
   

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

September 8th  
10:00 am – 11:30 am 
 

 
1. Welcome & Introductions 

Phillip Recht, Mayer Brown LLP, Chair 
 

2. Ballot Measures 
 

a. Proposition 24 – Consumer Personal Information Law and Agency Initiative 
i. PRO: Senator Bob Hertzberg and Alastair Mactaggart  

ii. CON: Richard Holober, Consumer Federation of California  
 

b. Measure J- Los Angeles County Ballot Measure 
i. PRO: Tommy Newman, Senior Director, Impact Initiatives from United Way 

LA and Treasurer, Measure J Campaign Committee 
ii. PRO: Elise Weinberg, Assistant Chief of Staff, LA County Supervisor Hilda 

Solis’ Office 
iii. CON: Invited 

 
3. Review of 2020 Policy Priorities 

Patricia Bruno, Chief Policy Officer 
 

4. Future Events: 
• Land Use, Construction and Housing: September 23 
• Accenture Pancakes & Politics: September 25 

 

Next Council Meeting: 
November 17, 2020 

10-11:30am 

 Chair: Philip Recht, Mayer Brown LLP 
 
 
 



 

 

BALLOT INITIATIVE 

Proposition 24 – Consumer Personal Information Law and Agency Initiative 

SUMMARY: 

The ballot measure would expand the provisions of the California Consumer Privacy Act of 
2018 (CCPA) and creates the California Privacy Protection Agency. 

OVERVIEW: 

Proposition 24 has specific requirements for businesses including: 

• Prohibiting sharing a consumer's personal information upon the consumer's 
request. 

• Providing consumers with an opt-out option for having their sensitive personal 
information, as defined in law, used or disclosed for advertising or marketing. 

• Obtaining permission before collecting data from consumers who are younger than 
16. 

• Obtaining permission from a parent or guardian before collecting data from 
consumers who are younger than 13. 

• Correcting a consumer's inaccurate personal information upon the consumer's 
request. 

• Changing the definition of current businesses that must comply with the privacy 
requirements   

• Establishing California Privacy Protection Agency to enforce and implement 
consumer privacy laws, and impose administrative fines. Requires adoption of 
substantive regulations. 

Under current state law privacy requirements, business is defined as earning more than 
$25 million in annual revenue, buying, selling or sharing consumer information of 50,000 
or more, and earn more than 50% of their annual revenue from selling consumer 
information. This new initiative will modify this definition by increasing the requirement to 
100,000 or more consumers or households. Also, current requires the contractors of 
business to follow the privacy requirements. This initiative would change the requirements 
to apply to the business and not its contractors. The measure would go into effect in 
January 2023 using data collected after January 2022. 

 



 

 

In 2018, the Alastair Mactaggart, a wealthy developer, filed a similar ballot initiative to 
enhance privacy and consumer protection. The ballot initiative qualified for the 2018 
ballot. The proposed ballot measure was withdrawn as a consequence of negotiations with 
the California State Legislature as they adopted legislation, the California Consumer Privacy 
Act of 2018 (CCPA.) 
 
Fiscal Impacts 
 
The state Legislative Analyst Office concluded that there will be increased costs to state and 
local governments.  Proposition 24 will increase annual state costs of roughly $10 million 
for a new state agency to monitor compliance and enforcement of the new regulations.  The 
Department of Justice (DOJ) and some state courts could also experience increased costs in 
the low millions of dollars range annually, from increased workload to DOJ and the state 
courts, some or all of which would be offset by penalty revenues. 
 
The LAO also finds that in impact to business is mixed. In some instances, this measure, will 
increases costs for businesses additional resources to address consumer requests. This 
could lead to lower taxes paid by the business to local and state governments. In another 
instance, this measure could lead to higher taxes for business being paid to local and state 
governments due to a reduction in fines for breaches. This could lead to higher consumer 
spending. The LAO found that the overall impact to business and consumers is unknown. It 
will depend on how they respond to the new regulations. 
 

Endorsements: 

• Californians for Consumer Privacy is leading the support campaign 

• Common Sense 

 

Arguments in Support: 
 

• Alastair Mactaggart, chairperson of Californians for Consumer Privacy, stated: 

• "We’ve come a long way in the two years since passing the landmark California 
Consumer Privacy Act, but during these times of unprecedented uncertainty, we 
need to ensure that the laws keep pace with the ever-changing ways corporations 
and other entities are using our data. That’s why our campaign is going to make sure 
all Californians know about the new and stronger rights provided under this ballot 
measure, the California Privacy Rights Act, and why we need their support in 
November." 



 

 

• "Especially post-COVID, people are going to be more sensitive to privacy concerns. I 
feel strongly and polling shows — that Californians want more control over their 
information."[10] 

• "Sensible companies realize this regulation is coming. This is not a burn-down-the-
whole-world law. This is not a law that, you know, puts anybody out of business. 

 

Opposition: 

• ACLU of California 

• California Alliance for Retired Americans 

• Color of Change 

• Consumer Federation of California 

• Council on Islamic American Relations - California 

• Media Alliance 
 

Arguments in Opposition: 

• Richard Holober, president of the Consumer Federation of California, said, "No one reads 
the thousands of words of legal fine print that you have to "Accept" before you can use an 
app or visit a website. The fine print is where you sacrifice your privacy. The same is true 
of Proposition 24. Its 52 pages are full of privacy reductions and giveaways to Facebook, 
social media platforms and big tech companies that misuse our personal information." 
 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

The Chamber Policy staff recommend the LA Chamber adopt a Neutral position on the 
California Consumer Information Law and Agency Initiative. As we become more reliant on 
technology, it is important to have a balanced approach to consumer privacy. The 
Legislature adopted similar protections in 2018. Current law already provides extensive 
protections for consumers. 

 

 



 

 

 

BALLOT INITIATIVE 

Community Investment and Alternatives to Incarceration Minimum County Budget Alloca-
tion (Reimagining L.A. County) 

SUMMARY: 

The Reimagining L.A. County Ballot Initiative is a proposed amendment to the County of 
Los Angeles’ Charter. It would set aside ten percent (10%) of Los Angeles County’s, locally 
generated, unrestricted general funds. These funds would be used to address limited eco-
nomic opportunities, health disparities, homelessness, affordable housing, and alternatives 
to incarceration in under-resourced communities; it would explicitly prohibit the use of 
these funds by law enforcement agencies or the criminal justice system. 

OVERVIEW: 

The Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors approved, by a four to one vote, an amend-
ment to the Los Angeles County Charter be placed on the November 3, 2020 ballot. This 
amendment, referred to as Reimagining L.A. County, would annually allocate ten percent 
(10%) of locally generated, unrestricted general fund revenues to address racial injustice. 
The measure would require a majority vote to pass. 

The annual allocation would be phased in over three years, beginning in July 1, 2021. The 
yearly allocations would be decided annual based on input from the public at public hear-
ings and County departments. The primary purpose would be: 

I. Direct Community Investment 

a. Community-based youth development programs. 

b. Job training and jobs to low-income residents focusing on jobs that support the im-
plementation of the “Alternatives to Incarceration” workgroup recommendations as pre-
sented to the County Board of Supervisors on March 10, 2020, especially construction jobs 
for the expansion of affordable and supportive housing, restorative care villages, and a de-
centralized system of care. 

c. Access to capital for small minority-owned businesses, with a focus on black-owned 
businesses. 

d. Rent assistance, housing vouchers and accompanying supportive services to those 
at-risk of losing their housing, or without stable housing,  

e. Capital funding for transitional housing, affordable housing, supportive housing, and 
restorative care villages with priority for shovel-ready projects. 



 

 

II. Alternatives to Incarceration 

a. Community-based restorative justice programs. 

b. Pre-trial, non-custody services and treatments. 

c. Community-based health services, health promotion, counseling, wellness and pre-
vention programs, and mental health and substance use disorder services 

d. Non-custodial diversion and reentry programs, including housing services. 

The ten percent allocation explicitly excludes law enforcement or the jail system  from re-
ceiving funds or any redistribution of funds through those entities.  

In the measure, there is a transparency clause that requires the Board of Supervisors to 
“establish an inclusive and transparent process” in fund allocation. It also includes the abil-
ity to reduce the allocation in hard economic times. This would be trigged by a board decla-
ration of a fiscal emergency and a four-fifths vote by the supervisors. Finally, if a portion of 
the amendment is found to be inoperative by court or other ruling, only the portion in 
question will be invalidated.  

LA Chamber Support for to Housing 

Access to housing is a critical component to economic vitality for our region. California is in 
a housing crisis that is decades in the making, it impacts almost all Californians and Ange-
linos but dramatically impacts the quality of life and access to opportunity of underserved 
and minority communities. It impacts Los Angeles’ ability to attract and retain the neces-
sary talent that businesses need.  

The Chamber is a housing advocate and a leader on ending chronic homelessness. Support 
for past measures to directly address homelessness include Measure HHH, the City of Los 
Angeles $1.2 billion bond measure to construct permanent supportive housing in the city of 
Los Angeles, and the County’s complementary Measure HHH, a one-fourth cent sales tax to 
fund supportive services.  

Additionally, the Chamber has supported measures at the state-level to increase housing 
and improve access to jobs. In early 2020, the Chamber supported SB 50 (Wiener) the More 
Housing, Opportunity, Mobility, Equity and Stability Act to tackle our housing crisis. The 
Land Use, Construction, and Housing Council is actively engaging in work to address CEQA 
reforms as it relates to housing construction.   

LA Chamber Support for Community Based Restorative Justice 

Through its partnership with UNITE-LA the Chamber actively engaged in Community 
Based Restorative Justice. Smart Justice, Clean Slate, and the Ban the Box initiatives are 
prominent examples of the systems change work organizations actively engaged in to help 



 

 

reduce crime through a thriving and inclusive economy. These efforts focused on disrupt-
ing the school-to-prison pipeline and connecting the reentry population to education and 
employment opportunities. Together, the Chamber and UNITE-LA, also developed hiring 
guidelines for employers to adopt to create a more inclusive and opening hiring practice 
that would keep the reentry population in the pool of eligible job applicants.  

Low-income, people of color are over represented by population percentage in the criminal 
justice system. There are systemic barriers, including redlining, that has kept investment 
out of these communities and limited access to opportunity.  

Endorsements:  

- Abundant Housing 
Los Angeles 

- ACCE Institute (Alli-
ance of Californians 
for Community Em-
powerment) 

- Alliance for Commu-
nity Transit (ACT-LA) 

- Advancement Pro-
ject 

- All People’s Commu-
nity Center 

- AltaMed 
- Asian-Americans and 

Pacific-Islander Chris-
tians for Social Jus-
tice 

- Bend the Arc: South-
ern California 

- Black Lives Matter- 
Los Angeles 

- Black Women for 
Wellness 

- Bread Head 
- Brilliant Corners 
- California Legal Re-

search 
- Center for Living and 

Learning 
- The Center in Holly-

wood 

- Christians for the 
Abolition of Prisons 

- Chrysalis 
- Clergy and Laity 

United for Economic 
Justice 

- Collective Remake 
- CURB (Californians 

United for Responsi-
ble Budget) 

- Community Coalition 
South Los Angeles 

- Community Power 
Collective 

- Community Solutions 
- Crenshaw Dairy Mart 
- Corporation for Sup-

portive Housing 
(CSH) 

- Daylight Community 
Development 

- Dignity and Power 
Now 

- Disabled Community 
Resource Center 

- Downtown Women’s 
Center 

- Drug Policy Alliance 
- Esperanza Commu-

nity Housing 

- Everyone In: United 
Way 

- Gender Justice LA 
- Ground Up Commu-

nications 
- Greater Long Beach 

Interfaith Commu-
nity Organization 

- Institute of Popular 
Education of South-
ern California (IDEP-
SCA) 

- Imagine LA 
- Inclusive Action for 

the City 
- Initiate Justice 
- Intercity Struggle 
- Investing in Place 
- JUSTConnect 
- Justice LA 
- Khmer Girls in Action 
- Los Angeles Alliance 

for a new Economy 
(LAANE) 

- LA CAN 
- La Defensa 
- LA County Public De-

fender Union 
- LA Family Housing 
- LA Forward 
- LA Voice 



 

 

- LIBRE 
- Legal Services for 

Prisoners with Chil-
dren 

- Long Beach Forward 
- Long Beach Gray 

Panthers 
- Miriam House LA 
- National Health 

Foundation 
- NOHO Home Alliance 
- Pasadena Mennonite 

Church 
- Pasadena Tenants 

Union 
- Vote Yes on R 
- American Friends 

Service Community 

- Safe Place for Youth 
(SPY) 

- St. John the Baptist 
Catholic Church 

- St. Joseph Center 
- SAJE (Strategic Ac-

tion for a Just Econ-
omy) 

- Schools on Wheels 
- Social Justice Learn-

ing Institute 
- SELAH 
- Spirit Awakening 

Foundation 
- South Bay Coalition 

to End Homelessness 
- SWELL 
- TradeShowTemps 

- UCLA Law 
- Union Station Home-

less Services 
- United Way Greater 

Los Angeles 
- USC Homelessness 

Initiatives 
- Venice Community 

Housing 
- The Village 
- Westside Coalition 
- West Valley Food 

Panty 
- White People for 

Black Lives (AWARE) 
- Youth Justice Coali-

tion 

 

  

Arguments in Support: 

• Increases access to capital for small, minority owned businesses. 

• Potential to decrease number of incarcerated persons in Los Angeles County, cur-
rently the County spends over $233,000 per year on each youth incarcerated in juvenile de-
tention. If that youth were in a LAUSD school the public would spend $14,183 per year on 
its education. 

• There is historic disinvestment in the communities this would serve; there is poten-
tial to break or severely disrupt the schools-to-prisons pipeline and increase access to op-
portunity through deeper investments in these communities. 

• Resources for those on the edge of becoming homeless; a key to reducing homeless-
ness is to keep those individuals and families that are at risk of failing into homelessness 
from doing so in the first place. 

• In FY 2018-2019 the Sheriff’s Department had the highest litigation expenses of any 
department at $81.5 million, follow by Children and Family Services at $17.1 million. A dif-
ference of $64.4 million. 

 



 

 

Opposition: 

• Los Angeles County Professional Peace Officers Association 

• Los Angeles Times Editorial Board  

• Howard Jarvis Taxpayers Association 

Arguments in Opposition: 

• Los Angeles Times Editorial Board this is ballot box budgeting. It is the Board of Su-
pervisor’s job to approve a budget that reflects their priorities and the needs of constitu-
ents. They are abdicating this responsibility, and while the merits and programs identified 
are in the right place it is “a bad idea and poor substitute for careful study, deliberation and 
decision making.” 

• The initiative has been very last minute, with minimal time for analysis on the im-
pact to the budget 

• This will restrict the future boards to address pressing issues during their tenue, ex-
cept under board declared “fiscal emergency” and a four-fifths overriding vote 

• LA County CEO raised concerns that if this measure goes into effect this measure 
would greatly reduce flexibility in an economic downturn. The CEO’s Office noted that if we 
are still dealing with the economic impacts of COVID-19 when the initiative goes into effect 
it could trigger a deep curtailment of workforce. At the Board of Supervisors meeting, the 
CEO’s office said a restriction of this magnitude could impact between 700 and 1000 posi-
tions, this impact would not be limited to the Sheriff’s Department, but all Departments 
that rely on net county costs. 

• LA County Counsel raised concerns that the initiative is vulnerable to legal chal-
lenges.  

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

The Chamber Policy staff recommend the LA Chamber adopt a Neutral or Oppose position 
for the Reimaging Los Angeles County Initiative. The merits and policy areas the initiative 
targets are items the Chamber supports. Our support for measures like H, HHH, and M 
hinged on analysis, defined project lists, and oversight. Measures H, HHH, and M were taxes 
that voters approved to levy on themselves to address critical issues facing the region, 
whereas this measure would earmark already existing general fund monies.   

Moreover, as a charter amendment there is no opportunity to revisit the allocation. It 
would effectively reduce the ability of future Boards to define and address the pressing is-
sues of their tenure in the future. The overall intent of the initiative relies heavily on indi-



 

 

rect and induced effects of the direct spending to enhance the quality of life for under-
served communities. There has been little time for ample cost-benefit analysis, there are no 
metrics or benchmarks to measure success or the impact of these investments, and there is 
no clear mechanisms for accountability. All of these are important guides for future invest-
ments and critical components of good governance. 
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