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904 East Sixth Street, Corona 92879
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Tuesday, March 17, 2009
8:00am

Presiding:

Cynthia Schneider, Chair

2009 Strategic Initiatives

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

Chair’s Report
President & CEO’s Report

Staff Report

Local, State, Federal Legislative Staff Updates

New Business

1. February 2009 LAC Minutes






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


ACTION
3. Californians Against Higher Taxes





ACTION

4. Legislative Report #3







ACTION
Announcements

Adjourn

ACTION

AGENDA ITEM 1
Legislative Action Committee

March 17, 2009
February 2009 LAC Minutes
Legislative Action COMMITTEE

www.CoronaAdvocacy.biz/about.html

Corona Chamber of Commerce

904 East Sixth Street, Corona 92879

(951) 737-3350

MEETING MINUTES

Tuesday, February 17, 2009
8:00am

Presiding:

Cynthia Schneider, Chair

2009 Strategic Initiatives

Employee and Employer Issues | Improving Traffic and Transportation Infrastructure
Stimulating the Local Economy | 

Call to Order and Roll Call


Chair Schneider called the meeting to order at 8:05am

	Chair
	Cynthia Schneider
	American Security Bank
	X

	
	Jim Bradley
	Consultant
	

	
	Jack Mobilia
	Manufacturer’s Council
	X

	
	Rachel Rola
	AsYouLikeItProductions
	X

	
	Chris Miller
	Chris Miller Mortuary
	

	
	Alex Braicovich
	Waste Management
	X

	
	Sandy Klein
	Re/Max All Stars
	X

	
	Chad Miller
	Plas-Tech Sealing Tech
	

	
	Ann Poloko
	Financial Investors Group
	X

	
	Javier Vasquez
	Miguel’s Restaurants
	X

	
	Mark Krakower
	Kraktronix Laser Craft
	X

	
	CC Vest
	Midpoint Bearing
	X

	
	Ken Rivers
	Corona Regional Medical
	X

	
	Justin Harmier
	Merrill Lynch
	

	Mayor Pro Tem
	Karen Spiegel
	City of Corona
	X

	Chamber Chair
	Linda Pearson
	Corona Chamber of Commerce
	

	Chamber CEO
	Bobby Spiegel
	Corona Chamber of Commerce
	X

	Chamber Staff
	Shaun Lumachi
	Corona Chamber of Commerce
	X


Chair’s Report
· Chair Schneider reported on recent communications: 
· Chamber Successfully Secures Reliable Energy Supplies for Corona Businesses

· Corona Chamber Looking Forward to Aggressive 2009 Agenda
President & CEO’s Report

· No report

Staff Report
· No report

Local, State, Federal Legislative Staff Updates

· The LAC heard a status report on the State Budget negotiations from Assemblymember Jeff Miller via conference call.

New Business

1. January 2009 LAC Minutes






ACTION
The January 2009 LAC Minutes were approved unanimously.

2. I-15 Cajalco Road Interchange Project UPDATE 



INFORMATION
Chair Schneider updated the LAC on the Thursday, January 29, 2009 meeting between the LAC Executive Committee and representatives of the California Department of Transportation  (CalTrans) and the Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC) regarding the Interstate 15/Cajalco Road Interchange. 

3. Housing State Tax Credit (Revisited)





ACTION

The LAC voted unanimously to support the Housing Tax Credit.

4. Legislative Report #2







ACTION
The LAC voted unanimously to authorized the LAC Executive committee to determine positions on the following legislation due to lack of meeting time.
ACA 8 (Jeffries) Meetings of the Legislature
SB 39 (Benoit) Personal Liability Immunity
The LAC Executive Committee approved the following positions on March 2, 2009:

SUPPORT
ACA 8 (Jeffries) Meetings of the Legislature
SUPPORT
SB 39 (Benoit) Personal Liability Immunity
Announcements

Adjourn


Chair Schneider adjourned the meeting at 9:15am

ACTION

AGENDA ITEM 2
Legislative Action Committee

March 17, 2009

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

Proposition 1A – “Rainy Day” Budget Stabilization Fund









Summary

1. Proposition 1A aims to stabilize long-term budget spending by limiting spending based on 10-year revenue trends. It also creates a Budget Stabilization Fund, better known as a “Rainy Day” fund, forcing the State of California to save when the economy is prospering and therefore can be used when the economy declines.  

Background

2. If Proposition 1A passes, tax increases approved in the State Budget signed by the Governor in February 2009, would be extended for one or two additional years depending on a particular tax increase. 

3. The following tax increase extensions will only go into effect if Proposition 1A passes:

a. The sales tax increase of 1 % would be extended for one year through 2011 – 2012. 

b. The Vehicle License Fee (VLF) tax increase would be extended for two years through 2012 – 2013. 

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

4. It is estimated that State tax revenues would increase by about $16 billion from 2010 – 2011 through 2012 – 2013.

5. If Proposition 1A does not pass, beginning April 1, 2009, the:

a. State sales and use tax will still increase by 1% as mandated by law and will expire fiscal year 2010 – 2011.

b. VLF will increase on May 19, 2009 and will expire fiscal year 2010 – 2011.

c. Personal income tax would set to expire after the 2011 tax year.

6. Places a “spending cap” on state spending based on the previous 10 year revenue trend. 

7. Proposition 1A increases savings in the Budget Stabilization Fund from 5% to 12.5% of General Fund revenues. 

8. Proposition 58 (2004) which created the Budget Stabilization Account/Budget Stabilization Fund would be renamed the Budget Stabilization Fund under Proposition 1A. 

9. The Budget Stabilization Fund will require:

a. Each year, 3 percent of estimated General Fund state revenues are transferred into the BSF. 

b. The Governor, however, can stop the transfer in any year by issuing an executive order. 

For instance, the transfer this year was stopped due to the state’s budget problems. 

c. Similarly, it is expected that the transfers will be suspended over the next few years as the state continues to face budget problems. 

d. In addition, the annual transfers are not made once the balance of the Budget Stabilization Fund reaches a specified “target”—the higher amount of $8 billion or 5 percent of revenues (currently about $5 billion). 

e. By passing a law, the state can transfer funds out of the Budget Stabilization Fund and use the funds for any purpose. (Currently, this is accomplished through the annual budget act, which allows transfers out of the Budget Stabilization Fund each year.)

10. Under Proposition 1A, money can only be taken out of the Budget Stabilization Fund when there is a true budget deficit or an emergency.

11. Circumstances in which the Governor may stop a transfer to the rainy-day fund would be limited. 

a. Beginning in the 2011‑12 fiscal year, the Governor could only stop a rainy-day fund transfer in years when the state did not have enough revenues to pay for state spending equal to the prior year’s level of spending grown for changes in population and inflation.

12. Once the Budget Stabilization Fund reaches 12.5% any revenue above and beyond this can only be spent on one-time expenditures, such as infrastructure projects or to pay off other debts.  

13. Proposition 1A is tied to Proposition 1B, a promise to fund education at $9.3billion beginning in 2011-2012 fiscal year. 

14. If Proposition 1B also passes, the state would divert 1.5 percent of annual General Fund revenues beginning in 2011 – 2012 to make supplemental payments for education. 

15. These payments would be made until a total of $9.3 billion had been spent, likely in five or six years. These payments cannot be suspended.

Arguments in Support

16. Proposition 1A will prevent the peaks and valleys that result in tax increases and deep cuts to schools, public safety and other vital services duet to a mandated spending cap.

17. It will now provide for funding stability for key services like education, public safety, and healthcare.   

Arguments in Opposition

18. A spending cap may limit what Government can pay for including the expansion of crucial funding for public programs and services such as education and public safety.  

19. The overall strategy included Proposition 1A, which is tied to Proposition 1B, is a promise to schools that they will receive $9.3 billion beginning in 2011 – 2012. This was to discourage teachers unions from opposing the spending limit. 

Supporting 

California Chamber of Commerce

California Fire Chiefs Association 

California Police Chiefs Association

California Senior Advocates League

Central California Hispanic Chamber of Commerce

Former Assembly Speaker Pro Tempore Fred Keeley

Former Secretary of State Bill Jones

Los Angeles Sheriff Lee Baca

National Tax Limitation Committee

The California Taxpayers Association

Opposing

Howard Jarvis Taxpayers Association

Proposition 1B – Education Funding. Payment Plan









Summary

1. Proposition 1B will modify some of the terms of Proposition 98 (1988) that allows the state to free up money from this ballot initiative created fund for education. 

2. Proposition 1B ensures that schools receive $9.3 billion over time, starting with fiscal year 2011 – 2012. 

3. Payments to schools will come out of the newly created Budget Stabilization Fund as outlined in Proposition 1A.

4. The funding guarantees in Proposition 1B is contingent upon Proposition 1A also passing.
Background

5. Proposition 98 (1988) and modified in 1990, requires a minimum percentage of the state budget to be spent on K – 12 education and community colleges (also known as K – 14 education).

6. Creates $9.3 billion “Supplemental Education” obligation that requires the state to make a total of $9.3 billion in supplemental payments to K-14 education. 

a. The payments would be made in annual installments, beginning in 2011 – 2012. 

b. They would become part of the base budget when calculating the following year’s Proposition 98 minimum guarantee.

7. The funding mechanism for making the supplemental payments established in Proposition 1B is provided in Proposition 1A.

8. Proposition 1A establishes a Supplemental Education Payment Account and requires the state to annually deposit 1.5 percent of General Fund revenues into the account, beginning in 2011 – 2012. 

9. These funds would be put into the account annually until the entire $9.3 billion in supplemental payments had been provided. 

10. If Proposition 1A is not approved by the voters, the provisions of this measure would not go into effect, and there would be no obligation to make $9.3 billion in supplemental payments.

Arguments in Support

11. The education fund will receive the extra $9.3 billion if both Proposition 1A and 1B pass ensuring a repayment to the fund in order to allow the State of California to balance the budget now. 

Arguments in Opposition

12. Proposition 98 (1998) was passed by the voters in order to prevent the decreasing of the education fund and to keep California’s education system operating at its best capabilities.

Supporting

California Chamber of Commerce 

California Fire Chiefs Association 

California Police Chiefs Association

California Teachers Association

Central California Hispanic Chamber of Commerce

Former Assembly Speaker Pro Tempore Fred Keeley

Former Secretary of State Bill Jones

National Tax Limitation Committee

The California Taxpayers Association

Opposing 


No official opposition at this time.

Proposition 1C – Lottery Modernization Act










Summary

1. Proposition 1C will allow the State to immediately borrow $5 billion from future protected State Lottery revenue in order to balance the current State Budget deficit.

Background

2. The California State Lottery has not been changed since it was first put into place by voters in 1984. 

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

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

a. Removing arcane rules that lower ticket sales.

b. Increasing the number of prizes to players.

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

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

6. Proposition 1C also maintains ownership of the Lottery with the State of California, and poses no risk to taxpayers.
7. Proposition 1C makes major changes to the 1984 voter initiative that created the California Lottery. 

8. These changes could increase lottery ticket sales and allow the state to borrow $5 billion in the 2009 – 2010 fiscal year from future lottery profits.

a. The type of state borrowing allowed under Proposition 1C involves selling an asset to investors through a bond transaction. 

b. The asset—in this case, future lottery profits—then pays back the investors, with interest, over time. 

c. Through this borrowing, the state can receive benefit from future lottery profits “upfront”—by converting a stream of future annual payments into a large, “lump sum” amount realized now. 

d. This type of borrowing—referred to as securitization—is somewhat different from most other types of state borrowing in that it involves no legal commitment to use General Fund tax revenues to pay investors.  

9. In addition to borrowing this $5 billion, the state also could borrow more from lottery profits in future years. 

10. Under Proposition 1C, lottery profits now dedicated to schools and colleges would be used to pay back the borrowing. 

11. Proposition 1C would increase state payments to education from the state General Fund to make up for the loss of these lottery payments.

12. According to the Legislative Analyst’s Office (LAO), each Californian currently spends an average of $83 each year on lottery tickets—considerably less than the average resident of other states with a lottery.

a. There are probably many reasons why this is so, including the other entertainment and gambling options available for residents here. 

b. California’s relatively low lottery prize payouts (about 50 cents in prizes for every dollar spent on lottery tickets) likely also contributes to the lottery’s relatively weak sales. 

c. Higher prize payouts appear to attract more players and greater spending for lottery tickets. 

d. For example, the Massachusetts State Lottery—one of the leading lotteries in sales per resident—returns over 70 percent of its funds to players as prizes. 

e. Based on the evidence from other states, the LAO concludes that if voters approve this measure, sales and profits of the California Lottery could grow significantly compared to how much they would grow under existing law. 

f. This growth could result in future lottery sales being somewhere between 30 percent and 80 percent higher. 

g. The amount of sales and profit growth would depend on how California consumers react to the products offered by the lottery in the future. 

h. In addition, the lottery’s financial performance would depend on many decisions made by the commission and lottery staff.

i. They would decide, among other things, the level of lottery prize payouts, how lottery games will be marketed to the public, and how lottery retailers throughout California will be encouraged to sell lottery tickets. 

13. The Legislature also would be able to pass additional changes to the lottery law to further increase lottery profits.

Arguments in Support

14. This must needed Proposition will secure $5 billion towards paying down the budget deficit. Other alternatives if not passed would include the legislature seeking to raise more taxes and/or cutting more programs that have already been reduced. 

Arguments in Opposition

15. Proposition 1C is just one of the crucial reforms needed in order to meet the funding requirements for balancing the state budget. Borrowing from future lottery revenue may start a dangerous precedent in other years of decline if other Propositions are not passed.

Supporting

California Chamber of Commerce

California Fire Chiefs Association 

California Police Chiefs Association

Central California Hispanic Chamber of Commerce

Former Assembly Speaker Pro Tempore Fred Keeley

Former Secretary of State Bill Jones

National Tax Limitation Committee

The California Taxpayers Association

Opposing

No official opposition at this time.

Proposition 1D – Children’s Services Funding










Summary

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

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

Background

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Arguments in Support

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

Arguments in Opposition

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

Supporting

California Chamber of Commerce

California Fire Chiefs Association 

California Police Chiefs Association

Central California Hispanic Chamber of Commerce

Former Assembly Speaker Pro Tempore Fred Keeley

Former Secretary of State Bill Jones

National Tax Limitation Committee

The California Taxpayers Association

Opposing


No official opposition at this time.

Proposition 1E – Mental Health Funding Budget









Summary

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

Background

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Arguments in Support

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

Arguments in Opposition

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

Supporting

California Chamber of Commerce

California Fire Chiefs Association 

California Police Chiefs Association

Central California Hispanic Chamber of Commerce

Former Assembly Speaker Pro Tempore Fred Keeley

Former Secretary of State Bill Jones

National Tax Limitation Committee

The California Taxpayers Association

Opposing

No official opposition at this time.

Proposition 1F – Elected Officials’ Salaries 










Summary

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

Background

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

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

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

a. The Legislature (120 Members). 

b. The Governor. 

c. The Lieutenant Governor. 

d. The Attorney General. 

e. The Controller. 

f. The Insurance Commissioner. 

g. The Secretary of State. 

h. The Superintendent of Public Instruction. 

i. The Treasurer. 

j. The Board of Equalization (4 Members).

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Arguments in Support

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

Arguments in Opposition

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

Supporting

California Chamber of Commerce

California Fire Chiefs Association 

California Police Chiefs Association

Central California Hispanic Chamber of Commerce

Former Assembly Speaker Pro Tempore Fred Keeley

Former Secretary of State Bill Jones

National Tax Limitation Committee

The California Taxpayers Association

Opposing

No official opposition at this time.

ACTION

AGENDA ITEM 3
Legislative Action Committee

March 17, 2009

Californians Against Higher Taxes

Presentation by

Shaun Lumachi

Director of Government Affairs

Stimulating the Local Economy Recommended Action


Support for the purpose of fighting against the 2/3rds reduction when the Legislature votes on the state budget.
Summary

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

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

Background

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

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

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

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

Supporting

ACEC (American Council of Engineering Companies) California

California Business Properties Association

California Chamber of Commerce

California Service Station and Automotive Repair Association

California Small Business Alliance

California Taxpayers’ Association

Carson Black Chamber of Commerce

Clovis Chamber of Commerce

Contra Costa County Taxpayers Association

Gold Coast Hispanic Chamber of Commerce

Howard Jarvis Taxpayers Association

Independent Oil Producers Agency

Industrial Environmental Association

Kern County Taxpayers Association

National Federation of Independent Business

Orange County Taxpayers Association

Oxnard Chamber of Commerce

Regional Legislative Alliance of Ventura and Santa Barbara Counties

San Diego County Taxpayers Association

Sir Speedy Printing

Waste Watchers, Inc.
Opposing
No official opposing organizations at this time.
ACTION

AGENDA ITEM 4
Legislative Action Committee

March 17, 2009
Legislative Report #3
Presentation

Shaun Lumachi

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




Presentation by

Shaun Lumachi

Director of Government Affairs

Stimulating the Local Economy Recommended Position


Oppose

Summary

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

Background

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

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

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

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

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

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

Arguments in Support

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

Arguments in Opposition

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

Supporting/Opposing

No official supporting or opposing organizations at this time. 

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






Presentation by

Shaun Lumachi

Director of Government Affairs

Employee/Employer Relations Subcommittee Recommended Position


Support

Summary

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

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

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

Background

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

5. AB 39 aimed to do the following:

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

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

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

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

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

7. SB 125 is currently awaiting policy committee assignment.

Arguments in Support

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

Arguments in Opposition

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

Supporting/Opposing

No official supporting or opposing organizations at this time. 
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