MEETING AGENDA
Monday, June 17, 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 #6

Action

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.

AB 23 (Burke) Workforce Coordination.
AB 520 (Kalra) Public works: public subsidy
AB 161 (Ting) Solid waste: paper waste: electronic proofs of purchase.
AB 749 (Stone) Settlement agreements: restraints in trade
AB 962 (Burke) Hospitals: procurement contracts: disclosures.
AB 1195 (O’Donnell) California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006: Low-Carbon Fuel Standard
AB 1303 (O’Donnell) Career Technical Education.
AB 1387 (Wood) 365-Day Sportfishing: Fishing license
SB 54/AB 1080 - California Circular Economy and Plastic Pollution Reduction Act
SB 142 (Wiener) Employees: lactation accommodation
SB) 227 (Leyva) Health and care facilities: inspections and penalties.
SB 535 (Moorlach) Wildfires and forest fires: air emissions.
SB 621 (Glazer) CEQA Streamline for Affordable Housing.
SB 736 (Umberg) Creative Economy Task Force

Speaker and Chamber Announcements

Information

Adjourn – Next Meeting July 22, 2019
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Senator Stone
Senator Stone
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Wine County Notary
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Assemblywoman Melendez
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Call to Order
The meeting was called to order by Chairman Greg Morrison at 12:06pm
Chairman Greg Morrison thanked The Mill for providing a wonderful lunch!
2019 Legislative Report #5
Gene Wunderlich began the reviewed the bills. There were a total of ten (10) bills reviewed by the Council.
1. AB-217 (E. Garcia) Safe Drinking Water for All Act. This bill creates the Safe Drinking Water Act, administered by
the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB), and imposes water, Fertilizer, Dairy and confined animal
facility fees to fund grants and loans for safe drinking water programs throughout the state.
Motion to OPPOSE seconded and carried.
2. AB 392 (Weber) Peace officers: deadly force. Limits the use of deadly force by a peace officer to those situations
where it is necessary to defend against a threat of imminent serious bodily injury or death to the officer or to
another person.
Motion to OPPOSE seconded and carried.
3. AB-421 (Waldron) Transportation finance: De Luz Community Services District. Allocates a portion of the
highway user’s tax and the road maintenance and rehabilitation program to the De Luz Community Service District
as though the De Luz District were a county.
Motion to SUPPORT seconded and carried.
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4. AB 628 (Bonta) Employment: victims of sexual harassment protections. Uncapped new leave of absence for
employees and their family members. Significantly expands the definition of sexual harassment under the Labor
Code, which is different than the definition in the Government Code, leading to inconsistent implementation of
anti-harassment policies, confusion, and litigation. Also, provides an unprecedented, uncapped leave of absence
for victims of sexual harassment and their “family members” which is broadly defined, that will add another layer
of burdens on employers and their ability to manage the workforce. This bill allows victims of sexual harassment
to take time off from work in the same manner that existing law allows for victims for domestic violence, sexual
assault and stalking, and extends the rights of job-protected leave to family members, as defined, of victims. This
bill also extends these workplace protections to public sector employees.
Motion to OPPOSE seconded and carried
5. AB-857 (Chiu) Public Banks. This bill authorizes local agencies to create and operate publicly owned banks.
Defines a public bank as a corporation, organized for the purposes of engaging in the commercial banking business
or industrial banking business that is wholly owned by a local agency, local agencies, a joint powers authority that
is composed only of local agencies, or a special district. Significant risk to taxpayer dollars and community
investment. Jeopardizes taxpayer dollars, community bank, and funding for small businesses that create jobs in
local communities, by allowing the creation of local public banks which will impose significant costs and risks to
taxpayer revenue for operations and capital, as we as unfairly compete with local community banks. Identified by
the CalChamber as a JOB KILLER.
Motion to OPPOSE seconded and carried
6. AB 1214 (Melendez) Teacher credentialing: renewal: cardiopulmonary resuscitation. (2019-2020) requires a
school district, in their program of professional growth for teachers, to include a basic course in cardiopulmonary
resuscitation (CPR) at least once every two years. In addition, it prohibits the Commission on teacher credentialing
(CTC) from renewing a teaching or services credential unless an applicant has completed or is enrolled in a CPR
course.
Motion to SUPPORT seconded and carried.
7. AB 1332 (Bonta) Sanctuary State Contracting and Investment Act. Contract prohibition for businesses that
provide services to Federal Government. Prohibits California public entitles them from contracting with, or
investing in, any business that provides data-related services to an undefined group of federal agencies. Will
create litigation and uncertainty for businesses that continue to work with California public entities, as the bill
provides no clear guidance on how to comply with terms, and also in limited circumstances, compels public
entities signed contracts. Identified as a JOB KILLER by the CalChamber. Forbids state and local agencies from
entering into a new, amended, or extended contract or agreement with any person or entity that the California
Department of Justice (DOJ) identifies as providing data broker, extreme venting, or detention facilities support
to any federal immigration agency.
Motion to OPPOSE seconded and carried.
8. SB 37 (Skinner) as amended. Corporation taxes: tax rates. Staggering Corporate Tax Hike. For certain companies,
SB 37 would raise California’s corporate tax rate-already one of the highest in the nation- up to a staggering
22.26%, which amounts to an increase of about 150% and which will undoubtedly discourage companies from
locating or further investing in the state. JOB KILLER
Motion to OPPOSE seconded and carried.
9. SB 135 (Jackson) as amended. Paid family leave. Significant expansion of California Family Right Act. Significantly
harms small employers in California with as few as 5 employees by requiring these employers to provide 12 weeks
of a protected leave of absence each year, in addition to existing leaves of absences already requires, as well as
potentially requiring larger employers to provide 10 months of protected leave, with the exposure to costly
litigation for any alleged violation. JOB KILLER
Motion to OPPOSE seconded and carried.
10. H.R.2124 (Rutherford) E-2 Visa Improvement Act of 2019 to amend the Immigration and Nationality Act to permit
certain E-2 nonimmigrant investors to adjust status to lawful permanent resident status.
Motion to SUPPORT seconded and carried.
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Reports:
Featured Speaker-Robin Gilliland, Temecula Homeless Outreach Team:
Robin Gilliland outreach administrative for the City of Temecula went over Temecula’s 3 step plan for their homeless. (1)
Collaboration- working with a variety of partners ad non-profit stakeholders, Regional Collaboration. (2) Coordinationbetween PD, Flood Control, park rangers, code enforcement. (3) Communication-Community education of both residents
and business. Addressing concerns of homeless with local businesses work in collaboration with local stakeholders.
Meeting Ended: The meeting ran longer than expected; unfortunately we did not have time to hear speakers or
chambers.
SWCLC thanked The Mill for their generous donation of lunch for today’s meeting.
Adjournment: 1:36 pm
Next meeting Monday, June 17, 2019

June Deadlines
June 3 Committee meetings may resume
June 15 Budget Bill must be passed by midnight

July Deadlines
July 4 Independence Day.
July 10 Last day for policy committees to hear and report fiscal bills to fiscal committees
July 12 Last day for policy committees to meet and report bills.
Summer Recess begins on adjournment, provided Budget Bill has been passed
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Legislative Item #1

Action

AB 23 (Burke) as amended, Workforce Coordination.
Recommended action: SUPPORT
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich
Summary:
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).
Description:
Existing law establishes the Office of Small Business Advocate within the Governor’s Office of Business and
Economic Development, also known as GO-Biz, and prescribes the duties and functions of the Small
Business Advocate, who is also the Director of the Office of Small Business Advocate. Among these duties,
the director is to serve as the principal advocate in the state on behalf of small businesses and to represent
the views and interests of small businesses before other state agencies the policies and activities of which
may affect small businesses. Existing law requires the advocate to prepare and submit a written annual report
to the Governor and to the Legislature that describes the activities and recommendations of the office.
This bill would establish a Deputy of Business and Workforce Coordination in the Office of Small Business
Advocate, to be appointed by the Director of the Governor’s Office of Business and Economic Development.
The bill would require the deputy Office of Small Business Advocate to collaborate and coordinate with the
Labor and Workforce Development Agency, State Department of Education, and Office of the Chancellor of
the California Community Colleges specified entities to determine the extent to which existing workforce
development efforts and programs address the labor needs of small businesses across industry sectors and
regions in the state and to engage industry and business on ways to better align career technical education
courses, workforce training programs, and pre-apprenticeship and apprenticeship programs with regional and
local labor market demand. The bill would require the deputy to establish a team to cover all industry sectors
across all regions in the state to execute the mission and responsibilities of the deputy. The bill would require
the deputy to prepare and submit to the Legislature a biennial report on outreach efforts and progress, as
prescribed. The bill would define terms for its purposes. office to collaborate and coordinate with those
specified entities to identify and advocate for the needs of small businesses relative to that alignment. The
bill would require the office to include in its annual report information about its activities pursuant to the bill.
Arguments in support:
Small business plays a central role within the California economy, representing over 95% of all businesses
and employing nearly half of all private sector workers. The mission of the Office of the Small Business
Advocate (OSBA), located within the Governor’s Office of Business and Economic Development (GO-Biz), is
to assist small businesses in navigating the challenges of a globally integrated economy. AB 23 enhances
OSBA resources by providing additional staff and mandate related to the workforce development needs of
small businesses.
Support: (Verified 5/10/19)

California Manufacturers & Technology Association (sponsor)
California Business Roundtable California Chamber of
Commerce California Construction and Industrial Materials
Association California Cotton Ginners and Growers Association
California Fresh Fruit Association California League of Food
Producers California Professional Association of Specialty
Contractors California Rice Commission California Workforce
Association Computing Technology Industry Association El

Dorado County Joint Chambers Commission Elk Grove Chamber
of Commerce Far West Equipment Dealers Association Folsom
Chamber of Commerce Grow Manufacturing Initiative of Northern
California Northern Rural Training and Employment Consortium
Orange County Business Council Rancho Cordova Chamber of
Commerce Roseville Area Chamber of Commerce Torrance Area
Chamber of Commerce United Chamber Advocacy Network
Western Agricultural Processors Association
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Opposition: (Verified 6/8/19)
None on file
Status: Active – Assembly: Appropriations – Suspense
Senate Floor votes:
Assembly floor votes: 76/0/4 Cervantes, Medina, Melendez, Waldron - YES

Legislative Item #2

Action

AB 520, as amended, Kalra. Prevailing wage: locality. Public works: public subsidy.
Recommended action: OPPOSE
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich
Summary:
Codifies a definition of the term “de minimis” 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 paid 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 minimis exemption. There
are some exemptions to prevailing wage laws. One example is if the public subsidy to a private development
project is de minimis in context of the project. The term “de minimis,” however, is not currently defined in
statute and, as such, has been left to DIR's interpretation. For example, in 2005, DIR articulated de minimis
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. That 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.
Description:
Existing law requires that, except as specified, not less than the general prevailing rate of per diem wages,
determined by the Director of Industrial Relations, be paid to workers employed on public works projects.
Existing law defines “public works” to include, among other things, construction, alteration, demolition,
installation, or repair work done under contract and paid for, in whole or in part, out of public funds, but
exempts from that definition, among other projects, an otherwise private development project if the state or
political subdivision provides, directly or indirectly, a public subsidy to the private development project that is
de minimis in the context of the project.
This bill would provide that a public subsidy is de minimis if it is both less than $275,000 and less than 2%
of the total project cost. The bill would specify that those provisions do not apply to a project that was
advertised for bid, or a contract that was awarded before July 1, 2020.
Arguments in support:
The State Building and Construction Trades Council of California, sponsor of the bill, argues that the lack of
clarity regarding the definition of de minimis harms workers. They state, “by not specifically defining de minimis
and given no other guidance as to the appropriate measure of what should be considered de minimis in the
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legislative history, workers have not been provided with the prevailing wage on projects receiving a significant
amount of public funds.”
According to the author, this bill is necessary because “the term ‘de minimis’ is not statutorily defined, [so]
there is no guidance as to the appropriate level of public subsidy that should be considered de minimis. This
has led the Department of Industrial Relations (DIR) to offer wildly different determinations on a project-byproject basis as to what is de minimis, leading to confusion and litigation on what the term actually means.
For example, DIR’s determinations of de minimis have ranged from $65,710 to $4.5 million or from .5 percent
to 2 percent of a project’s total cost. Generally, DIR has interpreted de minimis to mean any subsidy at or
under 2 percent of the total project cost, no matter the amount. ”
In California, the prevailing wage rate is an hourly rate paid on public works projects that is often set in the
terms of a collective bargaining agreement. According to the DIR, the wage rate relies upon such factors as
“the particular craft, classification or type of work within the locality and in the nearest labor market area (if
majorities of such workers are paid at a single rate). If there is no single rate paid to a majority, then the single
or modal rate being paid to the greater number of workers is prevailing.” On the federal level, under the DavisBacon Act,2 contractors and subcontractors who perform work on federally funded contracts in excess of
$2,000 for the construction, alteration, or repair (including painting and decorating) of public buildings or public
works must pay a prevailing wage to mechanics and laborers. The prevailing wage must be at least equal to
locally prevailing wages and fringe benefits for corresponding work on similar projects in the area. The federal
Department of Labor determines locally prevailing wage rates. The policy behind paying a prevailing wage is
to ensure that contractors are not awarded public works contracts by virtue of paying low wages and
undercutting competitors who provide higher compensation. Prevailing wage creates a level playing field by
requiring an across-the-board rate for all bidders on publically subsidized projects.
Arguments in opposition:
The California Building Industry Association, in opposition, states, “As currently written, AB 520 places at risk
the continued viability of a number of state and local energy efficiency, water efficiency, and renewable
generation incentive programs – including, for example, California’s landmark New Solar Home Partnership
(NSHP) program. Since its creation, the NSHP has provided a critical financing tool for the state’s
homebuilders to partner with the state and local governments to advance the widespread deployment of
residential solar installations --- an increasingly common and in many cases standard --- practice for our
members.”
Support: (Verified 5/10/19)

State Building And Construction Trades Council Of Ca

Opposition: (Verified 5/10/19)

California Building Industry Association

Status: Active – Senate: L., P.E. & R.
Senate Floor votes:
Assembly floor votes:

56/12/12 Cervantes, Medina YES, Melendez NO, Waldron NVR

Legislative Item #3

Action

AB 161, as amended, Ting. Solid waste: paper waste: electronic proofs of purchase.
Recommended action: OPPOSE
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich
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(Principal coauthor: Senator Stern)
(Coauthors: Assembly Members Chiu and Mark Stone)
(Coauthor: Senator Wiener)
Summary:
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.
Description:
Existing law prohibits certain stores from providing a single-use carryout bag to a customer at the point of
sale and prohibits full-service restaurants from providing single-use plastic straws to consumers unless
requested by the consumer.
This bill, on and after January 1, 2022, would require a business, defined as a company that accepts payment
through credit or debit transactions, subject to certain exceptions, to provide a proof of purchase to be
providedto a consumer by a business only at the consumer’s option and would prohibit a business from
printing a paper proof of purchase if the consumer opts to not receive a proof of purchase, unless otherwise
required by state or federal law.
The bill, on and after January 1, 2024, if a consumer opts to receive a proof of purchase, would require the
proof of purchase to be provided in electronic form or paper form, at the consumer’s option, unless a
prescribed form is otherwise required by state or federal law. The bill would define “proof of purchase,”
“consumer,” and “business” for purposes of those provisions.
The bill would specify that the first and 2nd violations of any of those provisions would result in a notice of
violation and any subsequent violation would be punishable by a civil penalty of $25 for each day the business
is in violation, but not to exceed an annual total of $300. The bill would authorize the Attorney General, a
district attorney, or a city attorney to enforce those provisions.
Existing law prohibits a person, firm, partnership, association, or corporation that accepts credit cards for the
transaction of business from requesting or requiring the cardholder to provide personal identification
information, which is then recorded, as a condition to accepting the credit card as payment in full or in part for
goods or services, subject to specified exceptions.
This bill would exempt from that requirement a person, firm, partnership, association, or corporation that is
a business, as would be defined pursuant to the above provisions, is requesting personal identification
information that is necessary to provide the cardholder with a receipt in electronic form pursuant to the above
provisions, and does not use the personal identification information for marketing purposes.
Background:
Point-of-sale receipts in California are generally printed on white thermal paper, which is very thin,
lightweight paper coated with a material that changes color when heated. Generally, this coating contains
either Bisphenol A (BPA) or Bisphenol S (BPS). According to the American Forest and Paper Association
(AFPA), receipt paper used in California uses BPS almost exclusively. Because thermal paper is so thin, it
generally contains no recycled content.
While paper is 17% of the state’s disposed waste stream, receipts make up a small percentage of the total
paper disposed in California. Estimates vary on the amount of receipt paper used in the US. According to
the AFPA, the US annually uses approximately 180,000 tons of paper receipts. Grand View Research,
which provides market information, estimates that 282,500 tons of thermal paper is used in the US each
year for receipts. No California specific data is available.
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Arguments in support”
According to the Author: With the increasing adoption of e-receipts, paper receipts have become unnecessary
and antiquated. Yet many businesses are still providing paper receipts, generating millions of pounds of waste
every year and consuming valuable resources. Reducing the number of paper receipts that are printed will
not only vastly cut down the amount of waste that we produce, it will also save thousands of trees and gallons
of water each year.
Arguments in opposition:
Opponents of the bill state that paper receipts are made from a renewable resource: trees. "Switching to
electronic proofs of purchase will not 'save trees'." Demand for paper products creates the incentive for forest
landowners to keep forests as forests, rather than converting forest land to other uses. Receipts are routinely
recycled at paper mills as part of mixed paper or sorted office paper bales.
Paper receipts are safe for consumers and point-of-sale employees. U.S. manufacturers do not use BPA in
receipt paper, and the major importers do not import papers that use BPA coatings. Additionally, this bill
creates operational challenges with customer purchases. In order for a customer and a business to execute
and complete a transaction with an electronic receipt, a customer would have to provide some personally
identifiable information.
Support: (Verified 5/10/19)

Azul Californians Against Waste Comcash Defenders Of Wildlife
Educate.Advocate Empower Family California Environmental
Working Group Green America ReceetMe

Opposition: (Verified 5/10/19)

American Chemistry Council American Forest & Paper
Association Appvion Holding Corp/Appvion Operations, Inc. BP
America, Inc. California Attractions And Parks Association
California Chamber Of Commerce California Fuels And
Convenience Alliance California Grocers Association California
Manufacturers & Technology Association California Restaurant
Association California Retailers Association California Travel

Association Domtar Family Winemakers of California General
Credit Forms, Inc. Hansol America Iconex International Franchise
Association Kanzaki Specialty Papers Koehler Paper Group
National Federation Of Independent Business - CA North Pacific
Paper Company, LLC Paperboard Packaging Council Resolute
Forest Products Specialty Roll Products, Inc. Twin Rivers Paper
Company West Coast Lumber & Building Material Association

Status: Active – Senate JUD. and EQ
Senate Floor votes:
Assembly floor votes:

43/24/13 Cervantes, Melendez, Waldron – NO, Medina - NVR

Legislative Item #4

Action

AB 749 (Stone) Settlement agreements: restraints in trade
Recommended action: OPPOSE
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich
Introduced by Assembly Members Mark Stone, Gonzalez, and Reyes
Summary:
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
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or action has been filed; and provides that a provision in 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.
Description:
Existing law provides that every contract by which anyone is restrained from engaging in a lawful profession,
trade, or business of any kind is void to the extent that the contract restrains that person.
This bill would prohibit an agreement to settle an employment dispute from containing a provision that
prohibits, prevents, or otherwise restricts a settling party that is an aggrieved person, as defined, from working
for the employer against which the aggrieved person has filed a claim or any parent company, subsidiary,
division, affiliate, or contractor of the employer. The bill would provide that a provision in an agreement entered
into on or after January 1, 2020, that violates this prohibition is void as a matter of law and against public
policy.
Arguments in favor:
The California Employment Lawyers Association (CELA) and Equal Rights Advocates (ERA), the co-sponsors
of AB 749, write that their attorneys “often represent victims of sexual harassment and other forms of
discrimination and workplace abuse in settlement negotiations. A troubling trend that our attorneys have
witnessed in these negotiations, particularly in the wake of the #MeToo movement, is the increasingly
common use of ‘no rehire’ provisions that employers impose as a condition of settling a dispute.” CELA and
ERA contend that in many cases, “especially with a large employer, such provisions impose a very substantial
burden on the employee’s ability to practice a chosen occupation or career . Such provisions are especially
egregious when they require the victim of discrimination or sexual harassment to forgo continuing
employment, while the offender remains in the job. Such clauses can therefore also dissuade employees from
reporting
According to the author, recent coverage of sexual harassment in the workplace brings increased attention
to so-called "no rehire" provisions in settlement agreements. These provisions require employees to give up
their jobs and never to seek re-employment as a condition of settlement, even though they have done nothing
wrong. Making matters worse, the employee who has been a victim of discrimination or sexual harassment
is too often the one who must leave, while the perpetrator stays on the job. The analysis describes, for
example, the California State University (CSU), Fresno police officer who was sexually harassed by her
supervisor. She not only gave up her job at Fresno; the settlement prevented her from applying at any CSU
campus. Of course, the harassing supervisor continued his employment. This bill will prohibit no-rehire
provisions in agreements to settle employment disputes where the employee has filed a complaint or initiated
a civil action against the employer.
Arguments in opposition:
The California Chamber of Commerce, writing on behalf of itself and several other business and employer
organizations, opposes AB 749 primarily because they believe “it would preclude an employer from prohibiting
an employee that has engaged in unlawful or egregious conduct, from seeking future employment with the
same employer.” The Chamber objects first to the broad definition of an “aggrieved” person as anyone who
has “filed a claim against the employer in court, before an administrative agency, an alternative dispute forum,
or an employer’s internal complaint process.” The Chamber believes that this language “fails to consider,
however, that many employees who have engaged in unlawful or egregious behavior often file complaints
against their employers.” For example, the Chamber claims, “in sexual harassment cases, it is not uncommon
for the alleged harasser to file a complaint against an employer for defamation. . . [Therefore by] simply filing
a complaint of defamation through the employer’s internal complaint process, the alleged harasser would be
protected under AB 749 and have the right to seek re-employment at the same workplace, with the same
employee whom the individual harassed.” The Chamber claims that it is also “common” for employees
charged with other forms of wrongful conduct (e.g. theft) to claim “defamation or wrongful termination.”
The Chamber believes that employers would not be likely to settle with such employees if they could not
impose a no-rehire provision. The Chamber also argues that this bill is unnecessary because the courts have
already determined that a no-rehire provision must be narrowly tailored to avoid violating Business and
Professions Code Section 16600, citing Golden v. California Emergency Physicians Medical Group, 896 F.3d
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1018 (9th Cir. 2018). “Accordingly,” the Chamber concludes, “existing law already provides a limitation on the
use of no re-hire provisions in settlement agreements to the extent they impose a ‘restraint of a substantial
character. Completely banning the use of no re-hire provisions in settlement agreements for any ‘aggrieved
employee, no matter how narrowly tailored, as proposed by AB 749, imposes unnecessary administrative
burdens on an employer as well as potential litigation.”
With or without a no-rehire agreement, an employer has no duty to rehire an employee “that the employer
has already determined was unsuitable for the job.” If the disgruntled bad actor employee sues the employer
for wrongful termination, and the employer has evidence to support that prior termination, there is certainly
no reason that the employer must rehire that employee. In short, nothing in this bill will prevent an employer
from terminating an employee who engaged in wrongful conduct, and nothing in this bill would require an
employer to rehire an employee “that the employer has already determined was unsuitable for the job.”
Support: (Verified 6/8/19)

California Employment Lawyers Association (co-sponsor) Equal
Rights Advocates (co-sponsor) ACLU of Northern California

Opposition: (Verified 6/8/19)

California Association of Joint Powers Authorities California
Association of Winegrape Growers California Chamber of
Commerce California Farm Bureau Federation California Hospital
Association California League of Food Producers California New

California Women’s Law Center Consumer Attorneys of
California National Council of Jewish Women, California
Car Dealers Association California Restaurant Association Civil
Justice Association of California CSAC Excess Insurance
Authority National Federation of Independent Business Official
Police Garage Association of Los Angeles

Status: Active – Senate – pending referral
Senate Floor votes:
Assembly floor votes:

41/19/20 Medina – YES,

Melendez, Waldron – NO, Cervantes - NVR

Legislative Item #5

Action

AB 962, as amended, Burke. Hospitals: procurement contracts: disclosures.
Recommended action: OPPOSE
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich
Summary:
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.
Description:
Existing law provides for the licensure and regulation of requires the State Department of Public Health to
license and regulate health care facilities, including hospitals, by the State Department of Public
Health. hospitals. Existing law establishes the Office of Statewide Health Planning and Development, which
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is vested with all the duties, powers, purposes, responsibilities, and jurisdiction of the State Department of
Public Health relating to health planning and research development.
This bill would require a licensed hospital with operating expenses of $25,000,000 or more to annually submit
a report to the office on its minority, women, LGBT, and veteran-owned business enterprise procurement
efforts, as specified. The bill would require each report to be submitted on July 1, 2020, and then annually
thereafter. The bill would impose specified civil penalties for a failure to submit that report, as
specified. report. The bill would require the office to maintain a link on the office’s internet website that provides
public access to the content of those reports, as specified.
Arguments in favor:
According to the author, the need for this bill stems from the fact that there is a lack of data and information
available regarding hospitals supplier diversity and attempts to encourage diversity. California is a state that
takes pride in its diversity and it is for that reason that we must continue to encourage economic opportunities
for all, particularly for those that are historically underrepresented. Allowing women-, minority-, LGBT-, and
veteran- owned businesses to be included in the economic upsurge that hospitals are experiencing potentially
has positive externalities that extend far past the hospital-supplier relationship. The author states that
contracts awarded to diverse businesses result in added economic value that is likely to encourage
businesses growth. The author concludes that this bill would increase transparency, outreach, competition,
and diversity while also increasing business opportunities for small businesses that may otherwise have
difficulties accessing these exclusive markets.
This bill is patterned on a state law enacted 25 years ago that established a similar program for utility, wireless,
and phone companies that is administered by the PUC.
Arguments in opposition:
The California Hospital Association, United Hospital Association, and Sharp Healthcare oppose this bill unless
it is amended, stating that the bill incorrectly assumes that hospitals procure the same supplies as insurance
companies and privately owned utility companies. The opponents note that, as providers of high-quality
patient care, hospitals spend a great deal on medical devices as well as branded, private label, and generic
pharmaceutical products. Manufacturing of these products is extremely limited; there are virtually no diverse
suppliers for hospitals to consider. Hospitals also spend a significant amount on routine supplies, for which
there is extreme competition because the manufacturing of many products has been outsourced to companies
overseas.
The opponents contend that, although hospitals may wish to engage with minority- or woman-owned
companies, the lack of diversity in this area of manufacturing means that they simply do not have that option.
The opponents also note that hospitals routinely participate in GPOs to save on supplies and services they
need to deliver high-quality patient care. This allows both larger health systems with a national presence and
small critical access hospitals to leverage economies of scale, pooling the buying power of multiple health
care providers to better negotiate the best drug, supply, services and medical device prices for the patients
and communities they serve.
Fiscal impact:
According to the Assembly Appropriations Committee, one-time contract costs in the hundreds of thousands
of dollars to OSHPD for an information technology solution that will collect, store and make available supplier
diversity reports (Health Data and Planning Fund). OSHPD notes this may necessitate an increase in the
current level of assessments on hospitals and long-term care facilities to support the increased costs.
Support: (Verified 6/8/19)

The Greenlining Institute (sponsor)

Opposition: (Verified 6/8/19)
California Hospital Association,
United Hospital Association,

Sharp Healthcare

Status: Active – Senate – Pending referral
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Senate Floor votes:
Assembly floor votes:

55/16/9

Cervantes, Medina – YES, Melendez, Waldron - NO

Legislative Item #6

Action

AB 1195 (O’Donnell) California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006: Low-Carbon Fuel Standard
regulations
Recommended action: SUPPORT
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich
Summary:
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 (LCFS) 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.
Description:
The California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 establishes the State Air Resources Board as the state
agency responsible for monitoring and regulating sources emitting greenhouse gases. The act requires the
state board to approve a statewide greenhouse gas emissions limit equivalent to the statewide greenhouse
gas emissions level in 1990 to be achieved by 2020 and to ensure that statewide greenhouse gas emissions
are reduced to at least 40% below the 1990 level by 2030. Pursuant to the act, the state board has adopted
the Low-Carbon Fuel Standard regulations.
This bill would require the state board to recognize as generating an innovative crude production method
credit under the Low-Carbon Fuel Standard regulations the use of renewable natural gas to displace the
existing use of natural gas by oil and natural gas companies that are otherwise eligible to opt in to the
innovative crude provisions of the regulations, as specified.
This bill would authorize a credit generated as part of the Low-Carbon Fuel Standard regulations to be
generated for crude oil that has been produced or transported using innovative methods, as defined, and
delivered for processing to refineries located in the state.
Arguments in favor:
According to the author, The LCFS uses a system of tradeable credits to determine compliance. Regulated

entities that supply fuels with a CI above the standard accrue deficits and must obtain enough credits to cover
their deficits each year. Other entities can voluntarily participate in the program by supplying lower carbon
intensity fuels and generating credits that can be sold to regulated parties. LCFS credits can also be generated
through certain projects that reduce emissions during the process of producing transportation fuels. For
example, LCFS credits can be generated by operators of oil refineries when switching from traditional natural
gas to RNG. This option is not available for operators of oil production, despite the large amount of natural
gas required by enhanced oil recovery methods.
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Methane is a potent global warming gas – 34 times more powerful than carbon dioxide at trapping the Earth’s
heat over a 100-year period. Methane comprises nearly 10 percent of California’s total GHG emissions. About
half of the state’s methane emissions come from decomposing organic waste at landfills, wastewater treatment
centers, and dairy farms. Methane derived from these sources…goes largely uncaptured today but could be
used to reduce the consumption of fossil fuels. As such, it is important for the state to find beneficial uses for
RNG in order to cultivate a healthy, in-state RNG market. The absence of such a market makes it difficult to
find investment to capture the large amount of methane derived from organic waste.
Support: (Verified 5/8/19)

California Independent Petroleum Association
California State Pipe Trades Council

Opposition: (Verified 5/8/19)
Sierra Club California

Status: Active – Senate:

EQ. and TRANS

Senate Floor votes:
Assembly floor votes: 62/5/13 Cervantes, Medina, Melendez, Waldron - YES

Legislative Item #7

Action

AB 1303 (O’Donnell) Career Technical Education.
Recommended action: SUPPORT
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich
Introduced by Assembly Member O’Donnell Members O’Donnell, McCarty, and Quirk-Silva
(Coauthors: Assembly Members Cunningham, Fong, Frazier, Grayson, Mullin, Rodriguez, Voepel,
Burke, Chen, Choi, Patterson, Wicks, and Gonzalez)
Summary:
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 for the Career Technical Education Incentive Grant
Program, and consolidates the K-12 CTE programs.
Description:
Existing law establishes the California Career Technical Education Incentive Grant Program, administered
by the State Department of Education, with the purpose of encouraging and maintaining the delivery of highquality career technical education programs.
Existing law appropriates specified amounts for the program from the General Fund for the 2015–16, 2016–
17, and 2017–18 fiscal years. For the 2018–19 fiscal year and each fiscal year thereafter, existing law
provides that $150,000,000 will be made available to the department for the program, upon appropriation by
the Legislature in the annual Budget Act or another statute.
Existing law requires the Superintendent of Public Instruction to take specified actions for purposes of
administering the program.
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Existing law requires that recipients of grants under the program provide a match of $2 for each $1 they
receive from the program.
This bill would instead specify that the purpose of the program is to encourage, maintain, and strengthen the
delivery of high-quality career technical education programs.
The bill would specify that, upon appropriation by the Legislature, $450,000,000 shall be made available for
the program to the department each year for the 2018–19 2019–20 fiscal year and each fiscal year thereafter.
The bill would require the Superintendent to also ensure a level of professional staffing within the department
dedicated to career technical education, sufficient to effectively administer the program and other federal and
state career technical education programs, as specified.
The bill would, commencing with the fiscal year beginning July 1, 2019, reduce the required match from a
grant applicant to $1 for each $1 received from the program.
Arguments in support:
According to the author, “CTE ensures that students are better prepared for life after graduation, whether that
includes college or leads straight to a career. Students need multiple paths to success, not a one-size fits all
model as not every quality job requires a four-year university degree. CTE programs that provide quality
career exploration and guidance, and appropriate student supports prepare students to transition smoothly
into ongoing education and/or directly into the workforce. Participation in CTE classes also motivates students
to attend school more frequently and be more engaged, which improves their overall academic outcomes.
Current levels of funding for high quality CTE programs is insufficient to meet the needs of students and the
state’s labor force. In addition, the bifurcation of the K-12 CTE funding into two separate programs under the
jurisdiction of CDE and the Chancellor’s office creates unnecessary administrative burdens at the state level
and the local level. Schools are currently required to apply to two separate programs for funding of CTE
programs, each with unique eligibility and reporting requirements. Finally, there is a need to ensure that
schools have ready access to technical assistance from individuals who understand both the relevant industry
sector as well as the needs of K-12 students and schools, in order to support the development and growth of
high quality K-12 career pathways.”
The California Manufacturers and Technology Association states, “the demand of middle-skilled jobs
continues to drive the need for trained workers in all California’s industries. These jobs require more than a
high school diploma but less than a four-year degree and often a higher level of technical training. Such
occupations can be found in all industries, including culinary arts, allied health, advanced manufacturing,
information technology, construction, agriculture and administrative and professional services. AB 1303 builds
on the integrity and proven success of the CTEIG by ensuring the program has the resources and structure
to support the increasing demand for these life-changing programs. We must continue to make workforce
development a priority in California and make significant investments in training programs that will prepare
many more Californians for entry into both career and postsecondary education.”
Support: (Verified 6/8/19)

Agricultural Council Of California Alameda Unified School District
Anderson Union High School District Association Of California
School Administrators Association of Career and College
Readiness Organizations Automotive Service Councils Of
California Baldy View Regional Occupational Program Berkeley
Unified School District California Advancing Pathways California
Association Of Regional Occupational Centers And Programs
California Association Of Sheet Metal & Air Conditioning
Contractors National Association California Autobody Association
California Automotive Business Coalition California Business
Education Association California Hospital Association California
League Of Food Producers California Manufacturers &
Technology Association California New Car Dealers Association
California School Boards Association California State PTA

Capistrano Unified School District Career Technical Education
Joint Power Authority Coalition Castro Valley Unified School
District Chaffey Joint Union High School District Chino Valley
Unified School District Claremont Unified School District
Coastline Regional Occupational Program College And Career
Advantage Colton-Redlands-Yucaipa ROP Contra Costa County
Superintendents Coalition East San Gabriel Valley Regional
Occupational Program And Technical Center Eden Area ROP
Family Business Association Of California Gateway Unified
School District Laguna Beach Unified School District Metropolitan
Education District Mission Trails ROP Mission Valley ROP
Newport-Mesa Unified School District North Orange County ROP
Oakland Unified School District Orange County Department Of
Education Palm Springs Unified School District Project Lead The
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Way Inc. San Antonio ROP San Bernardino County District
Advocates For Better Schools San Francisco Unified School
District Schools For Sound Finance Shasta-Trinity Regional
Occupational Program SIATech, Inc. SoCal ROC State Building

And Construction Trades Council Tri-Cities Regional
Occupational Program Tri-Valley Regional Occupational Program
Upland Unified School District Valley Regional Occupational
Program

Opposition: (Verified 6/8/19)
None on file

Status: Active – Senate: Pending assignment
Senate Floor votes:
Assembly floor votes:

78/0/2

Cervantes, Medina, Melendez, Waldron - YES

Legislative Item #8

Action

AB 1387 (Wood) 365-Day Sportfishing: Fishing license
Recommended action: SUPPORT
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich
Introduced by Assembly Member Wood
(Principal coauthor: Assembly Member Gallagher)
(Coauthors: Assembly Members Bigelow, Brough, Cunningham, Kiley, Mathis, Mayes, and Salas)
(Coauthors: Senators Archuleta, Bates, Borgeas, Galgiani, and Nielsen)
Summary:
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 Wildlife (DFW) to issue sport fishing licenses that expire 12 consecutive
months after the date of issue.
Description:
Existing law requires every person 16 years of age or older who takes any fish, reptile, or amphibian for any
purpose other than profit to first obtain a sport fishing license for that purpose, with specified exceptions, and
to have that license on their person or in their immediate possession when engaged in carrying out any activity
authorized by the license.
Existing law governs the issuance of calendar year and short-term sport fishing licenses, including the fees
for those licenses. Under existing law, a calendar year license expires at the end of the calendar year,
regardless of when issued. requires a resident or a nonresident, 16 years of age or older, upon payment of a
specified fee, to be issued a sport fishing license for the period of a calendar year, or, if issued after the
beginning of the year, for the remainder thereof.
Existing law also requires the issuance of shorter term licenses upon payment of a specified lesser fee.
Existing law requires the Fish and Game Commission to adjust the amount of the fees, as prescribed, to
fully recover, but not exceed, all reasonable administrative and implementation costs of the Department of
Fish and Wildlife and the commission relating to those licenses.
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This bill, instead of calendar year licenses, would require issuance of sport fishing licenses that expire 12
consecutive months after the date specified on the license. The bill would require license applicants to provide
their email address and agree to be contacted regarding purchase, renewal, or reactivation. The bill would
require the Department of Fish and Wildlife to submit to the Legislature a written report on the implementation
of these provisions. The bill would make these provisions operative beginning on January 1, 2021. The bill
would also require the department, no later than January 1, 2021, to enable licenses and validations to be
displayed on an electronic mobile device. The bill would repeal all general statutory provisions governing
issuance of annual and short-term sport fishing licenses on January 1, 2026, for both residents and
nonresidents who are 16 years of age and older. The bill would make related legislative findings and
declarations and a related statement of legislative intent. The bill would also make nonsubstantive and
conforming changes.
This bill, in addition to sport fishing licenses for the periods specified above, would require a sport fishing
license to be issued to a resident or nonresident for the period of 12 consecutive months, upon payment of a
fee that is equal to 130% of the fees for issuance of resident or nonresident calendar-year sport fishing
licenses, as applicable.
The bill would require the department to provide applicants for these licenses the option of signing up for
automatic renewal of the license by electronic payment and would set the fee for licenses issued upon
automatic renewal at the same price as a calendar-year sport fishing license issued to residents or
nonresidents, as applicable.
The bill would require the commission to adjust the amount of the fees as necessary to fully recover, but not
exceed, all reasonable implementation and administrative costs of the department and the commission
relating to these licenses, including all costs related to their establishment and enforcement.
The bill would require the department to collect all relevant, appropriate, and sufficient data necessary to
justify the amount of the fees, as provided.
The bill would require the department to submit to the Legislature a written report on the implementation of
these provisions, as provided.
The bill would make these provisions operative beginning January 1, 2021, until January 1, 2026.
Arguments in support:
Sport fishing and fishing tourism is a key component of rural economies in my district and across the state.
Unfortunately, California has seen a dramatic decline in fishing participation statewide. There are over 14
million more people in California today than there were in 1985. Despite this significant increase in population,
there are 1 million fewer sport fishing licenses being sold today than there were in 1985. In recognition of this
problem, several surveys have been conducted in an effort to identify opportunities to improve sport fishing
participation. Of the participants surveyed, seventy percent identified the current calendar year license
scheme as their greatest deterrent to purchasing or renewing a fishing license. AB 1387 will remove barriers
for recreational anglers and take important steps towards reversing the current declining trend in sport fishing
license sales.
Support: (Verified 6/8/19)

Abu-Garcia Fishing American Sportfishing Association
Basecamp Hospitality Berkley Fishing Black Brant Group, The
Cal-Ore Wetlands and Waterfowl Council California Aquaculture
Association California Asian Chamber of Commerce California
Association For Recreational Fishing California Association of
Boutique and Breakfast Inns California Association of Harbor
Masters and Port Captains California Bowmen Hunters/State
Archery Association California Chamber of Commerce California
Chapter Wild Sheep Foundation California Deer Association
California Hotel & Lodging Association California Houndsmen for
Conservation California Lodging Industry Association California

Parks Hospitality Association California Rifle And Pistol
Association, Inc. California Sportfishing League California Travel
Association California Waterfowl Association California Yacht
Brokers Association, The Coastal Conservation Association of
California Coastside Fishing Club Congressional Sportsmen's
Foundation Delta Chamber of Commerce Dogtrekker.com
Healdsburg Chamber of Commerce and Visitors Bureau
Independent Lodging Industry Association. International Game
Fish Association, Inc. Mammoth Lakes Tourism Marina
Recreation Association National Federation of Independent
Business National Marine Manufacturers Association National
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Wild Turkey Federation Nor-Cal Guides and Sportsmen's
Association Penn Fishing Pure Fishing Rocky Mountain Elk
Foundation Rural County Representatives of California San
Diego County Wildlife Federation San Diego Regional Chamber
of Commerce San Francisco Bay Area Chapter - Safari Club

International Silicon Valley Organization, The Tulare Basin
Wetlands Association Turner's Outdoorsmen Visit Huntington
Beach Visit Yosemite Madera County Worldwide Boaters Safety
Group Individuals (4791)

Opposition: (Verified 6/8/19)
None on file

Status: Active – Senate: Rules for assignment
Senate Floor votes:
Assembly floor votes: 78/0/2 Cervantes, Medina, Melendez, Waldron - YES

Legislative Item #9

Action

SB 54/AB 1080 - California Circular Economy and Plastic Pollution Reduction Act

SB 54, as amended, Allen. California Circular Economy and Plastic Pollution Reduction Act.
AB 1080, as amended, Gonzalez. California Circular Economy and Plastic Pollution Reduction Act.
Recommended action: OPPOSE
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich
Introduced by Senators Allen, Skinner, Stern, and Wiener
(Principal coauthors: Assembly Members Friedman and Gonzalez)
(Coauthor: Senator Wieckowski)
(Coauthors: Assembly Members Kamlager-Dove and McCarty)
Summary:
Unprecedented Product Regulation in California. Would substantially increase the cost to manufacture and
ship consumer products sold in California by providing CalRecycle with broad authority to develop and impose
costly and unrealistic new mandates on manufacturers 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.
Description:
The California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989, administered by the Department of Resources
Recycling and Recovery, generally regulates the disposal, management, and recycling of solid waste,
including, among other solid waste, single-use plastic straws.
The Sustainable Packaging for the State of California Act of 2018 prohibits a food service facility located
in a state-owned facility, operating on or acting as a concessionaire on state property, or under contract to
provide food service to a state agency from dispensing prepared food using a type of food service packaging
unless the type of food service packaging is on a list that the department publishes and maintains on its
internet website that contains types of approved food service packaging that are reusable, recyclable, or
compostable.
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Existing law makes a legislative declaration that it is the policy goal of the state that not less than 75% of
solid waste generated be source reduced, recycled, or composted by 2020.
This bill would establish enact the California Circular Economy and Plastic Pollution Reduction Act, which
wouldrequire the department, in consultation with the State Water Resources Control Board and the Ocean
Protection Council, to adopt, on or before January 1, 2023, regulations to achieve, establish the policy goal
of the state that, by 2030, manufacturers and retailers achieve a 75% reduction by manufacturers and
retailers of the waste generated from single-use packaging and products offered for sale or sold in the state
through source reduction, recycling, or composting. The bill would require those regulations to include
specified requirements, including, among others, that the department, before January 1, 2023, to adopt
regulations that require manufacturers and retailers, to the maximum extent feasible, retailers to source
reduce reduce, to the maximum extent feasible, single-use packaging and products and transition single-use
packaging and products to reusable packaging and products, that manufacturers and retailers reduce waste
generation of single-use plastic packaging and products by 75% through combined source reduction and
recycling, and priority single-use plastic products, as defined, and to ensure that all single-use packaging
and priority single-use plastic products offered for sale or sold in California in the California market are
recyclable or compostable on and after 2030.compostable. The bill would require manufacturers and retailers
to annually report specified information to the department. The bill would require the department, before
adopting the regulations, to develop a scoping plan to achieve those requirements. plan, as specified.
The bill would require the department to develop criteria to determine which types of single-use packaging
or priority single-use plastic products are reusable, recyclable, or compostable. The bill would require local
governments, solid waste facilities, recycling facilities, and composting facilities to provide information
requested by the department for purposes of developing that criteria. By imposing additional duties on local
governments, the bill would impose a state-mandated local program.
The bill would require a manufacturer of single-use plastic packaging or priority single-use
plastic products sold or distributed in California to demonstrate a recycling rate of not less than 20% on and
after January 1, 2022,2024, not less than 40% on and after January 1, 2026, 2028, and not less than 75% on
and after January 1, 2030, as a condition of sale, and would authorize the department to impose a higher
recycling rate as a condition of sale, as specified.
Arguments in support:
According to the author, “Senate Bill 54 will reduce the amount of waste that burdens taxpayers and local
governments, plagues human health, and pollutes our natural environment by decreasing single-use
packaging and products sold in California and ensuring the remaining items are effectively composted and
recycled. “Roughly two-thirds of all plastic ever produced has been released into the environment and remains
there in some form, either in our landfills or polluting our coast and ocean, and our streets, parks, streams,
and rivers. These items fragment into smaller particles, known as microplastics, concentrating toxic chemicals
and contaminate our food and drinking water sources. Exposure to these plastics and associated toxins has
been linked to cancers, birth defects, impaired immunity, endocrine disruption and other serious health
problems. Additionally, plastic negatively impacts marine ecosystems and wildlife as seabirds, turtles, marine
mammals, whales and dolphins die from ingestion or entanglement.
Existing recycling infrastructure cannot keep pace with the continued exponential growth in single use waste.
Less than 9 percent of plastic is recycled, and that number is dropping since the implementation of China’s
National Sword policy, which severely restricts the amount of foreign waste China accepts. The cost of
recycling exceeds the scrap value of the plastic material so the markets for plastic packaging that were
previously considered recyclable have been lost.
Rather than approaching waste reduction in a piecemeal fashion as traditionally done, this bill would direct
CalRecycle to comprehensively examine and reduce waste from single-use packaging and products, as well
as to incentivize the creation of domestic markets for recyclable materials and support the development of
instate recycling infrastructure. The bill provides CalRecycle with a variety of tools to achieve these goals.
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Arguments in opposition:
AB 1080 will substantially disrupt California’s economy through an overly broad and unrealistic source
reduction, recyclability and compostable mandate on virtually all manufacturers of single-use packaging and
products sold in California. AB 1080 attempts to solve a global pollution problem that is decades in the making
by upending how consumer products are packaged and distributed in California.
AB 1080 mandates industry-wide recycling rates for single-use plastic packaging and goods sold in California
without articulating a mechanism for how companies would comply. Under the plain language of the bill,
companies would have to track their individual products through the entire waste stream in order to
demonstrate that their products are recycled at a rate of 75% over a three-year rolling period. Simply put,
tracking individual products from cradle to grave would be a logistical nightmare - if not impossible - and would
substantially increase the costs of goods. Moreover, even if a company could track their own products,
companies have no way of forcing their customers to actually recycle those products. In other words,
recycling rate mandates on individual manufacturers do not change consumer behavior. AB 1080 will
substantially increase the costs on manufacturers and punish them if they fall short of the mandated recycling
rate due to consumer behavior for which they have no control.
Moreover, AB 1080 ignores a critical participant in California’s pollution problem – the consumer. While we
appreciate the recent amendments attempting to clarify the scope of the bill, it is not clear why “priority singleuse plastic products” should be defined as the 10 single-use plastic products that are the most littered in
California. Whether a product is recyclable or compostable has little bearing on whether a consumer disposes
of the product properly - a problem which the bill is entirely silent on. Consumer education should be a critical
component of any recycling program.
Support: (Verified 6/8/19)

350 Silicon Valley Algalita Marine Research and Education
Alvarado Street Brewery Audubon California Breast Cancer
Prevention Partners California Cannabis Coalition California
Coastal Protection Network California Coastkeeper Alliance
California Compost Coalition California Interfaith Power & Light
California League of Conservation Voters California Product
Stewardship Council (CPSC) California ReLeaf California
Resource Recovery Association California State Association of
Counties California State Parks Foundation California Teamsters
Public Affairs Council Californians Against Waste CALPIRG
Center for Biological Diversity Cigarette Butt Pollution Project
Coastodian Colorado Medical Waste, Inc. Communications
Workers of America District 9, AFL-CIO Community
Environmental Council Defenders of Wildlife Environment
California Environmental Defense Center Environmental Working
Group Friends Committee on Legislation of CA Full Circle
Environmental, Inc. Green Valley Community Farm Greenpeace
Heal the Bay Latinos in Action League of California Cities Long

Opposition: (Verified 6/8/19)

American Chemistry Council
AMERIPEN
California Chamber of Commerce California Grocers Association
Grocery Manufacturers Association

Status: Active – Assembly: Natural Resources

Beach Environmental Alliance Long Beach Gray Panthers Los
Angeles Alliance for a New Economy (LAANE) Los Angeles
Waterkeeper National Parks Conservation Association National
Stewardship Action Council (NSAC Natural Resource Defense
Council (NRDC) Natural Resources Council of Maine No Plastic
Oceans Oceana Pacific Forest Trust Plastic Pollution Coalition
Recology, Inc. Refill Madness, LLC Republic Services
Repurpose, Inc. RethinkWaste Save Our Shores Seventh
Generation Advisors Shizen and Tataki Restaurants Sierra Club
California St. Francis Center Stopwaste Surfrider Foundation
Sustain LA Sustainable Environmental Management Co. TDC
Environmental, LLC Teamsters Local Union No. 396 The 5 Gyres
Institute The Center For Oceanic Awareness, Research, and
Education (COARE) The River Project The Story of Stuff Project
The Trust for Public Land The Watershed Project Tonic Nightlife
Group TreePeople Tri-City Economic Development Corporation
UPSTREAM Wholly H2O WILDCOAST Wishtoyo Chumash
Foundation Zero Waste USA
Household and Commercial Products Association
Plastics Industry Association

Senate: Rules for assignment

Senate Floor votes: 28/8/2 Roth – YES, Jones, Morrell, Stone - NO
Assembly floor votes:

44/19/17 Cervantes – YES,

Medina, Melendez, Waldron - NO
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Legislative Item #10

Action

SB 142 (Wiener) Employees: lactation accommodation
Recommended action: OPPOSE
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich

(Principal coauthor: Assembly Member Gonzalez)
(Coauthors: Senators Durazo Durazo, Jackson, and Leyva)
(Coauthors: Assembly Members Carrillo, Chiu, Cristina Garcia, Limón, and Wicks)
Summary:
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.
Description:
The California Building Standards Law provides for the adoption of building standards by state agencies
by requiring all state agencies that adopt or propose adoption of any building standard to submit the building
standard to the California Building Standards Commission for approval and adoption. The commission is
required to adopt specific building standards, including standards for graywater systems and electric vehicle
charging infrastructure. Existing law requires the commission to publish, or cause to be published, editions of
the California Building Standards Code in its entirety once every 3 years.
This bill would require the commission to adopt prescribed mandatory develop and propose for
adoption building standards for the installation of lactation space for employees in nonresidential buildings
newly constructed or remodeled for workplace occupancy, as specified, when there is a tenant improvement
project to the building and certain criteria are met. using the Lactation in the Workplace Ordinance adopted
in the San Francisco Police Code as the starting point and amending those standards as necessary.
Existing law requires employers to provide a reasonable amount of break time to employees desiring to
express milk for the employee’s infant child. Existing law also requires an employer to make reasonable efforts
to provide the employee with the use of a room, or other location, other than a bathroom, in close proximity
to the employee’s work area, for the employee to express milk in private. Existing law exempts an employer
from the break time requirement if the employer’s operations would be seriously disrupted by providing that
time to employees desiring to express milk. Existing law subjects employers who violate these provisions to
a civil penalty of $100 per violation and authorizes the Labor Commissioner to issue citations for those
violations.
This bill would instead require an employer to provide a lactation room or location that includes prescribed
features and would require an employer, among other things, to provide access to a sink and refrigerator in
Southwest California Legislative Council

close proximity to the employee’s workspace, as specified. The bill would deem denial of reasonable break
time or adequate space to express milk a failure to provide a rest period in accordance with state law. The
bill would prohibit an employer from discharging, or in any other manner discriminating or retaliating against,
an employee for exercising or attempting to exercise rights under these provisions, would establish remedies
that include filing a complaint with the labor commissioner. The bill would authorize specified employers to
seek an exemption from any of the requirements of these provisions if the employer demonstrates that the
requirement posed an undue hardship based on specified criteria.
Existing law prohibits an employer, who is required by law to give an employee a rest period during a
workday, from requiring the employee to work during the rest period. Existing law requires an employer to
pay the employee one additional hour of pay, at the employee’s regular rate of compensation, for each rest
period not provided.
This bill would require an employer to provide a lactation room or location that includes prescribed features
and would require an employer, among other things, to provide access to a sink and refrigerator in close
proximity to the employee’s workspace, as specified. The bill would require an employer to develop and
implement a policy regarding lactation accommodation and make it available to employees, as specified. The
bill would also require an employer to maintain records of requests for lactation accommodation for 3 years
and to give the Labor Commission access to those records.
Requires a building to contain the following number of lactation spaces based on the employee occupancy
load of the building:
a) 50-150 employees – 1 space
b) 151-300 employees – 2 spaces
c) 301-500 employees – 3 spaces
d) 501-1,000 employees – 4 spaces
e) 1,001-2,000 employees – 8 spaces
f) 2,001-4,000 employees – 11 spaces
g) For each additional 900 employees in excess of 4,000 – 1 space
h) Any adequate lactation space present prior to the tenant improvement project may be counted towards
the required number of lactation spaces.
Requires the lactation space to be at least 50 square feet in dimension, contain at least one electrical outlet,
an outlet for a refrigerator, a door that locks from the inside, be no more than 500 feet from the farthest
employee workspace or within two adjacent floors, and have access to a sink with hot and cold running water,
Arguments in support:
Proponents argue that encouraging new mothers to breastfeed is in the best interest of the employee and the
employer. According to supporters, employers actually realize a return on their investment with reduced
absenteeism, increased worker retention and higher reported feelings of satisfaction and productivity.
Proponents also cite the large body of medical research stressing the benefits of breastfeeding on the health
of the infant and the mother. Finally, supporters point out the racial disparity present in new mothers’ ability
to breastfeed, noting that women of color are far less likely to be able to breastfeed for the recommended 6
months and propose increased access to lactation accommodation as a solution.
Arguments in opposition:
Opponents argue that SB 142 is quite burdensome for employers, exposes employers to potential litigation
traps and has vague language. Opponents also note that AB 1976 (Limón) passed less than a year ago and
argue that the law has not been given adequate time to be implemented. Opponents point out that AB 1976
was a substantial change to previously existing law, with many businesses facing costly changes to their
current policies on lactation accommodation. Changing standards partway through this process would result
in further significant disruption.
This bill attempts to apply the San Francisco Lactation in the Workplace Ordinance statewide, which may not
be feasible. For example, no single state agency has jurisdiction over all of the buildings that this bill seeks to
affect, and there is overlapping jurisdiction for some. This bill directs CBSC to adopt, approve, codify and
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publish the building standards set forth in this bill, but CBSC would only be able to do so for buildings under
their jurisdiction, which are state buildings and buildings not regulated by other state agencies. Directing all
state agencies to propose these standards would make this bill very complex. This bill also attempts to place
building standards into statute, which, as noted above, would make it difficult to revise these standards in the
future
Support: (Verified 6/10/19)

California Breastfeeding Coalition (Co-Sponsor) California WIC
Association (Co-Sponsor) Legal Aid at Work (Co-Sponsor) A
FAMILY AFFAIR AHMC Healthcare, Inc. American Civil Liberties
Union of California American Congress of Obstetricians &
Gynecologists - District Ix Before and After Baby Breastfeed LA
California Child Care Resource & Referral Network California
Employment Lawyers Association California Food Policy
Advocates California Hospital Medical Center’s Lactation
Specialists California Women’s Law Center Caring Across
Generations: Faith Based Alliance of Southern California
Carlsbad Children’s Dentistry Child Care Law Center City and
County of San Francisco City and County of San Francisco, the

Opposition: (Verified 6/10/19)

Building Owners And Managers Association California
Ambulance Association California Association Of Licensed
Security Agencies, Guards & Associates California Attractions
And Parks Association California Business Properties
Association California Chamber Of Commerce California Hospital
Association California Hotel & Lodging Association California
Manufacturers & Technology Association California Restaurant
Association California Retailers Association California Special

Department on the Status of Women Clinica Romero Consumer
Attorneys of California Contra Costa Breastfeeding Task Force
Equal Rights Advocates First 5 Ventura County Hands on
Parenting LLC Inland Mendocino County Breastfeeding Coalition
Islay Hill Dentistry Co. Los Angeles Indivisible National Council of
Jewish Women California National Health Law Program Office of
the Mayor, San Francisco Parent Voices California Santa Monica
Commission on the Status of Women South Bay Baby Care, INC.
Stronger Calif♀rnia Advocates Network Tri Counties
Breastfeeding Alliance Coalition UCLA’s Student Health
Education and Promotion Women’s Foundation of California 32Individuals
Districts Association California State Association Of Counties
California Travel Association Civil Justice Association Of
California Commercial Real Estate Development Association,
NAIOP Of California CSAC Excess Insurance Authority Greater
Coachella Valley Chamber Of Commerce Greater Conejo Valley
Chamber Of Commerce International Council Of Shopping
Centers Nichols, Melburg & Rossetto Architects & Engineers
Sacramento Regional Builders Exchange

Status: Active – Assembly: Labor & Employment and Business & Professions
Senate floor votes:

26/9/3

Roth – YES, Jones, Morrell, Stone - NO

Assembly floor votes:

Legislative Item #11

Action

SB) 227 (Leyva) Health and care facilities: inspections and penalties.
Recommended action: OPPOSE
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich
(Coauthors: Assembly Members Bonta, Quirk-Silva, Rodriguez, Santiago, and Smith)
Summary:
Increases Health Care Costs. Increases health care costs by imposing arbitrary and significant additional
fines specifically for hospital violations of nurse-to-patient 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 ratios, and establishes administrative penalties for nurse staffing ratio
violations of $30,000 for a first violation, and $60,000 for each subsequent violation.
Description:
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Existing law generally requires the State Department of Public Health to license, regulate, and inspect health
and care facilities. Existing law specifically requires the department to adopt regulations that require a general
acute care hospital, an acute psychiatric hospital, and a special hospital to meet minimum nurse-to-patient
ratios and assign additional staff according to a documented patient classification system for determining
nursing care requirements. Existing law also generally requires the department to periodically inspect every
health facility for which a license or special permit has been issued for compliance with state laws and
regulations.
This bill would require the periodic inspections of these specified health facilities to include reviews of
compliance with the nurse-to-patient ratios and staff assignment regulations described above. The bill would
require the department to ensure that these inspections are not announced in advance of the date of
inspection.
Existing law requires the department to promulgate regulations establishing criteria to assess an
administrative penalty against a general acute care hospital, acute psychiatric hospital, or special hospital for
a deficiency constituting an immediate jeopardy violation and a violation of the rules and regulations applicable
to these types of hospitals that do not constitute an immediate jeopardy. Existing law requires certain penalties
collected by the department to be deposited into the Internal Departmental Quality Improvement Account, to
be expended, upon appropriation by the Legislature, for internal quality improvement activities in the Licensing
and Certification Program.
This bill would require the department to assess specified administrative penalties for a violation of the nurseto-patient ratios and staff assignment regulations described above. The bill would require those penalty
moneys to be deposited into the State Department of Public Health Licensing and Certification Program Fund,
to be expended, upon appropriation by the Legislature, for the purpose of enforcing those regulations.
Arguments in support:
According to the author, this bill will empower DPH to enforce the legally mandated nurse-to-patient staffing
ratios and therefore improve healthcare quality in California hospitals and make sure that patients receive the
care they need and deserve. It has been reported that many California hospitals disregard the current nurseto-patient ratio requirement of Title 22 regulations. The state must take a more proactive role by conducting
unannounced visits at hospitals across California and ensuring that it fully enforces existing law because the
stakes are simply too high for patients. It is also important that penalties are increased against repeat offender
hospitals that do not comply with existing law. Moreover, beyond the clear safety implications of hospitals not
observing ratio requirements, nurses can also be putting their professional livelihoods and licenses at risk
due to being required to fulfill job duties outside of legally prescribed ratios.
This bill is sponsored by the California State Council of the Service Employees International Union (SEIU
California), the United Nurses Associations of California/Union of Health Care Professionals California and
the Nurses Association/National Nurses United (CNA) (UNAC/UHCP).
Arguments in opposition:
The California Hospital Association (CHA) states in opposition that this bill would eliminate DPH’s ability to
link the penalty amount to the actual risk of harm to patients. According to CHA, ratios are mandated at all
time, which means that when a nurse is late, calls in sick, or leaves early, there must be another nurse
available to immediately replace that person, and consequently, it is not always possible to be in compliance
at all times. Under this bill, CHA notes that the penalty for the first violation would be $30,000, and each
additional penalty would be $60,000. CHA argues that administering these penalties, without consideration
of the potential for patient harm, makes it clear that this bill is unnecessarily punitive. The Association of
California Healthcare Districts (ACHD) also opposes this bill, arguing that DPH has established a robust
process for determining fine amounts that considers the scope and severity of any noncompliance with
licensing requirements, including staffing ratios, and this bill undermines DPH’s process without good reason.
Numerous hospitals and health systems write in opposition with similar arguments.
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Support: (Verified 6/10/19)

California State Council of the Service Employees International
Union (cosponsor)
United Nurses Associations of California/
Union of Health Care Professionals (cosponsor)
American Federation of State, County, and Municipal Employees,
AFL-CIO
California Labor Federation, AFL-CIO
California Nurses Association/ National
Nurses United, AFL-CIO

Opposition: (Verified 6/10/19)
Adventist Health Clear Lake Medical Center Adventist Health
Bakersfield Adventist Health Glendale Adventist Health Hanford
Adventist Health Sonora Alliance of Catholic Health Care Alta
Hospitals System Association of California Healthcare Districts
Aurora Vista del Mar Bakersfield Memorial Hospital Ballard
Rehabilitation Hospital Banner Lassen Medical Center Barlow
Respiratory Hospital Bear Valley Community Healthcare District
Beverly Hospital California Chamber of Commerce California
Children’s Hospital Association California Hospital Association
Canyon Ridge Hospital Cedars-Sinai Medical Center Centinela
Hospital Medical Center Chinese Hospital Chino Valley Medical
Community Hospital of Huntington Park Community Hospital of
the Monterey Peninsula Community Hospital of San Bernardino
Community Medical Centers Corona Regional Medical Cente SB
227 (Leyva) Page 8 of 10 Desert Valley Hospital Dignity Health
District Hospital Leadership Forum Dominican Hospital Eastern
Plumas Health Care Eisenhower Health Encompass Health
Rehabilitation Hospital of Bakersfield Enloe Medical Center
French Hospital Medical Center Glendale Memorial Hospital and
Health Center Good Samaritan Hospital Good Samaritan
Hospital - Los Angeles Hazel Hawkins Memorial Hospital
Healdsburg District Hospital Henry Mayo Newhall Hospital Hoag
Hospital Irvine Hoag Memorials Hospital Presbyterian Hospital
Corporation of America Inland Valley John C. Fremont
Healthcare District John Muir Health John Muir Medical Center Concord John Muir Medical Center – Walnut Creek Campus
Kentfield Hospital Kern Medical Kern Valley Healthcare District
Kindred Hospitals – California Kindred Hospital - Baldwin Park
Kindred Hospital La Mirada Kindred Hospital San Diego Kindred
Hospital San Francisco Bay Area Kindred Hospital San Gabriel
Valley Kindred Hospital South Bay Lompoc Valley Medical
Center Long Beach Memorial Los Angeles Community Hospital
at Bellflower Los Angeles Community Hospital at Los Angeles
Los Angeles Community Hospital at Norwalk Mammoth Hospital
Marian Regional Medical Center Marin General Hospital Mark
Twain Medical Center Marshall Medical Center Mayers Memorial
Hospital District MemorialCare Memorial Hospital of Gardena
Mendocino Coast District Hospital Mercy General Hospital Mercy
Hospital of Folsom Mercy Hospitals of Bakersfield Mercy Medical
Center Mercy Medical Center Mt. Shasta Mercy Medical Center
Redding Mercy San Juan Medical Center Methodist Hospital of

California Professional Firefighters
California School Employees Association, AFL-CIO
California School Nurses Organization
California Teamsters Public Affairs Council
Congress of California Seniors
Consumer Attorneys of California
Engineers and Scientists of California Local 20
International Longshore and Warehouse Union, Local 13
San Francisco Aids Foundation
Sacramento Methodist Hospital of Southern California Miller
Children's & Women's Hospital Long Beach Mission Hospital
Laguna Beach Mission Hospital Mission Viejo Monterey Park
Hospital Mountains Community Hospital Mountain Communities
Healthcare District NorthBay Healthcare Northridge Hospital
Medical Center Oak Valley Hospital District Orange Coast
Memorial Medical Center Orchard Hospital Palmdale Regional
Medical Center Palo Verde Hospital Palomar Health Petaluma
Valley Hospital PIH Health PIH Health Hospital - Downey PIH
Health Hospital - Whittier Plumas District Hospital Pomona Valley
Hospital Medical Center Providence Holy Cross Medical Center
Providence Little Company of Mary Medical Center San Pedro
Providence Little Company of Mary Medical Center Tarzana
Providence Saint John's Health Center Providence St. Joseph
Health Providence Tarzana Medical Center Queen of the Valley
Medical Center Rancho Springs Medical Centers Redlands
Community Hospital Redwood Memorial Hospital Ridgecrest
Regional Hospital Saddleback Memorial Medical Center Shasta
Regional Medical Center Saint Agnes Medical Center Saint
Francis Memorial Hospital San Bernardino Mountains
Community Hospital District San Gorgonio Memorial Hospital
San Joaquin Valley Rehabilitation Hospital Santa Rosa Memorial
Hospital Scripps Green Hospital Scripps Health Scripps Memorial
Hospital - Encinitas Scripps Memorial Hospital - La Jolla Scripps
Mercy Hospital Scripps Mercy Hospital Chula Vista Sequoia
Hospital Sharp Chula Vista Medical Center Sharp Coronado
Hospital and Healthcare Center Sharp Grossmont Hospital Sharp
Healthcare Sharp Mary Birch Hospital for Women & Newborns
Sharp Memorial Hospital Sharp Mesa Vista Hospital Shasta
Regional Medical Center Sierra View Medical Center Sierra Vista
Hospital Southern Humboldt Community Healthcare District and
Jerold Phelps Community Hospital Southwest Healthcare System
St. Bernardine Medical Center St. Elizabeth Community Health
St. Joseph Hospital, Eureka St. Joseph Hospital, Orange St.
Joseph's Behavioral Health Center St. Joseph's Medical Center
St. Jude Medical Center St. Mary’s Medical Center St. Rose
Hospital Stanford Health Care Stanford Health Care - ValleyCare
Tahoe Forest Health System Tenet Healthcare Trinity Hospital
United Hospital Association Vibra Hospital of Northern California
Vibra Hospital of Sacramento Vibra Hospital of San Diego Vista
del Mar Hospital Woodland Memorial Hospital Two Individuals

Status: Active – Assembly: Health
Senate Floor votes:

22/13/3

Roth – YES

Jones, Morrell, Stone - NO

Assembly floor votes:
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Legislative Item #12

Action

SB 535, as amended, Moorlach. California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006: scoping
plan. Wildfires and forest fires: air emissions.
Recommended action: SUPPORT
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich
Summary:
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.
Description:
Existing law requires the State Air Resources Board to approve and begin implementing a comprehensive
strategy to reduce emissions of short-lived climate pollutants to achieve a reduction in methane by 40%,
hydrofluorocarbon gases by 40%, and anthropogenic black carbon by 50% below 2013 levels by 2030, as
specified.
The California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 establishes the state board as the state agency
responsible for monitoring and regulating sources emitting greenhouse gases.
This bill would require, no later than May 1, 2020, and annually thereafter, the state board, in consultation
with the Department of Forestry and Fire Protection, to submit a specified report to the Legislature that
includes the greenhouse gas, criteria air pollutant, and short-lived climate pollutant emissions from wildfires
and forest fires; an assessment of the increased severity of wildfires and forest fires from the impacts of
climate change; and a calculation of the increase in the emissions of criteria air pollutants, greenhouse gases,
and short-lived climate pollutants based on the increased severity of wildfires and forest fires assessed.
Arguments in support:
According to the author, “Wildfires in California have been a natural occurrence over the centuries. In fact,
they should occur on occasion, especially in our forests. Every 70 years is an appropriate burn cycle, but not
every 7 years, which seems to be the new normal. Why? Because of human interaction with otherwise pristine
wilderness areas, thanks to sparks from vehicles and electrical transmission equipment, among other things,
is causing more fires. “This higher frequency of human-caused wildfires dramatically contributes to the
production of greenhouse gases and this needs to be addressed if Sacramento is really serious about climate
change. In the past several years, I have tried my best to help my fellow legislators to quantify greenhouse
gases and include this information in analyses so that we can appropriately fund and mitigate these issues.
“Senate Bill 535 does not intend to set up compliance standards for our forest and timber stewards. I simply
want to ensure that when there are human-related catastrophic fires, we are measuring the large scale
emissions, recognizing them in our high-level planning documents and appropriately mitigating wildfires and
their impact on California in the future.”
if California chose to focus on wildfire and forest fire GHG emissions that are not the underlying cause of
global climate change, jurisdictions that mostly or only have anthropogenic sources of GHG emissions may
refuse to enact policies to reduce their GHG emissions because doing so would put their businesses at an
economic disadvantage to California businesses.
Support: (Verified 6/10/19)

CalChamber
Calforests
Rural County Representatives of California
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Opposition: (Verified 6/10/19)
None on file

Status: Active – Assembly: Natural Resources
Senate Floor votes: 38/0/0

Jones, Morrell, Roth, Stone - YES

Assembly floor votes:

Legislative Item #13

Action

SB 621 (Glazer) CEQA Streamline for Affordable Housing.
Recommended action: SUPPORT
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich

Introduced by Senators Glazer and Caballero
(Coauthor: Senator Bates)
(Coauthor: Assembly Member Melendez)
Summary:
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.
Description:
The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires a lead agency, as defined, to prepare, or cause
to be prepared, and certify the completion of, of an environmental impact report on a project that it proposes
to carry out or approve that may have a significant effect on the environment or to adopt a negative declaration
if it finds that the project will not have that effect. CEQA also requires a lead agency to prepare a mitigated
negative declaration for a project that may have a significant effect on the environment if revisions in the
project would avoid or mitigate that effect and there is no substantial evidence that the project, as revised,
would have a significant effect on the environment. CEQA authorizes a court, in an action or proceeding
brought challenging the decision of a public agency on the ground of noncompliance with CEQA, to enter an
order to suspend any specific project activity if the court finds that the activity will prejudice the consideration
and implementation of particular mitigation measures or alternatives to the project. CEQA provides that,
except as otherwise specified, it is not intended to limit the equitable powers of the courts.
This bill would require the Judicial Council, by July 1, 2020, to adopt a rule of court applicable to an action
or proceeding brought to attack, review, set aside, void, or annul the certification of an environmental impact
report for an affordable housing project, as defined, or the granting of an approval of an affordable housing
project that requires the action or proceeding, including any potential appeals therefrom, to be resolved, to
the extent feasible, within 270 days of the filing of the certified record of proceeding with the court. The bill
would prohibit a court from staying or enjoining the construction or operation of an affordable housing project
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unless it makes certain findings. provide that these provisions do not apply to an affordable housing project if
it is in certain locations. The bill would repeal these provisions on January 1, 2025.
This bill would require the Judicial Council, in coordination with the Office of Planning and Research, on or
before specified dates, to report to the Legislature specified information relating to actions or proceedings
brought pursuant to CEQA. The bill would repeal these provisions on January 1, 2025.
This bill would state the intent of the Legislature to enact subsequent legislation that would provide additional
funding to the courts to enable the courts to adjudicate, in an expeditious manner, actions or proceedings
filed pursuant to CEQA.
Arguments in support:
According to the author, “After nearly a decade since the passage of AB 900 (Buchanan), which granted
expedited judicial review of developments that invested at least $100 million into a project, the Legislature
has passed numerous pieces of legislation granting expedited judicial review to billionaires and their projects.
During the State of the State Address, Governor Newsom said, ‘In recent years, we’ve expedited judicial
review on CEQA for professional sports. It’s time we do the same thing for housing.’ SB 621 (Glazer) finally
provides affordable this same streamlining process. By establishing a process that requires CEQA challenges
to affordable housing to be adjudicated within 270 days, SB 621 (Glazer) allows affordable housing to be built
at a more rapid rate, without undermining the environmental review process. SB 621 (Glazer) advances
California’s housing goals, while making sure California remains a state that is affordable for everyone to live
in.”
Arguments in opposition:
Unintended consequences: negative impacts on the courts and the environment The bill would make two
significant changes to the process for challenging applicable projects under CEQA: (1) setting time limits on
the actions or proceedings; and (2) eliminating the power of courts to enjoin or stay projects.
Because a project can change due to litigation, injunctive relief is often granted by a court to preserve the
status quo until a determination of the merits of the CEQA challenge can be made. Staying or enjoining
construction of a project is often necessary to prevent potential environmental degradation as well containing
any ongoing degradation. Preventing a court from providing injunctive relief leaves plaintiffs in CEQA cases,
and the environment, without an appropriate remedy. Without the possibility of stay, construction and
development can continue and can further add to potential environmental harms throughout the litigation
process
In view of the concerns described above regarding this bill’s limitations on the court’s power of injunction, the
author has agreed to amend the bill to strike these provisions.
Less than three percent of CEQA projects are litigated. The projects that do make it to litigation are likely to
be among the most complex
Support: (Verified 6/10/19)

California Apartment Association
California Association of Realtors
California Council for Affordable Housing California Housing
Consortium

Opposition: (Verified 6/10/19)

California Environmental Justice Alliance
California League of Conservation Voters
Center for Biological Diversity
Center for Community Action and Environmental Justice

Civil Justice Association of California
Habitat for Humanity California
Rural County Representatives of California

Center on Race, Poverty, and the Environment Judicial Council
of California
Physicians for Social Responsibility- Los Angeles Sierra Club
California

Status: Active – Assembly: Natural Resources
Senate Floor votes: 30/5/3

Jones, Morrell, Roth, Stone - YES

Assembly floor votes:
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Legislative Item #14

Action

SB 736, as amended, Umberg. Creative Economy Incentive Program. Task Force.
Recommended action: SUPPORT
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich
Summary:
Event Incentive Program. Creates fund to assist California’s local communities in competing with other states
to attract large events into California, promoting tourism and local businesses.
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.
Description:
Existing law, the Economic Revitalization Act, establishes the Governor’s Office of Business and Economic
Development, also known as “GO-Biz,” to, among other duties, serve the Governor as the lead entity for
economic strategy and the marketing of California on issues relating to business development, private sector
investment, and economic growth.
This bill would, until an unspecified date, enact the Creative Economy Incentive Program, which would be
administered by GO-Biz, for the purpose of providing loans to cities, counties, and joint powers agencies to
provide assistance in financing a creative economy event. The bill would require a city, county, or joint powers
agency to apply to GO-Biz for a loan pursuant to the program on an application that contains specified
minimum information. The bill would require an applicant who receives funds under these provisions to comply
with repayment and reporting requirements. The bill would authorize the office to form a steering committee
to make recommendations to the office regarding applicants under the program. The bill would establish the
Creative Economy Incentive Program Fund, which, upon appropriation, would be used to carry out these
provisions.
This bill would establish the Creative Economy Task Force within GO-Biz, chaired by the Director of GO-Biz
and comprised of various representatives from the Governor’s Office, the Department of Finance, rural and
urban tourism organizations, the California State Association of Counties, and the League of California Cities
and representatives appointed by the Senate and the Assembly. The bill would require the task force to study
and submit a report to the Legislature by June 30, 2020, regarding the creation of a state fund designated to
assist local governments to compete with other states in the bidding processes for major events, which
includes arts and cultural events, entertainment events, agricultural events, sporting events, and international
conferences. The bill would provide that the task force terminates on December 31, 2020.
Arguments in support:
This bill is sponsored by Visit Anaheim, San Francisco Travel, the San Diego Tourism Authority, and the
Los Angeles Tourism & Convention Board. According to the Author, “Each year, dozens of cultural,
sporting, agricultural, and entertainment events attract international attention. Cities and counties compete
vigorously to attract these events, which provide an important source of revenue for hotels, restaurants,
shopping and transportation, as well as an expansive showcase for the host cities and counties. While a
number of factors contribute to a region’s competitive position, commitments by the host regions to provide
funding to help offset some of the hosting expenses (promotion, marketing, city services, etc.) represent an
important component of the competitive process.”
Supporters believe that this bill will “spur jobs and economic growth by providing local jurisdictions with a
tool to successfully compete with local entities in other states for the purpose of attracting creative economy
events.” According to supporters, “Creative industries make significant contributions to employment and
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economic growth in California. Each year, dozens of cultural, sporting, agricultural, and entertainment
events attract international attention. Cities and counties compete vigorously to attract these events, which
provide an important source of revenue for hotels, restaurants, shopping and transportation, as well as an
expansive showcase for the host cities and counties. They foster innovation and encourage spillover effects
that create opportunities for other industries by attracting investment, tourism, consumer spending and by
generating tax revenue. The time is now for California to create a process that fosters growth and
encourages creative economy output.”
Support: (Verified 6/10/19)

Visit Anaheim (Co-Sponsor)
San Francisco Travel (Co-Sponsor)
San Diego Tourism Authority (Co-Sponsor)
Los Angeles Tourism & Convention Board (Co-Sponsor)
Basecamp Hospitality
Cal Poly San Luis Obispo – College of Ag, Food, and
Environmental Sciences
Cal Poly San Luis Obispo – Experience Industry Management
Department
California Chamber of Commerce
California Hotel & Lodging Association
California Travel Association
Cannery Row Company
Certified Folder Display Service, Inc.
City of Indian Wells
County of San Bernardino Economic Development Agency
DogTrekker.com
Greater Palm Springs Convtn & Visitors Bureau
Karen Lippe-Ferrell Marketing & Public Relations
Long Beach Convention & Visitors Bureau
Mammoth Lakes Tourism
PIER 39

Placer County Visitors Bureau
San Diego Tourism Authority
San Francisco Travel Association
San Jose Earthquakes
SAP Center at San Jose | San Jose Sharks
San Jose Sports Authority
San Mateo County/Silicon Valley Convention & Visitors Bureau
Shasta Cascade Wonderland Association
Solvang Conference & Visitors Bureau
Starline Tours
US Cultural & Heritage Marketing Council
Ventura County Lodging Association
Visit Concord
Visit Richmond
Visit Sacramento
Visit SLO CAL
Visit San Jose
Visit Temecula Valley
Visit Tri-Valley
Visit Vacaville
Visit Yosemite Madera County
Winchester Mystery House

Opposition: (Verified 7/10/19)
None on file

Status: Active – Assembly: Jobs, Economic Development, and the Economy
Senate Floor votes: 38/0/0

Jones, Morrell, Roth, Stone - YES

Assembly floor votes:
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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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AB227

Jones-Sawyer

2

AB53

Jones-Sawyer

2

AB290

Wood

2

AB191

Patterson

2

AB394

Obernolte

2

SB204

Dodd

2

AB51

Gonzalez

2

AB478

Kiley

2

AB231

Mathis

2

AB71

Melendez

2

SB56

Roth

2

AB5

Gonzalez

2

ACA1

Aguilar Curry

2

AB9

Reyes

2

AB170

Gonzalez

2

AB171

Gonzalez

D
D
D
D
R
R
D
D
R
R
R
D
D
D
D
D
D

2
SB313

Hueso

3

SB248

Glazer

3

SB264

Glazer

3

SB340

Stone

3

SB414

Caballero

3

SB448

Borgeas

Independent contractors
Ban the Text
Tax w/o vote
Crime - ability to pay
Rentals - criminal records
Dialysis pay cap
CEQA rebuild after fire
CEQA fire safety
Delta conveyance
Employment discrimination
Constitution training
CEQA recycled water
Dynamex fix
UCR expansion
Dynamex codify
55% voter threshold
limitation of actions
Sexual harassement
Sexual harassement
USDOT funding for FVP/I15

City of Temecula

3

Vocation licensure

D
D
D
R
D
R

Circus prohibition
Renters tax credit
Wineries 2nd tasting room
HSR bond sale
Small system water authority
Volunteers - small wineries

Position

Status

Stone

S
F
S
F
S AMEND
S
F
S
F
O
P
N
O
F
O
F
O
P
S
F
S
P/A
O/a P/A
Y
O
P/A
S
F
S
F
S
F
S
P
Y
O
P/A
O
O
P
O
P
O
P
S
O
P
Y
S
P
Y
S
P
Y
S
F
S
P
Y
S
F

Assembly

Morrell

Roth

Jones

N

Y

N

Y

Y

Y

Y

Melendez

Waldron

Cervantes

Medina

N

NVR

Y

N

Y

Y

Y

Y

N

N

NVR

Y

N

N

Y

Y

N

Y

Y

Y

N

N

Y

Y

N

NVR

Y

Y

Y

Y

NVR

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Governor

3

SB449

McGuire

3

AB213

Reyes

3

AB533

Holden

3

SB210

Leyva

3

SB522

Hertzberg

3

SB246

Wieckowski

3

AB51

Gonzalez

3

SB1

Atkins

3

AB1143

Quirk

3

AB1317

Brough

4

AB170

Gonzalez

4

D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D

SoCalGas

Pierce's disease extension
VLF restoration
water rebate tax exemption
CARB truck inspection
Service tax
Oil & gas severance tax
Employment discrimination
Env & workers defense - TDS
Clean fuel
Home savings account
Sexual harassement
Green tariff initiative

4

AB1273

Brough

4

AB36

Bloom

4

AB40

Ting

4

AB138

Bloom

4

AB178

Dahle

4

AB495

Muratsuchi

4

AB755

Holden

D
D
D
D
R
D
D

4

AB1240

Weber

D Pupil priorities - college/career

4

SB5

Beall

4

SB44

Skinner

4

SB468

Jackson

4

SB601

Moorrell

5

AB217

E. Garcia

5

AB392

Weber

5

AB421

Waldron

5

AB628

Bonta

5

AB857

Chiu

5

AB1214

Melendez

5

AB1332

Bonta

5

SB37

Skinner

5

SB135

Jackson

D
D
D
R
D
D
R
D
D
R
D
D
D

5

HR2124

Rutherfiord

Toll Road limitation
Rent control
0-e vehicles
Sugared beverage tax
Solar panel exemption
Safe cosmetics
Tire tax
Redevlopment
0-e trucks
Tax food, meds, utilities
License fee waiver
Safe Drinking Water for all
Peace officers deadly force
De Luz road repair
Sexual harassment
Public Banks
Cardiopulmnary for teachers
Sanctuary state contracting
Corporate taxes
Paid family leave
E-2 Visa improvement

S
S
S
O
O
O
O
O
S
S
O
S
O
O
O
O
S
O
O
S
S
O
O
S
O
O
S
O
O
S
O
O
O
S

P

Y

Y

Y

Y

P

Y

Y

Y

Y

N

N

NVR

Y

N

N

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

NVR

NVR

Y

Y

P

N

N

NVR

N

P

Y

Y

Y

NVR

F
P

N

N

Y

N

F
F
P
P

N

N

Y

N

F
F
P
F
F
F
F
P
F
F
P
P

N

N

Y

N

P

N

N

Y

N

Y

Y

Y

Y

AMEND
P
F
P
F
F

F
F
F

