
 

  
MEETING AGENDA  

Monday March 15, 2021  
https://us02web.zoom.us/meeting/register/tZUof-6srT4jHNYEUEQlxyBc8jKyNnrkLhG2 

Presiding: Adam Ruiz, Chair  

2021 Strategic Initiatives  
Budget, Tax Reform & Economic Recovery / Job Creation and Retention / Healthcare / Infrastructure & the Environment/ Public Safety  

Call to Order, Roll Call & Introductions: 12:00 p.m.   

Chair Report  
Approval of Minutes                                    Action  

2021 Legislative Report #3                                                      Action  

1. AJR 1 (Kalra) Abolition of U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement. 

2. AB 83 (Committee on Budget) Alcoholic beverage control: barbering and cosmetology: license renewal fees: 

waiver.   

3. AB 84 (Ting) Budget Act of 2021. Employment: COVID-19: supplemental paid sick leave.  

 SB 95 (Skinner) Budget Act of 2021. Employment: COVID-19: supplemental paid sick leave. 

4. AB 946 (Lee) Home Purchase Assistance Fund: personal income taxation: mortgage interest deduction. 

5. AB 1028 (Seyarto) Telework Flexibility Act. 

6. AB 1084 (Low) Gender neutral retail departments. 

7. AB 1199 (Gipson) Homes for Families and Corporate Monopoly Transparency Excise Tax: qualified 

property: reporting requirements 

8. AB 1400 (Kalra) Guaranteed Health Care for All. 

9. SB 10 (Wiener) Planning and zoning: housing development: density. 

10. SB 87 (Caballero) California Small Business COVID-19 Relief Grant Program: income tax: gross income: 

exclusion: small business grants. 

11. SB 223 (Dodd) Discontinuation of residential water service. 

12. SB 336 (Ochoa Bogh) Public health: COVID-19. 

13. SB 358 (Jones) Property crimes: unlawful entry onto property. 

14. SB 657 (Ochoa Bogh) Employment: electronic documents. 

15. SB 772 (Ochoa Bogh) Professions and vocations: citations: minor violations. 
 

Speaker and Chamber Announcements                                Information  

Adjourn – Next Meeting April 19, 2021 

  

  

Follow us on:       
 

 

 

 

 

      

    

 

https://us02web.zoom.us/meeting/register/tZUof-6srT4jHNYEUEQlxyBc8jKyNnrkLhG2
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220AJR1
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220AB83
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220AB83
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220AB84
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220SB95
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220AB946
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220AB1028
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220AB1084
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220AB1199
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220AB1199
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220AB1400
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220SB10
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220SB87
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220SB87
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220SB223
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220SB336
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220SB358
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220SB657
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220SB772
https://www.facebook.com/SWCLC
https://twitter.com/SWCalAdvocacy
https://www.facebook.com/SWCLC


Southwest California Legislative Council   

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

 
 

MEETING MINUTES 

Monday, February 22, 2021 

VIA ZOOM  

Attendance  

Council Representatives Present 

Adam Ruiz, Temecula 

Daneen Ashworth, Murrieta/Wildomar 

Ben Benoit, Lake Elsinore 

Ben Diedrich, Murrieta/Wildomar 

Adam Eventov, Temecula 

Dennis Frank, Temecula 

Eric McLeod, Murrieta/Wildomar 

Greg Morrison, Lake Elsinore 

Brad Neet. Murrieta/Wildomar 

Jennifer Sevilla, Murrieta/Wildomar 

Chris Sizemore, Temecula 

Alex Braicovich, Lake Elsinore 

 

Council Representatives Absent 

Joan Sparkman, Temecula 

Pietro Canestrelli, Menifee 

 

Call to Order  

The meeting was called to order by Chair Ruiz at 12:02pm. 

  

Roll Call  

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

  

Approval of Minutes  

A motion was made by Neet to approve the minutes from January 25, 2021 meeting as written. The motion was 

seconded by Sevilla. The vote to approve was unanimous.  
 

http://srcar.org/
http://srcar.org/
http://www.mwdh2o.com/
http://www.mwdh2o.com/
http://www.mwdh2o.com/
http://www.evmwd.com/
http://www.evmwd.com/
http://www.crrwasteservices.com/
http://www.abbottvascular.com/us/index.html
http://temecula.org/
http://temecula.org/
http://temecula.org/
http://www.murrietachamber.org/
http://www.murrietachamber.org/
http://www.lakeelsinorechamber.com/
http://www.lakeelsinorechamber.com/
http://www.lakeelsinorechamber.com/
http://www.lakeelsinorechamber.com/
http://www.menifeevalleychamber.com/
http://www.swhealthcaresystem.com/
http://www.swhealthcaresystem.com/
http://www.temeculavalleyhospital.com/
http://edcswca.com/
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Review of Legislative Items 

 
1. AB 20 (Lee) Political Reform Act of 1974: campaign contributions: The Clean Money Act of 2021. 

Motion to Oppose by Neet 

Seconded by Benoit 

Vote to Oppose was Unanimous with no discussion 

 

2. AB 48 (Lorena Gonzalez) Law enforcement: kinetic energy projectiles and chemical agents.  

 Motion to Oppose by Sevilla 

Seconded by Frank 

Vote to Oppose was Unanimous with no discussion 

 

3. AB 76 (Kiley) Interdistrict transfer of pupils: prohibition on transfers by a school district of residence: 

inperson instruction.  

Motion to Support by Frank 

Seconded by Mcleod 

Vote to Support was Unanimous with no discussion 

 

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

Motion to Support by Neet 

Seconded by Sizemore 

Vote to Support was Unanimous with no discussion  

 

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

Ruiz added that he doesn’t remember if it was SB23 or not, but there was a discussion in the past about proving 

whether the car door was locked. Ruiz asked if this bill overrides and eliminates you having to prove that your car was 

locked.  Wunderlich noted that this bill doesn’t directly address that specifically and it only talks about breaking into a 

car. Part of SB23 goes to whether its locked or unlocked and noted that is always a topic for discussion and added that 

it’s a legal consideration. This bill only deals with unlawfully or forcibly entering a vehicle. 

Sizemore noted that this bill says it creates a new crime and asked if this moves it out of a burglary. Wunderlich said 

by definition, “The forceable entry of a vehicle” is creating a new crime.  

Motion to Support by Frank 

Seconded by Sizemore 

Vote to Support was Unanimous 

 

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

Discussion 
Sevilla asked if the flexibility is a time frame or is it specific on the flexibility? Ashworth explained that Yes, you could do the 

termination meeting and then mail out the final check at the time and that would be sufficient enough. 

 Motion to Support by Benoit 

Seconded by Sevilla 

Vote to Support was Unanimous 

 

7. SB 30 (Cortese) Building decarbonization. 

Motion to Oppose by Eventov 

Seconded by Frank 

Vote to Oppose was Unanimous with no discussion 

 

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

Motion to Oppose by Morrison 

Seconded by McLeod 

Vote to Oppose was Unanimous with no discussion 
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9. SB 220 (Skinner) Craft distillers: direct shipping. 

Discussion 

Sevilla asked if Wunderlich had talked to Billy to see if he’s for this bill. Wunderlich said he has not talked to Billy or 

Galway spirits 

Motion to Support by Morrison 

Seconded by Sizemore 

Vote to Support was Unanimous  

 

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

Motion to Support by Benoit 

Seconded by Frank 

Vote to Support was Unanimous with no discussion 

 

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

 Motion to Support by Neet 

Seconded by Morrison 

Vote to Support was Unanimous with no discussion 

 

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

Motion to Support by Frank 

Seconded by Eventov 

Vote to Support was Unanimous with no discussion 

 

13. SB 314 (Wiener) Alcoholic beverages.  

Discussion 

Sizemore asked if the city has to come up with laws to address alcohol consumption in commercial areas. He asked if 

the city has to permit these open container zones if the bill passes? Wunderlich said it would have to be designated by 

the city as part of that entertainment venue area. Wunderlich added that it would allow the city to do that on a 

permanent basis, like New Orleans, or on a limited basis for a single event (ie, Concert venue).  

 

Sevilla asked if delivery options of to-go containers is included? Wunderlich explained to-go containers is part of SB 

389. 

 Benoit explained that this bill speaks to bringing control back locally to the city.  

Motion to Support by McLeod 

Seconded by Benoit 

Vote to Support was Unanimous 

 

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

Discussion 

Sizemore said something that might protect the restaurant owner from running into a problem is if you are having to 

seal the containers with a sticker that had that warning that notifies consumers of restrictions regarding open container 

laws on it so that the customer can’t say that they weren’t properly notified of the warning. It’s a way to protect the 

restaurant and the consumer. Wunderlich said he could put that in the letter to the author as a consideration down the 

road. 

Motion to Support by Sevilla 

Seconded by Sizemore 

Vote to Support was Unanimous 

 

Adjourn   

Chair Ruiz called the meeting to adjourn at 1:26 pm.  
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Legislative Item #1                                            Action  

 
AJR 1, as introduced, Kalra. Abolition of U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement. 

 
Introduced by Assembly Members Kalra, Chiu, Cristina Garcia, Lorena Gonzalez, and Santiago 
(Coauthors: Assembly Members Carrillo, Gipson, Kamlager, Lee, Luz Rivas, Ting, and Wicks) 

(Coauthors: Senators McGuire, Skinner, and Wiener) 

 
Recommended action: OPPOSE  
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich 

 
Summary:  

AJR 1 would urge the federal government to abolish U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement within the 
Department of Homeland Security. 

Description:   

WHEREAS, In response to the terrorist attacks on September 11, 2001, the United States Congress passed 
the Homeland Security Act, which abolished the Immigration and Naturalization Service and replaced it with 
the Department of Homeland Security, which included the establishment of the Bureau of Immigration and 
Customs Enforcement, now known as U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement, or ICE; and 

WHEREAS, According to the ICE website, “Congress granted ICE a unique combination of civil and criminal 
authorities to better protect national security and public safety in answer to the tragic events on 9/11. 
Leveraging those authorities, ICE’s primary mission is to promote homeland security and public safety 
through the criminal and civil enforcement of federal laws governing border control, customs, trade and 
immigration”; and 

WHEREAS, Even prior to the election of Donald Trump as President in 2016, ICE has had a troubled 
history, which has been criticized by both sides of the political spectrum, and has been mired in controversy 
by using its funding to detain immigrants in egregiously inhumane conditions and deport immigrants with 
little to no due process or consideration for their familial and community ties to the United States; and 

WHEREAS, On January 25, 2017, Donald Trump signed Executive Order No. 13768, entitled “Enhancing 
Public Safety in the Interior of the United States,” which expanded ICE’s activities to terrorize immigrants 
through inhumane detention, isolation, and abuse; and 

WHEREAS, ICE has long had a culture of abuse and has been referred to as an unaccountable agency that 
has treated detained individuals, including children, inhumanely, bordering on crimes against humanity; and 

WHEREAS, In December 2017, the Department of Homeland Security Office of the Inspector General 
issued a report categorizing violations of compliance with ICE detention standards regarding conditions for 
detainees “that undermine [their] protections, rights, humane treatment, and provisions of safe and healthy 
environments”; and 

WHEREAS, In June 2018, the Office of the Inspector General issued another report titled “ICE’s Inspections 
and Monitoring of Detention Facilities Do Not Lead to Sustained Compliance or Systematic Improvements” 
where the department found that ICE did not follow up on identified deficiencies or hold facilities 
accountable for correcting them; and 

WHEREAS, Due to lax federal oversight, ICE has routinely engaged in deceptive practices which mislead 
the public, such as posing as local law enforcement despite not being trained or deputized as police officers 
and misrepresenting administrative warrants as judicial warrants, and pressuring local and state law 
enforcement to violate due process rights by holding and transferring people who are being released to ICE; 
and 

https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220AJR1
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WHEREAS, In collaboration with other federal agencies, ICE has used deportation or the threat of 
deportation as a tool to pressure immigrants, especially those of Arab, Middle Eastern, and South Asian 
descent, to spy against their own communities for the United States government; and 

WHEREAS, Most egregiously, ICE has separated children from their families upon detention and to date 
thousands of children have been removed from their parents for no reason other than to implement a “zero-
tolerance” policy to criminally prosecute every adult who has entered the country without legal status, even 
though these parents are simply seeking a better life for themselves and their families; and 

WHEREAS, ICE has also failed miserably in controlling and treating the spread of COVID-19 in detention 
facilities, including youth detention facilities, resulting in hundreds of detained adults and children 
contracting the virus and reports documenting that in some cases little to no medical care is provided; and 

WHEREAS, The United States House of Representatives Committee on Homeland Security hosted a panel 
on September 21, 2020, entitled “ICE Detention Facilities: Failing to Meet Basic Standards of Care,” which 
found that ICE’s detention facilities failed to identify and correct deficient conditions, and concluded that ICE 
does not do enough to ensure that its own standards of confinement are met; and 

WHEREAS, ICE, under the direction of President Donald Trump, has consistently and continuously 
demonstrated an inability to fulfill its duties without violating due process, human rights, transparency, or 
public accountability, and fails to adhere to domestic and international law; and 

WHEREAS, The United States of America does not need an opaque and rogue agency operating in our 
communities, dehumanizing our neighbors, and acting without consequence; now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Assembly and the Senate of the State of California, jointly, That the Legislature calls upon 
the incoming 117th United States Congress to abolish U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement; and be 
it further 

Resolved, That the Chief Clerk of the Assembly transmit copies of this resolution to the President and Vice 
President of the United States, to the Speaker of the House of Representatives, to the Majority Leader of 
the Senate, and to each Senator and Representative from California in the Congress of the United States. 

 

Arguments in support: 

None on file. 
 

Arguments in opposition: 

None on file. 
 

Support: (Verified 3/9/2021)  

None on file  

 

Opposition: (Verified 3/9/2021)  

None on file  

 
Status: Assembly Judiciary  

 

Senate Floor votes:   

Assembly floor votes:  
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Legislative Item #2                                            Action  

 

AB 83, as amended, Committee on Budget. Alcoholic beverage control: barbering and 
cosmetology: license renewal fees: waiver.   
 

Introduced by Committee on Budget (Assembly Member Ting (Chair), Arambula, Bennett, Bloom, Carrillo, Chiu, Cooper, Frazier, 
Friedman, Cristina Garcia, Jones-Sawyer, Lee, McCarty, Medina, Mullin, Nazarian, O’Donnell, Ramos, Reyes, Luz Rivas, Blanca 

Rubio, Stone, and Wood) 

 

Recommended action: SUPPORT  
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich 

 
Summary:  

This trailer bill authorizes the Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control to issue renewal fee waivers to 
specified license types that were active between March 1, 2020, and December 31, 2020. 

Description:   

Existing law, the Alcoholic Beverage Control Act, administered by the Department of Alcoholic Beverage 
Control, regulates the application, issuance, and suspension of licenses for the manufacture, distribution, and 
sale of alcoholic beverages. Existing law provides for the issuance of licenses for which various fees, including 
renewal fees, are charged depending upon the type of license issued. 

Existing law, for the purpose of providing economic relief to licensees most severely impacted by the COVID-
19 pandemic, authorizes the department to waive license renewal fees, as defined, for licenses that expire 
between March 1, 2021, and February 28, 2023, inclusive.  

Existing law provides that the waiver of license renewal fees applies only to specified license types that were 
active, as defined by the department in its guidelines, between March 1, 2020, and December 31, 2020, 
inclusive.  

Existing law requires a licensee who requests a fee waiver to certify under penalty of perjury that they qualify 
for the waiver. 

This bill would renumber that provision and expand the license types eligible for the above-described waiver 
of license renewal fees. By expanding the crime of perjury, the bill would impose a state-mandated local 
program. 

This bill would appropriate the sum of $6,000,000 from the General Fund to the Alcohol Beverage Control 
Fund to be used by the Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control to backfill revenues related to waiving 
alcohol license renewal fees and applicable surcharges for such licenses, as described above. 

The waiver of license renewal fees shall apply only to the following license types that were active, as defined 
by the department in its guidelines, between March 1, 2020, and December 31, 2020, inclusive: 1, 2, 23, 40, 
41, 42, 47, 48, 49, 50, 51, 52, 57, 58, 59, 60, 61, 64, 68, 69, 71, 72, 75, 76, 77, 78, 83, 86, 87, and 99. 

For licenses that expire during the first full three months following enactment of this section, the department 
may extend license renewal dates, not to exceed 60 days, as necessary to effectuate the intent of this section 
and to allow licensees a reasonable amount of time to request a fee waiver. 

The sum of six million dollars ($6,000,000) is hereby appropriated from the General Fund to the Alcohol 
Beverage Control Fund, to be used by the Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control to backfill revenues 
related to waiving alcohol license renewal fees and applicable surcharges for such licenses pursuant to 
Section 23320.4 of the Business and Professions Code. 

https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220AB83
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220AB83
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Upon order of the Department of Finance, the amount appropriated and available pursuant to this section 
may be increased by an amount sufficient to backfill the revenues lost pursuant to the fee waivers referenced 
in subdivision (a). 

This appropriation shall be made available for encumbrance until June 30, 2023, and unencumbered funds 
after that date shall revert to the General Fund. 

 

Argument in support 

"The California Chamber of Commerce is pleased to SUPPORT AB 83 (Committee on Budget) as amended on February 
17, 2021 since it will facilitate and assist with California's economic recovery. Bars and restaurants have beared [sic] 
the brunt of the government's COVID-19 closures and restrictions. AB 83, in conjunction with federal aid programs and 
the state's small business grants, would assist with addressing these pervasive issues and provide employers impacted 
by the pandemic with a financial bridge until they can fully recover." 

 

 

Support: (Verified 3/9/2021)  
CalChamber

 
Opposition: (Verified 3/9/2021)  

None on file 

  

Status:  Senate for concurrence. Urgency bill.   
 

Senate Floor votes:   

Assembly floor votes:    

 

 

 

Legislative Item #3                                           Action  

 

AB 84, as amended, Ting. Budget Act of 2021. Employment: COVID-19: supplemental paid sick leave.  
 SB 95, as amended, Skinner. Budget Act of 2021. Employment: COVID-19: supplemental paid sick 
leave. 

 

 
Recommended action: OPPOSE  
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich 

 
Summary:  

These two bills are considered of such great import that they introduced identical, versions in the Assembly 
and Senate under the guise of budget trailer bills to pursue concurrently. They are urgency bills and will take 
effect immediately upon passage.  

An act to amend Sections 248 and 248.1 of the Labor Code, relating to employment, and making an 
appropriation therefor, to take effect immediately, bill related to the budget. 

 

https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220AB84
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220SB95
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220SB95
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Description:   

Existing law, until December 31, 2020, provided for COVID-19 food sector supplemental paid sick leave for 
food sector workers, and required a hiring entity to provide COVID-19 food sector supplemental paid sick 
leave, as described, to each food sector worker unable to work due to specified reasons relating to COVID-
19. Existing law also established, until December 31, 2020, COVID-19 supplemental paid sick leave for 
covered workers, including certain persons employed by private businesses of 500 or more employees or 
persons employed as certain types of health care providers or emergency responders by public or private 
entities.  

Existing law authorized a food sector worker or a covered worker to take up to 80 hours of COVID-19 
supplemental paid sick leave if that worker either works full time or was scheduled to work, on average, at 
least 40 hours per week for the employer in the 2 weeks preceding the date the covered employee took 
COVID-19 supplemental paid sick leave, and provided a different calculation for supplemental paid sick leave 
for a covered employee who is a firefighter subject to certain work schedule requirements and for a covered 
employee working fewer or variable hours. 

This bill, beginning January 1, 2021, would extend the COVID-19 food sector supplemental paid sick leave 
for food sector workers, and the COVID-19 supplemental paid sick leave for covered workers, if those workers 
are unable to work or telework due to certain reasons related to COVID-19 and meet specified conditions.  

The bill would expand the definition of a covered worker for COVID-19 supplemental paid sick leave to any 
employees at any public or private entity and to transportation network company drivers, as defined. The bill 
would additionally entitle a food sector worker or a covered worker to leave if, among other reasons, the 
worker is experiencing symptoms related to a COVID-19 vaccine that prevents the worker from being able to 
work, or is caring for an individual whose school or place of care is closed or otherwise unavailable for reasons 
related to COVID-19. The bill would specify that a food sector worker or a covered worker is entitled to 80 
hours of leave per calendar year, unless otherwise specified. The bill would provide that these provisions 
expire on September 30, 2021, or upon the expiration of any federal extension of the federal Emergency Paid 
Sick Leave Act, as specified. 

This bill would appropriate $100,000 from the Labor and Workforce Development Fund to the Labor 
Commissioner for staffing resources to implement and enforce these provisions. 

 

Argument in support 

None on file. 

Argument in opposition 

These bills would impose a significant cost onto small employers, who the State has already acknowledged are suffering 
due to this pandemic.  This paid sick leave mandate would essentially negate any financial relief small employers may 
receive through the proposed grant programs pending in the Budget.   

Specifically, AB 84/SB 95 would:  

1) require employers, with only one or more employees, to provide up to 80 hours of paid sick leave per calendar year 

to all employees for COVID-19 related reasons,   

2) apply retroactively to January 1, 2021,  

3) provide no tax credit or funding to businesses to offset the cost of the leave unlike the Families First Coronavirus Act 

(FFCRA), and  

4) drastically expand the reasons for which an employee can take leave.  

California has an approximate $20 billion budget windfall.  Similar to the federal government, California should pay for 

sick leave if it believes it is necessary to address COVID-19, despite the number of existing leaves already in place.  

California’s response to COVID-19 cannot continue to be subsidized by the business community, especially in light of 

the new paid time off and testing requirements under the California Occupational Safety and Health Emergency COVID 

Regulations (“ETS”), the workers’ compensation presumption, and expansion of 12 weeks of family leave. 
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Support: (Verified 3/9/2021)  

None on file

Opposition: (Verified 3/9/2021)   

CalChamber 

 
Status: Concurrence vote 
 
Senate Floor votes:  Ayes: Roth  NVR: Jones, Melendez, Ochoa-Bogh 

Assembly floor votes:  Ayes: Medina Noes: Waldron NVR: Cervantes, Seyarto  

  
 
 
 

 

Legislative Item #4                                          Action  

 
AB 946, as introduced, Lee. Home Purchase Assistance Fund: personal income taxation: mortgage 
interest deduction. 

 
Recommended action: OPPOSE 
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich 
 

Summary:  

AB 946 proposes to eliminate the deduction for a 2nd residence, or other than principle residence, and apply 
the revenue ‘saved’ by the state to a Housing Purchase Assistance Fund. This is similar to a 2018 bill seeking 
to eliminate 2nd residence mortgage deduction OPPOSED by the SWCLC.  

Description:   

Existing law requires the California Housing Finance Agency to administer, among other programs, a home 
purchase assistance program for the purpose of assisting low- and moderate-income homebuyers to qualify 
for the purchase of owner-occupied homes, with priority given to first-time homebuyers, subject to specified 
terms and requirements. Existing law also authorizes the agency to create its own home purchase assistance 
programs, home purchase assistance products, or both, on terms and conditions that the agency deems 
prudent. Existing law establishes the Home Purchase Assistance Fund and continuously appropriates 
moneys in that fund for expenditure for these home purchase assistance programs and for defraying 
administrative costs of the agency. 

The Personal Income Tax Law allows various deductions in computing the income that is subject to the 
taxes imposed by that law, including, in modified conformity with federal income tax laws, a deduction for a 
limited amount of interest paid on acquisition indebtedness, as defined, with respect to a qualified residence 
of the taxpayer. Existing law limits the aggregate amount treated as acquisition indebtedness for these 
purposes to $1,000,000, or $500,000 in the case of a married individual filing a separate return. Existing law 
specifies for these purposes that a qualified residence includes the taxpayer’s principal residence and one 
other residence selected by the taxpayer, as provided. 

This bill, for taxable years beginning on or after January 1, 2022, would disallow the deduction of acquisition 
indebtedness with respect to a qualified residence of a taxpayer other than the principal residence. 

https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220AB946
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220AB946
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This bill would require the Franchise Tax Board, in consultation with the Department of Finance, to estimate 
the amount of additional revenue resulting from the above-described modifications made with respect to the 
calculation of taxable income under the Personal Income Tax Law by this bill and to notify the Controller of 
that amount, as provided.  

The bill would require the Controller, upon receipt of these notifications, to transfer an amount equal to the 
amount determined by the Franchise Tax Board from the General Fund to the Home Purchase Assistance 
Fund, as described above. By increasing the amount of money deposited in a continuously appropriated fund, 
this bill would make an appropriation. 

 Argument in support: 

None on file. 

Argument in opposition: 

Yet another attempt to generate more housing by penalizing actual housing providers. Assembly Member 
Lee presupposes that every owner of a second residence is a wealthy person with a vacation home when in 
fact, many owners of 2nd homes are families, including elderly families, who have managed to move into a 
newer home while retaining their previous residence. These 2nd homes are often times paid for and allow the 
owner to rent the home at below market rate while providing some income to supplement their retirement. 
By eliminating the deduction on these home, the owner would either be forced to:  

 raise the rental amount to cover the added tax, or  

 sell the property at current market value, which again would remove the property from the rental 
market, or force an increase in rent by a new owner with a more substantial mortgage.  

 

Support: (Verified 3/9/2021)  

None on file

Opposition: (Verified 3/9/2021)   

None on file 
 

 
Status:  Assembly Revenue & Taxation 

 
 
 
 
 

 

Legislative Item #5                                           Action  

 

AB 1028, as introduced, Seyarto. Telework Flexibility Act. 
 

Introduced by Assembly Members Seyarto and Bigelow 

 

Recommended action: SUPPORT 
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich 

 
Summary:  

While some employees working remotely from home are under less direct supervision, for those that are AB 
1028 would allow them to request that their 40 hour workweek provide them the flexibility to work 4 X 10 hour 
days, to schedule their own rest and meal periods, and prevent a PAGA right of action if they’re working at 
home and miss a meal break. The bill also sunsets on January 1, 2022, or a declared end to the state of 
emergency.   

https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220AB1028
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Background:  

Existing law, with various exceptions, generally establishes 8 hours as a day’s work and a 40-hour workweek 
and requires the payment of prescribed overtime compensation for additional hours worked. 

This bill would permit an individual nonexempt employee to request an employee-selected remote work 
flexible work schedule providing for workdays up to 10 hours per day within a 40-hour workweek and would 
allow an employer to implement this schedule without the obligation to pay overtime compensation for those 
additional hours in a workday, except as specified. The authorization would apply only if an employee is 
working remotely and not under the physical control of the employer. The bill would require that the flexible 
work schedule contain specified information and the employer’s and the employee’s original signatures. The 
bill would except split shift premiums from application to the work of employees who are working an employee-
selected remote work flexible work schedule. The bill would require the Division of Labor Standards 
Enforcement in the Department of Industrial Relations to enforce this provision and adopt regulations. 

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

This bill would authorize any nonexempt employee working from home who is not under the physical control 
of the employer to choose when to take any meal or rest period during the workday, if the employer has not 
already scheduled a meal or rest period within the requirements of the law. The bill would require an employer 
to notify the employee of this right one time, when the employee begins working from home and if the employer 
fails to provide this notification, to pay only one additional hour of pay for each day that the employer fails to 
provide this notice. 

The Labor Code Private Attorneys General Act of 2004 authorizes an aggrieved employee on behalf of 
the employee and other current or former employees to bring a civil action to recover specified civil penalties 
that would otherwise be assessed and collected by the Labor and Workforce Development Agency for the 
violation of certain provisions affecting employees. 

This bill would prohibit an employee from recovering civil penalties from an employer under the Labor Code 
Private Attorneys General Act of 2004 for violations of provisions requiring the employer to provide meal and 
rest breaks if the employee engaged in remote work, as specified. Among other things, the bill would require 
that the alleged violations occurred in a period beginning with March 19, 2020, and lasting until January 1, 
2022, or until the declared end of the COVID-19 state of emergency issued by the Governor, whichever is 
earlier. 

 

Argument in support: 

None on file. 

Argument in opposition: 

None on file. 
 

Support: (Verified 3/10/2021)  

None on file 

 

Opposition: (Verified 3/10/2021)   

None on file 

 
Status:  Assembly Judiciary, Labor and Employment 
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Legislative Item #6                                          Action  

 
AB 1084, as introduced, Low. Gender neutral retail departments. 

 
Introduced by Assembly Members Low and Cristina Garcia 

 
Recommended action: OPPOSE 
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich 

 
Summary:  

AB 1084 would fine department stores for separating toys by gender. Last year’s AB 2826 (Low) included 
toys and clothing but was withdrawn by the author in deference to CV-19 bills. AB 2826 was OPPOSED by 
the SWCLC 

Description:   

Existing law, the Unruh Civil Rights Act, specifies that all persons within the jurisdiction of the state are free 
and equal, and no matter their sex, race, color, religion, ancestry, national origin, disability, medical condition, 
genetic information, marital status, sexual orientation, citizenship, primary language, or immigration status, 
are entitled to the full and equal accommodations, advantages, facilities, privileges, or services in all business 
establishments of every kind. 

This bill would require a retail department store with 500 or more employees that sells childcare items, 
children’s clothing, or toys, to maintain undivided areas of its sales floor where the majority of those items 
being offered are displayed, regardless of whether an item has traditionally been marketed for either girls or 
for boys.  

The bill would prohibit the use of signage within each undivided area indicating that particular items are for 
either girls or for boys. If a retail department store places a childcare item, an article of children’s clothing, a 
toy, or anything that could be considered a combination thereof, in an area of its sales floor outside of the 
undivided areas where the majority of like items are sold, the bill would prohibit the use of any signage with 
respect to the item that indicates that it is either for girls or for boys. 

This bill would also require a retail department store located in California that maintains an internet website 
through which it sells childcare items, children’s clothing, or toys, to dedicate a section of the internet website 
to the sale of those items and articles that is titled, at the discretion of the retailer, “kids”, “unisex”, or “gender 
neutral”, as specified. 

Beginning on January 1, 2024, the bill would make a retail department store that fails to correct a violation of 
these provisions within 30 days of receiving written notice of the violation from the Attorney General liable for 
a civil penalty of $1,000, as provided. 

 Unjustified differences in similar products that are traditionally marketed either for girls or for boys can be 
more easily identified by the consumer if similar items are displayed closer to one another in one, 
undivided area of the retail sales floor. 

 Keeping similar items that are traditionally marketed either for girls or for boys separated makes it more 
difficult for the consumer to compare the products and incorrectly implies that their use by one gender is 
inappropriate. 

 

 Argument in support: 

According to the author, Low said it represents where retail is already headed. “I’ve been in conversations 
with multiple retailers,” he said. “Target is in support and they’ve been doing this since 2015. Abercrombie & 
Fitch, H& M, Old Navy, John Lewis and Zara have unisex apparel lines for kids.” 

https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220AB1084
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Low, who also chairs the California Legislative LGBTQ Caucus, said he’s not trying to force change on 
anyone. “This is a democratic process,” he said. “I’m in the business of ideas, and I’m trying to be 
responsible. We want to reflect a positive shopping experience by being inclusive. Diversity is a reality, but 
inclusion is a choice.” Toy sections of department stores that are separated along gender lines pigeonhole 
children, Low said. 

“We want to make sure that there’s no stigma around a little girl who wants to be a scientist or engineer, or 
a little boy who wants to be artistic and creative by painting his nails,” he said. “We see a lot of cyberbullying 
going on and stereotyping of certain gender norms.” 

AB 1084 would prohibit the use of signs that designate whether specific items are for boys or girls, and it 
would require department stores that sell children’s toys online to dedicate a section of the website where 
the items are sold under the category “kids”, “unisex” or “gender neutral.” 

Argument in opposition: 

Burt Flickinger III, managing director for the retail consulting firm Strategic Resource Group, said the timing 
of the bill could not be worse, as the U.S. is weathering the “worst retail ice age in modern history.” 

The combination of COVID-19 related job losses, record-breaking taxes and price hikes for food, electricity, 
rent and other necessities, have left many consumers financially strapped, he said. 

Those challenges, combined with rising e-commerce competition, have forced many companies to downsize 
their brick-and- mortar footprint or go out of business altogether. 

“More regulations of any kind for retailers could be a proverbial prescription for more store closings,” Flickinger 
said. “I have not seen any fact-based evidence that the majority of shoppers are asking for this type of 
legislation.” 

Low emphasized that the bill would only apply to large department stores. 

“They can absorb this cost,” he said. “There was initially a controversy surrounding unisex bathrooms, but 
now people realize they don’t have to wait in such long lines. We recognize that society is ahead of us on this. 
We’re just trying to play catch-up.” 

 

 

Support: (Verified 3/10/2021)  

None on file 

Opposition: (Verified 3/10/2021)   

None on file 
 

 
Status:  Assembly Judiciary, Business and professions 
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Legislative Item #7                                         Action  

 
AB 1199, as introduced, Gipson. Homes for Families and Corporate Monopoly Transparency Excise 
Tax: qualified property: reporting requirements 
 

 

Recommended action: OPPOSE  
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich 
 
Summary:  

As if landlords in California haven’t taken enough of a beating in California during the past year, along comes 
AB 1199 that seeks to impose an excise tax on ‘qualified’ landlords for the ‘privilege’ of renting or leasing our 
their single family or multi-family homes.  
 

Description:   

Existing law requires the Secretary of State to perform various duties relating to business entities. 

This bill would require a qualified entity, as defined, that owns qualified property, as defined, to report annually 
to the Secretary of State specified information regarding the qualified property owned by the qualified entity. 
The bill would require the Secretary of State to create a searchable database, updated annually, on the 
Secretary of State’s internet website, with the information provided by the qualified entity. 

Existing law imposes various taxes, including taxes on the privilege of engaging in certain activities. The Fee 
Collection Procedures Law, the violation of which is a crime, provides procedures for the collection of certain 
fees and surcharges. 

This bill would impose an annual excise tax upon a qualified taxpayer, as defined, for the privilege of renting 
or leasing out qualified property, as defined, in this state at an unspecified rate based on the gross receipts 
of the qualified taxpayer that are derived from rental income. The bill would require the California Department 
of Tax and Fee Administration to collect the tax pursuant to the Fee Collection Procedures Law and would 
require all amounts collected, less refunds and administrative costs, to be deposited in the Homes for Families 
Fund, which the bill would create. Upon appropriation, the bill would require that moneys in the fund be used 
for specified purposes relating to rental assistance, homelessness, affordable housing, and housing 
counseling services. 

Because the bill would expand the scope of the Fee Collection Procedures Law, the violation of which is a 
crime, 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:  

On or before February 1, 2023, and on or before February 1 each year thereafter, a qualified entity that owns 
qualified property shall report the following information to the Secretary of State in the form and manner as 
required by the Secretary of State: 

(1) The identity of the beneficial owner of each qualified property owned by the qualified entity in the previous 
calendar year. 

(2) The number of units for each qualified property owned by the qualified entity in the previous calender year 
that were offered for rent or lease. 

(a) (b) The Secretary of State shall create a searchable database, updated annually, on the Secretary of 
State’s internet website, with the information provided by the qualified entity in subdivision (a). 

https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220AB1199
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220AB1199


 

16 
 

(b) For purposes of this section, both of the following definitions shall apply: 
(1) “Qualified entity” means a limited liability company or a limited partnership. 
(2) “Qualified property” has the same meaning as that term is defined in Section 11952 of the 

Revenue and Taxation Code. 

 

(c) (f) (1) “Qualified property” means real property that is offered for rent or lease and that is either of the 
following: 

(A) A single-family dwelling. 
(B) A multifamily dwelling. 

(2) “Qualified property” does not include property where 50 percent or more of the units are 
affordable housing units. 

(d) (g) (1) “Qualified taxpayer” means a person or entity that owns 10 or more qualified properties in this state 
during the calendar year. 

(3) “Qualified taxpayer” does not include any of the following: 
(1) An eligible nonprofit corporation based in California whose primary activity is the development 

and preservation of affordable rental housing. 
(2) A limited partnership in which the managing general partner is an eligible nonprofit corporation 

based in California whose primary activity is the development and preservation of affordable 
housing. 

(3) A limited liability company in which the managing member is an eligible nonprofit corporation 
based in California whose primary activity is the development and preservation of affordable 
rental housing. 

(4) A community land trust as defined in Section 402.1. 
(5) A limited-equity housing cooperative as defined in Section 817 of the Civil Code. 
(6) The state, the Regents of the University of California, a county, city, district, public authority, 

or public agency, and any other political subdivision or public corporation in the state. 
(e) (h) “Single family dwelling” means a residential structure with less than five dwelling units. 
(f) An annual excise tax is hereby imposed upon a qualified taxpayer for the privilege of renting or leasing 

out qualified property in this state at a rate of ___ percent of the gross receipts of the qualified taxpayer 
that are derived from rental income. 

(g) Upon appropriation, moneys in the fund shall be used for the following purposes: 
(h) (1) Rental assistance and relief for California tenants. 
(i) (2) Support for legal services to prevent evictions, harassment, and violations of law by landlords. 
(j) (3) Providing services and programs for persons experiencing homelessness in this state. 
(k) (4) Supporting the protection of existing, and the production of new, housing with an affordable housing 

cost or affordable rent, as defined in Sections 50052.5 and 50053, respectively, of the Health and Safety 
Code. 

(l) (5) Housing counseling services to promote home ownership, job training apprenticeship programs, and 
support for landlords that own fewer than 10 properties and have lost rental income from tenants due to 
COVID-19. 

The tax imposed by this part shall not be passed through to tenants by way of higher 
rents. 

 
Arguments in opposition:  

Imagine you are a California who has, over time, managed to invest wisely in real estate and amassed a small 
apartment complex or two, or a collection of single family homes to rent or lease. If you own 10 or more units, 
in any mix or configuration, under the terms of AB 1199, you would now be taxed at an as yet to be determined 
rate for the ‘privilege’ of renting those properties. Haven’t been able to collect rent since last March with slim 
chance of collecting at least through the end of this year and perhaps longer? Tough, no help for you. What’s 
the tax amount going to be? Who knows, but whatever the tax amount is you can’t pass it along to your 
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tenants. If they determine the tax rate should be whatever the going sales tax rate is – 8% for example, you 
just took an 8% reduction in income for your properties. And because of specified rent control initiatives in 
many cities that prohibit a rent increase of greater than 7% - 8%, you can’t recoup your loss through a rent 
increase anyway.   

Where’s that money from your ‘taxes, interest, and penalties’ going? Well if there’s any left over after paying 
‘administrative fees’ it’ll go to the newly created Homes for Families Fund. Like we need yet another state 
department and special fund administered by bureaucrats using our money. And what will they do with that 
money? They’ll provide ‘rental assistance and relief for California tenants’. Not you as the landlord, just the 
tenants. Then they’ll fund legal services to prevent you from evicting or harassing those folks who have been 
living rent free in your property for the past year. There’s some money for ‘services and programs’ to assist 
homeless folks. And if a few dollars manage to survive that gauntlet, they’ll support the production of new 
affordable housing.  

Wow, with that menu of uses for your money they’re either planning on collecting a bunch from you, or they’re 
not planning on spending much past the administrative fees. Your guess.  

 
Support: (Verified 3/10/2021)  

None on file

Opposition: (Verified 3/107/2021)   

None on file 

 
Status:  Assembly Revenue & Taxation, Housing and Community Development 
 
 
 
 

 

Legislative Item #8                                          Action  

 
AB 1400, as introduced, Kalra. Guaranteed Health Care for All. 
 

Introduced by Assembly Members Kalra, Lee, and Santiago 
(Principal coauthors: Assembly Members Chiu and Ting) 

(Principal coauthors: Senators Gonzalez, McGuire, and Wiener) 
(Coauthors: Assembly Members Friedman, Kamlager, McCarty, Nazarian, Luz Rivas, and Wicks) 

(Coauthors: Senators Becker, Cortese, Laird, and Wieckowski) 
 

Recommended action: OPPOSE  
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich 
 
Summary:  

AB 1400, the California Guaranteed Health Care for All Act, would create the California Guaranteed Health 
Care for All program, or CalCare, to provide comprehensive universal single-payer health care coverage and 
a health care cost control system for the benefit of all residents of the state. 

From the San Jose Mercury News: Assemblyman Ash Kalra’s single-payer legislation is a waste of the 
California Legislature’s time. The San Jose Democrat’s bill is an exercise in politics that has zero chance of 
being implemented until it comes with a prudent financial plan that benefits consumers, health care providers 
and the business community. 

https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220AB1400
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We know that’s true because we went through this same exercise in 2018. The state Senate spent hours 
debating Sen. Ricardo Lara’s SB 562 before Assembly Speaker Anthony Rendon killed it, calling it “woefully 
incomplete.” SB 562 was OPPOSED by the SWCLC. Anthony Rendon is still the Assembly Speaker.  
 

Description:   

Existing federal law, the federal Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act (PPACA), requires each 
state to establish an American Health Benefit Exchange to facilitate the purchase of qualified health benefit 
plans by qualified individuals and qualified small employers. PPACA defines a “qualified health plan” as a 
plan that, among other requirements, provides an essential health benefits package. Existing state law creates 
the California Health Benefit Exchange, also known as Covered California, to facilitate the enrollment of 
qualified individuals and qualified small employers in qualified health plans as required under PPACA. 

Existing law, the Knox-Keene Health Care Service Plan Act of 1975, provides for the licensure and 
regulation of health care service plans by the Department of Managed Health Care. Existing law provides for 
the regulation of health insurers by the Department of Insurance. 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. The Medi-Cal program is, in part, governed and funded by 
federal Medicaid program provisions. 

This bill, the California Guaranteed Health Care for All Act, would create the California Guaranteed Health 
Care for All program, or CalCare, to provide comprehensive universal single-payer health care coverage and 
a health care cost control system for the benefit of all residents of the state. The bill, among other things, 
would provide that CalCare cover a wide range of medical benefits and other services and would incorporate 
the health care benefits and standards of other existing federal and state provisions, including the federal 
Children’s Health Insurance Program, Medi-Cal, ancillary health care or social services covered by regional 
centers for persons with developmental disabilities, Knox-Keene, and the federal Medicare program. The bill 
would require the board to seek all necessary waivers, approvals, and agreements to allow various existing 
federal health care payments to be paid to CalCare, which would then assume responsibility for all benefits 
and services previously paid for with those funds. 

This bill would create the CalCare Board to govern CalCare, made up of 9 voting members with demonstrated 
and acknowledged expertise in health care, and appointed as provided, plus the Secretary of California Health 
and Human Services or their designee as a nonvoting, ex officio member. The bill would provide the board 
with all the powers and duties necessary to establish CalCare, including determining when individuals may 
start enrolling into CalCare, employing necessary staff, negotiating pricing for covered pharmaceuticals and 
medical supplies, establishing a prescription drug formulary, and negotiating and entering into necessary 
contracts. The bill would require the board to convene a CalCare Public Advisory Committee with specified 
members to advise the board on all matters of policy for CalCare. The bill would establish an 11-member 
Advisory Commission on Long-Term Services and Supports to advise the board on matters of policy related 
to long-term services and supports. 

This bill would provide for the participation of health care providers in CalCare, including the requirements of 
a participation agreement between a health care provider and the board, provide for payment for health care 
items and services, and specify program participation standards. The bill would prohibit a participating 
provider from discriminating against a person by, among other things, reducing or denying a person’s benefits 
under CalCare because of a specified characteristic, status, or condition of the person. 

This bill would prohibit a participating provider from billing or entering into a private contract with an individual 
eligible for CalCare benefits regarding a covered benefit, but would authorize contracting for a health care 
item or service that is not a covered benefit if specified criteria are met. The bill would authorize health care 
providers to collectively negotiate fee-for-service rates of payment for health care items and services using a 
3rd-party representative, as provided. The bill would require the board to annually determine an institutional 
provider’s global budget, to be used to cover operating expenses related to covered health care items and 
services for that fiscal year, and would authorize payments under the global budget. 
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This bill would state the intent of the Legislature to enact legislation that would develop a revenue plan, taking 
into consideration anticipated federal revenue available for CalCare. The bill would create the CalCare Trust 
Fund in the State Treasury, as a continuously appropriated fund, consisting of any federal and state moneys 
received for the purposes of the act. Because the bill would create a continuously appropriated fund, it would 
make an appropriation. 

This bill would prohibit specified provisions of this act from becoming operative until the Secretary of 
California Health and Human Services gives written notice to the Secretary of the Senate and the Chief Clerk 
of the Assembly that the CalCare Trust Fund has the revenues to fund the costs of implementing the act. The 
California Health and Human Services Agency would be required to publish a copy of the notice on its internet 
website. 

Existing constitutional provisions require that a statute that limits the right of access to the meetings of public 
bodies or the writings of public officials and agencies be adopted with findings demonstrating the interest 
protected by the limitation and the need for protecting that interest. 

 
Arguments in support:  

 Although the federal Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act (PPACA) brought many improvements 
in health care and health care coverage, PPACA still leaves many Californians without coverage or 
with inadequate coverage. 

 Californians, as individuals, employers, and taxpayers, have experienced a rise in the cost of health 
care and health care coverage in recent years, including rising premiums, deductibles, and 
copayments, as well as restricted provider networks and high out-of-network charges. 

 Businesses have also experienced increases in the costs of health care benefits for their employees, 
and many employers are shifting a larger share of the cost of coverage to their employees or dropping 
coverage entirely. 

 Individuals often find that they are deprived of affordable care and choice because of decisions by 
health benefit plans guided by the plan’s economic needs rather than patients’ health care needs. 

 To address the fiscal crisis facing the health care system and the state, and to ensure Californians get 
the health care they need, comprehensive health care coverage needs to be provided. 

 Billions of dollars that could be spent on providing equal access to health care are wasted on 
administrative costs necessary in a multipayer health care system. Resources and costs spent on 
administration would be dramatically reduced in a single-payer system, allowing health care 
professionals and hospitals to focus on patient care instead. 

 It is the intent of the Legislature to establish a comprehensive universal single-payer health care 
coverage program and a health care cost control system for the benefit of all residents of the state. 

 

Arguments in opposition:  

Kalra introduced his bill, AB 1400, without identifying a way to pay for what would be a massive transformation 
of California’s health care system. 

The legislation includes a wish list of benefits that would normally demand a thorough study by the state 
Legislative Analyst’s Office to determine the costs. But that, too, would be a waste of the LAO’s time. 

The lack of a financial plan isn’t AB 1400’s only weakness. Californians should take a close look at who would 
have the power to set rates and benefits under Kalra’s bill. It would create a system called CalCare that would 
be governed by a powerful nine-member board. 

Five members would be appointed by the governor, two by the Senate Committee on Rules, and two by the 
assembly speaker. That seems reasonable. But the legislation also requires that one member be a registered 
nurse and another be a representative of a labor organization, with no explanation of why those two special 
interest groups deserve a seat at the table. Nowhere does it say, for example, that there should be a member 
of the business community or anyone with expertise in health care costs or financial management. 

https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220AB1400
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The bill also assumes that the federal government, which provides two-thirds of the funding for California’s $90 
billion Medi-Cal program, will approve of the experiment. 

President Joe Biden has repeatedly said that he favors expanding the Affordable Care Act rather than moving 
toward a single-payer system. It’s possible that Biden’s choice for Secretary of Health and Human Services, 
Xavier Becerra, will push for a grand California experiment if he is confirmed by the Senate. Becerra has been 
a single-payer advocate in the past. But Biden may not be interested in making California the guinea pig for a 
single-payer experiment after watching the state’s massive failure to identify fraudulent unemployment claims 
during the COVID-19 pandemic. 

In 2018 the LAO estimated SB 562 (Lara) would come with a $400 billion price tag. It’s unlikely this bill would 
come in with a lower cost, and in fact may be even higher. In 2018, $400 billion was roughly double the existing 
state budget of $200 billion. Current California budget is approaching $223 billion so again, this bill would bring 
the state budget to over $600 billion, minus some potential savings ($100 billion) from duplicative existing 
programs and anticipated federal government participation. 

 
Support: (Verified 3/10/2021)  

None on file

Opposition: (Verified 3/107/2021)   

None on file 

 
Status:  Assembly – Pending referral 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Legislative Item #9                                          Action  

 
SB 10, as amended, Wiener. Planning and zoning: housing development: density. 

 
Introduced by Senator Wiener 

(Principal coauthors: Senators Atkins and Caballero) 
(Principal coauthor: Assembly Member Robert Rivas) 

 
Recommended action: SUPPORT  
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich 
 

Summary:  

SB 10 addresses one factor in the housing crisis facing California with a bill that does not usurp local authority.  
Unlike previous bills by this author and others, SB 10 simply authorizes a local government to re-zone any 
parcel for up to 10 units of residential density under specified conditions. It does not ‘mandate’ that ordinance 
and it actually prohibits re-zoned parcels from being by-right or ministerially approved. 

(Ministerial, or by-right approval means a governmental decision involving little or no personal judgment or 
discretion by the public official and involving only the use of fixed standards)   

https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220SB10
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Description:   

The Planning and Zoning Law requires a city or county to adopt a general plan for land use development 
within its boundaries that includes, among other things, a housing element. Existing law requires an attached 
housing development to be a permitted use, not subject to a conditional use permit, on any parcel zoned for 
multifamily housing if at least certain percentages of the units are available at affordable housing costs to very 
low income, lower income, and moderate-income households for at least 30 years and if the project meets 
specified conditions relating to location and being subject to a discretionary decision other than a conditional 
use permit. Existing law provides for various incentives intended to facilitate and expedite the construction of 
affordable housing. 

This bill would, notwithstanding any local restrictions on adopting zoning ordinances, authorize a local 
government to pass an ordinance to zone any parcel for up to 10 units of residential density per parcel, at a 
height specified in the ordinance, if the parcel is located in a transit-rich area, a jobs-rich area, or an urban 
infill site, as those terms are defined. In this regard, the bill would require the Department of Housing and 
Community Development, in consultation with the Office of Planning and Research, to determine jobs-rich 
areas and publish a map of those areas every 5 years, commencing January 1, 2022, 2023, based on 
specified criteria.  

The bill would specify that an ordinance adopted under these provisions provisions, and any resolution 
adopted to amend the jurisdiction’s General Plan to be consistent with that ordinance, is not a project for 
purposes of the California Environmental Quality Act. The bill would prohibit a residential or mixed-use 
residential project consisting of 10 or more units that is located on a parcel rezoned pursuant to these 
provisions from being approved ministerially or by right. 

This 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. 

Ensuring the adequate production of affordable housing is a matter of statewide concern and is not a municipal 
affair as that term is used in Section 5 of Article XI of the California Constitution. Therefore, this section applies 
to all cities, including charter cities. 

 
Arguments in support:  

Notwithstanding any local restrictions on adopting zoning ordinances enacted by the jurisdiction, including 
restrictions enacted by a local voter initiative, that limit the legislative body’s ability to adopt zoning ordinances, 
a local government may pass an ordinance to zone a parcel for up to 10 units of residential density per parcel, 
at a height specified by the local government in the ordinance, if the parcel is located in one of the following: 

(A) A transit-rich area. 
(B) A jobs-rich area. 
(C) An urban infill site. 

For purposes of this section: 

(1) “High-quality bus corridor” means a corridor with fixed route bus service that meets all of the following 
criteria: 

(A) It has average service intervals of no more than 15 minutes during the three peak hours between 6 a.m. 
to 10 a.m., inclusive, and the three peak hours between 3 p.m. and 7 p.m., inclusive, on Monday through 
Friday. 

(B) It has average service intervals of no more than 20 minutes during the hours of 6 a.m. to 10 a.m., inclusive, 
on Monday through Friday. 

(C) It has average intervals of no more than 30 minutes during the hours of 8 a.m. to 10 p.m., inclusive, on 
Saturday and Sunday. 

(2) (A)   “Jobs-rich area” means an area identified by the Department of Housing and Community 
Development in consultation with the Office of Planning and Research and other necessary stakeholders that 
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is high opportunity and either is jobs rich or would enable shorter commute distances based on whether, in a 
regional analysis, the tract meets both of the following: 

(i) The tract is high opportunity, meaning its characteristics are associated with positive educational and 
economic outcomes for households of all income levels residing in the tract. 

(ii) The tract meets either of the following criteria: 
(I) New housing sited in the tract would enable residents to live near more jobs than is typical for 

tracts in the region. 
(II) New housing sited in the tract would enable shorter commute distances for residents, relative 

to existing commute patterns and jobs-housing fit. 

(B) The Department of Housing and Community Development shall, commencing on January 
1, 2022, 2023, publish and update, every five years thereafter, a map of the state showing the areas identified 
by the department as “jobs-rich areas.” The department shall begin with the most current version of the 
Department of Housing and Community Development and California Tax Credit Allocation Committee 
Opportunity Maps and update the methodology as it determines is appropriate to advance the goals of 
subparagraph (A). 

(3) “Transit-rich area” means a parcel within one-half mile of a major transit stop, as defined in Section 
21064.3 of the Public Resources Code, or a parcel on a high-quality bus corridor. 

(4) “Urban infill site” means a site that satisfies all of the following: 

(A) A site that is a legal parcel or parcels located in a city if, and only if, the city boundaries include some 
portion of either an urbanized area or urban cluster, as designated by the United States Census Bureau, 
or, for unincorporated areas, a legal parcel or parcels wholly within the boundaries of an urbanized area 
or urban cluster, as designated by the United States Census Bureau. 

(B) A site in which at least 75 percent of the perimeter of the site adjoins parcels that are developed with 
urban uses. For the purposes of this section, parcels that are only separated by a street or highway shall 
be considered to be adjoined. 

(C) A site that is zoned for residential use or residential mixed-use development, or has a general plan 
designation that allows residential use or a mix of residential and nonresidential uses, with at least two-
thirds of the square footage of the development designated for residential use. 

 

Arguments in opposition:  

None on file. 
 

Support: (Verified 3/10/2021)  

None on file

Opposition: (Verified 3/10/2021)   
None on file 

 
Status:  Senate committees on Housing, Governance & Finance, Environmental Quality 
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Legislative Item #10                                        Chaptered  

 
SB 87, Caballero. California Small Business COVID-19 Relief Grant Program: income tax: gross 
income: exclusion: small business grants. 

 

Recommended action: SUPPORT  
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich 
 

Summary:  

SB 87 is a budget trailer bill that seeks to appropriate $2,075,000,000 from the General Fund to provide grants 
to qualified businesses to assist in recovery from CV-19 impact. It does not create a new state bureaucracy 
to administer the grants but directs the program be administered by Office of Small Business Advocate. The 
bill would, through January 1, 2030, exclude grant funds, as qualified, from consideration as Gross Income 
for personal or corporate tax liability.  And the bill contains a sunset provision of January 1, 2024 for the grant 
allocation  program. 

 

 
Status:  Introduced 2/22/2021 – passed and Chaptered.  

 
Senate Floor votes:  Ayes: Roth, Jones, Melendez, Ochoa-Bogh 

Assembly floor votes:  Ayes: Medina, Waldron, Cervantes, Seyarto  

 

 

 

 

 

Legislative Item #11                                     Action  
 
SB 223, as introduced, Dodd. Discontinuation of residential water service. 

 

Recommended action: OPPOSE unless amended 
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich 
  

Summary:  

The intent of SB 223 is to help water customers avoid shutoffs for nonpayment. Public water agencies have 
a good track record of working diligently with their customers on payment plans to help their customers avoid 
shutoffs. Water agencies feel the bill has some fundamental flaws which they would like to see addressed 
before they can support this bill.  

Description:   

Existing law prohibits an urban and community water system, defined as a public water system that supplies 
water to more than 200 service connections, from discontinuing residential water service for nonpayment until 
a payment by a customer has been delinquent for at least 60 days. Existing law requires an urban and 
community water system to have a written policy on discontinuation of residential service for nonpayment, 

https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220SB87
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220SB87
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220SB223
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including, among other things, specified options for addressing the nonpayment. Existing law requires an 
urban and community water system to provide notice of that policy to customers, as provided. 

This bill would apply those provisions, on and after July 1, 2022, to a very small community water system, 
defined as a public water system that supplies water to 200 or fewer service connections used by year-long 
residents. The bill would require the written policy on discontinuation of residential service for nonpayment to 
include an arrearage management plan, as specified, and, for those systems that provide water audits or 
have the capacity to do so, to include a free water audit offered to low-income households with water usage 
that is above the annual average volume usage of their customer class. 

The bill would require the board to provide technical assistance to very small community water systems, as 
appropriate, to assist with compliance with these requirements and to establish a bridge loan program to 
assist very small community water systems that may suffer revenue loss or delayed collection while complying 
with these requirements. The bill would also require the board to develop a template for a written policy on 
discontinuation of residential service for nonpayment, on or before September 1, 2022, to aid very small 
community water systems in complying with the requirement to have a written policy on discontinuation of 
residential service for nonpayment. 

Existing law prohibits an urban and community water system from discontinuing residential service for 
nonpayment if certain conditions are met, including that the customer or a tenant submits certification that 
discontinuation of residential service will be life threatening to, or pose a serious threat to the health and safety 
of, a resident of the premises. 

This bill would revise the conditions under which urban and community water systems and very small 
community water systems are prohibited from discontinuing residential service for nonpayment. The bill would 
prohibit these systems from discontinuing residential service for nonpayment during a state or local 
emergency. The bill would prohibit these systems from discontinuing residential water service for nonpayment 
until a payment by a customer has been delinquent for at least 120, rather than 60, days and the total amount 
of the delinquency, exclusive of late charges and interest, is at least $400. The bill would also prohibit these 
systems from discontinuing residential water service for nonpayment to a master-metered multifamily 
residence with at least 4 units or to a master-metered mobilehome park. 

Existing law requires an urban and community water system to impose specified fees for reconnection of 
service for customers with a household income below 200% of the federal poverty line. 

This bill would instead require an urban and community water system and very small community water 
system to waive fees for disconnection and reconnection of service for those customers. 

Existing law authorizes the Attorney General to enforce the requirements imposed on urban and community 
water systems in connection with discontinuing residential service for nonpayment by seeking an injunction, 
as specified. 

This bill would additionally authorize the board to issue an order to an urban and community water system 
or very small community water system to enforce these requirements, or to seek an injunction, as specified. 

  

Arguments in support:  

None on file. 
 

Arguments in opposition:  

SB 223 is fundamentally flawed because:  

 The proposed debt forgiveness mandate would violate the State Constitution; and  

 The bill’s proposal for debt forgiveness also would jeopardize the financial stability of public water 
agencies – agencies that provide an essential government service of purveying safe drinking water.  
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 Further, the bill would re-write the State’s new discontinuation of service law (SB 998, Dodd, 2018) 
when full implementation of that new law not even occurred. 

 

For the reasons stated below, ACWA opposes SB 223, unless it is amended to address our concerns.  

I. SB 223’s proposed debt forgiveness mandate is unconstitutional and should be removed from the bill. 
a. SB 223 would require water agencies to offer an “arrearage management plan,” which would 

require agencies to forgive 1/12 of a customer’s delinquent balance with every on-time payment 
of their regular water bill. After 12 months, agencies would be required to forgive the customer’s 
full delinquent balance. Notably, customers enrolled in the plan would not be required to pay-off 
any debt accrued prior to enrolling in the arrearage management plan, meaning SB 223 would 
require public water agencies to forgive all of the debt accrued to the public water system. 

II. SB 223 would be financially destructive for public water agencies and threaten their ability to provide a 
reliable supply of safe drinking water. 

a. Public water agencies are not-for-profit entities. They do not have shareholders to help finance 
operations. They are ratepayer-funded entities. 

III. III. SB 223 would rewrite a new law (SB 998, Dodd, 2018) before full implementation of that new law has 
even occurred. 

a. Laws enacted in 2018 are new laws. SB 998, signed into law in 2018, set forth the Water Shutoff 
Protection Act and provided a compliance deadline of February 1, 2020. Public water agencies 
have spent more than a year drafting new shutoff policies and taking the logistical steps necessary 
to comply with this new law.  

IV. COVID-19 customer arrearages need to be addressed with federal and state emergency relief funding 
and with payment plans under SB 998 once the Executive Order is lifted. SB 223 is a proposed long-
term law – not an effective emergency measure. 

 

Support: (Verified 3/11/2021)  
None on file 

Opposition: (Verified 3/11/2021)   
None on file  

 
Status:  Senate Judiciary, Environmental Quality, Energy, Utilities & Communications 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Legislative Item #12                                        Action  
 
SB 336, as introduced, Ochoa Bogh. Public health: COVID-19. 
 

Introduced by Senator Ochoa Bogh 
(Coauthors: Senators Bates, Borgeas, Dahle, Grove, Jones, Melendez, Nielsen, and Wilk) 

 
 
Recommended action: SUPPORT 
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich 

Summary:  

SB 336 would require DPH to provide 72 hours notice to businesses and local organizations like Chambers 
of Commerce of pending measures implemented to prevent the spread of CV-19. 

https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220SB336
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Description:   

Existing law authorizes the State Department of Public Health to take measures, such as ordering isolation, 
quarantine, and disinfection of persons and places, to study and prevent the spread of a communicable 
disease. Existing law requires local health officers to take similar measures in the territory under their 
jurisdiction to prevent the spread of disease. Under existing law, these measures can be issued to be effective 
immediately and have the force and effect of law. 

This bill would require that before the State Department of Public Health or a local health official takes 
measures to prevent the spread of COVID-19, they publish the measures for 72 hours on their internet website 
and reach out to local organizations representing local business interests. By requiring a local official to 
publish a measure on its internet website and by requiring that it contact local organizations, the bill creates 
a state-mandated local program. The bill would remain in effect while a measure taken by either the 
department or a local health officer related to COVID-19 is in effect, and as of that date is repealed. 

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, if the Commission on State Mandates determines that the bill contains costs 
mandated by the state, reimbursement for those costs shall be made pursuant to the statutory provisions 
noted above. 

 

Arguments in support:  

Too often in exercising ‘an abundance of caution’, state and county agencies have imposed or cancelled 
various mandates that have caused undue hardship to businesses already struggling to stay afloat. You have 
to close; you can re-open but only for take-out; you can re-open only with outdoor seating; nope you have to 
close outdoor seating. All these measures have whipsawed the business community, cost excessive money 
to comply on short notice, have delayed re-openings and sometimes seemed purely arbitrary with no nexus 
to public safety. 72 hour notice would allow businesses to address the issue, maintain compliance, and 
actually contribute to public safety.   

 

Arguments in opposition:  

None on file. 

 
Support: (Verified 3/11/2021)  

   None on file 
 

Opposition: (Verified 3/11/2021)   

  None on file. 

 
Status:  Senate Health 
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Legislative Item #13                                        Action  

 
SB 358, as introduced, Jones. Property crimes: unlawful entry onto property. 
 
 
Recommended action: SUPPORT  
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich 
 
Summary:  

SB 358 expands the definition or burglary to cover the more recent phenomenon of ‘porch piracy’, placing 
that crime into the same status as actually entering a property for the purpose of theft.  

 
Description:   

Under existing law, a person who enters a house, room, apartment, or other specified structure, with intent 
to commit larceny or any felony, is guilty of burglary in the first or 2nd degree, as specified. Burglary in the 
first degree is punishable by imprisonment in the state prison for 2, 4, or 6 years, and burglary in the 2nd 
degree is punishable as a misdemeanor by imprisonment in a county jail not exceeding one year, or as a 
felony by imprisonment in a county jail for 16 months, or 2 or 3 years. 

This bill would prohibit a person from entering the curtilage of a residential dwelling, as defined, with the 
intent to commit theft of a package shipped through the mail or delivered by a public or private carrier.  

The bill would make a violation of that prohibition punishable as a misdemeanor by imprisonment in a 
county jail for a term not exceeding one year. For a 3rd or subsequent violation within a 36-month period, 
the bill would make the crime punishable as a misdemeanor by imprisonment in a county jail for a term not 
exceeding one year or as a felony by imprisonment in a county jail for 16 months, or 2 or 3 years. By 
creating a new crime, the bill would impose a state-mandated local program. 

(Curtilage includes the area immediately surrounding a dwelling, and it counts as part of the home for many 
legal purposes, including searches and many self-defense laws.) 

 

 

Arguments in support: 

None on file 

 

Arguments in opposition: 

None on file 

 

Support: (Verified 3/11/2021)  

None on file 

 

Opposition: 3/11/2021)  

None on file 

 

Status:  Senate Public Safety 

 
 
 
 
 
 

https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220SB358
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Legislative Item #14                                       Action  

 

SB 657, as introduced, Ochoa Bogh. Employment: electronic documents. 
 
 

Introduced by Senator Ochoa Bogh 
(Coauthors: Assembly Members Bigelow and Seyarto) 

 
Recommended action: SUPPORT  
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich 
 
Summary:  

SB 657 is a simple fix addressing how an employee working remotely can receive legally required notices 
and postings from their employer and utilize an electronic signature to acknowledge.  

 
Description:   

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

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

 
Arguments in support: 

None on file 

 

Arguments in opposition: 

None on file 

 

Support: (Verified 3/11/2021)  

None on file 

 

Opposition: (Verified 3/11/2021) 

None on file 

 

Status:  Senate labor, Public Employment and Retirement, Judiciary 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220SB657
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Legislative Item #15                                                 Action  

 
SB 772, as introduced, Ochoa Bogh. Professions and vocations: citations: minor violations. 

 
Introduced by Senator Ochoa Bogh 

(Coauthor: Senator Borgeas) 

 
Recommended action: SUPPORT  
Presentation: Gene Wunderlich 

 
Summary:  

Similar to previous bills supported by the SWCLC, SB 772 would prohibit the assessment of a fine for a minor 
violation and provides a 30 day window for the licensee to correct the violation.  

 
Description:   

Existing law authorizes the State Board of Chiropractic Examiners, the Osteopathic Medical Board of 
California, and any board within the Department of Consumer Affairs to issue a citation to a licensee, which 
may contain an order of abatement or an order to pay an administrative fine assessed by the board. 

This bill would prohibit the assessment of an administrative fine for a minor violation, and would specify that 
a violation shall be considered minor if it meets specified conditions, including that the violation did not pose 
a serious health or safety threat and there is no evidence that the violation was willful. 

 

Arguments in support: 

Under current law, licensees may be fined up to $5,000 for each inspection or investigation made with respect 
to a violation. The licensee may request a hearing and contest the violation. Under SB 772: 

A licensee shall not be assessed an administrative fine for a violation of the applicable licensing act or any regulation 

adopted pursuant to the act if the violation is a minor violation. A violation shall be considered minor if all of the 

following conditions are satisfied: 

(1) The violation did not pose a serious health or safety threat. 

(2) There is no evidence that the violation was willful. 

(3) The licensee was not on probation at the time of the violation. 

(4) The licensee does not have a history of committing the violation. 

(5) The licensee corrects the violation within 30 days from the date notice of the violation is sent to the licensee. 

For a list of licenses administered by the Dept. of Consumer Affairs, visit:  

https://www.dca.ca.gov/consumers/public_info/index.shtml 

 

Arguments in opposition: 

None on file 

 

Support: (Verified 3/11/2021)  

None on file 

 

Opposition: (Verified 3/11/2021) 

None on file 
 

Status:  Senate Business, Professions and Economic Development.  

https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220SB772
https://www.dca.ca.gov/consumers/public_info/index.shtml
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2021 Meeting Schedule 

w/ Guest speakers 

1/25 Open    

2/20 Open   

3/15 Open    

4/19 Open – DA Mike Hestrin    

5/17 Open  

6/21 Open    

7/19 Open  

8/16 Open    

9/20 Open    

10/18 Open   

11/15 Closed  

12/16 Dark 

 

 

 

 


