
  
MEETING AGENDA  

Monday February 22, 2021  
https://us02web.zoom.us/meeting/register/tZMsceqqqzgoG92s0Gvb9cxLqKk2TC75lxiv  

Presiding: Adam Ruiz, Chair  

2021 Strategic Initiatives  
Budget, Tax Reform & Economic Recovery / 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  

2021 Legislative Report #2                                                      Action  

1. AB 20 (Lee) Political Reform Act of 1974: campaign contributions: The Clean Money Act of 2021. 
2. AB 48 (Lorena Gonzalez) Law enforcement: kinetic energy projectiles and chemical agents. 
3. AB 76 (Kiley) Interdistrict transfer of pupils: prohibition on transfers by a school district of residence: in-

person instruction. 
4. AB 248 (Choi) Income taxes: credits: cleaning and sanitizing supplies: COVID-19. 

5. AB 395 (Lackey) Unlawful entry of a vehicle. 

6. AB 513 (Bigelow) Employment: telecommuting employees. 

7. SB 30 (Cortese) Building decarbonization. 

8. SB 37 (Cortese) Contaminated sites: the Dominic Cortese “Cortese List” Act of 2021. 

9. SB 220 (Skinner) Craft distillers: direct shipping. 

10. SB 238 (Melendez) Fair employment and housing protections: political affiliation. 

11. SB 249 (Melendez) Educational equity: political affiliation. 

12. SB 285 (McGuire) California Tourism Recovery Act. 

13. SB 314 (Wiener) Alcoholic beverages. 

14. SB 389 (Dodd) Alcoholic beverages: bona fide public eating place: off-sale privileges. 
 

Speaker and Chamber Announcements                                Information  

Adjourn – Next Meeting March 15 

  

  

Follow us on:       
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MEETING MINUTES  
Monday, January 25, 2021 | 12:00pm | Via Zoom  

  
Attendance   
  
Council Representatives Present  
Adam Ruiz, Temecula  
Daneen Ashworth, Murrieta/Wildomar  

  
Council Representatives Absent  
 Alex Braicovich, Lake Elsinore  
  Pietro Canestrelli, Menifee  

Ben Benoit, Lake Elsinore  

Ben Diedrich, Murrieta/Wildomar  

Adam Eventov, Temecula  

Dennis Frank, Temecula  

Eric McLeod, Murrieta/Wildomar  

Greg Morrison, Lake Elsinore  

Brad Neet. Murrieta/Wildomar  

Jennifer Sevilla, Murrieta/Wildomar  

Chris Sizemore, Temecula  

Joan Sparkman, Temecula  

   
Call to Order   
The meeting was called to order by Chair Ruiz at 12:00pm.  

   
Roll Call   
Attendance was called by Chair Ruiz at 12:03pm.   

   
Approval of Minutes   
A motion was made by Sparkman to approve the minutes from November 16, 2020 meeting as written. The motion was 

seconded by Sevilla. The vote to approve was unanimous.   

  
Wunderlich asked if boards have voted on changes to governing documents. Cousins stated that the board will ratify the 

second Tuesday of February. Falappino stated they will ratify at the January 28th meeting. Ellis said they will ratify at 

their February meeting.  

   
 Review of Legislative Items  
ACA 1 (Aguiar-Curry) Local government financing: affordable housing and public infrastructure: voter 

approval.   

Motion to oppose by Sparkman  

Seconded by Morrison  

Vote to oppose was unanimous with no discussion  
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AB 5 (Fong) Greenhouse Gas Reduction Fund: High Speed Rail Authority: K–12 education: transfer 

and loan.   

Discussion  
Cousins encouraged everyone to think about the future of school children and referenced a newly released article that 

details the increase in the suicide rate and the requirement for supplemental services for kids coming back to school. 

Cousins said that with the kids return, there will be significant increases to schools.  

  
Sevilla asked what the reduction for state education budget is. Wunderlich explained that the budget this year has not 

been approved so we don’t know if there will be an actual budget reduction but the bill proposes to make funds 

available in the case that happens; otherwise it would be over and above the K12 funding and it would go to address 

concerns with children’s needs and not be used up by the California Teachers Association.   

                                                                                                                                                                
Motion to approve by Sparkman  

Second by McLeod  

Vote to approve was unanimous  

  
AB 12 (Seyarto) Personal information: social security numbers: the Employment Development 

Department.   

Motion to approve by Morrison  

Second by Sparkman  

  Vote to approve was unanimous with no discussion   

 

AB 15 (Chiu) COVID-19 relief: tenancy: Tenant Stabilization Act of 2021.  

 Discussion  
Morrison added that he thinks this is bad bill and wanted to add perspective. He shared a parallel within the water 

industry, and utility companies’ inability to turn off water due to legislation which precludes the water utilities from 

using other conscientious efforts to enable customers to pay over time. He thinks the state is well intentioned but 

creating a much bigger problem than what they are trying to solve with this bill.   

  
Ruiz remarked that while no one wants to kick someone out of their home, there is very little protection for landlords 

and that is something that realtors have been working on at a national level.  

  
Benoit said he is hearing from the state is that the governor has asked for a similar bill (SB3) with a shorter timeline be 

added to the budget talks and extend it out until June. He anticipates further movement as everything unfolds. Says this 

bill was being brought up in front of different organizations to garner support so it is good to show our opposition. 

Advises we remain neutral on other (SB3) bill.  

  
Giardelli says California Association of Realtors talked to their lobbyist on Friday and is throwing weight behind Senate 

Bill number 3. He added it could be worse and there are a lot of other moving parts. It is clear what is being extended is 

the ability to terminate tenancy due to non-payment of rent until at least June. He suspects we will see no evictions for 

unpaid rent until at least end of the year.    

  
Motion to oppose by Morrison   

Second by Sparkman  
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  Vote to oppose was unanimous  

  
AB 24 (Waldron) Unemployment insurance: benefit determination deadlines.   

Discussion  
Ashworth commented that she worries employers will suffer from this bill. Right now, employers are getting their letters 

to deny or support claims for an employee anywhere from 2 weeks to one month past the date on the form. Her worry 

is that the employer will not have the ability to deny any claims if they only have 30 days.   

  
Wunderlich responded to Ashworth’s concerns and offered that we can always propose clarification if that’s required 

from the author. Or, we could propose an amendment and share our concerns that this may be unrealistic, and that this 

will create an additional burden on the employer as opposed to the burden being with the EDD. Ashworth made motion 

to support if amended.  

  
Neet asked if Ashworth was recommending a specific time frame be cited in the amendment.  Ashworth stated she 

didn’t feel prepared to propose that.   

   
Assembly member Waldron’s representative, Roarke Shanley, spoke up and said he would share these concerns with 

Assemblymember Waldron. He thinks it is good to clarify where the employer sits in the process. Roarke shared the bill 

will go through many amendments before it hits the floor. Roarke will bring these items to Assembly member Waldron.  

  
Ruiz stated that we can get some information to assembly woman Waldron and get some clarification before we take a 

formal position on the bill.   

  
Motion to watch by Ashworth Second by 

Morrison  

  Vote to watch was unanimous  

  
AB 62 (Gray) Income taxes: credits: costs to comply with COVID-19 regulations.   

Discussion  
Ruiz asked if Wunderlich knew what the bill was using for the definition of “small business”.  

Wunderlich responded that he did not look up the government code, but it states a small business or one that is 

essential critical infrastructure workers.   

  
Ashworth wants to amend and include CalOSHA regulations as well. They released emergency temporary standards and 

those are comprehensive and OSHA and CalOSHA are not the same organization. She would like to see it defined better 

so that those expenses could also be included.  

  
Motion to approve if amended by Ashworth  

Second by McLeod  

Vote to approve was unanimous  

  
AB 71 (Luz Rivas) Statewide homelessness solutions program. Homelessness funding: Bring 

California Home Act. 53:00  
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Motion to oppose by Neet  

Second by Sparkman  

Vote to oppose was unanimous with no discussion  

  
AB 95 (Low) Employees: bereavement leave.   

Motion to oppose by Ashworth  

Second by Mcleod  

Vote to oppose was unanimous with no discussion  

  
AB 115 (Bloom) Planning and zoning: commercial zoning: housing development.  

Motion to oppose by Sparkman  

Second by Morrison  

Vote to oppose was unanimous with no discussion  

  
SB 19 (Glazer) Wine growers: tasting rooms.   

Discussion  
Falappino stated that she spoke with the Temecula Valley Wine Growers Association and they expressed their support of 

this bill and appreciated the Councils support as well.  

  
Motion to support by Morrison  

Second by Sparkman  

Vote to support was unanimous  

  
SB 39 (Grove) Fraudulent claims: inmates.   

 Discussion  
Sizemore commented that the verbiage might be better if it reads “Provide access to names and social security 

numbers” rather than “provide names and Social security numbers” because someone could misinterpret that. 

Wunderlich said he can include that in the letter to provide clarification.  

  
Motion to support by Sizemore  

Second by Sparkman  

Vote to support was unanimous  

  
SB 62 (Durazo) Employment: garment manufacturing.   

Motion to support by Benoit  

Second by Sparkman  

Vote to support was unanimous with no discussion  

  
SB 102 (Melendez) COVID-19 emergency order violation: license revocation.   

Motion to support by Morrison  

Second by McLeod  

Vote to support was unanimous with no discussion  
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SB 218 (Jones) Corporations: ratification or validation of noncompliant corporate actions.   

Motion to support by Joan  

Second by Morrison  

Vote to support was unanimous with no discussion  

 
Speaker and Chamber Announcements  
  
Wunderlich Explains they will be garnering speakers for future meeting dates. He added that if anyone wishes for 

specific speakers to please let him or Ruiz know and they will move forward.   

   
Adjourn    
Chair Ruiz called the meeting to adjourn at 1:33pm.   

Next Meeting will be February 20th, 2020 at 12:00pm  
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Legislative Item #1                                            Action  

 
AB 20, as introduced, Lee. Political Reform Act of 1974: campaign contributions: The Clean Money Act 
of 2021. 

 
Introduced by Assembly Members Lee and Kalra 

(Coauthors: Assembly Members McCarty and Quirk) 
(Coauthor: Senator Allen) 

 
Recommended action: OPPOSE  
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich 

 
Summary:  

This proposal to create the Clean Money Act of 2021 would prohibit business entities (corporations) from 
contributing to a candidate for public office while creating a ‘public financing’ system to fund elections.  

Description:   

The Political Reform Act of 1974 imposes various limitations on contributions that may be made to, or 
accepted by, candidates for elective office. A violation of the act’s provisions is punishable as a misdemeanor 
and subject to specified penalties. 

This bill, the Clean Money Act of 2021, would prohibit a candidate for elective office from receiving a 
contribution from a business entity, and a business entity from making a contribution to a candidate for elective 
office, and would make related findings and declarations. By expanding the scope of existing crimes with 
regard to contribution limitations, this bill would impose a state-mandated local program. 

This bill would state that it is the intent of the Legislature to enact legislation to create a public financing 
system for elections within the state. 

The Political Reform Act of 1974, an initiative measure, provides that the Legislature may amend the act to 
further the act’s purposes upon a 2/3 vote of each house of the Legislature and compliance with specified 
procedural requirements. 

 

Arguments in support: 

The Legislature finds and declares all of the following: 

(a) Under current campaign financing laws, there is great potential for corporate special interests to 
manipulate the interests and priorities of elected officials and candidates throughout the state, such that 
these interests and priorities do not align with the will of their constituents or the people of California. 

i.e. (Obviously not referring to the unions, of which the President of the California Teachers Association 
recently commented on their ‘unique’ position. Through their extensive political activity, these government-
workers' unions help elect the very politicians who will act as "management" in their contract negotiations — 
in effect handpicking those who will sit across the bargaining table from them, in a way that workers in a 
private corporation (like, say, American Airlines or the Washington Post Company) cannot.) 

(b) Corporate special interests routinely account for the majority of contributions to officers and candidates for 
state and local offices.  (Incorrect) 

(c) Corporations exist for the purpose of making profit, and thus their political activities are fundamentally in 
the interest of increasing said profits by giving monetary incentives for favorable policy. 

(d) Each year, corporations contribute hundreds of millions of dollars to campaigns for state and local offices 
across California. For example, in 2020 it was found that more than $785 million was spent to influence voters 
on ballot measures alone, with millions more spent on individual races. Many candidates, in order to stay 

https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220AB20
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220AB20
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competitive in their races, are compelled to take money from corporations. (Or if they actually want to get 
elected, to pander to their union handlers) 

(e) With so many campaigns funded with corporate money, it is impossible to guarantee that the will and 
interests of the people of California are being represented in the state over the interests of the corporations 
who provide this money. 

(f) In 2000, California voters passed Proposition 34, which barred lobbyists from making contributions to 
politicians they seek to influence within the scope of their profession. The intent of this provision according to 
its authors was, “To reduce the influence of large contributors with an interest in matters before state 
government.” 

(g) As corporations have an undeniable interest in matters before the state government, as well as an 
incontrovertible influence as large contributors, it is evident that a ban on their direct contributions to 
campaigns for elective office within the state is necessary. 

(h) In passing such a restriction, California would join the 22 states in the United States who already impose 
outright bans on corporations from directly contributing to campaigns for elective office.V(i) As defined in 11 
CFR 114.2(a), national corporations are already barred from making direct contributions to candidates for 
federal, state, and local office. 

(j) In accordance with the spirit of this policy, it is the intent of this act to bar all corporate special interests 
from contributing directly to candidates running for state or local elective office. 

(k) In order to curb actual corruption and the appearance of corruption of our government by corporate 
contributions, it is incumbent upon the Legislature to prohibit direct contributions to political campaigns in the 
state by corporations.  (But union and tribal money is perfectly all right) 

 
 

Arguments in opposition: 

There are already rules in place governing who can make direct contributions to a candidate.  

Citizens United v. Federal Election Commission, 558 U.S. 310 (2010), was a landmark decision of 
the Supreme Court of the United States concerning campaign finance. It was argued in 2009 and decided in 
2010. The Court held that the free speech clause of the First Amendment prohibits the government from 
restricting independent expenditures for political communications by corporations, including nonprofit 
corporations, labor unions, and other associations. 

Corporations, labor organizations, national banks: Campaigns may not accept contributions from the 
treasury funds of corporations, labor organizations or national banks. This prohibition applies to any 
incorporated organization, including a nonstock corporation, a trade association, an incorporated membership 
organization and an incorporated cooperative. 

A campaign may, however, accept contributions from PACs established by corporations, labor organizations, 
incorporated membership organizations, trade associations and national banks. Moreover, the Act permits 
corporations, labor organizations, incorporated membership organizations, trade associations and national 
banks to use their treasury funds for certain election-related activities that benefit candidates. 

Professional corporations: Although law firms, doctors’ practices and similar businesses are often organized 
as partnerships, some of these businesses may instead be professional corporations. Unlike a partnership, a 
professional corporation is prohibited from making any contributions because contributions from corporations 
are unlawful. 

 AB 20 does not address the remaining two largest contributors to candidate campaigns, notably public 
sector unions and Native American tribes, only corporations.  

 Direct campaign contributions are already strictly limited by state and local law, in most cases.  

 AB 20 does not address corporations direct contributions to ballot initiatives, although since that is the 
only amount specifically called out in the bill summary, it could be argued that the authors intent is to 
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further expand this legislation to limit or eliminate corporate campaign contributions to ballot measures 
as well.  

 An examination of the top 20 political campaign donors in California shows the top three spots 
dominated by the SEIU and affiliated branches and public employee unions, the California Teachers 
Association, the Prison Guards Union and four tribal entities before we even get to corporate donors 
like the petroleum industry, banking and real estate.  

 

Support: (Verified 2/16/2021)  

None on file  

 

Opposition: (Verified 2/16/2021)  

None on file  

 
Status: Assembly Elections  

 

Senate Floor votes:   

Assembly floor votes:  

  

 

 

Legislative Item #2                                            Action  

 
AB 48, as introduced, Lorena Gonzalez. Law enforcement: kinetic energy projectiles and chemical 
agents. 
 

Introduced by Assembly Members Lorena Gonzalez, Cristina Garcia, and Kalra 

(Principal coauthors: Assembly Members Carrillo, Chiu, McCarty, Robert Rivas, and Ting) 

(Principal coauthors: Senators Gonzalez and Wiener) 

 
Recommended action: OPPOSE  
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich 

 
Summary:  

AB 48 proposes to further restrict the options law enforcement personnel have at their disposal to effect crowd 
control during protests or demonstrations by prohibiting the use of ‘kinetic energy projectiles’ or tear gas.  
 

Description:   

Existing law authorizes a peace officer to use reasonable force to effect the arrest, to prevent escape, or to 
overcome resistance. Existing law requires law enforcement agencies to maintain a policy on the use of force, 
as specified. Existing law requires the Commission on Peace Officer Standards and Training to implement 
courses of instruction for the regular and periodic training of law enforcement officers in the use of force. 

This bill would prohibit the use of kinetic energy projectiles or chemical agents, as defined, by any law 
enforcement agency to disperse any assembly, protest, or demonstration, except in compliance with specified 
standards set by the bill, and would prohibit their use solely due to a violation of an imposed curfew, verbal 
threat, or noncompliance with a law enforcement directive.  

https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220AB48
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220AB48
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The bill would prohibit the use of chloroacetophenone tear gas or 2-chlorobenzalmalononitrile gas by law 
enforcement agencies to disperse any assembly, protest, or demonstration. The bill would include in the 
standards for the use of kinetic energy projectiles and chemical agents to disperse gatherings the requirement 
that, among other things, those weapons only be used to defend against a threat to life or serious bodily injury 
to any individual, including a peace officer. The bill would make these provisions inapplicable within a state 
prison facility. 

Existing law requires each law enforcement agency to annually report specified use of force incidents to the 
Department of Justice and requires the Department of Justice to annually publish a summary of those 
incidents, as specified. 

This bill would require these reports to be made monthly. The bill would also require each law enforcement 
agency, beginning on January 1, 2023, to report any incident in which a kinetic energy projectile or chemical 
agent is used against a person resulting in a reported injury. The bill would require those agencies, 
commencing on March 31, 2024, to annually publish a report on their use of kinetic energy projectiles and 
chemical agents. By imposing new duties on law enforcement agencies, this bill would create a state-
mandated local program. 

For the purposes of this section, the following terms have the following meanings: 

(1) “Kinetic energy projectiles” means any type of device designed as less lethal, to be launched from any 
device as a projectile that may cause bodily injury through the transfer of kinetic energy and blunt force 
trauma. For purposes of this section, the term includes, but is not limited to, items commonly referred to as 
rubber bullets, plastic bullets, beanbag rounds, and foam tipped plastic rounds. 

(2) “Chemical agents” means any chemical which can rapidly produce sensory irritation or disabling physical 
effects in humans, which disappear within a short time following termination of exposure. For purposes of this 
section, the term includes, but is not limited to, items commonly referred to as pepper balls, pepper spray or 
oleoresin capsicum. 

 

Argument in support 

The author provides no rationale or supporting statistics as grounds to support this measure.   
 

Support: (Verified 2/16/2021)  
None on file

 
Opposition: (Verified 2/16/2021)  

None on file 

  

Status:  Assembly Public Safety  
 

Senate Floor votes:   

Assembly floor votes:    
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Legislative Item #3                                           Action  

 
AB 76, as amended, Kiley. Open California Schools Act. Interdistrict transfer of pupils: prohibition on 
transfers by a school district of residence: in-person instruction. 

 
Introduced by Assembly Member Kiley 

(Coauthor: Senator Jones) 
Recommended action: SUPPORT  
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich 

 
Summary:  

AB 76 would facilitate the transfer of a pupil who is not receiving in-person instruction to a district that is.  

Description:   

Existing law authorizes the governing boards of 2 or more school districts to enter into an agreement, for a 
term not to exceed 5 school years, for the interdistrict attendance of pupils who are residents of the school 
districts. Existing law, regardless of whether there is an agreement or permit, prohibits a school district of 
residence from prohibiting the transfer of a pupil who is a child of an active military duty parent to the school 
district of proposed enrollment if the school district of proposed enrollment approves the application for 
transfer. 

This bill would also prohibit a school district of residence from prohibiting the transfer of a pupil who is not 
receiving in-person instruction to a school district of proposed enrollment that is offering in-person instruction 
if the school district of proposed enrollment approves the application for transfer. The bill would define “in-
person instruction” for its purposes to mean instruction under the immediate physical supervision and control 
of a certificated employee of the local educational agency while engaged in educational activities required of 
the pupil and to include both full-time and hybrid instructional models. 

 

Argument in support 

The governing boards of two or more school districts may enter into an agreement, for a term not to exceed 
five school years, for the interdistrict attendance of pupils who are residents of the school districts. The 
agreement may provide for the admission to a school district other than the school district of residence of a 
pupil who requests a permit to attend a school district of proposed enrollment that is a party to the agreement 
and that maintains schools and classes in transitional kindergarten, kindergarten, or any of grades 1 to 12, 
inclusive, to which the pupil requests admission.  

Once a pupil in transitional kindergarten, kindergarten, or any of grades 1 to 12, inclusive, is enrolled in a 
school pursuant to this chapter, the pupil shall not have to reapply for an interdistrict transfer, and the 
governing board of the school district of enrollment shall allow the pupil to continue to attend the school in 
which the pupil is enrolled,  

Argument in opposition 

 
Support: (Verified 2/16/2021)  

None on file

Opposition: (Verified 2/16/2021)   

None on file 

 
Status:  Assembly Education   

 

https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220AB76
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220AB76
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Legislative Item #4                                          Action  

 

AB 248, as introduced, Choi. Income taxes: credits: cleaning and sanitizing supplies: COVID-19. 
 
Recommended action: SUPPORT 
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich 
 

Summary:  

AB 248 proposes to provide income tax credits to a business taxpayer equal to costs paid or incurred by that 
business for the purpose of cleaning and sanitizing supplies incurred due to COVID-19. AB 248 is similar to 
last month’s AB 62 (Gray) SUPPORTED by the SWCLC (tax credit for OSHA compliance). 

Description:   

The Personal Income Tax Law and the Corporation Tax Law allow various credits against the taxes imposed 
by those laws. Existing law requires any bill authorizing a new tax expenditure to contain, among other things, 
specific goals, purposes, and objectives the tax expenditure will achieve, detailed performance indicators, 
and data collection requirements. 

This bill would allow a credit against those taxes for each taxable year beginning on or after January 1, 2021, 
and before January 1, 2022, to a taxpayer that is a business with a physical location in the state in an amount 
equal to the costs paid or incurred by the qualified taxpayer during the taxable year for the purchase of 
cleaning and sanitizing supplies used at business locations in the state to prevent the transmission of the 
novel coronavirus (COVID-19). The bill would also include additional information required for any bill 
authorizing a new tax expenditure. 

Argument in support: 

We’re all aware of the toll CV-19 has placed on our business community and the additional costs to comply, 
to keep customers and employees safe, to expand business operation (for restaurants) and other significant 
demands for frequent and routine cleaning and sterilization requirements. AB 248 provides some relief for 
those additional cost burdens incurred while revenue and income are constrained.  

 For each taxable year beginning on or after January 1, 2021, and before January 1, 2022, there shall 
be allowed a credit against the “net tax,” as defined in Section 17039, to a qualified taxpayer in an 
amount equal to the costs paid or incurred by the qualified taxpayer during the taxable year for the 
purchase of cleaning and sanitizing supplies used at business locations in the state to prevent the 
transmission of the novel coronavirus (COVID-19). 

 For purposes of this section, “qualified taxpayer” means a taxpayer that is a business with a physical 
location in the state. 

 Any deduction otherwise allowed under this part for any amount paid or incurred by the taxpayer upon 
which the credit is based shall be reduced by the amount of the credit allowed under this section. 

 In the case where the credit allowed by this section exceeds the “net tax,” the excess may be carried 
over to reduce the “net tax” in the following taxable year, and succeeding seven years as necessary, 
until the credit is exhausted. 

Argument in opposition: 
 

Support: (Verified 2/16/2021)  

None on file

Opposition: (Verified 2/16/2021)   

None on file 
 

 
Status:  Assembly Revenue & Taxation 
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Legislative Item #5                                           Action  

 

AB 395, as introduced, Lackey. Unlawful entry of a vehicle. 
 

Introduced by Assembly Member Waldron 
(Coauthors: Assembly Members Chen, Cunningham, Megan Dahle, Davies, Kiley, Lackey, Mathis, Nguyen, Smith, 

Valladares, and Voepel) 
 

Recommended action: SUPPORT 
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich 

 
Summary:  

AB 395 makes breaking into a car a punishable crime. AB 395 expands on SB 23 (Wiener - 2019) 
SUPPORTED by the SWCLC.  

 

Background:  

Existing law defines the crime of burglary to include entering a vehicle when the doors are locked with the 
intent to commit grand or petit larceny or a felony. Existing law makes the burglary of a vehicle punishable as 
a misdemeanor or a felony. 

This bill would make forcibly entering a vehicle, as defined, with the intent to commit a theft therein a crime 
punishable by imprisonment in a county jail for a period not to exceed one year or imprisonment in a county 
jail for 16 months, or 2 or 3 years. By creating a new crime, this bill would impose a state-mandated local 
program. 

 

Argument in support: 

 A person who forcibly enters a vehicle, as defined in Section 670 of the Vehicle Code, with 
the intent to commit a theft therein is guilty of unlawful entry of a vehicle. 

 Unlawful entry of a vehicle is punishable by imprisonment in a county jail for a period not 

to exceed one year or imprisonment pursuant to subdivision (h) of Section 1170. 
 As used in this section, forcible entry of a vehicle means the entry into a vehicle 

accomplished through either of the following means: 
(1) Force that damages the exterior of the vehicle, including, but not limited to, breaking a 
window, cutting a convertible top, punching a lock, or prying open a door. 

(2) Use of a tool or device that manipulates the locking mechanism, including, without 
limitation, a slim jim or other lockout tool, a shaved key, jiggler key, or lock pick, or an 

electronic device such as a signal extender. 

 

Argument in opposition: 
 

Support: (Verified 2/16/2021)  

None on file 

 

Opposition: (Verified 2/16/2021)   

None on file 

 
Status:  Assembly Public Safety 
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Legislative Item #6                                          Action  

 
AB 513, as introduced, Bigelow. Employment: telecommuting employees. 

 
Introduced by Assembly Member Bigelow 
(Coauthor: Assembly Member Seyarto) 

 
Recommended action: SUPPORT 
Presentation: Daneen Ashworth 
 

Summary:  

AB 513 builds on existing legislation to clarify and support the increasing number of people working from 
home.  

Description:   

Existing law regulates the wages, hours, and working conditions of any worker employed in any occupation, 
trade, or industry, whether compensation is measured by time, piece, or otherwise, except as specified. 

This bill would authorize an employee working from home to receive legally required notices and postings 
electronically and sign certain documents electronically.  

The bill would also require that a working from home employee’s wages due at the time of separation of 
employment be deemed to have been paid on the date that the wages are mailed to the employee. 

Argument in support: 

 An employee who works from home and is not at the physical location of the employer may receive 
all required notices and postings under this code electronically. 

 An employee who works from home and is not at the physical location of the employer may utilize an 
electronic signature for any employment-related documents that require acknowledgment of receipt 
or attestation. 

 An employee who works from home’s wages due at the time of separation of employment shall be 
deemed to have been paid on the date that the wages are mailed to the employee. 

 

Argument in opposition: 
 

Support: (Verified 2/17/2021)  

None on file 

Opposition: (Verified 2/17/2021)   

None on file 
 

 
Status:  Assembly Revenue & Taxation 
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Legislative Item #7                                          Action  

 
SB 30, as introduced, Cortese. Building decarbonization. 
 

Introduced by Assembly Members Luz Rivas, Bloom, Chiu, and Wicks 
 

Recommended action: OPPOSE  
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich 
 
Summary:  

SB 30 would prohibit a state agency from designing or constructing a state facility that is connected to the 
natural gas grid and for providing funding or support for the construction of residential or commercial buildings 
utilizing natural gas.  

Description:   

Existing law requires the State Energy Resources Conservation and Development Commission to assess 
the potential for the state to reduce the emissions of greenhouse gases from the state’s residential and 
commercial building stock by at least 40% below 1990 levels by January 1, 2030. Existing law requires the 
commission to include in the 2021 edition of the integrated energy policy report and all subsequent integrated 
energy policy reports a report on the emissions of greenhouse gases associated with the supply of energy to 
residential and commercial buildings. 

This bill would, on or after January 1, 2022, prohibit a state agency from designing or constructing a state 
facility that is connected to the natural gas grid.  

The bill would require the department to develop the California State Building Decarbonization Plan that will 
lead to the operational carbon-neutrality of all state-owned buildings by January 1, 2035.  

The bill would, except as provided, prohibit state agencies from providing funding or other support for projects 
for the construction of residential and nonresidential buildings that are connected to the natural gas grid. 

 
Arguments in support:  

The Legislature finds and declares all of the following: 

 In 2016, California’s buildings were responsible for directly emitting 37 million metric tons (MMt) of 
greenhouse gases (GHGs) 

 A zero-emissions building code would require that buildings do not emit GHGs from onsite sources, 
and rely solely on clean energy. 

 One-third of California’s 2045 building stock will be built between now and 2045. 

 New, decarbonized, all-electric buildings cost less to build to code than those requiring additional gas 
infrastructure. 

 Decarbonizing new construction could seed the market for retrofitting existing buildings to become 
GHG-free. 

 Over 50 cities and counties in California have considered policies to support all-electric construction, 
while 39 have already updated their building codes to become GHG-free.  

On or after January 1, 2022, a state agency, including, but not limited to, the Department of General Services, 
the Department of Transportation, and the Department of Corrections and Rehabilitations, shall not design or 
construct a state facility that is connected to the natural gas grid, where feasible. 

The Department of General Services shall develop the California State Building Decarbonization Plan that 
will lead to the operational carbon-neutrality of all state-owned buildings by no later than January 1, 2035, 
where feasible. The plan shall, at a minimum, consist of the following: 
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 A baseline of the greenhouse gas footprint of the state-owned building stock. 

 Strategies to reach 2035 carbon-neutrality goal. 

 A schedule for achieving the carbon-neutrality goal. 
 

Arguments in opposition:  

 
Support: (Verified 2/17/2021)  

None on file

Opposition: (Verified 2/17/2021)   

None on file 

 
Status:  Senate Governmental Organization 

 

 

 

 

Legislative Item #8                                          Action  

 
SB 37, as introduced, Cortese. Contaminated sites: the Dominic Cortese “Cortese List” Act of 2021. 
 
 
Recommended action: OPPOSE  
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich 
 

Summary:  

SB 37 attempts, in the words of the author, to ‘recodify’ existing law (?) and rename it the ‘Cortese List Act of 
2021’ instead of just the Cortese List (existing), with certain revisions. Those revisions appear to consist 
mainly of switching responsibility for compiling this list from the State Dep. Of Health to the State Water 
Resources Control Board, and require the Secretary of Environmental Protection to post the information on 
their website, apparently after receiving the information from the DHSC and/or SWRCB, as yet undefined.  

Description:   

Existing law requires the Department of Toxic Substances Control to compile a list of specified information, 
including, but not limited to, hazardous waste facilities where the department took, or contracted for the taking 
of, corrective action to remedy or prevent, for example, an imminent substantial danger to public health.  

Existing law requires the State Department of Health Care Services to compile a list of all public drinking 
water wells that contain detectable levels of organic contaminants and that are subject to water analysis by 
local health officers.  

Existing law also requires the State Water Resources Control Board to compile a list of specified information, 
including, but not limited to, all cease and desist orders and cleanup and abatement orders issued under the 
Water Code that concern the discharge of wastes that are hazardous materials.  

Existing law requires these agencies to update the information as appropriate, but at least annually, and to 
submit the information to the Secretary of Environmental Protection.  
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Under existing law, the Secretary for Environmental Protection is required to consolidate the information 
provided by these state agencies and distribute the information in a timely fashion to each city and county in 
which sites on the lists are located and to any other person upon request. The information consolidated and 
made available by the Secretary for Environmental Protection is commonly known as the “Cortese List.” 

This bill would enact the Dominic Cortese “Cortese List” Act of 2021 and would recodify the above-described 
provisions with certain revisions.  

The bill would require the Department of Toxic Substances Control to also list hazardous waste facilities 
where the department issued an order for corrective action after determining that there is or has been a 
release of hazardous waste or constituents into the environment from a facility.  

The bill would require the State Water Resources Control Board, instead of the State Department of Health 
Care Services, to compile and update a list of all public drinking water wells that contain detectable levels of 
organic contaminants and that are subject to water analysis by local health officers.  

The bill would require the Secretary for Environmental Protection to post the information on the California 
Environmental Protection Agency’s internet website. 

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires a lead agency, as defined, to prepare, or cause 
to be prepared, and certify the completion of an environmental impact report on a project that it proposes to 
carry out or approve that may have a significant effect on the environment or to adopt a negative declaration 
if it finds that the project will not have that effect. CEQA also requires a lead agency to prepare a mitigated 
negative declaration for a project that may have a significant effect on the environment if revisions in the 
project would avoid or mitigate that effect and there is no substantial evidence that the project, as revised, 
would have a significant effect on the environment. CEQA requires the Office of Planning and Research to 
prepare and adopt guidelines to implement CEQA, which guidelines shall include a list of classes of projects 
that have been determined not to have a significant effect on the environment and that shall be exempt from 
CEQA. Existing law provides that a project located on a site that is included on the Cortese List shall not be 
exempted from CEQA under this provision. 

This bill would expressly provide that a project that is included on the Cortese List shall also not be exempt 
from CEQA as a project where it can be seen with certainty that there is no possibility that the activity in 
question may have a significant effect on the environment, commonly known as the “common-sense 
exemption.” 

 
Arguments in support:  

Arguments in opposition:  

 

Support: (Verified 2/17/2021)  

None on file

Opposition: (Verified 2/17/2021)   
None on file 

 
Status:  Awaiting referral 
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Legislative Item #9                                         Action  

 
SB 220, as introduced, Skinner. Craft distillers: direct shipping. 

 

Recommended action: SUPPORT  
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich 
 

Summary:  

SB 220 would allow a craft distiller to sell and ship in-state orders and allow licensed distillers in other states 
to ship directly to California residents as well. Currently only licensed retailers can ship directly to in-state 
residents or to one of 15 states with reciprocal agreements. California does not currently allow craft distillers 
to ship either direct to consumer in-state or out. Wineries faced a similar battle with retail sellers some years 
back when they wanted to be able to ship direct to wine club members both in-state and out of state.   

 

Description:   

Existing law, the Alcoholic Beverage Control Act, which is administered by the Department of Alcoholic 
Beverage Control, regulates the application, issuance, and suspension of alcoholic beverage licenses. 
Existing law establishes specified types of alcoholic beverage licenses and prescribes the rights and duties 
of the respective licensees. Existing law prohibits a person without the appropriate license from exercising a 
privilege or performing any act for which the license is required, and a violation of this prohibition is a 
misdemeanor or a felony, as specified. 

Existing law authorizes a licensed craft distiller to manufacture and produce distilled spirits, subject to 
specified conditions, including that the licensee manufacture no more than 150,000 gallons of distilled spirits 
per fiscal year and sell no more than 2.25 liters of prepackaged containers of the licensee’s spirits per day 
per consumer. 

This bill would additionally authorize a licensed craft distiller to sell and ship distilled spirits directly to a 
California resident, who is at least 21 years of age, for the resident’s personal use and not for resale, under 
specific conditions. 

This bill would also authorize a person currently licensed in another state as a craft distiller, or licensed in a 
similar manner, that obtains a distilled spirits direct shipper permit to sell and ship distilled spirits directly to a 
California resident, who is at least 21 years of age, for the resident’s personal use and not for resale, under 
similar conditions.  

The bill would make a knowing violation of these provisions a misdemeanor. The bill would establish a new 
license type for a distilled spirits direct shipper permit (Type 89) and would set an application fee of $100 and 
an annual renewal fee of $25. 

 
Arguments in support:  

The distilling industry’s pandemic-fueled pivot to hand sanitizer can only do so much to stem losses. Several of 
the country’s smaller craft distilleries are foundering. The ongoing one-two punch of tasting room closures and 
distillery tour cancellations continues to hemorrhage revenue nationwide, compelling the Distilled Spirits Council 
of the United States (DISCUS) to project a 41% loss in industry sales. Translated to dollars, this works out to 
roughly $700 million in losses. 

These numbers are obviously dismal. However, they might be even worse if not for the pandemic-inspired rollout 
of temporary direct-to-consumer (DTC) distillery shipping laws in eight states, including California, Oregon, 
Pennsylvania, Virginia and Washington. This piecemeal permission for distilleries to directly sell and ship spirits 
from their facilities straight to customers has functioned as a revenue boost, one that’s slightly cauterized the 
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economic wound for some small craft establishments. It has also laid the groundwork for a more pronounced 
push toward a carefully coordinated nationwide expansion of the concept, which could help smaller brands 
bounce back after the COVID-19 pandemic.  

It builds a distillery’s customer base. It boosts brand loyalty. It makes tourists happy to know they can get the 
great locally produced spirit they just discovered shipped straight to their home.  

Arguments in opposition:  

 
Support: (Verified 2/17/2021)  

None on file

Opposition: (Verified 2/17/2021)   

None on file 

 
Status:  Senate Governmental Organization 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Legislative Item #10                                     Action  
 
SB 238, as introduced, Melendez. Fair employment and housing protections: political affiliation. 

 

Recommended action: SUPPORT 
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich 
 

Summary:  

While the Federal Government has seven protected classes under the Fair Housing Act (race, color, 
religion, national origin, sex, disability, and familial status), California has expanded that number to 18. 

SB 238 would add another protected class, that of ‘political affiliation’.   

Description:   

Existing law, the California Fair Employment and Housing Act (FEHA), protects the right to seek, obtain, and 
hold employment without discrimination because of specified characteristics and prescribes various 
employment, labor, and apprenticeship practices, among other things, in this regard. Among the protected 
characteristics are race, religious creed, color, national origin, ancestry, physical disability, mental disability, 
medical condition, genetic information, marital status, sex, gender, gender identity, gender expression, age, 
sexual orientation, and military or veteran status. FEHA also makes unlawful various practices connected to 
obtaining and financing housing accommodations, among other things, if those practices discriminate based 
on specified characteristics. Existing law creates the Department of Fair Employment and Housing to 
administer and enforce these provisions. 

This bill would add political affiliation as a protected characteristic in connection with the above-described 
employment and housing provisions of the California Fair Employment and Housing Act. 
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Arguments in support:  

 

Arguments in opposition:  

 
Support: (Verified 2/17/2021)  

None on file 

Opposition: (Verified 2/17/2021)   

None on file  

 
Status:  Senate Judiciary. 

 

 

 

 

 

Legislative Item #11                                        Action  
 
SB 249, as introduced, Melendez. Educational equity: political affiliation. 
 
Recommended action: SUPPORT 
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich 

 

Summary:  

Similar to SB 249, SB 285 would add ‘political affiliation’ to the classes protected for educational purposes.  

Description:   

Existing law states the policy of the State of California to afford all persons in public schools, 
regardless of their disability, gender, gender identity, gender expression, nationality, race or 

ethnicity, religion, sexual orientation, or any other specified characteristic, equal rights and 
opportunities in the educational institutions of the state.  

Existing law prohibits discrimination on the basis of those specific characteristics in any 
program or activity conducted by an educational institution that receives, or benefits from, state 
financial assistance or enrolls pupils who receive state student financial aid.  

Existing law requires the State Department of Education to assess whether local educational 
agencies have taken certain actions related to educational equity, including adopting a policy 

that prohibits, and adopting a process for receiving and investigating complaints of, 
discrimination, harassment, intimidation, and bullying based on those actual or perceived 
specified characteristics. 

This bill would include political affiliation for purposes of those provisions. To the extent the 
bill would impose additional duties on local educational agencies relating to the adoption of 

policies and the investigation of complaints described above, the bill would impose a state-
mandated local program. 
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Arguments in support:  

Arguments in opposition:  

 
Support: (Verified 2/17/2021)  

   None on file 
 

Opposition: (Verified 2/17/2021)   
  None on file. 

 
Status:  Senate Judiciary 

 

 

 

 

Legislative Item #12                                       Action  

 
SB 285, as introduced, McGuire. California Tourism Recovery Act. 
 

Introduced by Senator McGuire 
(Principal coauthor: Assembly Member Quirk-Silva) 

(Coauthors: Senators Allen, Bradford, Cortese, Dahle, Dodd, Hurtado, Laird, Melendez, Nielsen, and Umberg) 
(Coauthors: Assembly Members Bigelow, Bloom, Chen, Chiu, Cunningham, Davies, Cristina Garcia, Grayson, Mullin, 

Nazarian, Santiago, Valladares, and Wood) 

 
Recommended action: SUPPORT  
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich 
 
Summary:  

SB 285 proposes to allocate $45 million to implement the ‘Calling all Californians’ program to stimulate a 
media and jobs recovery program to revitalize the states critical tourism industry once DPH has deemed travel 
and entertainment safe.  

 
Description:   

Existing law, the California Tourism and Marketing Act, establishes a nonprofit mutual benefit corporation 
named the California Travel and Tourism Commission under the direction of a board of commissioners 
composed of 37 members, including the Director of the Governor’s Office of Business and Economic 
Development. 

This bill, the California Tourism Recovery Act, would require the commission to, upon a determination by the 
Department of Public Health that it is safe to resume travel in California, implement a strategic media and 
jobs recovery campaign known as the “Calling All Californians” program for the purpose of reversing the 
impact of the COVID-19 pandemic on the travel and tourism industry in California, as specified.  

The bill would require the commission to report to the Legislature, on or before January 1, 2024, regarding 
the cost of the program and the impact of the program on the tourism industry in California. The bill would 
require, only upon appropriation by the Legislature, the Controller to transfer $45,000,000 to the commission 
for the purpose of implementing the “Calling all Californians” program. 
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Arguments in support: 

 

Arguments in opposition: 

 

Support: (Verified 2/17/2021)  
None on file 

 

Opposition: 2/17/2021)  

None on file 

 

Status:  Senate Business, Professions & Economic Development 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Legislative Item #13                                       Action  

 

SB 314, as introduced, Wiener. Alcoholic beverages. 
 
 
Recommended action: SUPPORT  
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich 
 
Summary:  

SB 314, the Restaurant and Bar Recovery Act, would make permanent some of the ‘temporary’ pandemic 
regulations allowing significantly expended outdoor restaurant seating and continuation of outdoor alcohol 
service. Among other elements, SB 314 would also allow local governments to create ‘open container 
entertainment zones’.  

 
Description:   

The Alcoholic Beverage Control Act contains various provisions regulating the application for, the issuance 
of, the suspension of, and the conditions imposed upon alcoholic beverage licenses by the Department of 
Alcoholic Beverage Control. Existing law generally provides that a violation of the Alcoholic Beverage Control 
Act is a misdemeanor. 

Existing law authorizes the issuance of a caterer’s permit, upon application to the department, to a licensee 
under an on-sale general license, an on-sale beer and wine license, a club license, or a veterans’ club license, 
that authorizes the holder of the permit to sell alcoholic beverages at specified locations and events, including, 
among others, conventions, sporting events, and trade exhibits. 

This bill would require the department to expedite the review of an application for a caterer’s permit. 

This bill would authorize the department to issue a COVID-19 permanent caterer’s authorization to a licensee 
under an on-sale general license. The authorization would authorize the on-site consumption of the alcoholic 
beverages for which the licensee has on-sale privileges on property that is adjacent to the licensed premises, 
as specified. The bill would require the department to expedite the review of an application for an 
authorization, as specified. By broadening the definition of a crime, this bill would impose a state-mandated 
local program. 
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Existing law makes it a misdemeanor for a licensee under an on-sale license issued for public premises, as 
defined, to permit a person under the age of 21 years to enter and remain in the licensed premises without 
lawful business therein. 

This bill would permit a licensee under an on-sale license issued for public premises to permit a person under 
the age of 21 years to enter and remain in the licensed premises provided that alcoholic beverages are not 
sold, served, or consumed on the premises during the time that a person under the age of 21 years is present. 

Existing law provides for various annual fees for the issuance of alcoholic beverage licenses, depending 
upon the type of license issued. Existing law additionally authorizes specified alcoholic beverage licensees to 
purchase advertising space and time from, or on behalf of, an on-sale retail licensee, under certain conditions, 
if the on-sale retail licensee is the owner, manager, agent of the owner, assignee of the owner’s advertising 
rights, or major tenant of specified facilities. 

This bill would authorize the department to issue a music venue license that would allow the licensee to sell 
beer, wine, and distilled spirits at retail for consumption on the premises in a music entertainment facility, as 
defined. The bill would impose an original fee and an annual renewal fee for the license, which would be 
deposited in the Alcohol Beverage Control Fund. The bill would provide for the purchases of advertising time 
and space with revised parameters, including that the parties submit a declaration to the department relating 
to the agreement to purchase advertising time and space. 

Existing law requires the department to hold a hearing on a protest, accusation, or petition for a license in 
the county in which the premises or license is located, except as provided, and to be conducted in accordance 
with specified administrative procedures. 

This bill would require the department to a hearing described above within 6 months after the filing of a 
protest, accusation, or petition for a license. 

Existing law permits specified licensees, or their authorized agents, to provide, free of charge, entertainment, 
food, and distilled spirits, wine, or nonalcoholic beverages to consumers at an invitation-only event, subject 
to various conditions, including a limitation on the number of events the authorized person may conduct in a 
year, as provided. 

This bill would delete the above-described condition. 

Existing law, with exceptions, prohibits a licensee from having upon the licensed premises any alcoholic 
beverages other than the alcoholic beverage that the licensee is authorized to sell at the premises under their 
license, and makes a violation of this prohibition punishable as a misdemeanor. 

This bill would, as an exception to that prohibition, authorize 2 or more on-sale general licensees whose 
licensed premises are immediately adjacent to each other, as specified, to share a common licensed area in 
which consumption of alcoholic beverages is permitted under various circumstances 

This bill would provide that a licensee that shares a licensed premises with another licensee but does not 
operate at the same time as the other licensee is responsible for compliance with the act and for any violation 
that occurs on the premises only during the time when that licensee operates under its license. 

Under existing law, any person possessing an open container of an alcoholic beverage in any city, county, 
or city and county-owned public place, as specified, or any regional park or recreation and park district, is 
guilty of an infraction if the city or county has enacted an ordinance that prohibits the possession of those 
containers or the consumption of alcoholic beverages in those areas, except as specified. 

The Planning and Zoning Law authorizes the legislative body of any city or county to adopt ordinances 
regulating zoning within its jurisdiction, as specified. 

This bill would authorize a city, including a charter city, county, or city and county, to allow in commercial 
zones the consumption of alcoholic beverages, including the possession of an open container of an alcoholic 
beverage. 
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Arguments in support: 

 

Arguments in opposition: 

 

Support: (Verified 2/17/2021)  
None on file 

 

Opposition: (Verified 2/17/2021) 

None on file 

 

Status:  Senate awaiting referral 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Legislative Item #14                                                 Action  

 
SB 389, as introduced, Dodd. Alcoholic beverages: bona fide public eating place: off-sale privileges. 

 
 
Recommended action: SUPPORT  
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich 

 
Summary:  

SB 389 would seek to make permanent the current temporary COVID rule allowing restaurants to offer to-go 
cocktails.  

 
Description:   

Existing law, the Alcoholic Beverage Control Act, which is administered by the Department of Alcoholic 
Beverage Control, regulates the application, issuance, and suspension of alcoholic beverage licenses. 
Existing law authorizes the department to issue various types of licenses and prohibits a person from 
exercising the privilege which a licensee may exercise or performing under the authority of a license unless 
the person is authorized to do so by a license. Existing law authorizes a person holding an on-sale general 
license, with respect to beer and wine, and any on-sale license, with respect to the particular beverage or 
beverages mentioned in the license, to exercise the rights and privileges granted by an off-sale beer and wine 
license. 

This bill would authorize a bona fide public eating place holding an on-sale general license or a bona fide 
public eating place holding an on-sale license for beer and wine to exercise additional off-sale rights and 
privileges, subject to specified requirements. In this regard, the bill would authorize the licensee to sell 
alcoholic beverages for off-sale consumption for which their license permits on-sale consumption if the 
beverages are in manufacturer prepackaged containers. Additionally, the bill would authorize a licensee to 
sell the alcoholic beverages for off-sale consumption for which their license permits on-sale consumption 
when the beverages are not in manufacturer prepackaged containers if specified conditions are met, including 
that the beverages be sold in conjunction with meals prepared for pickup or delivery, as specified, and be 
packaged in a container with a secure lid or cap. 

 

Arguments in support: 
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According to the author: “If allowing restaurants to sell carry-out cocktails alongside a meal helps keep their 
doors open, we must do it. Ultimately it’s about preserving jobs and getting our economy back on track.” 

Notwithstanding any other law to the contrary, a bona fide public eating place holding an on-sale general 
license or a bona fide public eating place holding an on-sale license for beer and wine may exercise the 
following rights and privileges subject to the requirements of this section: 

 The licensee may sell the alcoholic beverages for off-sale consumption for which their license permits 
on-sale consumption provided the beverages are in manufacturer prepackaged containers. 

 In addition to the privilege provided by subdivision (a), the licensee may sell the alcoholic beverages 
for off-sale consumption for which their license permits on-sale consumption when the beverages are 
not in manufacturer prepackaged containers if all of the following conditions are met: 
(1) The alcoholic beverages are sold in conjunction with meals prepared for pickup or delivery either 

by the licensee or by a meal provider. 
(2) The alcoholic beverages are packaged in a container with a secure lid or cap in a manner designed 

to prevent consumption without removal of the lid or cap. 
(3) A warning sign is posted in a manner that notifies consumers of restrictions regarding open 

container laws. 

Alcoholic beverages that are packaged by this establishment are open containers and shall not be transported 
in a motor vehicle except in the vehicle’s trunk or, if there is no trunk, the containers shall be kept in some 
other area of the vehicle that is not normally occupied by the driver or passengers. This does not include a 
utility compartment or glove compartment (See Vehicle Code Section 23225). Additionally, these beverages 
shall not be consumed in public or in any other area where open containers are prohibited by law. 

 

Arguments in opposition: 

 

Support: (Verified 2/17/2021)  
California Restaurant Association 

 

Opposition: (Verified 2/17/2021) 

None on file 
 

 

Status:  Senate awaiting referral 
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2021 Meeting Schedule 

w/ Guest speakers 

1/25 Open    

2/20 Open   

3/15 Open    

4/19 Open    

5/17 Open  

6/21 Open    

7/19 Open  

8/16 Open    

9/20 Open    

10/18 Open   

11/15 Closed  

12/16 Dark 

 

How a bill becomes a law – updated: 

 

 


