Legislative Action COMMITTEE

www.CoronaAdvocacy.biz/about.html

Corona Chamber of Commerce

904 East Sixth Street, Corona 92879

(951) 737-3350

Friday, June 4, 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 Report
· Recent Action
· California Chamber of Commerce Legislative Summit Recap
President & CEO Report
Staff Report

Agenda Item
1. May 2010 LAC Minutes








ACTION 
2. California Jobs Initiative 







ACTION

3. Legislative Report #5








ACTION
· AB 482 (Mendoza) Employment: Credit Reports
· AB 898 (Lieu) Documents: Notaries Public: Solicitations
· AB 2492 (Ammiano) Property Taxation: Change in Ownership
· SB 885 (Corbett) Gift Certificates: Redemption
· SB 1474 (Steinberg) Labor Representatives: Elections
Announcements

Adjourn

CHAIR REPORT

Legislative Action Committee

June 4, 2010
Recent Action
May 26, 2010

Corona Chamber Leads Local Effort To Oppose Proposition 16

The outcome of every measure on the June 8, 2010 statewide ballot will have an impact on the Corona business community. It is the role of the Corona Chamber to take positions on these issues and to educate our business community on the impact of the issues before them.

One of the ballot measures, Proposition 16, should gain the majority support of voters, would require a two-thirds voter approval before local governments can provide electricity service to customers or implement a community choice electricity program using public funds or bonds.

“The Corona Chamber opposes Proposition 16 because it makes it more difficult than it is currently for local entities to form either municipal utilities, or community wide electricity districts,” stated Bobby Spiegel, President CEO/President of the Corona Chamber. “Our Chamber’s Legislative Action Committee’s outreach efforts, will continue its efforts to notify members and others about the wrong message that those supporting Proposition 16 are presenting,” Spiegel continued.

Proposition 16 places new voter approval requirements on local governments before they can use “public funds” – defined broadly in the measure to include tax revenues, various forms of debt, and ratepayer funds – to start up electricity service, expand electricity service into a new territory, or implement a Community Choice Aggregation (CCA).

First, before an authorized local government entity can start up electricity service, it must receive approval by two-thirds of the voters in the area proposed to be served.

Second, before an existing publicly owned utility can expand its electric delivery service into a new territory, it must receive approval by two-thirds of the voters in the area currently served by the utility and two-thirds of the voters in the new area proposed to be served.

Third, the measure requires two-thirds voter approval for a local government to implement a CCA.

Californians generally receive their electricity service from one of three types of providers: investor-owned utilities (IOUs), local publicly owned electric utilities, or electric service providers (ESPs). These provide 68 percent, 24 percent, and 8 percent, respectively, of retail electricity service in the state.

According to Mark Toney, Executive Director of The Utility Reform Network (TURN), a nonprofit consumer advocacy group, Proposition 16 takes self-interest in a ballot initiative to a new level, by rewriting the constitution to protect a private corporation from competition from public entities.

Elisabeth Brinton, Director of Communications for the Sacramento Municipal Utility District, a public utility, has said that Proposition 16 reduces the ability of people to choose between private and public utility companies. Holding local elections where people vote on whether to have a private or public utility company would be expensive.

The Chamber urges a NO vote on Proposition 16 on June 8, 2010.

May 20, 2010

Corona Chamber Member Leads Legislative Proposal Effort in Sacramento

The Corona Chamber is supporting AB 2283 which would legalize alkaline hydrolysis, a process that speed up the natural decomposition process, in California. The proposal was authored in the State Legislature by State Assemblymember Jeff Miller and sponsored by Chris Miller (no relation), owner of Thomas Miller Mortuary and a member of the Corona Chamber of Commerce Board of Directors and LAC. Chris Miller has become the state-wide spokes person in support of the proposal.

Alkaline Hydrolysis is defined as a water-based chemical resolving process using strong alkali in water at temperatures of up to 180C (350F) to rapidly yet sympathetically reduce the body to ash. It is essentially a highly accelerated version of natural decomposition chemistry. Hydrolysis as the name suggests is the process of forcing water molecules between the chemical bonds holding large tissue molecules such as fats, DNA and proteins together. This process breaks the tissue down to its original small molecular building blocks. This is a natural process found in body decomposition after death. 

AB 2283 would require the Cemetery and Funeral Bureau to adopt regulations for the safe operation of alkaline hydrolysis chambers by July 1, 2011. Under current law, the Cemetery and Funeral Bureau licenses and regulates crematoria and various professions relating to the disposition of human remains. Violating these provisions is considered a misdemeanor.

“The Corona Chamber is proud to support one of our Chamber leaders in his effort to bring positive changes to his industry,” stated Cynthia Schneider, Chair of the Corona Chamber’s Legislative Action Committee. “In any industry, change that is accomplished though meaningful policy reform at the statewide level and led by someone at the local level, is something we need to rally behind. Chris’ ability to gain not only this Chamber’s support but the support of many legislators throughout California is deserving of recognition. The Corona Chamber of Commerce is proud to have such an entrepreneurial individual as part of our business community and our Board.” Schneider continued.

In a recent article in the Press-Enterprise Assembly member Jeff Miller was quoted as saying, “I'm excited! It just gives Californians an option on how they want to bury their loved ones.”

Chris Miller was also quoted saying, "I thought, 'Wow, this could be a nice alternative.' It doesn't seem as violent as people think cremation is. And … it doesn't create any sort of carbon footprint."

AB 2283 has passed out of the Assembly Committee on Business, Professions and Consumer Protection and is now awaiting a hearing in the Assembly Appropriations Committee.

May 15, 2010

Corona Chamber Sends Letter of Support For High Speed Rail

May 15, 2010

The Honorable Curt Pringle

Chair, High-Speed Rail Authority

925 L Street, Suite 1425

Sacramento, CA 95814

Via Fax: 916-322-0827

SUBJECT: Support for CHSRA PRIIA Planning Grant Application For Los Angeles to San Diego Via Inland Empire Section

Dear Chair Pringle:

The Corona Chamber of Commerce supports California’s pending PRIIA planning grant application for the Inland Empire section of the California High-Speed Rail Train. The chamber supports the state’s efforts to provide a new and exciting system of transportation that will bring a state of the art high-speed rail system segment to Southern California and specifically, to the Los Angeles to San Diego via the Inland Empire corridor. We see this as an excellent opportunity to improve transportation within our region and to increase the mobility of our residents and businesses. Furthermore, this will help the state meet specific reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, provide greater transportation choices and creation thousands of much needed jobs in and around the City of Corona. 

Thank you for your continued work for the Southern California region and we look forward to working with you and the High-Speed Rail Authority and other interested parties located throughout our region.

Sincerely,

Bobby Spiegel

President and CEO

Corona Chamber of Commerce

Cynthia Schneider

Chair, Legislative Action Committee

Corona Chamber of Commerce 

CC:

Bob Buster, Chairman (RCTC)

Assembly Member Jeff Miller

California Chamber of Commerce
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MEETING MINUTES

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 Schneider accepted the resignation of Ken Rivers due to him leaving Corona Regional Medical Center for a new job.
	Chair
	Cynthia Schneider
	American Security Bank
	X

	
	Rachel Rola
	As You Like It Event Design/Catering
	

	
	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
	

	
	Javier Vasquez
	Miguel’s Restaurants
	

	
	Mark Krakower
	Kraktronix Laser Craft
	X

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

	
	Mike Timotic
	Parker Hannifin
	

	Guest
	Al Lopez
	Western Municipal Water District
	X

	Mayor 
	Karen Spiegel
	City of Corona
	

	AQMD
	Danielle Soto
	AQMD
	X

	AQMD
	Todd Warden
	AQMD
	X

	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
Chair Schneider reported on the following recent actions:

· Corona Chamber Opposes Project Labor Agreement Despite Approval

· Corona Chamber Urges Action On June 8th Statewide Ballot Measures

· Recent Corona Chamber LAC Successes

President & CEO Report

· Bobby Spiegel reported on the upcoming June 25 Magic of Monte Carlo event and the Proposition 16 YouTube videos to be produced by the Chamber.
Staff Report

· California Chamber of Commerce Legislative Summit

· Shaun Lumachi reported on the upcoming Legislative Summit in Sacramento and informed the LAC of the issues to be discussed in Sacramento.

Agenda Item

4. April  2010 LAC Minutes







ACTION 
The April 2010 LAC minutes were approved unanimously.

5. Legislative Report #4








ACTION
The LAC voted to approve the following positions:

· OPPOSE
AB 2138 (Chesbro) Product Management: Single-use Recyclable Packaging

· SUPPORT
AB 2283 (Miller) Disposition of Human Remains: Alkaline Hydrolysis
· SUPPORT
ACA 28 (Nestande) State Budget: Certification
· SUPPORT
ACA 30 (Jeffries) Lieutenant Governor: Elimination of Office
· SUPPORT
ACA 31 (Jeffries) Floor Sessions: Appropriate Hours

· SUPPORT
SB 1010 (Correa) Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
· SUPPORT
SB X6 5 (Hollingsworth) Sales and Use Tax Exclusion: Trade-in Motor Vehicle
Announcements

Adjourn
Chair Schneider adjourned the meeting at 9:15am.
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AGENDA ITEM 2
Legislative Action Committee

June 4, 2010
California Jobs Initiative
Presentation

Shaun Lumachi

Director of Government Affairs
Recommended Position


Support the Proposed Initiative

Summary

1. California Jobs Initiative (The Initiative) seeks to 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.  

Background

2. The California Jobs Initiative is currently in the signature gathering phase and is expected to qualify for the November 2010 General Election once the Secretary of State’s office confirms sample signatures it has received. 

3. AB 32 establishes the goal of reducing, by 2020, the state's emissions of greenhouse gases (GHGs) to the level those emissions were in 1990. 

4. The law requires the California Air Resources Board (CARB) to adopt rules and regulations to achieve the targeted reduction in emissions and to monitor and enforce this program. 

5. As required by law, the CARB in December 2008 released its scoping plan for AB 32 implementation. 

6. This plan is a blueprint for meeting the statutory GHG emission reduction goal, and it encompasses a range of GHG emission reduction measures. 

7. These include, as allowed under AB 32, traditional regulatory measures to directly order reductions in emissions, market-based compliance measures (namely, a "cap-and-trade" system), and voluntary measures. 

8. Regulations have already been adopted for some of these measures. For others, regulations are either currently under development or will be developed in future years.

9. As allowed under AB 32, the CARB has adopted a regulation with a schedule of fees to be paid by parties that emit GHGs to fund state agency administrative costs to implement AB 32. 

10. Under current law, revenues from the AB 32 administrative fee are also to be used to repay various state special funds that have made loans totaling $83 million to the AB 32 program. These loans have staggered repayment dates that run through 2014.

11. The California Jobs Initiative would suspend some regulatory activities such as:

a. The proposed cap-and-trade system;

b. A low carbon fuel standard that would require a significant reduction in the carbon intensity of, and thus the GHG emissions from, the state's transportation fuels;

c. A requirement that all retail sellers of electricity procure at least 33 percent of their electricity by 2020 from "renewable" sources, such as solar or wind power. (A current standard that renewable sources constitute 20 percent of the electricity procured by investor-owned utilities by 2010 would still apply.) and;

d. The fee to recover state agency costs of administering AB 32.

12. The Initiative does not aim to suspend the majority of activities related to addressing climate change and reducing GHG emissions. 

13. By suspending AB 32 some of the major fiscal effects are potentially positive, short-term impacts on state and local government revenues from the suspension of regulatory activity, with uncertain longer-run impacts.

14. Also by suspending AB 32 the potential foregone state revenues from the auctioning of emission allowances by state government, due to suspending the future implementation of cap-and-trade regulations.

Arguments in Support

15. According to the campaign promoting the initiative, with 2.2 million Californians already unemployed and the state facing a $20 billion budget deficit, protecting jobs and the economy should be our first priority. 

16. The California Jobs Initiative would do just that by making a common-sense, temporary adjustment to the timing of costly regulations under AB 32.
Arguments in Opposition
17. Opponents of the proposed initiative argue that the primary funders of the initiative are Valero Energy Corporation and Tesoro. 
18. Opponents claim that both Texas oil companies are among the nation’s biggest polluters, and their California oil refineries are among the top ten polluters in our state. 
Supporting 

Local Governments and Elected Officials











Acquanetta Warren, Fontana Council Member

Allen Settle, San Luis Obispo Council Member

Andy Vasquez, Yuba County Supervisor

Anthony Botelho, San Benito County Supervisor

Barry Talbot, Mayor Pro-Tem, City of Canyon Lake

Brad Mitzelfelt, San Bernardino County Supervisor

Charlie Goeken, Mayor of Waterford

City of Tulare

City of Tustin

Craig Vejvoda, Tulare Council Member

Donald Callison, American Canyon Council Member

Elected Officials cont’d

Frank Hilliker, Director, Lakeside Water District

Frank Ury, Mission Viejo Council Member

Jeremy Yamaguchi, Placentia Council Member

Jerry Amante, Mayor of Tustin

Jim DeMartini, Stanislaus County Supervisor

Joe Carchio, City of Huntington Beach Council Member

Joe Vinatieri, Whittier Council Member

Joel Lautenschleger, Laguna Hills Council Member

Kim K. Yamaguchi, Butte County Supervisor

Kristin Olsen, Modesto City Council Member

L. Dennis Michael, Mayor Pro-Tem, Rancho Cucamonga

Local Governments and 

Madera County

Matthew Harper, Trustee, Huntington Beach Union High School District

Mike Hudson, Suisun City Council Member

Peter Foy, Ventura County Supervisor

Peter Herzog, Mayor of Lake Forest

Ray Nutting, El Dorado County Supervisor

Reb Monaco, San Benito County Supervisor

Richard Dixon, Mayor Pro-Tem of Lake Forest

Robert Ming, Laguna Niguel Council Member

San Bernardino County

Scott Nassif, Apple Valley Town Council Member

Scott Nelson, Placentia Council Member

Steve A. Nagel, Fountain Valley City Council Member

Steve Jones, Mayor Pro-Tem, Garden Grove Janice Keating, former Modesto City Council Member

Vern Moss, Madera County Supervisor

Walter Allen, III, Covina City Council Member

Wendy Leece, Mayor Pro-Tem, Costa Mesa

Organizations and Businesses












Advanced Composite Tooling

Alliance of Contra Costa Taxpayers

Altraco, Inc.

American GI Forum of California

American GI Forum Women of California

American GI Forum, Modesto Chapter

Americans for Prosperity

Antelope Valley Black Chamber of Commerce

Associated California Loggers

Association of Energy Service Companies

AV Wedding Guide

Bishop-Wisecarver Corporation

Black Business Association

Boyett Petroleum

Broadview Co-op Gin

Butte County Farm Bureau

Buttonwillow Ginning Company

California Association of Business and Property Owners

California Automotive Wholesalers Association

California Citrus Mutual

California Coalition of Filipino American Chambers

California Cotton Ginners and Growers Associations

California Dairy Campaign

California Dump Truck Owners Association

California Hispanic Chambers of Commerce

California Independent Oil Marketers Association (CIOMA)

California League of Food Processors

California Manufacturers & Technology Association

California Poultry Federation

California Republican Party

California Small Business Alliance

California Small Business Association

California State Firefighters Association

California Taxpayer Protection Committee

California Tomato Growers Association

California Trucking Association

Carson Black Chamber of Commerce

Central Solano Taxpayers Association

Chemical Industry Council of California

Cobb’s Pescadero Travel

Con10U

Contra Costa Taxpayers Association

CRI Appraisals and Real Estate

Cross Petroleum

David A. Turner Homes, Inc.

Development Foundation

Dion & Sons

Elm Communications

Filipino Progress

Fontana Hispanic Chamber of Commerce

GCM Farms

Glove USA

Hand To Hand Marketing

Hernandez Sewing, Inc.

High Desert Auto Supply

High Desert Auto Supply

Hispanic Chamber of Commerce of Contra Costa County

Hispanic Chamber of Commerce, Silicon Valley

Howard Jarvis Taxpayers Association

Huley Enterprises, Inc.

Huron Ginning Company

Independent Oil Producers Agency

J.B. DeWar, Inc.

J.E. DeWitt, Inc.

Kern County Black Chamber of Commerce

Kern County Black Chamber of Commerce,

Kern County Taxpayers Association

Krueger & Company

Long Beach Chamber of Commerce

Los Angeles Metropolitan Hispanic Chamber of Commerce

Los Angeles Regional Homeless Restoration Advisory Coalition

Lumber Association of California and Nevada

Mid-Valley Cotton Growers

Miller Geosciences

Montclair Chamber of Commerce

Moreno Valley Black Chamber of Commerce

National Federation of Independent Business – California (NFIB)

National Petrochemical and Refiners Association

National Tax Limitation Committee

National Taxpayers Union

Nisei Farmers League

Northern California Water Association

Northern California Water Association

Partners Management Group

Poma Holding Company, Inc.

Prado Farms

Printing Industries of California

Products Engineering Corporation

Professional Small Business Services, Inc.

Regional Hispanic Chamber of Commerce

Riverside Truck & Equipment, Inc.

Rood & Dax Advanced Insurance Services

Sacramento County Taxpayers League

San Diego Tax Fighters

San Diego Urban Economic Corporation

Santa Maria Valley Chamber of Commerce

Santa Maria Valley Contractors Association

Scolari Ranches

SDSW Consulting

Sierra Valley Almonds

Silicon Valley Black Chamber of Commerce

Simi Valley Chamber of Commerce

Smothers and Associates

Solano County Black Chamber of Commerce

Southern California Rock Products Association

Square One Enterprises

Stockton Black Chamber of Commerce

Stockton/San Joaquin County Filipino Chamber of Commerce

Supreme Steel Treating, Inc.

Taylor Trucking

TBS Petroleum

TC Two Creative Studios

Team Heating and Air Conditioning

Teixeira and Sons

Terranova Ranch

Tesoro Corporation

Titus & Associates

Touchstone Industrial Supply

Tuppan Cabinets

Ugalde Trucking Company

Valero Energy

Waste Watchers

Water Stewards, Inc.

West Island Cotton Growers, Inc.

Western Agricultural Processors Association

Westside Farmers Cooperative

Wilmington Chamber of Commerce

Yadari Enterprises

Yuba-Sutter Farm Bureau

Opposing

Local Governments and Elected Officials











City of Chula Vista 
City of Maywood 
City of Solana Beach 
City and County of San Francisco 

Councilmember Alice Fredericks, Town of Tiburon
Councilmember Bill Quirk, City of Hayward
Councilmember Tiffany Renee, City of Petaluma
Councilmember Ed Reyes, City of Los Angeles
Councilmember Dan Wilson, City of Portola
Councilmember Don Lane, City of Santa Cruz
Councilmember Cynthia Mathews, City of Santa Cruz 
Councilmember Kevin McCarty, City of Sacramento 
Councilmember Jim Prola, City of San Leandro
Councilmember Kriss Worthington, City of Berkeley
Councilmember Laurie Capitelli, City of Berkeley
Councilmember Owen Newcomer, City of Whittier
Councilmember Rob Fong, City of Sacramento  
Councilmember Steve Castaneda, City of Chula Vista
Councilmember Steve Cohn, City of Sacramento
Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger
Mayor Carmelita Garcia, City of Pacific Grove 
Mayor Gavin Newsom, City & County of San Francisco
Mayor Pro Tem Don Saylor, City of Davis
Vice Mayor Ryan Coonerty, City of Santa Cruz
Vice Mayor Jeff Ritterman, City of Richmond 
Councilmember Richard Alarcon, City of Los Angeles
Councilmember Tom Butt, City of Richmond
Councilmember Jesse Arreguin, City of Berkeley
Mayor Pro Tem Roseann Mikos, City of Moorpark
Senate Pro Tempore Darrell Steinberg
Senator Dean Florez
Senator Loni Hancock
Senator Christine Kehoe
Senator Alan Lowenthal
Senator Mark Leno
Senator Carol Liu
Senator Jenny Oropeza
Senator Fran Pavley
Senator Joe Simitian
Senator Lois Wolk
Assembly Speaker John Perez
Assemblymember Tom Ammiano
Assemblymember Karen Bass
Assemblymember Julia Brownley
Assemblymember Wesley Chesbro
Assemblymember Mike Davis
Assemblymember Hector De La Torre
Assemblymember Kevin de León
Assemblymember Mike Feuer
Assemblymember Paul Fong
Assemblymember Jerry Hill
Assemblymember Jared Huffman
Assemblymember Dave Jones
Assemblymember Ted Lieu
Assemblymember Bill Monning
Assemblymember Pedro Nava
Assemblymember Ira Ruskin
Assemblymember Lori Saldaña
Assemblymember Nancy Skinner
US Senator Dianne Feinstein
Organizations 














American Lung Association in California
Blue Shield of California
Breathe California
Breathe LA
California Nurses Association
Coalition for Clean Air
Public Health Institute
AARP
League of Women Voters of California
League of Women Voters of Los Angeles
California Teamsters Public Affairs Council
Audubon California
Berkeley Partners for Parks 
California Cars Initiative
California Council of Land Trust 
California League of Conservation Voters
Californians Against Waste
Center for Biological Diversity 
Citizens Climate Lobby 
ClimatePath
ClimatePlan
Climate Protection Campaign
Defenders of Wildlife
Ecology Center of Southern California
Environment California
Environmental Defense Fund
FIT Coalition
Global Green USA
Green Coalition of San Jacinto Valley
Green For All
Greenbelt Alliance
Greenpeace USA
National Parks Conservation Association
National Wildlife Federation Action Fund 
Natural Resources Defense Council
The Nature Conservancy
Oceana
Ojai Valley Green Coalition
Pacific Environment
Save The Air in Nevada County
Save The Earth Now 
Sierra Club California
Solana Beach Clean and Green
Sustainability Alliance of Southern California
Sustainable Silver Lake 
TransForm
Union of Concerned Scientists
Viva Sierra Gorda
Abengoa Solar, Inc.
Adura Technologies, Inc.
Akeena Solar, Inc.
All Valley Solar, Inc.
Amonix Inc.
Aztec Solar, Inc.
Better Place
BrightSource Energy
California Clean Energy Fund (CalCEF)
California Energy Efficiency Industry Council
California Natural Gas Vehicle Coalition 
California Solar Energy Industries 
   Association
California Wind Energy Association 
Center for Resource Solutions
Clean Economy Network
Eko Asset Management Partners
Electric Vehicles International
EOS Climate 
Fotowatio Renwable Ventures, Inc.
Fulcrom BioEnergy, Inc. 
Horizon Wind Energy
Large-scale Solar Association
NetZero Energy, LLC
Oak Creek Energy Systems, Inc.
OriginOil, Inc.
Pacific Edison, LLCSchüco USA
Sierra Solar System 
Solar Millennium
SolarCity 
Solana Energy
Solarponics, Inc.
SolarRoofs.com Inc.
Solaria
Solutions in Solar Electricity 
Sungevity 
Suntech America
SV Green Tech Corp.
Technology Partners 
United Sustainable Energy 
U.S. Green Building Council - Los Angeles
8minutenergy Renewables, LLC   
Coastal Women for Change
CREDO Action
Ella Baker Center for Human Rights
People's Core 
Preserving Integrity Network
Rose Foundation for Communities and the   Environment
The Greenlining Institute
California Interfaith Power and Light
Catholic Charities, Stockton Diocese
Lutheran Office of Public Policy – California
Southern California Ecumenical Council 
The Orange County Interfaith Coalition for the Environment 
California Student Public Interest Research Group
California Student Sustainability Coalition 

ACTION

AGENDA ITEM 3
Legislative Action Committee

June 4, 2010
Legislative Report #5
Presentation

Shaun Lumachi

Director of Government Affairs
AB 482 (Mendoza) Employment: Credit Reports

Staff Recommended Position


Oppose

Summary

1. AB 482 would expand employer liability by increases to exposure for hiring decisions by unduly restricting the ability of businesses to use consumer credit reports as part of the background check process, with the exception of certain financial institutions.

Background

2. The federal Fair Credit Reporting Act (FCRA) and the state Consumer Credit Reporting Agencies Act define and regulate consumer credit reports and authorize the use of consumer credit reports for employment purposes, pursuant to specified requirements. 

3. The FCRA provides that it does not preempt state law, except as specifically provided or to the extent that state laws are inconsistent with its provisions.

4. Current federal and state law specify the procedures that an employer is required to follow before requesting a report and if adverse action is taken based on the report. 

5. Under current law, an employer may request a credit report for employment purposes so long as he or she provides written notice of the request to the person for whom the report is sought. 

6. The law requires that the written notice inform the person for whom the consumer credit report was sought of the source of the report and contain space for the person to request a copy of the report. 

7. Furthermore, the law requires an employer, whenever he or she bases an adverse employment decision on information contained in a consumer credit report, to advise the person for whom the report was sought that an adverse action was taken based upon information contained in the report and provide the person with the name and address of the consumer credit agency making the report.

8. AB 482 would prohibit an employer, with the exception of certain financial institutions, from obtaining a consumer credit report for employment purposes unless the information is: 

a. substantially job-related, meaning that the position of the person for whom the report is sought has access to money, other assets, or confidential information, and 

b. the position of the person for whom the report is sought is a position in the state Department of Justice, a managerial position, that of a sworn peace officer or other law enforcement position, or a position for which the information contained in the report is required to be disclosed by law or to be obtained by the employer.

9. The original AB 482 bill was gutted and amended to include this new language on consumer credit reports and is awaiting its first hearing.

10. AB 482 is similar to AB 943 (last year) and was opposed by the LAC. The Governor also vetoed AB 943.

Arguments in Support

11. The author of AB 482 states: “A credit report is not a good indicator of a person’s work ethic or experience.” 

12. “Many Californians are experiencing difficult times due to the economic downturn, the foreclosure crisis, and 12.5 percent unemployment. Now, more than ever, a credit report is an unfair lens through which to view job applicants.”

Arguments in Opposition

13. The California Chamber of Commerce cites while an individual’s credit history by itself is not predictive of potential theft, access to credit information can reveal patterns that may present an unreasonable risk to businesses resulting from an irresponsibility with regard to, or inability to, handle personal financial commitments. 

14. Employee theft is a growing problem and the U.S. Chamber of Commerce rates the annual cost at $40 billion.  

15. According to the Federal Bureau of Investigation, this is the fastest growing crime in the United States and many experts estimate that it increases at a rate of 15 percent annually.  On average, businesses lose as much as two percent of sales to employee theft.

Supporting

None on file at this time; however numerous organizations such as the American Civil Liberties Union (ACLU); American Federation of State, County and Municipal Employees, AFL-CIO; California Applicants' Attorneys Association (CAAA) were on file supporting AB 943.

Opposing

None on file at this time; however the California Chamber of Commerce and numerous business organizations have opposed AB 943 in the past.

AB 898 (Lieu) Documents: Notaries Public: Solicitations

Staff Recommended Position


Support

Summary
1. AB 898 would clarify the definition of “conspicuous” and strengthens disclaimer requirements on font size, placement of the disclaimer and restrictions on surrounding text on solicitations.

Background
2. AB 898 attempts to prevent deceptive solicitation schemes by private, third party vendors (or companies) that have arisen with respect to the filling statutorily required documents with the Secretary of State’s office.

3. Current law requires all active corporations and limited liability companies to file certain forms and documents with the Secretary of State’s office, including a Statement of Information.

4. Filing fees range from $20 to $25 and no fee is required when filing an amendment to the Statement of Information.

5. Misleading solicitations sent to companies sometimes have the appearance of official government documents and imply that the companies being solicited pay exorbitant fees in order to file documents with the Secretary of State’s office.

6. According to the Attorney General’s office, the office has tracked more than 50 entities engaged in this deceptive solicitation practice.

7. Current law states no business is required to go through a third party company to file any document with the Secretary of State’s office.

Arguments in Support
8. According to the author’s office, as the economy worsens and home property values continue to drop dramatically, blatant and costly scams have arisen to defraud hardworking Californians of their well-deserved money. Many of these scams and fraudulent documents have become much more sophisticated and appear to an average Californian as being legitimate. These scams are pushing many Californians into deeper debt and must be alleviated.
9. The National Notary Association is in support because it "provides needed updates to certain California notarial statutes and will better equip Notaries to serve as the state's front line of defense against document fraud.
Arguments in Opposition

None at this time
Supporting
Secretary of State Debra Bowen (source)

American Society of Notaries

Garden Grove Chamber of Commerce

United States Notary Association

City of Riverside

National Notary Association

Opposing
None on file at this time
AB 2492 (Ammiano) Property Taxation: Change in Ownership

Staff Recommended Position


Oppose

Summary

1. AB 2492 makes changes to Proposition 13 (1978) which imposes a “split roll” property tax under new, complex change-in-ownership rules that create a administrative bureaucracy for taxpayers and assessors alike. 

Background

2. A “split roll” tax seeks to divide the tax treatment of commercial and residential properties by removing Proposition13 (1978) protections from commercial properties, while leaving those protections intact for residential properties.

3. The California Constitution generally limits ad valorem taxes on real property to 1% of the full cash value of that property. 

4. For purposes of this limitation, "full cash value" is defined as the assessor's valuation of real property as shown on the 1975-76 tax bill under "full cash value" or, thereafter, the appraised value of that real property when purchased, newly constructed, or a change in ownership has occurred. 

5. Current property tax law specifies those circumstances in which the transfer of ownership interests in a corporation, partnership, limited liability company, or other legal entity results in a change in ownership of the real property owned by that entity, and generally provides that a change in ownership as so described occurs when a legal entity or other person obtains a controlling or majority ownership interest in the legal entity. 

6. Current law also specifies other circumstances in which certain transfers of ownership interests in legal entities result in a change in ownership of the real property owned by those legal entities.

7. AB 2492 would instead specify that when ownership interests in a legal entity, as defined, are transferred, the real property directly or indirectly owned by that legal entity has changed ownership in proportion to that portion of the ownership interests in the entity that were transferred. 

8. AB 2492 would also provide that all of the real property owned by a legal entity in the state has undergone a change in ownership when over 50% of the ownership interests in that entity have been transferred. 

9. AB 2492 also specifies, in the case of a publicly traded company, that all of the real property owned by the company in the state has undergone a change in ownership when over 50% of the ownership interests in that company have been transferred. 

10. AB 2492 establishes a rebuttable presumption that, as of January 1, 2011, and on January 1 of each 3rd fiscal year thereafter, all of the real property owned by a publicly traded company in the state has undergone a change in ownership. 

11. AB 2492 requires local assessors to notify a publicly traded company of this presumption and allow an assessor to rebut this presumption in a specified manner and requires the State Board of Equalization to promulgate regulations to implement these provisions.

12. This bill would result in a change in state taxes for the purpose of increasing state revenues within the meaning of Section 3 of Article XIII A of the California Constitution, and thus would require for passage the approval of 2/3 of the membership of each house of the Legislature.

13. This bill would take effect immediately as a tax levy.

Arguments in Support

14. Proponents of AB 2492 claim there has been a profound shift in the tax burden from commercial property to residential homeowners because of the existing commercial property tax loophole created, not by Proposition 13 (1978), but by the definition of a sale following the initiative’s passage.

15. According to the author of AB 2492, residential and commercial properties were assessed differently before Proposition 13 (1978).

16. In Los Angeles County, in 1979, residential property contributed 40 percent of total property tax revenue. By 2009 residential property’s share increased to 56 percent of all property tax revenue, and commercial property in Los Angeles County likewise flipped, decreasing from 47 percent of all property tax collected in 1979 to 31 percent today, according to Assembly Member Ammiano’s Communications Director, Quintin Mecke.

Arguments in Opposition

17. AB 2492 takes a "guilty until proven innocent" approach, requiring taxpayers to prove every three years that they did NOT undergo a change-in-ownership that would trigger reassessment. Moreover, this approach is based on the faulty assumption that there has been a major statewide shift in tax burden from businesses to homeowners.

18. The opposition argues that a split roll tax would adversely impact small businesses due to increased costs in renting space for business owners because of higher property taxes.

19. Commercial buildings, shopping centers, and business parks are all held in corporate ownership and most commercial leases allow for increases in rent to reflect increased property taxes.

Supporting

Close the Loophole Organization

Opposing

American Council of Engineering Contractors

Apartment Association of Greater Los Angeles

BayBio 

BOMA, Greater Los Angeles Building Owners and Managers Association of California California Aerospace Technology Association 

California Apartment Association 

California Association of Realtors 

California Bankers Association 

California Building Industry Association 

California Business Properties Association 

California Chamber of Commerce 

California Grocers Association 

California Healthcare Institute 

California Manufacturers and Technology Association 

California Mortgage Bankers Association 

California Restaurant Association 

California Retailers Association 

Calmat Company 

Commercial Real Estate Development Association, NAIOP of California 

Florida Rock Products, Inc. 

International Council of Shopping Centers 

Kilroy Realty Corporation 

Los Angeles Chamber of Commerce 

Los Angeles County Business Federation Board 

Macy’s Inc. 

National Federation of Independent Business 

Palomar Transit Mix, Inc. 

Proseco, Inc. 

PS Business Parks, Inc. 

Public Storage 

Raytheon 

Retail Industry Leaders Association 

Silicon Valley Leadership Group 

Small Business Action Committee 

Sunstone Hotel Investors, Inc. 

TechAmerica 

TechNet 

Triangle Rock Products, Inc. 

Val Rock, Inc. 

Vulcan Lands Company 

Vulcan Materials Company 

Western States Petroleum Association

SB 885 (Corbett) Gift Certificates: Redemption

Staff Recommended Position


Oppose
Summary

1. SB 885 allows any gift certificate or gift card with a remaining cash value of less than $20 to be redeemed in cash for its cash value, and would require that a gift certificate contain a statement to that effect. 

Background

2. SB 885 deletes provisions of current law that allow for a dormancy fee for nonuse of the gift certificate or card if specified conditions are met.

3. Current law defines "gift certificate" to include gift cards, but does not include any gift card usable with multiple sellers of goods or services, provided that the expiration date, if any, is printed on the card.

4. Current law allows for the following:

a. It is unlawful for any person or entity to sell a gift certificate that contains an expiration date or a service fee, including, but not limited to a service fee for dormancy, except as specified; 

b. Any gift certificate sold after January 1, 1997, is redeemable in cash for its cash value, or subject to replacement with a new gift certificate at no cost to the purchaser or holder; 

c. Any gift certificate with a cash value of less than $10 is redeemable in cash for its cash value; and

d. A gift certificate sold without an expiration date is valid until redeemed or replaced.

5. SB 885 would also delete the service fee for the dormancy provisions.

6. Current law defines that a dormancy fee may be charged on a gift card, if all of the following criteria are met: 


a. The remaining value of the card is $5 or less each time the fee is assessed; 
b. The fee does not exceed $1 per month; 
c. There has been no activity on the card for 24 consecutive months; 
d. The holder may reload or add value to the card; and 
e. A statement is printed on the card in at least 10-point font stating the fee amount, how often the fee will occur, that the fee is triggered by card inactivity, and at what point the fee will be charged. 
Arguments in Support

7. According to the author’s office, in difficult economic times, consumers should have the right to ready access to liquid assets, including the cash value of their gift cards. The remainder on their unused gift cards could make the difference in paying bills and making ends meet. 

8. This problem is so common that around $5 billion in gift cards goes unspent every year. After a few years the retailer gets to claim the consumer's money as profit without supplying a product or paying sales tax. Companies have claimed as much as $43 million in profit from unspent gift cards in one year.

Arguments in Opposition

9. The National Federal of Independent Business (NFIB) opposes this bill primarily on the ground that it may hurt small businesses. 

10. The small business concerns appear to fall into three primary categories. NFIB states that doubling the gift card redemption value from less than $10 to less than $20 would increase the burden on small business owners by expanding potential financial liabilities with outstanding gift certificates. NFIB also states that because small businesses operate on a thin profit-margin, they would not be able to predict or plan for gift certificate cash-outs. NFIB also states that when a gift certificate is purchased using a credit card the small business owner pays a so-called "interchange fee" for the ability to access the network. This fee would go unreturned.

Supporting

California Labor Federation 

California Public Interest Research Group 

Congress of California Seniors 

Consumer Action 

Consumer Attorneys of California 

Consumer Federation of California 

Consumers Union

Opposing

California Restaurant Association

CVS/CAREMARxK

Lake Elsinore Valley Chamber of Commerce

Murrieta Chamber of Commerce

National Federation of Independent Business
Southwest California Legislative Council

Temecula Valley Chamber of Commerce

Wildomar Chamber of Commerce
SB 1474 (Steinberg) Labor Representatives: Elections

Staff Recommended Position


Oppose

Summary

1. SB 1474 would permit agricultural employees, as an alternative procedure, to select their labor representatives by submitting a petition to the board accompanied by representation cards signed by a majority of the bargaining unit.

Background

2. Current law prohibits employers from engaging in unfair labor practices, including interfering in the election by agricultural employees of labor representatives to engage in collective bargaining for the designated bargaining units. 

3. Current law also provides criminal and civil penalties for any employer or person who engages in unfair labor practices as determined by the Agricultural Labor Relations Board and the courts.

4. SB 1474 requires the board to conduct an immediate investigation to determine whether to certify the labor organization as the exclusive bargaining representative for the particular agricultural employees. 

5. Within 5 days after receiving a petition, the board would be required to make a nonappealable administrative decision. 

6. If the board determined that the representation cards meet specified criteria, then the labor organization would be certified as the exclusive bargaining representative. 

7. If the board determined that the representation cards were deficient, it would notify the labor organization of the deficiency and grant the labor organization 30 days to submit additional cards.

8. SB 1474 would extend the existing prohibitions and penalties to employers who engage in unfair labor practices with regard to a majority signup election and requires that the board keep the information on the representation cards confidential.

9. The Governor vetoed a similar bill, SB 789 (Steinberg – 2009) last year and the LAC opposed this bill.
Arguments in Support

10. Proponents argue that farm workers are an unusually vulnerable workforce demographic in California and that many farm workers work in isolated areas, making inspections for labor regulations difficult and that these conditions present a strong need for collective bargaining and a union presence.

Arguments in Opposition

11. The California Chamber of Commerce states that labor unions in California are experiencing a decline in membership. Bolstering their numbers should occur because workers see a need, not by adulterating the election process. 

12. SB 789 in 2009 attempted to undermine the secret ballot process in California and was very similar to federal legislation known as “Card Check.

Supporting 

United Farm Workers - Sponsor 
Association of California State Supervisors 
California Labor Federation 
California Nurses Association/National Nurses Organizing Committee 
California Rural Legal Assistance Foundation 
California State Employees Association 
California State Employees Association Retirees, Inc. 
California State University Employees Union 
United Nurses Associations of California/Union of Health Care Professionals
Opposing

Agricultural Council of California

Alliance of Western Milk Producers

Allied Grape Growers

American Council of Engineering Companies of California 

Associated Builders and Contractors

Associated General Contractors

Brawley Chamber of Commerce

California Aftermarket Industry Association

California Association of Wheat Growers

California Association of Winegrape Growers

California Automotive Wholesalers Association

California Bean Shippers Association

California Business Properties Association

California Chamber of Commerce

California Citrus Mutual

California Farm Bureau Federation

California Framing Contractors Association

California Grain & Feed Association

California Grape and Tree Fruit League

California Grocers Association

California Hospital Association

California Hotel and Lodging Association

California Independent Grocers Association

California Manufacturers and Technology Association

California Pear Growers Association

California Professional Association of Specialty Contractors

California Restaurant Association

California Retailers Association

California Seed Association

California State Floral Association

California Warehouse Association

California Women for Agriculture

El Centro Chamber of Commerce

Family Winemakers of California

Garden Grove Chamber of Commerce

Grower-Shipper Association of Central California

Grower-Shipper Vegetable Association of Santa Barbara and San  

Luis Obispo Counties

National Federation of Independent Business

Nisei Farmers League

Pacific Coast Renderers Association

Pacific Egg & Poultry Association

Ventura County Agricultural Association

Western Electrical Contractors Association

Western Growers Association

Western United Dairymen

Wine Institute









