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904 East Sixth Street, Corona 92879

(951) 737-3350

Friday, September 3, 2010
7:30am Continental Breakfast

8:00am – 10:30am Retreat
2011 LAC RETREAT

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 Discussion Items
· Recent Action








INFORMATION
· 2010 Year In Review







PRESENTATION
· Determine 2010 – 2011 Subcommittee Meeting Dates and Times


ACTION
· Pros and Cons of Starting a Political Action Committee



ACTION
· Invitation of Regional City’s Staff/Mayor’s to Report Monthly to LAC

ACTION
· Expanding the LAC Membership to Regional Business Leaders


ACTION
President & CEO Report
LAC Meeting Agenda Items
1. August 2010 LAC Minutes







ACTION 
2. November 2010 Statewide Ballot Propositions





ACTION

· Proposition 19: Legalization and Taxation of Marijuana 

· Proposition 25: Legislative Vote Requirement for Passage of State Budget 

· Proposition 26: Legislative Vote Requirement for State Levies and Charges
LAC Retreat Agenda Items
3. 2001 Strategic Initiatives








ACTION
· The LAC will determine new Strategic Initiatives for 2011.
4. 2011 Policy Platform








ACTION
· The LAC will review the current Policy Platform and determine any changes for 2011.
Announcements

Adjourn
CHAIR REPORT

Legislative Action Committee

September 3, 2010

August 6, 2010
Recent Action
September 2010 | The Greater Corona Valley Chamber of Commerce Continues Call To Action Effort On November 2010 Statewide Ballot Measures

The Greater Corona Valley Chamber is taking positions on the November 2010 statewide ballot measures in an effort to educate the regional Corona business community on their economic impacts. “The statewide ballot measures will have a significant impact on the Corona business community and it is the job of the Corona Chamber to review and consider which are the best to support and to oppose,” stated Cynthia Schneider, Chair of the Corona Chamber’s Legislative Action Committee. 

Proposition 21 - OPPOSE
The Corona Chamber opposes Proposition 21, a measure that proposes the creation of an $18 annual surcharge on the Vehicle License Fee for all new vehicle licenses and renewals after January 1, 2010. The once-a-year surcharge allows all California vehicles that are subject to the surcharge, free day-use entry to all state parks. Furthermore, it exempts commercial vehicles, trailers, and trailer coaches. 

The Corona Chamber has a long-standing position of supporting our environment and natural resources. The Chamber especially efforts to improve our state’s park system as it adds tremendous value to our local economy and boosts tourism when our parks are clean and safe for all to enjoy. However, the Proposition 21 creates a new tax on all California drivers which will increase revenues to our park system to a total of $500 million a year; the state’s general fund currently funds the park system at $300 million annually. 

The Chamber is concerned that creating a new tax and therefore a new and increased source of revenue will be a tool for the State Legislature to use in future years to offset a declining general fund. In other words, the Chamber routinely opposes attempts by the State Legislature to raid special funds instead of passing a budget that is balanced by cutting current costs and seeking reforms such restructuring the bloated state employee pension system. Also, the Chamber is concerned that the 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.

Proposition 24 - OPPOSE

The Corona Chamber opposes Proposition 24 which would repeal several corporate tax reforms that are slated to go into effect in 2010 and 2012. All of the tax reforms passed the State Legislature and were signed by the Governor in 2009. The Corona Chamber worked hard to secure the passage of the reforms. If Proposition 24 passes, all of the reforms will be repealed. 
Specifically, the reforms include:

Multi-state corporations can choose between two methods for determining the share of their profits that would be taxed in California. 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. Under the change made in February 2009, corporations could choose to be taxed solely on the share of their sales that occur in California.

Tax credit sharing allows corporations to transfer tax credits among a family – or combined reporting group – of related corporations. Traditionally, only the corporation earning a tax credit could claim that tax credit.

Net operating loss “carry backs” allow businesses to claim refunds on taxes already paid by claiming tax deductions for net operating losses (NOLs). The recent change allows businesses to “carry back” operating loss deductions and claim refunds against prior years’ taxes.

California previously allowed businesses to “carry forward” and deduct operating losses against future income for ten years.  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.
“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,” stated Schneider. “The Greater Corona Valley Chamber is committed to stopping any effort to repeal tax breaks that help all businesses create jobs and get our economy moving again,” she continued. 

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

Greater Corona Valley Chamber Position: This measure was formally delayed to the 2012 ballot. The Greater Corona

Valley Chamber supported the effort to secure this on the 2010 ballot but will take a formal position in 2012.

Proposition 19: Legalization and Taxation of Marijuana
Greater Corona Valley Chamber Position: To be determined in September 2010.

Proposition 20: Voters FIRST Act for Congress

Greater Corona Valley Chamber Position: Support

Proposition 21: Annual Vehicle License Surcharge to Fund State Parks

Greater Corona Valley Chamber Position: Oppose

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

Greater Corona Valley Chamber Position: Support

Proposition 23: Suspension of AB 32

Greater Corona Valley Chamber Position: Support

Proposition 24: Repeal of Corporate Tax Breaks

Greater Corona Valley Chamber Position: Oppose

Proposition 25: Legislative Vote Requirement for Passage of State Budget

Greater Corona Valley Chamber Position: The Greater Corona Valley Chamber supported the effort to secure this on the 2010 ballot but will take a formal position in September 2010.

Proposition 26: Legislative Vote Requirement for State Levies and Charges
Greater Corona Valley Chamber Position: To be determined in September 2010.

Proposition 27: Elimination State Commission on Redistricting

Greater Corona Valley Chamber Position: Oppose

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 Greater Corona Valley Chamber.
September 2010

The Greater Corona Valley Chamber of Commerce Takes Action On Two Important Legislative Proposals

The Greater Corona Valley Chamber is taking action on two important legislative proposals that impact the regional Corona business community. Specifically, the Corona Chamber is supporting AB 1778 which 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.

The purpose of this proposal 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. “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,” stated Bobby Spiegel, President/CEO of the Corona Chamber.

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.

Another legislative proposal supported by the Corona Chamber is AB 1846 which 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.
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. 
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.

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.

August 20, 2010 | HighSpeed15.com: The Greater Corona Valley Chamber Needs Your Letter of Support For The High Speed Train Along The I-15 Corridor

 The Greater Corona Valley Chamber announces the launch of HighSpeed15.com to increase the regional support for California High-Speed Rail Train System proposed alternative route along the I-15 freeway with a station located in the City of Corona. 

Why This Is Important To You:

The proposed alternative line would be beneficial to our overall community and our local economy. The I-15 freeway continues to undergo numerous improvements for increased traffic flow such as the development of the Mid County and Foothill Parkways. Both Parkways are expected to be open well before a proposed high-speed train station in Corona would be finished. This makes the City of Corona via the I-15 freeway an ideal location for a high-speed train system route and stop.

The need for alternative transportation has never been more apparent in our community. The High Speed Train System will not only help bring California into the future of transportation but the Cities that the system will move through. 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.

Click here to go to www.HighSpeed15.com NOW and submit your letter of support.

August 11, 2010

Take Action: Corona Chamber Urges Action To Ease Traffic and Create Jobs

The Corona Chamber is calling for legislation in Sacramento to allow for design-build authority for the SR-91 Corridor Improvement Project through the City of Corona as soon as possible.

Design-build is required for this $1.3 billion locally-funded project that will create 18,000 jobs and boost the economy of the greater Corona valley dramatically. Without design-build, the project and all of its benefits will be delayed by 3-5 years and the project will likely cause greater disruption to traffic through Corona, negatively impacting businesses.

The Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC) is the sponsor of this legislation, which is opposed by Professional Engineers in California Government (PECG). RCTC has negotiated in good-faith with PECG for several months and met the requests of the Assembly Transportation Committee, up to the point of conceding 100% of all construction inspection to Caltrans responsibility despite the fact that this project is entirely locally funded.

Because this is over $1 billion in local money in the balance, it is not acceptable for RCTC to concede any further control of the 91 freeway project to the state. PECG’s opposition is rooted in its desire to see only a few more Caltrans engineers get jobs on this project. When weighing this against the 18,000 jobs that will be possible because of best-value design-build, it is clear that the Legislature should pass a bill to allow this project to move forward for the sake of our economy and congestion relief on the 91 freeway.

August 10, 2010

Corona Chamber Statement On Recent Democratic Budget Proposal

The Greater Corona Valley Chamber Legislative Action Committee Chair Cynthia Schneider released the following statement today regarding the recent Democratic state budget proposal:

“While on the surface the current Democratic state budget proposal seems promising, it contains numerous increases in personal income taxes and the vehicle licensing fee. The business community has continued to signal that raising taxes and fees are not the answers to closing the budget deficit. We need long-term reforms, not one-time tax increases to close a deficit this year only to worry about a deficit next year. Our business community continues to oppose one-time tax increases and asks that the state reduce its spending and begin to live within its means as many businesses have done in these tough economic times.”

August 10, 2010

Corona Chamber Statement On Governor's Call For Pension Reform

The Greater Corona Valley Chamber Legislative Action Committee Chair Cynthia Schneider released the following statement today regarding the Governor’s call for pension reform:

“Pension Reform is a must if California wants to return to golden state of economic prosperity. We endorse the need for pension reform for our state during the state budget negotiations. We praise the Governor for making strides in negotiating with the public employee unions by helping to bring some of the pension system under control. We believe these renegotiated contracts are vital in order to help move the state budget negotiations forward.”

2010 Year In Review
The Greater Corona Valley Chamber of Commerce

Legislative Action Committee

2010 Year In Review

· The Corona Chamber tracked over 30 potential new laws in 2010 that would have a significant impact on our business community.  

· The Chamber focused its efforts on the proposed legislation with the highest potential to impact the business community in either a negative and positive way. 

· Over 35 letters were drafted, faxed and mailed on behalf of the Chamber to federal representatives, the Governor, local state legislators, and other stakeholders on legislation and issues that would have impacted the Greater Corona Valley business community.

· The Chamber protected businesses against proposed increases in workers compensation rates and has continually fought against the repealing any of the reforms from 2004 which have allowed the workers compensation system to remain equitable and kept the cost of doing business in California under control. 

· The Chamber supported the Governor’s California Jobs Initiative consisting of 5 major components to get the state’s economy back on track. Most of the components are now being included in the ongoing state budget negotiations.

· The Chamber urged the business community to understand the impact of 14 statewide ballot measures on both the May 2010 Primary Election and the November 2010 General Election. 

· The Chamber led the local effort to urge legislative leaders to stand firm on not raising taxes in order to balance the state budget and supported the Governor’s attempt to include pension reform in the budget negotiations.

· The Chamber successfully defeated a paid sick leave mandate that would have forced businesses to provide paid sick leave to all employees and would have unreasonably expanded employer’s and local government agencies’ costs and liability by mandating a specific paid sick leave policy.  

· The Chamber created www.HighSpeed15.com and launched a letter writing campaign to increase the regional support for California High-Speed Rail Train System proposed alternative route along the I-15 freeway with a station located in the City of Corona.

· The Chamber led the local effort to oppose Proposition 16, which would have require a two-thirds voter approval before local governments could provide electricity service to customers using public funds or bonds and making it more difficult than it is currently for local entities to form either municipal utilities, or community wide electricity districts.

· The Chamber supported local business member’s legislative proposal that would legalize alkaline hydrolysis, a process that speed up the natural decomposition process, in California and positive reform in the industry.

· The Chamber opposed a Project Labor Agreement (PLA) before the Riverside Community College District Board of Trustees and launched an aggressive letter writing campaign to urge a “NO” vote. The Riverside Community College District Board of Trustees approved the PLA despite the Chamber’s efforts to secure wide community opposition.

· The Chamber helped to deaf a proposed piece of legislation that would have reduced the availability of free parking that helps attract customers to local shops and businesses in certain communities. The proposal would have stalled the economic recovery and pushed potential foot traffic out of downtown communities.

· The Chamber defeated attempts to undermine Corona’s water reliability, threatening jobs and the economic health of the regional community, by opposing a legislative proposal that would have revised last year’s historic compromise that addressed water flow problems from the Delta in Northern California.

· The Chamber once again joined forces with the Riverside County Transportation Commission (RCTC) for a Design-Build Program for the SR-91 corridor improvement project which will allow for reduced traffic congestion and create critical construction jobs locally.

· The Chamber supported proposed federal legislation that would positively impact the future competitiveness and environmental soundness of the Long Beach and Los Angeles Ports that many Corona based businesses use to transport their goods globally.

· The Chamber urged the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to deny a petition by the Natural Resource Defense Council (NRDC) that would have blocked critical permits for small manufacturing businesses and slowed the investment of millions of dollars of improvements.

· The Chamber was an early supporter of the Proposition 22, dubbed the Local Taxpayers, Public Safety, and Transportation Act which will prohibit the State from taking, borrowing or redirecting local taxpayer funds dedicated to public safety, emergency response and other vital local government services. 

· The Chamber supported Proposition 23, the suspension of AB 32, which would delay the operation and implementation of AB 32 requirements 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.

· The Chamber will release its 6th Annual Vote Record its local statewide elected officials in the coming months which helps to keep them accountable to the Greater Corona Valley business community.

Pros and Cons of Starting a Political Action Committee
One of the most often talked about subjects for a local chamber is what role a chamber should play in local and state elections. There are legitimate discussions about the pros and cons of chambers endorsing candidates and forming political action committees to support those candidates. 
A very important aspect of that discussion though should be based on sound facts. The discussion should also answer the question:  “Does who is elected to office have the ability to influence the business climate of the members of your chamber of commerce?”  If the answer is yes, then a chamber should look at the menu of opportunities they have to influence the election. 
The Western Area Chamber Executives is one of the largest Chamber Associations in the United States. A recent poll of Chambers showed a growing trend toward Chamber involvement in the political process:    

· Of 295 Chambers surveyed, 87 endorse candidates for public office.

· Of 294 Chambers surveyed, 71 have a PAC.

Frequently Asked Questions

1. Does a Chamber need to form a Political Action Committee (PAC) to endorse a candidate or issue? No! Chambers can endorse candidates and issues without a PAC and can communicate their endorsement to their membership, and to the public through a press release or press conference. If the chamber intends to go beyond this and spend more than $1,000.00 in doing so then the Chamber should form a PAC.

2. Does a Chamber need to form a Political Action Committee to spend money to promote the candidate or issue that they have endorsed? If you are going to spend dollars to promote your endorsement beyond your membership, the answer is yes, it is recommended that you form the appropriate PAC for your state. It is not appropriate to spend Chamber dollars directly to support your endorsement later in this report we will give you the contact information for your state. Also understand that there is a difference in the type of PAC you form if it is for candidates or issues only.

3. Are there different rules for a Chamber involvement in Federal, State or Local elections? There are definite differences. This report will deal with State elections only but do not assume that there are not different rules for local elections. Generally the City Clerks Office for City elections, The County Clerk for County elections and the School Board offices for School related issues is a great place to check. Almost all governmental websites now have their election regulations on line now.

4.  Can a Chamber contribute to a PAC formed by someone else? Yes. Chambers can contribute to other PACs.  As an example, in California,  if Chamber uses member dues/donations (as opposed to using interest or other income) to make the contribution, they must apply the so-called "first bite" rule, which says they may only make one political contribution each 5 years or risk turning the chamber into a political recipient committee, with reporting obligations.  The best way around this is to attribute the contribution to interest or other income.  Moreover, if they make contributions of $10,000 or more in a calendar year, they trigger Major Donor reporting obligations.

5. What is the difference between a PAC and an Independent Expenditure Committee? A Political Action Committee is a committee that receives contributions from two or more persons in order to make contributions directly to candidates or issues that they support. There are rules in each state the limit the amount of money that can be contributed to a PAC or that a PAC may spend in a race either for a candidate or issue. 

An Independent Expenditure Committee or IEC is technically considered a PAC but has very different rules on how much it can collect and spend. The main caveat for an IEC is that the expenditures must be done totally independent of the candidate. There are very stiff penalties for violating that rule. An IEC may accept unlimited contributions from any source, and may make unlimited expenditures, but must file the appropriate disclosure reports.

6. The Chamber is a not for profit. I thought not for profits were forbidden from political activities? No.  All nonprofits are not created equal. Chambers are nonprofits but have different rules about involvement than charitable nonprofits or 501C-3s. 

7. Are there different kinds of PACS? Yes, almost every state has provisions for PACs that fund candidates and those PACs that only are involved in issues. There are also provisions to have PACs that do both. Different states have different requirements so you may need to form separate PACs if you plan on funding candidates and issues.

ACTION

AGENDA ITEM 1
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September 1, 2010
August 2010 LAC Minutes
Legislative Action COMMITTEE
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Corona Chamber of Commerce

904 East Sixth Street, Corona 92879

(951) 737-3350

Friday, August 6, 2010

8:00am

Presiding: Cynthia Schneider, 2010 LAC Chair

American Security Bank
MEETING MINUTES

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
	

	
	Ann Poloko
	Financial Investors Group
	

	
	Mark Krakower
	Kraktronix Laser Craft
	X

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

	
	Mike Timotic
	Parker Hannifin
	

	
	Stephen Rezner
	Miguel's Restaurants
	X

	
	Kevan Metcalfe
	Corona Regional Medical Center
	X

	
	
	
	

	
	Larry Grable
	Governor’s Office
	X

	
	Stephanie Benvenuto
	Assemblymember Jeff Miller’s Office
	X

	
	Mayor Karen Spiegel
	City of Corona
	X

	
	S.R. “Al” Lopez
	Western Municipal Water District
	X

	
	Danielle Soto
	AQMD
	

	
	Todd Warden
	AQMD
	

	
	Aaron Hake
	RCTC
	X

	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 action items: Corona Chamber Opposes Attempt to Criminalize Employers and Corona Chamber Supports November Statewide Ballot Redistricting Proposal

 

· Dr. Wendel Tucker, Superintendent, Alvord Unified School District



Dr. Tucker provided the LAC with a briefing on issues impacting the Alvord Unified School District.

Agenda Item

5. July 2010 LAC Minutes








ACTION 
The LAC unanimously approved the July 2010 LAC minutes.
6. November 2010 Statewide Ballot Propositions





ACTION

The LAC approved the following positions:

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

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

· OPPOSE
Proposition 24: Repeal of Corporate Tax Breaks

7. Legislative Report #7








ACTION
The LAC approved the following positions:

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

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


INFORMAITON
Chair Schneider reviewed the current November 2010 Statewide Ballot measures.

Adjourn
Chair Schneider adjourned the meeting at 9:15am

ACTION

AGENDA ITEM 2
Legislative Action Committee

September 1, 2010
November 2010 Statewide Ballot Propositions
Presentation

Shaun Lumachi

Director of Government Affairs
Proposition 19: Legalization and Taxation of Marijuana

Staff Recommended Position


Oppose
Summary

1. 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 the production and sale of marijuana.

Background

2. The measure allows local governments to adopt ordinances and regulations regarding commercial marijuana-related activities—including marijuana cultivation, processing, distribution, transportation, and retail sales. 

3. For example, local governments could license establishments that could sell marijuana to persons 21 and older. 

4. Local governments could regulate the location, size, hours of operation, and signs and displays of such establishments. 

5. Individuals could transport marijuana from a licensed marijuana establishment in one locality to a licensed establishment in another locality, regardless of whether any localities in between permitted the commercial production and sale of marijuana. 

6. However, the measure does not permit the transportation of marijuana between California and another state or country.

7. Proposition 19 requires that licensed marijuana establishments pay all applicable federal, state, and local taxes and fees currently imposed on other similar businesses. 

8. In addition, the measure permits local governments to impose new general, excise, or transfer taxes, as well as benefit assessments and fees, on authorized marijuana-related activities.

Historical Perspective

9. Federal laws classify marijuana as an illegal substance and provide criminal penalties for various activities relating to its use. 

10. These laws are enforced by federal agencies that may act independently or in cooperation with state and local law enforcement agencies.

11. In November 1996, voters approved Proposition 215, which legalized the cultivation and possession of marijuana in California for medical purposes. 

12. The U.S. Supreme Court ruled in 2005, however, that federal authorities could continue to prosecute California patients and providers engaged in the cultivation and use of marijuana for medical purposes. 

13. Despite having this authority, the U.S. Department of Justice announced in March 2009 that the current administration would not prosecute marijuana patients and providers whose actions are consistent with state medical marijuana laws.

Fiscal Impact

14. Depending on federal, state, and local government actions, potential increased tax and fee revenues in the hundreds of millions of dollars annually and potential correctional savings of several tens of millions of dollars annually.

15. According to the Legislative Analyst Office (LAO), the fiscal summary on the effects of enacting Proposition 19 are subject to significant uncertainty.

16. This means that the federal government could prosecute individuals for activities that would be permitted under this measure. 

17. To the extent that the federal government continued to enforce its prohibitions on marijuana, it would have the effect of impeding the activities permitted by this measure under state law.

Arguments in Support

18. Proponents of Proposition 19 argue that by enacting Proposition 19 will help to expand California’s economy by creating between 60,000 and 110,000 new jobs in the state. Furthermore, Proposition 19 would reduce incarcerating low-risk offenders in the state’s correctional facilities and reduce prison costs.

Arguments in Opposition

19. Opponents can argue that although the federal government announced in March 2009 that it would no longer prosecute medical marijuana patients and providers whose actions are consistent with Proposition 215, the federal government has continued to enforce its prohibitions on non-medical marijuana-related activities and can do so if Proposition 19 passes.

Supporting (Partial List)













Organizations and Individuals

ACLU of Northern California

ACLU of San Diego

ACLU of Southern California

Alameda County Democratic Central Committee Member Edie Irons

Alameda County Democratic Party

Alameda County Supervisor Nate Miley

Arcata City Councilmember Shane Brinton

Berkeley City Councilmember Darryl Moore

Berkeley City Councilmember Kriss Worthington

Berkeley Mayor Tom Bates

California 16th Assembly District Democrats

California Green Party

California Libertarian Party

California NAACP

California Republican Party Delegate David LaTour

California State Assemblymember Tom Ammiano

California State Senate President Pro Tem Don Perata (Ret.)

California State Senator Mark Leno

California Young Democrats

Congressman Dan Hamburg (CA-1) (Ret.)

Desert Stonewall Democrats of Palm Springs

East Bay Municipal Utility District Board President Doug Linney

Hayward City Councilmember Bill Quirk

Humboldt Center for Constitutional Rights
Libertarian Party of Orange County

Mendocino County Supervisor John Pinches

Modoc County Democratic Central Committee Chair Thomas Romero 

Monterey County Democratic Party

Oakland City Councilmember Jean Quan

Oakland City Councilmember Larry Reid

Oakland City Councilmember Nancy Nadel

Oakland City Councilmember Pat Kernighan

Oakland City Councilmember Rebecca Kaplan

Palm Springs Unified School District Board Member Justin Blake

Progressive Democrats of Stanislaus County  

Republican Liberty Caucus

San Francisco Supervisor David Campos

San Francisco Supervisor Ross Mirkarimi

The Berkeley City Council

The Oakland City Council

Water Replenishment District of Southern California Director Rob Katherman

West Hollywood City Councilmember John Duran

Windsor Town Councilmember Debora Fudge

Opposing (Partial List)












Organizations and Individuals

Anaheim Police Association

Association of California School Administrators

Atwater Village Chamber of Commerce

California Association of Code Enforcement Officers

California Bus Association

California Chamber of Commerce

California College, Career and Technical Education Charter School

California Correctional Supervisors Organization

California District Attorney Investigators' Association

California District Attorneys Association

California Narcotic Officers' Association

California Peace Officer’s Association

California Police Chiefs Association

California State Sheriffs' Association

Californians for Drug Free Youth

CALM

CIA Investigation Academy

CoachAmerica

Coalition for a Drug-Free California

D.A.R.E. America

Inland Valley Drug Free Community Coalition

International Faith Based Coalition

Los Angeles County Police Chiefs Association

Mothers Against Drunk Driving

North Coastal Prevention Coalition

Orange County Coalition of Police and Sheriffs

Peace Officers Association of Los Angeles County

PRIDE-Omaha, Inc.

Protect Our Society

San Dieguito Alliance

Save Our Society from Drugs

Proposition 25: Legislative Vote Requirement for Passage of State Budget

Staff Recommended Position


Oppose
Summary

1. If passed, Proposition 25 would change the Legislature’s vote requirement when sending the State Budget to the Governor from a two-thirds vote requirement to a majority vote requirement of each house of the Legislature. 
Background

2. If Proposition 25 fails, the Legislature’s vote requirement would remain unchanged; keeping the two-thirds vote requirement of each house of the Legislature when sending the State Budget to the Governor.

3. Currently, the State Constitution gives the Legislature the power to appropriate state funds and the annual state budget is the Legislature’s primary method of authorizing state expenses for a fiscal year (July 1 to June 30). 

4. The Constitution requires that the Governor propose a budget by January 10 for the next fiscal year. 

5. Each of the two houses of the Legislature (the State Assembly and the State Senate) then is required to pass the annual budget bill by June 15 and send it to the Governor. 

6. The Governor may either sign the budget approved by the Legislature or veto all or a part of it; which then allows for each house of the Legislature by a two-thirds (67 percent) vote to overturn the Governor’s veto. 

7. Furthermore, current law in the State Constitution requires a two-thirds vote of each house of the Legislature for the passage of “urgency” measures that take effect immediately, bills that increase state tax revenues, and General Fund appropriations (except appropriations for public schools). 

8. Due to the state budget including General Fund appropriations and the need for it to take effect immediately, it requires a two-thirds vote for passage. 

9. Certain budget actions, such as a decision to change the services that a state department is mandated to provide, require changing state law. 

10. These changes often are included in “trailer bills” that accompany passage of the budget each year. 

11. In general, bills passed by the Legislature take effect on January 1 of the next year. 

12. In order for trailer bills to take effect immediately, however, they must be passed by a two-thirds vote of each house of the Legislature.

Historical Perspective:

13. Since 1980, the Legislature has met its June 15 constitutional deadline for sending a budget to the Governor five times and during that same period, a final budget—passed by the Legislature and approved by the Governor—was in place prior to the July 1 start of the fiscal year on ten occasions, including three times since 2000. 

14. When a fiscal year begins without a state budget in place, some state expenses are not paid as scheduled. 

15. For example, state elected officials (such as the Governor and Members of the Legislature) have not received salaries after July 1 until a final budget is in place and salary payments withheld from these officials have been paid in full when the final budget goes into effect.

The intent of Proposition 25:

16. Proposition 25 amends the Constitution to lower the vote requirement necessary for each house of the Legislature to pass a budget bill and send it to the Governor. 

17. The vote requirement would be lowered from two-thirds to a majority (50 percent plus one) of each house of the Legislature. 

18. The lower vote requirement also would apply to trailer bills that appropriate funds and are identified by the Legislature “as related to the budget in the budget bill.” 

19. Both the budget bill and these trailer bills would take effect immediately after being signed by the Governor (or on a later date specified in the bill). 

20. A two-thirds vote of the Legislature would still be required to override any veto by the Governor. 

21. This measure’s constitutional provisions do not specifically address the legislative vote requirement for increasing state tax revenues, but the measure states that its intent is not to change the existing two-thirds vote requirement regarding state taxes.

22. Also included in Proposition 25 is in any year when the Legislature has not sent a budget bill to the Governor by June 15, it would prohibit Members of the Legislature from collecting any salary or reimbursements for travel or living expenses. 

23. This prohibition would be in effect from June 15 until the day that a budget is presented to the Governor and these salaries and expenses could not be paid to legislators at a later date.
Arguments in Support

24. Organized proponents, which dub Proposition 25 the Majority Vote Budget Initiative, argues that Proposition 25 reforms California’s badly broken state budget process, so taxpayers, schools and services are protected, while legislators are held accountable if they fail to pass the budget on time. No budget, no pay —and no payback later.

25. Furthermore, proponents state Proposition 25 is a simple budget reform that breaks legislative gridlock by allowing a simple majority of legislators to approve the budget —just like in 47 other states and argues Proposition 25 preserves the 2/3 vote required to raise taxes.

Arguments in Opposition

26. Organized opposition called “Stop the Hidden Taxes” Coalition, headlined by the California Chamber of Commerce, opposes Proposition 25 and cites a legal analysis that concludes Proposition 25 would do the following: (1) Effectively eliminate the right of voters to use the referendum to force a vote and stop taxes disguised as “fees;” (2) Allow the state Legislature to enact taxes as part of the budget with a bare majority vote, circumventing the state Constitution’s two-thirds vote requirement for passing new or increased taxes; and (3) Make it easier for politicians to increase their lavish travel and expense accounts. 

27. The opposition further argues that the Legislature can increase their travel and expense perks only with a two-thirds vote of the Legislature, but under Proposition 25, they would be able to increase them with a bare majority vote.
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American Federation of State, County and Municipal Employees, AFL-CIO

California Faculty Association

California Federation of Teachers

California Nurses Association

California Professional Firefighters

California School Employees Association

Opposing (Partial List)













The following organizations have signed onto the “Stop the Hidden Taxes” Coalition, which opposes Proposition 25 and supports Proposition 26.

California Chamber of Commerce

California Taxpayers’ Association

American GI Forum of California

American Rental Association

Americans for Prosperity

Americans for Tax Reform

Anaheim Chamber of Commerce

Association of California Life and Health Insurance Companies

California Association of Business, Property and Resource Owners (CABPRO)

California Automotive Wholesalers’ Association

California Beer & Beverage Distributors

California Black Chamber of Commerce

California Business Alliance

California Business Properties Association

California Business Roundtable

California Cable & Telecommunications Association (CCTA)

California Cotton Ginners and Growers Association

California Delta Chambers & Visitor’s Bureau

California Distributors Association

California Forestry Association

California Grocers Association

California Hispanic Chambers of Commerce

California Hotel & Lodging Association

California Landscape Contractors Association

California League of Food Processors

California Manufacturers & Technology Association

California Metals Coalition

California Restaurant Association

California Retailers Association

California Service Station & Automotive Repair Association

California Small Brewers Association

California Taxpayer Protection Committee

California Trucking Association

Cambodian-American Chamber of Commerce

Central Solano Citizen/Taxpayer Group

Chemical Industry Council of California

Chino Valley Chamber of Commerce

Citizens for California Reform

Coalition of Labor, Agriculture & Business of Santa Barbara County

Contra Costa Taxpayers Association

Dana Point Chamber of Commerce

Family Winemakers of California

Greater Conejo Valley Chamber of Commerce

Howard Jarvis Taxpayers Association

Industrial Environmental Association

Inland Empire Taxpayers Association

Korean American Grocers Association

Latin Business Association

Los Angeles Metro Hispanic Chamber of Commerce

Milpitas Chamber of Commerce

National Federation of Independent Business – California

National Taxpayers Union

Neighborhood Market Association

Newport Beach Chamber of Commerce

Nicaraguan-American Chamber of Commerce, Northern California

Nisei Farmers League

North Valley Hispanic Chamber of Commerce

Orange County Taxpayers Association

Oxnard Chamber of Commerce

Pleasant Hill Taxpayers Association

Pomona Chamber of Commerce

Redlands Chamber of Commerce

Regional Hispanic Chamber of Commerce

Sacramento Asian American Minority, Inc.

Sacramento Hispanic Chamber of Commerce

San Diego County Hispanic Chamber of Commerce

San Diego Tax Fighters

Santa Barbara Hispanic Chamber of Commerce

Santa Clara Chamber of Commerce

Santa Maria Valley Wine Country

Small Business Action Committee

South Bay Latino Chamber of Commerce

Temecula Valley Winegrowers Association

The Wine Group

Valley Industry & Commerce Association

Valley Taxpayer’s Coalition

Ventura County Taxpayers Association

Western Agricultural Processors Association

Western Home Furnishings Association

Wine Institute

Proposition 26: Legislative Vote Requirement for State Levies and Charges 

Staff Recommended Position


Support
Summary

1. Proposition 26, if passed, means the definition of taxes would be broadened to include many payments currently considered to be fees or charges. As a result, more state and local proposals to increase revenues would require approval by two-thirds of each house of the Legislature or by local voters.

Background

2. Proposition 26 would result in more state and local proposals that increase revenues would require approval by two-thirds of each house of the Legislature or by local voters.

3. Currently, state and local governments impose a variety of taxes, fees, and charges on individuals and businesses. 

4. Taxes – such as income, sales, and property taxes – are typically used to pay for general public services such as education, prisons, health, and social services. Fees and charges, by comparison, typically pay for a particular service or program benefitting individuals or businesses. 

5. Three broad categories of fees and charges exist to include:

a. User fees – such as state park entrance fees and garbage fees, where the user pays for the cost of a specific service or program. 

b. Regulatory fees – such as fees on restaurants to pay for health inspections and fees on the purchase of beverage containers to support recycling programs. Regulatory fees pay for programs that place requirements on the activities of businesses or people to achieve particular public goals or help offset the public or environmental impact of certain activities.

c. Property charges – such as charges imposed on property developers to improve roads leading to new subdivisions and assessments that pay for improvements and services that benefit the property owner.

Major Provisions of Proposition 26 (As provided by the Legislative Analyst Office)

	

	· Expands the Scope of What Is a State or Local Tax

	· Classifies as taxes some fees and charges that government currently may impose with a majority vote.

· As a result, more state revenue proposals would require approval by two-thirds of each house of the Legislature and more local revenue proposals would require local voter approval.

	· Raises the Approval Requirement for Some State Revenue Proposals

	· Requires a two-thirds vote of each house of the Legislature to approve laws that increase taxes on any taxpayer, even if the law’s overall fiscal effect does not increase state revenues.

	· Repeals Recently Passed, Conflicting State Laws

	· Repeals recent state laws that conflict with this measure, unless they are approved again by two-thirds of each house of the Legislature. Repeal becomes effective in November 2011.


6. As stated, Proposition 26 broadens the definition of a state or local tax to include many payments currently considered to be fees or charges. 

7. As a result, the measure would have the effect of increasing the number of revenue proposals subject to the higher approval (The two-thirds requirement).

8. Generally, the types of fees and charges that would become taxes under the measure are ones that government imposes to address health, environmental, or other societal or economic concerns. 

9. Some regulatory fees could be considered taxes, in part or in whole, under the measure because these fees pay for many services that benefit the public broadly, rather than providing services directly to the fee payer. 

10. The state currently uses these types of regulatory fees to pay for most of its environmental programs.

11. Certain other fees and charges also could be considered to be taxes under the measure.

12. For example, some business assessments could be considered to be taxes because government uses the assessment revenues to improve shopping districts (such as providing parking, street lighting, increased security, and marketing), rather than providing a direct and distinct service to the business owner.

13. Furthermore, the change in the definition of taxes would not affect most user fees, property development charges, and property assessments. 

14. This is because these fees and charges generally comply with Proposition 26’s requirements already, or are exempt from its provisions and most other fees or charges in existence at the time of the November 2, 2010 election would not be affected unless:

a. The state or local government later increases or extends the fees or charges. (In this case, the state or local government would have to comply with the approval requirements of Proposition 26.)

b. The fees or charges were created or increased by a state law—passed between January 1, 2010 and November 2, 1010—that conflicts with Proposition 26.

15. The State Constitution currently specifies that laws enacted “for the purpose of increasing revenues” must be approved by two-thirds of each house of the Legislature. Under current practice, a law that increases the amount of taxes charged to some taxpayers but offers an equal (or larger) reduction in taxes for other taxpayers has been viewed as not increasing revenues. As such, it can be approved by a majority vote of the Legislature.

16. Proposition 26 specifies that state laws that result in any taxpayer paying a higher tax must be approved by two-thirds of each house of the Legislature.

Historical Perspective:

17. For example, earlier this year a state lawmaker proposed a tax hike on alcohol (a 1,060% increase on beer, 2,560% increase on wine and 516% increase on hard liquor), and called it a "mitigation fee" in an attempt to pass it on a majority vote rather than a two-thirds vote. 

18. There also have been numerous attempts to increase local taxes on vehicles by disguising them as "fees."

Arguments in Support

19. Proponents of the Proposition 26 have dubbed the measure as the “Hidden Taxes Initiative” and state that for years, state and local politicians have been using a loophole in the law to raise taxes by disguising them as “fees” – circumventing the Constitutional requirements for passing taxes on goods like food, gas, cell phones, and even emergency services – which have added billions of dollars in higher costs that consumers pay.

Arguments in Opposition

20. The California Tax Reform Association is one of "an array of good-government and environmental groups, who see the latest proposal (Proposition 26) as simply a vast corporate loophole and further contend that companies cloak themselves as the defenders of jobs and fairness, when in fact they are gaming the system to maximize profits.

Supporting (Partial Listing)












The following organizations have signed onto the “Stop the Hidden Taxes” Coalition, which opposes Proposition 25 and supports Proposition 26.

California Chamber of Commerce

California Taxpayers’ Association

American GI Forum of California

American Rental Association

Americans for Prosperity

Americans for Tax Reform

Anaheim Chamber of Commerce

Association of California Life and Health Insurance Companies

California Association of Business, Property and Resource Owners (CABPRO)

California Automotive Wholesalers’ Association

California Beer & Beverage Distributors

California Black Chamber of Commerce

California Business Alliance

California Business Properties Association

California Business Roundtable

California Cable & Telecommunications Association (CCTA)

California Cotton Ginners and Growers Association

California Delta Chambers & Visitor’s Bureau

California Distributors Association

California Forestry Association

California Grocers Association

California Hispanic Chambers of Commerce

California Hotel & Lodging Association

California Landscape Contractors Association

California League of Food Processors

California Manufacturers & Technology Association

California Metals Coalition

California Restaurant Association

California Retailers Association

California Service Station & Automotive Repair Association

California Small Brewers Association

California Taxpayer Protection Committee

California Trucking Association

Cambodian-American Chamber of Commerce

Central Solano Citizen/Taxpayer Group

Chemical Industry Council of California

Chino Valley Chamber of Commerce

Citizens for California Reform

Coalition of Labor, Agriculture & Business of Santa Barbara County

Contra Costa Taxpayers Association

Dana Point Chamber of Commerce

Family Winemakers of California

Greater Conejo Valley Chamber of Commerce

Howard Jarvis Taxpayers Association

Industrial Environmental Association

Inland Empire Taxpayers Association

Korean American Grocers Association

Latin Business Association

Los Angeles Metro Hispanic Chamber of Commerce

Milpitas Chamber of Commerce

National Federation of Independent Business – California

National Taxpayers Union

Neighborhood Market Association

Newport Beach Chamber of Commerce

Nicaraguan-American Chamber of Commerce, Northern California

Nisei Farmers League

North Valley Hispanic Chamber of Commerce

Orange County Taxpayers Association

Oxnard Chamber of Commerce

Pleasant Hill Taxpayers Association

Pomona Chamber of Commerce

Redlands Chamber of Commerce

Regional Hispanic Chamber of Commerce

Sacramento Asian American Minority, Inc.

Sacramento Hispanic Chamber of Commerce

San Diego County Hispanic Chamber of Commerce

San Diego Tax Fighters

Santa Barbara Hispanic Chamber of Commerce

Santa Clara Chamber of Commerce

Santa Maria Valley Wine Country

Small Business Action Committee

South Bay Latino Chamber of Commerce

Temecula Valley Winegrowers Association

The Wine Group

Valley Industry & Commerce Association

Valley Taxpayer’s Coalition

Ventura County Taxpayers Association

Western Agricultural Processors Association

Western Home Furnishings Association

Wine Institute

Opposing (Partial Listing)












California Tax Reform Association

Health Access California
Taxpayers Against Protecting Polluters

ACTION

AGENDA ITEM 3
Legislative Action Committee

September 1, 2010

2001 Strategic Initiatives

Presentation

Shaun Lumachi

Director of Government Affairs
Cynthia Schneider

LAC Chair

Staff Recommended Position

Staff will lead a discussion on the 2011 Strategic Initiatives:

· The LAC will be divided into small working groups to discuss and determine their top three policy priorities for 2011. 

· Each group report on their discussion and staff will document the results accordingly. 

· Each LAC member will be given three votes to vote for the top three priorities from a list of all suggested priorities. 

· Staff will return at the November 2010 LAC meeting with a plan of action based on the top three 2011 Strategic Policy Priorities.
ACTION

AGENDA ITEM 4
Legislative Action Committee

September 1, 2010
2011 Policy Platform

Presentation

Shaun Lumachi

Director of Government Affairs
Staff Recommended Position


The LAC will review the current Policy Platform and make changes for the 2011 Legislative year. Any changes 
will be presented to the Board of Directors for approval. 

Background

· Each year, the Great Corona Valley Chamber’s Legislative Action Committee (LAC) develops the Chamber’s legislative priorities. 
· Each of the priorities serve as the foundation for the Corona Chamber’s continuing effort to improve the Corona and regional business climate.  
· The LAC also uses the policy platform as a guide when reviewing and considering the Chamber’s positions on local, regional, state, and federal issues. 
The Greater Corona Valley Chamber of Commerce 2010 Policy Platform Priorities
Redevelopment / Development
1. Monitor development projects within the downtown and Corona region.

2. Monitor proposed private property rights legislation that may or may not and review polices that balance private property rights with eminent domain and its impact on the overall community.

3. Support responsible and quality redevelopment of areas that are convincingly proven and documented as blighted and suffering from environmental decay that severely lags in economic vitality compared to the surrounding community.

4. Health and Safety Code Section 33031, describes the conditions in which many people live in our community are adequate and do not require reform. The citizens living in these conditions should have the expectation of a better life in terms of the physical environment and a more robust economic base in the community. 

5. The burdens of blight upon a community should not be a physical and economic liability for a city, with no prospect of improvement since private enterprise acting alone cannot reverse a City’s patterns of decay.

6. The health, safety and general welfare of an entire blighted community should receive more consideration than the private property rights of a small number of persons.

Annexation
7. Monitor community development goals and policies pertaining to how existing development is going to be maintained and enhanced and how new development will occur. 

8. Monitor land use options where lands are to be conserved and where growth will be targeted and specifies the types, densities, and design characteristics of uses to be permitted and a map depicting their distribution.

9. Monitor community design options that specify strategies for the visual and environmental enhancement of the City's streetscapes and entries.

10. Monitor and support incentives for an adequate supply of housing, housing affordability and the choices of home types that meet the needs of the Corona business community and their employees.

11. Monitor economic development strategies for business retention and attraction.

12. Monitor historical preservation processes for the preservation of the city's historic buildings, sites and landscapes within the city.

Transportation, Infrastructure and the Environment
13. Review and consider policies that address the movement of people and goods including autos, transit, bicycles, and other modes.

14. Review and consider policies that address the provision of public infrastructure including water, sewer, storm drainage, solid waste, electricity, natural gas, telecommunications, and solar and wind alternatives. 

15. Review and consider policies that address the provision of services to meet resident needs including police, fire, library, schools, and health.

16. Review and consider policies that address the provision of sustainable programs and green initiatives in the City of Corona.

17. Support measures that improve drinking water, adequate water quality and supply, flood control, waterway and natural resource protections, water pollution and contamination controls, state and local park improvements, public access to natural resources, and water conservation efforts.

18. Review and consider reliable, stable, and competitively priced energy supplies for the Corona region and California’s businesses.

19. Review, consider and propose transportation improvement plans that relieve congestion on freeways, streets and roads, and ensure future mobility within the Corona region.

20. Review and consider policies that impact air quality standards and consider their effect on Corona’s regional business community.

Business Attraction and Retention
21. Encourage an adequate supply of appropriate housing to meet the needs of the Corona region and monitor its impact on the Corona business community.

22. Review and consider policies that ensure Corona maintains a reputation as an attractive prosperous location for business; to balance employment and housing needs with natural resource preservation; and to plan and construct the community infrastructure necessary to support current and future business needs.

Cost of Doing Business
23. Review and consider reform measures that solve the state budget’s continuing structural deficit that promotes real economic growth and job creation and its impact on the Corona business community.
 
24. Encourage cooperation among local/regional and state government agencies, and work to streamline and reduce unnecessary requirements of regulatory agencies.

25. Review and consider ways to privatize government services and public contracts while maintaining or improving standards.

26. Review and consider state and local tax changes and new tax categories affecting the Corona business community.

27. Support and promote when appropriate the preparation of cost/benefit analysis ensuring economic impacts are weighed before the imposition of regulatory statutes. 

28. Ensure that regulations on business are kept to a minimum and do not put Corona businesses at a competitive disadvantage.

29. Support local/regional and state programs that secure tax credits and tax incentives for targeted programs.

30. Consider and review policies that promote the outsourcing of essential public services by local/regional and state government agencies.

31. Consider and review legislation that promotes standards of corporate governance that guide boards of directors and corporate officers in managing their corporations in a competent, ethical manner.
 
32. Review and consider measures that reform the extraordinary costs of the state’s public pension system for the sake of the state’s overall fiscal health.

33. Oppose legislative proposals that might cause unwarranted and frivolous lawsuits on Corona businesses, consumers and taxpayers. 

Education and Outreach
34. Continue a working relationship with local, state and federal representatives.

35. Provide opportunities for businesses to increase their knowledge, understanding, and involvement with local, regional and statewide legislative processes.
 

Workforce Issues
36. Support measures that reform our state’s education and vocational systems which encourage workforce preparation.

37. Monitor, provide recommendations and review alternatives to any proposed state minimum wage increases and any local or state living wage ordinances. 

38. Monitor and provide recommendations to the workers’ compensation reform measures which impact costs to Corona businesses.

39. Support responsible health care policy proposals that do not put Corona businesses at a competitive disadvantage and result in increased availability of affordable health care coverage for employers and their employees.
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