MEETING AGENDA
Monday, July 22, 2019
Realtor House, 26529 Jefferson Ave, Murrieta
Presiding: Greg Morrison, Chair
2019 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 #7

Action

1. AB 516 (Chiu) Authority to remove vehicles
2. AB 846 (Burke) Customer loyalty programs
3. AB 1046 (Ting) Air Quality Improvement Program: Clean Vehicle Rebate Project.
4. AB 1607 (Boerner Horvath) Gender discrimination: notification.
5. AB 1788 (Bloom) Pesticides: use of anticoagulant
6. SB 59 (Allen) CTC: advisory committee: autonomous vehicle technology.
7. SB 330 (Skinner) Housing Crisis Act of 2019
8. SB 347 (Monning) Sugar-sweetened beverages: safety warnings.
9. AB 1482 (Chiu) Tenancy: rent caps
10. SB 329 (Mitchell) Discrimination: housing: source of income.
11. Prop 13 fact sheet & coalition request
12. 2020 Citizen Redistricting Committee
Lunch sponsor

El Comal

Thank you

Speaker and Chamber Announcements

Information

Adjourn – Next Meeting August 19, 2019
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Call to Order
The meeting was called to order by Chairman Greg Morrison at 12:08pm
2019 Legislative Report #6
Gene Wunderlich began the reviewed the bills. There were a total of fourteen (14) bills reviewed by the Council.
1. AB 23 (Burke) Workforce Coordination. Workforce Coordination. Establishes the Deputy of Business and
Workforce Coordination which will help provide California with a workforce that is employment-ready and trained
in industry-sectors that have the greatest workforce needs. AB 23 establishes the position and sets the duties of
the Deputy Director of Business and Economic Development (Deputy Director) within the OSBA at the Governor’s
Office of Business and Economic Development (GO-Biz).
Motion to SUPPORT seconded and carried.
2. AB 520 (Kalra) Public works: Public subsidy. Codifies a definition of the term “de minimus” to determine what
level of public subsidy triggers prevailing wage requirements on an otherwise private project overturning the
established practice to view the subsidy in the context of the project and use two percent as a general threshold
for de minimus determinations. Prevailing wage laws are generally meant to ensure that wages commonly paid
to construction workers in a particular region will determine the minimum wage period to the same type of
workers employed on publicly funded construction projects. Existing law requires prevailing wage be paid to all
workers on public works projects (except for projects of $1,000 or less). In general, “public works” is defined to
include construction, alteration, demolition, installation or repair work done under contract and “paid for in
whole or in part out of public funds.” 2) The de minimus exemption. There are some exemptions to prevailing
wage laws. One example is if the public subsidy to a private development project is de minimus in context of the
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project. The term “de minimus,” however, is not currently defined in statute and, as such, has been left to DIR’s
interpretation. For example, in 2005, DIR articulated de minimus to mean: The public funding was proportionally
small enough, in relation to the overall cost of the project, that the availability of those funds did not significantly
affect the economic viability of the project. The finding was in response to a project that received a public subsidy
equal to 1.64% of a project cost, and since then DIR has applied either the above definition or a 2% threshold
when determining a threshold.
Motion to OPPOSE seconded and carried.
AB 161 (Ting) Solid waste: paper waste: electronic proofs of purchase. Paper Receipt Ban. Would mandate most
businesses in California offer electronic or paper receipts, or an option to opt out of any receipt at all, for every
customer. California Businesses would be forced to replace all of their receipt paper with BPA/BPS-free paper and
to waste more paper by printing separate coupons not on the actual receipt. The bill would disrupt how retailers
manage returns by allowing the customers to opt out of receiving any receipt at all.
Motion to OPPOSE seconded and carried.
AB 749 (Stone) Settlement agreements: restraints in trade. Ban on No-Rehire Provisions. Unnecessarily bans the
use of no re-hire provisions in settlement agreements for all employees, including those who have engaged in
unlawful or egregious behavior, such as harassment. Prohibits an agreement to settle an employment dispute
from containing any provision that prohibits, prevents, or otherwise restricts an “aggrieved person,” as defined,
from working for the employer against which a claim or action that has been filed; and provided that a provision
is an agreement entered into on or after January 1, 2020, that violates this section is void as a matter of law and
against public policy.
Motion to OPPOSE seconded and carried
AB 962 (Burke) Hospitals: procurement contracts: disclosures. AB 962 (Burke, D-Inglewood) would require
hospitals with operating expenses of $25 million or more to annually submit a report to the Office of Statewide
Health Planning and Development on their minority; women; lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender (LGBT); and
veteran-owned business procurement efforts. Requires the report to include the hospital’s supplier diversity
policy statement, outreach and communications strategy, and information about which procurements are made
to minority, women, LGBT, and veteran owned businesses. Would impose civil penalties for a failure to submit
the report. There are 443 hospitals in California employing over 500,000 people. Currently 334 hospitals have
operating budgets above $25 million and would be subject to the provisions of this bill, with an additional five
facilities approaching the $25 million threshold.
Motion to OPPOSE seconded and carried
AB 1195 (O’Donnell) California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006: Low-Carbon Fuel Standard. Encourages
Technological Innovation. Gives credit under the Low Carbon Fuel standard to innovative crude technologies,
including carbon capture and sequestration, energy storage, and renewable natural gas or biogas. Creates jobs
by encouraging the development of new technology to meet California’s ambitious climate change goals. Requires
the Air Resources Board (ARB) to modify its Low Carbon Fuel Standards (LCFA) regulation to permit oil and natural
gas companies to claim an innovative production method credit (IPMC) for renewable natural gas (RNG) used to
displace the existing use of natural gas by oil and natural gas companies, negating the regulation’s current
requirement that RNG be physically supplied directly to the crude oil production or transport facilities.
Motion to SUPPORT seconded and carried.
AB 1303 (O’Donnell) Career Technical Education. Career Technical Education. Career Technical Education.
Increases funding for the Career Technical Education Incentive Grant program, which provides students with
relevant, industry-aligned skills training and instruction to prepare them for California’s changing job market.
Increases the long term, stable funding stream for career technical education programs in California’s K-12 schools
from $150 million to $450 million per year from the Career Technical Education Incentive Grant Program, and
consolidates the K-12 CTE programs.
Motion to SUPPORT seconded and carried.
AB 1387 (Wood) 365-Day Sportfishing: Fishing license. Tourism Stimulus. Helps reverse California’s
unprecedented decline in recreational fishing participation, which will increase jobs and tourism in the areas that
depend on sport fishing, by changing the way fishing licenses are issued. Requires the Department of Fish and
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Wildlife (DFW) to issue sport fishing licenses that expire 12 consecutive months after the date of issue.
Motion to SUPPORT seconded and carried.
SB 54/AB 1080- California Circular Economy and Plastic Pollution Reduction Act. Unprecedented Product
Regulation in California. Would substantially increase the cost to manufacture and ship consumer products sold
in California by providing CalRecycle with board authority to develop and impose costly and unrealistic new
mandates on manufactures of all single-use packaging and certain single-use plastic consumer products under an
unrealistic compliance time frame that fails to address California’s lack of recycling and composting infrastructure.
CalChamber JOB KILLER. Requires the Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle), in
consultation with the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) and the Ocean Protection Council (OPC), to
adopt regulations to source reduce and recycle at least 75% of single-use packaging and products sold or
distributed in California by 2030, and requires CalRecycle to develop a scoping plan to achieve those
requirements.
Motion to OPPOSE seconded and carried.
SB 142 (Wiener) Employees: Iactation accommodation. Lactation Accommodation. Significantly amends current
law regarding lactation accommodations by implementing new building code requirements, location standards,
employer policy requirements, document retention and supplementary Labor Code Penalties. This bill, among
other things, requires the California Building Standards Commission (CBSC) to adopt, approve, codify and publish
mandatory building standards for the installation of lactation space for employees. This bill is an extension of a
debate that proceeded last year amidst the larger conversation of advancing women’s rights in the workplace.
On lactation accommodation, Senator Wiener put forward SB 937. SB 937 (Wiener), a previous and much smaller
version of this bill, was vetoed with Governor Brown citing the passage of AB 1976 as making more lactation
accommodation legislation unnecessary. The author has also decided to reintroduce this legislation with a
particularly contentious building code change that was removed from the bill last year. The author could consider
allowing some time to pass to monitor whether a deficiency truly exists in the law as it stands. SB 937 was
OPPOSED by the SWCLC in 2018.
Motion to OPPOSE seconded and carried.
SB 227 (Leyva) Health and care facilities: inspections and penalties. Increases Health Care Costs. Increases health
care costs by imposing arbitrary and significant additional fines specifically for hospital violations of nurse-topatient staffing ratios and staffing assignments that are already reviewed by the Department of Public Health and
penalized if violated. Requires periodic inspections of hospitals by the Department of Public Health to include
reviews of compliance with nurse staffing rations, and establishes administrative penalties for nurse staffing
ration violations of $30,000 for a first violation, and $60,000 for each subsequent violation.
Motion to OPPOSE seconded and carried.
SB 535 (Moorlach) Wildfires and forest fires: air emissions. Promotes Science-Based Decision Making. Ensures
climate goals are appropriately considering all sources of emissions by requiring evaluation and inclusion of
emissions from wildfires in California Air Resources Board scoping plans.
Motion to SUPPORT seconded and carried.
SB 621 (Glazer) CEQA Streamline for Affordable Housing. CEQA Streamline for Affordable Housing. Streamlines
litigation and thereby lowers the cost to construct affordable housing projects meeting specified environmental
criteria and certified under an environmental impact report by requiring that any CEQA actions challenging such
projects be resolved by a court within 270 days. This reduction in litigation and costs will expedite these projects,
provide more housing, and additional jobs. Establishes expedited judicial review of environmental review and
approvals granted for an “affordable housing project,” as defined by the bill, and prohibits courts from staying or
enjoining challenged projects with two narrow exceptions.
Motion to SUPPORT seconded and carried.
SB 736 (Umberg) Creative Economy Task Force. Establishes a Creative Economy Task Force (Task Force) WITHIN
THE Governor’s Office of Business and Economic Development (GO-Biz) and requires the Task Force to study the
creation of a state fund to assist local governments in the bidding process for major events.
Motion to SUPPORT seconded and carried.
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Reports:
Featured Speaker:
We did not have a featured speaker or presentation this meeting.
Senator Stone
Report by Glenn Miller: There are still six bills that the Senator is tracking. One of which was a compound pharmacy bill
that would eliminate the middle man in the process there by saving the tax payers 1.5 million annually. The Senator is
watching two assembly bills. They are AB8083 –proposes increases family leave from 6 to 8 weeks and AB8085-proposes
the removal of requirement open meetings.
Assemblymember Melissa Melendez
Report by: Samantha Stilwell: ACA1 proposes to reduce the voter’s threshold from 2/3 to 55% for increases city or county
taxes. AB1459 defines new standards for grocery worker training. The newly approved budget has 25 million dollars plus
allocated from the general fund for pork belly projects funding parks to parking structures in various cities. It was reported
that all but 5 of the 31 Cal Chambers job killer bills are dead.
Assemblymember Marie Waldron
Report by Tom Stinson: SCA5 proposes to lower the threshold for tax increases by educational institutional. The recently
approved budget does pay down 3 billion dollars in tension debt and provides 80 cents per month tax on phone lines to
help digitalize the 911 system.
Lake Elsinore Valley Chamber of Commerce
Reported by Michelle Lindsey:
 EWDC –The State of Education in LEUSD Presented By: Dr. Douglas Kimberly Superintendent -June 20th @
11:30AM-1PM at the Diamond Club
 Afterhours Business Mixer Hosted By: Navy Federal Credit Union -June 20th @ 5:30-7PM at the Navy Federal Credit
Union
Menifee Valley Chamber of Commerce
Reported by Tony Lopiccolo:
 Menifee Valley Chamber of Commerce their Regional Economical Impact Breakfast –Website will have link.
 Independence Day Celebration June 29th
Murrieta/Wildomar Chamber of Commerce
Reported by Kimberly Niebla :
 Murrieta State of the City-Mayor Kelly Seyarto- June 17, 2019
Temecula Valley Chamber of Commerce
Reported by Laura Turnbow:
 Mixer Zarka Cigar Lounge- June 19th
 2019 Southwest Regional Economic Forecast at South Coast Winery-August 15th
Adjournment: 1:23 pm
Next meeting Monday, July 22, 2019
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Legislative Item #1

Action

AB 516, as amended, Chiu. Authority to remove vehicles
Recommended action: OPPOSE
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich
Introduced by Assembly Members Chiu and Santiago
(Coauthors: Assembly Members Bonta, Chu, and Gipson)
(Coauthor: Senator Wiener)
Summary:
The purpose of this bill is delete the authority of locals to remove or immobilize a vehicle that has 5 or more
parking tickets and to require a warning before towing when a vehicle has been left more than 5 days in
violation of a local ordinance. Causes loss of revenue to businesses and potentially leads to community blight
by allowing prolonged parking on public streets. Senate Public Safety Committee.
Description:
Existing law authorizes a peace officer, as defined, or a regularly employed and salaried employee, who is
engaged in directing traffic or enforcing parking laws and regulations, of a city, county, or jurisdiction of a state
agency in which a vehicle is located, to remove a vehicle located within the territorial limits in which the officer
or employee may act, under designated circumstances, including, but not limited to, when a vehicle is found
upon a highway or public land or removed pursuant to the Vehicle Code, and has been issued 5 or more
notices of parking violations to which the owner or person in control of the vehicle has not responded within
a designated time period. Under existing law, a vehicle that has been removed and impounded under those
circumstances that is not released may be subject to a lien sale to compensate for the costs of towage and
for caring for and keeping safe the vehicle.
Existing law authorizes a peace officer and specified public employees, as an alternative to removal of a
vehicle, to immobilize the vehicle with a device designed and manufactured for that purpose, if, among other
circumstances, the vehicle is found upon a highway or public lands by the peace officer or employee and it is
known to have been issued 5 or more notices of parking violations that are delinquent because the owner or
person in control of the vehicle has not responded to the appropriate agency within a designated time period.
This bill would delete the authority of a peace officer or public employee, as appropriate, to remove or
immobilize a vehicle under those circumstances.
The bill would also modify the authority to remove a vehicle parked or left standing for 72 or more consecutive
hours in violation of a local ordinance by requiring the vehicle to remain parked or left standing for 10 5 or
more business days after a notice is affixed to the vehicle specifying the date and time after which the vehicle
may be removed. The bill would also require the notice to include specified information.
The bill would repeal the related authority to conduct a lien sale to cover towing and storage expenses. The
bill would make various conforming and technical changes.
Arguments in support:
According to the author: Tens of thousands of middle class and lower-income vehicle owners suffer
devastating economic consequences every year in California when their cars are towed and impounded.
Towing charges across California typically require owners to pay, at minimum, $500 to retrieve a car from a
tow yard. If the car was towed because the owner couldn’t afford to pay parking tickets or vehicle
registration fees, the owner must first pay off these tickets or fees, any late fees, and often a release fee
before they pay the tow yard’s fees, which can substantially increase the total cost.
The Western Center on Law and Poverty, one of the sponsors of this bill states in part: Losing a vehicle due
to towing has a devastating impact on poor Californians. When a person gets their car towed they are faced
with three unappealing choices. One, they can spend the little money they have to pay off the fines and
fees, pay the release fee to local law enforcement and then pay off the towing and storage costs. But as the
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Federal Reserve notes 46 percent of Americans can’t afford an unexpected $400 bill let alone a tow costing
$1,000 or more. If they pay off the towing costs, it likely means the family is not paying other bills which
simply extends the crisis to another aspect of the family’s life. For many this can lead to an eviction.
Arguments in Opposition:
The City of La Mirada, among other cities, opposes this bill stating: AB 516 would eliminate enforcement tools
for cities to address motorists who disregard basic laws designed to benefit entire communities. Specifically,
the measure would eliminate the ability for cities to:
 “Immobilize,” or place a boot on a vehicle, for motorists who have five or more unpaid parking tickets;
 Remove vehicles with expired registration that are operating illegally; and
 Remove vehicles in violation of parking time restrictions.
The approach in AB 516 rewards people who fail to pay their parking tickets, register their vehicles, or adhere
to reasonable policies aimed at preventing abandonment and/or street storage of vehicles, regardless of
income. AB 516 will exacerbate parking scarcity by creating an environment extremely vulnerable for
exploitation with consequences much more serious than the problem the bill is trying to solve. This bill,
coupled with efforts by the state aimed at eliminating local parking minimums, will create quality of life
concerns across income demographics in California.
Support: (Verified 7/15/19)

California Voices for Progress; California Work & Family
Coalition; Courage Campaign; Disability Rights Advocates; Drug
Policy Alliance; East Bay Community law Center; Ella Baker
Center for Human Rights; Equal Rights Advocates; Friends
Committee on Legislation of California; Homeboy Industries;
Immigrant Legal Resource Center; Insight Center of Community
Economic Development; Law Enforcement Action Partnership;
Law Foundation of Silicon Valley; Legal Services of Northern
California; National Association of Social Workers, California

Opposition: (Verified 7/15/19)

Building Owners and Managers Association of CA; California
Apartment Association; California Business Properties
Association; California Chamber of Commerce; California
Contract Cities Association; California Downtown Association;
California Police Chiefs Association; California Public Parking
Association; California Retailers Association; California
Restaurant Association; California State Sheriffs’ Association;
Central Valley Towing; City Council of the City of Livermore; City
of Beaumont; City of Bellflower; City of Burbank; City of Buena
Park; City of Cupertino; City of Glendale; City of Laguna Beach;
City of La Mirada; City of Long Beach; City of Los Angeles; City
of Lynwood; City of Newport Beach; City of Palm Desert; City of
Placentia; City of Rancho Cucamonga; City of Riverside; City of

Chapter; National Lawyers Guild Los Angeles; National Lawyers
Guild at UCLA; Public Counsel; Public Law Center; Queer
Caucus at Berkeley Law; Queers United in Revolutionary
Subversion; Rubicon Programs; San Francisco Public Defenders
Office; Santa Barbara County Board of Supervisors; Stronger
California Advocates Network; Tipping Point Community; Trans@
Berkeley Law; UDW/AFSCME Local 3930; United Food and
Commercial Workers; Youth Justice Coalition

Sacramento; City of San Carlos; City of San Diego; City of San
Jose; City of San Marcos; City of Santa Monica; City of Stanton;
City of West Hollywood; Commercial Real Estate Development
Association; Greater San Fernando Valley Chamber of
Commerce; International Council of Shopping Centers; Council of
the City of Pasadena; League of California Cities; National
Federation of Independent Business; Official Police Garages of
Los Angeles; Orange County Board of Supervisors; Peace
Officers’ Research Association of California; Sacramento County
Board of Supervisors; San Gabriel Valley Council of
Governments; Uptown Community Parking District; United
Chamber Advocacy Network; 1 individual

Status: Active – Senate: Appropriations
Senate Floor votes:
Assembly floor votes: 49/11/20

Cervantes, Melendez, Waldron – NO
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Medina - NVR

Legislative Item #2

Action

AB 846, as amended, Burke. Customer loyalty programs
Recommended action: SUPPORT
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich
Introduced by Assembly Members Burke, Low, and Mullin
(Coauthors: Assembly Members Aguiar-Curry, Bigelow, Bonta, Fong, and Blanca Rubio)
(Coauthors: Senators Morrell and Portantino)
AMENDED IN SENATE JULY 11, 2019
AMENDED IN ASSEMBLY MAY 20, 2019
AMENDED IN ASSEMBLY APRIL 30, 2019
AMENDED IN ASSEMBLY APRIL 12, 2019
AMENDED IN ASSEMBLY MARCH 25, 2019

Summary:
Ensures loyalty and rewards programs (frequent flier miles, rewards levels, hotel points, etc...) can continue
by clarifying language in the California Consumer Privacy Act (CCPA) that could make them unlawful. This is
a crucial fix that would impact millions of people who enjoy these programs.
This bill provides that the California Consumer Privacy Act (CCPA) does not prohibit a business from offering
a different price, rate, level, or quality of goods or services to a consumer, including offering them for no fee,
if either the offering is in connection with a loyalty or rewards program, or the offering is for a specific good or
service whose functionality is directly related to the collection, use, or sale of the consumer’s data..
Description:
Existing law, the California Consumer Privacy Act of 2018 (AB 375 Chau), beginning on January 1, 2020,
grants a consumer various rights with regard to personal information relating to that consumer that is held by
a business. Among these rights, the act allows a consumer to opt out of having the consumer’s personal
information sold to third parties by a business, and the act requires a business that sells a consumer’s
personal information to third parties to give that consumer notice, as specified. The act prohibits a business
from discriminating against the consumer for exercising any of the consumer’s rights under the act, except
that a business may offer a different price, rate, level, or quality of goods or services to a consumer if the
differential treatment is reasonably related to value provided to the consumer by the consumer’s data.
The act authorizes a business to enter a consumer into a financial incentive program only if the consumer
affirmatively consents, subject to revocation at any time by the consumer, to the material terms of the incentive
program, and the act requires a business that offers a financial incentive to a consumer to notify the consumer
of the financial incentive, as specified.
The act further prohibits a business from using a financial incentive practice that is unjust, unreasonable,
coercive, or usurious in nature.
This bill would prohibit the act from being construed to prohibit a business from offering a different price, rate,
level, or quality of goods or services to a consumer if the offering is in connection with a consumer’s voluntary
participation in a loyalty, rewards, premium features, discount, or club card program, as defined, or the offering
is for a specific good or service whose functionality is directly related to the collection, use, or sale of the
consumer’s data. defined.
The bill would prohibit a business from offering loyalty, rewards, premium features, discounts, or club card
programs that are unjust, unreasonable, coercive, or usurious in nature. The bill would prohibit a business
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from selling the personal information of consumers collected as part of a loyalty, rewards, premium features,
discounts, or club card program.

Major Provisions
Specifies that nothing in the CCPA's non-discrimination statute prohibits a business from offering a different
price, rate, level, or quality of goods or services to a consumer, including offering its goods or services for no
fee, if either of the following are true: a) the offering is in connection with a consumer's voluntary participation
in a loyalty, rewards, premium features, discounts, or club card program, as defined; or b) the offering is for
a specific good or service whose functionality is directly related to the collection, use, or sale of the consumer's
data. 2) Prohibits a business from offering a different price, rate, level, or quality of goods or services that is
unjust, unreasonable, coercive, or usurious.
Arguments in support:
According to the author: The CCPA was passed last year with required clean-up legislation later in the
session. There was a general understanding from last year that additional clean up measures would be
needed to tighten the Act. One of the unintended consequences of the CCPA was the potential elimination of
customer loyalty programs. Current law states that a business cannot discriminate against a consumer for
exercising their rights under the CCPA by denying goods or services, charging different prices or rates, or
providing a different level or quality of goods or services to the consumer. AB 846 will clarify that the
nondiscrimination section of the CCPA does not result in the elimination of customer loyalty programs. It still
maintains the intent of the law that allows consumers to exercise their right under the CCPA, and does not
weaken or dilute the nondiscrimination provision in any way. Privacy advocates and some consumer groups
have voiced that they believe these loyalty programs can continue. These programs are offered by a wide
breadth of businesses including grocery stores, hotels, drug stores, airlines, and a variety of other companies
big and small.
California Retailers Association (CRA) writes that while the CCPA "never intended to interfere with loyalty
programs," the nondiscrimination statute "is confusing and could lead to unnecessary litigation […]." CRA
writes that such programs help retailers of all sizes develop lasting relationships with their customers and
"provide a myriad of benefits for customers who choose to participate. These customers frequently enjoy
discounts as well unique services and rewards from the business offering the program. In addition […] some
of the most popular rewards programs give customer reciprocal benefits with other merchants. For example,
some supermarket rewards members earn discounts on gasoline. Similarly, hotels and airlines often allow
customers to use their frequent flyer miles or points with other travel-related partners. These well-liked
affiliations are integral to many programs and should not be jeopardized […]."
Arguments in opposition:
Californians for Consumer Privacy writes that this bill would "create an unfortunate choice for consumers:
participate in loyalty programs that, in many cases, are almost mandatory from a financial savings
perspective, and allow data about your most intimate and personal purchases to be sold; or don't participate
in the program, and pay much more for your food or medicine. […] Data collected pursuant to a loyalty
program […] can be used to create profiles that can be used for targeting or discrimination. Moreover,
increasingly there are concerns that data about, say, your food choices, will end up in the hands of health or
life insurance companies and be used to make decisions about how much you are charged for health and
life insurance. [… Also, it] is important to remember that deidentified and aggregate data are not defined as
[PI] under CCPA. So, a loyalty program would be able to sell information such as how many male
customers buy Pop-Tarts in a given store, and the retailer would be able to send coupons to those
customers, all within the legal bounds of CCPA."
Support: (Verified 5/10/19)
California Retailers Association (sponsor) Alliance of Automobile
Manufacturers Association of National Advertisers Azusa
Chamber of Commerce Brawley Chamber of Commerce Biulding
Owners and Managers Association of California California Asian
Pacific Chamber of Commerce California Attractions and Parks

Association California Business Properties Association California
Business Roundtable California Cable and Telecommunications
Association California Chamber of Commerce California Fuels
and Convenience Alliance California Grocers Association
California Hotel and Lodging Association California Restaurant
Association California Travel Association Camarillo Chamber of
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Commerce Carlitos Way Fresh Mexican Market Carnicería Mi
Mercadito, LLC Civil Justice Association of California Computing
Technology Industry Association Consumer Data Industry
Association Consumer Technology Association Cost Plus World
Market CTIA Chamber of Commerce Alliance of Ventura and
Santa Barbara Counties El Dorado County Joint Chambers
Commission El Rancho Mexican Restaurant Elk Grove Chamber
of Commerce Email Sender and Provider Coalition Encino
Chamber of Commerce Feld Entertainment Folsom Chamber of
Commerce Garden Grove Chamber of Commerce Greater
Conejo Valley Chamber of Commerce Insights Association
Interactive Advertising Bureau International Council of Shopping
Centers JCPenney La Rosa Meat Market Long Beach Area
Chamber of Commerce Los Angeles Area Chamber of
Commerce Lowe’s Murrieta/Wildomar Chamber of Commerce

Opposition: (Verified 7/15/19)

Access Humboldt ACLU of California Californians for Consumer
Privacy Center for Digital Democracy Common Sense Kids
Action Consumer Federation of America Consumer Reports

NAIOP of California National Association of Theatre Owners of
CA/NV National Federation of Independent Business NetChoice
North Orange County Chamber Orange County Business Council
Oxnard Chamber of Commerce Panadería Los ArcosPleasanton
Chamber of Commerce PetSmart Pleasanton Chamber of
Commerce Ralphs/Food 4 Less Rancho Cordova Chamber of
Commerce Roseville Area Chamber of Commerce San Gabriel
Valley Economic Partnership Santa Clarita Valley Chamber of
Commerce Santa Maria Valley Chamber Simi Valley Chamber
State Privacy and Security Coalition The Silicon Valley
Organization Tacos La Tortillería – El Amigazo Western Wear
Torrance Area Chamber of Commerce Tulare Chamber of
Commerce United Chamber Advocacy Network Walgreens
Westside Council of Chambers of Commerce Wine Institute

Digital Privacy Alliance Electronic Frontier Foundation Media
Alliance Oakland Privacy Privacy Rights Clearinghouse

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

69/4/7 Cervantes, Medina, Melendez, Waldron - YES

Legislative Item #3

Action

AB 1046, as amended, Ting. Air Quality Improvement Program: California Electric Vehicle
Initiative. Clean Vehicle Rebate Project.
Recommended action: OPPOSE
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich
AMENDED IN SENATE JULY 05, 2019
AMENDED IN SENATE JUNE 20, 2019
AMENDED IN ASSEMBLY APRIL 30, 2019
AMENDED IN ASSEMBLY APRIL 08, 2019

Summary:
Increases the cost of doing business in California by creating arbitrary goals that choose one technology over
another. Conflicts with other laws that provide for flexibility in meeting climate goals and duplicates recently
enacted study requirements.
This bill requires the California Air Resources Board (ARB) to develop a plan to provide for the continuous
funding of a program with a goal of supporting deployment of 5 million electric vehicles by December 2030
and authorizes the Treasurer to securitize the revenues the identified revenue streams.
Description:
Existing law establishes the Air Quality Improvement Program that is administered by the State Air
Resources Board for the purposes of funding projects related to, among other things, the reduction of criteria
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air pollutants and improvement of air quality. Pursuant to its existing statutory authority, the state board has
established the Clean Vehicle Rebate Project, as a part of the Air Quality Improvement Program, to promote
the use of zero-emission vehicles by providing rebates for the purchase of new zero-emission vehicles.
This bill would establish the California Electric Vehicle Initiative to be administered by the state board to
provide financial incentives to the market to achieve a statewide deployment of 5,000,000 electric vehicles by
December 2030. The bill would require the state board to develop a plan to provide for the continuous funding
of theCalifornia Electric Vehicle Initiative, Clean Vehicle Rebate Project, as specified.
The bill would authorize the Treasurer, upon request by the state board and following approval from the
Director of Finance, to securitize revenues for which the state board has existing authority to establish a
continuous funding source for the California Electric Vehicle Initiative, Clean Vehicle Rebate Project, as
specified.
Arguments in support”
Author’s Statement. This bill requires ARB to conduct annual market forecasting for the State’s progress
toward ZEV deployment goals, and consider modifications to the CVRP to meet those goals. The basic flat
rebate structure of the CVRP has not been revised for more than five years, while the ZEV market has
dramatically changed. This bill would attempt to focus the CVRP on pushing ZEV deployment in the State
closer to a sustainable consumer market.
Arguments in opposition:
LAO
 A Potentially Enormous Price Tag.









Making ZEVs competitive without government subsidies is appealing, but the cost could be
high. California has roughly 600,000 ZEVs on the road today, the vast majority of which are
electric. Therefore, an additional 4,400,000 ZEVs need to be sold to get to 5 million. Assuming
the rebate starts at $7500 per vehicle and declines on a straight line basis to zero, the total
rebate needed is $16.5 billion. The actual necessary rebate will depend heavily on the size and
availability of a federal rebate, if any, as well as the impact of the many other programs
mentioned above.

Continuous Appropriation/Legislative Review?
I’ll Gladly Pay You Tuesday

The bill contemplates financing a stream of ARB-derived revenues to provide up-front funding
for the CVRP rebate program. Creating the legal framework to assure lenders of repayment,
which is necessary for securitization, requires detailed legislation guided by bond counsel. This
bill does not provide the necessary assurance.

Leaving Out an Option
Look at All the Moving Parts.

The California Energy Commission (CEC) has determined that California will need 250,000 EV
charging stations to service 1.5 million ZEVs. (There is no estimate for the number needed to
service 5 million ZEVs.) Currently California has about 18,000 charging stations installed, many
of which have been heavily subsidized. Meeting the ZEV targets will not be possible without
adequate numbers of charging stations. It is conceivable that most of the remaining 232,000
charging stations will require a significant public subsidy, especially given California’s
commitment to provide AB 1046 (Ting) Page 6 of 8 ZEV access to disadvantaged communities.

Almost Exclusively Electric. For passenger vehicles

Support: (Verified 5/10/19)

Advanced Energy Economy California Interfaith Power and Light
Community Action to Fight Asthma Electric Vehicle Charging
Association Indivisible Marin NextGen California Orinda

Progressive Action Alliance Silicon Valley Leadership Group
Tesla 350 Bay Area Action
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Opposition: (Verified 5/10/19)

Auto Alliance Bioenergy Association of California California
Advanced Biofuels Alliance California Business Roundtable
California Chamber of Commerce California Fuels &
Convenience Alliance California Independent Petroleum
Association California Natural Gas Vehicle Coalition Californians

for Affordable and Reliable Energy Clean Energy Global
Automakers Industrial Environmental Association National
Propane Gas Association San Gabriel Valley Economic
Partnership Trillium TruStar Energy Western Propane Gas
Association Western States Petroleum Association

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

55/21/4 Cervantes, Medina – YES, Melendez, Waldron - NO

Legislative Item #4

Action

AB 1607, as amended, Boerner Horvath. Gender discrimination: notification.
Recommended action: SUPPORT
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich
AMENDED IN SENATE JULY 05, 2019
AMENDED IN SENATE JUNE 13, 2019

Summary:
Requires that local agencies provide written notice of the Gender Tax Repeal Act of 1995 when they issue
business licenses.
Should local governments, when issuing business licenses, provide the licensee with a written notice
explaining that existing law prohibits them from pricing their services in a way that discriminates on the basis
of gender?.
Description:
Existing law prohibits a business establishment from discriminating against a person because of the person’s
gender with respect to the price charged for services of similar or like kind. Existing law also requires specified
business establishments to disclose in writing the pricing for each standard service, as defined, to display, in
a specified manner, a sign stating that it is illegal to base pricing on gender and that a complete price list is
available upon request, and to display, in a specified manner, a price list, and to provide the customer with a
copy of the complete price list upon request. Existing law requires the Department of Consumer Affairs to
develop a pamphlet or other informational materials to explain a business establishment’s rights and
obligations under these provisions. Existing law requires the department to provide the pamphlet or other
informational materials to affected business establishments at specified times and to make the pamphlet or
other informational materials available on the department’s internet website.
This bill would would, commencing January 1, 2021, require a city, county, or city and county that issues
local business licenses to provide written notification in English, Spanish, Chinese, Tagalog, Vietnamese, and
Korean of the above provisions to the licensee at the time the business license is issued. issued or renewed.
The bill would declare that it addresses a matter of statewide concern rather than a municipal affair and,
therefore, apply to all cities, including charter cities. By requiring local agencies to comply with these
requirements, this bill would impose a state-mandated local program. The
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The bill would require the Department of Consumer Affairs to develop, on or before January develop, by
October1, 2020, a written notification of the above provisions in English, Spanish, Chinese, Tagalog,
Vietnamese, and Korean and would require the notification to be available for download from the
department’s internet website. The bill would authorize a city, county, or city and county to provide the
department’s written notification to a business and to increase the fee for a business license to cover the
reasonable cost of providing the notice. The bill would also would, commencing October 1, 2020, require the
department to provide the pamphlet and other informational materials in English, Spanish, Chinese, Tagalog,
Vietnamese, and Korean. The bill would require the department to subsequently revise the pamphlet and
notice, as necessary.
Arguments in support:
According to the author, “Small businesses have recently been the target of frivolous litigation for price
differentials between services provided to men and women. While these differentials are lawful, [when] based
upon time and effort, lawsuits have alleged the businesses are in violation of the Gender Tax Repeal Act and
have made exorbitant settlement demands. While it is the goal of the State to prevent gender discrimination
in pricing, we also need to make sure that small businesses [have protection] from these types of predatory
lawsuits. Providing business owners with notice of the Gender Tax Repeal Act upfront instead of after a
lawsuit has been filed will help small businesses avoid these lawsuits.”
The California Chamber of Commerce sponsored AB 1607 because it believes the measure “will provide
notice to businesses at the time they obtain a business license of the Gender Tax Repeal Act, in order to help
educate and protect the businesses from predatory lawsuits.” The Chamber notes that even though the Act
carries a hefty fine of $4,000 per violation, many small businesses remain unaware of the law. As a result,
these businesses “have been subject to frivolous and costly litigation.” The Chamber believes that providing
notice of this law “at the outset, as proposed in AB 1607, will provide businesses with an opportunity to protect
themselves from these lawsuits by: (1) posting a notice of pricing, if required; and (2) making sure customers
are aware of the price differences for any service. Education and awareness this law is critical for small
businesses, who have suffered from the abuse of its provisions.”
Support: (Verified 7/15/19)

California Chamber of Commerce; Civil Justice Association of
California; San Gabriel Valley Economic Partnership

Opposition: (Verified 7/15/19)
None on file

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

77/0/3 Cervantes, Medina, Melendez, Waldron – YES
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Legislative Item #5

Action

AB 1788, as amended, Bloom. Pesticides: use of anticoagulant
Recommended action: OPPOSE
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich

Introduced by Assembly Member Bloom
(Coauthor: Assembly Member Friedman)
(Coauthor: Senator Stern)
AMENDED IN SENATE JUNE 24, 2019
AMENDED IN ASSEMBLY APRIL 02, 2019
AMENDED IN ASSEMBLY MARCH 19, 2019

Summary:
Product Ban. Increases the costs to business to exterminate pests by banning rat poisons containing
anticoagulants and causes increased use of less effective and more toxic products.
Establishes the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act (FIFRA), which tasks the United States
Environmental Protection Agency (US EPA) — in conjunction with state agencies — with regulating pesticides
in order to protect applicators, consumers, and the environment.
This bill would expand the prohibition on the use of second generation anticoagulant rodenticides to be in
effect statewide, prohibit the use of first generation anticoagulant rodenticides on state-owned lands, and
make specified exemptions from the prohibition for specified activities.
Description:
Existing law regulates the use of pesticides and authorizes the Director of Pesticide Regulation to adopt
regulations to govern the possession, sale, or use of any pesticide, as prescribed. Existing law prohibits the
use of any pesticide that contains one or more of specified anticoagulants in wildlife habitat areas, as defined.
Existing law exempts from this prohibition the use of these pesticides for agricultural activities, as defined.
Existing law requires the director, and each county agricultural commissioner under the direction and
supervision of the director, to enforce the provisions regulating the use of pesticides. A violation of these
provisions is a misdemeanor.
This bill would create the California Ecosystems Protection Act of 2019 and expand this prohibition against
the use of a pesticide containing specified anticoagulants in wildlife habitat areas to the entire state. The bill
would expand the exemption for agricultural activities to include activities conducted in certain locations and
would also exempt from its provisions the use of pesticides by any governmental agency employee who uses
pesticides for public health activities and a activities, a mosquito or vector control district that uses pesticides
to protect the public health. health, and the use of any pesticide or rodenticide used for the eradication of
nonnative invasive species inhabiting or found to be present on offshore islands in a manner that is consistent
with all otherwise applicable federal and state laws and regulations.
Existing law provides that the above-described provisions do not preempt or supersede any federal statute
or the authority of any federal agency.
This bill would additionally provide that these provisions do not preempt or supersede special local need or
emergency exemptions for the use of pesticides under the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide
Act.
The bill would also prohibit the use of any pesticide that contains one or more specifically identified
anticoagulants on state-owned property.
Anticoagulants?
What are first and second generation anticoagulant?
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Warfarin, is the earliest first-generation anticoagulant rodenticide. It has been used in a range of rodent
baits since it was first introduced in 1947. Warfarin, like the other anticoagulants, inhibits the synthesis of
vitamin K-dependent clotting factors.
Second-generation anticoagulants registered in the United States include brodifacoum, bromadiolone,
difenacoum, and difethialone. Other rodenticides that currently are registered to control mice
include bromethalin, cholecalciferol and zinc phosphide. These compounds are not anticoagulants. Each is
toxic in other ways.
Second generation agents are far more toxic than first generation.
How do anticoagulant rodenticides work?
Rodenticide Toxicity. ... Anticoagulant rodenticides work by interfering with the activation of Vitamin K, a
critical component in the production of blood clotting factors in the liver. Non-anticoagulant
rodenticides vary in their mechanism of action and include bromethalin, strychnine, cholecalciferol, and
zinc phosphide.
Arguments in favor:
According to the author, “Since the 1980’s, and even as most recently as this week the Department of Fish
and Wildlife have been warning about the impacts rodenticides are having on all wildlife in the state. As a
result of these warnings, in 2014 the California Department of Pesticide Regulation enacted regulations to
restrict the use of Second Generation Anticoagulant Rodenticides in hopes of decreasing the non-targeted
deaths. But, these regulations have not resulted in a decrease in secondary wildlife poisonings; instead they
have stayed constant or increased in some instances. “In order to protect wildlife AB 1788 will prohibit the
use of second generation anticoagulant rodenticides (SGARs) throughout the state and also prohibits the use
of first generation anticoagulant (FGARs) rodenticides on state-owned property, with exemptions for
agricultural and food processing uses.”
According to one of the sponsors, Raptors Are The Solution, “AB 1788 allows for common sense controls on
anticoagulant rodenticides by narrowly targeting the most toxic rodenticides throughout the state, while
providing exemptions for agricultural activities and true public health emergencies. The scientific evidence is
clear that anticoagulant rodenticides have a massive impact on California’s ecosystems and the state must
act now to prevent the continued degradation of our wildlife and environment.”
Arguments in opposition:
According to the Pest Control Operators of California, “Anti-coagulant rodenticides are used by the
professional pest management industry, to control rodents that infest and damage our buildings, eat and
contaminate our food, and spread diseases. These same tools are used to control burrowing rodents (i.e.
gophers) that damage our playing fields resulting in costly repairs to the property and injuries to our children
playing on those fields. Recently, in Los Angeles, there has been a noted outbreak of flea-borne typhus that
has been attributed to a large rodent population. This is a prime example that we, as citizens of this state,
need every tool available to use to keep our citizens and property free of preventable damage and disease.
Rodent baits are one of those key tools.”
Support: (Verified 7/15/19)

A Wildlife Exclusion Service, Sonoma County, CA Alley Cat,
Oakland, Alameda County, CA Animal Legal Defense Fund Bel
Air-Beverly Crest Neighborhood Council California Watershed
Network California Wildlife Center Citizens for Los Angeles
Wildlife City of Thousand Oaks Clean Water Action Friends of
Harbors, Beaches and Parks Friends of the LA River Glendale
Rancho Neighborhood Association Golden Gate Audubon
Society AB 1788 Humane Choice Wildlife Services, Oak View,
CA Humane Pest Control and Consulting, Los Angeles, CA
Humane Society Veterinary Medical Association Humane Wildlife
Control Association, CA Los Feliz Improvement Association

Malibu Coalition for Slow Growth Malibu Monarch Project
Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District Mountain Lion
Foundation Mr Raccoon, Marin County, CA Nichols Canyon
Neighborhood Association Poison Free Malibu Project Coyote
Protect our Wildlands, Environment and Resources (POWER)
Public Land Alliance Network Raptors Are The Solution Rodent
Stop, Los Angeles, CA Santa Monica Mountains Fund Senestech
Sky Valley Volunteers The Humane Society of the United States
Ventura Audubon Society WildFutures Wildlife Conservation
Strategies Wildlife Care of Southern California Wildlife Out, San
Francisco ,CA Approximately 800 Individuals
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Opposition: (Verified 7/15/19)

American Chemistry Council Animal Pest Management Services,
Inc. California Apartment Association California Chamber of
Commerce California Life Sciences Association California
Manufacturers and Technology Association California Retailers

Association Household & Commercial Products Association
National Federation of Independent Business Pest Control
Operators of California RISE Syngenta Western Plant Health
Association

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

49/16/15

Melendez, Waldron – NO, Cervantes, Medina - NVR

Legislative Item #6

Action

SB 59, as amended, Allen. Autonomous vehicle technology: Statewide policy. California Transportation
Commission: advisory committee: autonomous vehicle technology.
Recommended action: SUPPORT
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich
AMENDED IN ASSEMBLY JULY 03, 2019
AMENDED IN SENATE MAY 17, 2019
AMENDED IN SENATE APRIL 01, 2019

Summary:
Requires the California Transportation Commission (CTC) to establish the California Council on the Future of
Transportation to provide the Governor and Legislature with policy recommendations regarding autonomous
vehicles (AVs).
CalChamber issues a ‘change of opinion’ letter on 7/8 from ‘OPPOSE unless amended’ to ‘Neutral’ as a result
of 7/3 amendments.

Description:
Existing law creates the California Transportation Commission with various powers and duties, including
the duty to advise and assist the Secretary of Transportation and the Legislature in formulating and
evaluating state policies and plans for transportation programs in the state.
This bill would require the chair of the commission to establish an advisory committee, the California
Council on the Future of Transportation, to provide the Governor and the Legislature with recommendations
for changes in state policy to ensure that California continues to be the world leader in autonomous,
driverless, and connected vehicle technology. The bill would require the council to consist of at least 22
members, selected by the chair or designated, as specified, who represent, among others, transportation
workers, various state and local agencies, and a disability rights organization.
The bill would require the council to gather public comment on issues and concerns related to autonomous
vehicles and to submit, among other things, recommendations for statewide policy changes and updates to
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the Legislature no later than January 1, 2022, and to submit a report of its recommendations biannually
thereafter, or more frequently at the commission’s discretion. The bill would require the council to create
subcommittees focused on or more specific topics and to form one subcommittee led by the Office of
Planning and Research focused on furthering the state’s environmental, public health, and energy
objectives, as specified. The bill would require the subcommittee to submit policy recommendations to the
council and the Legislature by January 1, 2022, and to make those recommendations publicly available.
The bill would repeal these provisions on January 1, 2030.
Arguments in support:
California, as a technological hub for innovation, should support the continued research and development of
AV technology as it has the potential to eventually contribute, along with other transportation developments,
to safety and mobility and to other environmental, economic, public health, and social equity benefits. AV
technology continues to be developed and its full potential has yet to be realized; and, The deployment of
AVs, along with all other parts of the transportation sector, should appropriately support the state’s efforts to
improve road safety, reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and criteria air pollutants, reduce traffic
congestion and vehicle miles traveled, encourage efficient land use, and increase access to mobility and
economic opportunities for all Californians.
Support: (Verified 6/8/19)

Union of Concerned Scientists (Co-Sponsor) Calstart Inc. (CoSponsor) Advanced Energy Economy California Electric
Transportation Coalition (if Amended) Clean Power Campaign
Community Action to Fight Asthma Local Government
Commission Mayor of Berkeley, Jesse Arreguin Mayor of San

Jose, Sam Liccardo Mayor of San Ramon, Bill Clarkson Mayor of
Santa Clara, Lisa Gillmor Mayor of Santa Cruz, Martine Watkins
Mayor of Stockton, Michael Tubbs Personal Insurance
Federation of California (if Amended)

Opposition: (Verified 7/15/19)

Alliance of Automobile Manufacturers California Manufacturers &
Technology Association Silicon Valley Leadership Group
Technet-Technology Network

Status: Active – Assembly: Communication & Conveyance
Senate Floor votes:

37/1/0

Jones, Morrell, Roth, Stone - YES

Assembly floor votes:

Legislative Item #7

Action

SB 330, as amended, Skinner. Housing Crisis Act of 2019
Recommended action:
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich
AMENDED IN ASSEMBLY JULY 01, 2019
AMENDED IN ASSEMBLY JUNE 25, 2019
AMENDED IN ASSEMBLY JUNE 12, 2019
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AMENDED IN SENATE MAY 21, 2019
AMENDED IN SENATE MAY 07, 2019
AMENDED IN SENATE APRIL 24, 2019
AMENDED IN SENATE APRIL 04, 2019
AMENDED IN SENATE MARCH 25, 2019

Summary:
Streamlines Housing Development. Incentivizes more housing development by providing fee certainty for
housing development projects by prohibiting local jurisdictions from changing fees midway through the
development permitting process.
This bill establishes the Housing Crisis Act of 2019, which places restrictions on certain types of development
standards, amends the Housing Accountability Act (HAA), makes changes to local approval processes and
the Permit Streamlining Act, and creates separate building standards for occupied substandard buildings.
SB 330 makes a number of changes to local planning processes to restrict, for the next five years, actions by
cities and counties related to housing development.
The major changes fall into three categories:
 creation of a new preliminary application for a development,
 limits on local agencies planning powers related to housing developments,
 enforcement provisions.
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 on a preponderance of the evidence in the record. The act specifies
that one way to satisfy that requirement is to make findings that the housing development project or
emergency shelter is inconsistent with both the jurisdiction’s zoning ordinance and general plan land use
designation as specified in any element of the general plan as it existed on the date the application was
deemed complete. The act requires a local agency that proposes to disapprove a housing development
project that complies with applicable, objective general plan and zoning standards and criteria that were in
effect at the time the application was deemed to be complete, or to approve it on the condition that it be
developed at a lower density, to base its decision upon written findings supported by substantial evidence on
the record that specified conditions exist, and places the burden of proof on the local agency to that effect.
The act requires a court to impose a fine on a local agency under certain circumstances and requires that the
fine be at least $10,000 per housing unit in the housing development project on the date the application was
deemed complete.
This bill, until January 1, 2025, would specify that an application is deemed complete for these purposes if a
preliminary application was submitted, as described below:




The housing development project or emergency shelter as proposed would have a specific, adverse
impact upon the public health or safety, and there is no feasible method to satisfactorily mitigate or
avoid the specific adverse impact without rendering the development unaffordable to low- and
moderate-income households or rendering the development of the emergency shelter financially
infeasible.
The denial of the housing development project or imposition of conditions is required in order to comply
with specific state or federal law
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The housing development project or emergency shelter is proposed on land zoned for agriculture or
resource preservation
The housing development project or emergency shelter is inconsistent with both the jurisdiction’s
zoning ordinance and general plan land use designation as specified in any element of the general
plan as it existed on the date the application
Others…

Existing law authorizes the applicant, a person who would be eligible to apply for residency in the
development or emergency shelter, or a housing organization to bring an action to enforce the Housing
Accountability Act. If, in that action, a court finds that a local agency failed to satisfy the requirement to make
the specified findings described above, existing law requires the court to issue an order or judgment
compelling compliance with the act within 60 days, as specified.
This bill, until January 1, 2025, would additionally require a court to issue the order or judgment previously
described if the local agency required or attempted to require certain housing development projects to comply
with an ordinance, policy, or standard not adopted and in effect when a preliminary application was submitted.
Existing law authorizes a local agency to require a housing development project to comply with objective,
quantifiable, written development standards, conditions, and policies appropriate to, and consistent with,
meeting the jurisdiction’s share of the regional housing need, as specified.
This bill, until January 1, 2025, would, notwithstanding those provisions or any other law and with certain
exceptions, require that a housing development project only be subject to the preconstruction development
ordinances, policies, and standards adopted and in effect when a preliminary application is submitted, except
as specified.
Arguments in support:
According to the author, “California is experiencing an extreme housing shortage. We now rank 49th in the
number of housing units per capita and are home to 33 of the 50 US cities with the highest rents. SB 330 is
designed to address our housing crisis by asking local governments to hold off on actions that would decrease
or delay housing and to process permits for housing that is already allowed under their existing rules, but to
do it faster and not change the rules once the housing application is submitted. By requiring timely processing
of permits and relaxing a limited set of rules, SB 330 employs the same approach that cities have used to
help recover from fires or other disasters. Lastly, to help keep tenants and low-income families in their homes,
SB 330 also includes antidisplacement measures.”
According to the California Chamber of Commerce, “Many cities and counties – while likely well intentioned
– have exacerbated the housing shortage by creating barriers to new housing construction. We believe SB
330 takes meaningful steps to re-establish good government standards for permitting zoning compliant
housing projects. This bill would streamline the development of more housing in California by amending local
land use approval processes and the PSA for certain defined local jurisdictions by requiring the timely
processing of permits, preventing unreasonable delays in the approval of new housing projects, providing a
more fairer playing field by preventing local governments from SB 330 Page 9 imposing new fees or exactions
in excess of the amounts that would have been applicable at the time the initial application was submitted,
and ensuring that residential housing applicants are consistent with city general plans.”
California needs an estimated 180,000 additional homes annually to keep up with population growth, and the
Governor has called for 3.5 million new homes to be built over the next 7 years.
Arguments in opposition:
Restrictions on Local Government
The League of California Cities writes that this bill essentially bans project-specific fees, after the submittal
of a preliminary application, because these fees cannot be determined until a city fully analyzes the project.
The California State Association of Counties and Urban Counties of California are concerned that the
Southwest California Legislative Council

information required to be submitted via the preliminary application may be insufficient to determine the
development’s impacts at the local level, especially in new growth areas located in counties, where new
development may require project-specific fees under the Mitigation Fee Act to ensure that essential
community services can be provided to new residents.
The California Apartment Association is concerned about the inability for builders to demolish older housing
stock and replace it with much needed additional housing. They would like to ensure that developers can
continue to do this so long as they are replacing the housing with the same or additional units and they are
compensating existing tenants who may be temporarily relocated, and thereafter giving them the first right
to occupy the new units.
The American Planning Association – California Chapter states that the indicators for affected cities and
counties in the bill may not be indicators of the housing crisis, and is opposed to adding a new layer to the
application approval process (the “complete initial application) that does include enough information for the
city or county to understand the development’s impact or to understand which standards would apply to the
project. Freezing requirements at January 1, 2018 could preclude legislation from last year from going into
effect and freezing design standards will be confusing and hard to define.
Support: (Verified 5/8/19)

Bay Area Council Bridge Housing Corporation Building Industry
Association - Los Angeles/ Ventura Chapter Building Industry
Association of Orange County Building Industry Association of
San Diego Building Industry Association of Southern California,
Baldy View Chapter Building Industry Association of the Bay
Area California Apartment Association California Association of
Realtors California Building Industry Association California
Business Roundtable California Chamber of Commerce
California Community Builders California Council for Affordable
Housing California Hawaii State Conference of The NAACP
Central City Association Chan Zuckerberg Initiative Eden

Opposition: (Verified 5/8/19)

AIDS Healthcare Foundation Boyle Heights Community Partners
California State Association of Counties (unless amended) Cities
of: Beaumont, Camarillo, Beverly Hills, Burbank, Chino Hills,
Colma, Cupertino Cypress, Del Mar, El Centro, Glendora, La
Habra, La Mirada, Lafayette, Laguna Hills, Los Alamitos, Mission
Viejo, Moorpark, Morgan Hill, Murrieta, Orinda, Pasadena,
Pinole, Rancho Cucamonga, San Dimas, Santa Barbara,
Sunnyvale, Thousand Oaks, Tulare, Ventura, Vista, West
Hollywood Coalition for Economic Survival Coalition for San
Francisco Neighborhoods (CSFN) Coalition to Preserve LA
Corbett Heights Neighbors Cow Hollow Association East Mission
Improvement Association Endangered Habitats League (unless
amended) Environmental Defense Center Grayburn Avenue

Housing Equality California Leading Builders of America Los
Angeles Area Chamber of Commerce Martin Luther King Jr
Freedom Center Mayor Inga Miller, City of Orinda Midpen
Housing Corporation Natural Resources Defense Council NonProfit Housing Association of Northern California North Bay
Leadership Council Planning And Conservation League Related
California Salesforce.Com Save The Bay Silicon Valley At Home
(Sv@Home) SPUR (in concept) Technet Tmg Partners Up For
Growth Western Center on Law & Poverty, Inc. Working
Partnerships USA

Block Club Keep Sunnyvale Beautiful League of California Cities
Livable California Los Angeles City Councilmember Paul Koretz
Los Angeles County Division, League of California Cities Marin
County Council of Mayors and Council Members Mayor Robert
Whalen, City of Laguna Beach Mission Economic Development
Agency Raise The Balloon San Francisco Tenants Union San
Gabriel Valley Council of Governments San Mateo CountyCity/County Association of Governments Save Our Heritage
Organization SF Ocean Edge Sherman Oaks Homeowners
Association Spaulding Square Neighborhood Association
Sunset-Parkside Education and Action Committee (SPEAK)
Sustainable Tamalmonte Urban Counties of California (unless
amended) Ventura Council of Governments

Status: Active – Assembly - Appropriations
Senate Floor votes:

Roth – YES

Jones, Morrell, Stone - NO

Assembly floor votes:
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Legislative Item #8

Action

SB 347 (Monning; D-Carmel) Warning Labels
Recommended action: OPPOSE
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich

Introduced by Senator Monning
(Coauthors: Senators Allen, Hertzberg, Mitchell, Pan, Skinner, and Wiener)
(Coauthors: Assembly Members Bloom, Bonta, Chiu, McCarty, and Wood)
Summary:
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-ofpurchase of an establishment, as specified.

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 consumers. Existing law makes a violation of these requirements a crime.
Existing state law, the Pupil Nutrition, Health, and Achievement Act of 2001, also requires prohibits the sale
ofonly certain specified beverages to pupils at schools. The beverages that may be sold include fruit-based
andschools, except for vegetable-based drinks, drinking water with no added sweetener, milk, and in 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.warning. 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 sugarsweetened 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 for a violation of that law 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 State Department of Public Health, to bring an action in a superior court to grant a
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temporary or permanent injunction restraining a person from violating any provision of the Sherman Food,
Drug, and Cosmetic Law.
This bill, commencing July 1, 2021, would make the first violation of the provisions described in (1) above, that
law or regulations adopted pursuant to those provisions, that law result in a notice of violation, violation that
would inform the recipient that they have an opportunity to remedy the violation without penalty, and a second
or subsequent violation 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 requirements, and would allocate moneys in this
fund, upon appropriation by the Legislature, to the department for the purpose of enforcing those provisions.
The bill would make legislative findings and declarations relating to the consumption of sugar-sweetened
beverages, obesity, and dental disease.
Arguments in support:
According to the author, California is in the midst of an obesity epidemic, with nearly 60% of adults, and
40% of children currently classified as overweight or obese. These staggering numbers are made worse by
the knowledge that 9% of Californians are struggling with type 2 diabetes, and an estimated 46% of
Californians suffer SB 347 (Monning) Page 3 of 7 from pre-diabetes. Sugary drinks are one of the main
drivers of the increase in these preventable health conditions, as they have become the single largest
source of added sugars in the American diet. Since the 1970’s the average American has increased their
daily calorie consumption by 300 calories – with 43% of those new calories coming from sugary beverages.
In response to this epidemic, the beverage industry has argued that consumers should be educated about
making healthful drink choices, and the health-impacts of drinking sugary beverages. This bill does just that,
by providing consumers with a science based warning about the unique and corrosive affects sugary
beverages have on their health. This bill is a critical component in helping consumers make informed
decisions about the beverages they purchase. Warning consumers about the adverse health impacts of
sugary drinks is an effective strategy in changing consumer behavior and improving public health
The sponsors and other supporters of this bill, largely health advocates and health care professionals,
argue that SSBs have added to the increasing number of Californians with obesity, diabetes, and tooth
decay, and that obesity is significantly associated with increased rates of chronic diseases, including heart
disease, stroke, arthritis, asthma, diabetes, and certain types of cancer. Supporters argue that daily
consumption of SSBs doubles the risk of tooth decay and increases the risk of obesity by 55% and diabetes
by 26%. Supporters state that the cost to the economy is enormous, with an estimated $254 million in
hospital costs to Medi-Cal. Supporters argue that in order for people to make healthier decisions, reliable
information needs to be made available. The California Black Health Network states that every 21 seconds
another person is diagnosed with diabetes in the U.S., and that African Americans are disproportionately
affected by diabetes, with 13.2% of those aged 20 or older having been diagnosed with diabetes. The
California Medical Association (CMA) states that in the last 30 years the average American’s daily caloric
intake has increased by nearly 300 calories, and 43% of those come from additional soda consumption.
CMA also states that it is predicted one in three children—and nearly half of Latino and African American
children—born in the year 2000 will develop type 2 diabetes in their lifetime.
Arguments in opposition:
Opponents such as the American Beverage Association, California Retailers Association, and California
Chamber of Commerce state that this bill is likely unconstitutional consistent with the decision of the Ninth
Circuit on San Francisco’s warning label. Additionally, these organizations claim that placing the burden on
business owners to affix warning labels on their products before a point of sale, as well as hang signs and
label menus would be expensive and onerous. The California Manufacturers & Technology Association
(CMTA), in its opposition states that this bill impedes California’s bottling companies’ ability to compete as a
hub for multistate and multinational production, threatening jobs because California bottlers will have to
manufacture a product specific for California, and a different product for everywhere else. Additionally,
CMTA states that the proposed warning is misleading and can misinform consumers.
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Support: (Verified 7/15/19)

Aaron Read & Associates ACT For Women And Girls America's
Physician Groups American Academy of Pediatrics, California
American Diabetes Association American Federation of State,
County And Municipal Employees, AFL-CIO SB 347 Page 11 API
Forward Movement Asian Americans Advancing Justice - Los
Angeles Asian Pacific Partners for Empowerment, Advocacy and
Leadership Association of California Healthcare Districts, and
Affiliated Entity Alpha Fund California Academy of Eye
Physicians & Surgeons California Academy of Family Physicians
California Academy of Preventive Medicine California Association
for Health, Physical Education, Recreation & Dance California
Chapter American College of Cardiology California Children's
Hospital Association California Chiropractic Association
California Dental Association California Dental Hygienists’
Association California Food and Farming Network California
Medical Association California Nurses Association California

Opposition: (Verified 7/15/19)
Almond Alliance of California American Beverage Association
BizFed LA Brea Chamber of Commerce CalAsian Chamber of
Commerce California Attractions and Parks Association
California Automatic Vendor's Council California Black Chamber
of Commerce California Business Roundtable California
Chamber of Commerce California Food Producers California
Fuels and Convenience Association California Grocers
Association California Hispanic Chambers of Commerce
California Manufacturers and Technology Association California
Restaurant Association California Retailers Association California
Teamsters Public Affairs Council Can Manufacturers Institute
Chino Valley Chamber of Commerce Dunkin' Donuts
Independent Franchise Owners Fontana Chamber of Commerce
Franchisee Advocacy Consulting Greater Coachella Valley

Optometric Association California Orthopedic Association
California Pan-Ethnic Health Network California Rural Legal
Assistance Foundation, Inc. California School Nurses
Organization California Society of Physical Medicine and
Rehabilitation California State Alliance of YMCAs California State
PTA CaliforniaHealth+ Advocates Centro La Familia Advocacy
Services County Health Executives Association of California
County of Santa Clara Cultiva La Salud Dientes Community
Dental Gary and Mary West Senior Dental Center Having Our
Say Coalition Health Access California Health Officers
Association of California Infectious Disease Association of
California Latino Coalition for a Healthy California Nutrition and
Fitness Collaborative of the Central Coast Pediatric Dental
Initiative of the North Coast, Inc. Public Health Advocates San
Diego Food System Alliance Street Level Health Project The Los
Angeles Trust for Children's Health
Chamber of Commerce Greater Ontario Business Council
Greater San Fernando Valley Chamber of Commerce Grocery
Manufacturers Association Grocery Manufacturers of America
Hesperia Chamber of Commerce Inland Empire Economic
Partnership Juice Products Association Latino Food Industry
Association Los Angeles Area Chamber of Commerce Murrieta
Wildomar Chamber of Commerce National Association of
Theatre Owners of California/Nevada National Automatic
Merchandising Association National Federation of Independent
Business Orange County Business Council Rancho Cucamonga
Chamber of Commerce Redlands Chamber of Commerce San
Gabriel Valley Economic Partnership TALECU Torrance Area
Chamber of Commerce Tulare Chamber of Commerce Valley
Industry and Commerce Association Victor Valley Chamber of
Commerce

Status: Active – Assembly - Health
Senate Floor votes:

21/11/6

Roth – YES

Jones, Morrell, Stone - NO

Assembly floor votes:
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Legislative Item #9

Action

AB 1482, as amended, Chiu. Tenancy: rent caps
Recommended action: OPPOSE
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich

Introduced by Assembly Member Chiu
(Principal coauthors: Assembly Members Bonta, Grayson, and Wicks)
(Coauthors: Assembly Members Bloom, Carrillo, McCarty, and Ting)
AMENDED IN SENATE JULY 11, 2019
AMENDED IN SENATE JUNE 28, 2019
AMENDED IN ASSEMBLY MAY 20, 2019
AMENDED IN ASSEMBLY APRIL 22, 2019
AMENDED IN ASSEMBLY MARCH 28, 2019

Summary:
Statewide Rent Caps. Places rent caps on all rental housing in the State of California, including new
construction, regardless of whether costs from utilities increase or capital improvements are made, thereby
disincentivizing maintenance on existing units and new housing construction.
C.A.R. OPPOSES UNLESS AMENDED AB 1482 (Chiu), which creates a restrictive statewide rental cap and
burdensome “just cause” eviction standards. C.A.R. has been negotiating with the sponsors and the bill’s
author in an attempt to make reasonable amendments to remove C.A.R.’s opposition. As of now, those
negotiations appear to have stalled. As a result, C.A.R. opposes AB 1482 until the bill is amended to
appropriately balance tenant protections and private property rights.
This bill limits rent-gouging in California by placing an upper limit on annual rent increases: 7 percent plus
inflation, up to a maximum of 10 percent, for specified housing that is over 10 years old. To prevent landlords
from engaging in rent-gouging by evicting tenants, the bill also requires that a landlord have and state a just
cause, as specified, for any eviction. Landlords with 10 or fewer rental properties are exempt. The bill sunsets
after three years and does not preempt any local rent control ordinances.
Description:
Existing law specifies that a hiring of residential real property, for a term not specified by the parties, is
deemed to be renewed at the end of the term implied by law unless one of the parties gives written notice to
the other of that party’s intention to terminate. Existing law requires an owner of a residential dwelling to give
notice at least 60 days prior to the proposed date of termination, or at least 30 days prior to the proposed date
of termination if any tenant or resident has resided in the dwelling for less than one year, as specified. Existing
law requires any notice given by an owner to be given in a prescribed manner, to contain certain information,
and to be formatted, as specified.
This bill would, with certain exceptions, prohibit an owner owner, as defined, of residential property from
terminating the lease of a tenant that has occupied the property for at least 12 months without just cause, as
defined. The bill would require, for certain just cause terminations that are curable, that the owner give a
notice of violation and an opportunity to cure the violation prior to issuing the notice of termination. The bill
would require, for no-fault just cause terminations, as specified, that the owner assist certain tenants to
relocate, regardless of the tenant’s income, by providing a direct payment of one month’s rent to the tenant,
as specified.The bill would provide that if the owner does not provide relocation assistance, the notice of
termination is void.The bill would except certain properties and circumstances from the application of its
provisions. The bill would require an owner of residential property to provide notice to a tenant of the tenant’s
rights under these provisions at the beginning of the tenancy by providing an addendum to the lease to be
Southwest California Legislative Council

signed by the tenant when the lease is signed. signed, and to translate the notice into the language that was
used to negotiate the lease, if applicable. The bill would not prevent local rules or ordinances that provide a
higher level of tenant protections, as specified. The bill would void any waiver of the rights under these
provisions. The bill would repeal these provisions as of January 1, 2023.
Existing law governs the hiring of residential dwelling units and requires a landlord to provide specified notice
to tenants prior to an increase in rent. 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 meets specified criteria, subject to certain limitations.
This bill would, until January 1, 2023, prohibit an owner of residential real property from increasing the rental
rate for that property more than once annually, and prohibit the owner from increasing the rental rate in an
amount that is greater than 7% plus the percentage change in the cost of living, as defined, or 10%, whichever
is lower, more than the lowest rental rate charged for the immediately preceding 12 months, subject to
specified conditions. The bill would exempt from these provisions deed-restricted affordable housing,
specified dormitories, housing that has been issued a certificate of occupancy within the previous 10 years,
housing subject to a local ordinance that imposes a more restrictive rent increase cap than these provisions,
and specified single-family housing. The bill would require the Legislative Analyst’s Office to submit a report,
on or before January 1, 2023, to the Legislature regarding the effectiveness of these provisions. The bill would
void any waiver of the rights under these provisions. The bill provides that these provisions apply to all rent
increases occurring on or after March 15, 2019. The bill would provide that in the event that an owner
increased the rent by more than the amount specified above between March 15, 2019, and January 1, 2020,
the applicable rent on January 1, 2020, shall be the rent as of March 15, 2019, plus the maximum permissible
increase, and the owner shall not be liable to the tenant for any corresponding rent overpayment.
The Planning and Zoning Law requires the owner of an assisted housing development in which there will
be an expiration of rental restrictions to, among other things, provide notice of the proposed change to each
affected tenant household residing in the assisted housing development subject to specified procedures and
requirements, and to also provide specified entities notice and an opportunity to submit an offer to purchase
the development prior to the expiration of the rental restrictions.
This bill would authorize an owner of an assisted housing development, who demonstrates under penalty of
perjury compliance with the provisions described above with regard to the expiration of rental restrictions, to
establish the initial unassisted rental rate for units without regard to the cap on rent increases discussed
above, but would require the owner to comply with the above cap on rent increases for subsequent rent
increases in the development. By requiring an owner of an assisted housing development to demonstrate
compliance with specified provisions under penalty of perjury, this bill would expand the existing crime of
perjury and thus would impose a state-mandated local program.
Arguments in support:
California is in a housing crisis. Most of California’s 17 million renters do not have safe, secure, and
affordable housing. Over half of renters and 80 percent of low-income renters are rent-burdened, meaning
they pay over 30 percent of their income towards rent. This leaves less money for families to spend on other
necessities like food, healthcare, transportation, and education. Less than 20 percent of renters live in rentcontrolled units, leaving the vast majority of renters with no certainty about the size of their next rent
increase, or protections against frivolous evictions. This uncertainty creates a tremendous psychological
and economic burden. Having no way of knowing when or how much their next rent increase will be, or
whether they will be able to keep their home, renters cannot plan for their own housing stability. This
increased stress can lead to negative mental and physical health outcomes for family members of all ages.
Increasingly, it is also leading to homelessness. In Los Angeles, the 2019 homelessness count revealed
that 23% of the unsheltered people experiencing homelessness—more than 9,200 people—were homeless
for the first time last year. The majority (53%) cited economic hardship as the cause.
As sponsors of the bill, the Alliance of Californians for Community Empowerment Action, Public Advocates,
and Western Center on Law & Poverty write: As our state seeks to address the housing crisis, we must
ensure the solutions include measures to protect renters from drastic rent increases which predictably
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displace families from their homes and drive them into homelessness. In recent months, each of our
organizations has heard from renters who have received massive rent increases, sometimes doubling or
even tripling their rent, on very short notice. These rent increases are not absorbable for working families,
no matter how much notice is given, and only serve to drive renters from their homes and exacerbate the
housing crisis. [… ] The bill does not impose rent control, but simply guards against the most drastic and
disruptive rent increases in places where tenants have no other protections
Arguments in opposition:
In opposition to the bill, the California Apartment Association, the California Business Properties
Association, the California Chamber of Commerce, and the California Mortgage Bankers Association write:
Study after study has demonstrated that price controls end up crippling the commodity that is controlled,
including housing. There may be a short-term reduction in the price of rent-controlled units, but over the mid
to long run, controlling rental prices decreases inventory as property owners remove units from the market,
and construction of new rental housing slows. As rental units dwindle in a city or region, working-class
families, seniors, and others in need experience the most harm. AB 1482 would further complicate
California’s ongoing housing crisis and would have very serious and harmful consequences to our
economy. Governor Newsom has called for the construction of 3.5 million new housing units by 2025, or an
average of 500,000 a year. Considering that California has built an average of 80,000 new homes per year
over the past decade, AB 1482 will certainly get in the way of this goal.
Even worse, the bill creates a new floor for landlords who will now have the state’s permission to increase
rents by 8% to 10% every year for the next three years.



AB 1482 discourages the creation of rental housing. Establishing restrictive rent caps and “just
cause” eviction standards creates a disincentive for developers to build rental housing.
AB 1482 doesn’t address the core cause of the housing affordability crisis, which is the lack of
supply. As other legislation designed to increase the housing supply languishes in the Legislature,
AB 1482 not only doesn’t increase the supply, it discourages the provision of rental housing.

Support: (Verified 6/8/19)

Alliance of Californians for Community Empowerment Action
(sponsor) PICO California (sponsor) Public Advocates (sponsor)
Western Center on Law and Poverty (sponsor) Abundant
Housing Los Angeles City of Alameda Alliance for Community
Transit - Los Angeles American Civil Liberties Union of California
American Federation of State, County and Municipal Employees,
AFL–CIO, Local 3299 Asian Americans Advancing Justice California Asian Americans and Pacific Islanders for Civic
Empowerment Education Fund Asian Pacific Environmental
Network Association of Bay Area Governments Bay Area Legal
Aid Bay Area Regional Health Inequities Initiative Bend the Arc:
Jewish Action Southern California Bricklayers & Allied
Craftworkers Bulosan Center for Filipino Studies, at University of
California, Davis California Alliance for Retired Americans
California Calls California Coalition for Rural Housing California
Community Builders California Conference Board of the
Amalgamated Transit Union California Conference of Machinists
California Labor Federation, AFL-CIO California Renters Legal
Advocacy and Education Fund California Rural Legal Assistance
Foundation California State Council of Laborers California
Teachers Association California Teamsters Public Affairs Council
California YIMBY Carpenters & Joiners of America Center on
Policy Initiatives San Diego Central Coast Alliance United for a
Sustainable Economy Central Valley Empowerment Alliance
Chan Zuckerberg Initiative City of Los Angeles Climateplan
Coalition for Humane Immigrant Rights Congregations Organized

for Prophetic Engagement Corporation for Supportive Housing
Courage Campaign Disability Rights California Drug Policy
Alliance EAH Housing East Bay Community Law Center East
Bay for Every One Eden Housing Engineers and Scientists of
California, Local 20, IFPTE, AFLI-CIO & CLC Enterprise
Community Partners, Inc. Environmental Health Coalition Faith in
Action Bay Area Faith in the Valley Gamaliel of California Eric
Garcetti, Mayor, City of Los Angeles Alan Haffa, Councilmember,
City of Monterey Hamilton Families Heat & Frost Insulators &
Allied Workers Hillcrest Indivisible House Sacramento Hunger
Action Los Angeles, Inc. IBEW Indivisible: San Diego Central
Inlandboatman’s Union of the Pacific International Brotherhood of
Boilermakers Iron Workers The Kennedy Commission Korean
Resource Center AB 1482 (Chiu) Page 17 of 26 Koreatown
Immigrant Workers Alliance LA Forward La Raza Community
Resource Center LA Voice Latino Coalition for a Healthy
California Latinos United for a New America Law Foundation of
Silicon Valley Leadership Counsel for Justice and Accountability
League of Women Voters of California Legal Services for
Prisoners with Children Los Angeles County Board of
Supervisors Los Angeles Homeless Services Authority
Metropolitan Transportation Commission Midpen Housing
Corporation Mission Neighborhood Centers, Inc. Mission
Neighborhood Health Center Monument Impact National
Association of Social Workers, California Chapter National Union
of Healthcare Workers Neighborhood Legal Services of Los
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Angeles Non-Profit Housing Association of Northern California
North Bay Organizing Project Oakland Tenants Union Operating
Engineers Operative Plasterers & Cement Masons Orange
County Civic Engagement Table Orange County Communities
Organized for Responsible Development Orange County
Congregation Community Organization Painters & Allied Trades
Partnership for Working Families Peace and Freedom Party of
California People Organized for Westside Renewal Planning and
Conservation League Policylink Postmates Power California
Professional & Technical Engineers, Local 21, IFPTE, AFL-CIO
Public Counsel Public Interest Law Project Public Law Center
Related California Roofers, Waterproofers & Allied Workers
Sacramento Filipinx LGTBTQIA Sacred Heart Community
Service AB 1482 (Chiu) Page 18 of 26 San Francisco Foundation

Opposition: (Verified 7/15/19)
Aids Healthcare Foundation American G.I. Forum American
Legion AMVETS, Department of California Apartment
Association, California Southern Cities Apartment Association of
Greater Los Angeles Apartment Association of Orange County
Bay Area Council Building Industry Association of the Bay Area
California Apartment Association California Association of
Realtors California Business Properties Association California
Business Roundtable California Chamber of Commerce
California Council for Affordable Housing California Mortgage
Bankers Association California Rental Housing Association
California Taxpayer Association Community Legal Services in

City of Santa Monica Santa Monica Rent Control Board Service
Employees International Union California Sheet Metal Workers
Silicon Valley Community Foundation SOMOS Mayfair Southern
California Association of Nonprofit Housing State Building &
Construction Trades Council of California Strategic Actions for a
Just Economy TechEquity Collaborative TransForm UNITEHERE, AFL-CIO UNITE-HERE, Local 19 United Association
United Auto Workers, Local 2865 United Food and Commercial
Workers, Local 648 San Francisco United Food and Commercial
Workers, Western States Council United Teachers Los Angeles
Utility Workers Union of America Venice Community Housing
Corporation Viet Vote San Diego Warehouse Worker Resource
Center WesteCity of West Hollywood Working Partnerships USA
YIMBY Action
East Palo Alto East Bay Rental Housing Association Essex
Property Trust Housing for All Burlingame Long Beach Area
Chamber of Commerce National Rental Home Council North
Valley Property Owners Association Nor Cal Rental Property
Association Oakland Metropolitan Chamber of Commerce One
San Mateo Orange County Business Council Prometheus Real
Estate Group Related California San Diego County Apartment
Association San Gabriel Valley Economic Partnership Small
Property Owners of San Francisco Institute Southern California
Rental Housing Association San Francisco Bay Area Planning
and Urban Research Association TMG Partners Youth United
For Community Action

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

43/31/6

Cervantez, Melendez, Waldron – NO

Medina - YES

Legislative Item #10

Action

SB 329, as amended, Mitchell. Discrimination: housing: source of income.
Recommended action: OPPOSE
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich

Summary:

Introduced by Senator Mitchell
(Principal coauthor: Senator Wiener)
(Principal coauthor: Assembly Member Bloom)
(Coauthor: Senator Atkins)
(Coauthors: Assembly Members Bonta, Chiu, and Grayson)

C.A.R. OPPOSES SB 329 (Mitchell) because it effectively forces all residential rental property owners to
participate in the voluntary Section 8 housing program by entering into a legally binding contract with a
government agency – the provisions of which may be extremely difficult to comply with.
This bill expands the definition of “source of income,” a category that California’s Fair Employment and
Housing Act (FEHA) protects against discrimination. If enacted, the bill would prohibit landlords from
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discriminating against tenants who rely upon housing assistance paid directly to landlords, such as a Section
8 voucher, to help them pay the rent.
Under the Section 8 program, a tenant household generally pays 30% of its annual income towards rent, with
the housing authority paying the rest. (42 U.S.C. Section 1437f (o)(2), (3).) To qualify for a voucher, an
individual’s or family’s income cannot exceed the guidelines established by HUD. As of 2018, approximately
301,100 California households received Section 8 vouchers.
Section 8 Background
Landlords are not required to reduce the rent if they accept a Section 8 voucher. A tenant pays their portion
of the rent directly to the landlord and the remaining potion is paid by the local housing authority which
awards and administers the vouchers on behalf of the federal government. The housing authority verifies a
voucher applicant’s source of income and assets before they can be eligible to receive a voucher. To be
eligible to accept a voucher, a landlord is required to attend class and have their property inspected for
basic code violations.
Description:
Existing law, the California Fair Employment and Housing Act, prohibits housing discrimination, including
discrimination through public or private land use practices, decisions, or authorizations, based on specified
personal characteristics, including source of income. Existing law defines the term “source of income” for
purposes of the provisions relating to discrimination in housing accommodations described above, to mean
lawful, verifiable income paid directly to a tenant or paid to a representative of a tenant.
This bill would instead define the term for purposes of those provisions, to mean verifiable income paid
directly to a tenant, or paid to a housing owner or landlord on behalf of a tenant, including federal, state, or
local public assistance and housing subsidies, as specified.
Arguments in support:
The sponsors of this bill, write to clarify several concerns that have been raised with the bill, "The bill does
not require landlords to accept any tenant with housing assistance, does not prohibit landlords from screening
for tenant suitability, and does nothing to prevent landlords from setting their rents at desired levels. It simply
requires landlords to give families that receive housing assistance the same consideration as other families
who wish to apply. There have also been claims this bill would increase the burden on local housing
authorities. The bill, in fact, would not significantly alter the administration of the Section 8 Voucher program
or other assistance programs; HUD authorizes Housing Authorities to use only a limited number of vouchers
each year, and SB 329 would not increase the amount of assistance available or the burden on local housing
authorities in the state. To the contrary, the bill ensures the efficient use of existing housing assistance by
increasing the likelihood that families are able to find a landlord who will accept it, as opposed to returning
their assistance for reprocessing because it has expired."
The California Coalition for Youth makes clear the importance of SB 329 for preventing youth homelessness:
California has the highest number of unaccompanied youth experiencing homelessness in the country and
the second highest number of youth who are unsheltered. Solving youth homelessness is a critical part of
ending California’s larger homelessness crisis because young people who experience homelessness are five
times more likely than their peers to become homeless adults. For youth that are experiencing homelessness,
federally subsidized housing may be available to them through the local housing authority, of which there are
105 housing authorities throughout California. Usually at any given time, less than 20% of these housing
authorities have open applications. Once a youth receives a Housing Choice Voucher, they have to find an
apartment. Just getting to this point of the process can be difficult enough for a youth. A youth should not be
denied access to housing because they were one of the lucky ones to get a voucher or be on other public
assistance.
In other words, even if SB 329 meant that every voucher holder was able to find a landlord to rent to them,
only 22,500 more housing units—0.375% of the total in the state—would be subject to Housing Assistance
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Payment contracts under a nondiscrimination law than under current law. The number of voucher holders in
California is likely to remain stable for the foreseeable future, as Congress has not increased Section 8 funding
in many years.




SB 329 will not create a single new voucher holder
SB 329 would not force any landlord to contract with a housing authority.
This bill is unlikely to result in frivolous lawsuits against landlords

Arguments in opposition:
SB 329 isn’t about discrimination and it doesn’t solve the problem. Proponents of SB 329 claim the bill is
about ending discrimination against those using Section 8 vouchers. The reality is that the term
“discrimination” has been co-opted to achieve a different goal – to effectively force all property owners, big
and small, to accept Section 8, no matter how onerous the requirements. And the real kicker – SB 329
doesn’t even achieve the goal of making more units available for those with Section 8 vouchers. Instead it
creates a murky new world where, according to the proponents, landlords can continue to refuse to accept
Section 8; however, landlords who do refuse will be subject to claims of discrimination and possible
litigation. In the end, small property owners will take their units off the market rather than be effectively
forced to contract with a local housing authority.
SB 329 doesn’t fix the underlying problems with Section 8. Because housing authorities are understaffed, it
can take as long as 60 days before all applications are submitted, inspections are made, and contracts are
signed. During that time, the unit sits vacant at a substantial loss to the property owner. Instead of fixing
Section 8 by remedying this and other problems to attract more landlords to voluntarily participate in the
program, SB 329 creates new mandates. C.A.R. encourages the Assembly Appropriations Committee to
consider alternative proposals, such as SB 521 (Portantino), which would establish a tax credit to
incentivize more landlords to voluntarily participate in Section 8.
In addition, opponents contend landlords will face higher insurance rates if they accept Section 8 vouchers.
Although insurance companies cannot deny coverage to a landlord that accepts a voucher, they can raise
the rates
Support: (Verified 7/15/19)

California Association of Housing Authorities (co-sponsor)
California Rural Legal Assistance Foundation (co-sponsor)
Housing California (co-Sponsor) Los Angeles County Board of
Supervisors (co-sponsor) National Housing Law Project (cosponsor) Western Center on Law & Poverty, Inc. (co-sponsor)
AARP California AIDS Legal Referral Panel ACCE Action ACLU
California AFSCME, AFL-CIO Association of Regional Center
Agencies Aspiranet California State Association of Counties
California Coalition for Youth California Voices of Progress
California YIMBY Central California Legal Services City of San
Jose City of Santa Monica City of Stockton Community Clinic
Association of Los Angeles County Community Legal Services In
East Palo Alto County of Santa Clara County Welfare Directors
Association Courage Campaign Disability Rights California East
Bay Community Law Center Eric Garcetti, Mayor of Los Angeles
Fair Housing Advocates of Northern California Fair Housing
Council of the San Fernando Valley Family Violence Appellate

Opposition: (Verified 7/15/19)

Affordable Housing Management Association-Pacific Southwest
Apartment Association of Orange County
Apartment Association, California Southern Cities
East Bay Rental Housing Association
California Apartment Association

Project Family Violence Law Center Friends Committee on
Legislation of California Greater Napa Valley Fair Housing Center
Hathaway-Sycamores Child and Family Services Law
Foundation of Silicon Valley Leadership Council for Justice and
Accountability League of California Cities League of Women
Voters of California Legal Aid Foundation of Los Angeles Legal
Aid of Marin Los Angeles Homeless Services Authority Mental
Health Advocacy Services National Association of Social
Workers, California Chapter Neighborhood Legal Services of Los
Angeles County NextGen California Non-Profit Housing
Association of Northern California People Organized For
Westside Renewal PolicyLink Poverty & Race Research Action
Council Power Public Counsel Public Interest Law Project Public
Law Center Roseville Housing Authority San Diego Housing
Federation Santa Monica Rent Control Board State Council on
Developmental Disabilities Strategic Actions for a Just Economy
UDW/AFSCME Local 3930
California Association of Realtors
California Building Industry Association
California Business Properties Association
California Chamber of Commerce
California Rental Housing Association
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Southern California Rental Housing Association

Status: Active – Assembly: Appropriations - suspense
Senate Floor votes:

24/11/3

Roth – NVR, Jones, Morrell, Stone - NO

Assembly floor votes:
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OPPOSE UNLESS AMENDED AB 1482 –
Rent Caps and “Just Cause” Evictions
C.A.R. OPPOSES UNLESS AMENDED AB 1482 (Chiu), which creates a restrictive statewide rental cap and burdensome
“just cause” eviction standards. C.A.R. has been negotiating with the sponsors and the bill’s author in an attempt to
make reasonable amendments to remove C.A.R.’s opposition. As of now, those negotiations appear to have stalled.
As a result, C.A.R. opposes AB 1482 until the bill is amended to address C.A.R.’s concerns.
Issue Background
Under current law, unless a local government has enacted rent control, there is no statewide cap on rent.
Additionally, current law allows landlords to end a tenancy without cause when a lease expires.
As introduced, AB 1482 would have established a rent cap of 5% plus regional CPI through 2030, provided no
exemption for single-family homes, and contained ambiguous vacancy decontrol protections. C.A.R. reached an
accord with the sponsors and the author that the bill would be amended to: ensure that vacancy decontrol is
properly protected; increase the cap to 7% plus regional CPI; exempt small property owners with up to 10 singlefamily homes; and have the bill expire in 2023.
As introduced, AB 1481 would have established “just cause” evictions after 6 months of tenancy, required property
owners pay up to 3 months’ rent in relocation assistance under specified conditions, provided no exemption for
single-family homes, and lasted until 2030. C.A.R. here also reached an accord with the sponsors and the author that
this bill would: only apply to tenancies after 12 months; limit relocation assistance to 1 month’s rent; exempt small
property owners with up to 10 single-family homes; and expire in 2023.
AB 1482 and AB 1481 have been combined into one bill – AB 1482. However, the amendment language requested by
C.A.R. has not yet been incorporated into the bill. C.A.R. remains opposed to AB 1482 until the bill is amended to
appropriately balance tenant protections and private property rights.
C.A.R. has been working with the author and the sponsors of AB 1482 to secure amendments that protect the small
investor. While AB 1482 moves in that direction by exempting up to 10 single-family homes, the language in the bill
does not exempt condominiums or those homes if they are held in a trust or in a manner that otherwise protects the
homeowners’ other assets.
Many small “mom and pop” property owners rely on income from a single-family rental and most often hold those
properties in a family trust or in a limited liability form of ownership. These forms of ownership are designed to
protect and preserve their retirement nest egg. Current language exempting such properties does not work if it does
not recognize those forms of ownership. C.A.R. continues to work with the author and the sponsors to secure
amendments that adequately protect small “mom and pop” property owners.
Why C.A.R. is OPPOSING AB 1482


AB 1482 discourages the creation of rental housing. Establishing restrictive rent caps and “just cause”
eviction standards creates a disincentive for developers to build rental housing.



AB 1482 doesn’t address the core cause of the housing affordability crisis, which is the lack of supply.
As other legislation designed to increase the housing supply languishes in the Legislature, AB 1482 not
only doesn’t increase the supply, it discourages the provision of rental housing.



AB 1482 dramatically impacts small property owners. A property owner can own just one
condominium as a rental and be affected by this bill. As a result, small property owners may decide to
pull units off the market rather than be forced to limit rents or to continuing leasing properties.

STATUS: In the Senate.

OPPOSE SB 329 –
Mandatory Participation in Voucher Programs
C.A.R. OPPOSES SB 329 (Mitchell) because it effectively forces all residential rental property owners to
participate in the voluntary Section 8 housing program by entering into a legally binding contract with a
government agency – the provisions of which may be extremely difficult to comply with.

Issue Background
Under current law, participation by a rental property owner in the Department of Housing and Urban
Development’s Housing Choice Voucher program, more widely known as Section 8, is voluntary. Under SB 329,
which redefines “source of income” include Section 8, every residential rental property owner will be effectively
forced to enter into a contract with the local housing authority upon receiving an application from a tenant who
uses Section 8 housing vouchers to pay a portion of their rent. Because many housing authorities already lack
the resources to process applications and inspect properties quickly, units may sit unoccupied for many weeks
until all the administrative requirements are met.

Why C.A.R. is OPPOSING SB 329
Governor Brown vetoed a bill similar to SB 329 last year. Governor Brown vetoed SB 1427 last year. SB 1427
would have amended “source of income” to include Section 8 “HUD-VASH” vouchers while SB 329 is far more
expansive in that it will amend “source of income” to include all Section 8 vouchers. In his veto message for SB
1427, Governor Brown stated: "...this bill goes too far. Specifically, it forces landlords and property owners to
take part in what has always been a voluntary federal program with numerous requirements. These include
registration with a local housing authority, participation in training, property inspections and modification of
leases to conform with federal standards. I don’t believe a mandate to comply with all these requirements is
warranted.”
SB 329 isn’t about discrimination and it doesn’t solve the problem. Proponents of SB 329 claim the bill is about
ending discrimination against those using Section 8 vouchers. The reality is that the term “discrimination” has
been co-opted to achieve a different goal – to effectively force all property owners, big and small, to accept
Section 8, no matter how onerous the requirements. And the real kicker – SB 329 doesn’t even achieve the goal
of making more units available for those with Section 8 vouchers. Instead it creates a murky new world where,
according to the proponents, landlords can continue to refuse to accept Section 8; however, landlords who do
refuse will be subject to claims of discrimination and possible litigation. In the end, small property owners will
take their units off the market rather than be effectively forced to contract with a local housing authority.
SB 329 effectively forces landlords into binding contracts. Amending the definition of "source of income" to
include Section 8 vouchers means that you are effectively forcing a landlord to contract with the local housing
authority when they get a Section 8 applicant. What if the local housing authority does not have the ability to
process Section 8 applications and inspect units in a timely manner? Obviously in that situation the delays and
time off the market become unduly burdensome for the landlord. SB 329 would seemingly be the only instance
in state law where a private party is effectively forced to enter into a contract with a government agency.
SB 329 doesn’t fix the underlying problems with Section 8. Because housing authorities are understaffed, it can
take as long as 60 days before all applications are submitted, inspections are made, and contracts are signed.
During that time, the unit sits vacant at a substantial loss to the property owner. Instead of fixing Section 8 by
remedying this and other problems to attract more landlords to voluntarily participate in the program, SB 329
creates new mandates. C.A.R. encourages the Assembly Appropriations Committee to consider alternative
proposals, such as SB 521 (Portantino), which would establish a tax credit to incentivize more landlords to
voluntarily participate in Section 8.

STATUS: In the Assembly.
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STOP HIGHER PROPERTY TAXES

History of Proposition 13
The Problem: Out-of-Control Property Taxes
In the 1970s, families, seniors and small businesses were faced with the possibility of losing their properties because they
couldn’t afford 50-100% increases in their property taxes every year. Unpredictable property tax bills skyrocketed, often beyond
owners’ ability to pay. As a result, many families were forced from their homes and small businesses were left with no choice but
to raise prices on their customers.

The Solution: Creating Certainty Through Prop 13
California voters overwhelmingly passed Prop 13 in 1978 to bring certainty to residents and businesses, allowing them to afford
their property tax bills in the future. Prop 13 gives every Californian who buys a home confidence that they will not be forced out
of their home later in life due to rising property taxes and every business certainty what their taxes will be so they can keep their
doors open, meet payroll and continue to grow. Specifically, Prop 13:
• Calculates general property taxes for residential and business properties based on 1% of their purchase price

• Caps annual increases in property taxes at 2% per year, which prevents sharp increases in property taxes, especially when
property values rise quickly

• Requires that local special tax increases be approved by voters with a two-thirds vote
• Requires that state tax increases be approved by a two-thirds vote of each house of the Legislature
Who Benefits From Prop 13?
Prop 13 benefits homeowners, renters, small businesses and all Californians by preventing skyrocketing increases in property
taxes that get passed along to tenants and consumers in the form of higher rent and higher costs for goods and services.
• Renters and homeowners. Prop 13’s limits, combined with current assessment practices, on average saved homeowners
an estimated $13,700 and renters $4,400 in 2017. Prop 13 keeps property taxes affordable and prevents rents from rising
even higher, making California’s housing crisis even worse. At a time when too many families are living paycheck-topaycheck, we simply cannot afford higher housing costs.
• Small businesses. Many small businesses lease their stores, offices, and shops. Without Prop 13’s protections, property
owners will simply pass along higher property taxes to small businesses by raising rents - cutting into their ability to stay in
business and increasing costs for all of us as small businesses pass along these higher costs.
• Low-income families. Prop 13 makes homeownership easier to attain for low and moderate-income families. For many,
homeownership is the primary path to building wealth and upward income mobility. Prop 13 also helps families save for
retirement and plan for the future.
• All Californians. Prop 13 prevents property tax bills from skyrocketing, increasing costs for all of us. In addition, Prop 13
prevents higher state taxes without a two-thirds vote of the Legislature and prevents local governments from enacting
special taxes without a two-thirds vote of the people. Without Prop 13, higher property taxes will result in paying billions
more for rent, housing, groceries, utilities, restaurants, prescriptions, clothing, day care, health care and even gas – just
about everything we buy or use will cost more!

Prop 13 Provides a Reliable and Growing Source of Revenue
Prop 13 provides stability to the increasingly volatile tax structure in California. According to Board of Equalization data, property
tax revenues grew from $5 billion in the year following Prop 13’s approval (1978-79) to $66 billion in 2017-18, an average of 6.9%
annually. In fact, property tax revenues grew faster than overall growth in the economy, as measured by personal income growth
at just 6.1% during this same period.
Paid for by the California Business Roundtable.
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STOP HIGHER PROPERTY TAXES
Fight for Prop 13!
Prop 13 Has Helped All Californians for More Than 40 Years
For more than 40 years, Prop 13 has provided property tax certainty to homeowners, renters and businesses. Under Prop 13,
general property taxes for both residential and business properties are calculated based on 1% of the purchase price. Annual
increases in property valuations are capped at 2% per year, which helps provide certainty to homeowners and businesses that
they will be able to afford their property in the future.
Prop 13 also benefits renters, small businesses and all Californians by preventing skyrocketing increases in property taxes that
get passed along to tenants and consumers in the form of higher rent and higher costs for goods and services.

Organized Efforts Are Underway to Destroy Prop 13
There are a number of serious, well-organized attempts to destroy Prop 13 and increase property taxes in California on
homeowners and businesses. Current attacks on Prop 13 include:
• State and local ballot measures that would increase property taxes on residents and businesses, including measures to tax
business property at a higher level.
• State legislation that would make it easier to raise property taxes at the local level or increase the tax rate on homes or
businesses.
• Lawsuits attempting to make it easier to pass measures implementing higher local property taxes.

Undermining Prop 13 Will Drive Up the Cost of Living
We should reject attempts to undermine Prop 13 that would impose higher property taxes on residents and businesses.
Undermining Prop 13 protections will:
• Increase costs for all Californians. Increased property taxes on businesses will just be passed along to all of us. We’ll be
forced to pay billions of dollars more for rent, housing, groceries, utilities, restaurants, prescriptions, clothing, day care,
health care and even gas – just about everything we buy or use will cost more!
• Make our cost of living and tax burden even worse. Californians are struggling to afford housing, food and
transportation, and more people are living in poverty than any other state. Even worse, California has the highest state
income and sales taxes in the nation. At a time when too many families are living paycheck to paycheck, we simply cannot
afford higher property taxes and higher costs for the goods and services we buy.
• Eliminate tax certainty. Every Californian who buys a home should be confident they will not be forced out of their home
later in life due to rising property taxes and every business deserves to know with certainty what their taxes will be so they
can keep their doors open, meet payroll and continue to grow.
• Hurt small businesses and cost jobs. Many small businesses lease their stores, offices, and shops. Property owners will
simply pass along higher property taxes to small businesses by raising rents - cutting into their ability to stay in business
and increasing costs for all of us as small businesses pass along higher costs.
• Disproportionately hurt low-income families. Higher costs for housing, food and other goods and services
disproportionately impact low-income families struggling to make ends meet. Furthermore, the revenues generated from
increased property taxes on homes or businesses will largely go to communities with the strongest economies and higher
property values. Wealthy coastal communities will get the majority of new revenues, while Inland and Central California
communities will be disadvantaged.
Paid for by the California Business Roundtable.
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Join the Fight for Prop 13!
ü Please list me/my organization as joining the Fight for Prop 13, a coalition fighting increased

property taxes, which would make California’s affordability crisis and high tax burden even worse.

Please select a category:
o Organization

o Company

o Individual

o Elected Official

Please complete the following information:
Company or Organization Name/Occupation

Name & Title (as you wish to be listed on any materials)

Mailing Address

City

State
@
Twitter Handle

Phone Number
E-mail Address

Signature (Required)

Date

I/we can help in the following ways:
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

Receive updates via email and forward them to my colleagues and friends
Volunteer/speak at local events
Distribute materials
Communicate with employees/members
Place a link on our website
Write a letter to the editor
Write an opinion editorial

Please email this completed form to: info@FightForProp13.org
Paid for by the California Business Roundtable.
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2019 Meeting Schedule
1/28 Open
2/25 Open
3/18 Open
4/15 Open
5/20 Open
6/17 Open
7/22 Open – Local Senate & Assembly members (invited)
8/19 Open – Riverside County Sheriff Chad Bianco
9/16 Open
10/28 Open – Congressman Ken Calvert (tentative)
11/18 Closed
12/16 Dark
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