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CalChamber Remains 
Opposed to AB 1776 
Despite Changes

The California 
Chamber of 
Commerce 
continues to 
oppose AB 1776 
(Aguiar-Curry; 
D-Winters), 
which would 
drastically 
reshape Califor-

nia antitrust law, despite changes made to 
the bill before last week’s Senate Appro-
priations Committee vote.

Lawmakers removed the bill’s 
“private right of action” (PRA) provi-
sion, which would have opened the door 
to frivolous lawsuits and devastating 
economic consequences for the state.

CalChamber commends that deci-
sion, which came as a welcome surprise 
after the bill’s author repeatedly refused 
to remove the PRA provision. However, 
concerns with the legislation beyond the 
PRA remain.

First, the bill still would severely 
narrow how alleged violations are 
measured by requiring anti-competi-
tive and pro-competitive evidence to be 
measured only “within the same relevant 
market.” That approach ignores real-
world instances where the conduct of 
a business in one market may generate 
significant benefits for consumers in a 
related or adjacent market.

Second, the bill says a single company 
only needs to have “substantial market 

Affordability Agenda Recap 
Following Key Fiscal Hurdle
Cost Cutter Advances, Cost Driver Stopped

The Califor-
nia Senate 
and Assem-
bly Appro-
priations 
committees 
took final 

action last week on hundreds of bills as 
part of the Legislature’s biannual clearing 
of the suspense file, a key fiscal hurdle 
for proposals designated as having a 
significant impact on state spending.

Among the bills considered were 
several identified as Cost Cutters or 
Cost Drivers on CalChamber’s 2026 
Affordability Agenda, which tracks legis-
lation that could increase or reduce costs 
for consumers, employers, and the state’s 
economy.

Cost Cutter Moves Forward
One CalChamber priority that 

advanced out of the Senate Appropria-
tions Committee on August 13 was AB 
2124 (Pacheco; D-Downey).

The Cost Cutter bill would address 
factors contributing to rising electricity 
costs by requiring a third-party review of 
any proposed legislation that would have 
a financial impact on utility ratepayers. It 
would help promote greater transparency 
and accountability while still allowing 
lawmakers to advance the state’s climate 
change goals.  

Mixed Results for Cost Drivers
This legislative session, CalChamber 

identified 31 bills as Cost Drivers due 
to the fact they would increase costs for 
businesses and consumers in California. 
Only six of those bills remained active 
and reached the suspense file hearing last 

week. While significant work remains on 
several priority bills, the fact that most 
Cost Driver bills are no longer advanc-
ing reflects the impact of months of advo-
cacy and growing recognition among 
lawmakers of the state’s ongoing afford-
ability crisis.

One Cost Driver bill failed to advance 
last week thanks in part to CalCham-
ber opposition. SB 1075 (Reyes; D-San 
Bernardino) would have created addi-
tional permitting barriers for job-creating 
projects in diverse communities. The bill 
would have replaced clear, predictable 
standards with project-by-project uncer-
tainty, while also creating a new litigation 
risk in the permitting process. The bill 
was held in committee and will not move 
forward this year. 

Another CalChamber-opposed bill, 
AB 1776 (Aguiar-Curry; D-Winters), 
did manage to advance out of committee. 
The Cost Driver would significantly over-
haul California’s antitrust law. Lawmakers 
removed the bill’s private right of action 
provision before the vote, but CalCham-
ber remains opposed to the bill. AB 1776 
upends decades of well-tested practices, 
includes an untested standard for when a 
single company might violate the law, and 
remains fundamentally flawed. 

Legislation regulating the use of arti-
ficial intelligence tools in healthcare also 
advanced despite CalChamber opposi-
tion. AB 2575 (Ortega; D-San Lean-
dro) moved forward with amendments 
adopted ahead of last week’s vote, though 
CalChamber continues to have concerns 
regarding its impact on existing AI tools 
and liability provisions that would place 
significant burdens on healthcare entities 
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Employers with 25 or more employ-
ees working at the same location must 
allow covered employees to take time off 
to participate in certain school or child-
care activities (California Labor Code 
Section 230.8).

Covered Employees
Employees who are the “parents” of 

children attending a licensed childcare 
facility or kindergarten through grade 
12 are eligible for this protected leave. 
“Parents” include parents, guardians, step-
parents, foster parents, grandparents or 
persons standing in loco parentis to a child.

Covered Activities 
Covered employees can take unpaid 

leave to:
• Find, enroll or re-enroll a child 

in school or with a licensed childcare 
provider;

• Participate in activities of the school 
or licensed childcare provider;

• Address a childcare provider or 
school emergency, meaning that:

- A child is unable to remain at school 
or in childcare due to discipline or 
behavioral problems;

- The school or provider requests the 
child to be picked up;

- Closure or unexpected unavailability 
of the school or childcare provider 
(excluding planned holidays); or

- A natural disaster such as a flood, 
fire or earthquake.

The law doesn’t include a definition 
of “activities.” Some examples of school 
or childcare activities may include parent/
teacher conferences, award ceremonies, 
school performances and field trips. 

Time Limits and Notice
An employee is limited to 8 hours 

per month and 40 hours per year for 
leave to participate in school or child-
care activities or for enrollment issues. 
An employee must give an employer 
“reasonable notice” prior to a planned 
absence.

The 8-hour per month time limit does 
not apply to an employee’s time off to 
address a school or childcare emergency. 
In an emergency, the employee need only 
give notice to the employer as reasonable 
notice may not be possible.

Here, the grandfather asking for time 
off is a covered employee under the law. 
The employee is also requesting time 
off for a covered activity — to enroll 
his grandson in school. In addition, the 

CalChamber-Sponsored Seminars/Trade Shows
More information at www.calchamber.com.
Human Resources
Conducting California Workplace Inves-

tigations. CalChamber. August 27, 
Virtual Seminar. (800) 331-8877.

HR Boot Camp. CalChamber. Septem-
ber 10–11, Virtual Seminar. (800) 
331-8877.

California Pregnancy Disability and 
Child Bonding Leaves. CalCham-
ber. September 17, Webinar. (800) 
331-8877.

Wage & Hour 101: Exempt Employees. 
CalChamber. Webinar recording. (800) 
331-8877.

Wage & Hour 101: Nonexempt/Hourly 
Employees. CalChamber. Webinar 
recording. (800) 331-8877.

Workplace Violence Prevention. 
CalChamber. Webinar recording. (800) 
331-8877.

Navigating Paid Sick Leave and Time 

Off Requirements in California. 
CalChamber. Webinar recording. (800) 
331-8877.

California Employers’ Guide to AI Deci-
sion Making. CalChamber. Webinar 
recording. (800) 331-8877.

International Trade
California Export Finance Seminar 

Series. Export-Import Bank of the 
United States (EXIM), U.S. Small 
Business Administration (SBA), U.S. 
Commercial Service. September 1, 
Sacramento; September 2, Oakland.

Aquatech: California Pavilion. 
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One of our employees has requested time 
off in two weeks to enroll his grandson in 
school. Is this employee eligible for any 
type of leave?

With summer ending and a new 
school year beginning, it is a good time 
to review the requirements for school and 
childcare activity leave.

See CalChamber-Sponsored: Page 5

See School and Childcare: Page 5

Next Alert: September 18
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The Three Lies Prop 45 Opponents 
Keep Telling and Telling

When our 
coalition 
drafted Prop-
osition 45, a 
commonsense 
plan to 
modernize 
California’s 
approval 
process for 
building 
essential proj-
ects, we knew 

it would be a tough campaign.
The special interest groups that, for 

decades, have used an outdated process to 
deny prosperity to a generation of Cali-
fornians were always going to fight to 
protect the status quo.

But few could have imagined the 
depths of deceit embraced by these 
groups in their cynical campaign to 
confuse and frighten voters about how 
Prop 45 works — ignoring the conse-
quences if we do nothing to help build a 
more affordable California.

Enough is enough. As the famous 
saying goes: You’re entitled to your own 
opinion, but not your own facts.

Lie #1: Prop 45 will hurt 
California’s environment

The opponents have been shame-
lessly dishonest in stoking fears over the 
ballot measure’s impact on California’s 
natural resources and the health of our 
communities. They want to distract voters 
from the fact that Prop 45 is a change in 
government process, not environmental 
protection.

Prop 45 doesn’t change a single 
law pertaining to air and water quality, 
species protection, or the environment.

Their smear campaign shamelessly 
talks about “pollution” as though Prop 
45 is about factories or industrial-level 
manufacturing.

They don’t want you to know it’s 
actually about housing. And clean energy, 
clean drinking water, improved public 
safety facilities and hospitals, wildfire 
prevention, schools, and transportation.

Prop 45 will cut through the bureau-

cratic red tape that’s bogged down these 
essential projects for decades, driving up 
California’s cost of living.

Lie #2: Prop 45 will be used to 
fast track the construction of 
data centers

The protectors of the unaffordable 
status quo are preying on voter concerns 
about data centers and what those facili-
ties might mean to a community.

If this is as serious as Prop 45 oppo-
nents claim, why didn’t they point it out 
in their official ballot arguments?

Here’s why: They knew a California 
court would call them on their deception 
and order removal of the accusation from 
the statewide voter guide.

Now they have chosen to spread the 
accusation online and at public events 
by distorting an unrelated provision in 
Prop 45 — one that will help expedite 
vital broadband service to underserved 
communities.

Prop 45 uses the definition in existing 
law — written in 2018 — of “broadband 
internet access service” to determine 
eligibility for a streamlined review 
process. There isn’t a single word in the 
statute, nor its legislative findings, that 
says anything about data centers.

Even a former government regulator 
is now calling them out, detailing how 
there’s not a shred of legal support to 
back up their fallacy.

Data centers aren’t covered by Prop 
45. The accusation is a smokescreen, a 
clear sign that opponents can’t win on the 
facts.

Lie #3: Prop 45 will ‘silence 
community voices’ in project 
review

Prop 45 doesn’t dictate what projects 
get built or change who makes those 

decisions. It simply ensures decisions get 
made within a reasonable amount of time.

After all, deadlines are how we get 
things accomplished in life.

For generations, the absence of 
deadlines has led to indefinite delay for 
essential projects — the kind of chaos on 
which Prop 45 opponents thrive. They 
exploit the process, delays that can last 
for years and that have nothing to do with 
environmental protection. Delay raises 
costs. And in some cases, it results in the 
project’s withdrawal.

But these defenders of the indefensi-
ble won’t tell you that.

Their twisted logic wants you to 
believe that clear, consistent deadlines 
will somehow deny community members 
a voice.

That claim would be laughable if it 
wasn’t so reckless, a cynical attempt to 
suggest that Prop 45 puts a fundamental 
part of our democracy at risk.

The real story is how the opponents 
are part of a multimillion-dollar shadow 
industry, one that exploits legal loopholes 
to file frivolous lawsuits and demand 
costly concessions.

Prop 45 will create fair and predict-
able deadlines, striking a powerful blow 
against a system that for decades has 
profited on manipulating the rules. We 
wrote Prop 45 because we believe a 
project deserves an up or down vote in a 
reasonable amount of time.

Prop 45 preserves public input and 
local control. Communities will still have 
a voice. Local and state agencies will still 
make the decisions.

Opponents are focused on imaginary 
consequences because they can’t defend 
the track record of the status quo: higher 
costs for housing and electricity, crum-
bling infrastructure, and a California that 
struggles to build what it needs.

They know if affordability wins, they 
lose.

Don’t let them fool you.

Jennifer Barrera is president and chief exec-
utive officer of the California Chamber of 
Commerce.

Jennifer Barrera 

Commentary 
By Jennifer Barrera
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CalChamber Helping Shape Workplace Violence Prevention Rule
As state regu-
lators work 
on drafting 
a workplace 
violence 
prevention 
standard, 

the California Chamber of Commerce 
remains a leading voice for making the 
rule clear and workable for employers of 
all sizes.

Legislation signed in 2023, SB 553 
(Cortese; D-San Jose), requires the Divi-
sion of Occupational Safety and Health 
(Cal/OSHA) to develop the standard. The 
regulation will implement changes SB 
553 made by adding Section 6401.9 to 
the Labor Code.

Throughout the development of SB 
553, CalChamber led coalition efforts 
to ensure the workplace safety obliga-
tions created by the bill would be feasi-
ble for both small businesses and large 
employers.

The latest draft standard, released 
on July 22, 2026, includes adjustments 
welcomed by CalChamber and new 
causes for concern.

Ongoing Concerns
Among concerns CalChamber raised 

in comments on four previous drafts of 
the standard are the following:

• The standard should be clear and 
feasible for the businesses it covers, 
including small businesses.

• “Staffing levels” should not be part 
of the proposed rule.

• Trauma counseling obligations must 
be clarified.

• Interactive training obligations 
should be feasible for covered businesses, 
including small businesses.

New Concerns
• New language in the July 22 draft 

regulation adds ambiguity to employ-
ers’ obligations and is unnecessary. 
The CalChamber-led coalition said in 
its August 17 letter to Cal/OSHA that 
the language appears to create a right of 
appeal for employees who believe their 
report of a workplace violence incident 
or hazard was not “adequately addressed” 
by a direct supervisor.

The letter pointed out that the 
employer already is required to have an 
effective procedure to communicate with 
employees, including an effective method 
for employees to report concerns without 
fear of reprisal, and an effective method 
of reviewing and responding to such 
concerns.

Before the language added in the 
July 22 revised draft, it was clear that a 
Cal/OSHA inspector would ensure the 
employer had in place effective proce-
dures to receive, review, and address 
concerns about workplace violence 
hazards. The employees’ role was to 
report the concerns, the letter noted.

The CalChamber coalition asked that 
the new language be removed.

• Interactive training: response time 
for questions. The CalChamber coali-
tion asked that the response time for the 
required interactive training (one busi-
ness day in the July 22 draft) be adjusted 
to be similar to other labor law train-
ings. For example, the letter said, sexual 
harassment prevention training requires 
responses “within a reasonable period of 
time after the employee asks the question, 
but no more than two business days after 
the question is asked.”

• Recordkeeping: security. Language 

in the July 22 draft rule seems to implic-
itly entitle any employee to request docu-
ments about revisions to an employer’s 
workplace safety practices, even the 
broader audience may endanger more 
workers. For example, the coalition 
said, an employer’s plan in response to 
an on-site shooter may be to add secu-
rity cameras and a silent alarm triggered 
by these new cameras. “Informing all 
employees that this is how a risk will be 
identified by management may enable 
a prospective shooter to avoid this very 
system,” the coalition said. The coalition 
suggested that either the language of the 
draft regulation be edited or that Cal/
OSHA convene an advisory committee to 
draft a “workable, safety-based exemp-
tion” to the employer’s obligation to 
produce all workplace safety documents.

• Recordkeeping: privacy. The July 
22 draft language enables any employee 
to request information about others’ 
complaints and the responses to them. 
Even if an employee’s name is redacted, 
the coalition warned, the contents of the 
report may put the complaining employee 
at risk. As with the safety concerns, the 
coalition suggested edits to the language 
of the draft regulation or that Cal/OSHA 
oversee a detailed advisory committee 
discussion on the privacy concerns raised 
by employers.

What’s Next
SB 553 requires the Cal/OSHA 

Standards Board to adopt a workplace 
violence prevention standard by the end 
of 2026. The agency began considering 
some form of a standard years before the 
Legislature passed SB 553.
Staff Contact: Robert Moutrie

and developers of AI-enabled tools. 
Several labor and employment 

measures identified as Cost Drivers also 
advanced last week.

• AB 2646 (Krell; D-Sacramento), 
which would drive up agricultural labor 
costs and threaten the H-2A program by 
imposing a new minimum wage mandate, 
passed the Senate Appropriations 
Committee. 

• SB 947 (McNerney; D-Pleasan-
ton) would restrict the use of automated 
decision systems by imposing impractical 
requirements on businesses of all sizes 
and SB 951 (Reyes; D-San Bernardino) 
would create broad AI layoff mandates 
with enforcement provisions that create 
new avenues for legal liability. Both 
Senate bills passed the Assembly Appro-
priations Committee. CalChamber has 
raised concerns the measures could 

increase costs and compliance burdens 
for employers.

The Path Forward
Bills that cleared the appropriations 

committees now move to the floors of 
their respective houses for consideration. 
State lawmakers have until August 31 to 
act on legislation, after which Governor 
Newsom has until September 30 to take 
final action.

From Page 1

Cost Cutter Advances, Cost Driver Stopped at Key Fiscal Hurdle
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HR Compliance Assessment

Governor’s Office of Business and 
Economic Development (GO-Biz) 
with U.S. Commercial Service. 
September 1–3, Mexico City, Mexico. 
See flyer. diana.dominguez@gobiz.
ca.gov.

Semicon Taiwan: California Pavilion. 
GO-Biz. September 1–4, Taipei, 
Taiwan. Up to 8 California small busi-
nesses in semiconductor supply chain 
invited to apply. See flyer. henan.li@
gobiz.ca.gov.

2026 U.S. Business Day – Sourcing 

Meetings. Bureau of Foreign Trade 
(BOFT), Ministry of Economic 
Affairs; Taiwan External Trade Devel-
opment Council (TAITRA); Depart-
ment of Investment Services (DOIS), 
Ministry of Economic Affairs. October 
13, Taipei, Taiwan. More information.

CalChamber-Sponsored Seminars/Trade Shows
From Page 2

School and Childcare Activity Leave: Quick Review of Requirements
From Page 2
employee has given reasonable notice of 
two weeks for the time off. In this case, 
if the employer has 25 or more employ-
ees at the worksite and the employee is 
under the monthly and annual time limits, 
the employee may be eligible to take 
protected leave.

Additional Guidelines 
The following additional guidelines 

apply to school or childcare activity 
leave:

• Leave is unpaid, but employers may 
require that employees use any accrued 

vacation, paid time off (PTO) or other 
paid time off that is available.

• Employers can require employees to 
provide documentation from the school 
to confirm the employee’s participation 
in child-related activities. Acceptable 
documentation includes any written veri-
fication of participation that the school or 
licensed childcare provider deems appro-
priate and reasonable.

• If both parents work at the same 
location, leave can be limited to the first 
parent requesting time off.

• Employers cannot terminate or 
in any way discriminate against an 

employee for taking school and childcare 
activity leave.

CalChamber members can use the 
School and Child Care Activities Leave 
Checklist to help create a school and 
childcare activities leave policy that 
complies with California law.

Column based on questions asked by callers on 
the Labor Law Helpline, a service to California 
Chamber of Commerce preferred members and 
above. For expert explanations of labor laws 
and Cal/OSHA regulations, not legal counsel 
for specific situations, call (800) 348-2262 or 
submit your question at www.hrcalifornia.com.

power” to possibly be in violation of the 
law. Legal experts believe this provision 
would likely set an even lower threshold 
than that in place under current federal 
antitrust law.

Lastly, the bill’s author and sponsors 
have never cited specific, real-world 
examples of the behavior they are trying 
to change — a concern CalChamber 
has expressed since the legislation was 
introduced.

For these reasons, CalChamber 
remains opposed to AB 1776 and contin-
ues to urge lawmakers to reject the 
proposal.

From Page 1

CalChamber Remains Opposed to AB 1776 Despite Changes

http://www.calchamberalert.com
https://export.business.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/2026-AquaTech-Flyer.pdf
mailto:diana.dominguez@gobiz.ca.gov
mailto:diana.dominguez@gobiz.ca.gov
https://export.business.ca.gov/wp-content/uploads/2026-Semicon-Taiwan-Flyerupdated.pdf
mailto:henan.li@gobiz.ca.gov
mailto:henan.li@gobiz.ca.gov
https://docs.google.com/forms/d/e/1FAIpQLScvHkWLEhu2T58YCrkjw1z8mHiz0rSk0gPjYrS_xz-zNoIRVQ/viewform?pli=1
https://hrcalifornia.calchamber.com/forms-tools/forms/school-activities-leave-checklist?utm_source=hs_email&utm_medium=email&utm_campaign=HRCalifornia%2BExtra&utm_content=419845610
https://hrcalifornia.calchamber.com/forms-tools/forms/school-activities-leave-checklist?utm_source=hs_email&utm_medium=email&utm_campaign=HRCalifornia%2BExtra&utm_content=419845610
https://hrcalifornia.calchamber.com/
https://info.calchamber.com/hr-compliance-assessment-info-form?&utm_source=hubspot&utm_medium=email&utm_campaign=alert
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