Legislative Action COMMITTEE

www.CoronaAdvocacy.biz/about.html

Corona Chamber of Commerce

904 East Sixth Street, Corona 92879

(951) 737-3350

Tuesday, April 21, 2009
8:00am

Presiding:

Cynthia Schneider, Chair

2009 Strategic Initiatives

Employee and Employer Issues
Improving Traffic and Transportation Infrastructure
Stimulating the Local Economy
Call to Order and Roll Call

Chair’s Report
President & CEO’s Report

Mayor Pro-Tem Report

Riverside County Transportation Commission Report

Local, State, Federal Legislative Staff Updates

New Business

1. March 2009 LAC Minutes






ACTION
2. Special Election: May 19, 2009 Ballot Propositions 1D – 1F 


ACTION
3. Californians Against Higher Taxes





ACTION

4. Legislative Report #4







ACTION
a. AB 25 (Gilmore) Surface Water Storage

b. AB 28 (Jeffries) Natural Gas Engines: Water Pumps

c. AB 31 (Price) Public Contracts: Small Business Procurement Act

d. AB 178 (Skinner) Sales and Use Taxes

e. AB 109 (Feuer) Outdoor Advertising

f. SB 104 (Oropeza) Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006: Greenhouse Gases

g. SB 125 (Benoit) Undocumented Criminal Aliens: Costs: Collecting Data

h. SB 371 (Cogdill) Safe, Clean, Reliable Drinking Water Supply Act of 2009
Announcements

Adjourn

CHAIR’S REPORT
Legislative Action Committee

April 21, 2009

Recent Action
Corona Chamber Supports Open Government Proposal

Riverside County area Assemblymember Kevin Jeffries introduced a proposal to make the legislative process in Sacramento more open and accessible to the public.  The Corona Chamber of Commerce is actively supporting proposal (ACA 8) which will require the State Legislature and its committees to post their agendas at least 72 hours in advance of taking action.  

“We support Assemblymember Jeffries in his efforts to reform the legislative process,” stated Cynthia Schneider, Chair of the Corona Chamber’s Legislative Action Committee.  “While the proposal may be unpopular with the legislative leadership, it is important for the public to be notified of any action by the Legislature with plenty of notice to voice their opinions,” continued Schneider.

“It is a priority of this Chamber to seek solutions to improving transparency at all levels of government,” stated Bobby Spiegel, President and CEO of the Corona Chamber. “ACA 8 will require the State Legislature to follow the same agenda posting rules that are already mandated for local governments, school boards, and other organizations,” continued Spiegel.

Currently, the Legislature uses a process called “gut and amend” to amend proposed laws and change the entire intent of the proposal moments before that proposal is to be voted upon with little or no chance for public input. The “gut and amend" practice is commonly used during the near the end of a Legislative session and throughout budget negotiations. The Chamber believes it is a disservice to the public to strip the entire contents of a proposal and replacing it with something new completely changing the original intent of the bill. 

The Corona Chamber will continue to educate the Corona business community on the importance of supporting ACA 8 to improve transparency at the highest legislative level of our State’s government. 

We urge you to log on to: www.CoronaChamber.org and click on the Corona Advocacy link to view additional details on this issue and to take action!

Corona Chamber Takes Action on May 19, 2009 Statewide Special Election Propositions

The Corona Chamber of Commerce is urging the local business community to familiarize themselves with the impact of six statewide ballot measures on the May 19, 2009 special election ballot. Propositions 1A through 1F  are a series of comprehensive proposals ranging from state budget reform to closing the massive state budget deficit.  

“The special election is a defining moment for Corona and the state of California,” stated Cynthia Schneider, Chair of the Corona Chamber’s Legislative Action Committee. “This special election gives our business community the opportunity to play a role in changing fiscal accountability in Sacramento for many years to come,” continued Schneider.

The following propositions will appear on the May 19, 2009 special statewide election ballot:

Proposition 1A – “Rainy Day” Budget Stabilization Fund

Corona Chamber Position: SUPPORT

· Proposition 1A aims to stabilize budget spending over the long-term, limit state spending based on 10-year revenue trends, and mandate a bigger rainy day fund, forcing the state to save in good years when money is available and to use when the economy falters.  

· Proposition 1A will prevent the peaks and valleys that result in tax increases and deep cuts to schools, public safety and other vital services.

· If passed, tax increases already included in the February 2009 budget package would be extended for one or two additional years. (The extensions of the tax increases are included in a part of a law that will only go into effect if Proposition 1A passes.) 

· The sales tax increase of 1 cent would be extended for one year through 2011 - 2012. 

· The Vehicle License Fee (VLF) tax increase would be extended for two years through 2012 – 2013 from .65% to 1.15%. 

· The personal income tax-related tax increases would also be extended for two more years, through the 2012 tax year.  

· Puts money away in good years, so that we have it in bad years. 

· It requires the state to direct 3% of General Fund revenues into a “rainy day” budget stabilization fund each year, except when the fund is full or during economic downturns. 

· Mandates increased savings. 

· Proposition 1A increases savings in the “rainy day” budget stabilization fund from 5% to 12.5% of General Fund revenues. 

· Money can only be taken out of the rainy-day fund when there is a true budget deficit or an emergency.

· Stops out-of-control spending. 

· Proposition 1A ensures that, each year, the state budget is consistent with state revenue trends over the past 10 years. 

· Any money above this amount will be saved into the “rainy-day” budget stabilization fund until it reaches 12.5%. 

· This prevents unsustainable spending of one-time spikes in revenue, which can lead to big deficits when revenues drop. 

· Once the rainy-day fund reaches 12.5% any revenue above and beyond this can only be spent on one-time expenditures, such as infrastructure projects.  

Proposition 1B – Education Funding. Payment Plan


Corona Chamber Position: SUPPORT

· Proposition 1B ensures that schools receive $9.3 billion over time, so that the billions in cuts California was forced to make during this unprecedented fiscal crisis are not permanent. 

· Payments to schools will come out of the newly created Rainy Day Fund, but not until 2011-12 when the fiscal outlook is expected to improve. 

· The funding guarantee in Proposition 1B is tied to the passage in Proposition 1A.

Proposition 1C – Lottery Modernization Act  

Corona Chamber Position: SUPPORT

· Proposition 1C brings in $5 billion immediately to the state, protecting California from further budget cuts and taxes increases. 

· Proposition 1C will modernize the Lottery, allowing it to update games and operations to reflect the best practices of other U.S. state lotteries. 

· Proposition 1C will allow the Lottery to take steps including:

· Removing arcane rules that lower ticket sales.

· Increasing the number of prizes to players.

· Allowing the lottery to make long-term investments in new equipment.

· Proposition 1C protects current levels of lottery funding for public education and enacts new accountability standards including independent audits and public reports.  

Proposition 1D – Children’s Services Funding


Corona Chamber Position: SUPPORT

· Proposition 1D temporarily redirects a portion of excess funds from a voter-approved tobacco tax. Currently, state and local First 5 commissions are sitting on nearly $2.5 billion in unspent tax funds.  

· Proposition 1D redirects a portion of these funds to pay for children’s health and social services and to prevent deep cuts to kids’ healthcare and other programs.  

· Only a portion of the tobacco tax funds will be redirected, so existing programs currently funded by this revenue stream are protected. 

Proposition 1E – Mental Health Funding Budget


Corona Chamber Position: SUPPORT

· Proposition 1E temporarily redirects a portion of funds from the Mental Health Services Act to fund children’s health programs that are at risk of elimination due to the budget crisis, including health care screening, diagnosis and treatment.

Proposition 1F – Elected Officials’ Salaries 

Corona Chamber Position: SUPPORT

· Proposition 1F prohibits legislators, the Governor and other state politicians from getting pay raises whenever California is running a budget deficit. 

· Since 2005, legislators have had their pay increased three separate times.  

· California’s legislators are among the highest paid in the nation, some earning more than $130,000 a year in salary plus tens of thousands more annually in perks and benefits.

Log on to: www.CoronaChamber.org and click on the Corona Advocacy link for more information on the propositions.

ACTION

AGENDA ITEM 1
Legislative Action Committee

April 21, 2009
March 2009 LAC Minutes
Legislative Action COMMITTEE

www.CoronaAdvocacy.biz/about.html

Corona Chamber of Commerce

904 East Sixth Street, Corona 92879

(951) 737-3350

Tuesday, March 17, 2009
8:00am

Presiding:

Cynthia Schneider, Chair

MEETING MINUTES

2009 Strategic Initiatives

Employee and Employer Issues

Improving Traffic and Transportation Infrastructure
Stimulating the Local Economy
Call to Order and Roll Call


Chair Schneider called the meeting to order at 8:00am

	Chair
	Cynthia Schneider
	American Security Bank
	X

	
	Jim Bradley
	Consultant
	

	
	Jack Mobilia
	Manufacturer’s Council
	X

	
	Rachel Rola
	AsYouLikeItProductions
	X

	
	Chris Miller
	Chris Miller Mortuary
	

	
	Alex Braicovich
	Waste Management
	X

	
	Sandy Klein
	Re/Max All Stars
	X

	
	Chad Miller
	Plas-Tech Sealing Tech
	

	
	Ann Poloko
	Financial Investors Group
	X

	
	Javier Vasquez
	Miguel’s Restaurants
	X

	
	Mark Krakower
	Kraktronix Laser Craft
	X

	
	CC Vest
	Midpoint Bearing
	X

	
	Ken Rivers
	Corona Regional Medical
	X

	
	Justin Harmier
	Merrill Lynch
	

	Mayor Pro Tem
	Karen Spiegel
	City of Corona
	X

	Chamber Chair
	Linda Pearson
	Corona Chamber of Commerce
	

	Chamber CEO
	Bobby Spiegel
	Corona Chamber of Commerce
	X

	Chamber Staff
	Shaun Lumachi
	Corona Chamber of Commerce
	X


Chair’s Report
No report.

President & CEO’s Report

No report.

Staff Report

No report.

Local, State, Federal Legislative Staff Updates

No report.

New Business

1. February 2009 LAC Minutes






ACTION
The February 2009 minutes were approved unanimously.

2. Special Election: May 19, 2009 Ballot Propositions 1A – 1F 


ACTION
The LAC approved the following positions: 

Proposition 1A
OPPOSE

Proposition 1B
OPPOSE

Proposition 1C
OPPOSE

The LAC unanimously approved tabling the following propositions to the April 2009 LAC meeting:

Proposition 1D

Proposition 1E

Proposition 1F

3. Californians Against Higher Taxes





ACTION

The LAC unanimously tabled a vote on this item to the April 2009 LAC meeting.

4. Legislative Report #3







ACTION
The LAC unanimously tabled a vote on the Legislative Report #3 to the April 2009 LAC meeting:
SB 104 (Oropeza) Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006: Greenhouse Gases



SB 125 (Benoit) Undocumented Criminal Aliens: Costs: Collecting Data




Announcements
Adjourn

Chair Schneider adjourned the meeting at 9:15am.
ACTION

AGENDA ITEM 2
Legislative Action Committee

April 21, 2009

Special Election: May 19, 2009 Ballot Propositions 1D – 1F

Presentation by

Shaun Lumachi

Director of Government Affairs

Public Policy Institute of California (PPIC) Releases Survey – March 25, 2009

The survey was conducted by PPIC with the findings based on a telephone survey of 2,004 California adult residents. When read the full text of the ballot measures, the likely voters express these preferences:

· Proposition 1A: About four in 10 support the measure (39% yes, 46% no, 15% undecided) to change the budget process by increasing the state "rainy day" fund. Less than half say the measure would be very (7%) or somewhat (38%) effective in helping California avoid future state budget deficits.

· Proposition 1B: They are divided (44% yes, 41% no, 15% undecided) on the initiative that would require future supplemental payments to local school districts and community colleges to address recent budget cuts. There is a sharp partisan split on this measure, with Democrats far more likely to favor it (59%) and Republicans far more likely to be opposed (60%). Independent voters are more likely to vote for it (46% yes, 38% no). There are regional differences, with just over half of likely voters in the San Francisco Bay Area (52%) supporting the measure and about four in 10 doing so in other areas (41% Los Angeles; 40% in Orange, Riverside, San Bernardino, and San Diego Counties; 39% Central Valley).

· Proposition 1C: Half oppose (37% yes, 50% no, 11% undecided) the measure to modernize the lottery and allow for $5 billion in borrowing from future lottery profits to help balance next year's state budget. Less than half support the initiative across party lines (45% Democrats, 37% independents, 29% Republicans) and regions (42% Los Angeles; 40% Bay Area; 33% Central Valley; 32% Orange, Riverside, San Bernardino, and San Diego Counties).

· Proposition 1D: Nearly half support (48% yes, 36% no, 16% undecided) the proposition to temporarily transfer funds from early childhood education to help balance the state budget. Likely voters are split along partisan lines, with nearly twice as many Democrats as Republicans in favor (60% Democrats, 48% independents, 34% Republicans). Regionally, support is highest (52%) in the Bay Area (48% Orange, Riverside, San Bernardino, and San Diego Counties; 47% Central Valley; 45% Los Angeles).

· Proposition 1E: Nearly half favor (47% yes, 37% no, 16% undecided) the measure to transfer money from mental health services to the general fund to help balance the state budget. Democrats (54%) and independents (46%) are more likely than Republicans (39%) to vote yes. Regionally, support for the measure is highest (51%) in Los Angeles (49% Central Valley; 45% San Francisco Bay Area, and Orange, Riverside, San Bernardino, and San Diego Counties).

· Proposition 1F: An overwhelming majority (81% yes, 13% no, 6% undecided) support the initiative that would block pay increases to state elected officials in years of budget deficit. Across partisan, regional, and racial/ethnic lines, large majorities back the measure. Asked how effective the proposition would be in averting future budget deficits, two in three say it would be very (28%) or somewhat (39%) effective.

· All of the ballot measures have majority support among one group of California's likely voters: Latinos (52% Prop. 1A, 60% Prop. 1B, 58% Prop. 1C, 70% Prop. 1D, 66% Prop. 1E, 68% Prop. 1F).

Proposition 1D – Children’s Services Funding










Summary

1. Proposition 1D temporarily redirects a portion of excess funds from a voter-approved tobacco tax, Proposition 10 (1998). 

2. Proposition 1D would achieve state savings of up to $608 million in 2009 – 2010 and $268 million annually from 2010 – 2011 through 2013 – 2014.  

Background

3. Proposition 10, otherwise known as the California Children and Families Act, was enacted by the voters of California in the November 1998 election. 

4. The Act created the California Children and Families Program (now commonly known as the First 5 program) to expand early development programs for children up to age five.

5. The First 5 program is funded by revenues from a state excise tax on cigarettes (50 cents per pack) and other tobacco products.

6. Proposition 1D amends the California Children and Families Act to temporarily allow Proposition 10 revenues to be used to fund other state health and human services programs for children up to age five. 

7. In effect, these Proposition 10 (1998) revenues would be used to offset existing state General Fund costs, thereby achieving savings to help address the state’s current budgetary problem. 

8. Proposition 1D achieves state General Fund savings in two ways:

a. By redirecting up to $340 million of available unspent reserves held by the state commission as of July 1, 2009. 

b. By temporarily redirecting a portion of future Proposition 10 revenues. Specifically, from 2009 – 2010 through 2013 – 2014, Proposition 1C would divert annually $268 million in Proposition 10 funds. Of the redirected funds, $54 million would come from state commission funds and $214 million from local commission funds. During these five years, the redirected funds would be subject to appropriation by the Legislature.

Arguments in Support

9. These redirected funds will be used to pay for children’s health and social services and to prevent deep cuts to kids’ healthcare and other programs.  Only a portion of the tobacco tax funds will be redirected, so existing programs currently funded by this revenue are protected.

Arguments in Opposition

10. The reduction in state and local First 5 commission funding could result in other costs to the state and local agencies (primarily counties and schools). This would occur to the extent that some children and families rely on other health and human services programs instead of those now provided under First 5.

Supporting

California Chamber of Commerce

California Fire Chiefs Association 

California Police Chiefs Association

Central California Hispanic Chamber of Commerce

Former Assembly Speaker Pro Tempore Fred Keeley

Former Secretary of State Bill Jones

National Tax Limitation Committee

The California Taxpayers Association

Opposing


No official opposition at this time.

Proposition 1E – Mental Health Funding Budget









Summary

1. Proposition 1E temporarily redirects funds from the Mental Health Services Act to fund children’s health programs that are at risk of elimination due to the budget crisis, including health care screening, diagnosis and treatment.

Background

2. In November 2004, California voters approved Proposition 63, also known as the Mental Health Services Act. 

3. Proposition 63 provides state funding for certain new or expanded mental health programs through a personal income tax surcharge of 1 percent on the portion of a taxpayer’s taxable income in excess of $1 million. 

4. Revenues generated by the surcharge are dedicated to the support of specified mental health programs and, with some exceptions, are not appropriated by the Legislature through the annual budget act. 

5. Full-year annual Proposition 63 revenues to date have ranged from about $900 million to $1.5 billion, and could vary significantly in the future.

6. The Early and Periodic Screening, Diagnosis, and Treatment (EPSDT) Program is federally mandated program that requires states to provide a broad range of screening, diagnosis, and medically necessary treatment services—including mental health services—to Medi-Cal beneficiaries under age 21. 

7. Department of Mental Health (DMH) administers the mental health services required under the EPSDT program generally through county contracts. 

8. These services include group and individual counseling and assistance in stabilizing children and young adults who experience a mental health crisis.

9. Total expenditures for EPSDT specialty mental health services now exceed $1 billion annually. The federal government provides about one-half of the funding, with most of the remaining cost borne by the state and a small portion borne by the counties.

10. Proposition 1E allows for the temporary redirection of some Proposition 63 (2004) funds to support EPSDT mental health services. 

a. Specifically, $226.7 million in Proposition 63 funds would be redirected in 2009 – 2010, and between $226.7 million and $234 million would be redirected in 2010 – 2011, to support EPSDT. 

Arguments in Support

11. In effect, these Proposition 63 revenues would be used to offset state costs that would otherwise be borne by the General Fund, thereby achieving savings to help address the state’s current budgetary problem.

Arguments in Opposition

12. Some Proposition 63 funds are used to draw down federal matching funds through the Medi-Cal Program. Thus, the redirection of Proposition 63 funds proposed in Proposition 1E could result in a decrease in federal financial support. 

Supporting

California Chamber of Commerce

California Fire Chiefs Association 

California Police Chiefs Association

Central California Hispanic Chamber of Commerce

Former Assembly Speaker Pro Tempore Fred Keeley

Former Secretary of State Bill Jones

National Tax Limitation Committee

The California Taxpayers Association

Opposing

No official opposition at this time.

Proposition 1F – Elected Officials’ Salaries 










Summary

1. Proposition 1F amends the State Constitution to prevent the California Citizens Compensation Commission from increasing the annual salaries of State elected officials when the state General Fund is expected to end the year with a deficit.

Background

2. Proposition 112, approved by voters in June 1990, amended the State Constitution to create the California Citizens Compensation Commission. 

3. The commission includes seven members appointed by the Governor, none of whom can be a current or former state officer or state employee. 

4. The commission establishes the annual salary, as well as medical insurance and other benefits, for the following elected state officials:

a. The Legislature (120 Members). 

b. The Governor. 

c. The Lieutenant Governor. 

d. The Attorney General. 

e. The Controller. 

f. The Insurance Commissioner. 

g. The Secretary of State. 

h. The Superintendent of Public Instruction. 

i. The Treasurer. 

j. The Board of Equalization (4 Members).

5. While the commission has control over most pay and benefits received by these state officials, there are certain exceptions. 

6. For example, Members of the Legislature are eligible to receive per diem payments to cover lodging, meals, and other expenses for each day of attendance at legislative sessions.

7. The commission considers the following factors when adjusting the annual salary and benefits of state officials:

a. How much time is required to perform official duties, functions, and services. 

b. The annual salary and benefits for other elected and appointed officials in California with similar responsibilities, including judicial and private-sector officials. 

c. The responsibility and scope of authority of the state official.

8. Currently, the Constitution does not list the financial condition of the state as a factor the commission must consider when setting the pay and benefits of these officials.

9. Since 2005, legislators have had their pay increased three separate times.  

10. California’s legislators are among the highest paid in the nation, some earning more than $130,000 a year in salary and daily per diems. 

Arguments in Support

11. Proposition 1F would prevent the commission from approving pay increases for state officials in certain cases when the state General Fund is expected to end the year with a deficit further adding to the deficit.

Arguments in Opposition

12. According to Pete Stahl, who submitted the ballot argument against Proposition 1F, compared to how much executives are large companies typically earn, the salary paid to state legislators is "a terrific bargain” and it is false to believe that legislators are influenced by how much they make, rather than by their underlying political beliefs.

Supporting

California Chamber of Commerce

California Fire Chiefs Association 

California Police Chiefs Association

Central California Hispanic Chamber of Commerce

Former Assembly Speaker Pro Tempore Fred Keeley

Former Secretary of State Bill Jones

National Tax Limitation Committee

The California Taxpayers Association

Opposing

No official opposition at this time.

ACTION

AGENDA ITEM 3
Legislative Action Committee

April 21, 2009

Californians Against Higher Taxes

Presentation by

Shaun Lumachi

Director of Government Affairs

Stimulating the Local Economy Recommended Action


Oppose any effort to reduce the vote requirement of 2/3rds of both houses of the Legislature to pass the state budget.
Summary

1. Californians Against Higher Taxes is a statewide coalition designed to unite California taxpayers, businesses and organizations against any legislative proposal that raises taxes unconstitutionally.

2. The coalition will opposed any attempt to eliminate the required two-thirds vote when passing the state the budget.

Background

3. The coalition was formed in late 2008 to give tax payers and businesses a voice in Sacramento during the budget negotiations.

4. The coalition also calls on legislators to draft solutions to the state budget crisis that protects essential services without disproportionately hurting jobs and the economy.

5. The underlining belief of fixing the budget crisis or balancing any budget is to focus on California’s economy and promoting economic growth and job creation, not raising taxes.

6. More infrastructure projects and fewer hurdles for companies that want to locate or expand in California are other avenues to promote economic growth in California.

Supporting

ACEC (American Council of Engineering Companies) California

California Business Properties Association

California Chamber of Commerce

California Service Station and Automotive Repair Association

California Small Business Alliance

California Taxpayers’ Association

Carson Black Chamber of Commerce

Clovis Chamber of Commerce

Contra Costa County Taxpayers Association

Gold Coast Hispanic Chamber of Commerce

Howard Jarvis Taxpayers Association

Independent Oil Producers Agency

Industrial Environmental Association

Kern County Taxpayers Association

National Federation of Independent Business

Orange County Taxpayers Association

Oxnard Chamber of Commerce

Regional Legislative Alliance of Ventura and Santa Barbara Counties

San Diego County Taxpayers Association

Sir Speedy Printing

Waste Watchers, Inc.

Opposing

No official opposing organizations at this time.

ACTION

AGENDA ITEM 4
Legislative Action Committee

April 21, 2009

Legislative Report #4
Presentation

Shaun Lumachi

Director of Government Affairs

AB 25 (Gilmore) Surface Water Storage










Stimulating the Local Economy Subcommittee Recommended Position


Support

Summary

1. AB 25 would state that it is the intent of the Legislature to promptly complete the environmental review of proposed surface storage facilities described in the CALFED Programmatic Record of Decision.

2. This would help to expedite the construction of water storage facilities and would require the Department of Water Resources to do so by the earliest possible date.

Background

3. The California Bay-Delta Program (CALFED) was initiated in 1995 to resolve water resources conflicts in the Sacramento/San Joaquin Rivers Delta and San Francisco Bay (Bay-Delta) in California. 

4. The program planning effort focused on developing a plan to address three main problem areas in the Bay-Delta: ecosystem health, water quality, and water supply reliability. 

5. CALFED was initially authorized to receive federal funding from FY1998 to FY2000; and since that time only certain projects supporting CALFED goals received appropriations. 

6. The program was finally reauthorized October 25, 2004.

7. The CALFED Programmatic Record of Decision outlines certain projects that restore the ecological health and improve water management for the Bay-Delta system. 

Arguments in Support

8. Water storage facilities are needed more than ever at a time when California’s water system is in dire straits. California enters into a 10 year drought with the need to update and store water when it becomes available. 

Arguments in Opposition

9. Construction of water storage facilities should be secondary to the completion of a Delta conveyance system that will allow for more access to water for Southern California. 

Supporting/Opposing

No official organizations at this time

2.
AB 28 (Jeffries) Natural Gas Engines: Water Pumps

Stimulating the Local Economy Subcommittee Recommended Position


Support

Summary

1. Prohibits air pollution control districts such as and air quality management districts, such as the SCAQMD, from restricting the use of engines powered by natural gas by a city, county or district, including a water district, to operate water pumps.

Background

2. Water districts depend heavily upon the use of gas operated engines that operate pumps in order to supply water at times when other forms of engines are unavailable such as electric and natural gas.

3. Currently, the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) is responsible for controlling emissions from stationary engines irrespective of the operator.

4. AB 28 is designed to prohibit any district from restricting the use of natural gas engines to power water pumps by the above mentioned entities.

Arguments in Support

5. Natural gas engines provide the most reliable distribution of water in an emergency because the power supply to electric engines are easily and often severed in fire and wind storms, according to Eastern Municipal Water District.

Arguments in Opposition

6. According to the SCAQMD technology exists for gas powered engines that would meet the reduce emissions standards as set by the SCAQMD. The bill would establish an unacceptable precedent in limiting the District’s jurisdiction over stationary sources such as gas powered engines for water pumps.

Supporting













Association of California Water Agencies

California Special Districts Association

Castaic Lake Water Agency

Eastern Municipal Water District

Elsinore Valley Water District

Lake Elsinore Valley Chamber of Commerce

Lake Hemet Municipal Water District 

Menifee Chamber of Commerce

Murrieta Chamber of Commerce

Ramona Municipal Water District

Southwest California Legislative Council

Temecula Valley Chamber of Commerce

Western Municipal Water District

Wildomar Chamber of Commerce

Opposing













No official organizations at this time.

3.
AB 31 (Price) Public Contracts: Small Business Procurement Act 

Stimulating the Local Economy Subcommittee Recommended Position

Support

Summary

1. AB 31 permits a state agency to award a contract for goods, services, or information technology with a value of between $5,000 and $100,000 to a certified small business, including a micro-business and a disabled veteran business enterprise, without complying with specified competitive bidding requirements.

Background

2. Existing law encourages state agencies that enter into contracts to establish goals to facilitate the participation of small businesses and disabled veteran business enterprises.

3. The Small Business Act administered by the Department of General Services (DGS), was implemented more than 30 years ago to establish a small business preference within the state’s procurement process that would increase the number of contracts between the state and small businesses.

4. Increases the maximum amount of a contract for goods, services, or information technology that may be awarded to a certified small business, including a micro-business and a disabled veteran business enterprise without complying with specified bidding requirements, from $100,000 to $250,000.

5. Requires the contractor to report the actual percentage of small business or disabled veteran business enterprise participation that was achieved.  

6. AB 31 increases the minimum threshold for projects covered by the State Contracts Act from $100,000 to $250,000.  

7. The State Contract Act governs contracting between state agencies and private contractors, and sets forth requirements for the bidding, awarding, and overseeing of contracts for projects, which it defines to include the construction or other improvement to a state structure or building with a total cost threshold equal to $100,000 for calendar year 1993, as adjusted every 2 years.

8. AB 31 instead establishes a 2010 cost threshold at $250,000, which would be adjusted every 2 years.

9. The total cost limit shall be adjusted upward or downward by the Director of Finance to reflect the percentage change in the annual California Construction Index as used by the Department of General Services.

10. The amount shall be rounded off to the nearest one thousand dollar ($1,000) figure.

Supporting Arguments

11. According to the California Chamber of Commerce AB 31 could not come at a better time as the state takes steps to position itself for economic recovery, it is essential that we provide small businesses as many opportunities as possible to lead the way.  In providing this expanded opportunity, AB 31 recognizes the important role played by small business in maintaining economic growth and vitality in California.

Opposing Arguments

12. AB 31 may take away from other businesses that do not qualify as a small business but yet do not have the resources or capabilities to apply for state contracts.

Supporting

California Chamber of Commerce

Opposing

No official opposition at this time.

4.
AB 178 (Skinner) Sales and Use Taxes

Stimulating the Local Economy Subcommittee Recommended Position


Oppose

Summary

1. AB 178 is an internet tax which would harm California online marketplaces, web-service providers, and websites of small businesses and non-profits by changing California’s sales tax law in a way that will encourage out-of-state retailers to instead do business with out-of-state counterparts.

Background

2. Current Sales and Tax Law imposes tax on the gross receipts from the sale in this state of, or the storage, use, or other consumption in this state of, tangible personal property. 

3. That law imposes the sales tax upon "retailers," and defines a "retailer engaged in business in this state" to include specified entities.

4. AB 178 would include in the definition of a "retailer engaging in business in this state" a retailer entering into an agreement with a resident of this state under which the resident, for a commission or other consideration, directly or indirectly refers potential customers, whether by a link or an Internet Web site or otherwise, to the retailer, if the cumulative gross receipts or sales price from sales by the retailer to customers in this state who are referred pursuant to these agreements is in excess of $10,000 during the preceding 4 calendar quarterly periods, except as specified.

5. AB 178 is modeled after a similar law passed in the state of New York.

6. Amazon.com sued New York and the New York Supreme Court dismissed Amazon’s claim based on an extensive body of legal decisions defining the nature of nexus and upheld the New York law.

7. However, AB 178 includes companies that are outside the state that retain affiliates located in California to prove the affiliate is simply advertising and not soliciting business. If the affiliate is soliciting business then the company tied to the affiliate is required to collect the tax.

8. The taxes collected are due and payable as use tax and includes the main purpose for the proposed legislation: how to collect the tax, not the amount of the tax owed.

9. Brick and mortar businesses claim they have been under siege from internet and online companies doing business in California that do not collect sales tax from its customers in California due to a loop-hole in the law.

10. AB 178 exempts businesses doing less than $10,000 in business in California.

11. It is estimated that AB 178 will raise approximately $55 million in revenue per year.

Status

12. AB 178 was introduced February 2, 2009 in the Assembly and is pending referral to a committee. 

Arguments in Support

13. The proposed legislation aims to close the current loophole in California tax law which has allowed out-of-state companies to avoid collecting California sales and use tax and will help with California’s revenue stream.

Arguments in Opposition

14. Internet companies that currently due business in California but do not reside in the state, however may have affiliated businesses located in the state, may ultimately drop the affiliate forcing closure of some businesses already located in California because of the burden to collect the tax.

Supporting

No official organizations on record at this time.

Opposing

California Chamber of Commerce
AB 109 (Feuer) Outdoor Advertising

Improving Traffic and Transportation Infrastructure Subcommittee Recommended Position


Oppose

Summary

1. AB 109 prohibits an advertising display that is visible from a state, county or city highway from being constructed as, or converted, enhanced, improved, modified, modernized or altered into a digital advertising display.

Background

2. Prohibits an official highway changeable message sign from being constructed as or converted, enhanced, improved modified, modernized or altered into a digital advertising display for the purpose of displaying messages other than traffic operations.

3. AB 109 would prohibit the new construction and installation of certain digital displays, or the conversion of existing displays, until January 1, 2012, to allow time for the completion and evaluation of the pending studies by the Federal Highway Administration (FWHA) and American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHA).

4. Defines "digital advertising display" to mean any display of still, scrolling, or moving images, including video and animation, that may be changed remotely through electronic means and utilizes a series of grid lights, including cathode ray, light-emitting diode display (LED), plasma screen, liquid crystal display (LCD), fiber optic, or other electronic media or technology.

5. Specifies that this definition may include a "message center," which is an advertising display where the message is changed more than once every two minutes, but no more than once every four seconds.

6. Provides for a civil penalty of $3500 for each day that a digital display or official highway changeable is in violation of the provisions of this bill. 

7. Specifies that the civil penalty shall be assessed and recovered in an action brought by the Attorney General or by any district attorney, county counsel, or city attorney, who is also authorized to seek an injunction against further violation of this section.

8. States legislative intent to occupy the field in this area and to supersede any local ordinances or agreements that are contrary to the bill's provisions

Arguments in Support

9. AB 109 responds to numerous concerns about the potential hazards of brightly-lit, rapidly changing digital advertising displays along the state's highways, roads, and streets that distract drivers and cause accidents.

Arguments in Opposition

10. The prohibiting of digital advertising displays will have adverse economic consequences and potentially diminish local revenue streams. The studies have not been completed and the author of the bill should delay any type of legislation until the studies have been published.

Supporting

Association of California Insurance Companies City of Los Angeles Scenic America

Opposing

California Chamber of Commerce

California New Car Dealers Association (CNCDA)

California State Outdoor Advertising Association (CSOAA)

Clear Channel Outdoor

Motion Picture Association of American (MPAA)

Regency Outdoor Advertising

SB 104 (Oropeza) Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006: Greenhouse Gases





Stimulating the Local Economy Recommended Position


Oppose

Summary

1. Amends the Global Warming Solution Act of 2006 to include many named gases such as; carbon dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide, hydrofluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons and sulfur hexafluoride. 

Background

2. Other gases included in the proposed legislation includes nitrogen trifluoride (NF3), and any other anthropogenic gas one metric ton of which makes the same or greater contribution to global warming as one metric ton of carbon dioxide. 

3. Includes a procedure by which any person could petition for a designation. 

4. Requires the State Air Resources Board (CARB) to adopt appropriate regulations such as establishing an administrative process so that more gases can be added at a later date should they be found to be as harmful as or more harmful than carbon dioxide (CO2).

5. These regulations would include but not limited to: emission limits, emission reduction measures, for a gas to be determined to be a greenhouse gas no later than undetermined time to be designated as a greenhouse gas.

6. It is also expressed in the bill that the intent of the Legislature is that CARB would take all feasible action to include the regulations to be adopted pursuant to the act by January 1, 2011.

7. SB 104 is currently in the Senate Rules Committee awaiting policy committee assignment.

Arguments in Support

8. SB 104 will keep California at the forefront in the nation by eliminating greenhouse gas emissions and in line with the adoption of AB 32, the wide sweeping green movement for California. At the time AB 32 did not address NF3.

Arguments in Opposition

9. NF3 is used widely in manufacturing several consumer products such as LCD TVs, solar panels and microprocessors. By restricting the use of NF3, companies that produce these products will be forced to move out of California in order to fill orders.

Supporting/Opposing

No official supporting or opposing organizations at this time. 

SB 125 (Benoit) Undocumented Criminal Aliens: Costs: Collecting Data






Employee/Employer Relations Subcommittee Recommended Position


Support

Summary

1. SB 125 relates to undocumented criminal aliens and collection of data. 

2. The proposed law would require the Secretary of the Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation to annually bill the federal government for the costs of increasing undocumented criminal aliens. 

3. It would also require the Department of Justice to collect data on the total number of, and percentage of, undocumented alien inmates in all state and local correctional institutions in the state.

Background

4. Corona Chamber of Commerce supported an earlier version of this bill, AB 39 in 2007.

5. AB 39 aimed to do the following:

a. This bill would require the Secretary of the Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation to annually bill the federal government for the costs of incarcerating undocumented criminal aliens.

b. The bill would require the Attorney General to utilize all available legal resources to obtain reimbursement if the federal government fails to make payment.

c. This bill would also require the Department of Justice to collect data on the total number of and percentage of undocumented alien inmates in all state and local correctional institutions in the state and to publish the data on its Internet Website. 

d. The data would be required to be annually updated and published.

6. SB 125 would have similar intent and adds that data collected would need to be published on or before July 1, 2011 and thereafter updated and published annually on or before July 1 of each year.

7. SB 125 is currently awaiting policy committee assignment.

Arguments in Support

8. California faces a systemic problem of illegal citizens that utilize services provided by the state afforded to legal immigrants and citizens. The Federal Government has the responsibility of securing the state’s borders and prevents such proliferation of the state’s services. 

Arguments in Opposition

9. AB 39 is far reaching legislation that does not provide an impact on the business community directly. 

Supporting/Opposing

No official supporting or opposing organizations at this time. 

SB 187 (Benoit) Employment: Working Hours

Employee/Employer Relations Subcommittee Recommended Position

Support

Summary

1. SB 187 will help employees and employers achieve greater flexibility in work schedules by allowing workers to request and employers to mutually agree to a four-day compressed workweek without the payment of overtime.

2. SB 187 contains the same language as AB 141. By supporting SB 187, staff recommends supporting AB 141.

Background

3. Existing law, with certain exceptions, establishes 8 hours as a day's work and a 40-hour workweek, and requires payment of prescribed overtime compensation for additional hours worked. 

4. Existing law authorizes the adoption by 2/3 of employees in a work unit of alternative workweek schedules providing for workdays no longer than 10 hours within a 40-hour workweek.

5. California overtime laws, which are unique in the country, make it difficult for most employers to reach an agreement with an individual worker that would allow a flexible work schedule.

6. SB 187 would permit an individual nonexempt employee to request an employee-selected flexible work schedule providing for workdays up to 10 hours per day within a 40-hour workweek, and would allow an employer to implement this schedule without any obligation to pay overtime compensation. 

7. Requires the Division of Labor Standards Enforcement in the Department of Industrial Relations to enforce this provision and adopt regulations. 

8. Protections are included for workers which include:

a. A worker may not be forced to work more than eight hours in a day without receiving overtime, but, instead, he or she may request a flexible work schedule of up to four 10-hour days per week and an employer may agree to this schedule without having to pay overtime for the ninth and tenth hours worked per day in that schedule. 

b. An employer will be required to pay overtime rates after 10 work hours in a day for workers who have chosen a flexible schedule pursuant to this act.  

c. An employer will be required to pay double normal pay after 12 work hours in a day for a worker who has chosen a flexible schedule under this act. 

d. Any worker, including one who chooses a flexible schedule under this act, will receive overtime for any hours worked over 40 hours in a single week.

9. One change in this version it allows for any size of company to offer the 4-day compressed workweek as compared to AB 2127 which only allowed for companies that employed 25 people or less.

10. The Corona Chamber of Commerce supported AB 2127 (Benoit - 2008).

Arguments in Support

11. Workplaces that are unionized already allow workers to choose to work four 10-hour days; however, it is virtually impossible for workers of nonunionized workplaces to enjoy this benefit. No compelling public policy reason exists for this discrepancy in the flexibility of work schedules between unionized and nonunionized workers.

12. The Cal Chamber contends that this bill will provide many benefits to employees, including up to 50 extra non-work days each year, and reduced traffic and frequency of long commutes at peak hours.

Arguments in Opposition

13. Opponents argue that current law was carefully drafted to ensure adequate flexibility for employers and employees while protecting the basic right to overtime. 

14. Employers who want to institute an alternative work week schedule can negotiate one through collective bargaining or conduct an employee election.

Supporting

California Chamber of Commerce

Opposing


No official opposition at this time.

SB 371 (Cogdill) Safe, Clean, Reliable Drinking Water Supply Act of 2009






Stimulating the Local Economy Subcommittee Recommended Position


Support

Summary

1. SB 371 enacts the Safe, Clean, Reliable Drinking Water Supply Act of 2009 which would authorize, for the purposes of financing specified water supply reliability and water source protection programs, the issuance of bonds pursuant to the State General Obligation Bond Law.

Background

2. Under existing law, various measures have been approved by the voters to provide funds for water protection, facilities, and programs.

3. SB 371 is an attempt to ask the voters to issue a bond in the amount of $9.98 billion.

4. The proposed legislation would provide for the submission of the bond act to the voters at the next statewide election.

5. Contained within the Act is an outline of how the funds can be used which includes (but is not limited too):

a. How the funds will be allocated for projects

b. Competitive grant programs for solicitation and awarding of projects for construction

c. Public meetings and comments on how the money can be distributed

d. State Auditor to annually conduct a review and audit of expenditures from the fund

6. Key elements of the proposal:

a. Building California’s Water Supply and Storage: $3 billion dedicated to the development of additional storage for statewide benefit.  An additional $1.5 billion dedicated to regional water supply reliability.

b. Delta Sustainability: $2.4 billion to help implement a sustainable resource management plan for the Delta and local and regional conveyance projects.

c. Encouraging Water Conservation and Water Use Efficiency: $520 million to increase conservation and water use efficiency programs.

d. Water Quality Improvement: $950 million for efforts to reduce the contamination of groundwater and treatment of wastewater and storm water.

e. Water Resources Stewardship: $1 billion to implement river restoration projects.

f. Other Critical Water Projects: $610 million for other projects including restoration of watersheds devastated by forest fires, removal of fish barriers, and ocean projection.

Arguments in Support

7. California’s water system is out dated and in desperate need of repair. Investing in California’s aging water infrastructure plays a vital role in the state’s economic growth and in protecting the quality of life for all Californians.

Arguments in Opposition

8. California continues to face troubled times when balancing the state budget and funding programs and projects. Adding another almost $10 billion in general obligation bonds just adds to an increasing problem facing the state. 

Supporting/ Opposing

No official organizations on record at this time.
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