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COUNTY CLERK LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEE MEETING

Meeting Date: 
 
   Tuesday, February 23rd, 2016
Time:

  
   10:00 AM
Location:    
   
   Conference Call
MINUTES

2016 County Clerk Legislative Committee Members

	Danielle Rifilato / Joe Holland, Santa Barbara
	P
	Jenny Stasik, San Bernardino
	P

	Elizabeth Gutierrez / Laura Wilson, Contra Costa
	P
	Tauna Mallis/Michele Martinez-Barrera/Victoria Rodriguez/Bruce Cristall/Lisa Anderson, Riverside
	P

	Teresa Williamson, San Joaquin
	P
	Kenton Owyang, San Francisco
	P

	Kammi Foote, Inyo
	P
	Wardell House, Santa Clara
	P

	Portia Sanders/Monique Blakely/Jaime Pailma, Los Angeles
	P
	David Valenzuela/Sheila Harmon, Ventura
	P

	Chuck Storey, Imperial 
	P
	Deva Proto / Carrie Anderson, Sonoma
	X

	Olga Lobato / Florence Shimano, Marin
	P
	Donna Allred/Marv Hackett, Sacramento
	P

	Kathy Lackey, Butte 
	X
	Val Wood / Jennifer Pechan / Linda Kesian, San Diego
	P


(P– Present; T– Teleconference; X– Not in attendance)

1. Call to order   Meeting started at 10:02 AM.  Also in attendance: Joanna Francescut, Shasta; John Tuteur, Napa; Margarita Williams, Santa Cruz; April Westbrook, Lake; Julie Poochigian, Tulare; Joanna Francescut, Shasta; 
2. Approval of minutes (January 28, 2016) Motion to approve, Teresa Williamson, San Joaquin; Second Kammi Foote, Inyo; passed unanimously. 
3. Legislative Advocate Update
The lobbyist interest groups and capitol staff in anticipation of the deadline for a bill’s introduction.  February 19th is the last day for any bills and any committee bills.  They can extend their timeline with spot bills to use as placeholders for future amendments. This gives members and their staff 30 extra days to fine tune their language before giving a formal introduction.  Once 30 days has passed from the date of introduction, all measures will be eligible for action and committee hearing reviews.  It is critical to unveil items that require action before the first hearing to alert members of possible concerns.  Missing the first policy committee hearing causes problems later in the process.  Deadline for the policy committee hearing is April 22nd. 
Later in the year, each measure that is moving will be analyzed by both a Democrat and Republican party member with a comprehensive background on the intent and impact of the bill.  Prior to that process, we are on our own to assess the impact of the workings in progress.

4. Marriage Requirement for Service Members to be in an Area of Conflict or War
One item rejected was the amendment which requires a member of the Armed Force to be stationed in an area of conflict or war to be married by a proxy.  The issue is, they do not want to remove the part of “serving in an area of conflict or war”.
· One example of this being an issue happened in Contra Costa.  He filled out the form, and Contra Costa cannot verify if he is in an area of conflict or war.  The Commander needed to have signed off on it, saying the serviceman was in an area of conflict or war.  They were married with the Power of Attorney, and the State rejected it saying he was not in an area of conflict or war.  

· One person stated it doesn’t have to be the Commander, and they only need two officers to sign the form to verify they are in an area of conflict or war.

· The State wants the County to call the State to verify if the person is in an area of conflict or war.

· The issue is service members are in areas preparing to go into an area of conflict or war, and they would like to get married before doing so.

We need to come up with a solution that would be acceptable language on the form.  This originally was a requirement because of 9/11.  Currently, people don’t understand why the service member can’t come home to get married.
The service members sign under penalty of perjury, so Counties are unsure why they would sign if they weren’t in an area of conflict or war.  An idea is to remove the location on the form, some people cannot disclose their location.  Victoria will contact the State to understand the reasons why the State is actively monitoring the locations of the service members.
5. Notaries on Confidential Marriage License

The law states that the notary program is mandatory.  Counties want to limit how many notaries are appropriate to have in their program.  LA County was sued back in 1999-2000, and the 2001 judgment said as long as LA has 100 or less on our waiting list, they had to do a notary class for new notaries every quarter.  At the time, LA had over 200.  This was before the fee was raised to $300 and had to have a class before entry into the class or removal.

Matt is having a hard time finding an author.  First, no one understands the program.  Second, many people have family members who are notaries, and they feel like the bill is attacking their loved ones.

For classes about notaries, that subject can be discussed next year, so there’s more time to prepare and come up with solutions.

6. Expansion on Certified Mail for Notaries

An independent carrier service can be used as long as there is a tracking system.

Currently, no objection to this.

7. Notary ID 

Currently looks good.

8. California Administration Code for Librarians 

CACEO reached out to the librarians who oppose the bill.  Current law says the County is the keeper of the Code.  County Librarians want to keep the Code in the libraries, and they claim many people look for it.  Librarians wants to ensure they will keep receiving the Code.  Assembly Member Scott Wilk is the author.  CACEO will issue a support letter.
9. County Clerk and Clerk of the Court Cleanup

Need to identify the Clerk of the Court in sections Revenue and Taxation 19201 and 19202.  Senate Governance and Finance Committee will pass this to the Revenue and Taxation staff who will add this in their omnibus bill. 

10. Legislation Updates

AB 1546 – Vital Record Intaglio Print – Approved 19 to 0.  Also approved by the Assembly Appropriations committee.  

AB 1707 – Public Records – Bill requires identifying each record requested, and it would have to have a title or identification to it and a specific exemption. – Matt is concerned because the cities and special districts are concerned.  Matt would like to know if there are any conflicts or concerns before continuing.  Feedback received is that most counties are already doing this.  Concern is if one law firm requests 1,000 documents, it would take a long time to fill the process.  This bill places an unnecessary burden on the county offices.

11. Legislative Updates from Assigned Counties
· AB 1546 – Vital Records – Moving along.
· AB 1566 – Reports – Moving along.

· AB 1569 – CEQA Exemption Bike Lanes – No change to our County Clerk process.

· AB 1582 – Post Secondary Education Requirement on Education Materials – Does not impact County offices.  They might have to report it to us.

· AB 1586 – CEQA Exemption for a Reservoir – No change to our County Clerk process.

· AB 1589 – CEQA Exemption to help for Droughts or State of Emergency - No change to our County Clerk process.

· AB 1640 – Retirement Public Employees – Moving along.

· AB 1647 – CEQA Exempts a Project for a Water Storage Facility - No change to our County Clerk process.

· AB 1647 – Public Records on Open Data on who can see what and when. – Might not impact us.

· AB 1661 – Local Government – On watch list.

· AB 1676 – Employee Salary and Information – On watch list.

· AB 1707 – Defining Open Data and what agencies can release and when. – Might not impact us.

· AB 1735 – Personal information – Data disclosure bill.  Might not impact us.

· AB 1843 – Applicants for Employment: Criminal History – Talks about what information we can release, mostly about juveniles.  Might not impact us.
· SB 877 – Requirement to Create a Violent Death Database maintained by the State’s Department of Health – Should not affect us, but it may affect the the County’s Department of Health.
· SB 1063 – Wage differential between race or ethnicity – Does not impact the County Clerk.
12. Notary Bonds Are Always 4 Years
For example, even if a notary changes counties, it doesn’t matter because the bond and the oath correlates to each other.  They are always 4 years.
The issue was a County was getting bonds that were previously never filed for 2 years ago.  They need to start over.  There isn’t a bond and oath that aren’t correlated to each other.
13. LDA and UDA Education Requirements

No official response received.  
14. Adjourned   10:37 AM 
