
  
MEETING AGENDA  

Monday January 27, 2020  
Realtor House, 26529 Jefferson Ave, Murrieta  

Presiding: Adam Ruiz, Chair  

2020 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  
2020 Legislative Report #1                                                        Action  

1. SB-56 (Roth) University of California, Riverside School of Medicine: expansion 
a. AB-1740 (Medina) Public postsecondary education: University of California, Riverside School 

of Medicine: expansion.  
2. AB-1772 (Chau) Theft: aggregation. 
3. AB-1905 (Chiu) Housing and Homeless Response Fund: personal income taxation: mortgage interest 

deduction.  
4. AB-1908 (Chen) Department of Transportation: Homeless Encampment and Litter Program.  
5. AB-1928 (Kiley/Melendez) Employment standards: independent contractors and employees.   
6. AB-1941 (Gallagher) California Renewables Portfolio Standard: hydroelectric and nuclear 

generation and suspension.  
a. ACA-17 (Gray) Energy: hydroelectric generation facilities. 
b. ACA-18 (Cunningham) Energy: nuclear energy.  

Ballot Propositions, Delta Conveyance, How a Bill Becomes a Law      Information 
Guest speaker      Captain Tony Conrad, Murrieta PD          Information  
Lunch sponsor                        Thank you  
Speaker and Chamber Announcements                                Information  
Adjourn – Next Meeting February 24, Jennings Immel, U.S. Chamber guest speaker 
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A few to keep our eye on: 
 
 

 AB-1839 (Bonta) Climate change: California Green New Deal 
Would create the California Green New Deal Council with a membership appointed by the Governor and 
specify the duties thereof. 

 AB-1850 (Gonzalez) Employee classification 
Would further clarify the application of the California Supreme Court’s decision in Dynamex and recently 
enacted requirements under the Labor Code. 

 AB-1907 California Environmental Quality Act: emergency shelters: supportive and 
affordable housing: exemption. 

Would exempt from environmental review under CEQA certain activities approved by or carried out by a 
public agency in furtherance of providing emergency shelters, supportive housing, or affordable housing. 

 AB-1921 (Diep) Unlawful entry of a vehicle 
Would make forcibly entering a vehicle with the intent to commit a theft therein a crime punishable by 
imprisonment.  

 AB-1922 (Rivas) Pupil instruction: science requirements: climate change.  
Would require the science area of study to include an emphasis on the causes and effects of climate 
change. 

 AB-1942 (Gallagher) Forestry and fire protection: reduction of emissions of greenhouse 
gases.  

Would appropriate $330,000,000 for the 2020–21 fiscal year from the Greenhouse Gas Reduction Fund, 
as specified, to the department for specified healthy forest and fire prevention programs and projects that 
improve forest health and reduce greenhouse gas emissions caused by uncontrolled wildfires. 

 SB-795 (Beall) Affordable Housing and Community Development Investment Program 
Would establish in state government the Affordable Housing and Community Development Investment 
Program, and governance and funding thereof. 

 SB-850 (Leyva) Work hours: scheduling. 
Would require an employer, which includes a grocery store establishment, restaurant, or retail store 
establishment, to provide its employees with a work schedule at least 7 calendar days prior to the first 
shift on that work schedule. The bill would require an employer to pay its employees ‘modification pay’ for 
any modification to that schedule.   
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Legislative Item #1                                            Action  
 
SB-56 (Roth) University of California, Riverside School of Medicine: expansion 
AB-1740 (Medina) Public postsecondary education: University of California, Riverside School 
of Medicine: expansion.  
 

Recommended action: SUPPORT  
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich 
 

(Principal coauthor: Assembly Member Cervantes) 

(Principal coauthor: Senator Roth) 

(Coauthors: Assembly Members Obernolte, Ramos, and Rodriguez) 
 

Summary:  

These companion measures 1) require the University of California to construct a new facility at the UCR 
School of Medicine upon receipt of an appropriation (SB56) and 2) provide the funding mechanism (AB 1740). 

Background:  

Last session the SWCLC adopted a SUPPORT position on SB 56 (Roth). At that time the bill would have 
appropriated $80,000,000 from the General Fund for construction and an additional $25,000,000 a year for 
ongoing operational support. The bill was subsequently bifurcated providing for construction under one bill 
and funding under another.  

Description:   

The California Constitution provides that the University of California constitutes a public trust administered 
by the Regents of the University of California, a corporation in the form of a board, with full powers of 
organization and government, subject to legislative control only for specified purposes. The University of 
California system includes 10 campuses, which are located in Berkeley, Davis, Irvine, Los Angeles, Merced, 
Riverside, San Diego, San Francisco, Santa Barbara, and Santa Cruz.  
Existing law requires, on or before April 1 of each year, the University of California to provide progress reports 
and specified information consistent with the published mission and vision of the University of California, 
Riverside, School of Medicine to the relevant policy and fiscal committees of the Legislature pertaining to 
funding, recruitment, hiring, and outcomes for the University of California, Riverside, School of Medicine. 
This bill would appropriate to the regents $80,000,000 from the General Fund for the 2020–21 fiscal year to 
be expended solely on the construction of a new University of California, Riverside School of Medicine facility, 
and an additional $25,000,000 from the General Fund each fiscal year, commencing with the 2020–21 fiscal 
year, to be expended solely on ongoing operational support for the expansion of the University of California, 
Riverside School of Medicine.  
As a condition of receiving the additional annual $25,000,000 appropriation, the bill would require the 
University of California to comply with the annual reporting requirement under existing law pertaining to 
funding, recruitment, hiring, and outcomes for the University of California, Riverside, School of Medicine. 
 

Arguments in support:  

According to the author, the $15 million annual allocation from the state’s General Fund currently dedicated 
to UCR school of Medicine is insufficient and has not been adjusted for inflation or for the continuing 
expansion of the school. The author asserts, “as a consequence, the Riverside campus has subsidized one-
time start-up costs for the medical school as well as annual operating expenses. The University of California 
office of the President has also provided a time-limited investment of $2 million annually through 2020-21. 
These one-time and base subsidies to the medical school have limited the Riverside campuses ability to 

http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201920200SB56
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201920200AB1740
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201920200AB1740
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support other institutional priorities, such as continuing undergraduate enrollment growth, faculty and staff 
hiring, deferred maintenance, and capital needs. 

 

Arguments in Opposition:  
None on file 

  
Support: (Verified 1/18/2020)  

Association Of California Healthcare Districts, and Affiliated Entity Alpha Fund  
CaliforniaHealth+ Advocates  
Community Clinic Association Of Los Angeles  
County Office of the Riverside County Superintendent of Schools  
Southwest California Legislative Council 

Opposition: (Verified 1/18/2020)   
None on file 

Status:  AB 1740 Held in Assembly Appropriations 5/2019   
  SB 56 Held in Assembly Higher Education 5/2019 
 

Senate Floor votes:  5/22/2019  Jones, Morrell, Stone - YES 

Assembly floor votes:  

  

 

Legislative Item #2                                            Action  
 
AB-1772 (Chau) Theft: aggregation. 
  

Recommended action: SUPPORT  
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich 
 
 

 

Summary:  

Specifies that if the value of the property taken or intended to be taken exceeds $950 over the course of 
distinct but related acts, whether committed against one or more victims, the value of the property taken or 
intended to be taken may properly be aggregated to charge a count of grand theft, if the acts are motivated 
by one intention, one general impulse, and one plan.  

Background:  

In 2018 the SWCLC adopted a SUPPORT position on AB 3011 (Chau), an almost identical bill which never 
cleared its first committee hearing. Also in 2018 the SWCLC adopted a SUPPORT position on another 
aggregation bill (AB 1065 Jones-Sawyer) which created the crime of ‘organized retail theft’. Unfortunately 
even though the measure passed and was chaptered, its scope was narrowly defined as ‘organized retail 
theft which would be acting in concert with one or more persons to steal merchandise from one or more 
merchant’s premises or online marketplace with the intent to sell, exchange, or return the merchandise for 

http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201920200AB1772
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value, acting in concert with 2 or more persons to receive, purchase, or possess merchandise knowing or 
believing it to have been stolen, acting as the agent of another individual or group of individuals to steal 
merchandise from one or more merchant’s premises or online marketplaces as part of a plan to commit theft, 
or recruiting, coordinating, organizing, supervising, directing, managing, or financing another to undertake 
acts of theft. The bill would make these crimes punishable as either misdemeanors or felonies, as specified. 
‘ 

Description:   

Existing law, the Safe Neighborhoods and Schools Act, enacted as an initiative statute by Proposition 47, as 
approved by the electors at the November 4, 2014, statewide general election, requires the theft of money, 
labor, or property to be considered petty theft, punishable as a misdemeanor, whenever the value of the 
property taken does not exceed $950. 
Existing California Supreme Court case law allows the value of property taken pursuant to distinct acts of 
theft to be aggregated to a single count of grand theft if motivated by one intention, one general impulse, and 
one plan. Existing appellate case law allows the value of property from more than one victim to be aggregated 
if the thefts were accomplished as a result of one scheme or plan to defraud the victims and a single intent to 
act. 
This bill would specify that if the value of the money, labor, real property, or personal property taken exceeds 
$950 over the course of distinct but related acts, whether committed against one or more victims, the value 
of the money, labor, real property, or personal property taken may properly be aggregated to charge a count 
of grand theft, if the acts are motivated by one intention, one general impulse, and one plan. The bill would 
state that these changes are declaratory of existing law. 
 

Arguments in support:  

According to the author, "Since the enactment of Proposition 47 in 2014, there has been an increase in theft 
crimes occurring in my district. In fact, if you analyze the data reported to the California Department of Justice, 
from the cities within the 49th Assembly District, you see a stark rise in crime. Between 2014, when Prop. 47 
was passed, and 2016, the most recent year data that is available, property crimes are up 25.6% in AD 49. 
AB 3011 would try to bring some relief and clarity to this situation by allowing distinct, but related incidents of 
theft, whether committed against one or more victims, to be aggregated to a charge of grand theft.” 
According to the Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department, “Since the enactment of Proposition 47, numerous 
communities throughout Los Angeles County and the state have expressed concern over an increase in 
shoplifting and petty theft crimes. These crimes are being committed by individuals who are taking advantage 
of the system by attempting to keep their thefts under the $950 threshold established by the proposition. An 
article by the Los Angeles Times. (http://www.latimes.com/local/crime/la-me-prop47- anniversary.20151106-
story.html) recently identified the unintended consequences of Proposition 47. It interviewed a serial thief who 
admitted to using the contents of Proposition 47 as a way to commit theft and stay out of jail. According to the 
article, the thief was very content with the passage of Proposition 47 and “didn’t start stealing bicycles until 
the proposition raised the threshold for a felony theft to $950.” Additionally, the thief bragged about being 
cited and released by law enforcement, so long as the thefts were left under the Proposition 47 threshold. 

 

Arguments in Opposition:  

According to the American Civil Liberties Union of California “This bill states that ‘[i]t is not the intent of the 
Legislature to alter the scope or effect of Proposition 47’ and issues a legislative finding and declaration ‘that 
it was not the intent of the voters in enacting the Safe Neighborhoods and Schools Act, enacted as an initiative 
statute by Proposition 47, at the November 4, 2014, statewide general election to abrogate [the holdings in 
several pre-Proposition 47 cases related to aggregation] to the benefit of persons committing theft of property 
exceeding $950 in value over the course of successive but related acts.’ However, contrary to these findings 
and declarations, the bill does alter the scope and effect of Proposition 47. Moreover, it inappropriately 
substitutes the intent of the Legislature for that of the voters. Importantly, California voters already had the 
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opportunity to make a decision on the issue addressed by this bill and on November 4, 2014, in our statewide 
general election, they overwhelmingly decided to approve Proposition 47.  
“Petty theft offenses are often crimes of poverty, even when they are committed on more than one occasion 
by the same person. Decades of experience in California shows that increasing the penal consequences for 
petty offenses to include a felony conviction will not lead to less recidivism; it will only make it more difficult 
for people to get their lives back on track and will waste taxpayer dollars. It is exactly this punitive approach 
to low-level, nonviolent offenses that the voters rejected when they approved Proposition 47. Recent research 
has shown that counties that invest in rehabilitation services and programs and innovative approaches show 
better outcomes than those that focused on ‘old-fashioned enforcement’. Indeed an extensive study of the 
impact of realignment concluded that ‘[c]ounties that invested in offender reentry in the aftermath of 
realignment had better performance in terms of recidivism than counties that focused resources on 
enforcement.’”  

  
Support: (Verified 1/18/2020)  

City of Rosemead  
Los Angeles County Sheriff's Department  
Riverside Sheriffs' Association

Opposition: (Verified 1/18/2020)   
American Civil Liberties Union of California  
California Public Defenders Association  

 
Status:  Assembly – Public Safety 
 

Senate Floor votes:   

Assembly floor votes:  

 

 

Legislative Item #3                                           Action  
 
AB-1905 (Chiu) Housing and Homeless Response Fund: personal income taxation: mortgage 
interest deduction.  
  

Recommended action: OPPOSE  
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich 
 

Summary:  

This bill would propose to further reduce the mortgage interest deduction allowed homeowners from the current 
rate of $1,000,000 / $500,000 to $750,000/$375,000 and disallow any deduction for other than a primary 
residence, for the purpose of funding the Homeless Coordinating and Financing Council. 

Description:   

Existing law requires the Governor to create the Homeless Coordinating and Financing Council and requires 
the council to, among other things, identify and seek funding opportunities for state entities that have programs 
to end homelessness. 

http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201920200AB1905
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201920200AB1905
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The Personal Income Tax Law allows various deductions in computing the income that is subject to the 
taxes imposed by that law, including, in modified conformity with federal income tax laws, a deduction for a 
limited amount of interest paid on acquisition indebtedness, as defined, with respect to a qualified residence 
of the taxpayer. Existing law limits the aggregate amount treated as acquisition indebtedness for these 
purposes to $1,000,000, or $500,000 in the case of a married individual filing a separate return. Existing law 
specifies for these purposes that a qualified residence includes the taxpayer’s principal residence and one 
other residence selected by the taxpayer, as provided. 
This bill, for taxable years beginning on or after January 1, 2020, and with respect to acquisition indebtedness 
initially incurred by a taxpayer on or after January 1, 2018, would reduce the above-described limit on the 
aggregate amount treated as acquisition indebtedness from $1,000,000, or $500,000 in the case of a married 
individual filing a separate return, to $750,000 and $375,000, respectively. The bill, for taxable years beginning 
on or after January 1, 2020, would also disallow the deduction of acquisition indebtedness with respect to a 
qualified residence of a taxpayer other than the principal residence. 
This bill would require the Franchise Tax Board, in consultation with the Department of Finance, to estimate 
the amount of additional revenue resulting from the above-described modifications made with respect to the 
calculation of taxable income under the Personal Income Tax Law by this bill and to notify the Controller of 
that amount, as provided. The bill would require the Controller, upon receipt of these notifications, to transfer 
an amount equal to the amount determined by the Franchise Tax Board from the General Fund to the Housing 
and Homeless Response Fund, which the bill would establish. Upon appropriation, the bill would require that 
moneys in the fund be used to finance immediate and long-term solutions to homelessness informed by a 
best-practices framework focused on moving homeless individuals and families into permanent housing and 
supporting the efforts of those individuals and families to maintain their permanent housing. 
 

Arguments in support:  

As of January 2019, California had an estimated 151,278 people experiencing homelessness on any given 
day, as reported by Continuum of Care to the United States Department of Housing and Urban Development. 
This is the highest number since 2007, and represents at 17 percent increase since 2018. The vast majority 
of homeless Californians, which is about 71 percent and the highest rate in the nation, were unsheltered, 
meaning that they were living in streets, parks, or other locations not meant for human habitation. In 2018, 
among homeless veterans, California had the nation’s highest share that are unsheltered (67 percent), and 
among homeless youth, the share that are unsheltered (80 percent) ranked second highest. Despite 
significant one-time funding from the state and ongoing local funding, in some communities, the number of 
people experiencing homelessness continues to grow. 
As local communities work to house the unsheltered, more people are falling into homelessness. Larger urban 
areas with high numbers of people experiencing homelessness have reported that more people are falling 
into homelessness than they are able to house. In the City of Oakland, for every one person they are able to 
house, two more are falling into homelessness. In the County of Los Angeles, despite housing 20,000 
homeless people in 2018, for every 133 people housed, 150 fall into homelessness per day. In the City and 
County of San Francisco, for every one person they are able to house, three more fall into homelessness. 
A growing percentage of the state’s homeless population are seniors who are experiencing homelessness for 
the first time. Seniors who are on fixed incomes and who are severely rent burdened have no potential for 
additional income. Once seniors are homeless, their health quickly deteriorates and they use emergency 
services at a higher rate and face high mortality rates. Fifty percent of seniors who are homeless become 
homeless after the age of 50. 
African Americans are disproportionately found on California’s streets. Roughly 30 percent of the state’s 
unhoused population is Black. 
While comprehensive statewide data is lacking, local surveys indicate that people living on the streets are 
typically from the surrounding neighborhood. For example, 70 percent of the people experience 
homelessness in the City and County of San Francisco were housed somewhere in the city where they lost 
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housing, while only 8 percent came from out-of-state. In addition, three-quarters of the homeless population 
of the County of Los Angeles lived in the region before becoming homeless. 
The state foregoes approximately $250,000,000 each year in General Fund dollars on the mortgage interest 
deduction on vacation homes, which benefits about 175,000 taxpayers. In 2017, the federal government 
reduced the amount of interest a taxpayer can deduct on a mortgage from $1,000,000 to $750,000. The cost 
savings were used to fund corporate tax breaks for the rich. 

 

Arguments in Opposition:  

The bill’s author goes to great lengths to document the homeless situation in California, some accurate, some 
not. We are all too aware of the issue, including in our own back yard. What the author overlooks in his own 
statements is that despite throwing hundreds of millions of dollars at the problem the past few years, the 
problem has only increased in severity, particularly in our larger urban communities. In fact since Los Angeles 
County alone will admit to playing host to 100,000 homeless individuals, the author’s claim that the state has 
just 151,278 may be suspect. And with Governor Newsom’s open invitation last week in Riverside to the 
nations homeless ‘because we are a compassionate state’, the problem will only increase. 

The Governors recently released budget contains another $1 billion dollars earmarked for the homeless crisis 
including purchasing FEMA trailers and other attempts to provide housing and services. AB 1905 is an effort 
to raise additional funds on the backs of existing homeowners in California by reducing the mortgage interest 
deduction (euphemistically referred to by the author as ‘acquisition indebtedness on the qualified residence 
of the taxpayer’) from $1,000,000 to $750,000 and $500,000 to $375,000. Interesting that in his final 
paragraph he refers to the idea that when the federal government did this it was just for ‘tax breaks for the 
rich’ but when he proposes it, it’s not. Both statements are provably fallacious.  

The bill further proposes to eliminate deductions on vacation homes claiming that the state ‘foregoes 
approximately $250,000,000’ each year in the General Fund. When you see that argument trotted out, you 
know that means the state has its eye on money in your pocket that they believe is rightfully theirs and they’re 
simply allowing you to keep it out of the generosity of their hearts.  

Finally, the bill requires the Franchise Tax Board to ‘estimate’ the amount of additional revenue these 
measures would produce, forward that estimate  to the Controller, who will then transfer that estimated amount 
from the General Fund to the Housing and Homeless Response Fund, which the bill would establish. The bill 
would further require that moneys in the fund be used to finance immediate and long-term solutions to 
homelessness informed by a best-practices framework focused on moving homeless individuals and families 
into permanent housing. No word on what those ‘best practices’ are or how they might differ from the currently 
utilized ‘best practices’ that have seen a 17% increase in our homeless population in the past two years. In 
other words, we’re going to set up a new fund, the FTB will estimate how much money we’ll be lifting 
from homeowners pockets, spend that money before we actually collect it, and spend it in some way 
we think will work now even though it hasn’t in the past. 

Support: (Verified 1/18/2020)  
None on file

Opposition: (Verified 1/18/2020)   
None on file 

 
Status:  Pending referral  
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Legislative Item #4                                           Action  
 
AB-1908 (Chen) Department of Transportation: Homeless Encampment and Litter Program.  
  

Recommended action: OPPOSE unless amended 
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich 
 

Summary:  

AB 1908 establishes procedures for the Department of Transportation to deal with homeless encampments 
on department property.  

 

Background:  

As the state struggles to address the growing issue of homelessness in the state, numerous bills have been 
introduced addressing the problem. The Governor has allocated $1 billion in his current budget proposal to 
address the issue of homelessness in the state.  

 

Description:   

Existing law vests the Department of Transportation with full possession and control of the state highway 
system, including associated property. Existing law authorizes the Department of Transportation to require 
the removal of any encroachment in, under, or over any state highway. Existing law authorizes the department 
to offer for lease to a city, county, political subdivision of a city or county, or state agency airspace and real 
property that meets certain requirements for purposes of a temporary emergency shelter or feeding program, 
subject to certain conditions. 
Existing law authorizes counties to establish a homeless adult and family multidisciplinary personnel team 
with the goal of facilitating the expedited identification, assessment, and linkage of homeless individuals to 
housing and supportive services within that county and to allow provider agencies and members of the 
personnel team to share confidential information for the purpose of coordinating housing and supportive 
services to ensure continuity of care. 
This bill would require the department, within its maintenance program, to establish a Homeless 
Encampment and Litter Program to provide timely abatement and cleanup of homeless encampments on 
department property and expedited and coordinated access to housing and supportive services. The bill would 
require the department to coordinate with homeless service provider agencies and to establish homeless 
adult and family multidisciplinary personnel teams.  
The bill would require the department, upon receiving a report of a homeless encampment, to deploy a 
multidisciplinary personnel team to expedite and coordinate access to housing and supportive services for 
occupants of the encampment. Before proceeding to remove a homeless encampment, the bill would require 
the department to use best efforts to assist occupants of the encampment to voluntarily accept supportive 
services and relocate.  
If the department responds to 3 or more homeless encampments within 30 days at the same location, the bill 
would require, rather than authorize, the department to offer the location for lease for purposes of a 
temporary emergency shelter or feeding program pursuant to the above-described provisions. The bill would 
provide that implementation of these provisions is contingent upon an appropriation by the Legislature. 
 

 

 

http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201920200AB1908
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Arguments in Opposition:  

Existing law already authorizes the Department of Transportation and other agencies to: 

 Remove any encroachments in, over, or under state highways 
 Offer for lease to a city, county, political subdivision of a city or county, or state agency airspace (?) and 

real property 
 Authorizes counties to establish a homeless adult and family multidisciplinary personnel team 
 Allow provider agencies and members of the personnel team to share confidential information for the 

purpose of coordinating housing and supportive services 
We don’t have a problem with the bill authorizing the Department to establish a Homeless Encampment and 
Litter Program within its existing maintenance program. This is entirely within best practices currently utilized 
by local HOT & SWAG teams to assist occupants of the encampment to voluntarily accept supportive and 
relocation services.  
What is problematic is the proviso that if the department responds to 3 or more homeless encampments within 
30 days at the same location, the bill would require, rather than authorize, the department to offer the location 
for lease for purposes of a temporary emergency shelter or feeding program. Local response teams will tell 
you of repeated visits to the same sites often offering supportive services to the same people. By making this 
element a requirement rather than an authorization, the bill would effectively tie the department’s hands by 
mandating repeat offenders who consistently refuse supportive services or relocation assistance to become 
de facto leaseholders of state lands.  

 
Support: (Verified 1/18/2020)  

None on file

Opposition: (1/18/2020)   
None on file 

 
Status:  Pending referral 
 

Senate Floor votes:   

Assembly floor votes:  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Southwest California Legislative Council   

Legislative Item #5                                           Action  
 
AB-1928 (Kiley/Melendez) Employment standards: independent contractors and employees.   
  

Recommended action: SUPPORT  
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich 
 

Introduced by Assembly Members Kiley and Melendez 
(Coauthors: Assembly Members Fong and Gallagher) 

(Coauthors: Senators Jones and Moorlach) 
 

Summary:  

AB 1928 would repeal last year’s AB 5 (Gonzalez) which codified the presumption that a worker who provides 
a service to a hirer is an employee rather than an independent contractor. 

 

Background:  

Last year the SWCLC adopted a SUPPORT position on AB 71 (Melendez), a bill that would have require the 
employment determination be based on a specific multi-factor test commonly referred to as the Borello Test. 
AB 71 failed in committee.  
SWCLC also adopted an OPPOSE position on AB 5 (Gonzalez), the measure codifying the California Superior 
Court decision in  Dynamex Operations W. Inc. v. Superior Court (2018) (Dynamex). That bill was chaptered 
after exempting specified occupations and business relationships.  

 

Description:   

Existing law, as established in the case of Dynamex Operations W. Inc. v. Superior Court (2018) 4 Cal.5th 
903 (Dynamex), creates a presumption that a worker who performs services for a hirer is an employee for 
purposes of claims for wages and benefits arising under wage orders issued by the Industrial Welfare 
Commission. Existing law requires a 3-part test, commonly known as the “ABC” test, to determine if workers 
are employees or independent contractors for purposes of specified wage orders. 
Existing law establishes that, for purposes of the Labor Code, the Unemployment Insurance Code, and the 
wage orders of the Industrial Welfare Commission, a person providing labor or services for remuneration is 
considered an employee rather than an independent contractor unless the hiring entity demonstrates that the 
person is free from the control and direction of the hiring entity in connection with the performance of the work, 
the person performs work that is outside the usual course of the hiring entity’s business, and the person is 
customarily engaged in an independently established trade, occupation, or business. This test is commonly 
known as the “ABC” test. Existing law charges the Labor Commissioner with the enforcement of labor laws, 
including worker classification. 
Existing law exempts specified occupations and business relationships from the application of Dynamex and 
these provisions. Existing law instead provides that these exempt relationships are governed by the test 
adopted in S. G. Borello & Sons, Inc. v. Department of Industrial Relations (1989) 48 Cal.3d (Borello). 
This bill would repeal those existing provisions and instead require a determination of whether a person is 
an employee or an independent contractor to be based on the specific multifactor test set forth in Borello, 
including whether the person to whom service is rendered has the right to control the manner and means of 
accomplishing the result desired, and other identified factors. The bill would make related, conforming 
changes. 
This bill would declare that it is to take effect immediately as an urgency statute. 
 

http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201920200AB1928
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Arguments in support:  

From last year’s Assembly Floor Concurrence analysis on AB 5: 
Arguments in Opposition: The Southwest California Legislative Council, is opposed and states, 
"the rise of independent contractors has served to ignite large portions of the California economy, 
encourage entrepreneurship, and provide income for an estimated 4 million workers. Many of our 
members are local entrepreneurs who contract their services out to a variety of businesses, enabling 
them to benefit from multiple income streams." 

 AB 5 is arguably the worst bill to emerge from the 2019 legislative session. Potentially impacting millions of 
state workers, AB 5 has already resulted in numerous lay-offs of independent contractors statewide. Initially 
intended as a bludgeon against non-union contractors in the ‘gig’ economy like Uber, Lyft, GrubHub and 
similar groups, the unintended consequences have been widespread. Groups that could bring massive and 
effective lobbying efforts to bear were ‘carved out’ of AB 5. But many, including small entrepreneurs, have 
seen their jobs disappear and/or their incomes cut. Independent writers and columnists are now confined to 
35 columns a year while Vox Media simply laid off over 200 of their California writers. Similarly freelance 
photographers, individual musicians and session players, massage, occupational and other therapists, and 
dozens of other occupation are in limbo. The Governor has pledged $20,000,000 of the general fund budget 
for AB 5 enforcement.  
Independent truckers, who under AB 5 would have been unable to pick-up or deliver loads in California, have 
obtained an injunction against enforcement of the bill as pertains to them citing interstate commerce laws. 
Other groups have similarly filed suit in an effort to continue their ability to perform contract labor or service. 
Uber, Lyft and GrubHub have committed $100,000,000 to place an initiative on the ballot to repeal this 
deleterious mandate.  
Unfortunately like AB 71, AB 1928 will likely never make it out of committee but it deserves our support.  

   

Arguments in Opposition:  

According to Lorena Gonzalez, "The misclassification of workers is a clear detriment to working families, local 
businesses, and the state. This harmful practice undermines the hard-fought laws passed by the Legislature 
that have historically positioned California as a national leader in creating the strongest worker protections in 
the country. AB 5 codifies the ABC test prescribed in the Court's Dynamex ruling to help ensure that working 
Californians can retain all the rights and job protections afforded to employees under the California Labor 
Code." 
The California Labor Federation, sponsor of this bill, states that "unfairly labeling certain workers 'independent 
contractors' not only means those workers get no minimum wage or overtime, but it also means all the risk is 
shifted from a company to an individual. He or she must purchase and maintain a vehicle, pay for 
transportation expenses, and provide their own tools and supplies. They are not entitled to a safe workplace 
or protected from discrimination. That worker has no access to unemployment when the job ends, no workers' 
compensation if injured on the job, and no right to organize to improve conditions." 

 
Support: (Verified 1/18/2020)  

None on file

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

 
Status:  Pending referral 
 

 



 

Southwest California Legislative Council   

Legislative Item #6                                           Action  
 
AB-1941 (Gallagher) California Renewables Portfolio Standard: hydroelectric and nuclear 
generation and suspension.  

a) ACA-17 (Gray) Energy: hydroelectric generation facilities. 
b) ACA-18 (Cunningham) Energy: nuclear energy.  

 

Recommended action: SUPPORT  
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich 
 

Introduced by Assembly Member Gallagher 
(Principal coauthor: Senator Nielsen) 

(Coauthors: Assembly Members Brough, Choi, Megan Dahle, Fong, Lackey, Mathis, Obernolte, and 
Waldron) 

(Coauthor: Senator Dahle) 
 

Summary:  

AB 1941, and the companion Constitutional Amendments, would specify that the generation of hydroelectric 
and nuclear energy be defined as renewable energy resources compliant to meeting the goal of 100% 
renewable energy and zero carbon resources by 2045. ACA 18 would also prohibit the Legislature from 
enacting any law related to energy unless the law is technology neutral    

 

Background:  

California has long valued its purported leadership in reducing global climate change regardless of the cost 
or efficacy of such solutions. Previous measures, including 2016’s AB 32 (Pavley) and 2018’s SB 100 
(DeLeon) (both OPPOSED by the SWCLC), have increased costs to utility providers and consumers with 
narrowly defined parameters of what constitutes renewable energy. 

 

Description:   

Existing law establishes the California Renewables Portfolio Standard Program, which requires the Public 
Utilities Commission to implement annual procurement targets for the procurement of eligible renewable 
energy resources, as defined, for all retail sellers, as defined, and requires local publicly owned electric utilities 
to adopt and implement a renewable energy resources procurement plan to achieve the targets and goals of 
the program. Eligible renewable energy resources include small hydroelectric generation facilities of 30 
megawatts or less that meet specified criteria. 
Existing law states that it is the policy of the state that eligible renewable energy resources and zero-carbon 
resources supply 100% of retail sales of electricity to California end-use customers and 100% of electricity 
procured to serve all state agencies by December 31, 2045. 
This bill would revise the definition of an eligible renewable energy resource for the purposes of the California 
Renewables Portfolio Standard Program to include all hydroelectric generating facilities in operation as of 
January 1, 2021, and nuclear electric generating facilities and would make conforming changes. 
This bill would suspend the requirements of the program and the state policy that are applicable to retail 
sellers. The bill would terminate the suspensions if the commission makes unspecified factual determinations 
and issues an order reinstating those requirements. The bill would require the commission to determine the 
amount saved by an electrical corporation due to the suspension and would require the electrical corporation 
to expend that amount to improve its transmission and distribution infrastructure to minimize the risk of wildfire 
ignition. The bill would prohibit electrical corporations from increasing the salaries of, or providing bonuses to, 
their executive officers during the suspension of the program’s requirements. 

http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201920200AB1941
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201920200AB1941
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.xhtml?bill_id=201920200ACA17
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201920200ACA18
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Under existing law, a violation of the Public Utilities Act or any order, decision, rule, direction, demand, or 
requirement of the commission is a crime. 
Because the provisions of this bill would be a part of the act and because a violation of an order or decision 
of the commission implementing its requirements would be a crime, the bill would impose a state-mandated 
local program. 

The state board shall identify and adopt appropriate policies, rules, or regulations to remove 

regulatory disincentives preventing retail sellers and local publicly owned electric utilities from 
facilitating the achievement of greenhouse gas emission reductions in other sectors through 

increased investments in transportation electrification. Policies to be considered shall include, 
but are not limited to, an allocation of greenhouse gas emissions allowances to retail sellers and 
local publicly owned electric utilities, or other regulatory mechanisms, to account for increased 

greenhouse gas emissions in the electric sector from transportation electrification. 
 

Arguments in support:  

AB 1941 makes the provision that the cost differential between the currently in vogue definition of renewable 
energy (wind & solar) and the provision of this bill including hydroelectric and nuclear, be allocated by utility 
providers to minimize the risk of wildfire ignition. Utilities have suggested that efforts to pursue arbitrary targets 
of GHG reduction without raising consumer rates, have led to cuts in other programs including improvement 
of existing infrastructure to mitigate wildfire ignition. Whether accurate or not, the fact is appropriate 
infrastructure maintenance and improvement have not kept pace with demand and, in some cases, have 
initiated massive wildfires costing billions in lost lives, structures and cost to fight, all while producing more 
greenhouses gas emissions than are produced by utility generation in a decade.     
ACA 17 would require that the state’s programs relating to renewable energy and climate change include 
hydroelectric generation facilities as renewable electrical generation facilities, eligible renewable energy 
resources, and zero-carbon resources, and would require that those programs not differentiate between the 
electricity generated by hydroelectric facilities and the electricity generated by other renewable electrical 
generation facilities, eligible renewable energy resources, and zero-carbon resources. The measure would 
require that hydroelectric generation facilities be considered renewable electrical generation facilities, eligible 
renewable energy resources, and zero-carbon resources for licensing and certification purposes. 
ACA 18 would require that the state’s programs relating to renewable energy and climate change include 
nuclear energy as a renewable energy resource and zero-carbon resource. The measure would require that 
the state’s programs relating to renewable energy and climate change include electrical generating facilities 
that use nuclear energy as renewable electrical generation facilities, eligible renewable energy resources, 
and zero-carbon resources. The measure would require renewable electrical generation facilities, eligible 
renewable energy resources, and zero-carbon resources to include, for licensing and certification purposes, 
electrical generating facilities that use nuclear energy. The measure would also prohibit the Legislature from 
enacting any law related to energy unless the law is technology neutral, as specified. 

 

Arguments in Opposition:  
None on file. 

 
Support: (Verified 1/18/2020)  

None on file

Opposition: (Verified 1/18/2020)   
 
Status:  Pending referral 
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Contacts:  Rebecca Kimitch, (213) 217-6450; (202) 821-5253, mobile       Maritza 

Fairfield, (213) 217-6853; (909) 816-7722, mobile  
  

Jan. 15, 2020  
  
METROPOLITAN STATEMENT ON INITIATION OF   
SINGLE DELTA TUNNEL ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW   
  
Jeffrey Kightlinger, general manager of the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California, 

issues the following statement on the Notice of Preparation issued by the California Department of 

Water Resources to initiate the environmental review process for a single-tunnel conveyance 

solution in the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta:  

“Metropolitan welcomes progress on this long-overdue upgrade to the statewide water 

delivery system, which will better prepare California for climate change and result in more 

environmentally sensitive management of the Delta. There is simply no way for California to 

prepare for the future without a water system in the Delta that can safely and reliably capture peak 

storm flows when they happen. The project described in the NOP will support a sustainable and 

resilient water supply for the state, while protecting the Delta’s ecosystem. Metropolitan appreciates 

the efforts by the Newsom Administration to advance a balanced and comprehensive portfolio of 

water actions, including Delta conveyance. We hope this process provides urgency for this project 

that will resolve a water system problem that has faced California for decades.” ###  

The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California is a state-established cooperative that, along with its 26 cities and retail 
suppliers, provide water for nearly 19 million people in six counties. The district imports water from the Colorado River and 
Northern California to supplement local supplies, and helps its members to develop increased water conservation, recycling, 
storage and other resource-management programs.  

 



 

 

  



 

 

 

2020 Meeting Schedule 
     w/ Guest speakers 

1/27 Open – Capt. Tony Conrad, Murrieta PD 

2/24 Open – Jennings Immel, U.S. Chamber of Commerce 

3/16 Open – Anne Mayer, Executive Director, RCTC  
4/20 Open  
5/18 Open  
6/15 Open  
7/20 Open  
8/17 Open  
9/21 Open  
10/19 Open  
11/16 Closed  
12/16 Dark  
 


