MEETING AGENDA
Monday January 25, 2020

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

Ratification/Amendment of Governing Documents

Action

2021 Legislative Report #1

Action

1. ACA 1 (Aguiar-Curry) Local government financing: affordable housing and public infrastructure:
voter approval.
2. AB 5 (Fong) Greenhouse Gas Reduction Fund: High Speed Rail Authority: K–12 education:
transfer and loan.
3. AB 12 (Seyarto) Personal information: social security numbers: the Employment Development
Department.
4. AB 15 (Chiu) COVID-19 relief: tenancy: Tenant Stabilization Act of 2021.
5. AB 24 (Waldron) Unemployment insurance: benefit determination deadlines.
6. AB 62 (Gray) Income taxes: credits: costs to comply with COVID-19 regulations.
7. AB 71 (Luz Rivas) Statewide homelessness solutions program. Homelessness funding: Bring
California Home Act.
8. AB 95 (Low) Employees: bereavement leave.
9. AB 115 (Bloom) Planning and zoning: commercial zoning: housing development.
10. SB 19 (Glazer) Wine growers: tasting rooms.
11. SB 39 (Grove) Fraudulent claims: inmates.
12. SB 62 (Durazo) Employment: garment manufacturing.
13. SB 102 (Melendez) COVID-19 emergency order violation: license revocation.
14. SB 218 (Jones) Corporations: ratification or validation of noncompliant corporate actions.
Speaker and Chamber Announcements
Adjourn – Next Meeting February 22

Follow us on:

Information

The Southwest California Legislative Council Thanks Our Partners:
Southwest Riverside Country
Association of Realtors
Metropolitan Water District of
Southern California
Elsinore Valley MWD
Western MWD
CR&R Waste Services
Abbott Vascular

Temecula Valley Chamber of
Commerce
Murrieta/Wildomar Chamber of
Commerce
Lake Elsinore Valley Chamber of
Commerce
Menifee Valley Chamber of Commerce
Southwest Healthcare Systems

Temecula Valley Hospital
Economic Development Coalition
The Murrieta Temecula Group
Southern California Edison
The Gas Company
California Apartment Association
Western Municipal Water District

Lake Elsinore Chamber of Commerce
Menifee Valley Chamber of Commerce
Murrieta/Wildomar Chamber of Commerce
Temecula Valley Chamber of Commerce
Closed Meeting Minutes
Monday, November 16, 2020
2020 Chair: Adam Ruiz
Legislative Consultant: Gene Wunderlich

SWCLC November closed meeting held via Zoom and in person. The meeting was dedicated to
discussion of SWCLC Governing Documents – attached herein for ratification/amendment.

2021 Strategic Initiatives - DRAFT

 Budget, Tax Reform, & Economic Recovery
 Job Creation and Retention
 Healthcare
 Infrastructure & the Environment
 Public Safety

Southwest California Legislative Council

2021 Policy Platform - DRAFT

Labor and Employment (Job Creation & Retention)
1. Review and evaluate measures that reform the costs of the state’s public pension system for the sake of
the state’s overall fiscal health.
2. Monitor and review alternatives to (1) any proposed state minimum wage increases and (2) any
local or state living wage ordinances.
3. Monitor and provide recommendations to the current workers’ compensation reform measures to
positively affect businesses.
4. Consider and review responsible healthcare policy proposals that maximize free market forces,
minimize mandates upon insurers and providers, and results in increased availability of healthcare
coverage affordable for employers, employees and individuals.
5. Monitor and support measures that reform our state’s educational system and encourage local workforce
preparedness.
6. Advocate against the unwarranted and frivolous lawsuits on our businesses, consumers, taxpayers, and
communities.
7. Monitor proposals that undermine the current process of guaranteeing secret-ballot elections for
unionization such as card check.
8. Promote rules and regulations regarding employment status that protect workplace flexibility, and
protect public safety and consumer choice.
Pro-business Leadership (Job Creation & Retention)
1. Expand community outreach for the SWCLC by:
a. provide speakers to address City Council meetings and other local groups upon request
b. encourage members to participate in Project Leadership and similar efforts to develop future
leaders
c. include reference to the SWCLC in self-introductions at all Chamber and business functions as
appropriate
d. drive community, civic and business leaders to SWCLC website and social media updates
e. include appropriate groups in SWCLC Calls-to-Action
2. Review and evaluate local, statewide, and when appropriate, federal issues pertaining to the SWCLC’s
policy priorities and communicate the information to all chambers’ membership.
3. Continue to enhance working relationships with local, state and federal representatives and their staffs.
4. Consider and review legislation that promotes standards of corporate governance that guide boards
of directors and corporate officers in managing their corporations in a competent, ethical manner.
5. Monitor land use, planning, housing and zoning issues that affect the Southwest California regional
business community.
6. Review and evaluate efforts to enhance educational opportunities, expansions and quality in the Southwest
California region, including measures to encourage and support entrepreneurial business growth.
Taxation and Government Reform (Budget & Tax Reform)
1. Review and evaluate reform measures to the state budget that promotes real economic growth and job
creation.
2. Encourage cooperation among government agencies, and work to streamline and reduce unnecessary or
conflicting requirements of regulatory agencies.
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3. Review and evaluate cost effective ways to privatize government services and public contracts while
maintaining or improving standards.
4. Review and evaluate state and local fee & tax increases and new fee & tax categories affecting the regional
business community.
5. Support and promote, when appropriate, the preparation of cost/benefit analysis ensuring economic
impacts are weighed before the imposition of regulatory statutes.
6. Ensure that regulations on business are kept to a minimum and do not put regional businesses at a
competitive disadvantage.
7. Encourage the protection of private property rights.
8. Support state programs that secure tax credits for targeted work training programs.
9. Consider and review policies that promote the outsourcing of essential public services by government
agencies.
10. Support practical business accounting procedures at the state level when trying to balance the State
Budget.
11. Review and evaluate social welfare policies that are expansive and unregulated throughout all levels of
government.
Public Safety
1. Support policies that aid law enforcement in their duties to keep our residential and business
communities safe.
2. Review policies that will clarify regulatory policies and management of specific public safety issues, i.e.
e-cigarettes, homelessness, cannabis, etc.
3. Maintain a working relationship with the Riverside County District Attorney regarding crime
prevention, fraud, and threats against businesses either through direct attacks or through employed
human resources. Such working liaison might include working with the District Attorney’s task force
on crime in Riverside County as related to impacts on business.
4. Monitor, and take positions when necessary, on potential legislation that will:
a. Create a higher risk, more permissive environment for criminal penalties;
b. Decrease control over cyber-attack activities;
c. Allow demographic release of convicted felons resulting in damage to the business environment and
regional quality of life;
d. Reduce the ability of businesses to seek protective relief from unwanted misdemeanor level
activities of employees [possession of marijuana or certain drugs in the workplace, working while
under the influence etc.].
Healthcare
1. Support the attraction and retention of medical technology industry to Southwest California.
2. Monitor and support policies that encourage continued medical discoveries and innovations that improve
quality of care.
3. Continue efforts to contain the costs of premiums.
4. Conform to federal law while supporting measures to allow employers to mitigate the impact of
providing healthcare coverage.
5. Work to curb the expansion of litigation in the healthcare system.
6. Support wellness, and disease/pandemic management, and behavioral healthcare programs.
7. Support reform of the state hospital construction regulatory review process. Work to improve the
timeliness of hospital construction and to ensure costs associated with such construction are kept at
reasonable rates.
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Infrastructure Improvements (Infrastructure & The Environment)
1. Review and evaluate policies that ensure the Southwest California region maintains a reputation as an
attractive prosperous location for business; to balance employment and housing needs with natural
resource preservation; and to plan and construct the community infrastructure necessary to support
current and future business needs.
2. Monitor land use, planning, housing and zoning issues that affect the Southwest California regional
business community.
3. Review and evaluate development projects within the Southwest California region.
4. Encourage an adequate supply of appropriate housing to meet the needs of the Southwest California
region.
5. Review and evaluate reliable, stable, and competitively priced energy supplies for California’s
businesses and consumers.
6. Review and evaluate water management and flood control policies that improve water quality as the
result of comprehensive approaches that will reduce contaminants from water sources in a cost
effective manner.
7. Review and evaluate policies that promote safe, clean, high quality, adequate and reliable water
supplies supporting the needs of economic growth and quality of life in the Southwest California
region.
8. Review and evaluate policies that promote the Southwest California region as the frontrunner of
technological advances in any infrastructure improvements throughout the region.
Environment (Infrastructure & The Environment)
1. Support policies that recognize the importance of balancing environmental issues including green, solar
and water programs and their impacts on the public and private sector.
2. Monitor policies that ensure long-term positive impacts on environmental stability and the
economic vitality of the Southwest California region.
3. Encourage responsible environmental regulations and the potential impacts on local governments and
agencies.
4. Monitor and support efforts to reform the CEQA process that will reduce the regulatory and compliance
burden to cities and businesses in Southwest California.
Transportation (Infrastructure & The Environment)
1. Review and evaluate public and private sector transportation improvement plans that impact congestion
on freeways, streets and roads, and ensure mobility within the Southwest California region.
2. Review and evaluate legislative and regulatory proposals that impact the automobile, trucking,
rail, aviation, and maritime industries.
3. Review and evaluate legislation and regulatory proposals that might place the Southwest
California logistics industry at a competitive disadvantage.
Tourism and Business Expansion (Job Creation & Retention)
1. Support a strong relationship with the Economic Development Coalition (EDC) of Southwest California,
Visit Temecula Valley, Explore Murrieta, the Southwest California Manufacturing Council,
InSoCalConnect and the Cities of Temecula, Murrieta, Lake Elsinore, Menifee, and Wildomar in order
to promote and enhance the Southwest California region.
2. Support and promote policies to increase travel spending to the Southwest California Region, in order to
help stimulate the local economy and provide jobs throughout the region.
3. Review and evaluate policies that ensure that the Southwest California region maintains a reputation as
an attractive and prosperous location for doing business.
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4. Promote economic development opportunities in the Southwest California region for business retention,
expansion and attraction.
Immigration Reform (Job creation & Retention, Healthcare, Public Safety)
1. Support efforts that create a guest worker program that is comprehensive, addressing both future
economic needs for workers and the status of undocumented workers already in the United States.
2. Support the creation of an effective employment verification system that is fast and reliable and
the impacts on Southwest California businesses while understanding enforcement ramifications at the
local, state and federal level.
3. Support policies that ensure all workers enjoy the same labor law protections.
4. Support policies that expand temporary visa programs for essential workers, creating paths to
permanent residence for these workers and providing a way to earn legal status for the millions of
undocumented workers already in the United States.
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2021 Operating Procedures - DRAFT
I.

Composition
The SWCLC shall consist of the following voting members: up t o five representatives
appointed by the board of directors from each of the three original founding Chambers of
Commerce of the SWCLC (Temecula Valley Chamber of Commerce, Murrieta/Wildomar
Chamber of Commerce, and Lake Elsinore Valley Chamber of Commerce); and one seat
appointed by the Menifee Valley Chamber. The SWCLC voting membership shall be a
general representative makeup of the member chambers and a balance of industry
representation throughout the region. Voting membership may be modified by a vote of the
committee in response to additions, departures or mergers of existing Chambers.
The Chair position shall be selected by rotation of the three (3) founding chambers. The Chair
shall serve for a term of two (2) years beginning January 1. A Chair-elect shall be selected during
the 1st year of the Chair's term.
SWCLC members shall serve a one (1) year term beginning January 1 and ending December
31, with term limits to be determined by the Chamber board they represent.
SWCLC membership is open to all Chamber members in good standing. SWCLC meetings
are open to all members of the member chambers excepting for Executive sessions as
determined by the Council. All elected officials, or their designees, representing the region or
individual cities are ex officio, nonvoting members of the SWCLC.

II.

Policy Platform
By January 1 of each year, the SWCLC shall develop a policy platform consistent with
SWCLC’s mission statement. The Policy Platform shall be used to track local, state and
federal policy, regulatory or legislative issues that may impact the Southwest California
business community. The Policy Platform shall be recommended to the Board of Directors of
each chamber no later than their January meeting for discussion and approval.

III.

Legislation Position Authority
The Board of Directors of each chamber shall be updated each month of any positions
approved by SWCLC. A Dire ct o r f rom th e re sp e ct ive Ch am b e r will p ro vid e t h e
u p da t e . The Board of Directors shall have the authority to excuse their chamber from any
position adopted by the SWCLC.
SWCLC members shall have the authority on behalf of the Board of Directors of the member
chambers, to adopt any positions that align with the approved policy platform consistent with
SWCLC’s mission. Those positions include 'SUPPORT', "OPPOSE', 'OPPOSE UNLESS
AMENDED', 'WATCH', and 'NEUTRAL' or NO position.

IV.

Executive Committee * See proposed amendment
The SWCLC Executive Committee shall consist of the SWCLC Chair, the President/CEO of
the three founding member chambers, the Legislative Liaison, the Immediate Past Chair, and
up to three appointments from the founding Chambers (preferably Past Chairs), as approved by
the SWCLC. At such time during Chairman's term that a Chair-elect is selected, that person shall
also become a member of the Executive Committee.
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The Executive Committee shall have the authority to act on behalf of the SWCLC to approve
any positions that align with the policy platform consistent with SWCLC’s mission on issues
of urgency.
The SWCLC shall be notified of this action within 48 hours. SWCLC shall have the authority
to modify any decision of the SWCLC Executive Committee at its next scheduled meeting.
V.

Voting Membership Vacancies
Prospective SWCLC members may apply for openings by notifying the President/CEO of their
respective chamber. It will be the responsibility of the Chamber with a vacated seat to appoint
a representative to that position.
Attendance
SWCLC meets monthly. If an SWCLC member accumulates more than 3 unexcused
absences a year, the member ma y be removed from the Council by their appointing Chamber.
An unexcused absence will be charged to members if notification to the SWCLC Chair is not
made prior to the start of the SWCLC meeting.

VI.

Minutes
Minutes will be kept at all SWCLC meetings.

VII.

Quorum
A quorum shall consist of 9 50% +1 of voting members in attendance at any regularly scheduled
meeting.

VIII.

Amendments
The authority to modify and approve the SWCLC Operating Procedures shall be vested in the
Board of Directors of the three founding Chambers upon a unanimous vote of those three
chambers.

*

Pursuant to Section VIII, section IV ‘Executive Committee’, shall be redacted from
Operating Procedures and any reference to ‘Executive Committee’ shall be removed.
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Legislative Item #1

Action

ACA 1, as introduced, Aguiar-Curry. Local government financing: affordable housing and public
infrastructure: voter approval.
Introduced by Assembly Members Aguiar-Curry, Lorena Gonzalez, and Chiu
(Principal coauthor: Senator Wiener)
(Coauthors: Assembly Members Berman, Burke, Kalra, Levine, Quirk, Robert Rivas, Blanca Rubio,
Stone, Ting, Weber, and Wicks)

Recommended action: OPPOSE
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich
Summary:
A resolution to propose to the people of the State of California an amendment to the Constitution of the
State, by amending Sections 1 and 4 of Article XIII A thereof, by amending Section 2 of, and by adding
Section 2.5 to, Article XIII C thereof, by amending Section 3 of Article XIII D thereof, and by amending
Section 18 of Article XVI thereof, relating to local finance. This measure would repeal the 2/3 vote threshold
needed to pass local sales and parcel taxes to fund infrastructure and affordable housing projects,
Description:
The California Constitution prohibits the ad valorem tax rate on real property from exceeding 1% of the full
cash value of the property, subject to certain exceptions.
This measure would create an additional exception to the 1% limit that would authorize a city, county, city
and county, or special district to levy an ad valorem tax to service bonded indebtedness incurred to fund the
construction, reconstruction, rehabilitation, or replacement of public infrastructure, affordable housing, or
permanent supportive housing, or the acquisition or lease of real property for those purposes, if the proposition
proposing that tax is approved by 55% of the voters of the city, county, or city and county, as applicable, and
the proposition includes specified accountability requirements. The measure would specify that these
provisions apply to any city, county, city and county, or special district measure imposing an ad valorem tax
to pay the interest and redemption charges on bonded indebtedness for these purposes that is submitted at
the same election as this measure.
The California Constitution conditions the imposition of a special tax by a local government upon the
approval of 2/3 of the voters of the local government voting on that tax, and prohibits these entities from
imposing an ad valorem tax on real property or a transactions or sales tax on the sale of real property.
This measure would authorize a local government to impose, extend, or increase a sales and use tax or
transactions and use tax imposed in accordance with specified law or a parcel tax, as defined, for the purposes
of funding the construction, rehabilitation, or replacement of public infrastructure, affordable housing, or
permanent supportive housing if the proposition proposing that tax is approved by 55% of its voters voting on
the proposition and the proposition includes specified accountability requirements. The measure would
specify that these provisions apply to any local measure imposing, extending, or increasing a sales and use
tax, transactions and use tax, or parcel tax for these purposes that is submitted at the same election as this
measure.
The California Constitution prohibits specified local government agencies from incurring any indebtedness
exceeding in any year the income and revenue provided in that year, without the assent of 2/3 of the voters
and subject to other conditions. In the case of a school district, community college district, or county office of
education, the California Constitution permits a proposition for the incurrence of indebtedness in the form of
general obligation bonds for the construction, reconstruction, rehabilitation, or replacement of school facilities,
including the furnishing and equipping of school facilities, or the acquisition or lease of real property for school
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facilities, to be adopted upon the approval of 55% of the voters of the district or county, as appropriate, voting
on the proposition at an election.
This measure would expressly prohibit a special district, other than a board of education or school district,
from incurring any indebtedness or liability exceeding any applicable statutory limit, as prescribed by the
statutes governing the special district. The measure would also similarly require the approval of 55% of the
voters of the city, county, city and county, or special district, as applicable, to incur bonded indebtedness,
exceeding in any year the income and revenue provided in that year, that is in the form of general obligation
bonds issued to fund the construction, reconstruction, rehabilitation, or replacement of public infrastructure,
affordable housing, or permanent supportive housing projects, if the proposition proposing that bond includes
specified accountability requirements. The measure would specify that this 55% threshold applies to any
proposition for the incurrence of indebtedness by a city, county, city and county, or special district for these
purposes that is submitted at the same election as this measure.
Arguments in support:
ACA 1 would provide an ongoing and sustainable funding mechanism for municipalities and local government
agencies to fund infrastructure and affordable housing projects.
Arguments in opposition:
ACA 1 would repeal the 2/3 vote threshold needed to pass local sales and parcel tax increases, reducing the
requirement to 55%. According to HJTA President Jon Coupol, this is yet another direct attack on Prop 13
protections and part of a long-term strategy to ultimately strip away all 2/3 protections on tax increases.
Support: (Verified 1/15/2021)
None on file
Opposition: (Verified 1/15/2021)
None on file
Status: Awaiting referral
Senate Floor votes:
Assembly floor votes:
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Legislative Item #2

Action

AB 5, as introduced, Fong. Greenhouse Gas Reduction Fund: High Speed Rail Authority: K–12
education: transfer and loan.
Recommended action: SUPPORT
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich
Summary:
Proceeding from last year’s H.R. 97, AB 5 directs the authority of the Assembly to oversee and direct funding
appropriated to the HSR:
H.R. 97: Resolved by the Assembly of the State of California, that the Assembly has an active role in
appropriating $4.2 billion in remaining Proposition 1A bond funds, and must be respected for their role to
provide input before key decisions on the high-speed rail project’s future direction; and be it further
Resolved, That the Assembly has the time to provide appropriate oversight and thoughtful consideration of
all project alternatives without discussions and debate being prematurely stopped through actions by the
High-Speed Rail Authority proposed to take place in the fall of 2020; and be it further
Resolved, That the High-Speed Rail Authority is hereby directed to not proceed with the execution of track
and systems or train set procurements, or with the acquisition of the right-of-way along the City of Merced
and the City of Bakersfield extensions, until the Assembly has considered and approved the High-Speed Rail
Authority’s funding request for appropriation of the remaining bond funds.
Description:
The California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 designates the State Air Resources Board as the
state agency charged with monitoring and regulating sources of emissions of greenhouse gases. The act
authorizes the state board to include in its regulation of those emissions the use of market-based compliance
mechanisms. Existing law requires all moneys, except for fines and penalties, collected by the state board
from the auction or sale of allowances as part of a market-based compliance mechanism to be deposited in
the Greenhouse Gas Reduction Fund. Existing law continuously appropriates 25% of the annual proceeds of
the fund to the High-Speed Rail Authority for certain purposes.
This bill would suspend the appropriation to the High-Speed Rail Authority for the 2021–22 and 2022–23
fiscal years and would require the transfer of those amounts from moneys collected by the state board to the
General Fund. The bill would specify that the transferred amounts shall be available, upon appropriation, to
support K–12 education and to offset any funding reduction for K–12 education.
This bill would require the transfer of a sum of $2,400,000,000, as a loan, from the unencumbered moneys
appropriated to the authority before the 2020-21 fiscal year from the Greenhouse Gas Reduction Fund to the
General Fund. The bill would specify that the transferred moneys, upon appropriation, are available to support
K–12 education and to offset any funding reductions for K–12 education in the 2021–22 Budget Act.
The Safe, Reliable High-Speed Passenger Train Bond Act for the 21st Century, approved by the voters
as Proposition 1A at the November 4, 2008, statewide general election, provides for the issuance of general
obligation bonds in the amount of $9,000,000,000 for high-speed rail purposes and $950,000,000 for other
related rail purposes. The act requires bonds issued and sold pursuant to the act to be deposited in the HighSpeed Passenger Train Bond Fund. The California High-Speed Rail Act creates the High-Speed Rail Authority
to develop and implement a high-speed rail system in the state, with specified powers and duties.
This bill would appropriate $2,400,000,000 from the High-Speed Passenger Train Bond Fund to the authority
for the sole purpose of completing the minimum scope of work necessary to meet federal grant requirements
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and satisfy existing regional commitments, as described in the 2020 High-Speed Rail Authority Draft Business
Plan, thereby making an appropriation.
Argument in support
According to the author, Resolution to Halt New HSR Contracts Passes with Unanimous Bi-Partisan
Support
Excerpted from Taft Midway Driller June 12, 2020 House Resolution 97 passed out of the State Assembly
this week with unanimous bi-partisan support. HR 97 directs the High Speed Rail Authority to halt the signing
of new maintenance and construction contracts until the legislature has the opportunity to consider
alternatives for spending the remaining bond funds. Assemblyman Vince Fong (R-Kern County), Vice Chair
of the Assembly Transportation Committee, is a co-author of HR 97. “We must not permit unelected
bureaucrats to unilaterally lock us into paying for this train for the next three decades…”
Support: (Verified 1/18/2021)
None on file

Opposition: (Verified 1/18/2021)
None on file

Status:

Assembly awaiting referral

Senate Floor votes:
Assembly floor votes:

Legislative Item #3

Action

AB 12, as introduced, Seyarto. Personal information: social security numbers: the Employment
Development Department.
Introduced by Assembly Member Seyarto
(Coauthors: Assembly Members Chen, Cunningham, Megan Dahle, Davies, Kiley, Lackey, Mathis, Nguyen, Smith,
Valladares, Voepel, and Waldron)

Recommended action: SUPPORT
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich
Summary:
An effort to protect the privacy and appropriation of individual social security numbers. This is already common
practice for most state agencies and private enterprise but has been overlooked by the state EDD, which has
directed billions in fraudulent payment to incarcerated prisoners and others.
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Description:
Existing law, commencing on January 1, 2023, prohibits a state agency from sending any outgoing United
States mail that contains an individual’s social security number unless the number is truncated to its last 4
digits or in specified circumstances, including when federal law requires inclusion of the social security number
or when documents are mailed to a current or prospective state employee.
This bill, commencing on July 1, 2021, would prohibit the Employment Development Department from
sending any outgoing United States mail to an individual that contains the individual’s social security number
unless the number is truncated to its last four digits, except in specified circumstances.
This bill would declare that it is to take effect immediately as an urgency statute.
Argument in support
Argument in opposition

Support: (Verified 1/18/2021)
None on file

Opposition: (Verified 8/5/2020)
None on file

Status:

Assembly Privacy and Consumer Protection

Legislative Item #4

Action

AB 15, as introduced, Chiu. COVID-19 relief: tenancy: Tenant Stabilization Act of 2021.
Recommended action: OPPOSE
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich
Summary:
AB 15 expands the definition of ‘COVID-19 rental debt’, extends the timeframe of applicability of the Tenant
Relief Act of 2020 from 12/31/2021 to 1/1/2026. It would shift the burden of providing documentation of CV19 financial distress from the tenant to the landlord. It would prohibit a landlord from collecting damages,
imposing late fees or other interruptions or reductions of service thru 1/1/2026. It would preclude a landlord
from filing a notice of detainer (eviction notice) or providing negative information to a credit reporting agency
through at least 1/1/2022.
What does AB 15 do for those impacted landlords? Well, it encourages them to apply for federal relief under
forbearance or other ‘foreclosure prevention’ opportunities but limits the extension of current federal protection
after 1/1/2023. Oh, and you can’t sell your property out from under a non-paying tenant, subject to certain
exemptions.
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Description:
Existing law, the COVID-19 Tenant Relief Act of 2020, establishes certain procedural requirements and
limitations on evictions for nonpayment of rent due to COVID-19 rental debt, as defined. The act, among other
things, prohibits a tenant that delivers a declaration, under penalty of perjury, of COVID-19-related financial
distress from being deemed in default with regard to the COVID-19 rental debt, as specified. Existing law
defines COVID-19 rental debt as unpaid rent or any other unpaid financial obligation of a tenant that came
due between March 1, 2020, and January 31, 2021. Existing law repeals the act on February 1, 2025.
This bill would extend the definition of “COVID-19 rental debt” as unpaid rent or any other unpaid financial
obligation of a tenant that came due between March 1, 2020, and December 31, 2021. The bill would also
extend the repeal date of the act to January 1, 2026. The bill would make other conforming changes to align
with these extended dates. By extending the repeal date of the act, the bill would expand the crime of perjury
and create a state-mandated local program.
Existing law authorizes a landlord to require a high-income tenant, as defined, to submit additional
documentation supporting the claim that the tenant has suffered COVID-19-related financial distress if the
landlord provides the tenant with a specified notice.
This bill would provide that a tenant is not required to submit that additional supporting documentation unless
the landlord provides the tenant with a copy of the proof of income that demonstrates that the tenant qualifies
as a high-income tenant.
Existing law prohibits a landlord from interrupting or terminating utility service furnished to a tenant with the
intent to terminate the occupancy of the tenant, and imposes specified penalties on a landlord who violates
that prohibition. Existing law, until February 1, 2021, imposes additional damages in an amount of at least
$1,000, but not more than $2,500, on a landlord that violates that prohibition, if the tenant has provided a
declaration of COVID-19 financial distress, as specified.
This bill would extend the imposition of those additional damages to January 1, 2022, and would remove the
condition that the tenant provide a declaration of COVID-19 financial distress.
This bill would additionally prohibit a landlord from taking certain actions with respect to a tenant’s COVID19 rental debt, including, among others, charging or attempting to collect late fees, providing different terms
or conditions of tenancy, or withholding a service or amenity.
Existing law, until February 1, 2021, prohibits a landlord from bringing an action for unlawful detainer based
on a cause of action other than nonpayment of COVID-19 rental debt for the purpose of retaliating against
the lessee because the lessee has COVID-19 rental debt.
This bill would extend that prohibition to January 1, 2022.
Existing law, until February 1, 2025, provides that a small claims court has jurisdiction in any action for
recovery of COVID-19 rental debt, as defined, regardless of the amount demanded.
This bill would extend that provision to January 1, 2026.
Existing law prohibits action to recover COVID-19 rental debt from commencing before March 1, 2021.
This bill would extend that prohibition to January 1, 2022, or the end of a local jurisdiction’s repayment period,
whichever is later.
Existing law, the Consumer Credit Reporting Agencies Act, provides for the regulation of consumer credit
reporting agencies that collect credit-related information on consumers and report this information to
subscribers and of persons who furnish that information to consumer credit reporting agencies, as provided.
This bill would prohibit a housing provider, credit reporting agency, tenant screening company, or other entity
that evaluates tenants on behalf of a housing provider from using an alleged COVID-19 rental debt, as defined,
as a negative factor for the purpose of evaluating creditworthiness or as the basis for a negative reference to
a prospective housing provider.
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Existing law, the Mobilehome Residency Law, requires the management of a mobilehome park to comply
with notice and specified other requirements in order to terminate a tenancy in a mobilehome park due to a
change of use of the mobilehome park, including giving homeowners at least 15 days’ written notice that the
management will be appearing before a local governmental board, commission, or body to request permits
for the change of use.
This bill would instead require the management to give homeowners at least 60 days’ written notice that the
management will be appearing before a local governmental board, commission, or body to obtain local
approval for the intended change of use of the mobilehome park.
Existing law prescribes various requirements to be satisfied before the exercise of a power of sale under a
mortgage or deed of trust. In this regard, existing law requires that a notice of default and a notice of sale be
recorded and that specified periods of time elapse between the recording and the sale. Existing law
establishes certain requirements in connection with foreclosures on mortgages and deeds of trust, including
restrictions on the actions mortgage servicers may take while a borrower is attempting to secure a loan
modification or has submitted a loan modification application. Existing law, until January 1, 2023, applies
those protections to a first lien mortgage or deed of trust that is secured by residential real property that is
occupied by a tenant, contains no more than four dwelling units, and meets certain criteria, including that a
tenant occupying the property is unable to pay rent due to a reduction in income resulting from the novel
coronavirus.
The bill, commencing January 1, 2023, would limit the extension of those protections to the above-described
first lien mortgages and deeds of trust to instances in which the borrower has been approved for foreclosure
prevention, as specified, or the borrower submitted a completed application for a first lien loan modification
before January 1, 2023, and, as of January 1, 2023, either the mortgage servicer has not yet determined
whether the applicant is eligible, or the appeal period for the mortgage servicer’s denial of the application has
not yet expired.
Argument in support:
Argument in opposition:
Support: (Verified 1/18/2021)
None on file

Opposition: (Verified 1/18/2021)
None on file
Status:

Assembly Housing and Community Development
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Legislative Item #5

Action

AB 24, as introduced, Waldron. Unemployment insurance: benefit determination deadlines.
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:
Defines a timeframe for the EDD to notify claimants of denial or challenge. Current laws specifies notification
provided ‘promptly’, which, to the EDD, can mean months.
Background:
Existing law authorizes the Employment Development Department (department) to administer the federalstate unemployment insurance program and provides for the payment of unemployment compensation
benefits to eligible individuals who are unemployed through no fault of their own. Existing law establishes
procedures for the filing, determination, and payment of benefit claims, and those benefits are payable from
the Unemployment Fund. Existing law requires the department to promptly pay benefits if it finds the claimant
is eligible and to promptly deny benefits if it finds the claimant is ineligible for benefits. Existing law requires
the department to consider facts submitted by an employer in making this determination and also provides for
the department to audit claims, as specified. Existing law provides a procedure for a claimant or a base
employer to challenge a determination of the computation or recomputation of the benefits.
This bill would require the department to provide a claimant with a notification of the computation used to
determine their benefits within 30 days of the receipt of the claim and to respond to a challenge by the claimant
or the base employer based on the computation or recomputation of benefits within 15 days of the receipt of
the protest, except as specified. This bill would also make technical changes to these provisions.
This bill would declare that it is to take effect immediately as an urgency statute.
Argument in support:
The claimant and any base period employer to whom a notice of computation or recomputation is given may,
within 30 days after the mailing or personal service of the notice, protest the accuracy of the computation or
recomputation. The 30-day period may be extended for good cause. The department shall consider this
protest and shall promptly notify the claimant and the base period employer submitting the protest of the
recomputation or denial of recomputation. recomputation not more than 15 days following receipt of the
protest. If the department is unable to meet the 15-day deadline, it shall notify the claimant and the employer
within 15 days of receipt of the protest of the anticipated length of the delay and the reason for the delay. An
appeal may be taken from a notice of denial of recomputation in the manner prescribed in Section 1328. The
director shall be an interested party to any appeal.
“Good cause,” as used in this section, shall include, but not be limited to, mistake, inadvertence, surprise, or
excusable neglect.
Argument in opposition:
Already burden by increased demand for services, this bill would invoke additional hardship on the department
requiring additional personnel, overtime and cost.
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Support: (Verified 1/18/2021)
None on file

Opposition: (Verified 1/18/2021)
None on file

Status:

Assembly Insurance Committee

Legislative Item #6

Action

AB 62, as introduced, Gray. Income taxes: credits: costs to comply with COVID-19 regulations.
Recommended action: SUPPORT
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich
Summary:
AB 62 would allow ‘qualified taxpayers’ to claim a credit effective in the current tax year for expenses paid or
incurred as a result of compliance with OSHA regulations related to CV-19 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 credit to contain, among other
things, specific goals, purposes, and objectives that the tax credit 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,
to a qualified taxpayer, in an amount equal to the total amount paid or incurred during the taxable year by the
qualified taxpayer to comply with the regulations adopted by the Occupational Safety and Health Standards
Board on November 19, 2020, relating to COVID-19 prevention and approved by the Office of Administrative
Law. The bill also would state the intent of the Legislature to comply with the additional information
requirement for any bill authorizing a new income tax credit.
This bill would take effect immediately as a tax levy.
Argument in support:
For each taxable year beginning on or after January 1, 2021, there shall be allowed as a credit against the
“tax,” as defined in Section 23036, to a qualified taxpayer in an amount equal to the total amount paid or
incurred during the taxable year by the qualified taxpayer to comply with the regulations adopted by the
Occupational Safety and Health Standards Board on November 19, 2020, relating to COVID-19 prevention
and approved by the Office of Administrative Law.
For purposes of this section, “qualified taxpayer” means either of the following:
(1) A small business as defined by Section 14837 of the Government Code.
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(2) An employer that employs a workforce identified by the State Public Health Officer on the list of Essential
Critical Infrastructure Workers.
Argument in opposition:
Support: (Verified 1/18/2021)
None on file

Opposition: (Verified 1/18/2021)
None on file
Status:

Assembly Revenue & Taxation

Legislative Item #7

Action

AB 71, as amended, Luz Rivas. Statewide homelessness solutions program. Homelessness funding:
Bring California Home Act.
Introduced by Assembly Members Luz Rivas and Chiu Luz Rivas, Bloom, Chiu, and Wicks

Recommended action: OPPOSE
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich
Summary:
The ‘Bring California Home Act’ attempts to address the state’s chronic housing shortage, especially for
affordable workforce housing, transitional housing, and housing for homeless, by increasing California’s
already highest in the nation corporate taxes by .8% on corporations with taxable income in excess of $5
million. It further restricts corporations from fully exercising their current protections under the ‘water’s edge’
election process, and establishes a new fund under the California State Treasurer, subject to a new advisory
council, for allocation of funds, among other things.
Description:
The Personal Income Tax Law, in conformity with federal income tax law, generally defines gross income
as income from whatever source derived, except as specifically excluded, and provides various exclusions
from gross income. Existing federal law, for purposes of determining a taxpayer’s gross income for federal
income taxation, requires that a person who is a United States shareholder of any controlled foreign
corporation to include in their gross income the global low-taxed income for that taxable year, as provided.
This bill, for taxable years beginning on or after January 1, 2022, would include a taxpayer’s global low-taxed
income in their gross income for purposes of the Personal Income Tax Law, in modified conformity with the
above-described federal provisions. The bill would exempt any standard, criterion, procedure, determination,
rule, notice, or guideline established or issued by the Franchise Tax Board to implement its provisions from
the rulemaking provisions of the Administrative Procedure Act.
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The Corporation Tax Law imposes, among other taxes, taxes according to or measured by the net income
of the taxpayer for the taxable year at a rate of 8.84%, or 10.84% for financial institutions, but not less than
the minimum franchise tax of $800, as specified.
This bill, for taxable years beginning on or after January 1, 2022, and with respect to taxpayers with taxable
income under the Corporation Tax Law greater than $5,000,000 for the taxable year, would increase these
tax rates from 8.84% to 9.6%, or 10.84% to 11.6% for financial institutions, unless the minimum franchise tax
is greater.
The Corporation Tax Law, when the income of a taxpayer subject to tax under that law is derived from or
attributable to sources both within and without the state, generally requires that the tax be measured by the
net income derived from or attributable to sources within this state, as provided. Notwithstanding this
requirement, the Corporation Tax Law authorizes a qualified taxpayer, as defined, to elect to determine its
income derived from or attributable to sources within this state pursuant to a water’s-edge election, as
provided. Existing law requires that a water’s-edge election be made by contract with the Franchise Tax
Board, with an initial term of 84 months, except as specified, and provides for annual renewal of that contract
unless the taxpayer provides written notice of nonrenewal at least 90 days before the renewal date.
This bill would require that a taxpayer that makes a water’s-edge election under these provisions take into
account 50% of the global low-taxed income and 40% of the repatriation income of its affiliated corporations,
as those terms are defined. The bill would allow a taxpayer, for calendar year 2022 only, the opportunity to
revoke a water’s-edge election. The bill would prohibit the total of all business credits, as defined, from
reducing the additional tax liability added by this bill’s provisions by more than $5,000,000, as provided. The
bill would exempt any standard, criterion, procedure, determination, rule, notice, or guideline established or
issued by the Franchise Tax Board to implement its provisions from the rulemaking provisions of the
Administrative Procedure Act.
This bill would state the intent of the Legislature that any revenue resulting from the above-described
changes to the Personal Income Tax Law and the Corporation Tax Law be used for purposes of the Bring
California Home Act, as described below.
(The California water’s edge election was established in 1986 and was designed to restrict California’s
“application of the worldwide combined reporting method of determining income from California
sources.” Instead of eliminating worldwide combined reporting, the California water’s-edge election gives
taxpayers another choice in how taxation is applied to income. If the taxpayer would owe more taxes based
upon the “worldwide method” they can opt to pay less tax by making a “water’s-edge” election. For some
business clients, the water’s-edge basis requires much less documentation and record keeping.
The water’s-edge legislation has been modified many times since 1986. As of January 1, 2011 a business
or commercial entity including a foreign corporation can be considered to be conducting business in
California even if it doesn’t have a physical presence here. The corporate entity is taxable if “it actively
engages in any transaction for the purpose of financial or pecuniary gain or profit.” Once an established
minimum is exceed in California payroll, sales or property, the business will be considered to have
“economic nexus” (connections) in California.)
(2) Existing law requires the Governor to create the Homeless Coordinating and Financing Council (referred
to as “the coordinating council”) and to appoint up to 19 members of that council, as
provided. (council). Existing law specifies the duties of the coordinating council, including creating
partnerships among state agencies and departments, local government agencies, and specified federal
agencies and private entities, for the purpose of arriving at specific strategies to end homelessness. The
Personal Income Tax Law and the Corporation Tax Law impose taxes upon taxable income for the taxable
year, as specified. Existing law requires the Governor to appoint up to 19 members of the council, including
representatives from specified state agencies and departments, and a formerly homeless person and a
formerly homeless youth who both live in California, and requires the Senate Committee on Rules and the
Speaker of the Assembly to each appoint one member to the council from 2 different stakeholder
organizations.
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This bill would state the intent of the Legislature to enact legislation to create a comprehensive, statewide
homelessness solutions program. This bill would create the Bring California Home Fund in the State Treasury
for the purpose of providing at least $2,400,000 annually to fund a comprehensive, statewide homeless
solutions program upon appropriation by the Legislature. The bill would require the Bring California Home
Fund to contain revenues derived from specified changes to the Personal Income Tax Law or the Corporation
Tax Law that are enacted on or after the effective of the date of this bill.
This bill would delete the provisions relating to the appointment authority of the Governor and the Legislature,
and would instead restructure the council, including requiring the council to be composed of prescribed
individuals, including the directors of specified state agencies and departments, such as the State Department
of Public Health. The bill would require the council to seek guidance from, and meet with, an advisory
committee composed of specified individuals, including a survivor of gender-based violence who formerly
experienced homelessness and a formerly homeless person who lives in California.
This bill would require the council, its technical services provider, or an entity with which the council contracts
to identify, analyze, and collect various data in regards to homelessness in this state, including identifying
state programs that provide housing or housing-based services to persons experiencing homelessness, as
provided. The bill would require the council to report on this information to specified committees of the
Legislature by July 31, 2022. The bill would require the council to seek technical assistance offered by the
United States Department of Housing and Urban Development, if available, for purposes of conducting this
statewide needs and gaps analysis. The bill would require a state department or agency with a member on
the council to assist in data collection for the analysis by responding to data requests within 180 days, as
specified.
The bill would require the council to convene a funder’s workgroup, composed of specified individuals,
including staff of the council and staff working for agencies or departments represented on the council, to
accomplish prescribed goals, and would authorize that workgroup to invite philanthropic organizations
focused on ending homelessness, reducing health disparities, ending domestic violence, or ensuring
Californians do not exit foster care or incarceration to homelessness to participate in specific meetings. The
bill would require the workgroup to perform specified duties, including collaborating with state agency staff to
develop a universal application for developers, service providers, and other entities to apply to agencies and
departments represented on the council for funding for homeless services and housing, and to coordinate
state agencies and departments to reduce the risk of long-term homelessness by developing specific
protocols and procedures that accomplish prescribed goals, such as assisting individuals reentering
communities from jails and prisons with housing navigation, housing acquisition support, and obtaining
permanent housing.
Existing law requires agencies and departments administering state programs to collaborate with the council
to adopt guidelines to revise or adopt guidelines and regulations to incorporate core components of Housing
First, as provided. Existing law defines “state programs” for these purposes to mean any programs a California
state agency or department funds, implements, or administers for the purpose of providing housing or
housing-based services to people experiencing homelessness or at risk of homelessness, but excludes
federally funded programs with inconsistent requirements or programs that fund emergency shelters.
This bill would delete the exclusion for programs that fund emergency shelters from this definition of “state
programs,” thereby expanding the scope of programs required to incorporate core components of Housing
First, as described above.
(3) Existing law establishes, among various other programs intended to address homelessness in this state,
the Homeless Housing, Assistance, and Prevention program for the purpose of providing jurisdictions with
one-time grant funds to support regional coordination and expand or develop local capacity to address their
immediate homelessness challenges 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. Existing law provides for the allocation of funding under the program
among continuums of care, cities, and counties in 2 rounds, the first of which is administered by the Business,
Consumer Services, and Housing Agency and the second of which is administered by the coordinating
council.
Southwest California Legislative Council

This bill would enact the Bring California Home Act, which would establish the Bring California Home Fund
in the State Treasury and continuously appropriate moneys in that fund for the purpose of implementing that
act. The bill would require the Controller to annually transfer specified amounts, determined as provided by
the Franchise Tax Board based on the above-described changes made by this bill to the Personal Income
Tax Law and the Corporation Tax Law, to the Bring California Home Fund. The bill would require the council
and the Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) to jointly administer the fund pursuant
to a memorandum of understanding, as provided. The bill would require that recipients and subrecipients
under the program ensure that any expenditure of moneys allocated to them serve the eligible population,
unless otherwise expressly provided in the bill. The bill would define various terms for these purposes.
The bill would require the council to administer allocations to counties and continuums of care that apply
jointly and to large cities, and would require HCD to administer allocations to developers, as provided. The
bill would require HCD to allocate $400,000,000 to developers and require the council to set aside
$200,000,000 for bonus awards, as provided. Of the remaining amount in the fund, the bill would require the
council to allocate 60% to counties and continuums of care applying jointly and 40% to large cities, in
accordance with a specified formula and subject to certain requirements. The bill would establish eligibility
criteria for a county and continuum of care or a large city to receive an allocation under these provisions and
specify the eligible uses for those moneys. The bill would exempt specified activities by a large city under the
program relating to the development of a low barrier interim intervention, affordable housing project, or
supportive housing project from the California Environmental Quality Act. The bill, upon the request of a jointly
applying county and continuum of care, would require the State Department of Social Services to act as a
fiscal agent for the county and continuum of care, as provided. The bill would require HCD to allocate moneys
to developers in the same manner as deferred payment loans provided under the Multifamily Housing
Program, subject to certain requirements, including a requirement that HCD ensure that at least 25% of the
moneys allocated under these provisions be awarded to projects located in unincorporated areas and cities
that are not large cities. The bill would require that any project that uses funds received under the program
for the purposes specified in connection with the allocations made by HCD be allowed as a permitted use,
within the zone in which the structure is located, and not be subject to a conditional use permit, discretionary
permit, or any other discretionary review or approval.
The bill would require the council and HCD to allocate available funding in 2-year cycles, with the first round
allocated no later than March 31, 2023, and to develop a simple application that an eligible entity may use to
apply for funding, as well as common standards for recipients to monitor, report, and ensure accountability,
provide services, and subsidize housing. The bill would require the council and each recipient to establish
performance outcomes for the initial cycle and to establish outcome goals before each subsequent grant
cycle, as provided, and require the council to award bonus funding to a recipient, if the recipient has achieved
those performance outcomes, or reduce or deny that bonus funding the if the recipient has not achieved those
performance outcomes.
The bill, except as otherwise provided, would require each recipient to contractually obligate 100% of the
amount allocated to it within 3 years, for the first grant cycle, or 1 year, for each subsequent cycle, and to
expend the entirety of that amount within 4 years, for the first grant cycle, or 2 years, for each subsequent
cycle. If a county and continuum of care or a large city fails to comply with these deadlines, uses moneys
allocated to it for an unauthorized purpose, or fails to apply for an allocation within the initial award cycle, the
bill would require the council to either select an alternative entity to administer the recipient’s allocation in
accordance with specified requirements or solely establish performance outcomes and program priorities for
that recipient jurisdiction and work with local, regional, or statewide entities to administer the allocation on
behalf of the recipient. If a developer fails to comply with these deadlines, the bill would require that the
moneys awarded to that recipient revert to the fund.
The bill would require each recipient to annually report to the council and HCD specified information relating
to allocations made under these provisions. The bill would require the council to conduct regular monitoring
and audits of the activities and outcomes of recipients that are joint county-continuum of care applicants or
large cities. No later than January 1, 2024, and every 5th January 1 thereafter, the bill would require the
council to evaluate the outcomes of this program and submit a report, containing specified information, to
Southwest California Legislative Council

specified committees of the Legislature. The bill would require the council and HCD to each establish an
advisory committee to inform state and local policies, practices, and programs with respect to the experiences
of specified demographic groups experiencing homelessness.
(4) Existing law provides for the Medi-Cal program, which is administered by the State Department of Health
Care Services, under which qualified low-income individuals receive health care services pursuant to a
schedule of benefits. The Medi-Cal program is, in part, governed and funded by federal Medicaid program
provisions.
By January 1, 2025, this bill would require the department to seek federal approval for a Medi-Cal benefit
to fund prescribed services, including housing navigation and housing acquisition support services, for
beneficiaries experiencing homelessness, to convene a stakeholder advisory group representing counties,
health care consumers, and homeless advocates in developing this plan, to work with counties to determine
an effective process for funding the state’s share of the federal medical assistance percentage, and to pursue
philanthropic funding to carry out the administrative duties related to these provisions. The bill would authorize
the department to use up to 20% of the county-continuum allocation from the Bring California Home Fund, as
described above, to pay for the state’s federal medical assistance percentage associated with this benefit.
Arguments in support:
Arguments in opposition:
Support: (Verified 1/18/2021)
None on file
Opposition: (Verified 1/18/2021)
None on file
Status:

Assembly Revenue & Taxation, Housing and Community Development

Legislative Item #8

Action

AB 95, as introduced, Low. Employees: bereavement leave.
Recommended action: OPPOSE
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich
Summary:
AB 95 would enact a new law requiring non-union employers with 25 or more employees to provide up to 10
business days of bereavement leave, and employers with fewer than 25 employees to provide up to 3 days.
Last year the SWCLC OPPOSED AB 2999 (Low), an identical bill which had also been identified as a JOB
KILLER by the CalChamber.
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Description:
Existing law provides employees with the right to take time off work without discharge or discrimination for a
variety of reasons, including taking time off to appear in school on behalf of a child or to assist a family member
who is the victim of a violent or serious felony.
This bill would enact the Bereavement Leave Act of 2021. The bill would require an employer with 25 or more
employees to grant an employee up to 10 business days of unpaid bereavement leave upon the death of a
spouse, child, parent, sibling, grandparent, grandchild, or domestic partner, in accordance with certain
procedures, and subject to certain exclusions.
The bill would require an employer with fewer than 25 employees to grant up to 3 business days of leave, in
accordance with these provisions. The bill would prohibit an employer from interfering with or restraining the
exercise or attempt to exercise the employee’s right to take this leave.
This bill would authorize an employee who has been discharged, disciplined, or discriminated or retaliated
against for exercising their right to bereavement leave to file a complaint with the Division of Labor Standards
Enforcement or bring a civil action against their employer for reinstatement, specified damages, and attorney’s
fees.
The provisions of the bill would not apply to an employee who is covered by a valid collective bargaining
agreement that provides for bereavement leave and other specified working conditions.
An employer shall not interfere with or restrain the exercise or the attempted exercise of the right of an
employee to take leave pursuant to subdivision (a).








The days of bereavement leave need not be consecutive.
The bereavement leave shall be completed within three months of the date of death of the person
listed in subdivision (a).
The bereavement leave shall be taken pursuant to any existing bereavement leave policy. If there is
no existing bereavement leave policy, the bereavement leave is to be unpaid, except that an employee
may use vacation, personal leave, or compensatory time off that is otherwise available to the
employee.
The employee, if requested by the employer, shall, within 30 days of the first day of the leave, provide
documentation of the death of the person listed in subdivision (a). “Documentation” includes a death
certificate, a published obituary, or written verification of death, burial, or memorial services from a
mortuary, funeral home, burial society, crematorium, religious institution, or governmental agency.
An employee who is discharged, disciplined, or otherwise discriminated or retaliated against in the
terms or conditions of employment by their employer because the employee has exercised or
attempted to exercise their right to bereavement leave pursuant to this section is entitled to
reinstatement and to recover actual damages.

Arguments in support:
According to the author, “[t]his legislation will ensure that workers are entitled to take up to ten days of jobprotected unpaid bereavement leave to mourn the loss of their immediate family member. No person should
fear that taking the time to grieve the death of their loved one will cause them to lose their job. AB 95 will
protect workers during one of the most trying moments of their life.”
The California Labor Federation, in support, argues that “workers in California have no right to bereavement
leave, paid or unpaid, when a close family member dies, and without adequate time to grieve the loss of a
loved one, employees return to work grief-stricken and unable to concentrate. Their grief can manifest in
emotional, mental, and physical ways. Employees should not have to force themselves to be at full productivity
as they cope with the loss of a loved one.”
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The California Employment Lawyers Association (CELA) argues that this bill “fills a critical gap in current
family leave laws. While the federal Family Medical Leave Act and the California Family Rights Act provide
employees with job-protected leave in order to care for an ailing family member, the protected leave
immediately ends upon the death of the family.”
Arguments in opposition:
AB 95 will mandate that every employer grant employees up to ten (10) days of bereavement leave upon the
death of a spouse, child, parent, sibling, grandparent, grandchild, or domestic partner. The bill further
prohibits adverse action against employees and authorizes a brand-new private right of action (in addition to
liability under PAGA and administrative enforcement through the Division of Labor Standards Enforcement).
AB 95 creates a new, stand-alone section of the Labor Code that specifically authorizes a new private right
of action, including attorney’s fees, by an employee who alleges that their right has been violated in exercising
or attempting to exercise their right to bereavement leave.
We oppose AB 95, not because it promotes the right to bereavement leave, but rather because of the manner
in which it does so. We do not believe an employer mandate on this issue is the appropriate role of
government or the correct policy approach.
Finally, AB 325 (Lowenthal) of 2011 would have mandated up to four days of bereavement leave and was
vetoed by Governor Brown, who stated:
“Granting bereavement leave when a close family member dies is the moral and decent thing to
do and I believe that the vast majority of employers voluntarily make such an accommodation
for the loss of a loved one
I am concerned that this measure adds a more far reaching private right to sue than is
contained in related statutes.”

Support: (Verified 1/18/2021)
None on file
Opposition: (Verified 1/18/2021)
None on file

Status:

Assembly Labor & Employment
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Legislative Item #9

Action

AB 115, as introduced, Bloom. Planning and zoning: commercial zoning: housing development.
Recommended action: OPPOSE
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich
Summary:
Another one-size-fits-all attempt by the state to dictate local zoning usurping local control. In this case it would
require that all cities, including charter cities, allow housing developments on currently zoned commercial land
if at least 20% of the units are deemed ‘affordable’ for housing or rental. Most cities, certainly our local cities,
have well defined general plan elements providing a diversity and balance for housing and commercial needs.
This could easily unbalance a multi-year effort to accurately plan for a city’s growth.
Description:
Existing law, the Planning and Zoning Law, requires that the legislative body of each county and each city
adopt a comprehensive, long-term general plan for the physical development of the county and city, and
specified land outside its boundaries that includes, among other mandatory elements, a housing element.
Existing law authorizes the legislative body of any county or city, pursuant to specified procedures, to adopt
ordinances that, among other things, regulate the use of buildings, structures, and land as between industry,
business, residences, open space, and other purposes.
This bill, notwithstanding any inconsistent provision of a city’s or county’s general plan, specific plan, zoning
ordinance, or regulation, would require that a housing development be an authorized use on a site designated
in any local agency’s zoning code or maps for commercial uses if certain conditions apply. Among these
conditions, the bill would require that the housing development be subject to a recorded deed restriction
requiring that at least 20% of the units have an affordable housing cost or affordable rent for lower income
households, as those terms are defined, and located on a site that satisfies specified criteria.
The bill would require the city or county to apply certain height, density, and floor area ratio standards to a
housing development that meets these criteria. The bill would deem a housing development consistent,
compliant, and in conformity with local development standards, zoning codes or maps, and general plan if it
meets the requirements of the bill. The bill would require a jurisdiction to comply with these requirements only
until it has completed the rezoning, required as described above, for the 6th revision of its housing element.
The bill would repeal these provisions as of January 1, 2031.
The bill would include findings that changes proposed by this bill address a matter of statewide concern rather
than a municipal affair and, therefore, apply to all cities, including charter cities.
By adding to the duties of local planning officials, the bill would impose a state-mandated local program.
The California Constitution requires the state to reimburse local agencies and school districts for certain costs
mandated by the state. Statutory provisions establish procedures for making that reimbursement.
This bill would provide that no reimbursement is required by this act for a specified reason.
Arguments in support:
Arguments in opposition:
Support: (Verified 1/18/2021)
None on file
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Opposition: (Verified 1/18/2021)
None on file

Status:

Assembly Housing & Community Development, Local Government

Legislative Item #10

Action

SB 19, as introduced, Glazer. Wine growers: tasting rooms.
Recommended action: SUPPORT
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich
Summary:
This bill authorizes a licensed winegrower to operate two off-site tasting rooms under its winegrower license.
SB 19 is an identical bill to SB 264 (Glazer, 2019) and SB 1430 (Glazer, 2018), bills SUPPORTED by the
SWCLC. Both bills passed the Senate with no dissenting votes but died in Assembly Appropriations.
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 defines a licensed branch office with reference to certain winegrower and brandy manufacturer
facilities for which a duplicate license has been issued. Existing law prohibits a winegrower or brandy
manufacturer from selling wine or brandy to consumers, or engaging in winetasting activities, at more than
one licensed branch premise. Existing law limits the effect of this prohibition in connection with other premises,
as specified. Existing law generally provides that a violation of the Alcoholic Beverage Control Act is a
misdemeanor.
This bill would revise the prohibition described above to allow a winegrower or brandy manufacturer to sell
wine or brandy to consumers, or to engage in winetasting activities, at up to 2 licensed branch premises.
Arguments in support:
According to the author’s office when wineries operate under an alternating proprietorship agreement, their
master Type 02 Winegrower license, and the accompanying rights, is used to cover the facility used for their
production. Though allowed, in most instances the agreement prohibits the winery from having a tasting room
at the shared facility. In practice, this means these wineries are required to obtain and use their Duplicate
Type 02 licenses for an initial tasting room. As a result, most wineries that operate under an alternating
proprietorship agreement are unable to have two tasting rooms as do other Type 02 licensees.
Under current law, a licensed winegrower is authorized to offer wine tasting for free or for charge at its own
on-site tasting room. A winery may also obtain a duplicate license for one off-site tasting room. Currently,
approximately 1,500 winegrowers statewide have such a duplicate license for a second, off-site tasting room.
According to the Family Winemakers of California, “currently, a winegrower is prohibited from selling wine or
engaging in winetasting activities at more than one licensed branch premise. Expanding this prohibition to
allow for an additional offsite tasting room will benefit winemakers looking to increase the exposure of their

product, without having to rely on customers visiting their production site. Further, giving consumers an
alternative location to taste wine provided added convenience making it a sensible model in its totality.”
Currently, approximately 1,500 winegrowers statewide out of a total of 5,888 have such a duplicate license for a
second, off-site tasting room.
Arguments in opposition:
Alcohol Justice states that, “expanding the number of locations where licenses may be issued, no matter how
minimal, will increase availability and therefore negatively impact public health.”
Support: (Verified 1/18/2021)
None on file

Opposition: (Verified 1/18/2021)
None on file

Status:

Senate awaiting referral.

Legislative Item #11

Action

SB 39, as introduced, Grove. Fraudulent claims: inmates.
Recommended action: SUPPORT
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich
Summary:
Fraud perpetrated on the Employment Development Department has resulted in an estimated $4 Billion+ in
unemployment benefits accruing to people residing in state correctional facilities. While the Department of
Justice maintains a database of names, SS#’s etc. of incarcerated prisoners, that information is not shared
with other state agencies, including the EDD. SB 39 would require DOJ to share that information with the
EDD for the purpose of preventing payments on fraudulent claims. The bill also contains safeguards including
convictions for knowingly providing this data to unauthorized persons.
Description:
Existing law provides for the payment of unemployment compensation benefits to eligible persons who are
unemployed through no fault of their own through a federal-state unemployment insurance program
administered by the Employment Development Department, subject to oversight by the Director of
Employment Development.
Existing law requires the Department of Justice to maintain state summary criminal history information,
including the identification and criminal history of a person, including name, date of birth, social security
number, physical description, fingerprints, photographs, dates of arrests, arresting agencies and booking
numbers, charges, dispositions, sentencing information, and similar data about the person. Existing law
requires the Attorney General to furnish this information to specified persons, agencies, or organizations,

including the Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation, if needed in the course of their duties. Existing
law makes it a crime for any person authorized by law to receive state summary criminal history information
to knowingly furnish the information to a person who is not authorized by law to receive it.
This bill would require the Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation to provide the names and social
security numbers of current inmates to the Employment Development Department for the purposes of
preventing payments on fraudulent claims for unemployment compensation benefits. Because this bill would
expand the group of persons who can be convicted for knowingly furnishing state summary criminal history
information to unauthorized persons, it would expand the scope of an existing crime and therefore impose a
state-mandated local program.
This bill would require, for the purpose of preventing payments on fraudulent claims for unemployment
compensation benefits, for any unemployment compensation benefits paid on and after July 1, 2021, the
Director of Employment Development to verify with the information provided by the Department of Corrections
and Rehabilitation before making any payment of unemployment compensation benefits that the claimant is
not an inmate currently incarcerated in the state prisons.
This bill would declare that it is to take effect immediately as an urgency statute.
Arguments in support:
Arguments in opposition:
Support: (Verified 1/18/2021)
None on file

Opposition: (Verified 1/18/2021)
None on file.

Status:

Senate awaiting referral

Legislative Item #12

Action

SB 62, as introduced, Durazo. Employment: garment manufacturing.
Introduced by Senator Durazo
(Principal coauthors: Assembly Members Lorena Gonzalez and Kalra)
(Coauthor: Senator Skinner)
(Coauthors: Assembly Members Carrillo and Jones-Sawyer)

Recommended action: OPPOSE
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich
Summary:
SB 62 seeks to expand the definition of ‘garment manufacturers’ to any contractor or subcontractor along the line of assembly. While manufacturers are currently liable for guaranteeing
payment to employees of their contractors, this substantially increases that liability. It further seeks
to prohibit manufacturers from paying ‘piece rate’, or by the unit of output, a long-held staple of

the garment industry. SB 62 also significantly increases the scope of documents required to be
held by the manufacturer and extends the timeframe for retention from 3 years to 4.
Description:
Existing law makes garment manufacturers liable for guaranteeing payment of wages to
employees of their contractors.
This bill would expand the definition of garment manufacturing to include dyeing, altering a
garment’s design, and affixing a label to a garment. The bill would prohibit any employee engaged
in the performance of garment manufacturing to be paid by the piece or unit, or by the piece rate,
except as specified. The bill would impose statutory damages of $200 against a garment
manufacturer or contractor, payable to the employee, for each pay period in which the employee
is paid by the piece rate.
This bill would define “brand guarantor” for purposes of these provisions as a person contracting
for the performance of garment manufacturing, as specified, regardless of whether the person with
whom they contract performs manufacturing operations or hires a contractor or subcontractor to
perform manufacturing operations. This bill would specify that a garment manufacturer or brand
guarantor who contracts with another person for the performance of garment manufacturing
operations shares joint and several liability with any manufacturer and contractor for the full
amount of unpaid wages, any other compensation, damages, and penalties to any and all
employees who performed manufacturing operations for any violation, liquidated damages,
attorney’s fees, and civil penalties, as specified.
This bill would create a rebuttable presumption in a claim filed with the Labor Commissioner to
recover unpaid wages, if an employee has provided the Labor Commissioner with labels or other
information that the commissioner finds credible relating to the identity of any brand guarantor or
garment manufacturer that the brand guarantor or garment manufacturer is liable with the
contractor for any amounts found to be due to the employee. The bill would also give the Labor
Commissioner authority to enforce these provisions by issuing a stop order or a citation.
Existing law requires every employer engaged in the business of garment manufacturing to keep
certain records for three years, including, among other things, contract worksheets indicating the
price per unit agreed to between the contractor and manufacturer.
This bill would also require every employer engaged in the business of garment manufacturing
and brand guarantors to keep all contracts, invoices, purchase orders, work orders, style or cut
sheets, and any other documentation pursuant to which garment manufacturing work was, or is
being, performed for 4 years.
Existing law requires the commissioner to deposit $75 of each garment manufacturer’s
registration fee into a separate account to be disbursed by the commissioner only to persons
determined by the commissioner to have been damaged by the failure to pay wages and benefits
by a garment manufacturer, contractor, or subcontractor. Existing law requires the commissioner
to promulgate all regulations and rules necessary to carry out the provisions of this part. The
commissioner, upon good cause, may impose, in their discretion, the terms of penalties, the
revocation of registrations, and the confiscation or disposal of goods in accordance with those
rules and regulations.
This bill would name the separate account into which a portion of a garment manufacturer’s
registration fee is deposited the Garment Manufacturers Special Account. The bill would require
the Labor Commissioner to determine which claims for payment from the Garment Manufacturer’s
Special Account are accepted, and the amount of money, if any, that is to be disbursed from the
account on an accepted claim.

Arguments in support:
COVID-19 has had a devastating impact on the garment industry, and its vulnerable workforce.
Workers have lost their job and all prospects for income almost overnight, due to Safer at Home
Orders, and the closure of all nonessential businesses. In response to these orders, most fashion
brands canceled contracts with local manufacturers, sometimes without paying for current orders,
and with no regard for the impact on garment workers. Workers were left without paid leave,
severance, and in some instances, without final wages. The majority of workers are undocumented
and ineligible for unemployment benefits or federal stimulus aid.
The garment industry in California is rife with violations of minimum wage law, overtime laws, and
health and safety standards. California has the highest concentration of garment industry workers
in the country.
Proper payment of wages, and paid time to wash hands or to disinfect work stations, to California’s
garment workers and every Californian is of vital importance to the welfare of our entire state,
especially during the COVID-19 public health crisis in which many Californians are experiencing
financial distress through no fault of their own.
So-called retailers contract with a network of manufacturers and subcontractors to produce their
garments and dictate the pricing structure that causes wage violations. This leads to a vicious
price competition, resulting in garment workers being paid an average of $5.15 per hour, well
below minimum wage.
These so-called retailers have frustrated the law, avoiding liability for this systemic abuse, by
creating layers of subcontracting, which has enabled them to claim that they do not fall under the
definition of “garment manufacturer,” as defined in AB 633, and are therefore not liable for these
egregious wage violations. The intent of AB 633 must be restored, and upstream liability
established, or the unrelenting problem of wage theft in the garment industry will continue.
Adding to this problem is the peculiar way in which garment workers are paid—by the piece. Not
only does utilizing the piece rate enable, and even justify, subminimum wage, but it also creates
unsafe working conditions, as garment workers are forced to constantly work as quickly as
possible to complete as many items as possible in a workday.
Arguments in opposition:
SB 62 would ultimately increase consumer costs by redefining what a ‘garment manufacturer’ or
‘brand guarantor’ is, extending their liability for assurance of payment downstream to not only
contractors but all subcontractors, and increasing the number and type of documents that a GM
would need to retain for an additional year.
Under current law, a contractor may not even have access to the breadth of documents mandated
in SB 62. For example, a ‘garment manufacturer’ in Los Angeles would now be liable for payment
of wages to the employees of a sub-contractor of a sub-contractor in India who may only dye a
single element of what will eventually be a completed garment with final assembly to occur in Los
Angeles or elsewhere. They would also have to retain every document related to every element
of that finished garment all the way up the assembly chain for four years. Imagine the volume of
documents required by the assembly process of a single shirt. Now imagine the stack of paper for
a men’s suit or women’s gown. And how to collect those documents from a global workforce.
Finally, that employee of a subcontractor could no longer be paid by the unit produced, or piece
rate, but would need to be paid at some undefined level. And while that level might be appropriate
or mandated as minimum wage in California, it would be unfeasible in India, or Bolivia, or even
other states, impacting their job market as a by-product of some misguided California policy. The
same would apply to non-payment to an employee of a sub or sub-of-a-sub contractor. Mandating

that a California manufacturer or brand guarantor be liable for, and maintain records of, such an
event is not only impractical but virtually impossible in many cases.
Support: (Verified 1/18/2021)
None on file

Opposition: 1/18/2021)
None on file

Status:

Senate awaiting referral

Legislative Item #13

Action

SB 102, as introduced, Melendez. COVID-19 emergency order violation: license revocation.
Recommended action: SUPPORT
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich
Summary:
SB 102 would prohibit the ABC from revoking the license of a business for failure to comply with
the ever changing CV-19 emergency orders UNLESS it can be proven that the failure resulted in
transmission of the virus.
Description:
Existing law provides for the licensure and regulation of various professions and vocations by
boards within the Department of Consumer Affairs and provides for the denial, suspension, and
revocation of licenses for specified conduct.
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. The act provides the grounds upon which the department may suspend or
revoke licenses.
This bill would prohibit the Department of Consumer Affairs, a board within the Department of
Consumer Affairs, and the Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control from revoking a license for
failure to comply with any COVID-19 emergency orders unless the board or department can prove
that lack of compliance resulted in transmission of COVID-19.
This bill would declare that it is to take effect immediately as an urgency statute.
Arguments in support:
In order to protect businesses, including small businesses, which continue to make significant
contributions to economic security, which helps ensure public safety, during these unprecedented
times caused by the COVID-19 pandemic, as soon as possible, it is necessary for this act to take
effect immediately.

We’re seeing an unprecedented rate of failure among our business population, including our locally
owned small business population, who have made every effort to comply with state mandates only
to have the rules change a week later, then change back the following week, then changed again.
Our businesses have incurred substantial costs to comply with these changing regulations only to
see their investment wasted by mandates not based on science.
For example, after banning indoor dining, restaurants invested heavily in outdoor distanced
seating, heating elements for the colder months, Plexiglas separators, masked servers, and
thermometers only to have the outdoor dining option revoked, then reinstated, then revoked again
– not because there was any evidence that outdoor dining was a factor in transmission of CV-19,
but simply as a part of an effort to enforce the ‘Safer at Home’ edict. While there is evidence that
CV-19 transmission is hastened by contact with large groups, there has been no evidence
presented that outdoor dining (or indoor dining for that matter), have resulted in increased
transmission levels.
Yet we have seen ABC come into our own community threatening our local business owners with
license revocation for attempting to salvage what they can of their business and keep their
employees afloat with no evidence, as admitted in the LA restaurant closure, that outdoor dining
is in any way responsible for transmission of CV-19.
Arguments in opposition:
It appears to be accurate that we are experiencing an increased incidence of CV-19 infection,
further burdening our hospitals and endangering our first responders. Now in our 10th month of
the pandemic, the spread of the virus is staggering and our economy is struggling. The Governor
has mandated restrictions based on scientific and medical recommendations and has utilized
emergency orders to attempt to curb the spread until such time as the vaccine is widely distributed
and a ‘herd immunity’ is achieved. It is within his purview to do this and it is the responsibility of
state agencies, like ABC, to enforce those policies.
Support: (Verified 1/18/2021)
None on file

Opposition: 1/18/2021)
None on file

Status:

Senate awaiting referral

Legislative Item #14

Action

SB 218, as introduced, Jones. Corporations: ratification or validation of noncompliant corporate actions.
Recommended action: SUPPORT
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich

Summary:
In most small business operations, the owner not only works at the business but does the advertising,
bookkeeping, ordering, stocking, and governmental regulatory compliance. Yet government regulations are
modified every year and, in many cases, in minor and insignificant ways. An owner’s focus may not be on
those minor changes, especially during these CV-19 imposed lockdowns, to the point where there may be
‘minor, unintentional, and technically “non-compliant” paperwork issues’. SB 218 would provide an easy
pathway for the business owner to correct the issue, return to compliance, and get back to running their
business.
Description:
The General Corporation Law provides for the formation of domestic general corporations by the execution
and filing of articles of incorporation with the Secretary of State. Under that law, the business and affairs of
these corporations are generally managed by, and all corporate powers exercised by or under, the direction
of their boards of directors, and each director is elected by shareholder vote, with certain exceptions, as
specified.
Existing law requires the Secretary of State, upon receipt of any instrument for filing, to file and provide the
date of endorsed filing, if that instrument conforms to law. Existing law permits an instrument that does not
conform to law to be resubmitted in accordance with specified procedures. Existing law also permits an
agreement, certificate, or other instrument relating to a domestic or foreign corporation filed under the General
Corporation Law to be corrected with respect to any misstatement of fact contained therein, as provided.
This bill, except as provided, would authorize otherwise lawful corporate actions not in compliance, or
purportedly not in compliance, with the General Corporation Law or the articles or bylaws in effect at the time
of a corporate action, to be ratified, or validated by the superior court, in conformity with certain procedures.
The bill would require, among other things, that the ratification of a corporate action pursuant to the bill’s
provisions be approved by the board and, as applicable, approved by the shareholders or approved by the
outstanding shares in accordance with the General Corporation Law and the articles and bylaws in effect at
the time of ratification, except as specified.
Arguments in support:
According to the author, “We want small businesses to be successful and grow, both for the owners and their
employees. The state should make it as quick and easy as possible for business owners to correct technical,
non-compliant paperwork issues that were simple, honest mistakes. Business owners should be focusing on
running their businesses and providing jobs rather than doing paperwork. SB 218 will help make this happen.”
Unlike large corporations, which often have in-house counsel, small businesses usually handle most of their
own regulatory paperwork. As these small businesses grow, the owner’s role may expand into new activities,
such as seeking outside funding, acquiring other businesses, selling a line of the business (or the entire
corporation), or undertaking an initial public offering. In these activities, minor, unintentional, and technically
“non-compliant” paperwork issues may occur. SB 218 would provide an easy pathway for the business owner
to correct the issue, return to compliance, and get back to running their business.
Arguments in opposition:
Support: (Verified 1/18/2021)

California Lawyers Association

Opposition: 1/18/2021)
None on file

Status:

Senate awaiting referral

Watch List
The watch list includes bills that have been introduced that may not be fully fleshed out yet but contain
elements that may provide some positive or negative business impact as they progress. These will likely find
their way onto a future SWCLC agenda.
AB 20, as introduced, Lee. Political Reform Act of 1974: campaign contributions: 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. Would enact legislation to
create a public financing system for elections within the state.
AB 48, as introduced, Lorena Gonzalez. Law enforcement: kinetic energy projectiles and chemical
agents.
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.
AB 65, as introduced, Low. California Universal Basic Income Program.
Would enact legislation to create a California Universal Basic Income Program, with the intention of
ensuring economic security for all Californians.
AB 76, as introduced, Kiley. Open California Schools Act.
Would require a local educational agency, as defined, to offer in-person instruction, as defined, as soon
as state and county health orders and guidelines no longer prohibit the local educational agency from
reopening for full-time in-person instruction,
SB 1, as introduced, Atkins. Coastal resources: sea level rise.
The commission is required to adopt, recommendations and guidelines for the identification, assessment,
minimization, and mitigation of sea level rise within each local coastal program, as provided. The bill
would delete the timeframe specified above by which the commission is required to adopt these
procedures. The bill would require the commission to take into account the effects of sea level rise in
coastal resource planning and management policies and activities,
SB 30, as introduced, Cortese. Building decarbonization.
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.
SB 32, as introduced, Cortese. Energy: general plan: building decarbonization requirements.
Would require a city or county to amend, by January 1, 2023, the appropriate elements of its general plan
to include goals, policies, objectives, targets, and feasible implementation strategies, as specified, to
decarbonize newly constructed commercial and residential buildings. The bill would require a city or
county to submit these draft general plan amendments to the commission at least 45 days prior to the
adoption of the amendments
SB 37, as introduced, Cortese. Contaminated sites: the Dominic Cortese “Cortese List” Act of 2021.
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.
SB 104, as introduced, McGuire. Elective tax: limited partnership: limited liability partnership: limited
liability company: “S” corporation: exclusion.
Would, for taxable years beginning on or after January 1, 2021, and before January 1, 2026, would
authorize specified limited partnerships, limited liability partnerships, limited liability companies, and “S”
corporations to elect to pay an annual elective tax at a rate based on its net income for the preceding
taxable year.
SB 220, as introduced, Skinner. Craft distillers: direct shipping.
Would 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.
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