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PROCEEDINGS OF THE ASSEMBLY

IN ASSEMBLY

The Assembly met at 7 a.m.

Assembly Chamber, Sacramento

Tuesday, January 9, 2024

Hon. Dawn Addis, Assembly Member, 30th District, presiding.
Chief Clerk Sue Parker at the Desk.
Reading Clerk David A. Bowman reading.

Sanchez
Santiago
Schiavo
Soria

Ta
Valencia
Villapudua
‘Waldron
Wallis
‘Ward
‘Weber
Wicks
Wilson
‘Wood
Zbur

Mr. Speaker

ROLLCALL
The following were placed upon the morning rollcall—73:

Addis Dixon Lowenthal
Aguiar-Curry Flora Maienschein
Alanis Fong, M. Mathis
Alvarez Fong, V. McCarty
Arambula Friedman McKinnor
Bains Gabriel Muratsuchi
Bauer-Kahan Garcia Nguyen
Bennett Gipson Ortega
Berman Grayson Pacheco
Boerner Haney Papan
Bonta Hart Patterson, Jim
Bryan Holden Patterson, Joe
Calderon Hoover Pellerin
Carrillo, J. Jackson Petrie-Norris
Carrillo, W. Jones-Sawyer Quirk-Silva
Cervantes Kalra Reyes
Chen Lackey Rivas, L.
Connolly Lee Rodriguez
Davies Low Rubio

Quorum present.

At 11:02 a.m., Hon. Jasmeet Bains, 35th District, presiding
REGULAR BUSINESS DISPENSED WITH

By unanimous consent, the regular order of business of the Assembly

was dispensed with for this legislative day.

LEAVES OF ABSENCE FOR THE DAY
By unanimous consent, the following Assembly Members were

granted leaves of absence for the day:
On legislative business: Assembly Member Gallagher.

On personal business, and waiving per diem: Assembly Members

Essayli, Irwin, Ramos, and Rendon.
Because of illness: Assembly Member Ting.
On medical leave: Assembly Member Megan Dahle.
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EXPLANATIONS OF ABSENCE
Pursuant to the Assembly Rules, the following explanation of
absence was ordered printed in the Journal:

(NOTE: For letter explaining the absence of Assembly Member Gallagher on legislative
business, pursuant to the Assembly Rules, see Assembly Journal for January 8, 2024.)
COMMUNICATIONS

The following communications were presented by the Chief Clerk
and ordered printed in the Journal:

January 8, 2024
Sue Parker
Chief Clerk of the Assembly
State Capitol, Room 319
Sacramento, California
Dear Ms. Parker: Please be advised that I have appointed Assembly
Member Mike Gipson to replace Assembly Member Phil Ting on the
Public Safety Committee for the Tuesday, January 9 hearing only.
Sincerely,
ROBERT RIVAS
Speaker of the Assembly

January 9, 2024
Sue Parker
Chief Clerk of the Assembly
State Capitol, Room 319
Sacramento, California
Dear Ms. Parker: Please be advised that I have appointed Assembly
Member Devon Mathis to replace Assembly Member Kate Sanchez on
the Assembly Housing and Community Development Committee for
the Wednesday, January 10 hearing only.
Sincerely,
ROBERT RIVAS
Speaker of the Assembly

January 9, 2024
Sue Parker
Chief Clerk of the Assembly
State Capitol, Room 319
Sacramento, California
Dear Ms. Parker: Please be advised that I have appointed Assembly
Member Heath Flora to replace Assembly Member Megan Dahle on the
Assembly Education Committee for the Wednesday, January 10 hearing
only.
Sincerely,
ROBERT RIVAS
Speaker of the Assembly
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SPECIAL COMMITTEE MEETINGS
By unanimous consent, the following committee was permitted
to meet:

Appropriations, on Thursday, January 18, 2024, upon adjournment of
Floor Session, at 1021 O Street, Room 1100.

BILLS RETURNED TO THIRD READING FILE

In compliance with a motion given on a previous day pursuant to
Assembly Rule 78, the following bill was withdrawn from the inactive
file, and placed upon the third reading file:

Assembly Bill No. 1550, on request of Assembly Member Bennett.

REPORTS
The following letter of transmittal was presented by the Chief Clerk
and ordered printed in the Journal:

California State Auditor

2023-302
January 9, 2024

The Honorable Speaker of the Assembly
The Honorable Members of the Assembly
of the Legislature of California
State Capitol, Room 319
Sacramento, California

Members of the Assembly: This report concludes that over the past
decade, during which the California State Auditor’s Office (State
Auditor) has been responsible for regularly auditing the Judicial
Council of California (Judicial Council), the Judicial Council has made
substantial progress in improving its procurement and payment policies
and practices. However, opportunities still exist to strengthen certain
purchasing and reporting practices.

In 2011 the State enacted the California Judicial Branch Contract
Law (judicial contract law), which, subject to certain exceptions,
requires Judicial Branch entities to comply with the provisions of the
Public Contract Code that apply to the procurement of goods and
services for state agencies and departments. Subject to legislative
appropriation, the judicial contract law also requires the State Auditor to
conduct a biennial audit of the Judicial Council’s compliance with
the judicial contract law. We have now conducted six biennial audits of
the Judicial Council and issued 24 recommendations to improve its
procurement and payment policies and practices. The Judicial Council
has fully implemented each of those 24 recommendations from our past
audits, and among those recommendations were the following: the
Judicial Council should implement procedures and training for ensuring
that internal controls over payments and procurements are followed;
and it should include a final verification step in its procurement process
to ensure that managers with appropriate signature authority approve
procurements.

In the latter half of 2023, we conducted the statutorily required
biennial audit of the Judicial Council’s procurement policies,
performing a detailed review of 40 selected procurements and their
corresponding payments. We found that the Judicial Council is
generally in compliance with the judicial contract law, but we noted
some areas in which it can continue to improve its practices. We reached
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four specific conclusions relating to policies, procedures, and reporting
for procurements and payment processes.

Although the Judicial Council’s Contracting Manuals
Comply With Legal and Administrative Requirements, It Could
Strengthen Its Fraud Reporting Requirements

The judicial contract law requires the Judicial Council to adopt a
Judicial Branch Contracting Manual (contracting manual)
incorporating procurement and contracting policies and procedures that
all Judicial Branch entities must follow. The law also requires each
Judicial Branch entity, including the Judicial Council itself, to adopt a
local contracting manual (local manual) for procurement and
contracting for goods and services by that specific Judicial Branch
entity. These manuals must be consistent with the Public Contract Code
and contain provisions substantially similar to the State Administrative
Manual (SAM) and State Contracting Manual (SCM). The text box
describes the purpose and content of these two types of manuals. Our
prior audits of the Judicial Council dating back to 2017 concluded that
both the contracting manual and the Judicial Council’s local manual
appropriately complied with state requirements, and our review for this
audit found that those manuals continue to generally comply with
requirements in state law.

However, our review did find that the Judicial Council could improve
the contracting manual’s language regarding fraud reporting so that it
more closely aligns with the language in Section 20080 of SAM.
Specifically, SAM requires that state agencies report actual or suspected
fraud or errors, the latter of which, in this context, means an unusual
event causing impairment or inaccuracy in the procurement process or
related documentation. SAM also provides examples of potentially
fraudulent incidents, and it outlines mechanisms for reporting fraud.
Despite these requirements, we found that the language in the
contracting manual, which the Judicial Council said contemplates fraud
reporting, lacks specificity. For example, the contracting manual
requires that all personnel involved in the procurement process consult
with the Judicial Branch entity’s procurement and legal staff or the
Judicial Council’s Legal Services office when questions arise regarding
acceptable or unacceptable behavior when dealing with bidders or
vendors. However, it lacks several elements found in SAM, such as an
explicit requirement for reporting actual or suspected fraud and
examples of potentially fraudulent activities. Instead, the Judicial
Council has personnel policies that encourage both Judicial Council and
court employees to promptly raise concerns about improper
governmental activities—including fraud—to independent parties, such
as the Judicial Council’s internal audit services. The Judicial Council
provides staff with an annual reminder of these policies.

However, including language in its contracting manual that is
substantially similar to the fraud reporting requirements found in the
SAM will bring the Judicial Council into closer compliance with the
judicial contract law and ensure that all Judicial Branch entities—
including the Judicial Council and courts—receive adequate guidance
about how and to whom they should report fraud. In the case of the
Judicial Council, such positions include its principal manager of audit
services and its chief administrative officer. Judicial Council staff
acknowledged that it could improve the contracting manual’s
requirements on fraud reporting by bringing them into closer alignment
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with SAM’s requirements on fraud reporting. In acknowledging this
improvement, Judicial Council staff noted that the voting members of
the Judicial Council must formally approve any revisions to the
contracting manual. Because of the importance of establishing clear
guidance for reporting suspected or actual fraud, we believe it is critical
that Judicial Council staff develop proposed revisions to the contracting
manual as part of the process to update the contracting manual in 2024.
In doing so, Judicial Council staff should clarify the fraud reporting
requirements, and the Judicial Council’s voting members should
formally approve revisions aimed at strengthening its contracting
manual’s guidance.

The Judicial Council Has Not Consistently Adhered
to Certain Procurement Requirements

Although the Judicial Council has generally adhered to the
requirements set forth in the contracting manual, it has not always
followed solicitation requirements that would ensure that it awards
contracts for goods and services to appropriate bidders. The contracting
manual establishes several requirements that Judicial Branch entities,
including the Judicial Council, must follow to ensure that goods and
services are procured appropriately. These requirements include the
following:

e The establishment of positions responsible for the approval of
procurements. The Judicial Council’s local manual designates
approval authority for procurements to specific supervisor and
manager positions based on dollar thresholds.

e A separation of duties between the purchaser and the approving
supervisor or manager.

e The use of certain solicitation processes for competitively bid
procurements.

¢ Documented approval of certain non-competitively bid procurements
by authorized approvers.

The contracting manual also prohibits what is known as contract

splitting. In particular, the contracting manual states that a series of

related goods or services that would normally be combined and bid as
one job cannot be split into, for example, separate, smaller-value
contracts to avoid adhering to competitive solicitation requirements.

We found that these requirements, if followed, generally establish
strong controls over Judicial Council procurements. To evaluate
adherence to these controls, we reviewed a selection of procurements
that the Judicial Council made from July 2021 through June 2023 and
found that it complied with the contracting manual’s requirements for
36 of the 40 procurements we reviewed. We did not identify any
instances of contract splitting. However, for four of the procurements
we reviewed, we found that the Judicial Council did not follow all of the
contracting manual’s requirements.

For one of these four procurements, the Judicial Council did not
award an Information Technology (IT) service contract to a
California-certified small business because staff did not apply to the
vendor’s bid a small business preference that state law requires. Both
state law and the contracting manual require the Judicial Council, when
evaluating bids for IT services or goods, to apply a 5 percent small
business preference to the bids of qualifying vendors certified as small
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businesses by the Department of General Services. Had the staff
member responsible for evaluating the bids applied this small business
preference to the certified vendor during the evaluation process for this
IT service contract valued at nearly $500,000, the vendor would have
been awarded the contract. Instead, the Judicial Council improperly
awarded the contract to an international IT services company. When we
spoke with Judicial Council management about this procurement, they
acknowledged that the staff member should have applied the small
business preference to the bid and that the approving supervisor should
have discovered this error when approving the procurement.

Additionally, we found that the Judicial Council used an incorrect
solicitation process for three procurements for IT services, including the
procurement we described in the previous paragraph. The contracting
manual generally requires that competitively bid procurements for IT
goods and services be solicited through one of three solicitation
processes: a request for quote (RFQ), an invitation for bid (IFB), or a
request for proposal (RFP). As the text box shows, the contracting
manual requires that the Judicial Council choose the appropriate
solicitation process, which it determines by the value or complexity of
the procurement. Of the three procurements that the Judicial Council did
not solicit properly, one IT service contract valued at roughly $230,000
was solicited using an RFQ and two IT service contracts valued at about
$286,000 and nearly $500,000, respectively, were solicited using an
IFB. According to the contracting manual, a procurement for I'T services
valued at $100,000 or more must be solicited using an RFP, which
requires proof of bidder qualifications and a more detailed review of
submitted bids by an evaluation team. Although the Judicial Council
solicited for these procurements using competitive processes, because
the procurements were for IT services valued at more than $100,000, the
Judicial Council should have solicited them using an RFP. When the
Judicial Council does not follow the appropriate solicitation process for
a procurement, it misses the opportunity to use procurement controls
that better ensure the award of contracts to qualified, competent bidders.
Further, when procurements are not subject to the correct solicitation
process, the Judicial Council increases the likelihood of procuring
goods and services that do not provide the best possible value for the
State.

Finally, the Judicial Council executed a purchase order of
approximately $69,000 without proper authorization. Judicial Council
management acknowledged that the unauthorized purchase order was
an oversight and affirmed that the purchase order should have received
the signature of an authorized approver. Although the purchase
appeared reasonable, because the Judicial Council did not adhere to
procurement controls established by the contracting manual, it risked
purchasing a service that was not in the best interest of the State.

When we spoke with Judicial Council management about these four
procurements, they acknowledged that these procurements did not
adhere to the contracting manual’s requirements. For the three
procurements that did not undergo the appropriate solicitation
processes, Judicial Council management explained that the supervisor
responsible for reviewing and approving these procurements should
have discovered these errors when approving the procurements. Further,
Judicial Council management has developed a training action plan in
response to this audit’s findings that, if implemented as planned, would
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train staff involved in the procurement process about when appropriate
approval is required and when certain solicitation processes are needed.
Because it is important that competitively bid procurements adhere to
contracting requirements that help small businesses and allow the
Judicial Council to procure goods at the best value for the State, the
Judicial Council must ensure that staff receive the necessary training to
understand and adhere to these controls.

The Judicial Council Could Improve Its Financial Reporting
by Revising Its FI$Cal Processes

Although the procurement information that we reviewed in the
Judicial Council’s financial management system—the Financial
Information System for California (FI$Cal)—was complete, we found
that the Judicial Council did not always record contract dates accurately.
FI$Cal is an online system that state departments use to manage
accounting, procurement, budget, and cash management information.
One of the main purposes of implementing FI$Cal across multiple state
departments is to allow the public a transparent view of state finances
and the use of public funds. Therefore, it is important that the Judicial
Council enters accurate data into the system.

To evaluate the accuracy of the procurement information that the
Judicial Council recorded in FI$Cal, we reviewed the contracts of
29 procurements that it entered into the system from July 2021
through June 2023. These procurements were separate from the
40 procurements that we tested for adherence to procurement internal
controls. For these 29 procurements, we compared information on each
contract to their respective fields in FI$Cal. We found that the Judicial
Council accurately recorded in FI$Cal the vendor and total dollar
amount for all 29 procurements.

However, the Judicial Council did not always record in FI$Cal the
accurate start or end dates of contracts for these 29 procurements.
Specifically, we identified that the start dates for 22 of the
29 procurements did not reflect the date when the Judicial Council
executed the associated contract. Of these 22 procurements that we
identified as having inaccurate start dates, seven were off by 30 or more
days from the start date of the actual contract. According to the contracts
manager, there are two different reasons why the start dates were not
recorded accurately. He explained that when the Judicial Council
initiates a contract in FI$Cal, it creates a requisition to initiate the
contract process that includes the date on which the requisition was
created. To link the requisition to the contract in FI$Cal, the Judicial
Council sometimes has to create an earlier start date for the contract to
encompass the date on which the requisition was created. As such, the
start dates recorded for many contracts in FI$Cal are earlier than the
dates on which the Judicial Council executed the contracts. The
contracts manager further explained that sometimes FI$Cal generates
start dates for contracts that are later than the actual start date for the
contract, and staff may not revise the dates to reflect the dates on which
the Judicial Council executed the contracts. When the Judicial Council
does not record start dates accurately in FI$Cal, it risks providing the
public with an incomplete accounting of the number of contracts that it
entered into during a particular fiscal year.
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We also identified that the end dates in FI$Cal for 10 of the
29 procurements did not reflect the date on which the associated
contract actually expired. Of these 10 procurements that we identified as
having inaccurate end dates, at least eight were off by 30 or more days
from the end date of the actual contract. However, when Judicial
Council management explained the reasons for why these inaccuracies
occurred, we found that their explanations were generally reasonable
and that it may not have been possible to accurately record the end dates
in question at the time. According to Judicial Council management,
FI$Cal requires the Judicial Council to assign an end date to all
contracts in the system. As a result, management explained that, in some
instances, staff had to input an estimated date of when the contract might
expire. In other instances, the Judicial Council indicated that it had to
extend the end date in FI$Cal for a short-term contract to allow the
system enough time to process the contract before its end date in the
system. As such, the end dates for some contracts in FI$Cal are later
than their actual date of expiration. Although the reasons for why these
end dates are inaccurate appear reasonable, it is good practice to record
all information into FI$Cal accurately. Therefore, it is important that the
Judicial Council record accurate end dates into the system when
possible.

The Judicial Council acknowledged that these dates were inaccurate
and informed us in November 2023 that it recently discovered that it
could record dates in FI$Cal accurately, explaining that it has revised its
processes for doing so. Further, the Judicial Council stated that it can
manually revise the inaccurate dates that currently exist in FI$Cal to
reflect the actual dates on the contracts. When we asked Judicial
Council management how they are now able to accurately record the
dates, they stated that they believe recent changes to FI$Cal
functionality allow them to do so. Given that the Judicial Council is now
able to record accurate contract dates and manually revise inaccurate
dates in FI$Cal, the Judicial Council should take the actions needed to
ensure its contract information in FI$Cal is accurate.

The Judicial Council Follows Its Processes
for Ensuring That It Makes Appropriate Payments

The Judicial Council has established appropriate procedures to
govern how it processes payments, and it follows those procedures
when paying vendors. Our review found that the Judicial Council has
established appropriate controls for payments to ensure that, among
other things, it is paying for goods and services it contracted for and
received in satisfactory condition. For example, the Judicial Council
specifies that vendors’ invoices should include detailed descriptions of
the goods or services they provided and that staff should verify before
authorizing payment that the Judicial Council received satisfactory
goods or services. The Judicial Council also relies on requirements
established in FI$Cal that help ensure that it properly authorizes
purchases and payments and that an appropriate separation of duties
exists to mitigate the risk of errors or fraudulent payments. For example,
the Judicial Council requires certain staff to review and approve in
FI$Cal receipt of goods and services when the Judicial Council receives
them. The Judicial Council also authorizes separate staff members to
process and approve payment for those goods and services and to verify
that the payment and processing approvals are similarly recorded in
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FI$Cal. The controls established in FI$Cal appropriately enforce this
segregation: the system does not allow staff authorized to approve the
requisition for a good or service to also approve payment for that good
or service. We evaluated the Judicial Council’s adherence to these
controls by reviewing 40 payments made from July 2021 through June
2023, and we found that the Judicial Council followed its procedures
outlined in the contracting manual governing payments and that it made
those payments appropriately.

Recommendations
To ensure that it can appropriately detect and report potential
instances of fraud in its contracting practices, the Judicial Council

should do the following when it updates its contracting manual in 2024:

¢ Include language that is substantially similar to the fraud-reporting
language in section 20080 of SAM that pertains to contracting and
procurement.

e Require Judicial Council staff to report suspected instances of fraud to
independent parties within the Judicial Council, such as the principal
manager of audit services or chief administrative officer.

By June 2024, the Judicial Council should ensure that procurement staff

receive the revised training it develops to clarify the following:

* The circumstances under which staff must apply the certified small
business preference when evaluating bids.

e The correct type of solicitation process to use when procuring IT
goods and services.

By March 2024, the Judicial Council should do the following:

* Formalize the processes by which contract dates are recorded in
FI$Cal to ensure that the dates for any contracts it enters into in the
future are accurate.

e Include in its procedures and training the steps required to record
accurate dates when the Judicial Council executes a contract.

By January 2025, the Judicial Council should correct in its FI$Cal data

the inaccurate contract dates for procurements dating back to July 1,

2021.

Respectfully submitted,
MIKE TILDEN, CPA
Chief Deputy State Auditor
Above report referred to the Committee on Judiciary.
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INTRODUCTION AND FIRST READING OF
ASSEMBLY BILLS
The following bills were introduced and read the first time:

ASSEMBLY BILL NO. 1807—Cervantes. An act to amend Section 19380 of the
Elections Code, relating to elections.

ASSEMBLY BILL NO. 1808—Stephanie Nguyen and Davies. An act to amend
Section 10271 of the Welfare and Institutions Code, relating to childcare.

ASSEMBLY BILL NO. 1809—Rodriguez (Coauthors: Stephanie Nguyen,
Ramos, and Villapudua) (Coauthors: Senators Alvarado-Gil, Dodd, and Hurtado).
An act to amend Section 1170.02 of the Penal Code, relating to sentencing.

ASSEMBLY BILL NO. 1810—Bryan and Bonta (Coauthor: McKinnor). An act
to amend Sections 3409 and 4023.5 of the Penal Code, and Sections 221 and 1753.7 of
the Welfare and Institutions Code, relating to incarcerated persons.

ASSEMBLY BILL NO. 1811—Alvarez. An act to amend Section 203 of the Code
of Civil Procedure, relating to jury duty.

The following resolutions were offered:

ASSEMBLY CONCURRENT RESOLUTION NO. 121—Gallagher (Coauthor:
Senator Niello). Relative to the National Purple Heart Trail.

HOUSE RESOLUTION NO. 61—Sanchez. Relative to Assembly Rule 49.

HOUSE RESOLUTION NO. 62—Quirk-Silva (Principal coauthors: Mike
Fong, Kalra, Lee, Low, Muratsuchi, Stephanie Nguyen, and Ting). Relative to
Korean American Day.

REPORTS OF STANDING COMMITTEES
Committee on Transportation
Date of Hearing: January 8, 2024
Mr. Speaker: Your Committee on Transportation reports:
Assembly Bill No. 627

With the recommendation: Amend, and do pass as amended, and be re-referred to the
Committee on Appropriations.

WILSON, Chair
Above bill ordered to second reading.

Date of Hearing: January 8, 2024
Mr. Speaker: Your Committee on Transportation reports:
Assembly Bill No. 637

With the recommendation: Do pass, and be re-referred to the Committee on
Appropriations.

WILSON, Chair
Above bill re-referred to the Committee on Appropriations.

Date of Hearing: January 8, 2024
Mr. Speaker: Your Committee on Transportation reports:

Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 59
Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 74

With the recommendation: Be adopted.

Pursuant to the provisions of Joint Rules Nos. 22.1, 22.2, and 22.3, the committee
recommends that the above resolutions be placed on the Consent Calendar.

WILSON, Chair
Above resolutions ordered to Consent Calendar.
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Date of Hearing: January 8, 2024
Mr. Speaker: Your Committee on Transportation reports the following bill pursuant to
the provisions of Joint Rule 62(a):
Assembly Bill No. 501
WILSON, Chair

Above bill ordered filed with the Chief Clerk.

Committee on Natural Resources
Date of Hearing: January 8, 2024

Mr. Speaker: Your Committee on Natural Resources reports the following bill
pursuant to the provisions of Joint Rule 62(a):

Assembly Bill No. 397
BRYAN, Chair

Above bill ordered filed with the Chief Clerk.

Committee on Business and Professions
Date of Hearing: January 9, 2024
Mr. Speaker: Your Committee on Business and Professions reports:
Assembly Bill No. 1570

With the recommendation: Do pass, and be re-referred to the Committee on
Appropriations.

BERMAN, Chair
Above bill re-referred to the Committee on Appropriations.

Committee on Public Employment and Retirement
Date of Hearing: January 9, 2024
Mr. Speaker: Your Committee on Public Employment and Retirement reports:
Assembly Bill No. 1693
With the recommendation: Do pass, and be re-referred to the Committee on
Appropriations.
McKINNOR, Chair

Above bill re-referred to the Committee on Appropriations.

Committee on Human Services
Date of Hearing: January 9, 2024
Mr. Speaker: Your Committee on Human Services reports:
Assembly Bill No. 772
With the recommendation: Do pass.
LEE, Chair

Above bill ordered to second reading.

Date of Hearing: January 9, 2024
Mr. Speaker: Your Committee on Human Services reports:
Assembly Bill No. 1274

With the recommendation: Do pass, and be re-referred to the Committee on
Appropriations with the recommendation: To Consent Calendar.

LEE, Chair
Above bill re-referred to the Committee on Appropriations.
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Committee on Public Safety
Date of Hearing: January 9, 2024
Mr. Speaker: Your Committee on Public Safety reports:
Assembly Bill No. 1725

With the recommendation: Do pass, and be re-referred to the Committee on
Appropriations with the recommendation: To Consent Calendar.

McCARTY, Chair
Above bill re-referred to the Committee on Appropriations.

Date of Hearing: January 9, 2024
Mr. Speaker: Your Committee on Public Safety reports:

Assembly Bill No. 667 Assembly Bill No. 1039
Assembly Bill No. 797 Assembly Bill No. 1047
With the recommendation: Do pass, and be re-referred to the Committee on
Appropriations.
McCARTY, Chair

Above bills re-referred to the Committee on Appropriations.

Date of Hearing: January 9, 2024
Mr. Speaker: Your Committee on Public Safety reports:

Assembly Bill No. 977
Assembly Bill No. 1260

With the recommendation: Amend, and do pass as amended, and be re-referred to the
Committee on Appropriations.

McCARTY, Chair
Above bills ordered to second reading.

Committee on Privacy and Consumer Protection
Date of Hearing: January 9, 2024
Mr. Speaker: Your Committee on Privacy and Consumer Protection reports:
Assembly Bill No. 375
With the recommendation: Do pass.

Pursuant to the provisions of Joint Rules Nos. 22.1, 22.2, and 22.3, the committee
recommends that the above bill be placed on the Consent Calendar.

BAUER-KAHAN, Chair
Above bill ordered to second reading.

Committee on Health
Date of Hearing: January 9, 2024
Mr. Speaker: Your Committee on Health reports:
Assembly Bill No. 82
With the recommendation: Do pass, and be re-referred to the Committee on Judiciary.
BONTA, Chair
Above bill re-referred to the Committee on Judiciary.

Date of Hearing: January 9, 2024
Mr. Speaker: Your Committee on Health reports:

Assembly Bill No. 941
Assembly Bill No. 1316

With the recommendation: Do pass, and be re-referred to the Committee on
Appropriations.
BONTA, Chair
Above bills re-referred to the Committee on Appropriations.
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Committee on Higher Education
Date of Hearing: January 9, 2024
Mr. Speaker: Your Committee on Higher Education reports:

Assembly Bill No. 810
Assembly Bill No. 1142
Assembly Bill No. 1575

With the recommendation: Do pass, and be re-referred to the Committee on
Appropriations.
MIKE FONG, Chair

Above bills re-referred to the Committee on Appropriations.

Date of Hearing: January 9, 2024
Mr. Speaker: Your Committee on Higher Education reports:
Assembly Bill No. 359
With the recommendation: Do pass, and be re-referred to the Committee on Education.
MIKE FONG, Chair

Above bill re-referred to the Committee on Education.

Date of Hearing: January 9, 2024
Mr. Speaker: Your Committee on Higher Education reports:
Assembly Bill No. 1160

With the recommendation: Amend, and do pass as amended, and be re-referred to the
Committee on Appropriations.

MIKE FONG, Chair
Above bill ordered to second reading.
ADJOURNMENT

At 3 p.m., the Assembly adjourned until 7 a.m., Wednesday,
January 10, 2024.

ROBERT RIVAS, Speaker
RUSSELL C. TOMAS, Minute Clerk



