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April 17, 2017  
 
The Honorable Ed Hernandez, Chair and 
Members of the Senate Health Committee 
State Capitol, Room 2191 
Sacramento, CA  95814 
 
Subject: SB 786 (Mendoza). Alcoholism or drug abuse recovery or treatment facilities: 

overconcentration. (As amended on February 17, 2017) - SUPPORT 
   
Dear Chair Hernandez and Committee Members: 
 
The City of Culver City supports SB 786 and urges your AYE vote.  Beginning on January 1, 2018, this 
bill would require the State Department of Health Care Services (Department) to deny an application for 
a new facility license, if the proposed location is in proximity to an existing facility in an area zoned 
residential that would result in overconcentration.  SB 786 would require the Department or a county 
licensing agency, at least 45 days prior to approving any application for any new facility, to notify in writing 
the planning agency of the city, if the facility is to be located in the city, of the proposed location of the 
facility. SB 786 would authorize a city to request denial of the license applied for on the basis of an 
overconcentration of facilities. 
 
A rehabilitation facility with six beds in a single-family home is welcome in any neighborhood.  It is good 
for the community, good for the neighbors and more importantly, good for the patient who is trying to 
recover.  Because cities and counties would be noticed of State license applications under this bill, a 
municipality such as Culver City, could help recognize overconcentration, which is defined as having two 
or more facilities separated by less than 300 feet.  SB 786 would essentially provide consistency with all 
other State licensed group homes to protect existing neighborhoods and protect the therapeutic, nurturing 
environment that benefits residents recovering in State-licensed group homes. 
 
It is for these reasons that the City of Culver City supports SB 786 and urges your AYE vote.  If you have 
any questions, or if you wish to discuss this further, please contact me at (310) 775-1664.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Jim B. Clarke 
Mayor 
 
cc: The Honorable Tony Mendoza, Member of the State Senate 
 The Honorable Holly J. Mitchell, Member of the State Senate 
 The Honorable Sebastian Ridley-Thomas, Member of the State Assembly 
 The Honorable Members of the City Council 
 John M. Nachbar, City Manager 
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May 11, 2017 
 
The Honorable Ricardo Lara, Chair and 
Members of the Senate Appropriations Committee  
State Capitol, Room 2206 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
 
Subject: SB 705 (Allen). Solid waste: food service containers. (As amended on April 26, 2017) - 

SUPPORT 
   
Dear Chair Lara and Committee Members: 
 
The City of Culver City supports SB 705 and urges your AYE vote.  Among other provisions of SB 705, this bill would 
enact the Ocean Pollution Reduction Act of 2017, which would prohibit a food provider, on and after January 1, 2020, 
from dispensing prepared food to a customer in an expanded polystyrene food service container. 
 
The City Council supports the adoption of reasonable environmental regulations aimed at enhancing water quality, 
reducing stormwater pollution, and mitigating the City’s fiscal impacts to achieve those environmental regulations.  
Ballona Creek, a focal point of our community, flows through Culver City as an open channel which drains storm water 
and urban runoff within the 130 square-mile Ballona Creek Watershed to the Pacific Ocean.  Accordingly, Culver City 
remains vigilant in pursuing funding and advocacy opportunities to keep waterways clean and to reduce pollution.  To 
this end, the City Council passed a ban on single-use plastic bags in 2013 and during the November 8, 2016 Special 
Municipal Election, Culver City residents passed Measure CW, the Clean Water, Clean Beach Parcel Tax. Measure 
CW creates a dedicated funding source to pay for water quality programs that will prevent pollution from reaching our 
waterways, beaches and the Ballona Creek Estuary. 
 
Additionally, on May 8, 2017, the City Council adopted an ordinance banning polystyrene.  The City’s polystyrene 
ordinance 1) bans food providers’ and City facilities’ use of: single-use polystyrene foam and solid plastic food ware 
containers, cups, cup lids, bowls, plates, cutlery and straws citywide; 2) requires food providers to ask their customers 
whether they want cutlery included with their take-out order; and 3) prohibits City retailers from selling single-use 
polystyrene foam food ware containers, cups, bowls and plates and polystyrene foam coolers that are not fully 
encased in another material.   
 
While Culver City is doing its part to keep our waterways clean, a complete ban on polystyrene needs to be the 
ultimate goal for not only our watershed, but for the entire state.  SB 705 will go a long way towards reducing the 
amount of toxic waste that pollutes our coastline, overburdens our landfills, and litters our communities by phasing 
out takeout food packaging that cannot be recycled or composted in the communities where it is distributed.  It is for 
these reasons that the City of Culver City supports SB 705 and urges your AYE vote.  If you have any questions, or if 
you wish to discuss this further, please contact Charles Herbertson, Public Works Director/City Engineer at (310) 253-
5630.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
Jeffrey Cooper 
Mayor 
 
cc: The Honorable Ben Allen, Member of the State Senate 
 The Honorable Holly J. Mitchell, Member of the State Senate 
 The Honorable Sebastian Ridley-Thomas, Member of the State Assembly 
 The Honorable Members of the City Council 
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June 26, 2017 
 
The Honorable Sebastian Ridley-Thomas 
Member of the State Assembly 
State Capitol 
P.O. Box 942849 
Sacramento, CA   94249-0054 
 
Subject: SB 649 (Hueso) Wireless telecommunications facilities. (As amended on June 20, 

2017) — OPPOSE. 
 
Dear Assembly Member Ridley-Thomas: 
 
The City of Culver City opposes SB 649 and urges your NO vote when it comes before you for 
consideration.  Culver City and nearly 150 other cities remain opposed to SB 649, related to the permitting 
of wireless and small cell telecommunications facilities. This proposal represents a major change in 
telecommunications policy and law by 1) requiring local governments to lease out the public’s property; 2) 
capping the annual amount cities can assess to lease this space at $250; 3) preventing the ability for cities 
to negotiate public benefits; and 4) eliminating the public’s input and full discretionary review in all 
communities of the state (except for areas in coastal zones and historic districts) for the installation of “small 
cell” wireless equipment. 
 
As amended, this bill is no longer limited to just “small cells.” Now, SB 649 applies broadly to all 
telecommunications providers and the equipment they use from “micro-wireless” to “small cell” to “macro-
towers” and equipment boxes up to 35 cubic feet.  It’s clear from the direction of SB 649, that the intent is 
not about 5G wireless deployment, but rather local deregulation of the entire telecommunications industry.  
The latest version of SB 649 places a new ban on city/county regulation of placement or operation of 
“communication facilities” within and outside the public right of way far beyond “small cells.” This new 
language would extend local preemption of regulation to any “provider authorized by state law to operate 
in the rights of way,” which can include communications facilities installed for services such as gas, electric, 
and water, leaving cities and counties with limited oversight only over “small cells.” 
 
We support the deployment of wireless facilities to ensure that Californians have access to 
telecommunications services.  In fact, the City is currently in the process of drafting a comprehensive 
ordinance that will govern the deployment of these facilities that will include provisions for use of City owned 
vertical assets, and we will be seeking industry review and comment on our draft ordinance.  We believe 
this is a much better way to address this issue.   SB 649, on the other hand, eliminates the ability for local 
governments to collaborate with the wireless industry to ensure that the public receives maximum benefit. 
 
Therefore, it is for these reasons that the City of Culver City opposes SB 649 and requests your NO vote 
when the bill is up for your consideration.  If you have any questions, or if you wish to discuss this further, 
please contact me at (310) 344-8033.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Jeffrey Cooper 
Mayor 
 
cc: The Honorable Ben Hueso, Member of the State Senate 
 The Honorable Holly J. Mitchell, Member of the State Senate 
 The Honorable Members of the City Council 
 John M. Nachbar, City Manager 
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June 27, 2017 
 
The Honorable Cecilia M. Aguiar-Curry, Chair and 
Members of the Assembly Local Government Committee 
1020 N Street, Room 157 
Sacramento, CA  95814 
 
Subject: SB 649 (Hueso) Wireless telecommunications facilities. (As amended on June 20, 

2017) — OPPOSE. 
 
Dear Chair Aguiar-Curry and Committee Members: 
 
The City of Culver City opposes SB 649 and urges your NO vote when it comes before you for 
consideration. Culver City and nearly 150 other cities remain opposed to SB 649, related to the permitting 
of wireless and small cell telecommunications facilities. This proposal represents a major change in 
telecommunications policy and law by 1) requiring local governments to lease out the public’s property; 2) 
capping the annual amount cities can assess to lease this space at $250; 3) preventing the ability for cities 
to negotiate public benefits; and 4) eliminating the public’s input and full discretionary review in all 
communities of the state (except for areas in coastal zones and historic districts) for the installation of “small 
cell” wireless equipment. 
 
As amended, this bill is no longer limited to just “small cells.” Now, SB 649 applies broadly to all 
telecommunications providers and the equipment they use from “micro-wireless” to “small cell” to “macro-
towers” and equipment boxes up to 35 cubic feet. It’s clear from the direction of SB 649, that the intent is 
not about 5G wireless deployment, but rather local deregulation of the entire telecommunications industry. 
The latest version of SB 649 places a new ban on city/county regulation of placement or operation of 
“communication facilities” within and outside the public right of way far beyond “small cells.” This new 
language would extend local preemption of regulation to any “provider authorized by state law to operate 
in the rights of way,” which can include communications facilities installed for services such as gas, electric, 
and water, leaving cities and counties with limited oversight only over “small cells.” 
 
We support the deployment of wireless facilities to ensure that Californians have access to 
telecommunications services. In fact, the City is currently in the process of drafting a comprehensive 
ordinance that will govern the deployment of these facilities that will include provisions for use of City owned 
vertical assets, and we will be seeking industry review and comment on our draft ordinance. We believe 
this is a much better way to address this issue. SB 649, on the other hand, eliminates the ability for local 
governments to collaborate with the wireless industry to ensure that the public receives maximum benefit. 
 
Therefore, it is for these reasons that the City of Culver City opposes SB 649 and requests your NO vote 
when the bill is up for your consideration. If you have any questions, or if you wish to discuss this further, 
please contact me at (310) 344-8033. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
Jeffrey Cooper 
Mayor 
 
cc: The Honorable Ben Hueso, Member of the State Senate 
 The Honorable Holly J. Mitchell, Member of the State Senate 
 The Honorable Sebastian Ridley-Thomas, Member of the State Assembly 
 The Honorable Members of the City Council 
 John M. Nachbar, City Manager 
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June 27, 2017 
 
The Honorable Miguel Santiago, Chair and 
Members of the Assembly Communications and Conveyance Committee 
State Capitol, Room 6027 
Sacramento, CA  95814 
 
Subject: SB 649 (Hueso) Wireless telecommunications facilities. (As amended on June 20, 

2017) — OPPOSE. 
 
Dear Chair Santiago and Committee Members: 
 
The City of Culver City opposes SB 649 and urges your NO vote when it comes before you for 
consideration. Culver City and nearly 150 other cities remain opposed to SB 649, related to the permitting 
of wireless and small cell telecommunications facilities. This proposal represents a major change in 
telecommunications policy and law by 1) requiring local governments to lease out the public’s property; 2) 
capping the annual amount cities can assess to lease this space at $250; 3) preventing the ability for cities 
to negotiate public benefits; and 4) eliminating the public’s input and full discretionary review in all 
communities of the state (except for areas in coastal zones and historic districts) for the installation of “small 
cell” wireless equipment. 
 
As amended, this bill is no longer limited to just “small cells.” Now, SB 649 applies broadly to all 
telecommunications providers and the equipment they use from “micro-wireless” to “small cell” to “macro-
towers” and equipment boxes up to 35 cubic feet. It’s clear from the direction of SB 649, that the intent is 
not about 5G wireless deployment, but rather local deregulation of the entire telecommunications industry. 
The latest version of SB 649 places a new ban on city/county regulation of placement or operation of 
“communication facilities” within and outside the public right of way far beyond “small cells.” This new 
language would extend local preemption of regulation to any “provider authorized by state law to operate 
in the rights of way,” which can include communications facilities installed for services such as gas, electric, 
and water, leaving cities and counties with limited oversight only over “small cells.” 
 
We support the deployment of wireless facilities to ensure that Californians have access to 
telecommunications services. In fact, the City is currently in the process of drafting a comprehensive 
ordinance that will govern the deployment of these facilities that will include provisions for use of City owned 
vertical assets, and we will be seeking industry review and comment on our draft ordinance. We believe 
this is a much better way to address this issue. SB 649, on the other hand, eliminates the ability for local 
governments to collaborate with the wireless industry to ensure that the public receives maximum benefit. 
 
Therefore, it is for these reasons that the City of Culver City opposes SB 649 and requests your NO vote 
when the bill is up for your consideration. If you have any questions, or if you wish to discuss this further, 
please contact me at (310) 344-8033. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Jeffrey Cooper 
Mayor 
 
cc: The Honorable Ben Hueso, Member of the State Senate 
 The Honorable Holly J. Mitchell, Member of the State Senate 
 The Honorable Sebastian Ridley-Thomas, Member of the State Assembly 
 The Honorable Members of the City Council 
 John M. Nachbar, City Manager 
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May 24, 2017 
 
The Honorable Cecilia M. Aguiar-Curry, Chair and 
Members of the Assembly Local Government Committee 
1020 N Street, Room 157 
Sacramento, California 95814 
 
Subject: SB 231 (Hertzberg) Local government: Local government: fees and charges.  (As amended 

on April 19, 2017). SUPPORT. 
 
Dear Chair Aguiar-Curry and Committee Members: 
 
The City of Culver City supports SB 231, which amends state law to clarify the statutory authority of cities, 
counties, and local water agencies to finance storm water projects.  SB 231 defines “sewer” to include storm 
drainage, conforming to an existing 25-year-old definition in the California Public Utilities Code and 
encourages the courts to adopt this definition. This clarification makes it clear that local governments may 
build projects necessary to manage and reuse storm water. 
 
During the November 8, 2016 Special Municipal Election, Culver City residents passed the Clean Water, 
Clean Beach Parcel Tax with more than 73% of the vote.  Funds raised by Measure CW will be used for 
improvements in water quality in Ballona Creek, Marina del Rey, Santa Monica Bay, and the Pacific 
Ocean.  Dangerous bacteria, pesticides, toxic chemicals, oil and grease, trash and other pollutants are 
deposited on our roadways and flow into Ballona Creek, Marina del Rey, and the ocean through our storm 
drains, by rain, and other runoff water.  These pollutants harm fish and wildlife, cause illness and infections 
for swimmers and surfers, and make beaches unsafe and unsightly for families and visitors.   
 
The State and Regional Water Quality Control Boards have implemented very strict pollution reduction 
regulations for storm water runoff.  These regulations require the City of Culver City to develop and 
implement programs to reduce and prevent water pollution.  And while funds raised by last November’s 
Parcel Tax will be helpful in addressing storm water quality issues, additional funding is needed to address 
this issue.   Because SB 231 defines “sewer” to include storm drainage, there will be more opportunities for 
communities like Culver City to leverage local resources and alternative funding mechanisms to finance 
storm water projects. 
 
It is for these reasons that the City of Culver City supports SB 231 and requests the Committee’s AYE vote.  
If you have any questions, or if you wish to discuss this further, please contact Charles D. Herbertson, 
Public Works Director/City Engineer at (310) 253-5630.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Jeffrey Cooper 
Mayor 

  
cc: The Honorable Robert M. Hertzberg, Member of the State Senate 

The Honorable Holly J. Mitchell, Member of the State Senate 
The Honorable Sebastian Ridley-Thomas, Member of the State Assembly 
The Honorable Members of the City Council 
John M. Nachbar, City Manager 
Charles D. Herbertson, P.E. & L.S., Public Works Director/City Engineer 





















 
 
 
 
May 5, 2017 
 
 
The Honorable Tony Mendoza 
California State Senate 
State Capitol, Room 5061 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
 
Dear Senator Mendoza: 
 
I write as the Chair of the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro) Board 
of Directors to express the Board’s opposition to your measure Senate Bill 268 as amended on May 1, 
2017, which seeks to change Metro’s current governance structure. 
 
The Board of Supervisors represents all people in Los Angeles County within incorporated cities and 
unincorporated areas of the county.  Contrary to your fact sheet, SB 268, as amended on May 1, 2017, 
does not add seats representing the cities other than Los Angeles.  Notwithstanding these issues, 
local governments negotiated Metro Board composition at the local level. 
 
The Board has long maintained that there should be no changes to the Board unless there is a locally 
derived consensus to do so.  SB 268 does not reflect local consensus on Metro Board governance. 
We are concerned that legislation on this subject, without such a consensus, is not productive and 
will not further the agency’s goals of improving mobility for the 10 million residents of Los Angeles 
County. 
 
We find the proposal to place the County Auditor on our Board to be unprecedented, unnecessary 
and duplicative.  Metro is subject to the strongest ethics requirements of any local agency 
furthermore Metro is subject to multiple audit requirements including the following: 
 

 Annual independent audits. 

 Independent audits of sales tax expenditures. 

 Regular audits by the federal government. 
 
Metro also has an independent Inspector General and is required to maintain an independent 
procurement department, all of which is unique to transportation agencies in California. 
 
 
As was mentioned previously, the Board has adopted a principle that there should be no changes to 
the Board composition without a locally derived consensus to do so.  We recognize your intent to 
have such a discussion, but we would suggest that the legislation be held until those discussions have 
taken place and the region has arrived at a consensus on a new structure. 
 
 
Please do not hesitate to contact me to discuss Metro’s strong opposition to SB 268. 
 
 



Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
John Fasana 
Chair, Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority, Board of Directors 
Mayor Pro Tempore, City of Duarte 
 
 
 
cc. Chair and members, Senate Transportation and Housing Committee 
Chair and members, Assembly Transportation Committee 
Senate President Pro Tempore Kevin de León, 24th Senate District 
Assembly Speaker Anthony Rendon, 63rd Assembly District 
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May 5, 2017 
 
The Honorable Lorena S. Gonzalez Fletcher, Chair and 
Members of the Assembly Appropriations Committee 
State Capitol, Room 2114 
Sacramento, CA  95814 
 
Subject:  AB 1250 (Jones-Sawyer). Counties and cities: contracts for personal 

services.  (As amended on April 25, 2017) - OPPOSE 
   
Dear Chair Gonzalez Fletcher and Committee Members: 
 
The City of Culver City opposes AB 1250 and urges your NO vote.  AB 1250 effectively 
eliminates almost all contracting services for cities and counties.  Although our concerns 
range from diminishing essential local control to increasing and unnecessarily excessive 
reporting requirements, for purposes of addressing the Appropriations Committee, Culver 
City’s comments will be focused on fiscal objections.  
 
As amended, AB 1250 still requires that the agency provide an orientation to contracted 
employees.  Further, this bill would require a city to create a new, fully searchable 
database that must be posted on the city website which includes: 1) the names, job titles, 
salary of each contracted employee (and subcontractor); 2) the services of the contract 
and the name of the agency department or division of the city that manages the contract; 
3) the amount paid to the contractor, including the total projected cost of the contract for 
all fiscal years and the funding source; and 4) the total number of “full time equivalent” 
employees being contracted out. 
 
AB 1250 does not specify who is required to maintain this information or how often this 
information must be updated.  This effort will create significant costs in staff time and 
increased workload.  In addition to the increased costs with this provision, Culver City has 
privacy concerns about posting full names, job titles and salaries of non-city employees. 
This will set the scenario whereby a contracted or subcontracted (non-city) employee will 
have a strong avenue for a right to privacy lawsuit. The costs associated with this type of 
litigation would be debilitating for any city. 
  
Additionally, this measure would require Culver City, before entering a contract or 
renewing a contract, to perform a full cost-benefit analysis, which includes the potential 
impacts of outsourcing, including the impact on local businesses, if consumer spending 
power is reduced (among other factors).  AB 1250 would require that Culver City conduct 
a full environmental impact analysis caused by contracting for the services. Further, AB 
1250 mandates a city conduct an annual audit of each contract and prohibits a city from 



The Honorable Lorena S. Gonzalez Fletcher, Chair and Members of the Assembly 
Appropriations Committee 
AB 1250 – Oppose 
May 5, 2017 
Page 2 of 2 
 

renewing or granting a new contract before the report is released and considered by the 
City Council.  
 
Although language was incorporated into AB 1250 to pass the cost on to the potential 
contractor and/or the awarded contractor, local agencies believe that companies will 
simply build in these additional costs into their contracts, which yields the same result as 
if the City simply pays for the cost-benefit analysis. Moreover, it is unclear how a local 
agency could even assess the cost of the cost-benefit analysis to a prospective 
contractor. Ultimately, any contract costs would eventually be borne by the taxpayer.  
Additionally, this would only create further confusions and create a chilling effect on 
prospective contractors from bidding for a service.  
 
The unfunded mandates contained herein only compound existing constitutional 
limitations on cities to raise additional revenue.  Therefore, cities are in no position to 
have their flexibility further curtailed.  The workload, privacy concerns, costs, and litigation 
created by this measure place an overwhelming and significant burden on nearly every 
city department and would create a de facto ban on virtually all contracting services. 
 
It is for these reasons that the City of Culver City opposes AB 1250 and urges your NO 
vote.  If you have any questions, or if you wish to discuss this further, please contact me 
at (310) 844-8033. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Jeffrey Cooper 
Mayor 
 
cc: The Honorable Holly J. Mitchell, Member of the State Senate 
 The Honorable Sebastian Ridley-Thomas, Member of the State Assembly 
 The Honorable Reginald Jones-Sawyer, Member of the State Assembly 

The Honorable Members of the City Council 
 John M. Nachbar, City Manager 
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March 24, 2017 
 
The Honorable Evan Low, Chair and  
Members of the Elections and Redistricting Committee 
1020 N Street, Room 365 
Sacramento, California 95814 
 
Subject: AB 1089 (Mullin) Local elective offices: contribution limitations. 

(As introduced on February 17, 2017).  SUPPORT 
 
Dear Chair Low and Committee Members: 
 
I am writing to show my support for AB 1089, and I urge your AYE vote when it comes 
before you in Committee.  Beginning on January 1, 2019, AB 1089 would establish default 
campaign contribution limits for local office candidates at the same level as the limit on 
contributions from individuals to candidates for Senate and Assembly.  This bill also 
specifies that a violation of a limitation imposed by a local government is not subject to 
the act’s enforcement provisions.  AB 1089 authorizes a local government, like Culver 
City, that imposes a limitation that is different from the limitation imposed by this bill to 
adopt enforcement standards for a violation of the limitation imposed by the city, including 
administrative, civil, or criminal penalties.  I appreciate the author’s efforts to acknowledge 
local governments’ “home rule” provisions when it comes to important matters such as 
these.  Further, I whole heartedly agree with the author who asserts that by establishing 
a default local campaign contribution limit, we can safeguard our democracy down to the 
local level.  More money should not equate to greater representation, even at the lowest 
level of elected office. 
 
It is for these reasons that I support AB 1089 and urge your AYE vote.  If you have any 
questions or wish to discuss this further, please do not hesitate to contact me at (310) 
845-5831. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Meghan Sahli-Wells 
Council Member 
 
cc: The Honorable Kevin Mullin, Assembly Speaker Pro Tempore 
 The Honorable Holly J. Mitchell, Member of the State Senate 
 The Honorable Sebastian Ridley-Thomas, Member of the State Assembly 
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March 24, 2017 
 
The Honorable Lorena S. Gonzalez Fletcher, Chair and 
Members of the Assembly Appropriations Committee 
State Capitol, Room 2114 
Sacramento, CA  95814 
 
Subject: AB 1089 (Mullin) Local elective offices: contribution limitations. 

(As introduced on February 17, 2017).  SUPPORT 
 
Dear Chair Gonzalez Fletcher and Committee Members: 
 
I am writing to show my support for AB 1089, and I urge your AYE vote when it comes 
before you in Committee.  Beginning on January 1, 2019, AB 1089 would establish default 
campaign contribution limits for local office candidates at the same level as the limit on 
contributions from individuals to candidates for Senate and Assembly.  This bill also 
specifies that a violation of a limitation imposed by a local government is not subject to 
the act’s enforcement provisions.  AB 1089 authorizes a local government, like Culver 
City, that imposes a limitation that is different from the limitation imposed by this bill to 
adopt enforcement standards for a violation of the limitation imposed by the city, including 
administrative, civil, or criminal penalties.  I appreciate the author’s efforts to acknowledge 
local governments’ “home rule” provisions when it comes to important matters such as 
these.  Further, I whole heartedly agree with the author who asserts that by establishing 
a default local campaign contribution limit, we can safeguard our democracy down to the 
local level.  More money should not equate to greater representation, even at the lowest 
level of elected office. 
 
It is for these reasons that I support AB 1089 and urge your AYE vote.  If you have any 
questions or wish to discuss this further, please do not hesitate to contact me at (310) 
845-5831. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Meghan Sahli-Wells 
Council Member 
 
cc: The Honorable Kevin Mullin, Assembly Speaker Pro Tempore 
 The Honorable Holly J. Mitchell, Member of the State Senate 
 The Honorable Sebastian Ridley-Thomas, Member of the State Assembly 
 


















































