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Call to Order and Roll Call

Chair Report
· Recent Action
· Dr. Wendel Tucker, Superintendent, Alvord Unified School District

PRESENTATION

***TENTATIVE***
President & CEO Report
Staff Report

Agenda Item
1. July 2010 LAC Minutes








ACTION 
2. November 2010 Statewide Ballot Propositions





ACTION

· Proposition 18: Safe, Clean and Reliable Drinking Water Supply Act of 2010 

· Proposition 21: Annual Vehicle License Surcharge to Fund State Parks 

· Proposition 24: Repeal of Corporate Tax Breaks

3. Legislative Report #7








ACTION
· AB 1778 (Lieu – D) State Agency Promotions: Commercials 

· AB 1846 (V. Perez) Environment: Expedited Environmental Review
4. Complete List of November 2010 Statewide Ballot Propositions


INFORMAITON
Announcements

Adjourn

CHAIR REPORT

Legislative Action Committee

August 6, 2010
Recent Action
July 2010
Corona Chamber Opposes Attempt to Criminalize Employers
The Corona Chamber opposes AB 2187, a statewide proposal that increases criminal penalties for an employer who willfully fails to pay wages due to an employee who has been discharged or who has quit within 90 days of the date wages are due. The Corona Chamber does not support intentionally refusing to pay any employee wages that are due. However, AB 2187 goes too far by charging an employer with a misdemeanor punishable by a fine up to $10,000, and/or imprisonment for not more than six months. 

“The Corona Chamber is concerned that in cases where an employer and an employee are in the process of finalizing a wage claim, AB 2187 might unfairly turn an employer into a criminal over legitimate disputes,” stated Cynthia Schneider, Chair of the Corona Chamber Legislative Action Committee. 

Specially, AB 2187 provides a very loose definition of  "willfully fails" so that it could be construed to apply to wage disputes that often cannot be resolved within 90 days. For example, an employer and employee who disagree over the amount of wages due.  In such a case, a Labor Commissioner determination could take longer than 90 days. 

AB 2187 could also be construed in such a way that it could criminalize almost any wage-based lawsuit;  such as overtime and meal and rest period class actions that might affect whether an employee was paid "all wages due" at the end of their term of employment. These lawsuits have statutes of limitation from one to more than three years and with appeals, could be in the court system for years.  

The threat of criminal prosecution under this bill could unfairly force an employer to drop an otherwise reasonable defense against a civil action. Moreover, opponents express concern that jail time and fines could be imposed against individual employees who were following the directions of the employer since the employer's "agents" and "employees" are subject to liability under this bill. This might include all the employees in the payroll department and all the way up the supervisorial chain.

Log on to: www.coronachamber.org and click on the Corona Advocacy link for more information on this and other items of importance tracked by the Corona Chamber of Commerce.

July 2010

Corona Chamber Supports November Statewide Ballot Redistricting Proposal
 

In 2008, the Corona Chamber of Commerce supported Proposition 11 which passed with voter approval in November. Proposition 11 reformed the way state legislators are elected.  In the past, every 10 years, following a nation-wide census,  the federal government draws new boundary lines, or districts, for each member of the California State Senate, Assembly and Board of Equalization. Proposition transformed this process and developed a 14-member citizen-based commission charged with determining district boundaries every 10 years.

Prior to Proposition 11, the California State Legislature determined their district boundaries, through a process known as redistricting. The Chamber believed the old redistricting process was conflict of interest.

In November 2010 voters will again have an opportunity to reform the way the district boundaries are determined. This time, Proposition 20 (the Voters FIRST Act for Congress) proposes to expand the scope of Proposition 11 by extending the process to Congressional districts. The Corona Chamber’s Legislative Action Committee recently voted to support Proposition 20 for the November 2010 statewide ballot.

"Redistricting reform has been one of the top legislative priorities of the Corona Chamber since early 2008," stated Cynthia Schneider, Chair of the Corona Chamber's Legislative Action Committee. "Proposition 11 did not go far enough by including Congressional districts so we are pleased to support Proposition 20 to complete the deal on true political reform,," continued Schneider.

The Corona Chamber will review and take positions on other November 2010 statewide ballot measures in the coming months. Below is a current list of measures on the November ballot.

Proposition 18: Safe, Clean, and Reliable Drinking Water Supply Act of 2010

The bond authorization appears in SBX7 2 (Cogdill; D-Modesto). Bond funding includes $3 billion for new water storage (including reservoirs), $2.25 billion for Delta restoration, $1.785 billion for conservation and watershed protection projects throughout the state, $1.4 billion for water supply reliability, $1.25 billion for water recycling and conservation, $1 billion for groundwater protection and water quality projects, and $455 million for drought relief. The Governor has asked the Legislature to postpone Proposition 18 until the November 2012 election. The Legislature will consider this once they return from summer recess.
Corona Chamber Position

The Corona Chamber supported legislation to place this bond on the ballot and will determine its position on this measure in August 2010.

Proposition 19: Legalization and Taxation of Marijuana

Proposition 19 allows people 21 years old or older to possess, cultivate, or transport marijuana for personal use while permitting local governments to regulate and tax commercial production and sale of marijuana to people 21 years old or older. Furthermore, prohibits people from possessing marijuana on school grounds, using it in public, smoking it while minors are present, or providing it to anyone under 21 years old and maintains current prohibitions against driving while impaired.

Corona Chamber Position

To be determined

Proposition 21: Annual Vehicle License Surcharge to Fund State Parks

Proposition 21 establishes an $18 annual state vehicle license surcharge and grants free admission to all state parks to surcharged vehicles and requires deposit of surcharge revenue in a new trust fund. The trust funds would be used solely to operate, maintain and repair the state park system, and to protect wildlife and natural resources. The Proposition exempts commercial vehicles, trailers and trailer coaches from the surcharge and requires annual independent audit and review by a citizen's oversight committee.

Corona Chamber Position

To be determined

Proposition 22: Local Taxpayers, Public Safety, and Transportation Act

This Proposition would prohibit the State from taking, borrowing or redirecting local taxpayer funds dedicated to public safety, emergency response and other vital local government services. Furthermore, the act would protect vital, dedicated transportation and public transit funds from state raids. 
Corona Chamber Position

Support

Proposition 23: Suspension of AB 32

Also known as the California Jobs Initiative, Proposition 23 would delay the operation and implementation of AB 32 until California’s unemployment rate returns to the levels that existed at the time of its adoption, 5.5% or less, for four consecutive calendar quarters.  

Corona Chamber Position

Support

Proposition 24: Repeal of Corporate Tax Breaks

Proposition 24 would repeal several corporate tax reforms that are slated to go into effect in 2010 and 2012. The corporate tax reforms were approved by the Legislature and signed into law by Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger in February 2009 as part of the budget agreement.

Corona Chamber Position

To be determined

Proposition 25: Legislative Vote Requirement for Passage of State Budget

The Proposition changes the legislative vote requirement necessary to pass the state budget from two-thirds to a simple majority. Furthermore, it provides that if the Legislature fails to pass a budget bill by June 15, all members of the Legislature will permanently forfeit any reimbursement for salary and expenses for every day until the day the Legislature passes a budget bill.

Corona Chamber Position

To be determined

Proposition 26: Legislative Vote Requirement for State Levies and Charges

Proposition 26 increases legislative vote requirement to two-thirds for state levies and charges, with limited exceptions, and for certain taxes currently subject to majority vote. This Proposition changes the State Constitution to require voters to approve, either by two-thirds or majority, local levies and charges with limited exceptions.

Corona Chamber Position

To be determined

Proposition 27: Elimination State Commission on Redistricting

Proposition 27 eliminates 14-member redistricting commission (created by Proposition 11, 2008) selected from applicant pool picked by government auditors and consolidates authority for establishing state Assembly, Senate, and Board of Equalization district boundaries with elected state representatives responsible for drawing congressional districts.

Corona Chamber Position

To be determined
Log on to: www.coronachamber.org and click on the Corona Advocacy link for more information on this and other items of importance tracked by the Corona Chamber of Commerce.
ACTION

AGENDA ITEM 1
Legislative Action Committee

August 6, 2010
July 2010 LAC Minutes
. Legislative Action COMMITTEE

www.CoronaAdvocacy.biz/about.html

Corona Chamber of Commerce

904 East Sixth Street, Corona 92879

(951) 737-3350

Friday, July 2, 2010

8:00am

Presiding: Cynthia Schneider, 2010 LAC Chair

American Security Bank
2010 Strategic Initiatives

State and Local Government Reform | Workforce Issues | Resources For Local Business

Call to Order and Roll Call
Chair Schneider called the meeting to order at 8:00am.
	Chair
	Cynthia Schneider
	American Security Bank
	X

	
	Rachel Rola
	As You Like It Event Design/Catering
	X

	
	Chris Miller
	Thomas Miller Mortuary
	X

	
	Sandy Klein
	Re/Max All Stars
	X

	
	Chad Miller
	Plas-Tech Sealing Tech
	X

	
	Ann Poloko
	Financial Investors Group
	X

	
	Mark Krakower
	Kraktronix Laser Craft
	X

	
	Kathy Walker
	Realtors Association (T.I.G.A.R.)
	X

	
	Mike Timotic
	Parker Hannifin
	

	Mayor 
	Karen Spiegel
	City of Corona
	X

	AQMD
	Danielle Soto
	AQMD
	

	AQMD
	Todd Warden
	AQMD
	

	RCTC
	Aaron Hake
	RCTC
	

	Chamber Chair
	Kerry Pendergast
	Corona Chamber of Commerce
	

	Chamber CEO
	Bobby Spiegel
	Corona Chamber of Commerce
	X

	Chamber Staff
	Shaun Lumachi

Denea Breitenbucher
	Corona Chamber of Commerce
Corona Chamber of Commerce
	X

X


Chair Report
· Recent Action
· Corona Chamber Opposes Effort To Not Allow Credit Checks In Hiring Processes

· Corona Chamber Opposes Anti-Small Business Proposal 

· Presentation

· Louis Davis, Region Manager, Southern California Edison provided the LAC with a State of Southern California Edison in the Corona Region

Agenda Item

5. June 2010 LAC Minutes








ACTION 
The LAC unanimously approved the June 2010 LAC Minutes.

6. Proposition 20: Voters FIRST Act for Congress





ACTION

The LAC unanimously approved a position of support on Proposition 20.
7. Legislative Report #6








ACTION
The LAC unanimously approved the following positions:

· OPPOSE
AB 1881 (Monning) Recovery of Wages: Liquidated Damages

· OPPOSE
AB 2187 (Arambula) Employment: Payment of Wages

· OPPOSE
SB 1036 (Cedillo) Tax Administration: Disclosure Information

· OPPOSE
SB 967 (Correa) Public Contracts: Bid Preferences

· OPPOSE
SB 974 (Steinberg) Income Tax Credit: Career Pathways Investment Credit
Adjourn
Chair Schneider adjourned the meeting at 9:15am.

ACTION

AGENDA ITEM 2
Legislative Action Committee

August 6, 2010
November 2010 Statewide Ballot Propositions
Presentation

Shaun Lumachi

Director of Government Affairs
Proposition 18: Safe, Clean and Reliable Drinking Water Supply Act of 2010

Resources for Local Business Subcommittee Recommended Position
WATCH until Proposition 18 is placed back on the ballot in 2012 

Current Corona Chamber Position:
 The Chamber supported legislation to place the bond on the ballot but has not 
taken an official position on the actual Proposition.
Summary

1. Proposition 18, if passed, would allow the state government to borrow $11.1 billion to overhaul the state’s water system and make improvements to the state’s various groundwater and water quality projects.

Background

2. The bond authorization was approved through SBX7 2 (Cogdill; D-Modesto).
3. The bond funding includes the following proposals and the proposed money allocated towards each project: 

a. $455 million for drought relief projects, disadvantaged communities, small community wastewater treatment improvements and safe drinking water revolving fund

b. $1.4 billion for "integrated regional water management projects"

c. $2.25 billion for projects that "support delta sustainability options"

d. $3 billion for water storage projects

e. $1.7 billion for ecosystem and watershed protection and restoration projects in 21 watersheds

f. $1 billion for groundwater protection and cleanup

g. $1.25 billion for "water recycling and advanced treatment technology projects"

4. The Governor has asked the Legislature to postpone Proposition 18 until the November 2012 election. The Legislature will consider this once they return from summer recess.

Historical perspective: 

5. California voters approved a water bond was with Proposition 84 in 2006 which authorized $5.4 billion in spending on water projects. 

6. Proposition 50 in 2002; voters approved $3.4 billion for water projects.

Arguments in Support

7. Proponents state that California’s water system is outdated and straining to meet the needs of its residents, farms, businesses and environment. The current water system was designed 30 years ago to serve 16 million people and now serves 38 million. 

8. Many immediate investments are needed to repair and upgrade the network of waterways, levees and other water infrastructure including drinking water sources, local supplies and restoring key ecosystems.

Arguments in Opposition

9. Opponents argue that this is a terrible time to burden California with more debt due to cuts in education, health care and public safety.

10. Furthermore, traditionally water users would pay for such projects as dams, which are included in the bond, and with 80% of the water used by agriculture businesses; they should be the ones paying for these types of projects.

Supporting (Partial Listing as of July 19, 2010)










Business Organizations and Local Government

American Society of Civil Engineers (Region 9)

Asian Business Association of Los Angeles

Associated General Contractors of California

Bay Area Council

Brown and Caldwell

Building Industry Association of Fresno/Madera Counties

Building Industry Association of San Diego County

Building Industry Association of Southern California

California Alliance for Jobs

California Building Industry Association

California Business Properties Association

California Business Roundtable

California Chamber of Commerce

California Landscape Contractors Association

California League of Food Processors

California Retailers Association

Central City Association of Los Angeles

Chino Valley Chamber of Commerce

City of Calimesa

City of Canyon Lake

City of Corona

City of Fresno

City of Huron

City of Kingsburg

City of Menifee

City of Modesto

City of Port Hueneme

City of Sanger

City of Selma

City of Tulare

Engineering and Utility Contractors Association

Fenway Properties

Fullerton Chamber of Commerce

Greater Riverside Chambers of Commerce

Home Builders Association of Tulare & Kings Counties

Kern County

Lakewood Chamber of Commerce

Long Beach Area Chamber of Commerce

Los Angeles Area Chamber of Commerce

Los Angeles Business Council

Los Angeles County Business Federation

Neighborhood Market Association

Orange County Business Council

Oxnard Chamber of Commerce

Palm Desert Chamber of Commerce

Riverside County

Sacramento Metro Chamber of Commerce

San Diego Regional Chamber of Commerce

San Diego Regional Economic Development Corporation

San Gabriel Valley Economic Partnership

San Jose/Silicon Valley Chamber of Commerce

Sierra Business Council

Silicon Valley Leadership Group

Valley Industry and Commerce Association

Western Electrical Contractors Association

Individuals

Congressman Dennis Cardoza

Congressman Jim Costa

United States Senator Dianne Feinstein

Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger

Senate President pro Tem Darrell Steinberg

Senator Elaine Alquist

Senator Roy Ashburn

Senator Gilbert Cedillo

Senator Dave Cogdill

Senator Lou Correa

Senator Denise Ducheny

Senator Bob Dutton

Senator Dean Florez

Senator Tom Harman

Senator Dennis Hollingsworth

Senator Bob Huff

Senator Christine Kehoe

Senator Carol Liu

Senator Alan Lowenthal

Senator Abel Maldonado

Senator Gloria Negrete-McLeod

Senator Alex Padilla

Senator Curren Price

Senator Joe Simitian

Senator Tony Strickland

Senator Mimi Walters

Senator Rod Wright

Senator Mark Wyland

Speaker of the Assembly John A. Perez

Assemblymember Anthony Adams

Assemblymember Juan Arambula

Assemblymember Karen Bass

Assemblymember Jim Beall, Jr.

Assemblymember Sam Blakeslee

Assemblymember Marty Block

Assemblymember Bob Blumenfield

Assemblymember Steven Bradford

Assemblymember Julia Brownley

Assemblymember Ana Caballero

Assemblymember Wilmer Carter

Assemblymember Connie Conway

Assemblymember Joe Coto

Assemblymember Paul Cook

Assemblymember Mike Davis

Assemblymember Hector De La Torre

Assemblymember Kevin de Leon

Assemblymember Bill Emmerson

Assemblymember Mike Eng

Assemblymember Mike Feuer

Assemblymember Nathan Fletcher

Assemblymember Felipe Fuentes

Assemblymember Jean Fuller

Assemblymember Warren Furutani

Assemblymember Cathleen Galgiani

Assemblymember Martin Garrick

Assemblymember Danny Gilmore

Assemblymember Curt Hagman

Assemblymember Isadore Hall

Assemblymember Diane Harkey

Assemblymember Ed Hernandez

Assemblymember Kevin Jeffries

Assemblymember Ted Lieu

Assemblymember Bonnie Lowenthal

Assemblymember Fiona Ma

Assemblymember Tony Mendoza

Assemblymember Pedro Nava

Assemblymember Brian Nestande

Assemblymember Jim Nielsen

Assemblymember Manuel V. Perez

Assemblymember Anthony Portantino

Assemblymember Mary Salas

Assemblymember Lori Salda a

Assemblymember Jim Silva

Assemblymember Cameron Smyth

Assemblymember Jose Solorio

Assemblymember Audra Strickland

Assemblymember Norma Torres

Assemblymember Alberto Torrico

Assemblymember Van Tran

Assemblymember Mike Villines

Carly Fiorina, California Senatorial Candidate

Meg Whitman, California Gubernatorial Candidate

Opposing (Partial Listing as of July 19, 2010)










Organizations

Butte Environmental Council

California Fisheries Network

California Sea Urchin Commission

California Sportfishing Protection Alliance

California Teachers Association

Cultivating Sustainable Communities

Ebbetts Pass Forest Watch

Environmental Justice Coalition for Water

Friends of the River

Friends of Trinity River

Half Moon Bay Fishermen's Association

Hispanics for Political Action

Klamath Riverkeeper

La Raza Centro Legal

Pacific Coast Federation of Fishermen's Associations

Restore the Delta

Sacramento Audobon Society

Sacramento City Taxpayer’s Rights League

Salmon Water Now

San Francisco Crab Boat Owners Association

San Francisco Tomorrow

Sierra Foothills Audobon Society

Sierra Nevada Alliance

Small Boat Commercial Salmon Fishermens' Association

Sonoma County Abalone Network

Southern California Watershed Alliance

The Downstream Coalition

Urban Semillas

Winnemem Wintu Tribe

Individuals

Assembly Member Alyson Huber (D-Lodi)

Assembly Member Bill Berryhill (R-Ceres)

Assembly Member Chuck DeVore (R-Irvine)

Assembly Member Joan Buchanan (D-Livermore)

Assembly Member Mariko Yamada (D-Davis)

Assembly Member Noreen Evans (D-Santa Rosa)

Assembly Member Roger Niello (R-Sacramento)

Assembly Member Ted Gaines (R-Roseville)

Assembly Member Tom Ammiano (D-San Francisco)

Assembly Member Wes Chesbro (D-Eureka)

Darryl Moore, Councilmember, City of Berkeley

Don Saylor, Mayor Pro Tempore, City of Davis

John Avalos, San Francisco Board of Supervisors

Kim-Shree Maufas, Commissioner of the San Francisco Board of Education

Kriss Worthington, Councilmember, City of Berkeley

Matt Gonzalez, former President San Francisco Board of Supervisors

Mike Rotkin, Mayor of Santa Cruz

Nancy Nadel, Councilmember, City of Oakland

Ruth Asmundson, Mayor of Davis

Senator Dave Cox (R-Fair Oaks)

Senator Leland Yee (D-San Francisco)

Senator Lois Wolk (D-Davis)

Senator Mark Leno (D- San Francisco)

Senator Patricia Wiggins (D-Santa Rosa)

Shane Brinton, Councilmember, City of Arcata

Stephen Souza, Councilmember, City of Davis

Terry O'Day, City Councilmember, City of Santa Monica

Tom Bates, Mayor of Berkeley
Proposition 21: Annual Vehicle License Surcharge to Fund State Parks

State and Local Government Reform Subcommittee did not meet due to lack of quorum.
Staff Recommended Position


Oppose

Summary

1. Proposition 21 creates an $18 annual surcharge on the Vehicle License Fee for all new vehicle licenses and renewals after January 1, 2010, except for commercial vehicles, trailers, and trailer coaches and allows all California vehicles subject to the surcharge free day-use entry to all state parks.

Background

2. Currently, California has 278 state parks, of which 246 are operated and maintained by the California Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) and 32 are operated and maintained by local entities. 

3. Other state departments, such as the Department of Fish and Game (DFG) and various state conservancies, own and maintain other lands for wildlife conservation purposes. 

4. The Wildlife Conservation Board acquires property and provides grants for property acquisition to state and local entities for wildlife conservation purposes. 

5. The Ocean Protection Council is a state agency responsible for coordinating state activities to protect ocean resources.

6. Currently, the majority of funding for the operation of state parks comes from the state's General Fund with additional funding sources are user fees (such as day use, camping, and other use fees) and state gasoline taxes. 

7. The development of new state parks and capital improvements to existing parks are largely funded from bond funds. 

8. Wildlife conservation programs in other state departments, such as DFG, are funded through a combination of the General Fund, user fees, and bond funds. 

9. The DPR also administers grant programs for local parks, funded largely through bond funds.

10. The VLF is an annual levy on the depreciated value of registered vehicles in California levied in lieu of the local property tax. 

11. The Department of Motor Vehicles (DMV) collects the VLF on behalf of the state and VLF revenues are primarily distributed to cities and counties. 

12. Revenues from the VLF are also used for grants to law enforcement organizations and some revenues are deposited in the state's General Fund.

13. Proposition 21 allows the revenue from the surcharge to be deposited into a new State Parks and Wildlife Conservation Trust Fund that is also created by this measure.

14. Proposition 21 creates certain allocation requires such as funds up to 1% of revenues deposited into the trust fund to be used for administration and oversight only. 

15. The remaining funds in the trust fund would be annually allocated, upon appropriation of the Legislature, as follows:

a. 85% of the available funds would be allocated to California Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) for the operations, maintenance, and development of the state parks system. This department would be responsible for awarding grants to local entities to replace the lost day-use fees at locally operated state park units. It would also administer a grant program to public agencies for urban river parkways to provide recreational benefits to underserved urban communities. The measure requires DPR to develop a strategic plan to improve access to the state parks system for underserved groups and regions of the state.

b. 7% of the available funds would be allocated to Department of Fish and Game (DFG) for the management and operation of wildlife refuges, ecological reserves, and other DFG lands.

c. The remaining 8% of the available funds would be allocated to the Ocean Protection Council, state conservancies, and the Wildlife Conservation Board to make direct expenditures or grants for wildlife conservation activities.

16. As outlined above, Proposition 21 allows for up to 1 percent of annual revenues to be used for collection, administration, and oversight of the trust fund. 

17. The DMV would be authorized to collect the surcharge and deposit it into the trust fund.

18. Proposition 21 requires the State Auditor to conduct annual reviews of expenditures from the fund to be reported to the Legislature and to a Citizens Oversight Committee that, under the terms of the measure, must be established by the Secretary for Natural Resources. 

Estimated Fiscal Impact 

19. According to the Legislative Analysis Office (LAO) an increase in state revenues of about $500 million annually from the imposition of a surcharge on the VLF to be used mainly to fund state parks and wildlife conservation programs. 

20. Potential state savings of up to approximately $200 million annually to the extent that the VLF surcharge revenues were used to reduce support from the General Fund and other special funds for parks and wildlife conservation programs. 

21. Reduction of about $50 million annually in state and local revenues from state park day-use fees. 

22. These revenue losses could potentially be offset by increases in other types of state park user fees and revenues.

Arguments in Support

23. California’s state parks face irreparable damage and budget cuts continue to raise day-use fees and undermine improvements to the parks. Proposition 21 would create a stable source of funding for state parks and California vehicles will get free day-use admission in exchange for the annual $18 fee.

24. According to the proponents of the measure, California’s 278 state parks attract millions of tourists, who spend $4.32 billion annually in park-related expenditures.  A recent study found that state park visitors spend an average of $57.63 in neighboring communities each visit and visitors generate so much local economic activity that every dollar spent on state parks creates another $2.35 for California’s treasury.

Arguments in Opposition

25. Opponents could argue that a fee or increased VLF placed on every California registered car owner will also benefit individuals who may not own or register a vehicle but will have access to state parks and the proposed improved amenities.

Supporting (Partial list as of July 14, 2010)









Organizations and Local Government

Adventure 16

All Dot Visuals

All Protection Services

ARO By Design

Ballona Institute

Bay Access

Cabaline Country Emporium

California Coastkeeper Alliance

California League of Conservation Voters

California Lodging Industry Association

California Parks Company

California Parks Hospitality Association

California Travel Industry Association

California Wilderness Coalition

CalOceans

Campbell Brothers Confusion Hill, LLC

Charlie Hong Kong

City of Berkeley

City of Caitola

City of Fort Bragg

City of Hermosa Beach

City of Oakley

City of Santa Cruz

City of Sonoma

Cloverdale Travel

Coastside Land Trust

County of Mendocino

County of Santa Cruz

Current Adventures Kayaking

El Dorado County Chamber of Commerce

Fairway Dunes Condominium Association

Fiesta De Reyes

Gaia Graphics and Associates

Global Possibilities

Good Karma Cafe

Half Moon Bay Coastside Chamber of Commerce & Visitors’ Bureau

Heal the Bay

Horny Toad Activewear, Inc.

Hotshot Imaging

Integrative Health Care

Judith's Herbals & Sundries

Kayaking.com

Law Office of Margaret Draper

Mendocino Coast Chamber of Commerce

Oceana

Organic Ag Advisors

Outdoor Industry Association

Patagonia

Point Reyes Seashore Lodge

Redwood City Parks, Recreation and Community Services Department

Ricochet Ridge Ranch

Russian River Chamber of Commerce

Sacramento Convention & Visitors Bureau

Santa Barbara Conference and Visitors Bureau

Santa Cruz County Conference and Visitors Council

Save Our Shores

Save the Redwoods League

Sierra Business Council

Sierra Club California

Sonoma Petaluma State Historic Parks Association

Sonoma Valley Chamber of Commerce

Sonoma Valley Visitors Bureau

Stephen Lubin Co.

Stewards of the Coast and Redwoods

Submersive Films, LLC

Surfrider Foundation

Tahoe Mountain Sports

The Conservation Fund

The Lurie Company

The River Store, Inc.

The Sun Runner Magazine

Tomales Bay Resort

Topanga Canyon Docents

Topanga Chamber of Commerce

Torrey Pines Association

Torrey Pines Docent Society

Trail Training

Valley of the Moon Natural History Association

Versa Tile

Virginia Association for Parks

Visit Mendocino County, Inc

Waddel Creek Association

Will Rogers Ranch Foundation
Individuals

Assemblymember Bill Monning

Assemblymember Hector De la Torre

Assemblymember Ira Ruskin

Assemblymember Jared Huffman

Assemblymember Jerry Hill

Assemblymember Julia Brownley

Assemblymember Mike Feuer

Assemblymember Noreen Evans

Assemblymember Paul Fong

Assemblymember Pedro Nava

Assemblymember Tom Ammiano

Assemblymember Wesley Chesbro

Councilmember Bill Quirk, City of Hayward

Councilmember Charles E. Marsaca, City of Atherton

Councilmember Chris Mac Arthur, City of Riverside

Councilmember Das Williams, City of Santa Barbara

Councilmember David Weinsoff, Town of Fairfax

Councilmember Ed Reyes, City of Los Angeles

Councilmember G. Wayne Eggleston, City of San Clemente

Councilmember Gary DeLong, City of Long Beach

Councilmember Grant House, City of Santa Barbara

Councilmember Jan Perry, City of Los Angeles

Councilmember Kriss Worthington, City of Berkeley

Councilmember Miguel Ucovich, Town of Loomis

Councilmember Owen Newcomer, City of Whittier

Councilmember Paul Koretz, City of Los Angeles

Councilmember Peter S. Yao, City of Claremont

Councilmember Robert Lieber, R.N., City of Albany

Councilmember Shane Brinton, City of Arcata

Councilmember Shane Brinton, City of Arcata

Councilmember Thomas Martin, City of Maywood

Former Assemblymember John Laird

Former Mayor Yoriko Kishimoto, City of Palo Alto

Former Senator Byron Sher

Mayor Elizabeth Patterson, City of Benicia

Mayor Helene Schneider, City of Santa Barbara

Mayor Laurene Weste, City of Santa Clarita

Mayor Luis Aguinaga, City of South El Monte

Mayor pro Tem Ken Gray, City of Marina

Mayor Ron Loveridge, City of Riverside

Senate President pro Tem Darrell Steinberg

Senator Christine Kehoe

Senator Denise Moreno Ducheny

Senator Fran Pavley

Senator Jenny Oropeza

Senator Joe Simitian

Senator Leland Yee

Senator Loni Hancock

Senator Mark Leno

Senator Patricia Wiggins

State Superintedent of Public Instruction Jack O'Connell

Supervisor Alice Lai-Bitker, County of Alameda

Supervisor Denise Rushing, County of Lake

Supervisor Doreen Farr, County of Santa Barbara

Supervisor Efren Carrillo, County of Sonoma

Supervisor Ellen Pirie, County of Santa Cruz

Supervisor Greg Cox, County of San Diego

Supervisor John Leopold, County of Santa Cruz

Supervisor Judy Arnold, County of Marin

Supervisor Ken Yeager, County of Santa Clara

Supervisor Linda Seifert, County of Solano

Supervisor Mark Stone, County of Santa Cruz

Supervisor Neal Coonerty, County of Santa Cruz

Supervisor Pam Slater-Price, County of San Diego

Supervisor Salud Carbajal, County of Santa Barbara
Opposing














The California Taxpayers’ Association

The Howard Jarvis Taxpayers Association
Proposition 24: Repeal of Corporate Tax Breaks

State and Local Government Reform Subcommittee did not meet due to lack of quorum.
Staff Recommended Position


Oppose

Summary

1. Proposition 24 would repeal several corporate tax reforms that are slated to go into effect in 2010 and 2012.

Background

2. The corporate tax reforms were approved by the Legislature and signed into law by Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger in February 2009 as part of the budget agreement.

3. The tax reforms include:

a. Elective single sales factor apportionment 

i. This allows multi-state corporations to choose between two methods for determining the share of their profits that would be taxed in California. 

ii. Traditionally, California has used a three factor formula that takes into account the share of a corporation’s property, payroll, and sales that are located in California. 

iii. Under the change made in February 2009, corporations could choose to be taxed solely on the share of their sales that occur in California.

b. Tax credit sharing 

i. This allows corporations to transfer tax credits among a family – or combined reporting group – of related corporations. 

ii. Traditionally, only the corporation earning a tax credit could claim that tax credit.

c. Net operating loss “carry backs”

i. This allows businesses to claim refunds on taxes already paid by claiming tax deductions for net operating losses (NOLs). 

ii. The recent change allows businesses to “carry back” operating loss deductions and claim refunds against prior years’ taxes.

d. Net operating loss “carry forward” 

i. California previously allowed businesses to “carry forward” and deduct operating losses against future income for ten year.  In 2009 the law was changed to allow businesses to “carry forward” a net operating loss for 20 years.  Passage of the Jobs Tax Initiative would restrict the “carry forward” of NOL to ten years.

4. According to the Legislative Analysis Office (LAO) by repealing the above tax benefits, Proposition 24 would increase taxes paid by businesses.

5. Furthermore, the Franchise Tax Board (FTB) estimates that the combined net impact of repealing the above three provisions would increase business tax revenues by $80 million in 2009‑10, $600 million in 2010-11, $1.7 billion in 2011-12 (first full-year effect), and increasing amounts thereafter. 

6. The 2010 Business Tax Climate Index ranked California 48th as in worst tax climates for businesses.

7. An annual survey of small businesses in California showed that nearly one out of four business owners had to lay off employees for financial reasons last year. The records show small‐business bankruptcies rose 81% in California.
Arguments in Support

8. Proponents of Proposition 24 include the California Teachers Association. David Sanchez, president of the union, says, "With our schools being slashed by $17 billion over the past two years and 26,000 teachers potentially facing layoff, now is not the time for the state to be giving tax breaks to large corporations and oil companies...Teachers want big businesses to pay their fair share in these dire times of deep cuts everywhere." 

9. Proponents argue that the corporate tax breaks were passed by the Legislature without discussion and public testimony and voters rejected other parts of the February 2009 budget agreement (special election Propositions 1A-1E, 2009) and believe that voters should be given a choice to decide if they want to keep the loss of $2 - $2.5 billion a year in corporate tax revenue.  
Arguments in Opposition

10. The “Stop the Jobs Tax” Coalition is the organized opposition and states that when two million Californians are out of work, Proposition 24 taxes new job creation, hits California employers and small businesses with higher taxes and stifles job growth in our most promising industries. 

Supporting

The proponents have not released a support list of individuals and organizations. The CTA is the only organization officially listed at this time. 

Opposing














The following organizations have signed onto the official opposition organization to Proposition 24 the “Stop the Jobs Tax” Coalition.

451 Degrees

A1 Door & Building Solutions

Alliance of Contra Costa Taxpayers

American Fence Association, California Chapter

Amgen

Ancient Art

Applied Materials

Arc Lite Power

Associated Builder and Contractors of California

Associated General Contractors of California

BayBio

Bell Gardens Chamber of Commerce

BIOCOM

Biogen Idec

BioMarin

Brownies Hardware

Building Owners and Managers Association of California

Calhoun Construction

California Association of Independent Business

California Autobody Association

California Building Industry Association

California Business Properties Association

California Business Roundtable

California Chamber of Commerce

California Citrus Mutual

California Construction & Industrial Materials Association

California Distributors Association

California Fence Contractors Association

California Healthcare Institute

California Hotel and Lodging Association

California Independent Grocers Association

California League of Food Processors

California Manufacturers & Technology Association

California Metals Coalition

California Professional Association of Specialty Contractors

California Retailers Association

California Small Business Alliance

California Taxpayer Protection Committee

California Taxpayers’ Association

Carmel Valley Chamber of Commerce

Carpinteria Councilmember Joe Armendariz

Catalyst Biosciences

CBS Corporation

Central City Association of Los Angeles

Chino Valley Chamber of Commerce

Cisco Systems

Coalition of Labor, Agriculture and Business of Santa Barbara County

CONNECT

Dasko Communications

Daylight Solutions

Delta Construction Company

El Monte/South El Monte Chamber of Commerce

Engineering and Utility Contractors Association

Engineering Contractors Association

Fairchild Semiconductor

Flasher/Barricade Association

Fox Group

Genentech

General Electric Company

Greater Riverside Chambers of Commerce

HD Golf

iHaveThatBook

Independent Waste Oil Collectors’ Association

Industrial Association of Contra Costa County

Industrial Environmental Association

Inland Empire Taxpayers Association

Innolytics

International Council of Shopping Centers

Irwindale Chamber of Commerce

ITegrity

Johnson & Johnson

Kern County Taxpayers Association

Life Technologies

Livermore Chamber of Commerce

Los Angeles Area Chamber of Commerce

Lypro Biosciences

Manhattan Beach Chamber of Commerce

Medtronic

Mercator MedSystems

Milpitas Chamber of Commerce

Montclair Chamber of Commerce

Mueller Lewis Concrete

NAIOP California State Council

Neighborhood Market Association

New Era Tile & Stone

Orange County Taxpayers Association

Oxnard Chamber of Commerce

Pacific M Painting

Palm Desert Chamber of Commerce

Premier Plumbing Company

Printing Industries of California

Revance Therapeutics

Redondo Beach Chamber of Commerce & Visitors Bureau

Robert Lindsey Drywall

Rovi

Sacramento Metropolitan Chamber of Commerce

San Francisco Chamber of Commerce

Santa Barbara County Taxpayers Association

Santa Barbara Technology and Industry Association

Santa Clara Chamber of Commerce

Silicon Valley Leadership Group

Sports Media Network

SVB Financial Group

Synecor

Team Heating & Air Conditioning

TechAmerica

TechNet

Tessera

The Irish Setters

The Walt Disney Company

Time Warner

United Californians for Tax Reform

Valley Industry and Commerce Association

Valley Taxpayers’ Coalition

Viacom

West Covina Unified School District President Mike Spence

West Valley Staffing Group

Western Manufactured Housing Communities Association
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AB 1778 (Lieu – D) State Agency Promotions: Commercials

Workforce Issues Subcommittee Recommended Position


Support

Summary

1. AB 1778 requires state promotional commercials to be filmed in California. 

Background

2. Specifically, AB 1778 provides that any department, commission, office, agency, or other administrative entity of the state that produces, or contracts for the production of, a promotional commercial for the state or a product of the state, and finances that commercial in whole or in part with public funds, shall require that commercial be filmed in California.

3. Current law contains the California Tourism Marketing Act (CTMA) and creates the California Division of Tourism in the Business, Transportation and Housing Agency (BTHA) to promote travel and tourism to and within California. 

4. The CTMA further establishes the California Travel and Tourism Commission (CTTC), a separate, independent, non-profit corporation, and authorizes the CTTC to levy assessments on specified businesses which benefit from travel and tourism spending, according to referendum of the assessed businesses for the purpose of producing a variety of marketing activities, including: advertising; visitor publications; and cooperative programs.

Reasons for AB 1778 According to the Bill’s Author 

5. Happy Cows Come From New Zealand? According to the author, one of the reasons for this bill is that the California Milk Advisory Board recently brought a production crew to Auckland, New Zealand to shoot a series of 10 commercials claiming that California cows are happier. 

6. The Board stated that this particular filming was a 'minor portion of production' and that any cows identified as Californian in the ads will be actual California cows. 

7. The Board further said that in this particular case, "They were not actually shooting Happy California Cows commercials in New Zealand; they were shooting unhappy cows from all over the world auditioning to become California cows. 

8. Regardless, it makes sense to clarify in the law that an ad promoting a California product should actually be filmed in the State of California." 

9. In a recent LA Times article, the Milk board defended its actions based upon the economics of filming in New Zealand, saying, "We have a fiduciary responsibility to spend their (the dairy industry) hard earned dollars as efficiently as we can. In this particular case, we found significant cost savings by shooting a portion of this product overseas."

Arguments in Support

10. According to the author of the proposed law, the purpose of this bill is to ensure that all commercials made on behalf of the State of California, and paid for with state funds, are actually filmed in California. 

11. The California Labor Federation adds the following in support, "At a time of budget shortfall, there is little the state can do directly to create jobs. One important tool we have is the use of public dollars. Taxpayer funds can and should be directed to creating good jobs here in California.

12. AB 1778 will require that state agencies making promotional commercials for California keep those productions in California. A recent commercial promoting California's dairy industry was filmed in Australia. Trying to promote one local industry by abandoning another local industry makes no economic sense.

Arguments in Opposition

13. The California Cut Flower Commission and the California Pear Growers claim that enactment of AB 1778 will negatively impact the ability of industry funded programs, such as agricultural commissions and marketing orders, to promote California products.

14. The Alliance of Western Milk Producers, points out that the most promising market for the future of the California dairy industry consists of Pacific Rim countries. The Alliance believes that AB 1778 would prohibit the use of film crews in Asia to prepare promotional pieces that would effectively appeal to audiences in that region of the world, thus hampering promotional efforts and campaigns to increase demand for California products overseas.

Supporting

California Conference Board of the Amalgamated Transit Union 

California Conference of Machinists 

California Labor Federation Engineers and Scientists of California, IFPTE Local 20 

International Longshore and Warehouse Union 

Jockeys' Guild Professional and Technical Engineers, IFPTE Local 21 

Redondo Beach Chamber of Commerce & Visitors Bureau

South Bay Association of Chambers of Commerce

Teamsters 

United Food and Commercial Workers Region 7 States Council 

UNITE-HERE!

Opposing

Agricultural Council of California 

Alliance of Western Milk Producers 

California Cut Flower Commission 

California Pear Growers 

Dairy Institute of California 

Milk Producers Council 

Western United Dairymen
AB 1846 (V. Perez) Environment: Expedited Environmental Review

Resources For Local Business Subcommittee Recommended Position

Support

Summary

1. AB 1846 expands current law to allow use of a "focused" environmental impact report (EIR) for installation of pollution control equipment that reduces greenhouse gas emissions (GHGs) to comply with AB 32.

Background

2. AB 1846 requires that environmental analysis be performed for a rule or regulation that requires the installation of pollution control equipment or a performance standard or treatment requirement adopted pursuant to the Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006  (AB 32, 2006) including rules of the Energy Commission and Public Utilities Commission. 

3. The rationale behind AB 1846: 

a. Proponents contend that projects undertaken to comply with AB 32's GHG reduction requirements should benefit from the same focused EIR process available to projects to comply with other pollution control requirements. 

b. The author indicates the intent of the AB 1846 is to conform and clarify existing law, not to supersede it.

4. As a result of this initial study, the lead agency may issue (i) a "negative declaration," meaning the project will have no negative environmental effects; (ii) a "mitigated negative declaration," meaning the project will have environmental effects that are easily remedied; or (iii) an EIR, a document that show public officials how to avoid or mitigate the serious environmental effects of a project. 

5. CEQA allows specified lead agencies to issue less extensive EIRs, known as “focused” EIRs, when a project is to install pollution control equipment required by those agencies. 

6. In such cases, the lead agency completed a generic EIR contemplating all possible environmental effects of installation of the pollution control equipment prior to requiring its installation. 

7. The lead agencies authorized to issue focused EIRs are Air Resources Board (ARB), local air districts, state and regional water boards, Department of Toxic Substances Control, and the Integrated Waste Management Board.

Arguments in Support

8. Proponents argue that AB 1846 amends CEQA to clarify that expedited review procedures for projects to install mandated pollution control equipment, including authority to utilize a focused EIR, apply to projects that reduce GHG emissions that will ultimately allow the agency or entity to comply with AB 32.

Arguments in Opposition

None on file at this time

Supporting 

Brawley Chamber of Commerce

California Apartment Association 

California Business Properties Association 

California Chamber of Commerce 

California Council for Environmental and Economic Balance (sponsor) 

California Forestry Association 

El Centro Chamber of Commerce

Garden Grove Chamber of Commerce

Santa Barbara County

Southern California Edison

Opposing

None on file at this time
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The following ten Propositions have qualified for the November 2010 ballot and the California Secretary of State is currently in the process of issuing the official ballot title, arguments and summary.

Proposition 18: Safe, Clean, and Reliable Drinking Water Supply Act of 2010

The bond authorization appears in SBX7 2 (Cogdill; D-Modesto). Bond funding includes $3 billion for new water storage (including reservoirs), $2.25 billion for Delta restoration, $1.785 billion for conservation and watershed protection projects throughout the state, $1.4 billion for water supply reliability, $1.25 billion for water recycling and conservation, $1 billion for groundwater protection and water quality projects, and $455 million for drought relief.

The Governor has asked the Legislature to postpone Proposition 18 until the November 2012 election. The Legislature will consider this once they return from summer recess.

Corona Chamber Position: 
To be determined
Proposition 19: Legalization and Taxation of Marijuana

Proposition 19 allows people 21 years old or older to possess, cultivate, or transport marijuana for personal use while permitting local governments to regulate and tax commercial production and sale of marijuana to people 21 years old or older. Furthermore, prohibits people from possessing marijuana on school grounds, using it in public, smoking it while minors are present, or providing it to anyone under 21 years old and maintains current prohibitions against driving while impaired.

Corona Chamber Position:
To be determined – September LAC meeting
Proposition 20: Voters FIRST Act for Congress

The Proposition 20 extends the responsibilities of the Citizens Redistricting Commission (Commission) and gives the Commission the authority to draw the boundaries for the United States Congressional Districts.

Corona Chamber Position:
Support

Proposition 21: Annual Vehicle License Surcharge to Fund State Parks

Proposition 21 establishes an $18 annual state vehicle license surcharge and grants free admission to all state parks to surcharged vehicles and requires deposit of surcharge revenue in a new trust fund. The trust funds would be used solely to operate, maintain and repair the state park system, and to protect wildlife and natural resources. The Proposition exempts commercial vehicles, trailers and trailer coaches from the surcharge and requires annual independent audit and review by citizens’ oversight committee.

Corona Chamber Position:
To be determined
Proposition 22: Local Taxpayers, Public Safety, and Transportation Act

This Proposition would prohibit the State from taking, borrowing or redirecting local taxpayer funds dedicated to public safety, emergency response and other vital local government services. Furthermore, the act would protect vital, dedicated transportation and public transit funds from state raids. 

Corona Chamber Position:
Support
Proposition 23: Suspension of AB 32

Also known as the California Jobs Initiative, Proposition 23 would delay the operation and implementation of AB 32 until California’s unemployment rate returns to the levels that existed at the time of its adoption, 5.5% or less, for four consecutive calendar quarters.  

Corona Chamber Position:
Support
Proposition 24: Repeal of Corporate Tax Breaks

Proposition 24 would repeal several corporate tax reforms that are slated to go into effect in 2010 and 2012. The corporate tax reforms were approved by the Legislature and signed into law by Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger in February 2009 as part of the budget agreement.

Corona Chamber Position:
To be determined
Proposition 25: Legislative Vote Requirement for Passage of State Budget

The Proposition changes the legislative vote requirement necessary to pass the state budget from two-thirds to a simple majority. Furthermore, it provides that if the Legislature fails to pass a budget bill by June 15, all members of the Legislature will permanently forfeit any reimbursement for salary and expenses for every day until the day the Legislature passes a budget bill.

Corona Chamber Position:
To be determined – September LAC meeting
Proposition 26: Legislative Vote Requirement for State Levies and Charges

Proposition 26 increases legislative vote requirement to two-thirds for state levies and charges, with limited exceptions, and for certain taxes currently subject to majority vote. This Proposition changes the State Constitution to require voters to approve, either by two-thirds or majority, local levies and charges with limited exceptions.

Corona Chamber Position:
To be determined – September LAC meeting
Proposition 27: Elimination State Commission on Redistricting

Proposition 27 eliminates 14-member redistricting commission (created by Proposition 11, 2008) selected from applicant pool picked by government auditors and consolidates authority for establishing state Assembly, Senate, and Board of Equalization district boundaries with elected state representatives responsible for drawing congressional districts.

Corona Chamber Position:
Oppose
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