MEETING AGENDA
Monday, May, 2019
Realtor House, 26529 Jefferson Ave, Murrieta
Presiding: Greg Morrison, Chair
201 Strategic Initiatives
Budget & Tax Reform / Job Creation and Retention / Healthcare / Infrastructure & the Environment/ Public Safety

Call to Order, Roll Call & Introductions: 12:00 p.m.
Chair Report
Approval of Minutes

Action

2019 Legislative Report #4

Action

1. AB-217 (E. Garcia) Safe Drinking Water for All Act.
2. AB 392 (Weber) Peace officers: deadly force
3. AB-421 (Waldron) Transportation finance: De Luz Community Services District
4. AB 628 (Bonta) Employment: victims of sexual harassment: protections.
5. AB 857 (Chiu) Public banks.
6. AB-1214 (Melendez) Teacher credentialing: renewal: cardiopulmonary resuscitation.(2019-2020)
7. AB 1332 (Bonta) Sanctuary State Contracting and Investment Act.
8. SB 37 (Skinner) Crimes: explosives. Corporation taxes: tax rates.
9. SB 135 (Jackson) Disability compensation: paid Paid family leave.
10. H.R.2124 (Rutherford) E-2 Visa Improvement Act of 2019
Featured speaker

Robin Gilliland, Temecula Homeless Outreach Team

Information

Speaker and Chamber Announcements

Information

Our lunch sponsor

Thank You

The Mill

Adjourn – Next Meeting June 17, 2019
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Call to Order
The meeting was called to order by Chairman Greg Morrison at 12:08pm
Chairman Greg Morrison thanked Sizzlers for providing a wonderful lunch!
2019 Legislative Report #4
Gene Wunderlich began the reviewed the bills. There were a total of twelve (12) bills reviewed by the Council.
1. AB 36 (Bloom) Residential tenancies: rent control. This bill would modify those provisions to authorize an owner
of residential real property to establish the initial and all subsequent rental rates for a dwelling or unit that has
been issued its first certificate of occupancy within 10 years of the date upon which the owner seeks to establish
the initial or subsequent rental rate, or for a dwelling or unity that is alienable separate from the title to any other
dwelling unity or is a subdivided interest in a subdivision and the owner is a natural person who owns 2 or more
residential units within the same jurisdiction as the dwelling or unit for which the owner seeks to establish the
initial or subsequent rental rate, subject to certain exceptions.
Motion to OPPOSE seconded and carried.
2. AB 40 (Ting) Zero-emission vehicles: comprehensive strategy. This bill, no later than January 1, 2021, would
require the state board to develop a comprehensive strategy to ensure that the sales of new motor vehicles and
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new light-duty trucks in the state have transitioned fully to zero-emission vehicles, as defined, 2040.
Motion to OPPOSE seconded and carried.
3. AB 138 (Bloom) California Community Health Fund. This bill, subject to specified exemptions, would impose a
fee on every distributor, as defined, for the privilege of distributing bottled sugary drinks and concentrate in the
state, at a rate of $0.02 per fluid ounce and for the privilege of distributing syrups and powders concentrate in
this state, either as concentrate or as sweetened beverages derived from that concentrate at the rate of $0.02
per fluid ounce of sweetened beverage to be produced from concentrate. The bill would require the California
Department of Tax and Fee Administration to administer and collect the fee pursuant to the Fee Collection
Procedures Law, to register the distributors upon whom the fee is imposed, and would authorize the California
Department of Tax and Fee Administration to promulgate and enforce regulations related to administration of
the fee. The bill would require the fees to be deposited into the California Community Health Fund, created by
the bill. The bill would require moneys in the fund, upon appropriation by the Legislature, to be allocated to
specified entities, including the State Department of Public Health, the State Department of Health Care Services,
and the State Department of Education, to promote health equity, to reduce health disparities, to improve oral
health, and to prevent the leading causes of illness, injury and premature death, and would authorize state
departments to award competitive grants to local organizations in support of the bill’s objectives. This bill would
make legislative findings and declarations relating to the consumption of sweetened beverages, diabetes,
childhood obesity, and dental disease.
Motion to OPPOSE seconded and carried.
4. AB 178 (Dahle) Energy: building standards: photovoltaic requirements. This bill would, until January 1, 2023,
specify that residential construction intended to repair, restore, or replace a residential building or destroyed as
a result of a disaster in an area in which a state of emergency has been proclaimed by the Governor before January
1, 2020, is required to comply with the photovoltaic requirements, if any, that were in effect at the time the
damaged or destroyed residential bui8lding was originally constructed and is not required to comply with any
additional or conflicting photovoltaic requirements in effect at the time of repair, restoration, or replacement.
The bill would provide that the above provision applies if certain requirements are met with respect to the
owner’s income and insurance coverage and the location and square footage of construction. Because a local
agency would be required to determine whether those requirements are met, this bill would impose a statemandated local program.
Motion to SUPPORT seconded and carried.
5. AB 495 (Murarsuchi) Cosmetics: safety. This bill would additionally prescribe that a cosmetic is adulterated if it
contains asbestos, lead, or any of several specified intentionally added ingredients. By expanding the4 scope of a
crime, this bill would impose a state-mandated local program. This bill would additionally authorize the division
to investigate a cosmetic that is adulterated. This bill would also require a referral to be made if the division
determines, pursuant to an investigation, that a cosmetic is adulterated and require those referrals to additionally
be made to the Department of Justice. The bill would specify that it is a violation of the Sherman Food, Drug, and
Cosmetic Law to fail to comply with guidelines or instructions issued by the division to implement these
provisions. By expanding the scope of a crime, this bill would impose a state-mandated local program.
Motion to OPPOSE seconded and carried.
6. AB 755 (Holden) California tire fee: Stormwater Permit Compliance Fund. This bill would increase the California
tire fee by $1.50. This bill would deposit the additional moneys in the Stormwater Permit Compliance Fund, which
would be established by the bill, and would make the moneys available to the State Water Resources Control
Board Division of Financial Assistance. The bill would continuously appropriate moneys in the fund for competitive
grants for projects and programs for municipal storm sewer system permit compliance requirements that would
prevent or remediate zinc pollutants caused by tires in the state and for an annual audit of the fund. Money in
the fund would be available upon appropriation for the administrative expenses of the fund, not to exceed 3% of
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the overall revenue annually deposited in the fund, except as specified.
Motion to OPPOSE seconded and carried.
7.

AB 1240 (Weber) School accountability: local control and accountability plans: state priorities: pupil
achievement. This bill instead would require pupil achievement to be measured by, and as applicable, among
other things completed by existing law, separate calculations for (1) the percentage of pupils who have
successfully completed courses that satisfy the requirements for entrance to the University of California and the
California State University, (2) the percentage of pupils who have successfully completed courses that satisfy the
requirements for career technical education sequences or programs of study that align with state board approved
career technical education standards and frameworks, as prescribed, and (3) the percentage of pupils who have
successfully completed both types of courses described in (1) and (2).
Motion to SUPPORT seconded and carried.

8. SB 5 (Beall) Affordable Housing and Community Development Investment Program. This bill would establish in
state government the Affordable Housing and Community Development Investment Program, which would be
administrated by the Affordable Housing and Community Development Investment Committee. The bill would
authorize a city, county, joint powers agency, enhanced infrastructure financing district, affordable housing
authority, community revitalization and investment authority, transit village development district, or a
combination of those entities, to apply to the Affordable Housing and Community Development Investment
Committee to participate in the program and would authorize the committee to approve or deny plans for
projects meeting specific criteria. This bill would require the Affordable Housing and Community Development
Investment Committee to adopt guidelines for plans and approve no more than $200,000,000 per year from July
1, 2020, to June 30, 2025 and $250,000,000 per year from July 1, 2025 to June 30, 2029 in reductions in annual
ERAF contributions for applicants for plans approved pursuant to this program. This bill would provide that eligible
projects include, among other things, the predevelopment, development, acquisition, rehabilitation, and
preservation of workforce and affordable housing, certain transit oriented development, and projects promoting
strong neighborhoods. The bill would require the Affordable Housing and Community Development Investment
Committee, upon approval of a plan, to issue an order directing the county auditor to reduce the total amount of
ad valorem property tax revenue otherwise required to be contributed to the county’s ERAF from the applicant
by the annual reduction amount approved. The bill would require a county auditor to deposit the total annual
reduction amount approved within a county into the Affordable Housing and Community Development
Investment Fund, which is created by this bill in the treasury of each county, and allocate moneys in that fund as
directed by the committee as specified. The bill would require the auditor, if the applicant is an enhanced
infrastructure financing district, affordable housing authority, transit village development district, or community
revitalization investment authority, to transfer to the city or county that created the authority or district an
amount property tax revenue equal to the reduction amount approved be the Affordable Housing and Community
Development Investment Committee for that authority or district. The bill would require the city or county that
created the district to, upon receipt, transfer those funds to the authority or district in an amount equal to the
affordable housing and community development investment amount for that authority or district. By imposing
additional duties on local officials, the bill would impose a state-mandated local program. The bill would authorize
applicants to use approved amounts to incur debt or issue bonds or other financing to support an approved
project. The bill would also require each applicant that has received funding to submit annual reports, as specified,
and would require the Affordable Housing and Community Development Investment to provide a report to the
Joint Legislative Budget Committee that includes certain project information. Section 8 of Article XVI of the
California Constitution sets forth a formula for computing the minimum amount of revenues that the state is
required to appropriate for the support districts and community college districts for each fiscal year. This bill
would require the Director of Finance to adjust the percentage of General Fund revenues appropriated for school
districts and community college districts for these purposes in a manner that ensures that the reductions in
contributions to a county’s ERAF pursuant to the Affordable Housing and Community Development Investment
Program have no net fiscal impact upon the total amount of the General Fund revenue and a local property tax
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revenue allocated to the school districts and community college districts pursuant to Section 8 of article XVI of
the California Constitution, as specified.
Motion to SUPPORT seconded and carried.
9. SB 44 (Skinner) Medium-duty and heavy-duty vehicles: comprehensive strategy. This bill would require the state
board, no later than January 1, 2021, to develop a comprehensive strategy for the deployment of medium-duty
and heavy-duty vehicles in the state that results in bringing the state into compliance with federal ambient air
quality standards, a reduction of motor vehicle greenhouse gas emissions by 40% by 2030, and a reduction of
motor vehicle greenhouse gas emissions by 80% by 2050 as specified. The bill would authorize the state board to
establish a process to identify medium-duty and heavy-duty vehicle segments that can more quickly reduce motor
vehicle emissions, consistent with the California Clean Truck, Bus, and Off-Road Vehicle and Equipment
Technology Program and a beachhead market analysis. The bill, if the state board does that identification, would
require the state board to implement additional emissions reduction strategies and motor vehicle deployment
goals consistent with the comprehensive strategy. This bill would state that 10% of the annual proceeds of the
Greenhouse Gas Reduction Fund will be appropriated in each annual Budget Act through the 2024-25 fiscal year
to the state board for the California Clean Truck, Bus, and Off-Road Vehicle and Equipment Technology Program
to support the commercialization and deployment of medium-duty and heavy-duty vehicles that reduce
greenhouse gas emissions.
Motion to OPPOSE seconded and carried.
10. SB 468 (Jackson) Taxation: tax expenditures: repeal date. This bill would replace all tax expenditures, as defined,
on December 31, 2023 not including any tax expenditures under the Personal Income Tax Law, and would require,
if a tax expenditure is amended to remove or extend the repeal dare, the act doing so to include specified
information related to the efficacy of the tax expenditure. The bill would also require the Legislative Analyst’s
Office to conduct an analysis of, and provide a specified report to the Legislature regarding, these tax
expenditures. This bill would include a change in state statute that would result I a taxpayer paying a higher tax
within the meaning of Section 3 of Article XII A of the4 California Constitution, and thus would require for passage
the approval of 2/3 of the4 membership of each house of the Legislature.
Motion to OPPOSE seconded and carried.
11. SB 601 (Morrell) State agencies: licenses: fee waiver. This bill would authorize any state agency that issues any
business license to reduce or waive any required fees for licensure, renewal of licensure, or the replacement of a
physical license for display if a person or business establishes to the satisfaction of the state agency that the
person or business has been displaced or affected by a declared federal emergency or proclaimed state
emergency.
Motion to SUPPORT seconded and carried.
12. AB 5 (Gonzalez) Worker status: independent contractors. (Update only)
Reports:
Featured Speaker-Pat Thomas, Dir. Public Works. City of Temecula:
Pat Thomas, Director of Public Works for the City of Temecula presented on expanding fee structures for parks. Pat
specifically talked about service Level “C” assessments, which provides maintenance of landscaping around the perimeter
of residential zones. Prop 218 in early 2000 was passed, which requires a vote of property owners in the zones affected
to approve of any increase. To date Temecula has 29 zones dating back to pre-city hood and subsequent years of which
only 1 zone has had fees increased by approval of property owners. Since the cost of maintenance has increased 114%
since 1991 the city can no longer provide the same level of service. The City is moving forward with mailing ballots for
effective zones with ten zones being mailed in 2019-20, ten zones being mailed 2021-21, and the final nine zones being
mailed in 2021-22. These ballots will include an automatic cost of living increase if approved by the property owners. If a
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specific zone does not approve the increase the City of Temecula will reduce service levels.
Senator Stone
Report by Debbie Herrera: The Senator has provided some handouts in the back. SB 340 High-speed rail bonds has been
derailed.
Assemblymember Melissa Melendez
Report by: Samantha Stilwell: The Assemblymember has provided some handouts in the back. Update on AB-71 this bill
will not receive a hearing and they are going to hold it until it dies. The Assemblywoman is holding a town hall meeting in
Lake Elsinore this Friday at The Cultural Center.
Assemblymember Marie Waldron
Report by Tom Stinson: The Assemblymember has provided some handouts in the back. AB-19 is a fire prevention bill to
allow small local fire agencies to purchase brush clearing equipment. Most of California’s wild fires have acquired in dense
brush areas where local small agencies do not have the proper equipment.
Lake Elsinore Valley Chamber of Commerce
Reported by Kim Cousins:
 EWDC –Eastern Municipal Water District Presents: Water Tax Update April 18th @ 11:30AM-1PM at the Diamond
Club
 Afterhours Business Mixer Hosted by Lake Elsinore Storm April 18th @ 5:30-7PM at the Diamond Club
Murrieta/Wildomar Chamber of Commerce
Reported by Myke Monroe:
 Craft Beer Week May 13th thru 19th Brewmaster’s .
 May 17th golf tournament.
 June 1st is the deadline for business nominations.

Temecula Valley Chamber of Commerce
Reported by Laura Turnbow:
 Mixer at City of Temecula on Wednesday Evening at City Hall
 Golf Tournament May 3rd

SWCLC thanked Sizzlers for their generous donation of lunch for today’s meeting.
Adjournment: 1:28 pm
Next meeting Monday, May 20, 2019
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Metropolitan Water District Doubles Turf Rebate
Southern Californians can now get $2 for every square foot of thirsty grass they replace with more water efficient
sustainable landscaping, up to $10,000.
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California launched its new turf replacement program in April, doubling
its rebate and approving other changes to make it easier to participate.
“Increasing conservation in the region is a key pillar of ensuring the Southland has a reliable water supply for
decades to come,” Metropolitan General Manager Jeffrey Kightlinger said. “More than half of all household water
use occurs outside, so swapping out grass for more water-efficient landscapes and native plants can go a long way
to reaching our conservation goals.”
Some of Metropolitan’s member agencies are offering additional cash incentives. Residents and business owners
should visit bewaterwise.com or check with their local water agencies to learn their total rebate. Metropolitan will
accept up to $50 million in applications annually.
During the peak of California’s drought in 2014 and 2015, Metropolitan offered a similar rebate as part of the
nation’s largest water conservation program. The program spurred removal of 160 million square feet of grass
across Southern California – expected to annually save enough to serve about 64,000 households. The revived
program is expected to help Metropolitan meet its goal to conserve an additional 180,000 acre-feet of water by
2040, enough for about 540,000 Southern California homes.
Other program details:





The maximum square footage is 5,000 for residential projects and 50,000 for commercial projects.
Participants can remove grass in their front yards and/or back yards.
Participants must plant at least three plants per 100 square feet in areas where grass has been removed.
A landscape plan, a watershed approach, efficient irrigation and mulch coverage are required. Synthetic turf is not eligible.

For more information and to apply, visit bewaterwise.com.
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May Deadlines
May 3 Last day for policy committees to meet and report to the floor non-fiscal bills introduced in their house (J.R.
61(a)(3)).
May 10 Last day for policy committees to meet prior to June 3 (J.R. 61(a)(4)).
May 17 Last day for fiscal committees to meet and report to the floor bills introduced in their house (J.R. 61 (a)(5)). Last
day for fiscal committees to meet prior to June 3 (J.R. 61 (a)(6)).
May 27 Memorial Day.
May 28-May 31 Floor session only. No committee may meet for any purpose except for Rules Committee, bills referred
pursuant to A.R. 77.2, and Conference Committees (J.R. 61(a)(7)).
May 31 Last day for each house to pass bills introduced in that house (J.R. 61(a)(8))

Legislative Item #1

Action

AB 217 (E. Garcia) Safe Drinking Water for All Act.
Recommended action: OPPOSE
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich
Introduced by Assembly Member Eduardo Garcia
(Coauthors: Assembly Members Bloom, Bonta, Carrillo, Chau, Chiu, Gipson, Holden, Quirk,
Robert Rivas, Mark Stone, and Wicks)
(Coauthor: Senator Monning)
Summary:
This bill creates the Safe Drinking Water for All 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.
Description:
Existing law, the California Safe Drinking Water Act, requires the State Water Resources Control Board to
administer provisions relating to the regulation of drinking water to protect public health. Existing law declares
it to be the established policy of the state that every human being has the right to safe, clean, affordable, and
accessible water adequate for human consumption, cooking, and sanitary purposes.
This bill would enact the Safe Drinking Water for All Act and would establish the Safe and Affordable Drinking
Water Fund in the State Treasury and would provide that moneys in the fund are continuously appropriated
to the board to provide a source of funding to secure access to safe drinking water for all Californians, while
also ensuring the long-term sustainability of drinking water service and infrastructure.
The bill would authorize the board to provide for the deposit into the fund of federal contributions, voluntary
contributions, gifts, grants bequests, and settlements from parties responsible for contamination of drinking
water supplies, and to contribute funding available from other sources related to water quality. The bill would
require the board to expend moneys in the fund for grants, loans, contracts, or services to assist eligible
applicants with certain projects.
The bill would require the board, working with a multistakeholder advisory group, to adopt a fund
implementation plan and policy handbook with priorities and guidelines for expenditures of the fund.
The bill would require the board annually to prepare and make available a report of expenditures from the
fund. The bill would require the board to adopt annually, after a public hearing, an assessment of funding
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need that estimates the anticipated funding needed for the next fiscal year to achieve the purposes of the
fund.
This bill would establish a statewide safe and affordable drinking water fee system charge in the amount of
$0.50 per service connection per month on all public water systems. The bill would require each public water
system to remit to the board the amount of the fee system charge for their public water system on July 1,
2020, and by July 1 annually thereafter.
The bill would establish the Safe and Affordable Drinking Water Trust Fund and would require moneys held
in the trust fund to be invested by the Treasurer, in consultation with the Director of Finance and the controller,
as specified. The bill would transfer the investment income derived from the trust fund on January 1 of each
year to the Safe and Affordable Drinking Water Fund. The bill would state that a transfer of $200,000,000 is
to be made by the Legislature each year for 5 years for the purpose of establishing a $1,000,000,000 trust
account to derive interest revenues to fund the Safe and Affordable Drinking Water Fund.
Existing law requires every person who manufactures or distributes fertilizing materials to be licensed by the
Secretary of Food and Agriculture and to pay a license fee that does not exceed $300. Existing law requires
every lot, parcel, or package of fertilizing material to have a label attached to it, as required by the secretary.
Existing law requires a licensee who sells or distributes bulk fertilizing materials to pay to the secretary an
assessment not to exceed $0.002 per dollar of sales for all sales of fertilizing materials, as prescribed, for the
purposes of the administration and enforcement of provisions relating to fertilizing materials. In addition to
that assessment, existing law authorizes the secretary to impose an assessment in an amount not to exceed
$0.001 per dollar of sales for all sales of fertilizing materials for the purpose of providing funding for research
and education regarding the use of fertilizing materials. Existing law specifies that a violation of the fertilizing
material laws or the regulations adopted pursuant to those laws is a misdemeanor.
This bill, during the 2020–34 calendar years, would require a licensee to pay to the secretary a fertilizer safe
drinking water fee of $0.008 per dollar of sale for all sales of fertilizing materials intended for noncommercial
use and $0.004 per dollar of sale for all sales of packaged fertilizing materials intended for noncommercial
use. The bill, beginning in the 2035 calendar year, would reduce the fee to $0.004 per dollar of sale intended
for noncommercial use and $0.002 per dollar of sale of packaged materials intended for noncommercial use.
The bill, on and after January 1, 2035, would authorize the secretary to adjust the fee as necessary to meet
but not exceed 70% of the anticipated funding need for nitrate in the most recent assessment of funding need
adopted by the board or the sum of $7,000,000, whichever is less, and would authorize the secretary to adopt
regulations relating to the administration and enforcement of these provisions. Because a violation of these
provisions or regulations adopted pursuant to these provisions would be a crime, the bill would impose a
state-mandated local program.
Existing law regulates the production, handling, and marketing of milk and dairy products and requires every
milk handler subject to that regulatory scheme to pay specified assessments and fees to the Secretary of
Food and Agriculture to cover the costs of regulating milk. Existing law governing milk defines “handler” as
any person who, either directly or indirectly, receives, purchases, or otherwise acquires ownership,
possession, or control of market milk from a producer, a producer-handler, or another handler for the purpose
of manufacture, processing, sale, or other handling. Existing law defines “market milk” as milk conforming to
specified standards and “manufacturing milk” as milk that does not conform to the requirements of market
milk. Existing law provides that a violation of that regulatory scheme or a regulation adopted pursuant to that
regulatory scheme is a misdemeanor.
This bill would require, beginning January 1, 2022, each handler to deduct from payments made to producers
for market and manufacturing milk the sum of $0.01355 per hundredweight of milk as a dairy safe drinking
water fee. The bill would require the secretary to deposit these moneys into the Safe and Affordable Drinking
Water Fund.
Existing law requires the Secretary of Food and Agriculture to enforce provisions governing livestock
operations. Existing law generally provides that a violation of a provision of the Food and Agricultural Code is
a misdemeanor.
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This bill would require each producer owning a nondairy confined animal facility, as defined, beginning the
2021 calendar year to pay annually to the secretary a safe drinking water fee of $1,000 for the first facility and
$750 per each facility thereafter owned by the same producer, not to exceed $12,000.
FISCAL EFFECT:
1) Increased ongoing annual revenue of $58 million resulting from the water system charge.
2) Increased annual investment income of approximately $35 million from the Trust Fund once it reaches $1
billion.
3) Increased ongoing revenue of approximately $17 million to $20 million per year from 2020 until 2034 and
$8.5 to $10 million per year thereafter resulting from the fertilizer fee. Additional unknown revenue if the CDFA
secretary adjusts the fee after 2035. Annual CDFA costs are capped at 5%.
4) Increased ongoing revenue of approximately $5.5 million per year from 2022 until 2035 resulting from the
dairy fee. Annual CDFA administrative costs are capped at 2%.
5) Unknown revenue increases, beginning January 1, 2021, estimated in the range of hundreds of thousands
of dollars per year, from the confined animal facility fee. CDFA costs are not capped.
6) $1 billion GF transfer to establish the Trust Fund over five years.
7) SWRCB annual costs of $1.3 million (7 PY) to administer the monthly service charges from over 7000
public water systems.
8) SWRCB annual costs of $7 million to administer grants, loans, contracts and services to provide safe and
affordable drinking water.
Arguments in support:
According to the author: More than one million Californians are living without access to safe, reliable drinking
water. It is unacceptable that the world’s 5th largest economy cannot ensure this essential resource and
fundamental human right to all its residents. This is a public health emergency impacting our families and
students. We must rise together and commit to an equitable and importantly a sustainable safe drinking water
solution that will work for all Californians. We must get this done.
Arguments in opposition:
Background. The Milk Pooling Branch (Branch) Administers the California Pooling Plan for Market Milk which,
together with the Dairy Marketing Branch, promotes, fosters and encourages the intelligent production and
orderly marketing of fluid milk. Currently, there are seven mandatory deductions subtracted from a producer’s
check to pay for programs and services provided by the state for the benefit of the industry. The following are
mandated deductions: a) Dairy Council of California --$0.0065 - $0.01625 per hundredweight) b) National
Dairy Promotion --$0.05 per hundredweight c) State Dairy Promotion (CMAB) --$0.10 per hundredweight d)
Pool Administration Fee (CDFA) --$0.012 per hundredweight e) Market Milk Administration Fee (CDFA) -$0.008 per hundredweight f) Dairy Inspection Fee (CDFA or County Inspectors) --$216.90 per month ($0.135
per hundredweight, on first 482,000 lbs of milk produced each quarter, which almost every dairy exceeds).
This bill adds another mandated deduction for safe drinking water.
According to a coalition letter of groups, including Scotts MiracleGro and the Household and Commercial
Products Association, they have taken an oppose unless amended position on AB 217, "…as it would impose
a fee on all fertilizer materials to be paid by licensees who sell or distribute bulk and packaged fertilizer
material. We strongly encourage the committee to adopt the fertilizer fee formula as outlined in SB 844
(Monning, 2018). The language in SB 844 proposed a $0.004 fee for every dollar sold of packaged noncommercial fertilizer materials, until 2034 at which time the fee is lowered to $0.002. These products are sold
in small quantities, typically used by homeowners in lawns and gardens. They are not significantly contributing
to water quality impairments. The fees on commercial fertilizer were proposed to be assessed at a higher
level to achieve the total funding amount the previous administration sought. We appreciate the concerns of
communities that lack reliable drinking water systems and support the goal of ensuring community access to
safe, clean and affordable water. Unfortunately, the current language in AB 217 creates a disproportionate
fiscal impact on non-ag fertilizer producers. We believe there are more equitable funding formulas that could
be used to raise the necessary funds for safe and affordable drinking water, as it relates to nitrate
contamination. Given these concerns, we request AB 217 be amended to replace the current fertilizer fee
language with the language in AB 844 (2018)."
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Support: (Verified 5/10/19)
Alliance Of Child And Family Services
American Heart Association
American Rivers
American Stroke Association
Arvin Community Services District
Asian Pacific Environment Network
Asociación De Gente Unida Por El Agua
Audubon California
California Alliance of Child And Family Services
California Bicycle Coalition
California Environmental Justice Alliance
California Food Policy Advocates
California League of Conservation Voters
California Rural Legal Assistance Foundation
California Water Service
Carbon Cycle Institute
Central Valley Air Quality (CVAQ) Coalition
Ceres Clean Water Action Coalition For Humane Immigrant
Rights (CHIRLA)
Community Alliance for Agroecology
Community Water Center
Dolores Huerta Foundation
Environmental Defense Fund

Environmental Health Coalition
Esperanza Community Housing Corp
Faith In The Valley
Friends Committee On Legislation Of California Leadership
Council For Justice And Accountability
Lutheran Office of Public Policy - California
Martin Luther King Jr Freedom Center
Mi Familia Vota
NextGen California
Pesticide Action Network North America
Physicians for Social Responsibility - Los Angeles
PICO California Planning And Conservation League
PODER
Policylink
Professional Engineers In California Government
Public Health Advocates
Pueblo Unido Community Development Coordinator
RCAC Self-Help Enterprises
Service Employees International Union (SEIU)
The Nature Conservancy
Water Foundation
Western Center On Law And Poverty

Opposition: (Verified 4/8/19)
Central Garden and Pet
Harrell's LLC
Household and Commercial Products Association

Lawn & Horticulture Products Work Group
Scotts Miracle-Gro Company

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

Legislative Item #2

Action

AB 392 (Weber) as amended, Weber. Peace officers: deadly force
Recommended action: OPPOSE
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich
Introduced by Assembly Members Weber and McCarty
(Principal coauthor: Assembly Member Holden)
(Principal coauthors: Senators Bradford and Mitchell)
(Coauthors: Assembly Members Medina and Mark Stone)
Summary:
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.
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Description:
Existing law authorizes a peace officer to make an arrest pursuant to a warrant or based upon probable
cause, as specified. Under existing law, an arrest is made by the actual restraint of the person or by
submission to the custody of the arresting officer.
Existing law authorizes a peace officer to use reasonable force to effect the arrest, to prevent escape, or to
overcome resistance. Existing law does not require an officer to retreat or desist from an attempt to make an
arrest because of resistance or threatened resistance of the person being arrested.
Under existing law, a homicide committed by a peace officer is justifiable when necessarily committed in
arresting a person who has committed a felony and the person is fleeing or resisting such arrest.
Existing case law deems such a homicide to be a seizure under the Fourth Amendment of the Constitution
of the United States, and as such, requires the actions to be reasonable.
This bill would redefine the circumstances under which a homicide by a peace officer is deemed justifiable
to include when the killing is in self-defense or the defense of another, consistent with the existing legal
standard for self-defense, or when the killing is necessary to prevent the escape of a fleeing felon whose
immediate apprehension is necessary to prevent death or serious injury.
The bill would additionally bar the use of this defense if the peace officer acted in a criminally negligent
manner that caused the death, including if the officer’s criminally negligent actions created the necessity for
the use of deadly force.
The bill would also affirmatively prescribe the circumstances under which a peace officer is authorized to use
deadly force to effect an arrest, to prevent escape or to overcome resistance.
Arguments in support:
According to PolicyLink, “In 2017, 172 Californians were killed by the police, and our state’s police
departments have some of the highest rates of killings in the nation. Of the unarmed people California police
killed, three out of four were people of color. Black and Latino families and communities are disproportionately
vulnerable to police violence, creating generations of individual and community trauma. Given the significant
racial disparity and the disproportionate number of men of color killed by police, passing AB 392 is imperative
to achieving racial justice and securing human rights.
Boys and men of color have a right to be free from fear and violence, and changing the outdated standard for
law enforcement use of deadly force is necessary to ensuring their safety. “California must update its outdated
law on deadly use of force. Current law allows police to use deadly force whenever “reasonable”, even if there
is no threat to life or bodily security, and even if safe alternatives to deadly force are available. California law
even authorizes deadly force that is below the standard of the Constitution. This disturbing level of discretion
has had dire consequences: Police in California kill community members at a rate 37 percent higher than the
national average, per capita, and several of our state’s police departments have among the highest rates of
killings in the country
Arguments in opposition:
According to California State Sheriffs’ Association, “Longstanding state and federal case law argued,
reviewed, shaped, and clarified over decades, as well as thoroughly vetted policies and strict, evolving training
guide law enforcement officers and agencies when it comes to the use of deadly force. The decision to apply
this level of force is the most solemn, serious, and scrutinized choice an officer could be asked to make. It
must often occur without notice and with only milliseconds to contemplate his or her actions. As such, shifting
the standard that guides the use of lethal force from one of objective reasonableness in light of the facts and
circumstances (the existing standard as described in Graham v. Connor) to necessity given the totality of the
circumstances (as proposed by this measure to require an objectively reasonable peace officer in the same
situation to conclude that there was no reasonable alternative to the use of deadly force) will necessarily
require second-guessing of an officer’s decision, potentially with facts and information not available or known
to the officer during the pendency of the encounter.
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In fact, this standard of necessity elicits not-so-exaggerated scenarios where an officer, so as to ensure he
or she does not risk violating the new paradigm, might wait until a subject discharges a firearm at the officer
before engaging. He or she might choose this course of action because the language of the bill opens the
door for an after-the-fact analysis that could find a use of lethal force unnecessary when a subject points an
unloaded firearm at an officer. While there is little chance an officer would be able to ascertain such a fact
made crucial by the implementation of a necessity standard, he or she could nevertheless be in violation of
the law given possible interpretations of this proposed statute.
“In addition to creating tremendous and routinely life-threatening risk to peace officers, AB 392 could
discourage proactive policing. Fearing repercussions ranging from employee discipline to criminal prosecution
based on this new standard, it is possible that officers who today would purposefully put themselves in harm’s
way to do their job might tomorrow decline to act. Knowing this reality, criminals will be given carte blanche,
if not encouraged, to flee from officers, disobey commands, and victimize our communities. “Peace officers
and their agencies will be subjected to levels of personal and organizational liability that will hamstring them
from fulfilling their duties to protect the public safety. Instead, cops and law enforcement agencies will be
forced to decide how to do their jobs with monetary risks and criminal prosecution guiding their thinking
instead of the best way to defend communities from wrongdoers.
“Even if this sea change in standard were appropriate, agency policies would have to be changed and tens
of thousands of peace officers would have to receive all new training. That said, the bill does not contemplate
this reality. Perhaps the only thing worse than converting to this standard, which will jeopardize the lives of
peace officers and those who they are sworn to protect, is the possibility that it will be done without time to
adjust and train.”
Support: (Verified 5/10/19)
Alliance for Boys and Men of Color (Co-Sponsor)
American Civil Liberties Union of California (Co-Sponsor)
Anti Police-Terror Project (Co-Sponsor)
Black Lives Matter (Co-Sponsor)
California Faculty Association (Co-Sponsor) California Families
United 4 Justice (Co-Sponsor)
Communities United for Restorative Youth Justice (Co-Sponsor)
PICO California (Co-Sponsor)
PolicyLink (Co-Sponsor)
Stop Terrorism and Oppression by the Police Coalition (CoSponsor)
United Domestic Workers of America-AFSCME Local 3930/AFLCIO (Co-Sponsor)
Youth Justice Coalition (Co-Sponsor)
All Saints Church, Pasadena
Alliance San Diego
American Friends Service Committee
Amnesty International USA
Annual Pan African Global Trade & Investment Conference
Anti-Defamation League
Asian Americans Advancing Justice - California Asian Law
Alliance
Asian Pacific Environmental Network
Asian Solidarity Collective
Associate Professor Stoughton at the University of South
Carolina
AYPAL: Building API C
Indivisible CA: Statestrong
Indivisible Colusa County
Indivisible Marin
Indivisible Peninsula and CA-14
Indivisible Project
Indivisible Sausalito
Indivisible South Bay-LA

Indivisible Stanislaus
Indivisible Ventura
Indivisible Watu
Indivisible: San Diego Central
Indivisibles of Sherman Oaks
Initiate Justice
InnerCity Struggle
International Human Rights Clinic at Santa Clara Law
Japanese American Citizens League, San Jose Chapter
Jewish Voice for Peace, San Diego Chapter Justice & Witness
Ministry of Plymouth
United Church of Christ
Justice Teams Network
Kehilla Community Synagogue
LA Voice
League of Women Voters of California
Legal Services for Prisoners with Children
Los Angeles Black Worker Center
Mid-City Community Advocacy Network Motivating Individual
Leadership for Public Advancement
National Center for Youth Law
National Juvenile Justice Network
National Lawyers Guild Los Angeles
National Nurses United
Oakland Police Commission
Oakland Privacy
Orange County Communities
Organized For Responsible Development Orchard City Indivisible
Our Revolution Long Beach
Pacifica Social Justice Partnership for the Advancement of New
Americans
Paving Great Futures
Peace and Freedom Party of California
People Power LA | West
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Pillars of the Community
Professor Alpert at the University of South Carolina
Progressive Students of Miracosta College Public Health
Advocates
Public Health Justice Collective
Resistance Northridge-Indivisible
Reverend Al Sharpton-National Action Network Revolutionary
Scholars Riverside
Temple Beth El
Rooted In Resistance
Sacramento Area Black Caucus
Sacramento Jewish Community Relations Council
Sacramento LGBT Community Center
San Diegans for Criminal Justice Reform
San Diego City College's Urban Scholar's Union San Diego High
School's Cesar Chavez Service Club
San Diego La Raza Lawyers Association
San Diego LGBT Community Center
San Francisco No Injunctions Coalition
San Francisco Peninsula People Power
San Francisco Public Defender's Office
San Jose/Silicon Valley NAACP
Santa Barbara Women's Political Committee Service Employees
International Union, Local 1000

Showing Up for Racial Justice, Bay Area Showing Up for Racial
Justice, Boston
Showing Up for Racial Justice, Greater Dayton Showing Up for
Racial Justice, Marin
Showing Up for Racial Justice, Sacred Heart Showing Up for
Racial Justice, San Diego Showing Up for Racial Justice, Santa
Barbara Sister Warrior Freedom Coalition
Social & Environmental Justice Committee of the Universalist
Unitarian Church of Riverside Southeast Asia Resource Action
Center
The Pacific Palisades Democratic Club
The Partnership for the Advancement of New Americans
The Praxis Project
The Resistance Northridge-Indivisible
The W. Haywood Burns Institute
The Women's Foundation of California
Think Dignity
Together We Will/Indivisible - Los Gatos
United Food and Commercial Workers, Western States Council
We The People - San Diego
White People 4 Black Lives
Women For: Orange County
Youth Alive!
Youth Forward
20 Private individuals

Opposition: (Verified 5/10/19)
Anaheim Police Association
Association for Los Angeles Deputy Sheriffs Brawley Public
Safety Employee Association Brisbane Police Officers
Association
California Association of Code Enforcement Officers
California Association of Highway Patrolmen California College
and University Police Chiefs Association
California Correctional Supervisors Organization, Inc.
California Narcotic Officers' Association California Peace Officers
Association
California Police Chiefs Association
California Rifle and Pistol Association, Inc. California State
Sheriffs' Association
California Statewide Law Enforcement Association
Chula Vista Police Officers Association
El Cerrito Police Employees Association
Fresno Police Officers Association
Glendale Police Officers' Association
Hanford Police Officers' Association
Hawthorne Police Officers Association
Kern Law Enforcement Association

League of California Cities
Los Angeles County Professional Peace Officers Association
Los Angeles Police Protective League
Napa County Deputy Sheriff's Association
North Valley Chapter of PORAC
Peace Officers Association of Petaluma
Peace Officers Research Association of California
Riverside County Sheriff's Department
Riverside Sheriffs' Association
Sacramento County Alliance of Law Enforcement
San Diego County Probation Officer Association San Diego
District Attorney Investigator's Association
San Diego Harbor Police Officers Association San Francisco
Police Officers Association San Joaquin County Deputy Sheriff's
Association San Jose Police Officers' Association Santa Barbara
County Deputy Sheriff's Association Solano County Deputy
Sheriffs Association Stockton Police Officer's Association
Sunnyvale Public Safety Officers Association Union City Police
Officer's Association
Ventura County Deputy Sheriffs Association
11 Private individuals

Status: Active – Assembly: Rules Passed Public Safety
Senate Floor votes:
Assembly floor votes:
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Legislative Item #3

Action

AB 421 (Waldron) Transportation finance: De Luz Community Services District
Recommended action: SUPPORT
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich
Summary:
Allocates a portion of the Highway Users Tax and the Road Maintenance and Rehabilitation Program to the
De Luz Community Services District as though the De Luz district were a county.
Description:
Article XIX of the California Constitution restricts the use of fuel excise tax revenues imposed by the state
on fuels used in motor vehicles upon public streets and highways to expenditure on highway and certain mass
transit purposes. Existing law provides for the deposit of these revenues in the Highway Users Tax Account,
and appropriates those revenues for various purposes. With respect to the portion of these revenues that is
derived from increases in the motor vehicle fuel excise tax beginning in 2010, existing law requires, after
certain allocations are made, the Controller to allocate the remaining amount of this portion of revenues 44%
to the state transportation improvement program, 12% to the State Highway Operation and Protection
Program, and 44% to cities and counties for local street and road purposes.
This bill would require the Controller to allocate a portion of these revenues available for counties to the De
Luz Community Services District for local street and road purposes as though the De Luz Community Services
District were a county.
Existing law creates the Road Maintenance and Rehabilitation Program to address deferred maintenance
on the state highway system and the local street and road system. Existing law provides for the deposit of
various funds, including revenues from certain increases in fuel taxes and vehicle fees enacted in 2017, for
the program in the Road Maintenance and Rehabilitation Account. After certain allocations for the program
are made, existing law requires the remaining funds available for the program to be continuously appropriated
50% for maintenance of the state highway system or to the State Highway Operation and Protection Program
and 50% for apportionment to cities and counties by the Controller pursuant to a specified formula. Before
receiving an apportionment of funds under the program from the Controller in a fiscal year, existing law
requires an eligible city or county to submit to the California Transportation Commission a list of projects
proposed to be funded with these funds. Existing law requires the commission to report to the Controller the
cities and counties that have submitted a list of projects and requires the Controller, upon receipt of the report,
to apportion funds to eligible cities and counties included in the report, as specified. Existing law requires
cities and counties to maintain their existing commitment of local funds for street, road, and highway purposes
in order to remain eligible for an allocation or apportionment of these funds.
This bill would require the Controller to allocate a portion of these revenues available for counties to the De
Luz Community Services District pursuant to the specified formula after the Controller receives a report from
the commission indicating that the district submitted a list of projects proposed to be funded with these funds.
The bill would thereby make an appropriation.
Support: (Verified 5/10/19)
None on file

Opposition: (Verified 5/10/19)
None on file

Status: Active – Assembly Transportation
Senate Floor votes:
Assembly floor votes:
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Legislative Item #4

Action

AB 857, as amended, Chiu. Public banks.
Recommended action: OPPOSE
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich
Introduced by Assembly Members Chiu and Santiago
(Coauthors: Assembly Members Kalra, Mark Stone, Ting, and Wicks)
(Coauthors: Senators Beall, Skinner, and Wiener)
Summary:
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
banks, 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 well as unfairly compete with local community banks. Identified by the CalChamber as a JOB KILLER.
Description:
Existing law, the Financial Institutions Law, regulates the activities of various financial entities, including
commercial banks, industrial banks, trust companies, credit unions, and savings associations. The Banking
Law defines and regulates state banks and commits the enforcement of banking laws to the Commissioner
of Business Oversight.
Existing law prohibits a county from giving or loaning its credit to, or in aid of, any person or corporation.
Existing law requires a local agency, as defined, to deposit all money belonging to, or in the custody of that
local agency, into specified state or national banks, as defined. Existing law regulates the investment of public
funds by local agencies.
Existing law generally governs benefit corporations and requires that a benefit corporation make an annual
report to shareholders, as specified. Existing law, the Social Purpose Corporations Act, generally governs
social purpose corporations and requires that a social purpose corporation make a specified annual report to
shareholders.
This bill would define the term “bank” for purposes of the Financial Institutions Law and the Banking Law to
include a public bank. The bill would define the term “public bank” to mean a corporation, organized for the
purpose 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, or a special district.
The bill would require a public bank to comply with all requirements of the Financial Institutions Law and the
Banking Law and to obtain and maintain insurance, subject to specified requirements. The bill would require
a local agency to conduct and approve, as specified, a study of the viability of a public bank containing
specified elements before submitting an application to the commissioner to organize and establish a public
bank. The bill would authorize a county to lend its credit to a public bank. The bill would also would authorize
a local agency to deposit funds in a public bank, and to invest in a public bank, subject to certain requirements.
The bill would further require a public bank to identify in its articles of incorporation either a special purpose
or a special public benefit. The bill would authorize, but not require, a public bank to incorporate as a benefit
corporation or a social purpose corporation but would require a public bank to comply with the reporting
requirements to which a social benefit or social purpose corporation are held, as specified.
The Corporation Tax Law imposes a franchise tax on financial corporations, but provides that the tax is in
lieu of all other state and local taxes and licenses, with certain exceptions. That law also exempts specified
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classes of entities from the franchise and income taxes imposed by that law, including state-chartered credit
unions.
This bill would additionally exempt from those franchise and income taxes any public bank. This bill would
also exempt a public bank from all other state and local taxes and licenses, with certain exceptions.
Arguments in favor:
According to the authors: AB 857 provides more local control, transparency, and self-determination in how
local taxpayer dollars are leveraged in the banking system by allowing local governments to charter their own
public banks. These public banks would have oversight from the Department of Business Oversight (DBO)
and a separate, professional board. In contrast to profit-driven commercial banks, the public bank’s board of
directors will have a fiduciary duty to protect taxpayers’ assets.
AB 857 also requires partnerships between a public bank and existing local financial institutions to provide
retail services, enabling public banks to provide affordable loans and lines of credit to local businesses and
nonprofits, and increase the lending capacity of the local banking system. By creating a public bank, taxpayer
money will be held by an insured financial institution that measures its return on investment not only by profits,
but also by its success in supporting communities.
Arguments in opposition:
The California Bankers Association writes: AB 857 infers that banks are not serving their communities, an
argument repeatedly made by public bank activists in a variety of forums. There are 155 banks operating in
California, which combined, originate more than $100 billion in new loans annually. Proponents for the
creation of a public bank have failed to identify how the current marketplace is not meeting the public’s
financial needs… While AB 857 attempts to achieve partnership with local financial institutions, the measure
creates a tax advantaged entity that will directly compete with community banks. This measure does not
preclude a municipal bank from engaging in retail banking services or from offering commercial loan.
Commercial banks, particularly community banks, will be harmed by the taking of local agency deposits which
would otherwise be used as a source of liquidity by these banks to make loans into their communities. The
notion that the public bank will cooperate with local financial institutions is illusory and this measure forces
community banks to compete on an unlevel playing field.
The California Association of County Treasurers and Tax Collectors writes: While CACTTC certainly
understands the motivation to move public dollars away from certain private, commercial banks, there is
simply no question that country treasurers complying with state law cannot possibly deposit county funds into
a public bank. We have communicated this directly to the public bank advocates and have also provided them
our policy statement on the matter, which was developed prior to the introduction of [AB 857]. Moving forward
this legislation creates a false sense of hope for proponents who have been repeatedly advised that county
pools cannot be used for these purposes, and that critical statutory protections of local dollars cannot be
lightly dismissed.
Support: (Verified 4/8/19)
350 Bay Area Action
350 Silicon Valley Alliance For Community Transit - Los Angeles
Asian Pacific Environmental Network
California Nurses Association
California Public Banking Alliance
California Reinvestment Coalition
City And County Of San Francisco, Board Of Supervisors
Coleman Advocates For Children & Youth Commonomics Usa
Community Financial Resources
Democracy Collaborative
Democratic Party Of The San Fernando Valley Divest La
Fossil Free California
Friends Of The Earth U.S.
Green Party Of Santa Clara County
Ca Home It

Hubert H. Humphrey Democratic Club Indivisible Ca: Statestrong
Indivisible East Bay
Local Clean Energy Alliance
Los Angeles County Democratic Party
Mcgee-Spaulding Neighbors In Action
Media Alliance
Orange County Poor Peoples Campaign
People For Public Banking
Poder
Public Banking Institute
San Francisco Living Wage Coalition
San Francisco Rising Alliance
Seiu State Council
South Bay Progressive Alliance
Sunflower Alliance
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79 delegates of the California Democratic Party

Opposition: (Verified 4/8/19)
Bay Area Council
California Association Of County Treasurers & Tax Collectors
California Bankers Association
California Chamber Of Commerce

California Community Banking Network
California Credit Union League
Howard Jarvis Taxpayers Association

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

Legislative Item #5

Action

AB 628, as amended, Bonta. Employment: victims of sexual harassment: protections.
Recommended action: OPPOSE
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich
Summary:
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 their workforce.
This bill allows victims of sexual harassment to take time off from work in the same manner that existing law
allows for victims of 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.
Description:
Existing law prohibits an employer from discharging, or discriminating or retaliating against, an employee
who is a victim of domestic violence, sexual assault, or stalking and who takes time off from work to obtain,
or attempt to obtain, any relief to help ensure the health, safety, or welfare of the victim or his or her their child.
Existing law also prohibits an employer from discriminating or retaliating against an employee who is a victim
of domestic violence, sexual assault, or stalking because of the employee’s status as a victim, if the employer
has notice or knowledge of that status.
Existing law additionally prohibits an employer with 25 or more employees from discharging, or discriminating
or retaliating against an employee who is a victim, in this regard, who takes time off to obtain specified services
or counseling.
Existing law makes it a misdemeanor for an employer to refuse to rehire, promote, or restore an employee
who has been determined to be so eligible by a grievance procedure or legal hearing.
This bill would extend these employment protections to victims of sexual harassment, as defined.
The bill would also extend these employment protections to family members`, as defined, of the victims for
taking time off from work to provide assistance to the victims when seeking relief or obtaining those services
and counseling, as described above.
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The bill would apply these protections to state and local public employers and to the Legislature. By
expanding the definition of a crime, this bill would impose a state-mandated local program.
The bill would extend confidentiality protections provided to victims in this context, which existing law applies
only to people employed by employers with 25 or more employees, to employers generally.
Arguments in favor:
The California Partnership to End Domestic Violence, in support of the bill, states that is critical to permit
“survivors of sexual harassment to take job-protected leave to seek services or relief. Effects of sexual
harassment have been tied to severe psychological effects and physical harm, including negative mood, selfblame, emotional exhaustion, fear, and lowered satisfaction with life in general. It has also been tied to
financial stress, economic instability, and career disruption. When sexual harassment survivors are not able
to take time off to seek services or care, it can impact their well-being at work and at home, resulting in high
rates of workplace turnover and financial instability for individuals and their families.
This bill would promote economic stability by requiring employers to provide job-protected leave for
employees experiencing sexual harassment to seek social, legal and medical services.” According to the
Child Care Law Center, the bill’s provision to extend job-protected leave to family members of victims
“will…enable a survivor’s family member to support their loved one while maintaining economic stability. For
men and women, support from their partner and other family members is highly predictive of survivor wellbeing, in part by strengthening the individual’s ability to cope with stress. For example, one study found that
for survivors of domestic violence, social support from family members significantly increased their mental
and physical health by lowering levels of anxiety, depression, and post-traumatic stress disorder. Support
from family members is essential to survivors in their time of need, and job-protected leave for family members
would allow them to support their loved ones without jeopardizing their and their family’s economic security.”
Arguments in opposition:
A coalition of employer organizations, including the California Chamber of Commerce, is opposed to the bill
on the grounds that it “extends unlimited job protected leave to immediate family members of victims.
Immediate family member is broadly defined to include spouse, child, stepchild, foster parent, mother,
stepmother, father, or stepfather, registered domestic partner, grandparent, grandchild, or sibling.
Under this bill, an employee in Sacramento could allege that they were ‘sexually harassed’ by someone on
their way to work when that stranger accidentally brushed up against them. Under AB 628, the employee
could then take job protected leave as well as the employee’s brother in San Diego. The employee and the
employee’s brother would not need to provide any type of verification from a medical professional or other
documentation, so long as they provide their employer with advance notice of the need for time off. Thus, this
type of leave will create a significant burden on employers to accommodate and is clearly ripe for abuse.
Employees are already entitled to take a leave of absence for the medical needs of a family member under
California’s Paid Sick Leave law, the California Family Rights Act (CFRA) or the federal Family and Medical
Leave Act (FMLA).”
Support: (Verified 4/8/19)
American Federal Of State, County And Municipal Employees,
District Council 36 American Federation Of State, County And
Municipal Employees, Afl-Cio
California Catholic Conference
California Partnership To End Domestic Violence

California School Employees Association California Women'S
Law Center
Child Care Law Center
Legal Aid At Work
National Association Of Social Workers, California Chapter

Opposition: (Verified 4/8/19)
Brea Chamber Of Commerce
California Ambulance Association
California Association Of Joint Powers Authorities
California Chamber Of Commerce
California Farm Bureau Federation
California League Of Food Producers
California Manufacturers & Technology Association

California Newspaper Publishers Association California
Restaurant Association
California Retailers Association
California State Association Of Counties California State Council
Of Shrm (Calshrm) Camarillo Chamber Of Commerce
Civil Justice Association Of California
El Centro Chamber Of Commerce
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Greater Coachella Valley Chamber Of Commerce
Greater Conejo Valley Chamber Of Commerce League Of
California Cities
National Federation Of Independent Business (Nfib)
North Orange County Chamber Of Commerce Official Police
Garage Association Of Los Angeles

Oxnard Chamber Of Commerce
Palm Desert Area Chamber Of Commerce
Santa Maria Valley Chamber Of Commerce Torrance Area
Chamber Of Commerce
Western Growers Association

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

Legislative Item #6

Action

AB 1214 (Melendez) Teacher credentialing: renewal: cardiopulmonary resuscitation.(2019-2020)
Recommended action: SUPPORT
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich
Summary:
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
Description:
Existing law requires the Commission on Teacher Credentialing to, among other duties, to establish
standards for the issuance and renewal of credentials, certificates, and permits. Existing law makes a clear
teaching or services credential valid for the life of the holder if the holder submits an application and fee for
renewal every 5 years and meets specified professional fitness requirements.
Existing law states the intent of the Legislature to encourage school districts to establish individual programs
for professional growth for teachers, as provided, and authorizes an individual program of professional growth
to include a basic course in cardiopulmonary resuscitation.
This bill would require a school district district, county office of education, or charter school to offer a program
of professional growth for teachers, including a basic course in cardiopulmonary resuscitation, at least once
every 2 years. course in cardiopulmonary resuscitation for purposes of allowing school staff to participate in
cardiopulmonary resuscitation training and allowing teachers to meet the credential renewal requirement
described below. By requiring school districts local educational agencies to offer professional growth
programs for teachers at least once every 2 years, a course in cardiopulmonary resuscitation, the bill would
impose a state-mandated local program.
The bill would prohibit the commission from renewing a teaching or services credential unless the applicant
has completed, or is currently enrolled in, a basic course in cardiopulmonary resuscitation.
The bill would authorize the commission to include a cardiopulmonary resuscitation verification form in any
teacher credential renewal packet or use other collection methods to make it easier for credentialed teachers
to comply with that renewal requirement.
Arguments in favor:
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According to the author, “On June 3, 2016, a 13-year old boy by the name of Alex Pierce was at a schoolsponsored end of the year pool party at Vista Murrieta High School. The boy was underwater for
approximately two minutes according to court documents and no one administered CPR on him before
paramedics arrived. The wrongful death lawsuit between the Murrieta Valley Unified School District and the
family was eventually settled. This measure is aimed at ensuring that all credentialed teachers and
administrators are able to perform CPR during the entirety of their careers and not just at the beginning of it.
Current law does not require a credentialed teacher, at the time they renew their credential, to be proficient
or show proof to the CTC that they have a valid CPR certification.”
Cardiopulmonary resuscitation (CPR). According to the American Heart Association, “CPR is an emergency
lifesaving procedure performed when the heart stops beating. Immediate CPR can double or triple chances
of survival after cardiac arrest. Keeping the blood flow active – even partially – extends the opportunity for a
successful resuscitation once trained medical staff arrive on site. In one year alone, 475,000 Americans die
from a cardiac arrest. Globally, cardiac arrest claims more lives than colorectal cancer, breast cancer, prostate
cancer, influenza, pneumonia, auto accidents, HIV, firearms, and house fires combined.
More than 350,000 cardiac arrests occur outside of the hospital each year. In 2015, any-mention sudden
cardiac arrest mortality in the US was 366,807. About 90 percent of people who experience an out-of-hospital
cardiac arrest die.” The American Heart Association and American Red Cross establish standards for CPR
that are regularly updated. Most CPR certification courses are valid for two years.
Support: (Verified 4/8/19)
American Academy Of Pediatrics, California
California Association For Health, Physical Education, Recreation & Dance
Consumer Attorneys Of California

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

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

Legislative Item #7

Action

AB 1332, as amended, Bonta. Sanctuary State Contracting and Investment Act.
Recommended action: OPPOSE
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich
Summary:
Contract Prohibition for Businesses that Provide Services to Federal Government. Prohibits California public
entities 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 to breach 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 vetting, or detention facilities support to any federal immigration agency.
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Description:
Existing law, subject to certain exceptions, prohibits state and local law enforcement agencies, including
school police and security departments, from using money or personnel to investigate, interrogate, detain,
detect, or arrest persons for immigration enforcement purposes, as specified, and, subject certain to
exceptions, proscribes other activities or conduct in connection with immigration enforcement by law
enforcement agencies.
Existing law requires, by October 1, 2018, the Attorney General, in consultation with the appropriate
stakeholders, to publish model policies limiting assistance with immigration enforcement to the fullest extent
possible for use by public schools, public libraries, health facilities operated by the state or a political
subdivision of the state, and courthouses, among others.
Existing law requires, among others, all public schools, health facilities operated by the state or a political
subdivision of the state, and courthouses to implement the model policy, or an equivalent policy.
Existing law also requires law enforcement agencies to report to the Department of Justice annually
regarding transfers of persons to immigration authorities and requires the Attorney General to publish
guidance, audit criteria, and training recommendations regarding state and local law enforcement databases,
for purposes of limiting the availability of information for immigration enforcement, as specified.
This bill would enact the bill, the Sanctuary State Contracting and Investment Act, which would, among
other things, require the Department of Justice, commencing on January 1, 2020, and quarterly thereafter, to
publish a list on its internet website, based on specified criteria, of each person or entity that, in the opinion
of the Department of Justice, is providing data broker, extreme vetting, or detention facilities support to any
federal immigration agency, as specified.
The bill would prohibit a state or local agency from entering into a new, amended, or extended contract or
agreement with any person or entity that provides a federal immigration agency with any data broker, extreme
vetting, or detention facilities services, as defined, appears on the list published by the Department of
Justice unless the state or local agency has made a finding that no reasonable alternative exists, as specified.
The bill would exempt certain contracts or agreements from these provisions related to the administration of
retirement benefits and investment of moneys for retirement benefits, as specified.
The bill would authorize the Department of Justice to initiate, and require the department to receive and
investigate, all complaints regarding violations of these provisions, and would require the department to issue
findings regarding any alleged violation and notify any affected state or local agency. By increasing the duties
of local officials, this bill would impose a state-mandated local program. Additionally, this bill would make a
violation of these provisions subject to civil and criminal penalties, thereby imposing a state-mandated local
program.
Arguments in support:
This bill, entitled the Sanctuary State Contracting Act, is intended to complement the California Values Act,
enacted in 2018 as the result of SB 54 (De León, Chap. 495, Stats. 2017) by placing the purchasing power
of our state and local agencies behind a boycott of persons and entities that DOJ identifies as providing data
broker, extreme vetting, or detention facilities support to any federal immigration agency. Background and
justification for the bill. Since its earliest days in office, the Trump Administration has been perpetrating gross
abuses of immigrants and refugees, in some instances arguably in violation of federal and/or international
law. Unfortunately, it appears that private citizens and entities are profiting by providing services to aid the
federal government in carrying out these abuses.
While California has taken many steps to try to protect those immigrants and refugees who are within its
borders, it has not yet thrown its economic power behind these efforts. AB 1332 seeks to change that state
of affairs.
The author writes: Although the State of California passed SB 54 (Sanctuary State), state agencies and local
municipalities are still contracting with companies that offer informational and/or detention services to federal
immigration agencies. According to the research, California has the highest population of undocumented
Southwest California Legislative Council

immigrants in the U.S. and there is a logical inference that the majority of detainees and deportations arise
from cases within the state. Further, federal immigration agencies use database services such as CLEAR (by
Thomson Reuters) to locate, track, and detain immigrants. While California might be a sanctuary state, money
for state and local governments should not be spent with companies that contribute to federal immigration
detainment and removal proceedings. AB 1332 is a mechanism that would ensure that the state is divesting
from such companies or private third parties. In order to…close the gap on fulfilling its goal of becoming a
complete sanctuary state, California must sever financial ties to any companies that provide these services
(“data broker,” “extreme vetting,” and detention facilities) to federal immigration agencies. AB 1332 would
accomplish that goal by prohibiting state or local jurisdictions from entering into new, amended, or extended
contracts or agreements.

Arguments in opposition:
“The requirement on state and local agencies to thoroughly review every service and public works contract to
prove that there are no available alternatives will exhaust the already limited time and resources of local
governments.” (Source: Association of California Healthcare Districts.)
 “State acquisition policy should be exclusively focused on the efficient purchase of mission-critical
technology, goods, and services at fair and reasonable prices. California’s public sector procurement
mechanisms have been carefully calibrated over the years to attract full and fair competition from the world’s
leading goods and services providers. Using the State’s existing acquisition systems to achieve other complex
policy outcomes risks throwing this ecosystem out of balance, making it nearly impossible for the State to
obtain the resources it needs to carry out its core public functions. Limited public resources and dedicated
procurement officials should remain free to focus on their primary mission: the fair and transparent purchase
of products and services at the best value for the people of California.” (Source: Information Technology
Institute.) ]
 “Local governments will be greatly disadvantaged by this bill’s prohibition on contracting with several
prominent companies. For example, the largest provider of body worn camera systems and related
storage/electronic evidence services utilizes the Microsoft Azure cloud infrastructure. LexisNexis provides
powerful investigative tools that assist law enforcement with locating individuals and relationships among
organized criminal events through publicly available records and has also entered into the law enforcement
data sharing and crime analysis services arena where regional police and sheriff agencies are pooling their
data into one portal for more effective data searching and investigative capabilities.” (Source: Peace Officers
Research Association of California, League of California Cities, City of Riverside, and several other public
entities and public employee associations.)
 “AB 1332 will force companies to forego mutually-beneficial contracts with California’s public entities or
renounce contracting with the much-larger federal government.” (Source: California Chamber of Commerce,
National Federation of Independent Business, Technet, and several other business groups and trade
associations.)
 “These services are also not inherently related to immigration enforcement of the current presidential
administration—to the contrary, they are critical to a wide-range of state and federal agencies. For example,
California’s child support services and foster youth programs utilize data brokers to verify the identity of
individuals, check for criminal records for prospective adopters, and locate potential family members of foster
youth. In addition, state and local health administrators are required by federal law to verify the identity of
Medi-Cal providers to prevent fraud, and use data brokers to do so. Yet another example: the 9/11
Commission directed the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) to contract with data broker
businesses to efficiently confirm the identity of individuals in disaster areas. ‘Extreme Vetting,’ which includes
all kinds of predictive software, is used in the healthcare arena to detect fraud, as well as in the national
defense arena to identify potential terrorist threats.”
Support: (Verified 4/8/19)
Block by Block Organizing Network
California Immigrant Policy Center
California Sanctuary Campaign

Council of American-Islamic Relations, California
Defending Rights and Dissent Educators for Migrant Justice
Freedom for Immigrants
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Greenlining Institute
National Association of Social Workers, California Chapter
Sacred Heart Community Service

Secure Justice
Wellstone Democratic Renewal Club

Opposition: (Verified 4/8/19)
Associated General Contractors of California
Association of California Healthcare Districts
Building Owners and Managers Association
California Association of Joint Powers Authorities
California Chamber of Commerce
California Fire Chiefs Association
California Police Chiefs Association
California Special Districts Association
California State Sheriffs’ Association
City of Riverside
Commercial Real Estate Development Association,

Computing Technology Industry Association
Consumer Data Industry Association
Fire Districts Association of California
Information Technology Industry Council
International Council of Shopping Centers
League of California Cities
National Federation of Independent Business
Peace Officers Research Association of California
Software & Information Industry Association
TechNet

Status: Active – Assembly: Appropriation - Suspense
Senate Floor votes:
Assembly floor votes:

Legislative Item #8

Action

SB 37 (Skinner) as amended, Crimes: explosives. Corporation taxes: tax rates.
Recommended action: OPPOSE
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich
(Principal coauthor: Assembly Member Wicks)
Summary:
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
Description:
The Corporation Tax Law imposes taxes according to or measured by net income at a rate of 8.84%, or for
financial institutions, at a rate of 10.84%, as specified.
This bill would, for taxable years beginning on or after January 1, 2020, revise that rate for corporations with
net income subject to taxes under that law of $10,000,000 or more to instead impose a tax rate from 10.84%
to 14.84%, or for financial institutions, from 12.84% to 16.84%, based on the compensation ratio, as defined,
of the corporation.
The bill would increase the applicable tax rate by 50% for those taxpayers that have a specified decrease in
full-time employees employed in the United States as compared to an increase in contracted and foreign fulltime employees, as described.
The bill would deposit the revenues derived from this tax into the General Fund, as specified, and would
require those revenues to be used to offset the fiscal impact of any child tax credit and, upon appropriation
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by the Legislature, to support the expansions or improvements to early childhood programs and other
educational programs.
The bill would make these tax rates inoperative for taxable years beginning on or after January 1 of any
calendar year in which the federal corporation tax rate is 35% or more.
Arguments in support:
(a) According to the Public Policy Institute of California, income inequality in California rose
even more sharply than in the rest of the United States during the last half of the 20th century.
(b) This rise in income inequality has strained the ability for families to meet basic needs and
led to families being unable to provide early childhood care and education to their children,
which in turn limits the opportunities for these children to increase their economic station.
Research shows that children who attend early childhood education do better in school and are
more likely to go to college.
(c) Large corporations have continued to increase their profit margins. Meanwhile, their total
contributions to the state’s general fund is near its lowest point in 40 years. According to the
Legislative Analyst’s Office, the corporate tax liability as a percentage of profits has declined
steadily since the 1980s in California—over the same period, income inequality rose sharply.
(d) California is home to more of the superrich than anywhere else in the country, but it also
has the highest poverty rate, and the fourth highest income inequality, in the nation.
(e) California’s reliance on personal income taxes, and its relatively low property and corporate
tax rates, creates a high level of volatility in the state’s budget.
(f) Income inequality creates a tax burden on the state as a whole, as families with shrinking
incomes must rely more heavily on state services.
(g) Meanwhile, all corporations have benefited from a federal corporate tax rate cut from 35
percent to 21 percent—a tax cut much higher than that enjoyed by working families.
(h) The progressive structure of this tax rate incentivizes corporations to reduce the wage
disparity amongst its employees, helping to alleviate income inequality.
(i) Since the 1970s, CEO pay has increased rapidly while the average worker’s pay has stayed
stagnant.
(j) To incentivize large corporations to close the wage gap and to bring corporate tax revenues
back up to their fair share, closer to the historic levels of the 1970s, and allow California to
better fund its schools, early childhood care and education programs, the Legislature shall
increase the corporate income tax rate of the largest, most profitable corporations, and
progressively increase the corporate tax rates on companies with large disparities between CEO
pay and the pay of the average employee of the company.
Arguments in opposition:
The Governor recently announced the state would enjoy excess revenues of more than $21.5 billion in the
2018-19 budget. Thus, there is no justification for the tremendous burden SB 37 will impose on California
businesses and the damage that it will do to California’s economy.
SB 37 will actually further harm California workers, who will pay for this crude attempt at wage equalization
with their jobs because companies will attempt to offset the costs of higher taxes by reducing their presence
in California.
Further, the substantial tax increases proposed by SB 37 to target a small percentage of California companies
– will put these companies at a tremendous disadvantage. This could cause a reduction of the value of the
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impacted companies, which would have an adverse effect on shareholders. Notably, more than 20% of
household assets are in stocks and retirement plans own a majority of corporate stock.
Increasing corporate tax rates as a means of attempting to influence executive compensation is simply bad
tax policy. Our economic system is built upon a free market; one that allows individuals to earn on their capital
and labor whatever the market will bear. Through minimum wage laws and other benefit and leave mandates,
California has provided compensation cushions for low- and mid-wage workers. But the penalties at the upper
end envisioned by SB 37 will only cause unintended consequences to the California business and investment
climates.
Support: (Verified 4/8/19)
None on file

Opposition: (Verified 4/8/19)
CalChamber

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

Legislative Item #9

Action

SB 135 (Jackson) as amended. Disability compensation: paid Paid family leave.
Recommended action: OPPOSE
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich

(Principal coauthor: Senator Leyva)
(Principal coauthor: Assembly Member Limón)
Summary:
Significant Expansion of California Family Rights 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 required, 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







Should the employee threshold for the California Family Rights Act (CFRA) be reduced from 50 or
more employees to employers of 5 or more in order to grant leave access to more employees?
Should the Legislature repeal the New Parent Leave Act, enacted in 2017 and applicable to employers
with 20 or more employees, and instead expand the scope of CFRA in order to provide leave rights to
more employees?
Should the list of individuals for which a worker can take time off under CFRA be expanded to include
child-in-laws, grandparents, grandchildren, siblings, domestic partners, parent-in-laws, or a
designated person?
Should the time threshold an employee must work before being eligible for leave under CFRA be
reduced from 1,250 hours in a 12-month period to 180 days of service with the employer?
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Description:
Existing law prohibits an employer with 50 or more employees in a 75-mile radius to refuse to grant an
employee a request to take up to 12 weeks of unpaid leave for family care and medical leave if the employee
worked 1,250 hours in the prior 12 months. Existing law includes within “family care and medical leave” the
birth, adoption, or foster care placement of a child and the serious health condition of the employee’s child,
parent, or spouse.
This bill would expand the scope of those provisions to instead prohibit an employer with 5 or more
employees to refuse to grant an employee a request to take up to 12 weeks of unpaid leave for family care
and medical leave if the employee had 180 days of service with the employer. The bill would expand the
definition of “family care and medical leave” to include leave for reason of the birth or placement of a child if
the employee has identified the child as their designated person, as defined, leave to care for a grandparent,
grandchild, sibling, domestic partner, or designated person who has a serious health condition, and leave
because of a qualifying exigency related to the covered active duty or call to covered active duty of an
employee’s spouse, domestic partner, child, or parent in the Armed Forces of the United States. The bill would
delete a provision specifying that, if both parents are employed by the employer and are entitled to leave, the
employer is not required to grant leave in connection with the birth, adoption, or foster care of a child that is
greater than 12 weeks.
Existing law, the New Parent Leave Act, prohibits an employer with 20 or more employees in a 75-mile radius
to refuse to grant an employee a request to take up to 12 weeks of unpaid leave to bond with a new child
within one year of the birth, adoption, or foster care placement of the child if the employee worked 1,250 hours
in the prior 12 months.
This bill would repeal those provisions.
Existing law establishes within the state disability insurance program a family temporary disability insurance
program, also known as the Paid Family Leave program, for the provision of wage replacement benefits to
workers who take time off work to care for a seriously ill family member or to bond with a minor child within
one year of birth or placement, as specified, and, on and after January 1, 2021, to take time off to participate
in a qualifying exigency related to the covered active duty or call to covered active duty of the individuals’
spouse, domestic partner, child, or parent in the Armed Forces of the United States.
This bill would expand the scope of those provisions to include time off to care for a seriously ill designated
person or child-in-law, as those terms are defined, or to bond with a designated person or child-in-law within
one year of the birth or placement of the designated person or child-in-law.
Existing law makes an individual ineligible for family temporary disability insurance benefits on any day that
another family member is ready, willing, able, and available to provide the required care or participate in the
qualified exigency, as specified. Existing law authorizes an employer to require an employee to take up to 2
weeks of vacation leave before the employee receives the benefits.
This bill would delete those provisions.
Arguments in support:
According to proponents, all Californians should be able to care for themselves, ill family members or bond
with their children without the risk of losing their job. They argue that working families are changing with
millions of families living with multiple generations under one roof. Families are also living father apart and
often unconventionally assembled, so the most obvious caregiver might not be a parent, spouse or child.
They note that about 34.2 million Americans provide unpaid care to an adult age 50 or older a year and about
15% of the caregivers are a friend, neighbor or another non-relative. (Caregiving in the U.S., National Alliance
for Caregiving and AARP, 2015) Therefore, they argue, it is essential that SB 135 is expanding the definition
of family to be inclusive so that those who care for others in times of need can take leave without risking their
jobs.
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Arguments in opposition:
The California Hospital Association writes in opposition arguing that eliminating the minimum hours and
shortening the length of service requirements for CFRA would pose a significant challenge for California
hospitals, as it would provide protected time off to an employee who may have only worked for 24 shifts. If
the employee utilized their protected time off as intermittent leave, they could be off work for many months.
They argue that when they return they would have to undergo competency testing given the infrequency of
their work schedule, thus delaying their return to work, altogether, straining the rest of the workforce.
Opponents of the measure argue that this bill will significantly harm small employers 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 required as well as potentially require larger employers to
provide 10 months of protected leave, with the exposure to costly litigation for any alleged violation.
According to a coalition letter of employers, this bill will overwhelm employers as follows:
1. SB 135 Will Overwhelm Small Employers in California: This proposed leave is “protected,” meaning the
employer has no discretion to deny or modify it to accommodate the employer’s business operations or
other employees’ who may be out of work on other leave of absences. If an employer denies, interferes
with, or discourages the employee from taking the leave, the employer could be subject to crushing
litigation.
2. SB 135 Requires Small Employers to Provide Up to 7 Months of Protected Leave When PregnancyRelated Leave is Involved: California already requires employers with 5 or more employees to provide up
to 4 months of protected leave for an employee who suffers a medical disability because of pregnancy.
SB 135 will add another 12-weeks of leave for the same employee, thereby creating a total of 7 months
of protected leave for pregnancy. Such an extensive period of time for a small employer with a limited
workforce to accommodate such a long amount of protected leave is unreasonable.







For Employers with 50 or More Employees, SB 135 Will Expand the Amount of Protected Leave an
Employee May Take to Half of a Year
An employee could work any number of hours in a 180-day period prior to taking CFRA leave (which
would not trigger FMLA), and upon returning to work, the employee would still have the opportunity to
qualify for another 12-week protected leave of absence under FMLA
SB 135 Significantly Expands the Scope of Leave Beyond Immediate Family Members
SB 135 Increases Costs and Exposes Employers to Devastating Litigation
California Already Imposes Numerous Family Friendly Leaves of Absence on Employers

Support: (Verified 4/8/19)
California Employment Lawyers Association (Co-Sponsor)
First 5 California (Co-Sponsor)
Legal Aid at Work (Co-Sponsor)
A Stronger California
AARP California
ACLU California
Alzheimer’s Association
Bet Tzedek Legal Services
Breastfeed LA
California Teachers Association
Equal Rights Advocates
California Breastfeeding Coalition
California Child Care Resource & Referral Network
California Food Policy Advocates
California Legislative Women’s Caucus
California Partnership to End Domestic Violence

California WIC Association
California Women’s Law Center
California Work & Family Coalition
Child Care Law Center
Children Now
Common Sense Kids Action
Community Medical Centers
Congress of California Seniors
Consumer Attorneys of California
Continuing Development Inc.
Disability Rights Legal Center
Eisner Health Clinic
Equal Rights Advocates
First 5 El Dorado Commission
First 5 Nevada County
First 5 Santa Clara County
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Friends Committee on Legislation of California
Human Impact Partners (HIP)
Korean Immigrant Workers Alliance
Maternal and Child Health Access
Maternal Mental Health NOW
Mi Familia Vota
NARAL
Pro-Choice California
Orange County Equality Coalition
Parent Voices
PL+US

Paid Leave for the U.S.
Prevention Institute
Santa Clara Valley Medical Center
SEIU California
Siskiyou Breastfeeding Taskforce
Tiburio Vasquez Health Center
WIC Program
UCLA Student Health Education & Promotion
USC Family Support Center
Women for: Orange County

Opposition: (Verified 4/8/19)
Auto Care Association
Brea Chamber of Commerce
California Ambulance Association
California Association of Hospitals and Health Systems
California Chamber of Commerce
California Employment Law Council
California Farm Bureau Federation
California Hospital Association
California League of Food Producers
California Manufacturers and Technology Association
Camarillo Chamber of Commerce
CAWA – Representing the Automotive Parts Industry
El Centro Chamber of Commerce
El Dorado Hills Chamber of Commerce

Family Business Association of California
Greater Bakersfield Chamber of Commerce
Greater Coachella Valley Chamber of Commerce
Greater Conejo Valley Chamber of Commerce
League of California Cities
North Orange County Chamber
Official Police Garages of Los Angeles
Palm desert Area Chamber of Commerce
Rancho Cordova Chamber of Commerce
San Fernando Valley Chamber of Commerce
San Gabriel Valley Economic Partnership
Torrance Area Chamber of Commerce
Western Growers Association

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

Legislative Item #10

Action

H.R.2124 (Rutherford R-FL) E-2 Visa Improvement Act of 2019
Recommended action: SUPPORT
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich
Co-sponsors:
Congressmen Kuster (D-NH), Peterson (D-MN), Waltz (R-FL), Cook (R-CA), Spano (R-FL)
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Summary:
To amend the Immigration and Nationality Act to permit certain E–2 nonimmigrant investors to adjust status
to lawful permanent resident status.
Background:
The E-2 Investor Visa allows an individual to enter and work inside of the United States based on
an investment he or she will be controlling, while inside the United States. The E2 visa is good for three
months to five years (depending on the country of origin) and can be extended indefinitely. The investment
must be "substantial." Investor visas are available only to citizens of certain countries.
An E2 treaty investor visa is a non-immigrant visa reserved for foreign entrepreneurs of countries that have
a Treaty of Trade and Commerce with the United States. E2 investor visas allows foreign investors to enter
and work inside of the United States based on a substantial investment in a bona fide enterprise.
Treaty investors and employees may be accompanied or followed by spouses and unmarried children who
are under 21 years of age. Spouses of E-2 workers may apply for work authorization by filing Form I-765 with
fee. If approved, there is no specific restriction as to where the E-2 spouse may work
As an E-2 visa applicant must demonstrate that they have put their funds at risk and will be dedicated to the
development of the enterprise, it is generally difficult to obtain an E-2 visa with an investment of less
than $100,000 to $150,000. Depending on the type of business, the amount invested may vary considerably.
Accordingly, the E2 does not provide an individual with a direct pathway to permanent residency (a green
card). Since the immigrant intents of an E2 visa holder and a green card holder are divergent, one would
not necessarily expect to be able to apply for a green card while in the United States on an E2 visa.
You can study while on an E-2 visa, however, you may not enroll in a full length program at a college or
university. You may take a few classes, however, enrolling in a full length program is not allowed, since it
conflicts with the purpose of the E-2 visa.
E2 Visa is much cheaper than the EB5 Immigrant Investor Green Card
For investors who do not wish to invest at least $500,000 under the EB5 immigrant investor Green Card
Program the E2 treaty investor visa category (or possibly the L1 visa) is worth considering. You will usually
need to create employment in the US under the E2 treaty investor scheme, but unlike the EB5 immigrant
investor visa scheme you do not need to create employment for a minimum of ten people and there is no
visa quota.
Description:
IN GENERAL.—In the case of an alien who has been present in the United States in the status of an alien
described in section 101(a)(15)(E)(ii) for at least 10 years the alien is deemed as satisfying the requirement
of subparagraph (A)(ii) if the enterprise has created full-time employment for not fewer than two individuals
described in such subparagraph (A)(ii).
“(ii) LIMITATION.—Not more than 10,000 visas may be made available under this paragraph to principal
aliens described in clause (i) in any fiscal year, except that such visas shall not be included in the number in
subparagraph (A) and shall not count towards that limitation on the total visas made available under this
paragraph.”.
C E R T A I N C H I L D R E N O F N O N I M MI G R A N T I N V E S T O R S .—In the case of an alien seeking or that has status
under section 101(a)(15)(E)(ii), notwithstanding section 101(b)(1), if the son or daughter of that alien is 26
years of age or younger, that son or daughter shall be deemed a child of the alien accompanying or following
to join him. The Secretary of Homeland Security may provide employment authorization to such a son or
daughter who is 18 years of age or older and 26 years of age or younger, and who applies for such
authorization. If the alien’s status is terminated, such authorization shall also terminate on the same date.”.
I MME D I A TE E L I G I B I L I T Y F O R A D J U S T ME N T O F S TA T U S O F C E R TA I N L O N G -T E R M E–2
N O N I M MI G R A N T I N V E S T O R S .—An alien who has been present in the United States in the status of an alien
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described in section 101(a)(15)(E)(ii) of the Immigration and Nationality Act for not less than 10 years may be
immediately eligible to adjust status to that of an alien lawfully admitted for permanent residence pursuant to
the amendment made by subsection (a).
Support: (Verified 5/10/19)
None on file

Opposition: (Verified 5/10/19)
None on file

Status: Active – Introduced 4/8/2019 House Judiciary
Senate Floor votes:
House floor votes:

2019 Meeting Schedule
1/28 Open
2/25 Open
3/18 Open
4/15 Open
5/20 Open
6/17 Open
7/22 Open
8/19 Open
9/16 Open
10/28 Open
11/18 Closed
12/16 Dark
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