largest job producer in the State (3.5% job growth from prior year) 

Á Wage gains – 5% wage gain last year 
Á Increase in successful business start-ups 
Á 10th Largest county by population in US 
Á Growing economic diversity 
Á UCR represents a $3 billion industry – and 71% of graduates remain in area 
Á Full-sized Cal State campus is needed in this area  

Á More management positions locally will help reduce commute times 
Á EDA assists in recruiting efforts for Pechanga and Temecula Valley   
Á EB5 Visa Investment Program has generated $50 million in investments 
Á Riverside County has hired a coordinator to assist in efforts to alleviate issues related homelessness 

Á Local BID grew by 35% from previous year 

 
Senator Jeff Stone 
Reported by Debbie Herrera 
DMV will now be open on the 1st and 3rd Saturday of each month. Appointments are available. 
Speed Sign Dedication – Ortega Highway – June 29, 2018 
Senior Scam Stopper Event – July 27, 2018, 10:00am – Mary Phillips Senior Center 
 
Assemblymember Melissa Melendez 
Reported by Deni Horne:  
Town Hall –Thursday, June 28th – Wildomar City Council Chambers at 6:30 pm. 
 

Senator Mike Morrell 

http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201720180SB1243
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201720180SB1243
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.xhtml?bill_id=201720180AB1065
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201720180AB1743
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201720180AB1804
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201720180AB1804
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201720180AB1870
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201720180AB1954
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Reported by Heather Perry 
Pop-up stations for Real ID processing are being discussed. 
 
Assemblymember Marie Waldron 
Report by Kristy MacDougal: 
MacDougal reported the budget has been passed, omitting numerous items, such as pension debt liability and $200 billion 
in outstanding debt. 
 
Murrieta/Wildomar Chamber of Commerce 
The Brew Master Golf Tournament is scheduled for June 18th. 

 
Menifee Chamber of Commerce 
Reported by Vicki Carpenter  

Á Independence Day Celebration – June 30th 

Á July 11th – Mixer at French Valley Cafe 

Á September 20th – State of the City  
 

Murrieta/Wildomar Chamber of Commerce 
Reported by Mike Monroe 

Á June 28th –Mega Mixer - 3:30 – 7:00pm  

Á July 24 – State of the City 
 

Temecula Valley Chamber of Commerce 
Reported by Alice Sullivan: 

Á June 20th - Mixer – Pechanga Resort & Casino 

Á June 28th - VYP Mixer – Courtyard by Marriott 
 
 
SWCLC thanked Karl Strauss for their generous donation of lunch for today’s meeting. 
 
Adjournment: 1:12 pm 
 
Next meeting Monday, July 23, 2018 
 
  



 

Southwest California Legislative Council  

November 6, 2018 Qualified Ballot Propositions       Information 

 

Type Title  Subject  Description  

LBM Proposition 1 Bonds Issues $4 billion in bonds for housing programs and veterans' home loans 

LRSS Proposition 2 Bonds 

Authorizes state to use revenue from millionaire's tax for $2 billion in bonds 
for homelessness prevention housing 

CISS Proposition 3 Bonds 

Issues $8.877 billion in bonds for water-related infrastructure and 
environmental projects 

CISS Proposition 4 Bonds Issues $1.5 billion in bonds for children's hospitals 

CICA/SS Proposition 5 Taxes 

Revises process for homebuyers who are age 55 or older or severely 
disabled to transfer their tax assessments 

CICA Proposition 6 Taxes 

Repeals 2017's fuel tax and vehicle fee increases and requires public vote 
on future increases 

LRSS Proposition 7 Time 

Authorizes legislature to provide for permanent daylight saving time if 
federal government allows 

CISS Proposition 8 Healthcare 

Requires dialysis clinics to issue refunds for revenue above a certain 
amount 

CISS Proposition 9 Statehood Asks government to divide California into three states 

CISS 

Proposition 
10 

Housing Allows local governments to regulate rent 

CISS 

Proposition 
11 

Labor 

Allow ambulance providers to require workers to remain on-call during 
breaks paid 

CISS 

Proposition 
12 

Animals Bans sale of meat from animals confined in spaces below specific sizes 

 

 

  

https://ballotpedia.org/Statewide_bond_propositions_(California)
https://ballotpedia.org/California_Proposition_1,_Housing_Programs_and_Veterans%27_Loans_Bond_(2018)
https://ballotpedia.org/Bond_issues_on_the_ballot
https://ballotpedia.org/Legislatively-referred_state_statute
https://ballotpedia.org/California_Proposition_2,_Use_Millionaire%27s_Tax_Revenue_for_Homelessness_Prevention_Housing_Bonds_Measure_(2018)
https://ballotpedia.org/Bond_issues_on_the_ballot
https://ballotpedia.org/Initiated_state_statute
https://ballotpedia.org/California_Proposition_3,_Water_Infrastructure_and_Watershed_Conservation_Bond_Initiative_(2018)
https://ballotpedia.org/Bond_issues_on_the_ballot
https://ballotpedia.org/Initiated_state_statute
https://ballotpedia.org/California_Proposition_4,_Children%27s_Hospital_Bonds_Initiative_(2018)
https://ballotpedia.org/Bond_issues_on_the_ballot
https://ballotpedia.org/Combined_initiated_constitutional_amendment_and_state_statute
https://ballotpedia.org/California_Proposition_5,_Property_Tax_Transfer_Initiative_(2018)
https://ballotpedia.org/Taxes_on_the_ballot
https://ballotpedia.org/Initiated_constitutional_amendment
https://ballotpedia.org/California_Proposition_6,_Voter_Approval_for_Future_Gas_and_Vehicle_Taxes_and_2017_Tax_Repeal_Initiative_(2018)
https://ballotpedia.org/Taxes_on_the_ballot
https://ballotpedia.org/Legislatively-referred_state_statute
https://ballotpedia.org/California_Proposition_7,_Permanent_Daylight_Saving_Time_Measure_(2018)
https://ballotpedia.org/Time_standards_on_the_ballot
https://ballotpedia.org/Initiated_state_statute
https://ballotpedia.org/California_Proposition_8,_Limits_on_Dialysis_Clinics%27_Revenue_and_Required_Refunds_Initiative_(2018)
https://ballotpedia.org/Healthcare_on_the_ballot
https://ballotpedia.org/Initiated_state_statute
https://ballotpedia.org/California_Proposition_9,_Three_States_Initiative_(2018)
https://ballotpedia.org/Statehood_on_the_ballot
https://ballotpedia.org/Initiated_state_statute
https://ballotpedia.org/California_Proposition_10,_Local_Rent_Control_Initiative_(2018)
https://ballotpedia.org/California_Proposition_10,_Local_Rent_Control_Initiative_(2018)
https://ballotpedia.org/Housing_on_the_ballot
https://ballotpedia.org/Initiated_state_statute
https://ballotpedia.org/California_Proposition_11,_Ambulance_Employees_Paid_On-Call_Breaks,_Training,_and_Mental_Health_Services_Initiative_(2018)
https://ballotpedia.org/California_Proposition_11,_Ambulance_Employees_Paid_On-Call_Breaks,_Training,_and_Mental_Health_Services_Initiative_(2018)
https://ballotpedia.org/Labor_and_unions_on_the_ballot
https://ballotpedia.org/Initiated_state_statute
https://ballotpedia.org/California_Proposition_12,_Farm_Animal_Confinement_Initiative_(2018)
https://ballotpedia.org/California_Proposition_12,_Farm_Animal_Confinement_Initiative_(2018)
https://ballotpedia.org/Treatment_of_animals_on_the_ballot


 

Southwest California Legislative Council  

Legislative item #1:                  Action 

AB 1335, as amended (4), Bonta. Sugar-sweetened beverages: safety warnings. 

Recommended action: OPPOSE 
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich 

 

Introduced by Assembly Members Bonta, Chiu, and Wood 
(Principal coauthor: Senator Wiener) 

(Coauthors: Assembly Members Bloom, McCarty, Mark Stone, and Thurmond) 
(Coauthors: Senators Monning and Stern) 

 

Summary: 

Assembly Bill 1335 — a labeling law that would mandate warning labels on many sugar-sweetened beverages 
sold in the State of California, as well as well as in retail spaces where sugar-sweetened beverages are sold 
in unsealed containers. 

Establishes the Sugar-Sweetened Beverages Safety Warning Act, to be administered by the Department of 
Public Health, and requires a safety warning on all sealed sugar-sweetened beverage containers, as 
specified. Requires the safety warning label to be posted in a place that is easily visible at the point-of-
purchase of an establishment, 

This same piece of legislation (OPPOSED by the SWCLC) failed to pass out of the State Legislature in 2014, 
2015 and 2017. (SB 1300 Monning 1/2018) 

Description:  

Existing federal law, the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act, regulates, among other things, the quality 
and packaging of foods introduced or delivered for introduction into interstate commerce and generally 
prohibits the misbranding of food. Existing federal law, the Nutrition Labeling and Education Act of 1990, 
governs state and local labeling requirements, including those that characterize the relationship of any nutrient 
specified in the labeling of food to a disease or health-related condition. Existing state law, the Sherman Food, 
Drug, and Cosmetic Law, generally regulates misbranded food and provides that any food is misbranded if 
its labeling does not conform with the requirements for nutrient content or health claims as set forth in the 
Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act and the regulations adopted pursuant to that federal act. Existing law 
requires that a food facility, as defined, make prescribed disclosures and warnings to consumers, as specified. 
A violation of these provisions is a crime. 

Existing state law, the Pupil Nutrition, Health, and Achievement Act of 2001, also requires the sale of only 
certain beverages to pupils at schools. The beverages that may be sold include fruit-based and vegetable-
based drinks, drinking water with no added sweetener, milk, and in middle and high schools, an electrolyte 
replacement beverage if those beverages meet certain nutritional requirements. 

This bill would establish the Sugar-Sweetened Beverages Safety Warning Act, which would prohibit a person 
from distributing, selling, or offering for sale a sugar-sweetened beverage in a sealed beverage container, a 
multipack of sugar-sweetened beverages, or a concentrate, as those terms are defined, in this state unless 
the sealed beverage container, multipack, or packaging of the concentrate bears a safety warning, as 
prescribed. The bill also would require every person who owns, leases, or otherwise legally controls the 
premises where a vending machine or beverage dispensing machine is located, or where a sugar-sweetened 
beverage is sold in an unsealed container, to place a specified safety warning in certain locations, including 
on the exterior of any vending machine that includes a sugar-sweetened beverage for sale. 

Under existing law, the State Department of Public Health, upon the request of a health officer, as defined, 
may authorize the local health department of a city, county, city and county, or local health district to enforce 
the provisions of the Sherman Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Law. Existing law authorizes the State Department 
of Public Health to assess a civil penalty against any person in an amount not to exceed $1,000 per day, 
except as specified. Existing law authorizes the Attorney General or any district attorney, on behalf of the 
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State Department of Public Health, to bring an action in a superior court to grant a temporary or permanent 
injunction restraining a person from violating any provision of the Sherman Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Law. 

This bill, commencing July 1, 2019, would provide that any violation of the provisions described in (1) above, 
or regulations adopted pursuant to those provisions, is punishable by a civil penalty of not less than $50, but 
no greater than $500. 

This bill would also create the Sugar-Sweetened Beverages Safety Warning Fund for the receipt of all 
moneys collected for violations of those provisions. The bill would allocate moneys in this fund, upon 
appropriation by the Legislature, to the department for the purpose of enforcing those provisions. 

ARGUMENTS IN SUPPORT:  

According to the author, evidence overwhelmingly shows a link between obesity and consuming SSBs, such 
as soft drinks, energy drinks, sweet teas, and sports drinks. Further research shows they are major 
contributors to diabetes and tooth decay. This bill promotes greater health and encourages better-informed 
purchasing by requiring safety warning labels. In California, there’s an obesity epidemic. SSBs are the biggest 
contributor of added calories.  

A 12-ounce soda contains about 10 teaspoons of sugar. The American Heart Association recommends no 
more than five to nine teaspoons per day. In California, 19% of children two to five years of age drink an SSB 
daily. That number climbs to 32% among six to 11 year-olds and 65% among children 12 to 17. This health 
crisis is especially acute in communities of color, where 74% of African-American, 73% of Latino, and 63% of 
Asian adolescents consume at least one SSB each day versus 56% of whites. Individuals who drink one or 
two SSBs per day have a 26% higher risk for developing type 2 diabetes. Diabetes costs the state annually 
at least $24.5 billion in health care costs and lost productivity. This bill is critically needed to reverse this crisis. 

 ARGUMENTS IN OPPOSITION:  

A Coalition of opponents argues that government warning labels on a subset of beverage products will do 
little to teach Californians that good health comes from balancing physical exercise with diet, and instead it 
will feed into the confusion by labeling some products and not others as unique contributors to complex health 
issues. The Coalition states that businesses sell beverages imported from across the globe, and placing the 
burden on business owners to affix warning labels on products would be an expensive and onerous mandate. 
The Coalition argues that previous attempts to mandate warning labels have been called job killers because 
they would expose beverage manufacturers and food retailers to lawsuits, fines, and penalties based on state-
only requirements for SSBs.  

Support: (Verified 5/14/18) 
Service Employees International Union (sponsor)  
American Cancer Society  
Cancer Action Network  

California School Nurses Organization  
County Health Executives Association of California  
Health Officers Association of California  

Opposition: (Verified 5/14/18)  
American Beverage Association  
CalAsian Chamber of Commerce  
California Automatic Vendors Council  
California Chamber of Commerce  
California Grocers Association  
California Hispanic Chambers of Commerce  
California Hotel and Lodging Association  
California Independent Oil Marketers Association  
California League of Food Processors  
California Manufacturers and Technology Association 
California Restaurant Association  
California Retailers Association  

Can Manufacturers Institute  
Civil Justice Association of California  
Grocery Manufacturers Association  
International Franchise Association  
Juice Products Association  
Los Angeles Area Chamber of Commerce  
Los Angeles County Business Federation  
National Association of Automatic Vendors  
National Federation of Independent Business  
San Gabriel Valley Economic Partnership  
Valley Industry and Commerce Association 

Status: Senate Appropriations  

Senate Floor votes:    

Assembly floor votes: Amended 5 times – G & A final to replace AB 1300 (Monning) 
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Legislative item #2:                  Action 

AB 2474, as amended (4), Quirk. Hazardous waste: identification: testing. 

Recommended action: SUPPORT 
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich 

Summary: 

Acute Toxicity Study Bill. A positive first step toward reducing the number of products that are treated as 
hazardous waste when disposed of at retail by requiring the California Department of Toxic Substances 
Control to evaluate whether either or both of specified tests can be adapted to be appropriate for use in 
identifying substances as hazardous waste or extremely hazardous waste. 

Description:  

Existing law requires the Department of Toxic Substances Control to regulate the handling and management 
of hazardous waste. Existing law requires the department to develop and adopt by regulation criteria and 
guidelines for the identification of hazardous wastes and extremely hazardous wastes. Existing regulations 
adopted pursuant to that provision provide that a waste exhibits the characteristic of toxicity if representative 
samples of the waste have any of specified properties, including, among others, that a concentration of the 
waste of less than 500 milligrams per liter in soft water results in a 50% mortality rate of specified fish species 
after 96 hours of exposure, pursuant to specified procedures. 

This bill would authorize the department, to the extent that funds are available for this purpose, to evaluate 
whether either or both any of specified tests to determine whether the tests can be adapted to be appropriate 
for use in identifying substances as hazardous waste or extremely hazardous waste, consistent with the 
requirements of the hazardous waste control laws. The bill would require the department, if it finds that one 
or both any of the specified tests can be adapted, to authorize the use of each test found appropriate, as 
adapted, as an alternative to the fish mortality testing method described above. 

 

ARGUMENTS IN SUPPORT:   

According to the author, waste generators are responsible for determining whether a waste is hazardous or 
nonhazardous.  DTSC has a list of requirements generators must meet in order to handle waste as non-
hazardous.  One component of this determination is commonly referred to as the 'minnow test,' which 
proceeds by measuring the lethal dose of a waste to fish.  The goal of the minnow test is to protect California's 
environment by making sure wastes that are toxic to aquatic life are handled appropriately.  If a product 
passes this, and the other hazardous waste requirements, a company can avoid onerous handling of the 
product but cannot label it 'cruelty free' or 'not tested on animals.'  

Companies that are the concerned about animal testing chose not to use this minnow test and must treat their 
waste as hazardous by default.  This allows companies to label their products 'cruelty free' or 'not tested on 
animals' but now they must treat their product differently for purposes of waste.  Consequently, the lack of a 
humane option for hazardous waste identification leads to over-identification of hazardous waste.  My bill 
could provide a humane and optional alternative to the minnow test, and as a result, lead to more accurate 
hazardous waste determinations. 

Support: (Verified 5/29/18) 

None on file 

Opposition: (Verified 5/29/18)  

None on file 

Status: Active – Senate Appropriations 

Senate Floor votes:   

Assembly floor votes:  YES: Cervantes, Medina, Melendez, Waldron 
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Legislative item #3:                  Action 

AB 2732, as amended (3), Gonzalez Fletcher. Employment: unfair immigration-related 

practices. 

 
Recommended action: OPPOSE 
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich 

Summary:  

Creates new onerous requirements for employers to provide a worker bill of rights document to all employees, 
have them sign it, give them a copy of the signed document, and keep the original for three years. Non-
compliance with these provisions could result in penalties up to $10,000.  

Should it be unlawful for an employer to knowingly destroy, conceal, remove, confiscate, or possess any 
passport or other immigration document of another person in the course of committing, or intent to commit, 
trafficking, peonage, slavery, involuntary servitude, or a coercive labor practice?   

Should employers who violate these provisions be subject to a civil penalty of up to $10,000?   

Should the Legislature require the Department of Industrial Relations to develop a “Worker’s Bill of Rights” 
document available to employers for distribution to employees and posting?  

Should only noncitizen employees be required to read, sign and date the “Worker’s Bill of Rights” form.  

 

Description: 

Under the Immigration and Nationality Act, requires an employer to verify, through examination of specified 
documents, whether or not an individual is authorized to work in the United States.  Specifies that if the 
document is presented and reasonably appears on its face to be genuine, then the employer has complied 
with this requirement and is not required to solicit or demand any other document. 

Under existing law, it is unlawful for an employer or any other person or entity to engage in, or to direct another 
person or entity to engage in, unfair immigration-related practices against any person for the purpose of, or 
with the intent of, retaliating against any person for exercising any right protected under the Labor Code or by 
any local ordinance applicable to employees, as specified. 

This bill would make it unlawful for an employer to knowingly destroy, conceal, remove, confiscate, or 
possess any actual or purported passport or other immigration document, or any other actual or purported 
government identification document of another person in the course of committing, or with the intent to 
commit, trafficking, peonage, slavery, involuntary servitude, or a coercive labor practice. The bill would impose 
specified civil and criminal penalties for a violation. By imposing criminal penalties, the bill would impose a 
state-mandated local program. The bill would require an employer to post a prescribed workplace notice with 
information including the right to maintain custody and control of immigration documents and that the 
withholding of immigration documents by an employer is a crime. 

The bill would require an employer employer, prior to verifying an employeeôs employment authorization 
pursuant to federal law governing the employment of unauthorized aliens, to provide to employees the 
employee a document entitled the “Worker’s Bill of Rights,” in a language understood by the employee, to be 
developed and made available to employers by the Department of Industrial Relations on or before July 1, 
2019, and require such an employee to sign and date the document in acknowledgment that the employee 
has read and understood the employee’s rights. The bill would require the employer to keep the signed 
document in its records for at least 3 years and to give the employee a copy of the signed document. 

Arguments in Support: 

According to the bill’s sponsor, the San Diego District Attorney’s Office, this legislation is necessary to “protect 
immigrant workers who are taken advantage of by unscrupulous employers because of their federal 
immigration status. Many are recruited or manipulated to enter California with work visas but later become 
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subject to labor abuses because of their unfamiliarity with the rights that all California workers should enjoy.” 
According to the sponsor, several studies of immigrant workers, including one by the Urban Institute from 
2014, demonstrate that “culpable employers [use] a variety of physical and psychological means to control 
and enslave workers, including holding on to their work visas and identification documents.”  

According to the author, this bill helps protect workers against the immoral practice of “document servitude” 
by:  1) providing a framework to hold employers accountable who engage in “document servitude”; 2) creating 
a misdemeanor crime and potential $10,000 civil penalty for this tactic; 3) bringing the practice of “document 
servitude” in line with other unlawful employment practices; and 4) establishing a “Worker’s Bill of Rights.” 

Opponent Arguments:  

 According to opponents, the employer community takes very seriously any acts which violate workers’ rights 
to lawful treatment in the workplace.  They argue that while they understand the intent of this bill and support 
efforts to end human trafficking and any form of discrimination in the workplace, this bill creates unreasonable 
burdens for employers.  They note that, as drafted, this bill imposes a new, added penalty of up to $10,000 
for any Labor Code violation.  Lastly, opponents argue that employers of all sizes, but especially small 
business owners, struggle to comply with a wide array of documentation and signage requirements, and this 
bill seeks to impose additional, burdensome requirements. 

 

Support: (Verified 7/16/18) 
San Diego County District Attorney, Summer Stephan 
(Sponsor)  
Bilateral Safety Corridor Coalition  
California District Attorneys Association  
California Employment Lawyers Association  
California Immigrant Policy Center  
California Labor Federation   
CSA San Diego County  

End Violence against Women International  
Lynch Foundation for Children  
National Association for Missing and Exploited Children 
National Association of Social Workers  
Saved in America  
SEIU California  
State Building and Construction Trades Council of CA 
United Farm Workers  

  

 Opposition: (Verified 7/16/18)  
California Association of Winegrape Growers  
California Chamber of Commerce  
California Farm Bureau Federation  
California League of Food Processors  
California Manufacturers and Technology Association 
California Trucking Association  
El Dorado County Joint Chamber Commission  

Elk Grove Chamber of Commerce  
Folsom Chamber of Commerce  
National Federation of Independent Business  
Rancho Cordova Chamber of Commerce  
Roseville Area Chamber of Commerce  
United Chamber Advocacy Network - UCAN  
Western Growers Association  

 

Status: Active – Senate Appropriations 

Senate Floor votes:   

Assembly floor votes: YES: Cervantes, Medina NO: Melendez, Waldron 
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Legislative Item #4                   Action 

AB 2775, as introduced, Kalra. Professional cosmetics: labeling requirements. 

Recommended action: SUPPORT 
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich 

Introduced by Assembly Member Kalra 
(Coauthors: Assembly Members Carrillo, Maienschein, Waldron, and Gonzalez Fletcher) 

 

Summary: 

Provides Ingredient Information to Salon Employees. Ensures that ingredient information is readily available 
to every salon employee and customer by requiring professional cosmetic products manufactured on or after 
July 1, 2020, to have a label affixed on the container that satisfies all of the labeling requirements for any 
other cosmetic pursuant to the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act and the federal Fair Packaging and 
Labeling Act.  

Description:  

The Sherman Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Law, among other things, regulates the labeling of cosmetics and 
authorizes the State Department of Public Health to require a cosmetic label to list ingredients under specified 
circumstances. The law generally defines the term “cosmetic” as an article, or its components, intended to be 
applied to the human body, or any part of the human body, for cleansing, beautifying, promoting 
attractiveness, or altering the appearance. The law makes a violation of its provisions a crime. 

This bill would require a professional cosmetic manufactured on or after July 1, 2020, for sale in this state to 
have a label affixed on the container that satisfies all of the labeling requirements for any other cosmetic 
pursuant to specific federal laws. By expanding the requirements of this law, the bill would expand the scope 
of a crime, and thus would impose a state-mandated local program. The bill would define terms for its 
purposes and make legislative findings in support of its provisions. 

Arguments in Support: 

According to the author, this bill would require manufacturers to list all ingredients on the labels of professional 
cosmetic products, except for those protected by trade secrets, to provide open information for consumers, 
salon workers, and the general public.  It is important to note that under current law, professional cosmetic 
products; those used in salons on a daily basis, are not required to be labeled.  The author argues, this bill 
would simply apply the existing industry labeling requirement for retail cosmetic products to commercial 
products.  The author states that while retail cosmetic products are sold to the public for lifestyle consumption; 
professional cosmetic products are used by salon workers for upwards of eight hours per day, resulting in 
many cases of acute to severe health symptoms.  The author concludes, this bill gives salon workers and 
consumers the ability to view ingredients in an open way that is already standardized across our food, 
cleaning, and retail cosmetics. 

 

Support: (Verified 7/17/18) 
  

A Voice for Choice Advocacy 
ACT for Women and Girls 
Alaska Community Action on Toxics 
American Cancer Society Action Network 
American College of Obstetricians and Gynecologists 
Asian Health Services 
Asian Immigrant Women Advocates 
Asian Pacific Environmental Network 
Beautycounter 
Black Women for Wellness 
Breast Cancer Prevention Partners 
California Chamber of Commerce 
California Health Coalition Advocacy 

California Labor Federation 
Center for Environmental Health 
City and County of San Francisco 
Clean Water Action 
Community Health Partnership 
Consumer Federation of California 
Cote 
County of San Mateo 
Educate Advocate 
Environmental Engineering 
Environmental Working Group 
National Employment Law Project 
Personal Care Products Council 
Physicians for Social Responsibility – Los Angeles 
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Physicians for Social Responsibility – San Francisco Bay Area 
Professional Beauty Association 
Sierra Club California 
Silent Spring Institute 
SkinOwl 
Tenoverten 
Unilever 

Un Uniiversity of California, Los Angeles, Labor Occupational 
Safety and Health Program 
Vapour Organic Beauty 
Women’s Foundation of California 
Women’s Voices for the Earth 
Worksafe 

Opposition: (Verified 7/17/18)  

None on file

Status: Active – Senate Appropriations 

Senate Floor votes: 

Assembly floor votes: YES: Cervantes, Medina, Melendez, Waldron 

 

 

 

Legislative item #5:                 Action 

AB 3081, as amended (5), Gonzalez Fletcher. Employment: sexual harassment. 

Recommended action: OPPOSE 
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich 

 

Summary: 

Places additional, often duplicative, sexual harassment protections and training requirements in the Labor 
Code, which are already protected under the Fair Employment and Housing Act (FEHA) exposing employers 
to additional liability including Private Attorneys General Act (PAGA) claims. The bill mandates leave of 
absence protections for employees and their “family members,” asserting sexual harassment violations 
without mandating the same notice requirement that applies to other similar types of leave. The bill also 
expands labor contractor joint liability for sexual harassment, which is inappropriate in light of the inability to 
objectively verify and ensure that a contractor’s workers do not engage in such activity. 

 

Description:  

This bill would make a series of modifications and additions to the Labor Code designed to deter workplace 
sexual harassment and to provide victims of sexual harassment with the workplace support they may need 
to recover from its effects. Specifically, this bill would:  

¶ prohibit employers from retaliating against employees who take time off to address the impacts of 

sexual harassment;  

¶ extend, to family members of the victim, the protection against retaliation for taking time off to address 

the impacts of domestic violence, sexual assault, stalking, or sexual harassment;  

¶ create a rebuttable presumption, for the 90 days after an employer learns that an employee has been 

the victim of sexual harassment, that any negative employment action taken against the employee is 

retaliatory;  

¶ require employers to provide reasonable accommodations for victims of sexual harassment;  

¶ increase the statute of limitations for filing a claim of unlawful retaliation arising from an employee’s 

request for time-off, request for a reasonable accommodation, or status as a victim of sexual assault, 

domestic violence, stalking, or sexual harassment;  
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¶ require all employers to provide employees with a notice about workplace rights relating to sexual 

harassment, at the time of hire and annually thereafter;  

¶ require employers with more than 25 employees to provide sexual harassment prevention trainings to 

non-supervisorial employees upon hire and every two years after;  

¶ direct the California Labor Commissioner to establish an online mechanism for receiving complaints 

of sexual harassment;  

¶ impose joint and several liability between a labor contractor and a client employer for sexual 

harassment, sexual discrimination, or sexual assault of a worker.  

 Arguments in support: 

According to the author: AB 3081 addresses the threat of retaliation as a barrier for workers seeking justice 
and safety, especially those earning low-wages, to address sexual harassment in the workplace. The bill 
would accomplish this by establishing a rebuttable presumption of unlawful retaliation if an employer 
discriminates against the worker in any way within the 90-day period after they have filed a sexual harassment 
complaint, and by extending the statute of limitation on reporting retaliation that a worker experiences after 
reporting sexual harassment to three years. With the increasing prevalence of the gig economy and lack of 
clarity in statute regarding who is ultimately responsible for ensuring workers’ safety, the bill also requires 
employers to share civil legal responsibility for all workers who are provided by a contractor in cases of sexual 
harassment and assault.  

Finally, the bill’s provisions establish increased sexual harassment training for workers, and more frequent 
communication of workers’ rights. These provisions aim to ensure workers are aware of their rights and have 
adequate resources at their disposal to identify the best recourse to address sexual harassment in the 
workplace; this would include the ability to anonymously report sexual misconduct incidents to the Labor 
Commissioner’s Office. In support of the bill, the California Labor Federation writes: From actors to 
farmworkers, and just about every workplace in between, sexual harassment remains ever-present on the job 
for far too many women. Just like all labor abuses, it is more pervasive for low-wage workers, who have less 
bargaining power at the workplace. The more unequal the power dynamic, the harder it becomes for workers 
to challenge abuse. [… ] With courageous women coming forward to speak out about sexual harassment in 
every field, we have a unique opportunity to make a real change. But these efforts must extend to women 
most at risk: low wage workers, immigrant workers, and women of color. AB 3081 looks to protect these 
workers and make it easier for them to speak out. 

The #MeToo movement brought renewed public attention to the ongoing, global problem of sexual 
harassment. Numerous and varied proposals have been put forth as to how to confront the problem. This bill 
attempts to address workplace sexual harassment through a comprehensive set of modifications and 
additions to the California Labor Code. Each of these proposed changes or additions is discussed in greater 
detail in the Comments to this analysis. In broad strokes, however, they may be characterized as: seeking to 
deter sexual harassment through training and know-your-rights notifications; strengthening workplace 
protections against retaliation for victims of sexual harassment as they cope and recover from the fallout from 
what they have endured; and broadening the legal remedies available to victims of workplace sexual 
harassment and retaliation 

Arguments in Oppositon: 

In opposition to the bill, the California Chamber of Commerce and 34 co-signatories write: [AB 3081] would 
create another pathway of costly litigation against employers for issues that are already protected under the 
Fair Employment and Housing Act (FEHA). The Chamber and its co-signatories’ specific concerns are raised 
in the Comments below, together with discussion of the corresponding provisions of the bill. Significant 
drafting clean up needed. 

The California Chamber of Commerce and its co-signatories oppose this element of the bill, among others, 
as unnecessary and open to exploitation by unscrupulous workers looking for excuses to take time off work. 
They write: [T]his type of leave is clearly ripe for abuse. …California already provides leaves of absence for 
family members… [… ] including: paid sick days, school activities leave, kin care, paid family leave program, 
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new parent leave, pregnancy disability leave, and the California Family Rights Act. [… ] Imposing another 
leave of absence is simply unnecessary and overly burdensome since family members can take time off by 
utilizing other types of leave. 

As a preliminary matter, there are a number of technical issues with the bill as it is currently drafted. In some 
cases, these errors make it difficult to analyze precisely what the bill proposes to accomplish. As a very simple 
example, one subdivision in the bill declares that “[a]s used in this subdivision, ‘worker’ includes either an 
employee or an independent contractor.” That is the entire subdivision. Presumably, the author means the 
word “chapter” where the word “subdivision” currently appears, and it is possible to analyze the bill based on 
suppositions of this nature throughout, but significant clean-up is needed to harmonize the stated intent of 
this bill with what is in print. 

 

Support: (Verified 7/17/18) 
California Conference Board of the Amalgamated Transit 
Union;  
California Conference of Machinists;  
California Domestic Workers Coalition;  
California Labor Federation;  
California Rural Legal Assistance Foundation;  
California Teamsters Public Affairs Council;  
California Women’s Law Center (CWLC);  
Coalition for Humane Immigrant Rights (CHIRLA); 
Consumer Attorneys of California;  
Engineers and Scientists of CA, Local 20;  

International Longshore & Warehouse Union;  
Jockeys’ Guild;  
National Association of Social Workers – California Chapter; 
Professional and Technical Engineers, Local 21;  
SAG-AFTRA;  
SEIU California;  
UNITE HERE, AFL/CIO;  
UNITEHERE! Local 11;  
Utility Workers of America;  
Women’s Foundation of California;  
Work Equity 

 Opposition: (Verified 7/17/18)  
Associated General Contractors;  
Brea Chamber of Commerce;  
California Agricultural Aircraft Association;  
California Ambulance Association;  
California Apartment Association;  
California Association for Health Services at Home; 
California Association of Joint Powers Authorities;  
California Association of Winegrape Growers;  
California Beer and Beverage Distributors;  
California Chamber of Commerce;  
California Cotton Ginners and Growers Association; 
California Farm Bureau Federation;  
California Fresh Fruit Association;  
California Grocers Association;  
California Hotel and Lodging Association;  
California League of Food Producers;  
California Manufacturers and Technology Association; 
California Restaurant Association;  

California Retailers Association;  
Camarillo Chamber of Commerce;  
Citizens Against Lawsuit Abuse;  
Civil Justice Association of California;  
Gilroy Chamber of Commerce;  
Greater Coachella Valley Chamber of Commerce;  
Greater San Fernando Valley Chamber of Commerce; 
League of California Cities;  
National Federation of Independent Business;  
North Orange County Chamber;  
Official Police Garages of Los Angeles;  
Oxnard Chamber of Commerce;  
Rancho Cordova Chamber of Commerce;  
Santa Maria Valley Chamber of Commerce;  
Western Agricultural Processors Association;  
Western Plant Health Association;  
Wine Institute 

Status: Active – Senate Appropriations 

 

Senate Floor votes: 

Assembly floor votes: YES: Cervantes, Medina NO:  Melendez, Waldron 
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Legislative item #6:                  Action 

AB 3188, as amended (1), Thurmond. School attendance: truancy. School accountability: 

local control and accountability plans: state priorities: pupil achievement. 

Recommended action: SUPPORT 
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich 

Summary: 

Education Accountability. Encourages schools to prioritize both career and college preparation for students 
which will help reduce drop out rates, increase graduation rates, and better prepare students for the workforce. 

This bill defines the pupil achievement state priority to also include, to the extent possible, the percentage of 
students who have successfully completed courses that satisfy the entrance requirements for the University 
of California (UC) and the California State University (CSU) and a career technical education sequence or 
program of study. 

Description:  

Existing law requires the governing board of each school district to adopt a local control and accountability 
plan and requires the governing board of a school district to update its local control and accountability plan 
before July 1 of each year. Existing law requires a local control and accountability plan to include, among 
other things, a description of the annual goals to be achieved for each state priority, as specified, for all pupils 
and certain subgroups of pupils. The stateôs delineated priorities include, among others, pupil achievement 
as measured by, and as applicable, among other things, the percentage of pupils who have successfully 
completed courses that satisfy the requirements for entrance to the University of California and the California 
State University, or career technical education sequences or programs of study that align with State Board of 
Education-approved career technical education standards and frameworks, as prescribed. 

This bill instead would require pupil achievement to be measured by, and as applicable, among other things 
required by existing law, the percentage of pupils who have successfully completed (1) courses that satisfy 
the requirements for entrance to the University of California and the California State University; or (2) career 
technical education sequences or programs of study that align with state board-approved career technical 
education standards and frameworks, as prescribed; or (3) to the extent possible, both (1) and (2). To the 
extent this bill would impose additional duties on school districts in regard to local control and accountability 
plans, the bill would impose a state-mandated local program. 

 Arguments in support: 

According to the author,” Current law requires school districts to complete a Local Control Accountability Plan 
(LCAP) to assess compliance with the state’s priorities regarding education, one of those priorities deals with 
“pupil achievement”.  Currently these achievements are measured in a variety of ways, one of which is the 
number of “A-G” OR “CTE” courses completed while in high school.   

Because these two areas are separated and categorized as college-prep versus work-prep courses, existing 
law ignores the fact that exposure to both course sequences are beneficial to students. By treating these 
courses as an either/or option for students, we are unfairly categorizing students in a manner that has proven 
ineffective in our educational system. Today’s educational standards in California demand that we prepare 
students for both the workforce and college in a more practical way.  AB 3188 supports these ideas and seeks 
to align reporting with a stated goal of the California public education system.”  

  

 

Support: (Verified 7/17/18) 
Project Lead the Way  
California Chamber of Commerce  
Center for Powerful Public Schools  
Fight Crime: Invest in Kids  

Los Angeles Regional Coalition for Linked 
Learning  
Project Lead the Way  
William S. Hart Union High School District  
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 Opposition: (Verified 7/17/18)  

None on file.  

 

Status: Active – Senate Floor 

Senate Floor votes: 

Assembly floor votes:  YES: Cervantes, Medina, Melendez, Waldron 

 

 

 

Legislative item #7                  Action 

AB 3194, as amended (5), Daly. Housing Accountability Act: project approval.  

Recommended action: SUPPORT 
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich 

(Coauthors: Assembly Members Flora, Fong, Mathis, and Voepel) 

 Summary: 

Spurs Housing Development. Encourages much needed residential housing construction in California by 
closing two loopholes often used by local governments to deny extending the protections of the Housing 
Accountability Act. Specifically this bill:    

1) Add to the findings that it is the intent of the Legislature that conditions that have "a specific, adverse impact 
upon the public health and safety" that constitute a reason to deny a housing development project under the 
HAA arise infrequently.   

2) Provides that a housing development project is not inconsistent with the applicable zoning ordinance, and 
shall not require a rezoning, if the housing development project is consistent with the objective general plan 
standards and criteria but the zoning for the project site is inconsistent with the general plan.   

Description:  

The Housing Accountability Act, which is part of the Planning and Zoning Law, prohibits a local agency 
from disapproving, or conditioning approval in a manner that renders infeasible, a housing development 
project for very low, low-, or moderate-income households or an emergency shelter unless the local agency 
makes specified written findings, based upon a preponderance of the evidence, that one or more conditions 
exist, including that the housing development project or emergency shelter would have a specific, adverse 
impact upon the public health or safety, as specified. The act also requires a local agency proposing to 
disapprove a housing development project that complies with applicable, objective general plan and zoning 
standards and criteria, or to approve it on the condition that it be developed at a lower density, to base its 
decision upon written findings supported by a preponderance of the evidence on the record that specified 
conditions exist, including if the housing development project would have a specific, adverse impact upon the 
public health or safety. 

This bill would specify that a proposed housing development project is not inconsistent with the applicable 
zoning standards and criteria, and would prohibit a local government from requiring a rezoning, if the housing 
development project is consistent with the objective general plan standards and criteria but the zoning for the 
project site is inconsistent with the general plan. The bill would authorize a local agency, provided that the 
local agency has complied with specified provisions, to require the proposed housing development project to 
comply with the objective standards and criteria of the zoning that are which is consistent with the general 
plan, and would require the local agency to apply those standards and criteria to facilitate and accommodate 
development at the density allowed on the site by the general plan and proposed by the proposed housing 
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development project. The bill would declare the Legislature’s intent that the conditions that would have a 
specific, adverse impact upon the public health and safety arise infrequently. 

 Arguments in support: 

Background on the HAA.  The HAA, also known as the "Anti-Nimby" legislation, was enacted in 1982, and 
restricts a local agency's ability to disapprove, or require density reductions in, certain types of residential 
projects.  The purpose of the HAA is to help ensure that a city or county not reject or make infeasible housing 
developments, including emergency shelters, that contribute to meeting that housing need determined 
pursuant to Housing Element Law without a thorough analysis of the economic, social, and environmental 
effects of the action.  

The HAA provides for a judicial remedy that allows a court to issue an order to compel a city to take action on 
a development project.  An applicant, a person who would be eligible to apply for residency in the development 
or emergency shelter, or a housing organization, may bring an action to enforce the HAA. Many provisions of 
the HAA are limited to lower-income housing developments. In 2011 the California Court of Appeal in 
Honchariw v. County of Stanislaus (200 Cal.App.4th 1066) held that specified provisions of the HAA apply to 
all housing projects, not just affordable projects.  

In 2017, the Legislature passed, and the Governor signed, three bills making significant changes to the HAA. 
Under identical measures, AB 678 (Bocanegra), Chapter 373, Statutes of 2017, and SB 167 (Skinner), 
Chapter 368, Statutes of 2017, the HAA was strengthened to increase the burden on local jurisdictions when 
denying a housing project, imposing fines for a violation of the HAA, and expanding judicial remedies for 
violations of the HAA. AB 1515 (Daly), Chapter 378, Statutes of 2017, changed the standard the court must 
use in reviewing the denial of a housing development by providing that a project is consistent with local 
planning and zoning laws if there is substantial evidence that would allow a reasonable person to find it 
consistent.  This could expand the number of housing developments that are afforded the protections of the 
HAA. 

Support: (Verified 4/16/18) 
California Building Industry Association (sponsor) Bay Area 
Council  
California Apartment Association  
California Association of Winegrape Growers  
California Business Properties Association  

California Chamber of Commerce  
California Construction and Industrial Materials Association  
National Federation of Independent Business  
Non-Profit Housing Association of Northern California  

 Opposition: (Verified 4/16/18)  
American Planning Association  
California State Association of Counties (unless amended)  

Rural County Representatives of California 
Urban Counties of California  

Status: Active – Senate Floor 

Senate Floor votes: 

Assembly floor votes:  YES: Cervantes, Medina, Melendez NO: Waldron 

 

 

Legislative item #8:                  Action 

SB 834, as amended (2), Jackson. State lands: leasing: oil and gas.  

Recommended action: OPPOSE 
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich 

Summary: 

Jeopardizes Existing and Future Energy Production. Takes away California’s ability to produce its own 
resources in state lands by repealing existing authority from the California State Lands Commission to issue, 
renew, modify or extend a lease or conveyance for oil and natural gas production if the lease would result in 
an increase of production from federal waters.   
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This bill bars the State Lands Commission from both entering into new leases for new oil- and gas-related 
construction; and renewing, modifying or extending an existing lease for any activity that would facilitate new 
or additional exploration, development, or production of oil and gas, in state tide and submerged lands to 
support new offshore oil and gas leases in federal waters, subject to certain exceptions.  The same restrictions 
apply to local trustees of granted state tide and submerged lands.  

Description:  

Existing law vests exclusive jurisdiction over ungranted tidelands and submerged lands owned by the state 
to the State Lands Commission. Existing law confers the powers of the commission as to leasing or granting 
of rights or privileges to lands owned by the state upon a local trustee of granted public trust lands to which 
those lands have been granted. Existing law authorizes the commission to let leases for the extraction of oil 
and gas from coastal tidelands or submerged lands in state waters and beds of navigable rivers and lakes 
within the state in accordance with specified provisions of law. 

Existing law, notwithstanding those provisions or any other provision of law, prohibits a state agency or state 
officer from entering into any new lease for the extraction of oil or gas from the California Coastal Sanctuary, 
which includes certain state waters subject to tidal influence, unless either (1) the President of the United 
States has found a severe energy supply interruption and has ordered distribution of the Strategic Petroleum 
Reserve, the Governor finds that the energy resources of the sanctuary will contribute significantly to the 
alleviation of that interruption, and the Legislature subsequently acts to amend the law to allow the extraction, 
or (2) the commission determines that the oil or gas deposits are being drained by means of producing wells 
upon adjacent federal lands and the lease is in the best interest of the state. 

This bill would prohibit the commission and the or a local trustees trustee, as defined, of granted public trust 
lands from entering into any new lease or other conveyance authorizing new construction of oil- and gas-
related infrastructure upon tidelands and submerged lands within state waters associated with Outer 
Continental Shelf leases issued after January 1, 2018. The bill would prohibit the commission and the or 
a local trustees of granted public trust lands trustee from entering into any lease renewal, 
extension, amendment, or modificationauthorizing new construction of oil- and gas-related infrastructure that 
authorizes a lessee to engage in any activity upon tidelands and submerged lands within state waters that 
would facilitate new or additional exploration, development, or production of oil or natural gas from associated 
with Outer Continental Shelf leases issued after January 1, 2018. The bill would provide that these provisions 
do not prevent specified activities, including, among others, issuance by the commission of leases pursuant 
to exceptions applicable to the California Coastal Sanctuary described above. The bill would authorize the 
commission to establish regulations for the implementation of these provisions. 

 Arguments in support: 

According to the author, “California has a proud and long-standing tradition of protecting its marine 
environment and coasts, including decades of pioneering legislation after the 1969 Santa Barbara oil spill.  
We have taken great care to enact nation-leading comprehensive programs that conserve our ocean 
environments, preserve our fisheries, and protect our coasts – all of which sustain our ocean-based economy, 
from our season industry to our world-class tourism and recreation.  Yet all of this hard work can be undone 
from one catastrophic oil spill, as my constituents have been reminded of time and time again.  We cannot let 
this Administration’s rash decision to exploit federal waters threaten and imperil the great progress made by 
this state to the broad support of Californians from north to south, from our coastal to inland communities.”  

 Arguments on opposition: 

Writing in opposition to an earlier version of the bill, the Western States Petroleum Association (WSPA) notes 
that “specifically this bill repeals existing authority from the commission to issue, renew, modify, or extend a 
lease or conveyance for oil and natural gas production if the lease would result in an increase of production 
from federal waters.”  WSPA argues that:  

¶ SB 834 takes authority away from the commission on state tidelands leases.  

¶ SB 834 contains undefined, overbroad language ending existing production on existing leases (and 

notes the uncertainty over how an “increase” in production would be determined).  
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¶ SB 834 could force unintended environmental and fiscal consequences by avoiding the use of safer 

pipelines to transport oil, potential revenues losses and litigation expense.  

The California Independent Petroleum Association also notes that “utilizing domestic energy supplies by 
producing oil and gas under California’s strict environmental laws and regulations is better for the State rather 
than depending upon foreign oil.  Yet, California currently imports a significant amount of crude oil from other 
countries, including the Middle East and Central America to make up the State’s demand.” 

 

Support: (Verified 5/15/18) 

Environmental Defense Center (source) 350 Bay Area 350 
Silicon Valley 350 South Bay Los Angeles Audobon 
California Azul Benioff Ocean Initiative California Coastal 
Protection Network California Coastkeeper Alliance 
California League of Conservation Voters Californians for 
Western Wilderness Carpinteria Valley Association Center 
for Biological Diversity Central Coastal Alliance United for a 
Sustainable Economy  Citizens for Responsible Oil & Gas  
Citizens Planning Association City of Capitola City of Culver 
City City of Dana Point City of Goleta City of Hermosa Beach 
City of Manhattan Beach City of West Hollywood Clean 
Water Action Climate Hawks Vote COAST Alliance 
Coastwalk California Community Environmental Council 
Cordell Marine Sanctuary Foundation County of Santa 
Barbara Defenders of Wildlife East Bay Regional Park 
District Environment California Environmental Action 
Committee of West Marin Environmental Defense Fund 
Environmental Protection Information Center Food & Water 
Watch Fossil Free California Friends of the Earth – U.S. 
Fund for Santa Barbara Get Oil Out! Great Old Broads for 
Wilderness Greater Farallones Association Heal the Bay 
Humboldt Baykeeper Idle No More SF Bay Indivisible Marin 
Inland Ocean Coalition & Colorado Ocean Coalition Institute 
for Fisheries Resources Klamath Forest Alliance League of 

Women Voters of California Long Beach 350 Los Angeles 
Waterkeeper Marine Conservation Institute Monterey 
Coastkeeper & The Otter Project Natural Resources 
Defense Council Nature Rights Council NextGen California 
O’Neill Sea Odyssey Ocean Conservancy Ocean 
Conservation Research Oceana Orange County 
Coastkeeper & Inland Empire Waterkeeper Pacific Coast 
Federation of Fishermen’s Association Pacific Environment 
Plastic Pollution Coalition Russian Riverkeeper San Diego 
350 San Diego Coastkeeper San Francisco Baykeeper 
Santa Barbara Channelkeeper Save Our Shores Seventh 
Generation Advisors Sierra Club California SoCal 350 
Climate Action Sonoma County Board of Supervisors South 
Bay Cities Council of Governments South Yuba River 
Citizens League Surfrider Foundation The 5 Gyres Institute 
The Center for Oceanic Awareness, Research, and 
Education  The Last Plastic Straw The League of California 
Cities The Nature Conservancy The North Coast Stream 
Flow Coalition The Ocean Foundation Turtle Island 
Restoration Network UNITE HERE, AFL-CIO Ventura 
County Board of Supervisors Voices for Progress West 
Marin Standing Together Wholly H2O Wildcoast Wishtoyo 
Chumash Foundation Yak Tityu Tityu Yak Tilhini Northern 
Chumash Tribe of San Luis Obispo County Zero Waste USA 
Dozens of individuals 

 Opposition: (Verified 5/15/18)  
California Chamber of Commerce  
California Independent Petroleum Association  
San Gabriel Valley Economic Partnership  

Ventura County Economic Development Association 
Western States Petroleum Association 

Status: Active – Assembly Appropriations 

Senate Floor votes: YES: Roth  NO: Morrell, Stone 

Assembly floor votes:  

 

 

Legislative item #9:                  Action 

SB 1249, as amended (3), Galgiani. Animal testing: cosmetics.  

Recommended action: OPPOSE 
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich 

Summary: 

Risks California Jobs and Limits Consumer Options. Creates an unworkable framework that could harm 
manufacturers and severely handicap American cosmetic exports and American jobs by going far beyond the 
initially proposed alignment of California law with current European regulations banning animal testing on 
cosmetic products or ingredients.  
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Should California adopt an extremely strong stance against animal testing of cosmetic products, and enact a 
set of rules that, by 2023, will largely prohibit the sale or marketing in California of cosmetic products that 
have been tested anywhere in the world on animals? 

Description:  

Existing law prohibits manufacturers and contract testing facilities from using traditional animal testing 
methods within this state when an appropriate alternative test method has been scientifically validated and 
recommended by the Interagency Coordinating Committee on the Validation of Alternative Methods 
(ICCVAM) or other specified agencies. 

This bill would make it unlawful for a manufacturer to knowingly import for profit, sell at retail, or offer for sale 
or promotional purposes at retail in this state, any cosmetic, as defined, if the final product or any component 
thereof was tested on animals for any purpose after January 1, 2020. The bill would specify that a violation of 
its provisions is punishable by an initial fine of $5,000 and an additional fine of $1,000 for each day the 
violation continues, and may be enforced by the district attorney or city attorney in the county or city in which 
the violation occurred, as specified. The bill would not apply to a cosmetic if the cosmetic, or any component 
of the cosmetic, was tested on animals before January 1, 2020, as specified. 

 

 Arguments in support: 

According to the author: This bill has generated an intense groundswell of support from concerned citizens, 
animal welfare groups, and many companies in the cosmetic industry that are strongly committed to a vision 
of a truly "cruelty-free standard" for cosmetic products sold in California—one where virtually every cosmetic 
product sold or marketed in the state can be said to have never been tested on animals, in any location, and 
to include components that likewise have never been tested on animals, for any purpose. The Committee has 
received over 6,500 letters in support of the bill from individuals providing a California address, and has taken 
note of an online petition signed by more than 150,000 persons from around the world, voicing support for 
this bill. (See https://www.thepetitionsite.com/takeaction/212/115/428/) The bill is also supported by a coalition 
of approximately 80 cosmetic companies who attest that they are committed to manufacturing products 
without harming any animals and avoiding the purchase of ingredients from suppliers who engage in animal 
testing. These supporters stress that alternative testing methods are more humane, but equally as viable and 
effective as animal testing methods. 

Arguments in opposition:     

Concerns about manufacturer liability arising from animal testing by others. Opponents remain concerned 
that the bill, even as proposed to be amended, continues to make manufacturers liable for animal testing on 
products and components conducted by others, including academic researchers, members of other 
industries, and even competitors within the cosmetic industry. 

In addition to their other arguments against the bill, opponents raise a number of economic and trade-based 
concerns, stating: We are open to an ongoing dialogue with the Senator’s office and remain firmly committed 
to aligning this legislation with the provisions found in the European Union (EU) regulation. For example, the 
EU regulation accommodates the use of data from testing if mandated by other, noncosmetic-related 
regulations. SB 1249 does not. The EU regulation does not ban products that have been tested as a result of 
requirements for market entry into a non-EU country. SB 1249 would. Moreover, as currently drafted, the 
amendments could have wider trade implications as they would appear to prohibit imports into California from 
other countries where animal testing may have occurred. If so, the amendments potentially could be in 
violation of the U.S. obligations under the World Trade Organization (WTO), including the Agreement on 
Technical Barriers to Trade. More practically, these amendments would pose unnecessary economic burden 
on California companies seeking to market products globally, and would negatively impact California’s 
economy. [Furthermore] the inclusion of products that are used “for promotional purposes” would capture 
samples and promotional products, which are treated differently under the Federal Food, Drug and Cosmetic 
Act and the Federal Fair Packaging and Labeling Act. The amendments would encompass over-the-counter 
(OTC) drugs that are regulated as drugs by the U.S. FDA and adhere to different testing requirements than 
cosmetic products. 
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Support: (Verified 5/2918) 
Social Compassion in Legislation  
Physicians Committee for Responsible Medicine  
New England Anti-Vivisection Society  
American Anti-Vivisection Society  
Humane Society of the United States (HSUS)  
San Diego Humane Society  
Born Free USA  
Animal Legal Defense Fund (ALDF)  
Educate.Advocate. Empower Family California  
Katy Tang, District 4 Supervisor of the City and County of 
San Francisco  
Cruelty-Free International  
Over 6,500 individuals  
Over 80 cosmetic companies, including: Lush Cosmetics; 
Illumiere Prime LLC; Jack Black LLC; Legendary 
Apothecary; Madaen Natural Products;Mogi Mousse;  
Pixllady Cosmetics; Karemi Cosmetics; Lady Burd Exclusive 
Cosmetics;Logic Product Group; Lotus Light Enterprises;  
Maui Soap Company LLC; Maxux Nails; Men’s Natural Care 
Products; Mocha Whip; My.Haircare; Nomad Cosmetics;  
Oribel Organics; Osea Malibu; PNK Digger Cosmetics LLC;  
Aloette Cosmetics; Artonit Cosmetics; Ayr Skin Care;  

Bakel Beauty and Key Elements; Base Beauty Shop;  
Beauty without Cruelty; Bella Organics; Black Tie 
Cosmetics; C&Co. Handcrafted Skincare; Cannabliss 
Organic; Clarisea, Inc.; Coastal Classic Creations; Coloured 
Raine Cosmetics; Cosmedix, LLC; Da Lish Cosmetics Inc.; 
Dr. Sharp Natural Oral Care; 3rd Rock Sunblock, Inc.; 
Adesse Global Cosmetics LLC; Irie Star LLC; Caldera+Lab 
LLC; Hanalei; KVD Brand; SkinOms; TepOrganics LLC; 
Alchemy Holistics; Axiology Corp.; Evio Beauty Group; 
Invogue Limited; Lauren Brooke Cosmetiques; Schmidt’s 
Naturals; Suntegrity Skincare; Zuli Organic; Artic Fox Hair 
Color; Azlo Lashes LLC; Bua Organics LLC; Coexistence 
Soaps, LLC; Ellis Faas Cosmetics; Hurraw! Balm; Yaya 
Maria’s LLC; Total Beauty Network; Verdant California; 
Visage Pro USA LLC; Skin&Co Roma; Skinveda; Sky 
Organics; Puracy LLC; 100% SB 1249 Page 12 Pure; Raen; 
Rue Sante; Shello; Sirrah Corp; Pristine Beauty; Pur Mineral 
LLC; e.l.f. Cosmetics Inc.; Elessential Botanicals; Frey 
Brothers Inc.; Gaffer & Child; Girly Goop LLC; Han Skin Care 
Cosmetics; Happy Spritz; Institut’ DERMed Body Clinical 
Skin Care; J Bloom Cosmetics LLC; The 7 Virtues Beauty, 
Inc.; Mechaly; Gabriel Cosmetics Inc. 

 Opposition: (Verified 5/15/18)  
Personal Care Products Council  
California Manufacturers & Technology Association 
Fragrance Creators Association  
California Chamber of Commerce  
Chemistry Industry Council of California  
California Life Sciences Association  

California Retailers Association  
Household Cleaning Products Association  
Biocom California  
Biomedical Research Association  
Consumer Healthcare Products Association  
American Chemistry Council

 

Status: Active – Assembly Appropriations 

Senate Floor votes: NO: Morrell, Stone  NVR: Roth 

Assembly floor votes:  

 

 

 

Legislative item #10:                  Action 

SB 1412, as amended (3), Bradford. Applicants for employment: criminal history.  

Recommended action: OPPOSE 
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich 

Summary: 

Prohibits employers in specific industries from seeking particular conviction history information of an applicant, 
creating a conflict with federal law requirements.   

This bill requires employers to only consider convictions relevant to the job which they are applying for when 
screening job applicants using a criminal background check. 

Description:  

Existing law prohibits an employer, whether a public agency or private individual or corporation, from asking 
an applicant for employment to disclose, from seeking from any source, or from utilizing as a factor in 
determining any condition of employment, information concerning participating in a pretrial or posttrial 
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diversion program or concerning a conviction that has been judicially dismissed or ordered sealed, as 
provided. Existing law makes it a crime to intentionally violate these provisions. Existing law specifies that 
these provisions do not prohibit an employer from asking an applicant about a criminal conviction of, seeking 
from any source information regarding a criminal conviction of, utilizing as a factor in determining any condition 
of employment of, or entry into a pretrial diversion or similar program by the applicant if, pursuant to state or 
federal law,  

¶ the employer is required to obtain information regarding a conviction of an applicant,  

¶ the applicant would be required to possess or use a firearm in the course of his or her employment,  

¶ an individual who has been convicted of a crime is prohibited by law from holding the position sought, 

regardless of whether the conviction has been expunged, judicially ordered sealed, statutorily 

eradicated, or judicially dismissed following probation, or  

¶ the employer is prohibited by law from hiring an applicant who has been convicted of a crime. 

This bill would instead specify that these provisions do not prohibit an employer employer, including a public 
agency or private individual or corporation, from asking an applicant about, or seeking from any source 
information regarding, a particular conviction of the applicant if, pursuant to federal law, federal regulation, or 
state law,  

¶ the employer is required to obtain information regarding the particular conviction of the applicant, 

regardless of whether the conviction has been expunged, judicially ordered sealed, statutorily 

eradicated, or judicially dismissed following probation,  

¶ the applicant would be required to possess or use a firearm in the course of his or her employment,  

¶ an individual with that particular conviction is prohibited by law from holding the position sought, 

regardless of whether the conviction has been expunged, judicially ordered sealed, statutorily 

eradicated, or judicially dismissed following probation, or  

¶ the employer is prohibited by law from hiring an applicant who has that particular conviction, 

regardless of whether the conviction has been expunged, judicially ordered sealed, statutorily 

eradicated, or judicially dismissed following probation.  

The bill would define “particular conviction” for these purposes and would also make various nonsubstantive 
and clarifying changes to those provisions. The bill would also specify that these provisions do not prohibit 
an employer employer, including a public agency or private individual or corporation, required by state, 
federal, or local law to conduct criminal background checks for employment purposes or to restrict 
employment based on criminal history from complying with those requirements. Because the bill would 
increase the scope of a crime, it would impose a state-mandated local program. 

 

Background: 

Currently, existing law is structured so that expunged or judicially sealed convictions cannot be considered 
until a conditional offer of employment has been offered to the applicant. Exceptions exist where certain 
employers of more sensitive jobs must consider specific convictions to be grounds for dismissal from the 
application process. For example, an applicant for a job with a bank cannot have any prior convictions of fraud 
or money-laundering even if they were expunged. Due to the way that background checks return information 
on all convictions on a person’s record, it has been reported that employers are using this information to 
exclude employees who have any expunged conviction on their record, rather than considering crimes that 
would have a direct impact on their ability to do their job. SB 1412 attempts to address this by stipulating that 
an employer can only consider “particular” convictions when rejecting applicants 
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Arguments in support:  

Proponents argue that allowing expunged convictions to be grounds for denial of a job application does not 
allow the rehabilitative role of criminal justice system to function properly. Proponents stress the long history 
of racial bias in the criminal justice system and contend that this bill ensures that those who have taken steps 
to make amends for their past crimes are allowed to reenter the workforce. 

Arguments in opposition:     

Opponents argue that the bill is unnecessary, given that AB 1008 (McCarty) only went into effect this year 
and deals with similar issues contained in this bill. Opponents further contend that this bill directly conflicts 
with FDIC law by eliminating a financial institution’s ability to consider a pre-trial diversion program in the 
hiring process. Finally, opponents argue that there is no reasonable way for them to limit the background 
check information they receive from the FBI to “particular convictions”.  

 

Support: (Verified 5/2918) 
A New Way of Life Re-Entry Project (source)  
Californians United for a Responsible Budget   
East Bay Community Law Center  
 Homeboy Industries   

Legal Services for Prisoners with Children   
Root & Rebound   
Rubicon Programs Economic Partnership 

Opposition: (Verified 5/15/18)  
California Bankers Association   
California Chamber of Commerce   
California Credit Union League   

California Mortgage Bankers Association   
Securities Industry and Financial Markets Association 

Status: Active – Assembly Appropriations 

Senate Floor votes: YES: Roth  NO: Morrell,  Stone 

Assembly floor votes:  


