MEETING AGENDA
Monday, April 15, 2019
Realtor House, 26529 Jefferson Ave, Murrieta
Presiding: Greg Morrison, Chair
201 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

2019 Legislative Report #4

Action

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

AB 36 (Bloom) Residential tenancies: rent control
AB 40 (Ting) Zero-emission vehicles: comprehensive strategy.
AB 138 (Bloom) California Community Health Fund.
AB 178 (Dahle) Energy: building standards: photovoltaic requirements.
AB 495 (Muratsuchi) Cosmetics: safety
AB 755 (Holden) California tire fee: Stormwater Permit Compliance Fund.
AB 1240 (Weber) School accountability: local control and accountability plans: state priorities:
pupil achievement.
8. SB 5 (Beall) Affordable Housing and Community Development Investment Program
9. SB 44 (Skinner) Medium-duty and heavy-duty vehicles: comprehensive strategy.
10. SB 468 (Jackson) Taxation: tax expenditures: repeal date.
11. SB 601 (Morrell) State agencies: licenses: fee waiver.
12. AB 5 (Gonzalez) Worker status: independent contractors. (Update only)
Featured speaker

Pat Thomas, Dir. Public Works. City of Temecula

Information

Speaker and Chamber Announcements

Information

Our lunch sponsor

Thank You

Sizzler

Adjourn – Next Meeting May 20, 2019

Follow us on:

The Southwest California Legislative Council Thanks Our Partners:
Southwest Riverside Country
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California
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Abbott Vascular
Temecula Valley Chamber of Commerce
Murrieta/Wildomar Chamber of Commerce
Lake Elsinore Valley Chamber of
Commerce
Menifee Valley Chamber of Commerce

Southwest Healthcare Systems
Temecula Valley Hospital
EDC of Southwest California
The Murrieta Temecula Group
Southern California Edison
The Gas Company

MEETING MINUTES
Monday, March 18, 2019
Realtor House, 26529 Jefferson Ave, Murrieta
Presiding: Chairman Greg Morrison
Strategic Initiatives
Budget & Tax Reform / Job Creation and Business Retention / Healthcare / Infrastructure & The
Environment/ Public Safety

Lake Elsinore Chamber of Commerce
Menifee Valley Chamber of Commerce
Murrieta/Wildomar Chamber of Commerce
Temecula Valley Chamber of Commerce
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Abeles, Andy

Rancon Real Estate

andyabeles@gmail.com

Ashworth, Daneen

Meridian HR

daneen@mymeridianhr.com

Bott, Jeff

The Toll Roads (TCA)

jbott@thetollroads.com

Brady, Carol Lee

Rancho California Water Dist.

bradyc@ranchowater.com

Effinger, Kirk
Hadley, Michael

Effinger Group
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kirk@theeffingergroup.com
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Herrera, Debbie

Senator Stone

Debbie.herren@sen.ca.gov

Lee-Mener, Cynthia

Solid Solutions Advisory Grp

Cynthia@ssagus.com

Lynch, Connie
MacDougall, Kristy
Miller, Glenn
Morabito, Joseph
Myers, Morris
Rountree, Roxanne

SRCAR
Assemblywoman Waldron
Senator Stone

ceo@srcar.org
Kristy.macdougall@asm.ca.gov
Glenn.miller@sen.ca.gov

MSJC
EVMWD

mmyers@msjc.edu
rountrer@emwd.org

Ruiz, Yvonne

Wine Country Notary

Yvonne@winecountrynotary.com

Stilwell, Samantha

Assemblywoman Melendez

Samantha.stilwell@asm.ca.gov

Turnbow, Laura
Valencia, Meggon
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TVCC
Rancho CA Water District
Brandman University/City of
Murrieta
SRCAR

Wilson, Walter

valenciam@ranchowater.com
christi.white.murrieta@earthlink.net
walter@srcar.org

Call to Order
The meeting was called to order by Chairman Greg Morrison at 12:07pm
Chairman Greg Morrison thanked Corner Bakery Cafe for providing a wonderful lunch!
2019 Legislative Report #3
Gene Wunderlich began the reviewed the bills. There were a total of eleven (11) bills reviewed by the Council.
1. AB 213 (Reyes) Local government finance: property tax revenue allocations: vehicle license fee adjustments.
This bill for the 2019-20 fiscal year, would instead require the vehicle license fee adjustment amount to be the
sum of the vehicle license fee adjustment amount in the 2018-19 fiscal year, the product of that sum and the
percentage change in gross taxable assessed valuation within the jurisdiction of that entity between the 2018-19
fiscal year to the 2018-19 fiscal year, and the product of the amount of specified motor vehicle license fee
revenues that the Controller allocated to the applicable city in July 2010 and 1.17. This bill for the 2020-21 fiscal
year, and for each fiscal year thereafter, would require the vehicle license fee adjustment amount to be the sum
of the vehicle license fee adjustment amount for the prior fiscal year and the product of the amount as so
described and the percentage change from the prior fiscal year in gross taxable assessed valuation within the
jurisdiction of the entity.
Motion to SUPPORT seconded and carried.
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2. SB 246, as introduced, Wieckowski. Oil and gas severance tax. This bill would impose oil and gas severance tax
upon any operator for the privilege of serving oil or gas from earth or water in this state at specified rates,
calculated as provided. The bill would further require California Department of Tax and Fee Administration to
collect the tax pursuant to the Fee Collection Procedures Law and would require all amounts collected, less
refunds and administrative costs, to be deposited into the General Fund. Because the bill would expand the scope
of the Fee Collection Procedures Law, the violation of which is a crime, it would impose a state-mandated local
program. This bill would include a change in state statute that would result in a taxpayer paying a higher tax within
the meaning of Section 3 of Article XIII A of the California Constitution, and thus would require for the passage
the approval of 2/3 of the membership of each house of the Legislature. This bill would provide that no
reimbursement is required by this ac.
Motion to OPPOSE seconded and carried.
3. SB 248, as introduced, Glazer. Taxation: renters’ credit. This bill, for taxable years beginning on or after January
1, 2019, for spouses filing joint returns, heads of the household, and surviving spouses with those adjusted gross
incomes, who have no dependents, would allow a credit equal to $220. The bill, for taxable years beginning on or
after January 1, 2019, for other individuals with those adjusted gross incomes, who have no dependents, would
allow a credit equal to $217. The bill, for taxable years beginning on or after January 1, 2019, for spouses filing
joint returns, heads of household, surviving spouses, and for other individuals, with those adjusted gross incomes,
who have one or more dependents, would allow a credit equal to $434. The bill would require the Franchise Tax
Board to annually precompute for inflation the credit amount for taxable years on or after January 1, 2020. This
bill, for taxable years beginning on or after January 1, 2020, would authorize a suspension of the increased credit
amounts for any taxable year if (1) the Governor by proclamation finds and declares that an economic emergency
exists in this state or (2) any bill providing for appropriations related to the Budget Bill indicates that the credit
factor for this credit is zero for that taxable year, in which case existing amounts of $120 and $60, as described
above, respectively, would be the credit amounts for that taxable year. This bill would require, upon the expiration
of any suspension, the credit amounts for the immediately preceding taxable year to be an amount equal to the
increased credit amounts, as specified.
Motion to SUPPORT seconded and carried.
4. SB 264, as introduced, Glazer. Wine growers: tasting rooms. This bill would revise the prohibition to allow a
winegrower or brandy manufacturer to sell wine or brandy to consumers, or to engage in wine tasting activities,
at up to 2 licensed branch premises. By broadening the definition of a crime, this bill would impose a statemandated local program.
Motion to SUPPORT seconded and carried.
5. SB 313, as introduced, Hueso. Wild and exotic animals: prohibition on use in traveling animal acts. This bill
would prohibit a person from using, or allowing to be used, a wild or exotic animal, as defined, in a traveling
animal act, as defined. The bill would impose a civil penalty for each violation of its provisions.
Motion to OPPOSE seconded and carried.
6. SB 340, as introduced, Stone. High-speed rail bonds. This bill would provide that no further bonds shall be sold
for high-speed rail purposes pursuant to the Safe, Reliable High-Speed Passenger Train Bond Act for the 21st
Century, except as specifically provided with respect to an existing appropriation for high-speed rail purposes for
early improvement projects in the Phase 1 blended system. The bill would require redirection of the unspent
proceeds received from outstanding bonds issues and sold for other high-speed rail purposes before the effective
date of these provisions, upon appropriation, for use in retiring the debt incurred from the issuance and sale of
those outstanding bonds. The bill would make no changes to the authorization under the bond act for the issuance
of $950 million in bonds for the rail purposes other than high-speed rail.
Motion to SUPPORT seconded and carried.
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7. SB 414, as introduced, Caballero. Small System Water Authority Act of 2019. Instead of implementing a
statewide water tax to address the operation of a few non-compliant water system, SB 414 seeks to establish a
framework under which these water systems would be identified, notified, given the opportunity to address
deficiencies and, if continuing non-compliance, authorizing the creation of small system water authorities that
will have powers to absorb, improve, and competently operate these water systems.
Motion to SUPPORT seconded and carried.
8. SB 448, as introduced, Borgeas. Volunteers: small wineries. This bill would exempt a small winery or small
microbrewery, as defined that utilizes volunteers who perform part-time labor in exchange for hands-on training,
from having these volunteers classified as employees or apprentices.
Motion to SUPPORT seconded and carried.
9. SB 449, as introduced, MCGuire. Pest control: Pierce’s disease. This bill would extend to March 1, 2026, the date
on which the above provisions become inoperative, and would repeal those provisions on January 1, 2027. By
extending the operative date for a partially continuously appropriated fund, this bill would make an appropriation.
This bill would extend the repeal date of these provisions to March 1, 2026, and would make related conforming
changes. Because assessments collected pursuant to these provisions are deposited into Food and Agriculture
Fund, a continuously appropriated fund, by extending the date until which the assessments are collected, the bill
would make an appropriation. The bill would also prohibit the amounts paid to the University of California in an
above-described research contract from exceeding the university’s actual cost of research.
Motion to SUPPORT seconded and carried.
10. SB 522, as introduced, Hertzberg. Taxation. This bill would make legislative findings regarding the need for future
efforts to modernize and restructure the state’s tax system and would state the intent of the Legislature to enact
legislation that would accomplish specified purposes; including realigning the state’s outdated tax code with the
realities of California’s 21st century economy. This bill would declare that it is to take effect immediately as an
urgency statute.
Motion to OPPOSE seconded and carried.
11. SB 210, as introduced, Leyva. Heavy-Duty Vehicle Inspections and Maintenance Program. Increases
Transportation Costs. Proposes to create a “smog check” program for heavy duty diesel vehicles, which has the
potential to substantially increase the costs of transportation and goods in and from California. Gives the
California Air Resources Board unfettered authority to impose uncapped fees on transportation companies and
truck owners to support the inspection program. The ARB gets to develop and implement a new smog check
program for trucks. They get to collect fees and penalties based on the program they develop. And they get to
keep all that fee and penalty money themselves to fund the program.
Motion to OPPOSE seconded and carried.
Reports:

Featured Speaker-Brad Neet, CEO Southwest Healthcare:
Brad Neet presented an update to the Board on UHS Hospitals operating as Temecula Valley Hospital, Rancho Springs
Medical Center and Inland Valley Medical Center and what service lines they are offering to the communities. He also
provided what some of the new legislative bills have introduced as to the new responsibilities that are demanded for
Homeless patients. One such example was to provide weather appropriate clothing to Homeless individuals on discharge!
Senator Stone
Report by Glenn Miller: Senator Stone sends his regards and appreciates the boards support. A member of the board had
a question regarding SB 364. Mr. Miller clarified the question and stated that SB 364 is a reduction on property tax for
disabled veterans. If you are 100% disabled then the property taxes are waived!
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Assemblymember Melissa Melendez
Report by: Samantha Stilwell: Brought letters of support for AB-71in reference to the Dynamex decision. Samantha is
asking everyone to fill them out even if you are not directly impacted. Emailing the letters is fine, hardcopies are to the
back of the room if you would like to fill one out and fax. There are legislative updates that were handed out.
Sacramento is going to be implementing a soda tax and they will not be allowed to sell high sugar drinks at or near the
checkout stand. They are creating a tax credit for new homebuilders to right off their home development fees.
Assemblymember Marie Waldron
Reported by Kristy MacDougal: AB 421: Approached by De Luz community district to help maintain 8+ miles of Private
Roads are being paid for by a private tax. Since the road is being impacted by more than local residents they are asking
for assistance in helping pay their fair share of drive thru traffics’ impact on the roads!
Riverside County Office of Education:
Reported by Kim Cousins Trustee: AB1505 is an attack on County Boards of Education approval authority, thereby
stripping away the Board's ability to make local control decisions.
Menifee Valley Chamber of Commerce
Reported by Tony Lopiccolo:


Menifee Valley Chamber of Commerce is having their first Regional Economical Impact Breakfast on March 29th
at the Menifee Valley Hospital. Speakers include Supervisor Jeff Hewitt and Scott Brovsky.

Lake Elsinore Valley Chamber of Commerce
Reported by Kim Cousins:



EWDC –A Conversation with the Southwest CA City Managers March 21st @ 11:30AM-1PM at the Pins and Pockets

Murrieta/Wildomar Chamber of Commerce
Reported by Patrick Ellis:



Craft Beer Week May 13th thru 19th Brewmaster’s coming back on the 17th

Temecula Valley Chamber of Commerce
Reported by Laura Turnbow:



State of the City at Pechanga on May 30th



Mixer at JDS Studios on Wednesday Evening

SWCLC thanked Corner Bakery Cafe for their generous donation of lunch for today’s meeting.

Adjournment: 1:14 pm

Next meeting Monday, April 15, 2019
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Legislative Item #1

Action

AB 36, as amended, Bloom. Affordable housing: rental prices. Residential tenancies: rent control
Recommended action: OPPOSE
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich
(Coauthors: Assembly Members Bonta and Chiu)
Summary:
Statewide Rolling Rent Control. Defies the will of the voters and worsens California's housing shortage by
modifying the Costa-Hawkins Rental Housing Act to allow cities to enact or expand rent control to residential
properties constructed within 10 years of the date upon which the owner seeks to establish the initial or
subsequent rental rate, which will discourage housing production, quality of housing, and impact low-income
individuals and families. This bill has been identified as a JOB KILLER by the CalChamber.
Description:
Existing law, the Costa-Hawkins Rental Housing Act, prescribes statewide limits on the application of local
rent control with regard to certain properties. That act, among other things, authorizes an owner of residential
real property to establish the initial and all subsequent rental rates for a dwelling or unit that has been issued
a certificate of occupancy after February 1, 1995, has already been exempt from a residential rent control
ordinance as of February 1, 1995, pursuant to a local exemption for newly constructed units, or is alienable
separate from the title to any other dwelling unit or is a subdivided interest in a subdivision and meets specified
requirements, subject to certain exceptions.
This bill would modify those provisions to authorize an owner of residential real property to establish the
initial and all subsequent rental rates for a dwelling or unit that has been issued its first certificate of occupancy
within 10 years of the date upon which the owner seeks to establish the initial or subsequent rental rate, or
for a dwelling or unit that is alienable separate from the title to any other dwelling unit or is a subdivided
interest in a subdivision and the owner is a natural person who owns 2 or more residential units within the
same jurisdiction as the dwelling or unit for which the owner seeks to establish the initial or subsequent rental
rate, subject to certain exceptions.
Arguments in opposition:
AB 36 will partially repeal the Costa-Hawkins Rental Housing Act by allowing local jurisdictions to pass rent
control ordinances applicable to residential properties only 10 years old. AB 36 flies in the face of the decision
just last November by California voters who overwhelmingly voted against Proposition 10, the state rent
control initiative.
AB 36 would exacerbate California’s ongoing housing crisis by:




Depressing New Housing Construction - AB 36 greenlights rent control throughout California by
authorizing cities and counties to adopt rent control measures applicable to any residence ten years
or older. This will suppress new residential housing construction since future rental receipts will
invariably worsen the return-on-investment calculation. The nonpartisan Legislative Analyst’s Office
report on California’s housing concluded that “[r]ent control will do nothing to increase our supply of
affordable housing and, in fact, likely would discourage new construction.” LAO goes on to state,
“attempt[s] to make housing more affordable without increasing the overall supply of housing . . . does
very little to address the underlying cause of California’s high housing costs: a housing shortage.
Targeting Family-Owned and Operated Residences - AB 36 expands rent control to single-family
homes and condominiums ten years or older unless the owner has only one or two properties. This
exemption hardly mitigates effects on family owned-and-operated rental units because “mom and
pop” landlords operate many businesses with three or more properties.
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Diminishing the Quality of Housing - Under AB 36, rental property owners may not be able to afford
to adequately maintain their buildings. Again, according to the Legislative Analyst, “[b]y depressing rents,
rent control policies reduce the income received by owners of rental housing. In response, property
owners may attempt to cut back their operating costs by forgoing maintenance and repairs. Over time,
this can result in a decline in the overall quality of a community’s housing stock.”
Hurting Low-Income Individuals & Families - The number of lower-income renters would be hardest
hit under AB 36 because, as the LAO notes, rent control “benefit[s] the more affluent renters.” Cities with
strict rent control see more renters with higher incomes and higher education. Rental units are hoarded
by these tenants who benefit by rent control regardless of their income. While rent control seeks to help
low-income tenants, gentrification often occurs in strict rent control cities as more affluent renters always
outcompete less affluent renters for the limited remaining available units on the rental market.
Stanford University researchers recently published a new study concluding that rent control in San
Francisco led to a 15% reduction in rental supply of small multi-family housing. They further note that this
reduction in supply “likely led to rent increases in the long run, consistent with standard economic theory.”
Additionally, their research agreed with the LAO report, that since many of the existing rental properties
were converted to higher-end, owner-occupied condominium housing and new construction rentals, “the
passage of rent control ultimately led to a housing stock which caters to higher income individuals.”



Lowering the Number of Rental Units on the Market - Not only would AB 36 reduce new housing
construction, it would accelerate attrition of the existing stock of rental units in California’s marketplace.
Numerous studies, including the Stanford and LAO reports, found that local jurisdictions with stringent
rent control have lost large numbers of rental units in their markets. Many owners would simply convert
their housing to another use, including owner-occupied, vacation rental, Airbnb, or simply keep their units
off the market altogether.

AB 36 purports to make housing more affordable but without increasing the overall supply of housing. The
measure does not address the underlying cause of California’s high housing costs – a severe housing
shortage – and exacerbates an already constrained housing market that is desperate for policies that
incentivize more home building, not less. AB 36 will hurt employers already facing increasing shortages of
workers as more and more skilled labor leaves California in search of more affordable housing.
Support: (Verified 4/8/19)
None on file

Opposition: (Verified 4/8/19)
CalChamber

Status: Active – Assembly: Housing and Community Development
Senate Floor votes:
Assembly floor votes:
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Legislative Item #2

Action

AB 40, as introduced, Ting. Zero-emission vehicles: comprehensive strategy.
Recommended action: OPPOSE
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich
Summary:
Vehicle Ban. Discourages investment and eliminates jobs in California by essentially imposing a ban on all
non-zero emission vehicles by requiring the California Air Resources Board develop a strategy to ensure that
all passenger and light-duty vehicle sales are zero emission by 2040. This bill has been identified as a JOB
KILLER by the CalChamber.
Description:
Existing law imposes various limitations on emissions of air contaminants for the control of air pollution from
vehicular and nonvehicular sources. Existing law generally designates the State Air Resources Board as the
state agency with the primary responsibility for the control of vehicular air pollution. Existing law required the
state board to develop and adopt regulations that achieve the maximum feasible reduction of greenhouse
gases emitted by passenger vehicles, light-duty trucks, and any other vehicles determined by the state board
to be vehicles whose primary use is noncommercial personal transportation in the state.
This bill, no later than January 1, 2021, would require the state board to develop a comprehensive strategy
to ensure that the sales of new motor vehicles and new light-duty trucks in the state have transitioned fully to
zero-emission vehicles, as defined, by 2040.
Arguments in opposition:


AB 40 Unnecessarily Limits Mobility and Transportation Options for the Majority of
Californians:



AB 40 Discourages Technological Innovation:



AB 40 Impacts Transportation Funding:



AB 40 Undermines California’s Climate Goals:



AB 40 would set back California’s climate leadership, because removing the use of the internal
combustion engine without a cost-effective path to mobility is a policy that will likely not be replicated
by the rest of the world.

Support: (Verified 4/8/19)
None on file
Opposition: (Verified 4/8/19)
CalChamber
Status: Active – Assembly: Transportation, Natural resources
Senate Floor votes:
Assembly floor votes:
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Legislative Item #3

Action

AB 138, as amended, Bloom. California Community Health Fund.
Recommended action: OPPOSE
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich
(Coauthors: Assembly Members Bonta, Chiu, McCarty, Nazarian, and Wicks)
(Coauthors: Senators Monning and Wiener)
Summary:
Imposes a fee on every distributor for distributing bottled sugary drinks and concentrate. Establishes a
mechanism for calculating the fees to be administered by the California Department of Tax and Fee
Administration (CDTFA); establishes the California Community Health Fund (Fund) to consist of fees or
penalties collected; and, allocates funds raised for specified entities which may administer grants or
allocations to local organizations to achieve specified objectives, including promoting health equity, reducing
health disparities, improving oral health, and preventing the leading causes of illness, injury, and premature
death especially those caused by sugar-sweetened beverage (SSB) consumption.
AB 138 is substantially similar to AB 1003 (Bloom) of 2017, AB 2782 (Bloom) of 2016, and AB 1357 (Bloom)
of 2015. AB 1003 was held in the Assembly Health Committee, and the subject matter was referred to the
Committee on Rules for assignment to the proper committee for study. AB 2782 was not heard in the
Assembly Health Committee. AB 1357 failed passage in the Assembly Health Committee. All bills OPPOSED
by the SWCLC.
Description:
Existing law establishes the State Department of Public Health, which administers, among other
things, provides for various programs that prevent disease and promote health.
Existing law imposes various taxes, including taxes of the privilege of engaging in certain activities. The Fee
Collection Procedures Law provides procedures for the collection of certain fees and surcharges and
establishes criminal penalties for specified acts, including making it a misdemeanor to knowingly or willfully
file a false return and making it a felony to willfully evade or attempt to evade or defeat the payment of a fee.
This bill, subject to specified exemptions, would impose a fee on every distributor, as defined, for the privilege
of distributing bottled sugary drinks and concentrate in the state, at a rate of $0.02 per fluid ounce and for the
privilege of distributing syrups and powders concentrate in this state, either as concentrate or as sweetened
beverages derived from that concentrate, at the rate of $0.02 per fluid ounce of sweetened beverage to be
produced from concentrate. The bill would require the California Department of Tax and Fee Administration
to administer and collect the fee pursuant to the Fee Collection Procedures Law, to register the distributors
upon whom the fee is imposed, and would authorize the California Department of Tax and Fee Administration
to promulgate and enforce regulations related to administration of the fee. The bill would require the fees to
be deposited into the California Community Health Fund, created by the bill. The bill would require moneys in
the fund, upon appropriation by the Legislature, to be allocated to specified entities, including the State
Department of Public Health, the State Department of Health Care Services, and the State Department of
Education, to promote health equity, to reduce health disparities, to improve oral health, and to prevent the
leading causes of illness, injury, and premature death, and would authorize state departments to award
competitive grants to local organizations in support of the bill’s objectives.
This bill would make legislative findings and declarations relating to the consumption of sweetened beverages,
diabetes, childhood obesity, and dental disease.
Arguments in favor:
According to the author, California, as well as the U.S. as a whole, is facing an obesity and diabetes epidemic.
From 1980 to 2010, the national obesity rate more than doubled and today, 69% of American adults are
considered overweight or obese (36% are obese). The prevalence of obesity in children has more than tripled
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from 1971 to 2011. These alarming rates are even more pronounced among low-income and minority
communities. Hispanics and African Americans, for example, have double the prevalence of Type 2 diabetes.
A study by the UCLA Center for Health Policy Research indicates that approximately 2.5 million California
adults (about 9% of the population) have been diagnosed with diabetes. An even higher number of
Californians, approximately 13 million, have prediabetes, and up to 70% of these individuals will develop
diabetes within their lifetime. Diabetes and obesity not only affect the health and quality of life for this state’s
residents, but also come with a tremendous financial burden. Diabetes alone costs the state approximately
$27 billion a year and obesity costs the state approximately an additional $21 billion a year.
Recent Local Efforts. In November 2014, Berkeley, California became the first city in the nation to adopt a
soda tax after 30 other cities and states around the country failed. Its Measure D levied a penny-per-ounce
tax on SSBs. Its revenues were not dedicated to any particular purpose, therefore needing only a simple
majority vote to pass. It won the support of 75% of voters. After being in place for two years, Berkeley’s soda
tax has generated $2.5 million, the sale of SSBs has dropped more than 9%, the sale of water has increased
by more than 15%, and the sale of juices, teas, and other substitute beverages has also increased. As a
comparison, the sale of SSBs in nearby communities rose almost 7% in the same period. In November 2016,
three California cities, San Francisco, Oakland, and Albany, all passed similar SSB taxes.
Arguments in opposition:
The Howard Jarvis Taxpayers Association writes in opposition that ‘sin taxes’ are premised on the belief that
increased taxes will result in better health outcomes. Some people may well stop smoking, or drinking soda,
if taxes are dramatically increased. But the efficacy of this theory remains in doubt. Typically, sin taxes mostly
impact low-income Californians who may not have the knowledge (or the ability) to purchase healthier
beverages.
A coalition of organizations opposed to this bill, including the American Beverage Association, California Food
Producers, the California Chamber of Commerce, and the California Restaurant Association, write that
beverage taxes don't make people healthier, but education about balance can. It does not make sense to pin
the blame for complex health issues on SSBs. Consumption of sugar from beverages has been declining over
the past decade, while rates of obesity and diabetes increase. The numbers don’t add up. According to the
opposition, local municipal taxes have demonstrated an increase in prices without positive health outcomes.
California has struggled over the past several years with budget cuts and revenue loss, and the creation of
additional state programs that may ultimately rely upon General Fund revenue in order to survive is a concern.
If SSB taxes deter consumers from purchasing sweetened beverages, as intended, then the tax is a
decreasing revenue source and would result in a need for additional taxes to replace lost revenue. The
opposition cites the case of a beverage tax in Philadelphia that has demonstrated beverage taxes are not
only discriminatory but hurt the local economy. The tax has effectively made a 12-pack of sports drinks more
expensive than a 12-pack of beer. Retailers have shed jobs, cut hours, and have seen sales plummet as
consumers headed outside of Philadelphia to shop not just for beverages but other items that draw them to
stores as well.
Support: (Verified 4/8/19)
American Academy of Pediatrics, California
(cosponsor)
American Heart Association (cosponsor)
Public Health Institute (cosponsor)
American Cancer Society Cancer Action Network Inc.
American Diabetes Association
Berkeley Media Studies Group
California Dental Association
California Medical Association
California Orthopedic Association
California Pan-Ethnic Health Network
California School Nurses Organization
California School-Based Health Alliance
Californiahealth+ Advocates

Center for Science in the Public Interest
Ceres Community Project Harder & Company
Community Research Health Access
California Healthy Food America Institute for Public
Strategies Latino
Coalition for a Healthy
California MAAC
Child Development Program
Nutrition and Fitness Collaborative of the Central
Coast
Pajaro Valley Community Health Trust
Real Food Media
Roots of Change
The Los Angeles Trust for Children’s Health
YES Nature to Neighbors
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Opposition: (Verified 4/8/19)

American Beverage Association
CalAsian Chamber of Commerce
California Attractions and Parks Association
California Automatic Vendors Council
California Business Roundtable
California Chamber Of Commerce
California Food Producers
California Fuels & Convenience Alliance
California Grocers Association
California Manufacturers & Technology Association
California Restaurant Association

California Retailers Association
Can Manufacturers Institute
Howard Jarvis Taxpayers Association
Los Angeles Area Chamber of Commerce
National Automatic Merchandising Association
National Coalition of Associations of 7-Eleven
Franchisees
Orange County Business Council
San Gabriel Valley Economic Partnership
Valley Industry and Commerce Association

Status: Active – Assembly: Health
Senate Floor votes:
Assembly floor votes:

Legislative Item #4

Action

AB 178, as amended, Dahle. Energy: building standards: photovoltaic requirements.
Recommended action: SUPPORT
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich

(Principal coauthor: Assembly Member Gallagher)
Summary:
Photovoltaic Housing Mandate Relief. Would allow victims of natural disasters whose homes were damaged
or destroyed to rebuild without having to install costly photovoltaic panels that will only raise the already heavy
cost to rebuild.
Description:
Existing law authorizes the State Energy Resources Conservation and Development Commission to
prescribe, by regulation, energy efficiency standards, including appliance efficiency standards. Under this
authority, the commission has established regulations for the installation of photovoltaic systems meeting
certain requirements for low-rise residential buildings built on or after January 1, 2020.
This bill would, until January 1, 2023, specify that residential construction intended to repair, restore, or
replace a residential building damaged or destroyed as a result of a disaster in an area in which a state of
emergency has been proclaimed by the Governor, before January 1, 2020, is required to comply with the
photovoltaic requirements, if any, that were in effect at the time the damaged or destroyed residential building
was originally constructed and is not required to comply with any additional or conflicting photovoltaic
requirements in effect at the time of repair, restoration, or replacement. The bill would provide that the above
provision applies if certain requirements are met with respect to the owner’s income and insurance coverage
and the location and square footage of the construction. Because a local agency would be required to
determine whether those requirements are met, this bill would impose a state-mandated local program.
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Arguments in favor
In May of last year, the California Energy Commission (CEC) adopted the 2019 Building Energy Efficiency
Standards, which go into effect on January 1, 2020. The new standards are the first in the nation to require
solar photovoltaic systems for new construction. The standards also include improved thermal building
envelope standards (i.e., insulating the interior), residential and nonresidential ventilation requirements, and
nonresidential lighting requirements. For residential buildings, the standards will result in about 53% less
energy use than under the 2016 standards. The CEC further estimates that the new standards will reduce
greenhouse gas emissions by 700,000 metric tons over three years
According to the Author: The CEC implemented a mandatory solar mandate which will, beginning in 2020,
require new home construction to have household solar. Even though there are a few exemptions from having
to place it, they largely are due to topography. This mandate could be quite costly and makes the cost of
homes even higher than they already are. In the past several years, California has seen quite a few
catastrophic fires where thousands of homes have been destroyed. Many of these homes are underinsured
and often times, uninsured. This costly mandate will make it even harder for some of these people to rebuild
their homes and get their lives back.
Support: (Verified 4/8/19)

California Chamber of Commerce
Rural County Representatives of California

Opposition: (Verified 4/8/19)

Natural Resources Defense Council
Sierra Club California

Status: Active – Passed to Senate: Pending assignment
Senate Floor votes:
Assembly floor votes: YES: Cervantes, Medina, Melendez, Waldron

Legislative Item #5

Action

AB 495, as amended, Muratsuchi. Cosmetics: safety
Recommended action: OPPOSE
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich
Summary:
Cosmetic Product Ban. Bypasses a legislatively-mandated analytical process to judge the safety of consumer
products and seeks to prohibit safe cosmetic products based upon the mere presence of a chemical in the
product, no matter the level, that will lead to potential regrettable substitutions and job losses in the cosmetic
industry.
Description:
Existing law, the Sherman Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Law, prohibits the manufacture, sale, delivery,
holding, or offer for sale of adulterated cosmetics, and prescribes when a cosmetic is adulterated, including
when it bears or contains a poisonous or deleterious substance that may render it injurious to users when
used as directed in the cosmetic’s labeling or advertising or under customary or usual conditions. A violation
of these provisions is a crime.
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This bill would additionally prescribe that a cosmetic is adulterated if it contains asbestos, lead, or any of
several specified intentionally added ingredients. By expanding the scope of a crime, this bill would impose a
state-mandated local program.
Existing law, the California Safe Cosmetics Act of 2005, authorizes the Division of Environmental and
Occupational Disease Control within the State Department of Public Health to investigate cosmetic products
that contain certain chemicals. If the division determines that an ingredient in a cosmetic product is potentially
toxic at the concentrations present in the product or under the conditions used, existing law requires the
division to immediately refer the results of its investigation to the Division of Occupational Safety and Health
in the Department of Industrial Relations and the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment. A
violation of these provisions is a crime.
This bill would additionally authorize the division to investigate a cosmetic that is adulterated, as described
above. The bill would also require a referral to be made if the division determines that the determines, pursuant
to an investigation, that a cosmetic is adulterated and require those referrals to additionally be made to the
Department of Justice. The bill would specify that it is a violation of the Sherman Food, Drug, and Cosmetic
Law to fail to comply with guidelines or instructions issued by the division to implement these provisions. By
expanding the scope of a crime, this bill would impose a state-mandated local program.
Arguments in favor:
According to the author, "No one knowingly wants to use face powder contaminated with asbestos, lipstick
that contains lead, or baby shampoo with formaldehyde. AB 495 would clarify in statute that cosmetics
containing some of the most well-known carcinogens, reproductive toxicants, and endocrine disruptors are
'adulterated cosmetics,' and therefore cosmetics that cannot be sold in California. This bill will also require
the Safe Cosmetics Program to report the discovery of any cosmetics containing any one of the listed
chemicals to the Attorney General, who must then take action. The bill also strengthens the Safe Cosmetics
Program’s authority to require manufacturers to report harmful ingredients that are included in their cosmetic
products."
Environmental Working Group, CALPIRG, Breast Cancer Action, Consumer Federation of California, and
Physicians for Social Responsibility state, "Californians, unfortunately, remain unprotected. According to the
California Safe Cosmetics Program, at least 88 different carcinogens and reproductive toxicants are
intentionally added to cosmetics sold in California today. Additionally, numerous tests have confirmed that
lead and asbestos frequently contaminate certain cosmetics. And labels indicate that well-known endocrine
disruptors, and even highly fluorinated substances (PFAS) are common cosmetic ingredients. Unbelievably,
the use of these harmful chemicals in cosmetics is legal. We wish to stop this public health threat now
Arguments in opposition:
Personal Care Products Council, CalChamber, American Chemistry Council, HCPA, and the Fragrance
Creators Association argue, "Personal care products companies have a shared interest with consumers,
regulators, and lawmakers to provide safe and high-quality products. Current regulations were created in
collaboration, using the best science available, to ensure just that. The regulatory laws at both the state and
federal levels provide transparency and oversight on the health and safety of all cosmetics. These laws require
that the U.S. Food and Drug Administration (FDA) deem every cosmetic and personal care product and each
individual ingredient safe before going to market, and that they contain no prohibited ingredients. If they are
not substantiated for safety, they are required to carry the following warning statement: 'Warning: The safety
of this product has not been determined.'
Decades of consumer experience with our products demonstrate they are among the safest product
categories regulated by the FDA. "In addition to the comprehensive federal laws, the personal care products
industry has collaboratively established strong California regulations that provide consumers with the
confidence they need to purchase a product. This includes the California Safe Cosmetics Act of 2005 and
Cleaning Product Right to Know Act of 2017, under which cosmetics businesses are required to report all
intentionally added ingredients in a product known or suspected to pose harm to the California Department
of Public Health, and must list specified chemicals and allergens on product labels and websites. "AB 495 is
an unnecessary regulation that duplicates and complicates the work already being done by the state of
California and cosmetics companies."
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Support: (Verified 4/8/19)

CALPIRG (CO-SPONSOR)
ENVIRONMENTAL WORKING GROUP (COSPONSOR)
7TH GENERATION ADVISORS
BEAUTYCOUNTER
BIOSSANCE
BLACK WOMEN FOR WELLNESS
BREAST CANCER ACTION
BREAST CANCER PREVENTION PARTNERS
C'EST MOI CALIFORNIA CLEAN
CALIFORNIA HEALTH COALITION ADVOCACY
CALIFORNIA HEALTHY NAIL SALON
COLLABORATIVE
CALIFORNIA LEAGUE OF CONSERVATION
VOTERS
CALIFORNIA PRODUCT STEWARDSHIP COUNCIL

Opposition: (Verified 4/8/19)

AMERICAN CHEMISTRY COUNCIL
CALIFORNIA CHAMBER OF COMMERCE
FRAGRANCE CREATORS ASSOCIATION

CENTER FOR ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH
CLEAN WATER ACTION
CONSUMER ATTORNEYS OF CALIFORNIA
CONSUMER FEDERATION OF CALIFORNIA
EVERYONE FOR EVERYBODY
FRIENDS COMMITTEE ON LEGISLATION OF
CALIFORNIA
JUICE BEAUTY MAKES 3 ORGANICS
MARIN BEE
NATIONAL STEWARDSHIP ACTION COUNCIL
NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL
PHYSICIANS FOR SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY SAN FRANCISCO BAY AREA CHAPTER
SIERRA CLUB CALIFORNIA
SMART OAKLAND
WOMEN'S VOICES FOR THE EARTH
HOUSEHOLD AND COMMERCIAL PRODUCTS
ASSOCIATION
PERSONAL CARE PRODUCTS COUNCIL

Status: Active – Assembly: Environmental Safety and Toxic Materials
Senate Floor votes:
Assembly floor votes:

Legislative Item #6

Action

AB 755, as introduced, Holden. California tire fee: Stormwater Permit Compliance Fund.
Recommended action: OPPOSE
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich
Summary:
Targeted Tax on Purchase of Tires. Imposes a $1.50 targeted tax on the purchase of new tires that will unfairly
raise prices on California residents, including employers, in order to fund the mitigation of zinc in storm water
for all. Increases the California tire fee from $1.75 to $3.25 per tire. This bill has been identified as a JOB
KILLER by the CalChamber.
Description:
The California Tire Recycling Act, until January 1, 2024, requires a person who purchases a new tire to
pay a California tire fee of $1.75 per tire, for deposit, except for 11/2% retained by retailers and as provided
below, in the California Tire Recycling Management Fund for expenditure by the Department of Resources
Recycling and Recovery upon appropriation by the Legislature for prescribed purposes related to disposal
and use of used tires. Commencing January 1, 2024, existing law reduces the California tire fee to $0.75 per
tire and changes the retailers’ share to 3%.
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Existing law, until January 1, 2024, requires that $0.75 per tire on which the California tire fee is imposed be
deposited in the Air Pollution Control Fund with these moneys to be available upon appropriation by the
Legislature for use by the State Air Resources Board and local air districts to fund programs and projects that
mitigate or remediate air pollution caused by tires in the state, as provided.
This bill would increase the California tire fee by $1.50. The bill would deposit the additional moneys in the
Stormwater Permit Compliance Fund, which would be established by the bill, and would make the moneys
available to the State Water Resources Control Board Division of Financial Assistance. The bill would
continuously appropriate moneys in the fund for competitive grants for projects and programs for municipal
storm sewer system permit compliance requirements that would prevent or remediate zinc pollutants caused
by tires in the state and for an annual audit of the fund. Money in the fund would be available upon
appropriation for the administrative expenses of the fund, not to exceed 3% of the overall revenue annually
deposited in the fund, except as specified.
Arguments in favor:
According to the author, "The removal of contaminants, including zinc, from stormwater is an urgent issue for
a number of cities throughout California. For example, in Los Angeles County it is estimated it will cost
approximately $20 billion for compliance with stormwater permits and to upgrade infrastructure and implement
stormwater capture and contaminant removal technology. AB 755 would increase the California tire fee by a
modest $1.50 per tire to help cities fund clean-up projects to reduce and eliminate zinc found in stormwater
runoff. Zinc is among several dozen heavy metals and other contaminants that are considered high-level
water quality threats throughout areas in California. Elevated zinc concentrations in runoff must be addressed
to achieve Clean Water Act compliance in many California urban areas. AB 755 offers a much-needed funding
tool to offset the costs of zinc remediation. It is estimated that the permit compliance fund would raise
approximately $50 million annually, which would be invested in the State’s communities to reduce and
eliminate zinc as a public health and environmental threat."
Arguments in opposition:
According to a group of organizations including the California Tire Dealers Association, "we are writing to
respectfully oppose AB 755, which would increase the current California tire fee from $1.75 to $3.25. The
additional revenue would go to municipal stormwater projects that prevent or remediate zinc pollutants. We
recognize the threat to aquatic life and public health by storm-water runoff from rain that runs off surfaces
such as rooftops, street signs, lights, benches, paved streets, highways, etc carrying with it pollutants such
as oil, pesticides, herbicides, sediment, trash, bacteria and metals which then can drain untreated directly into
a local stream, lake or bay.
We do not understand why the focus is on tires; when they contain a minimal amount of zinc in order
accelerate the vulcanization (making rubber durable). Many outdoor metal surfaces made with galvanized
steel and coated with liquid zinc for corrosion protection (e.g. street signs, lights, benches, etc) also contribute
zinc pollutants into the storm-water runoff. Zinc is contained in countless consumer products. Any new fees
and taxes for storm-water projects should be shared fairly among all the zinc surfaces/products that cause
pollutants to enter storm runoff.
Most troublesome with the proposal is that this tax will fall hardest on those with the least ability to pay, namely
low-income individuals and hardworking families. AB 755 institutes a "regressive" tax that, combined with the
current tire fee, will increase the cost of a set of new tires by $13.00. Tire retailers have countless stories of
potential customers delaying tire purchases when they find out the cost of new tires and the add-on fees (the
current $1.75 fee and disposal fee). They have watched low-income consumers deciding to defer their tire
purchases and simply drive away on dangerous balding tires. The bill is only going to worsen the problem
and fails to share the tax burden fairly. Finally, we believe that other sources of revenue should be considered
for storm-water projects including local funding and state Prop 1 Water Bond, not just a tire tax."
While we agree that stormwater pollution is problematic, we respectfully disagree that one type of taxpayer
should bear the burden to address this concern – particularly when there are many other contributors of zinc
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to stormwater beyond tires. Specifically, zinc can appear in stormwater due to galvanized metal surfaces,
including roofs, fences, gutters and downspouts, light poles, steps, and storm sewers; motor oil and hydraulic
fluid exposed on the ground; certain emissions; moss control herbicides; certain types of paints; and wood
preservatives.

Support: (Verified 4/8/19)

SAN GABRIEL VALLEY COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS (SPONSOR)
LOS ANGELES COUNTY DIVISION, LEAGUE OF CALIFORNIA CITIES
UPPER SAN GABRIEL VALLEY MUNICIPAL WATER DISTRICT

Opposition: (Verified 4/8/19)

AUTO CARE ASSOCIATION
AUTOMOTIVE SERVICE COUNCILS OF
CALIFORNIA
CALIFORNIA AUTOBODY ASSOCIATION
CALIFORNIA AUTOMOTIVE BUSINESS
COALITION
CALIFORNIA CHAMBER OF COMMERCE

CALIFORNIA TIRE DEALERS ASSOCIATION
CAWA INDEPENDENT AUTOMOTIVE
PROFESSIONALS
SPECIALTY EQUIPMENT MARKET ASSOCIATION
(SEMA)
U.S. TIRE MANUFACTURERS ASSOCIATION

Status: Active – Assembly: Environmental Safety and Toxic Materials
Senate Floor votes:
Assembly floor votes:

Legislative Item #7

Action

AB 1240, as introduced, Weber. 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 dropout rates, increase graduation rates, and better prepare students for the
workforce.
Requires school districts to include 1) the percentage of pupils who have successfully completed courses
that satisfy the requirements for entrance to the University of California (UC) and the California State
University (CSU) as a measure of pupil achievement in their Local Control Accountability Plans (LCAPs),
the 2) percentage of pupils who have successfully completed courses that satisfy the requirements of
career technical education (CTE) sequences, or both.
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 state’s 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
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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, separate calculations for (1) 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, (2) the percentage of pupils who have successfully completed courses that satisfy the
requirements for career technical education sequences or programs of study that align with state boardapproved career technical education standards and frameworks, as prescribed, and (3) the percentage of
pupils who have successfully completed both types of courses described in (1) and (2).
Description:
According to the author, “By treating these courses (a-g and career technical education) 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 1240 supports these ideas and seeks to align reporting with a stated
goal of the California public education system.”
Support: (Verified 4/8/19)
None on file

Opposition: (Verified 4/8/19)
None on file

Status: Active – Assembly: Education
Senate Floor votes:
Assembly floor votes:

Legislative Item #8

Action

SB 5, as amended, Beall. Affordable Housing and Community Development Investment Program
Recommended action: SUPPORT
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich
(Principal coauthor: Senator Roth)
(Coauthors: Senators Caballero and Hueso)
Summary:
The elimination of redevelopment in 2011 created a huge deficit in community revitalization resources
throughout California, including an annual loss of $1 billion in funding for low- and moderate-income
housing.
SB 5 provides the opportunities for communities to access additional tax increment revenues to fund
affordable housing, infrastructure, and economic development projects that advance state and local
priorities, including reducing greenhouse gas emissions, expanding transit oriented development (TOD),
addressing poverty, and revitalizing neighborhoods. Money for Locals to Build Housing. California is in the
midst of a serious housing crisis, largely due to a shortage of housing stock, primarily for lower income
households.
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This bill creates an ongoing revenue source for locals to create affordable housing and housing-related
infrastructure by indirectly requiring the General Fund to backfill any reductions to the ERAF (Educational
Revenue Augmentation Fund). It also states that the backfills shall ensure that schools receive the same
level of revenue as they would have in absence of the bill.
Description:
Existing property tax law requires the county auditor, in each fiscal year, to allocate property tax revenue
to local jurisdictions in accordance with specified formulas and procedures, subject to certain modifications.
Existing law requires an annual reallocation of property tax revenue from local agencies in each county to the
Educational Revenue Augmentation Fund (ERAF) in that county for allocation to specified educational
entities.
Existing law authorizes certain local agencies to form an enhanced infrastructure financing district, affordable
housing authority, transit village development district, or community revitalization and investment authority for
purposes of, among other things, infrastructure, affordable housing, and economic revitalization.
This bill would establish in state government the Affordable Housing and Community Development
Investment Program, which would be administered by the Affordable Housing and Community Development
Investment Committee. The bill would authorize a city, county, city and county, joint powers agency, enhanced
infrastructure financing district, affordable housing authority, community revitalization and investment
authority, transit village development district, or a combination of those entities, to apply to the Affordable
Housing and Community Development Investment Committee to participate in the program and would
authorize the committee to approve or deny plans for projects meeting specific criteria.
The bill would require the Affordable Housing and Community Development Investment Committee to adopt
guidelines for plans and approve no more than $200,000,000 per year from July 1, 2020, to June 30, 2025,
and $250,000,000 per year from July 1, 2025, to June 30, 2029, in reductions in annual ERAF contributions
for applicants for plans approved pursuant to this program. This bill would provide that eligible projects include,
among other things, construction the predevelopment, development, acquisition, rehabilitation, and
preservation of workforce and affordable housing, certain transit oriented development, and projects
promoting strong neighborhoods.
The bill would require the Affordable Housing and Community Development Investment Committee, upon
approval of a plan, to issue an order directing the county auditor to reduce the total amount of ad valorem
property tax revenue otherwise required to be contributed to the county’s ERAF from the applicant by the
annual reduction amount approved. The bill would require a county auditor to deposit the total annual
reduction amount approved within a county into the Affordable Housing and Community Development
Investment Fund, which is created by this bill in the treasury of each county, and allocate moneys in that fund
as directed by the committee, as specified.
The bill would require the auditor, if the applicant is an enhanced infrastructure financing district, affordable
housing authority, transit village development district, or community revitalization investment authority, to
transfer to the city or county that created the authority or district an amount of property tax revenue equal to
the reduction amount approved by the Affordable Housing and Community Development Investment
Committee for that authority or district. The bill would require the city or county that created the district to,
upon receipt, transfer those funds to the authority or district in an amount equal to the affordable housing and
community development investment amount for that authority or district. By imposing additional duties on
local officials, the bill would impose a state-mandated local program. The bill would authorize applicants to
use approved amounts to incur debt or issue bonds or other financing to support an approved project.
The bill also would require each applicant that has received funding to submit annual reports, as specified,
and would require the Affordable Housing and Community Development Investment to provide a report to the
Joint Legislative Budget Committee that includes certain project information.
Section 8 of Article XVI of the California Constitution sets forth a formula for computing the minimum amount
of revenues that the state is required to appropriate for the support of school districts and community college
districts for each fiscal year.
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This bill would require the Director of Finance to adjust the percentage of General Fund revenues
appropriated for school districts and community college districts for these purposes in a manner that ensures
that the reductions in contributions to a county’s ERAF pursuant to the Affordable Housing and Community
Development Investment Program have no net fiscal impact upon the total amount of the General Fund
revenue and local property tax revenue allocated to school districts and community college districts pursuant
to Section 8 of Article XVI of the California Constitution, as specified.
Description:
According to the author, “Nearly 130,000 men, women, and children lived on California’s streets in 2018. A
major driver for the increase in homelessness is high housing costs and underproduction of housing units,
especially for those with the lowest income. Since the 1980s, California has failed to produce the estimated
180,000 necessary new housing units per year. According to HCD, California has a 1.5 million unit shortage
of housing available to our lowest income households, who are most at risk of becoming homeless. The state
must act with urgency to address the shortage of affordable housing units. [This bill] makes the state a longterm partner and provides much needed money to build affordable housing construction across the state. It
provides a significant ongoing investment, ramping up to $2 billion annually over time, and offers an effective
finance tool lost when the state dissolved redevelopment agencies.
The intent of this bill is to respond to the needs of the cities and counties and get funds out the door to
construct affordable housing units quickly. It creates desperately needed housing opportunities for
hardworking Californians and will also help alleviate poverty, create jobs, and meet our statewide
environmental goals without affecting school funding. According to economic analysis prepared by the
Northern California Carpenters Regional Council and California Housing Partnership, this bill would create up
to 86,000 new and rehabilitated housing units, 329,000 jobs and spur more than $60 billion in economic
activity over a 10 year period.”
Use of the funds. While the bill requires at least 50% of the overall funding to be allocated to affordable
housing, the remaining 50% is allocated towards the program’s other five eligible uses. These categories are
relatively broad, from dealing with sea level rise to encouraging local economic development. One of the
critiques of redevelopment was that funding was used for projects that were not the highest priority. Given the
breadth of funding uses, it is possible that this new program could face similar criticisms when implemented.
The author has agreed to clarify these uses as the following: a) Predevelopment, development, acquisition,
rehabilitation and preservation of affordable housing, defined as units affordable to households making 120%
of area median income; b) Transit-oriented development for the purpose of developing or facilitating the
development of higher density uses within close proximity to transit stations that will increase public transit
ridership and contribute to the reduction of vehicle miles traveled and greenhouse gas emissions; and c) Infill
development to assist in the new construction and rehabilitation of infrastructure that supports high-density,
affordable, and mixed-income housing in locations designated as infill, including, but not limited to, any of the
following: park creation, development, or rehabilitation to encourage infill development; water, sewer, or other
public infrastructure costs associated with infill development; transportation improvements related to infill
development projects; and traffic mitigation.
Support: (Verified 4/8/19)

American Planning Association, California Chapter
Bay Area Council Brentwood;
City Of Burbank;
California Association for Local Economic
Development
City of Concord;
City Of Cotati;
City of Covina;
City Of Crescent City;
City Of Fort Bragg;
City Of Fountain Valley;
International Union Of Operating Engineers,

Cal-Nevada Conference
Kosmont Companies
Laguna Beach;
City Of Laguna Niguel;
City Of Lakeport;
City Of Lakewood;
League of California Cities
Mayor of San Jose Sam Liccardo
Moorpark;
City Of Napa;
City Of Novato;
City Of Pasadena;
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City Of Pinole;
City Of Placentia;
City Of Rohnert Park;
City Of Rosemead;
City Of Salinas;
City Of San Rafael;

City Of Sand City;
City Of South Pasadena;
Town Of Danville
Vallejo; City Of
Working Partnerships USA

Opposition: (Verified 4/8/19)
None on file

Status: Active – Senate: Appropriations
Senate Floor votes:
Assembly floor votes:

Legislative Item #9

Action

SB 44, as amended, Skinner. Medium-duty and heavy-duty vehicles: comprehensive strategy.
Recommended action: OPPOSE
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich
Summary:
Targeted Mandate that Will Increase Transportation Costs. Severely impacts transportation costs by directing
CARB to develop a strategy to reduce all motor vehicle emissions by 40% by 2030 and 80% by 2050 by
disproportionally targeting diesel medium- and heavy-duty trucks. Threatens jobs by requiring an immediate
strategy for reduction of diesel vehicles without sufficient alternate technology.
Description:
The California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 designates the State Air Resources Board as the
state agency charged with monitoring and regulating sources of emissions of greenhouse gases. The act
authorizes the state board to include the use of market-based compliance mechanisms. Existing law requires
all moneys, except for fines and penalties, collected by the state board as part of a market-based compliance
mechanism to be deposited in the Greenhouse Gas Reduction Fund and to be available upon appropriation
by the Legislature.
The California Clean Truck, Bus, and Off-Road Vehicle and Equipment Technology Program, upon
appropriation from the Greenhouse Gas Reduction Fund, funds zero- and near-zero-emission truck, bus, and
off-road vehicle and equipment technologies and related projects.
This bill would require the state board, no later than January 1, 2021, to develop a comprehensive strategy
for the deployment of medium-duty and heavy-duty vehicles in the state that results in bringing the state into
compliance with federal ambient air quality standards, a reduction of motor vehicle greenhouse gas emissions
by 40% by 2030, and a reduction of motor vehicle greenhouse gas emissions by 80% by 2050, as specified.
The bill would authorize the state board to establish a process to identify medium-duty and heavy-duty vehicle
segments that can more quickly reduce motor vehicle emissions, consistent with the California Clean Truck,
Bus, and Off-Road Vehicle and Equipment Technology Program and a beachhead market analysis. The bill,
if the state board does that identification, would require the state board to implement additional emissions
reduction strategies and motor vehicle deployment goals consistent with the comprehensive strategy.
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This bill would state that an unspecified amount 10% of the annual proceeds of the Greenhouse Gas
Reduction Fund will be appropriated in each annual Budget Act through the 2024–25 fiscal year to the state
board for the California Clean Truck, Bus, and Off-Road Vehicle and Equipment Technology Program to
support the commercialization and deployment of medium-duty and heavy-duty vehicles that reduce
greenhouse gas emissions.
Arguments in opposition:
California already has some of the most strict emissions controls in the nation. Many trucks are subject to
smoke check, periodic inspection, idling limits, and fines for non-compliance. According to CARB, certification
of emissions standards for new heavy-duty engines have already been tightened, and trucks are on a
scheduled path to be retrofitted to meet updated standards. CARB continues to study real-world emissions in
field studies conducted over the last several years. In addition, CARB is currently exploring the creation of an
inspection and maintenance program for heavy-duty vehicles. CARB has indicated that “[a] Heavy-Duty
Vehicle Inspection and Maintenance program would ensure that emissions from heavy-duty vehicles
operating in California rarely exceed the NOx and PM emissions levels established by CARB.”
The effect of this bill is to restrict the use of a diesel combustion engine without creating an alternative path
to cost-effectively move California products across the country. There is no supply of electric-powered heavyduty trucks that are sufficient to move heavy goods across California’s diverse terrain. Without an adequate
fleet of commercial vehicles to replace diesel engines, expecting CARB to forecast options less than two
years from now for such a significant reduction is unrealistic. Any strategy developed by CARB before the
technology is available to replace fleets will inevitably result in significant additional costs to all California
businesses that rely on goods movement.
SB 44 concedes that diesel trucks produce just 11.5% of California greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, and
less than a quarter of emissions attributable to transportation. Despite this relatively small contribution, SB 44
directs the California Air Resources Board (CARB) to develop a strategy that targets medium- and heavyduty trucks and requires this limited sector to satisfy the goals for reduction of emissions for all motor vehicles.
Commercial trucks, which transport the millions of goods produced by California, would be held responsible
for reducing the equivalent of all motor vehicle GHG emissions by 40% by 2030, and 80% by 2050. These
numbers are disconnected from the impacts from medium- and heavy-duty trucks cited in the bill, with the
result that CARB will have to over-limit these particular vehicles to achieve reductions from all motor vehicle
use.
Support: (Verified 4/8/19)
None on file
Opposition: (Verified 4/8/19)
None on file
Status: Active – Senate: Environmental Quality
Senate Floor votes:
Assembly floor votes:
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Legislative Item #10

Action

SB 468, as amended, Jackson. Sales and use taxes. Taxation: tax expenditures: repeal date.
Recommended action: OPPOSE
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich

Summary:
$20 Billion Tax Increase. Repeals several of California’s most popular and most important tax exemptions
and expenditures, which would raise taxes by $20 billion
Description:
Existing law, including, but not limited to, property tax law, the Sales and Use Tax Law, the Personal
Income Tax Law, the Corporation Tax Law, the Motor Vehicle Fuel Tax Law, the law governing the taxation
of insurers, the Use Fuel Tax Law, and the Diesel Fuel Tax Law provide for tax expenditures, including
exemptions, deductions, exclusions, and credits against the taxes imposed by those laws.
This bill would repeal all tax expenditures, as defined, on December 31, 2023, not including any tax
expenditures under the Personal Income Tax Law, and would require, if a tax expenditure is amended to
remove or extend the repeal date, the act doing so to include specified information related to the efficacy of
the tax expenditure. The bill would also require the Legislative Analyst’s Office to conduct an analysis of,
and provide a specified report to the Legislature regarding, these tax expenditures.
This bill would include a change in state statute that would result in a taxpayer paying a higher tax within
the meaning of Section 3 of Article XIII A of the California Constitution, and thus would require for passage
the approval of 2/3 of the membership of each house of the Legislature.
Arguments in opposition:
SB 468 would, as of the end of 2023, repeal any “tax expenditure” that does not already have a sunset date,
“metrics of efficacy,” and that has reduced state revenues by more than $1 billion annually for each of the
prior ten years. Tax expenditures associated with the personal income tax are excluded from coverage in this
legislation.
By the terms of SB 468, six tax expenditures would be repealed in 2023. Under the retail sales and use tax
law, food products, prescription drugs, and electricity, gas, and water utility services would become subject
to state and local sales taxes. Under the bank and corporation tax law, water’s edge election treatment,
exclusion of like-kind exchanges, and the research and development tax credit would all be eliminated.
The fiscal effect of these actions, as of 2020-21, according to the Department of Finance, would be a tax
increase of more than $20 billion:
 Food product exemption: $3.9 billion (state); $4.6 billion (local).
 Prescription medicine exemption: $2.5 billion (state); $2.9 billion (local).
 Gas, electricity and water utilities exemption: $1.6 billion (state); $1.9 billion (local).
 Water’s edge election: $2.5 billion (state only)
 Like-kind exchanges: $1.3 billion (state only)
 Research and development tax credit: $1.8 billion (state only).
The targeted sales tax exemptions combat regressive taxation. The retail sales tax is generally considered
regressive; that is, lower-income taxpayers pay more of their earnings in sales taxes than do upper income
taxpayers. One way to combat this is to exempt from taxation goods that are a necessary part of a lower
income taxpayer’s lifestyle. Hence, the exclusion of food, medicine, and utilities. Imposing taxes on these
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items will hurt low income residents the most, and will inevitably result in fewer purchases of these necessary
goods. This would be an income transfer of historic proportions, likely widening income inequality in California.
Support: (Verified 3/18/19)
None on file
Opposition: (Verified 3/18/19)
None on file
Status: Active – Senate: Governance and Finance
Senate Floor votes:
Assembly floor votes:

Legislative Item #11

``

Action

SB 601, as amended, Morrell. State agencies: licenses: fee waiver.
Recommended action: SUPPORT
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich

Summary:

(Coauthors: Senators Bates, Borgeas, and Nielsen)
(Coauthors: Assembly Members Dahle and Mathis)

License Relief For Disaster Victims. This bill authorizes any state agency that issues any business license
to reduce or waive any required fees for licensure, renewal of licensure, or the replacement of a physical
license if a person or business establishes to the satisfaction of the state agency that the person or business
has been displaced or affected by a declared federal emergency or proclaimed state emergency.
Description:
Existing law requires various licenses to be obtained by a person before engaging in certain professions or
vocations or business activities, including licensure as a healing arts professional by various boards within
the Department of Consumer Affairs.
This bill would authorize any state agency that issues any business license to reduce or waive any required
fees for licensure, renewal of licensure, or the replacement of a physical license for display if a person or
business establishes to the satisfaction of the state agency that the person or business has been displaced or
affected by a declared emergency, federal emergency or proclaimed state emergency
Arguments in favor:
According to the author’s office, “as evidenced by the recent fires that wreaked havoc throughout the state,
Californians affected by disasters are severely economically disadvantaged. In the aftermath, expenses pile
up as victims must replace important documents and possessions, including licensing documents.” The
author’s office states that, “SB 601 would authorize any state agency that issues a business or occupational
license to reduce or waive fees for licensure, renewal of licensure, or replacement of a physical license for
display, if a person or business has been displaced by a state or federally declared emergency within one
year of the incident. This bill will help streamline the process of helping victims get back to work and on the
path to economic recovery.”
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According to the R Street Institute, the relief that could be provided by this bill “encourages people to play
by the rules”. The devastation in the Paradise area, for instance, has increased demand for all types of
building contractors. We all want the people who do this work to be licensed and insured. Making it less
costly for people who live in those areas is a win for everybody.
Support: (Verified 4/8/19)

R Street Institute (Source)
California Chamber of Commerce

Opposition: (Verified 4/8/19)
None on file
Status: Active – Senate: Governmental Organization
Senate Floor votes:
Assembly floor votes:

Legislative Item #12

Update

AB 5, as amended, Gonzalez. Worker status: independent contractors.
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich
Summary:
AB5 is the bill seeking to codify the Dynamex Decision affecting Independent Contractors across the state by
creating the presumption that a worker who performs service for hire is an employee subject to the new ‘A,
B, C’ test:
A. The person is free from the control and direction of the hiring entity in connection with the
performance of the work, both under the contract for the performance of the work and in fact.
B. The person performs work that is outside the usual course of the hiring entity’s business.
C. The person is customarily engaged in an independently established trade, occupation, or
business of the same nature as that involved in the work performed.
The bill has been amended in committee with the following changes:
This section and the holding in Dynamex Operations West, Inc. v. Superior Court of Los Angeles (2018)
4 Cal.5th 903, do not apply to the following occupations as defined below, and instead, for these
occupations only, the employment relationship shall be governed by the test adopted by the California
Supreme Court in the case of S. G. Borello & Sons, Inc. v Department of Industrial Relations (1989) 48
Cal.3d 341.:
(1) A person or organization who is licensed by the Department of Insurance
(2) A physician and surgeon licensed by the State of California
(3) A securities broker-dealer or investment adviser or their agents and representatives that are
registered with the Securities and Exchange Commission or the Financial Industry Regulatory
Authority or licensed by the State of California
(4) A direct sales salesperson as described in Section 650 of the Unemployment Insurance Code,
so long as the conditions for exclusion from employment under that section are met.
In considering these amendments, CalChamber has adopted a ‘Support if Amended’ position requesting
the following amendments:
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The Dynamex decision should not be a one size fits all and the professions and individuals identified in AB 5
should be exempted from its application; however, additional, similarly situated industries/professions/and
independent contractors should also be included in the exemptions.
Despite the Borello test being used for nearly three decades in the employment context, the California
Supreme Court made a surprising and unprecedented departure from the Borello test and announced a
significant change in the law, adopting the “ABC” test for determining whether an individual is an employee
under the Wage Orders. Notably, this test has never existed in any form of California law, either in statute or
by a regulatory action. This is also the first time that the right to control is no longer determinative.
While we appreciate the recognition in AB 5 that the Dynamex decision is not one size fits all and agree the
professions identified should be exempted under AB 5, the Legislature should not stop with selecting just a
few professions and not others similarly situated. Accordingly, we are seeking additional amendments that
provide a more progressive and holistic approach to the application of Dynamex that reflects today’s modern
workforce, as set forth below:
(1) A Broader Exemption for Professionals:
AB 5 currently exempts doctors, insurance agents, and securities brokers/advisers. We agree that these
professionals should be exempted from the application of Dynamex, but so should many others.
Architects, engineers, lawyers, real estate agents, therapists, accountants, speech interpreters and
translators, court reporters, barbers, hair stylists, and so many other individuals who have advanced
degrees or are licensed by the State, perform work as independent contractors and want to maintain that
status. These individuals choose their own hours, projects, and rate of pay. At the informational hearing
in the Assembly Labor Committee, even proponents acknowledged that these individuals had greater
bargaining power and were not as vulnerable to misclassification as others.
However, without a broader exemption in AB 5, such professionals will lose their opportunity to maintain
their status as independent contractors. The “B” factor prohibits any independent contractor performing
work within the usual course of business of the hiring entity, which could include the services provided
by many of these individuals for multiple companies. Accordingly, we request a broader exemption for
professionals than just those currently identified in AB 5.
(2) A Broader Exemption for Individuals Who, Like Direct Sellers, Prefer to Control Their Own
Schedule:
AB 5 exempts direct sellers from the application of Dynamex, with which we agree. Direct sellers control
their own schedules with regard to the days and hours they work and make their own decisions regarding
to whom they sell products. There are numerous other independent contractors who enjoy this same
control and flexibility and should be able to maintain their status as independent contractors, just like
direct sellers. Newspaper distributors, drivers in the gig economy, taxi cab drivers, truck drivers,
consultants, travel agents, repair person, videographers, caterers, freelance writers, photographers,
musicians, graphic designers, and so many others who all control when they work and for whom they
work and they should be able to maintain their status as independent contractors.
(3) Business to Business Exemption:
AB 5 should also exempt business to business contracts from the application of Dynamex. Any sole
proprietor, partnership, LLC, LLP, or corporation should be able to contract with another lawful business
to provide services, despite whether the services provided are within the “usual course of business.” For
example, a restaurant that contracts with a delivery company to deliver its food each week, should be
able to maintain that contract. An online retailer that receives all of its sales through its website should
be able to hire a website design company to update its website, even though this service could arguably
be within the usual course of the retailer’s business.
(4) Ability to Subcontract for Short-Term Projects:
One of the main reasons companies utilize independent contractors is to fulfill a demand for a short-term
project. Even though the company may have a full workforce, an unexpected order or contract may
require immediate, extra workers to satisfy the deadline for the project. “Hiring up” in such a scenario
does not make sense for either the company or the individual, as the demand for the work is only
temporary. An example of this unexpected, immediate demand for help, is when the devastating wildfires
spread throughout Northern California. There was an immediate need for additional independent
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owner/operators of trucks that could assist in hauling debris as well as transporting tools and supplies.
Companies need the flexibility to manage these unexpected increases in demand through the use of
independent contractors. AB 5 should be amended to include this exemption.
Retroactive Application of the Dynamex Decision Is Further Increasing Litigation:
Dynamex has already increased litigation costs for individual claims, class actions, and representative
actions against California businesses of all sizes. The threat of litigation is exacerbated because some
California courts are applying the Dynamex decision retroactively - up to 4 years back. See Oriana
Johnson, et al. v. VCG-IS LLC, et al., (Cal. Sup. Ct. 2018) No. 30-2015-00802813. Retroactive application
means that companies that were playing by the rules and classifying workers under the Borello test are
now facing even more litigation due to the potential retroactive application of Dynamex. See Lawson v.
Grubhub., (N.D. Cal. 2018) No. 3:15-cv-05128. We appreciate the acknowledgment in AB 5 that the bill
is declaratory of existing law for those industries/professions exempted from the decision. However, for
those who are not exempted, the retroactive application is significant.
Amended signatories:

American Trucking Associations, Inc.
Association of Language Companies
Atkinson, Andelson, Loya, Ruud & Romo
CalAsian Chamber of Commerce
California Ambulance Association
California Association of Licensed Investigators
California Building Industry Association
California Chamber of Commerce
California Coalition of Travel Organizers
California Construction and Industrial Materials
Association
California Defense Council
California Employment Law Council
California Forestry Association
California League of Food Producers
California News Publishers Association

California Retailers Association
Citizens Against Lawsuit Abuse
Civil Justice Association of California
Electronic Transactions Association
Galmsquad IPSE – The Association of Independent
Workers Pro Small Biz
CA Professional Independent Consultants of
America, Inc.
Rover.com
Sacramento Regional Builders Exchange
San Gabriel Valley Economic Partnership
Silicon Valley Leadership Group
The Joint National Committee for Languages
The National Council for Languages and International
Studies
Western States Trucking Association
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