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Recent Communications
	

	August 11, 2008
Corona Chamber Stops Multi-Billion Dollar Paid Sick Leave Mandate

Strong opposition from the Corona Chamber of Commerce and area businesses stopped a proposed law in a California State Senate Committee that would have unreasonably expanded employer’s costs and liability by mandating a specific paid sick leave policy. The Corona Chamber hand-delivered nearly 50 letters of opposition from Corona businesses and testified in opposition to the proposed law in Sacramento this past week.

“Corona's employers are already struggling with rising energy, health care and regulatory costs in the midst of a challenging economy. This proposed law would have required local employers to make tough decisions that would hurt Corona workers and cost jobs,” stated Cynthia Schneider, Chair of the Corona Chamber Legislative Action Committee. 

"Ending this multi-billion dollar job-killer proves to our local businesses that the Corona Chamber works hard to provide a return on their investment in our Chamber," stated Bobby Spiegel, President and CEO of the Corona Chamber.

Why This Is Important To You

The proposed sick leave law would have covered all employees, so that part-time, seasonal and temporary workers would earn paid sick days. The proposed law mandated, without exception, that all employers provide paid sick leave to an employee after seven days of work in a calendar year to care for their own illness, or to provide to a sick child, spouse, domestic partner or other relative. 

The ever-increasing burden of costly mandates on employers can cumulatively result in lower wages, reducing available health insurance, limiting training programs and - in the worst case scenario- job loss or reduced work hours. Job loss translates to lower tax revenues from employers and employees, as well as increased utilization of Unemployment Insurance. In an already troubled economy California should be seeking ways to stimulate job growth and avoid forcing costly mandates on employers. 
 
Log on to www.coronachamber.org and click on the Corona Advocacy link for more information!


	This web-based Corona business advocacy resource is funded through the Corona Chamber of Commerce's Annual Signature Event, the Magic of Monte Carlo. Join us this year by clicking on the graphic below or call 951-737-3350.
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	July 21, 2008
Take Action Now! Oppose A Multi-Billion Dollar Paid Sick Leave Mandate
 


AB 2716 is a proposed new law that would unreasonably expand employer's and local government agencies’ costs and liability by mandating paid sick leave for all employees, including, interns, seasonal, part-time, temporary, and full-time employees. 

Why it is important that you act NOW!

All employers in California would be mandated to provide paid sick leave to an employee after only seven days of work in a calendar year. The proposed new law impacts all employers, large and small, regardless of the current level of sick leave already provided.

This proposal, estimated to cost employers billions of dollars in increased costs, places a massive burden on our local businesses at a time when our economy is underperforming and job cuts are continual.
 

Log on to www.coronachamber.org and click on the Corona Advocacy link for more information!


	This web-based Corona business advocacy resource is funded through the Corona Chamber of Commerce's Annual Signature Event, the Magic of Monte Carlo. Join us this year by clicking on the graphic below or call 951-737-3350.


July 18, 2008

Chamber Leads Local Effort to Support Proposals that Reduce Business Costs

The Corona Chamber of Commerce is supporting two proposed laws that will reduce business costs. 

The first proposal, SB 691, will specifically impact junk dealers by making it easier for police to check their records for the intake of large amounts of metals and other related materials that may have been stolen. 

The second proposed new law, SB 1608, will control litigation against business owners relating to unreasonable disability access requirements.

July 16, 2008

Corona Chamber Opposes Mandatory Sick Leave Proposal

The Corona Chamber of Commerce is stridently opposing a proposed new law that would unreasonably expand employers and local government agencies’ costs and their liability by mandating paid sick leave for employees who have worked for a couple for only 7 days. If approved, AB 2716 will place an undue burden on many Corona businesses. This mandate could also impact every county and city in the state as it would apply to interns, seasonal, part-time, temporary employees and provisional hires.

MINUTES
Legislative Action Committee

August 19, 2008

July 2008 LAC Minutes
To be added.
ACTION
AGENDA ITEM 2

Legislative Action Committee

August 19, 2008

Proposition 1 - High-Speed Passenger Train Bond









Presentation

Shaun Lumachi

Director of Government Affairs

Transportation Infrastructure Improvements Subcommittee Position


Subcommittee did not meet.

Recommended Staff Position


Support

Summary

1. Authorizes the state to sell $9.95 billion in bonds to be used in conjunction with available federal funds for (1) the planning and construction of the high-speed train system (2) capital improvements to passenger rail systems that expand capacity and/or enable train riders to connect to the high-speed rail system.  

2. The initial high-speed train line would link the San Francisco Transbay Terminal to Los Angeles Union Station with additional lines linking all of the state’s major population centers to include Sacramento, the Central Valley, the Inland Empire, Orange County, and San Diego.

3. The entire 700-mile system would be constructed and in revenue service by 2020 with the initial line in limited service to be determined after the bond is passed.

Background

4. The Safe, Reliable High-Speed Passenger Train Bond Act for the 21st Century was originally scheduled to appear on the November 2, 2004, General Election ballot. It was delayed to November 2006 due to budget concerns raised by Governor Schwarzenegger. 

5. In January 2006, the Governor did not include funding for the rail system in his Corona Chamber-supported Public Works Bond. However, he did include funding for the California High Speed Rail Authority.

6. The high-speed rail bond was delayed again from November 2006 to November 2008 to avoid competing with the Governor’s infrastructure bond package in 2006. 

7. The November 2007 LAC meeting, the LAC unanimously tabled consideration of this proposal until mid-2008 due to this being on the November 2008 ballot. 

8. Created in 1996, the California High-Speed Rail Authority has pursued the vision for a high-speed train system connecting California’s major metropolitan areas. 

9. The Authority has identified preferred corridor alignments and stations from the Central Valley through Los Angeles to San Diego as well as inside much of the Bay Area.

10. Between the Central Valley and the Bay Area, further study is needed to select a preferred corridor alignment.

11. The recent program environmental review has found that the high-speed train system will have fewer impacts, create more economic stimulus and cost less than half as much as the alternative— building more lanes, bridges and ramps along highways; and terminals, gates and runways at airports. 

12. The Authority’s studies show that the full system, serving 30 stations, will attract 42 to 68 million passengers per year in 2020, operate at a surplus and cost over $33 billion to build. 

13. High-speed trains will be capable of speeds of up to 220 mph and will be similar to those in service today in Europe and Asia. 

14. The system will be built mostly within or alongside existing transportation corridors and will be entirely grade-separated from parallel and crossing roads, providing the same extremely safe environment enjoyed in other countries, where not a single passenger fatality has occurred on new lines in 41 years of operation.

15. According to the Legislative Analyst’s Office, the costs of the bonds depend on interest rates in effect at the time they are sold and the time period over which they are repaid. The state would make principal and interest payments from the state’s General Fund over a period of about 30 years. If the bonds are sold at an average interest rate of 5 percent, the cost would be about $19.4 billion to pay off both principal ($9.95 billion) and interest ($9.5 billion). The average repayment for principal and interest would be about $647 million per year.

16. Also, according to the Legislative Analyst’s Office, when constructed, the high-speed rail system will incur unknown ongoing maintenance and operation costs, probably in excess of $1 billion a year. Depending on the level of ridership, these costs would be at least partially offset by revenue from fares paid by passengers.

Arguments in Support

17. Californians need other transportation alternatives to air and automobile when traveling throughout the state. A high-speed rail system would also allow an alternative to rising gas prices to both air and automobile travel as California’s train system would also be greatly updated.

Arguments in Opposition

18. At a time when California is facing an over $15 billion budget deficit, the legislature cannot in good faith ask voters to approve a $9 billion bond proposal on the November ballot.  

Supporting

(List incomplete)

California High-Speed Rail Authority 

Association for California High Speed Trains

California State Association of Counties

Opposing

(List incomplete)

Sierra Club California

ACTION

AGENDA ITEM 3

Legislative Action Committee

August 19, 2008

Proposition 2 – California Prevention of Farm Animal Cruelty Act








Presentation

Shaun Lumachi

Director of Government Affairs

Stimulating the Local Economy Subcommittee Position


Unable to decide after two members opposed and two members abstained.

Recommended Staff Position


Oppose
Summary

1. Prohibits the cruel confinement of farm animals in a manner that does not allow them to turn around freely, lie down, stand up, and fully extend their limbs.

Background

2. Requires that enclosures or tethers confining farm animals allow the animals to fully extend their limbs or wings, lie down, stand up and turn around for a majority of every day.

3. This includes calves raised for veal, egg-laying hens, and pregnant pigs.

4. Exceptions would be made for transportation, rodeos, fairs and other purposes.

5. Creates definitions for the various terms used by farmers and others in the industry.

6. Provides misdemeanor penalties including a fine not to exceed $1,000 and/or imprisonment of up to 180 days.

Arguments in Support

7. Reduces the suffering of animals confined on California factory farms.

8. Prevents three of the most cruel and inhumane forms of extreme confinement of animal agribusiness: veal crates, battery cages, and gestation crates. All three of these practices have already been legislated against in the European Union. 

Arguments in Opposition

9. Impacts almost all modern egg production facilities in California by banning current modern and safe housing systems for egg-laying hens on California’s egg farms which would lead to driving up costs to consumers due to the significant costs associated with trucking in the eggs from out-of-state and Mexico.

10. Modern housing systems for egg-laying hens are safe and were developed using independent, scientifically-base sanitation and food safety research and guidelines. California and the nation’s food safety is already at risk, with infection, poisoning and even death caused by food borne illnesses, such as Salmonella.

Supporting 













(As of 7/25/08)

Elected Officials & Local Government Endorsements

US Senator Dianne Feinstein 
State Superintendent of Public InstructionJack O'Connell 
US Representative John Campbell (Orange County) 
US Representative Elton Gallegly (Ventura, Santa Barbara) 
US Representative Barbara Lee (Oakland) 
US Representative Brad Sherman (Sherman Oaks) 
US Representative Maxine Waters (Los Angeles) 
State Senator Dean Florez (Bakersfield, Fresno) 
State Senator Christine Kehoe (San Diego) 
State Senator Sheila Kuehl (Los Angeles, Ventura) 
State Senator Carole Migden (San Francisco, Marin, Sonoma) 
Assembly Speaker pro Tempore Sally Lieber (Mountain View) 
Assembly Member Mike Davis (Los Angeles) 
Assembly Member Mervyn Dymally (Compton) 
Assembly Member Loni Hancock (Berkeley) 
Assembly Member Paul Krekorian (Glendale) 
Assembly Member Mark Leno (San Francisco) 
Assembly Member Lloyd Levine (Van Nuys) 
Assembly Member Jose Solorio (Anaheim, Santa Ana, Garden Grove) 
Former US Representative John Burton (San Francisco) 
Former Assembly Member Paul Koretz (West Hollywood) 
Mayor Marty Blum (Santa Barbara) 
Mayor Craig Litwin (Sebastopol) 
Mayor Pro Tem Patricia McCoy (Imperial Beach) 
Mayor Gavin Newsom (San Francisco) 
Former Mayor Richard Riordan (Los Angeles) 
City Council Member Iya Falcone (Santa Barbara) 
City Council Member Donna Frye (San Diego) 
City Council Member Toni Iseman (Laguna Beach) 
City Council Member Kevin McKeown (Santa Monica) 
City Council Member Cyr Miller (San Rafael) 
City Council Member Helene Schneider (Santa Barbara) 
City Council Member Sandy Sheedy (Sacramento) 
City Council Member Das Williams (Santa Barbara) 
City Attorney Michael Aguirre (San Diego) 
President Charles McGlashan, Marin Board of Supervisors 
Chair Salud Carbajal, Santa Barbara Board of Supervisors 
Judy Ki, State and Democratic Party County Central Committee (San Diego) 
Evelyn Woo, Democratic Party County Central Committee (Tiburon) 

Cities & Counties 
Los Angeles City Council 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
Davis City Council 
Berkeley City Council 
Santa Monica City Council 
West Hollywood City Council 

Opposition













(As of 7/25/08)

Labor Organizations

General Teamsters Local Union 386

Organizations
Agricultural Council of California

Alliance of Western Milk Producers

American Agri-Women

American College of Poultry Veterinarians

Animal Agriculture Alliance

Association of California Veterinarians

Association of Veterinarians in Egg Production

Broiler & Egg Association 

California Agricultural Teachers' Association

California Cattlemen’s Association

California Dairy Campaign

California Egg Marketing Association

California Farm Bureau Federation 

California Grain and Feed Association

California Grocers Association 

California Pork Producers Association

California Poultry Federation 

California Warehouse Association 

California Women for Agriculture

Feline Friends Intl.

Kern County Taxpayers Association

Marin County Farm Bureau

Merced County Board of Supervisors

Mexican American Political Association

Milk Producers Council 

National Pork Producers Council

Pacific Egg and Poultry Association

San Diego County Farm Bureau

Texas Egg Council 

United Egg Producers 

Western United Dairymen

Family Farms and Businesses
A to Z Wholesale Floral Supply, Inc. 

Adams Vegetable Oil, Inc. 

Ace Tomato Co., Inc.

Alfalfa Supply, Inc.

Alpha Inc. 

American River Ag 

Amsa Seed Company 

Armstrong Egg Farms

Baer Bros. 

Baker Commodities, Inc. 

Bar Ale, Inc. 

Berkeley Florist 

Best Agri-Marketing, Inc. 

BioTech Associates Ltd., Inc. 

Boer Commodities, Inc.

Bosma Poultry 

M. Brocco & Sons, Inc. 

Brocco’s Old Barn 

Bucke’s Feed & Grain 

Buckman Mitchell, Inc.

C & O Food Services, Inc. 

Cal Byproducts 

Cal Western Nursery 

Californian Dairies, Inc.

California Mill Equipment

Catlett Warehouse

CCF Brands

Chandler Farms, LP

Chiesa Ranch, Inc. 

Clipper Farms

Clougherty Packing, LLC – Farm Division 

CMS Steel Buildings

Coast Packaging Co. 

Corn Products 

Cornerstone Certified Vineyard 

CPS Express, Inc. 

Crention Station 

Crisp Warehouse 

CWA Central Valley

Dairymen’s Feed & Supply Coop 

Demler Egg Ranch

den Dulk Poultry

Denair Fence 

Diamond Systems 

Diamond V 

Diversified Dairy Solutions, LLC

Dolco Packaging 

Eutenier Ranches 

Farmer Automatic of America 

Fassio Egg Farms

Foam Packaging, Inc. 

Foster Farms

Foster Poultry Farms 

Gardner/Rossi Co. 

A. L. Gilbert Co.

Golden Oval Eggs 

Gutierrez Farming 

Haddy Warehousing Co., Inc. 

Haley Farms, Inc. 

Hammertime Co. & Ranch

L. A. Hearne Co. 

Heartland Grains and Milling 

Hickman Egg Ranch

Hidden Villa Ranch 

Hoover Ranch

Hy-line International

Illy Sunnyslope Farms 

Industrial Design & Construction, Inc. 

Interwest Commodities, LLC

InterWest Insurance Services, Inc.

J & A Farms 

J.D. Heiskell & Co.

J.R. Wholesale 

J.S. West Milling Co.

J.S. West Propane

Kern Delta Weedpatch Cotton Ginning Co. 

Kings Valley Industries

Koch California Ltd.

Kofkoff Egg Farms 

Kruse Feed & Supply, Inc. 

William C. Laughlin & Co.

Lathem Farms Inc. 

Leach Grain & Milling 

Lee’s Poultry Farm 

Lime Mountain Co.

Vincent Marshall Farms 

McAnally Enterprises, LLC 

Metzer Farms

Michael Foods Egg Product Co.

Midwest Farms, LLC 

Midwest Poultry Services L.P. 

Moark, LLC 

Modesto Milling Co-op

Morning Fresh Farms, Inc. 

Mosaic Co. 

Multimin USA, Inc.

National Food Corp. 

Jim Newells Iron & Metal 

Penny Newman Grain Co. 

Nichols Egg Ranch

Noceti Farms 

Noceti Grupe, Inc. 

Norco Ranch 

NuCal Foods, Inc.

Nutrius 

NuWest Milling, LLC 

Hans Olsen Egg Co.

One Stop Lock 

P&F Metals

Pacific Elements 

Quality Grain

RAH Consulting, Inc. 

Ramona Duck Farm 

Ridley Inc.

Rose Acre Farms 

Rumble Farm 

S & R Egg Farms Inc.

Sanchez Ranch

Sanders/Way Ranch 

Schmidt Bettencourt & Medeiros, CPAs 

Screw Conveyor Corp. 

Seley & Co.

Settrini Ranch, LLC

R. C. Sherwood Grain Co. 

Small Town Genetics 

South Valley Trading 

Star Milling Co. 

Strand Ag Supply 

The Stuart Company

Sunridge Nurseries 

Thomas Products, LLC 

Thompson Trading Co. 

Tile One 

Toby’s Trucking, Inc. 

Turlock Dairy & Refrigeration

Ulrich Farms 

V – V Enterprises

Valley Fresh Foods, Inc.

Vencomatic, Inc. 

George Verhoeven Grain, Inc.

Vintage Nurseries, LLC 

Vision Concepts Class Dreams 

Vogel Sales Engineering

Gary Vukich Sales 

Walco International

Weaver Farms 

Wilkey Sheet Metal, Inc.

Willamette Egg Farms

Willie Bird Turkeys

Winton Ireland Strom & Green Insurance Agency

Woodland Farms 

Wyeth Dairy, Inc.

Zephyr Egg Co. 

Veterinary Services and Animal Welfare Interests
G – N Veterinary Clinic 

Mid-Valley Veterinary Hospital

National Animal Interest Alliance 

National Animal Interest Alliance Trust 

Salida Veterinary Hospital 

Tule River Veterinary Services, Inc.

ACTION

AGENDA ITEM 4
Legislative Action Committee

August 19, 2008

Proposition 3: Children’s Hospital Bond Act










Presentation

Shaun Lumachi

Director of Government Affairs

Healthcare Reform Subcommittee Position


Position to be determined by the LAC.

Recommended Staff Position


Support

Summary

1. Authorizes the state to sell $980 million in general obligation bonds for capital improvement projects at children’s hospitals. 

2. The measure specifically identifies the five University of California children’s hospitals as eligible bond fund recipients. 

3. There are additional children’s hospitals that are likely to meet other eligibility criteria specified in the measure, which are based on hospitals’ performance in the 2001‑02 fiscal year. 

4. Some of the criteria include providing at least 160 licensed beds for infants and children.

Background

5. Children’s hospitals focus their efforts on the health care needs of children by providing diagnostic, therapeutic, and rehabilitative services to injured, disabled, and sick infants and children.

6. In November 2004, voters approved Proposition 61, which authorized the sale of $750 million in general obligation bonds to provide funding for children’s hospitals. 

7. The eligibility criteria for hospitals to receive funds under Proposition 61 are the same under this measure, Proposition 3. 

8. As of June 1, 2008, about $403 million of the funds from Proposition 61 had been awarded to eligible hospitals.

9. The money raised from the bond sales could be used for the construction, expansion, remodeling, renovation, furnishing, equipping, financing, or refinancing of children’s hospitals in the state. 

10. 80 percent of the monies would be available to nonprofit children’s hospitals and the remaining 20 percent would be available to University of California children’s hospitals, which is proportional to the number of patients seen and treated at the State’s Children’s Hospitals. 

11. The monies provided could not exceed the total cost of a project, and funded projects would have to be completed “within a reasonable period of time.”

12. Children’s hospitals would have to apply in writing for funds with the California Health Facilities Financing Authority (CHFFA), an existing state agency, to develop the grant application.

13. Required to process submitted applications and award grants within 60 days.

14. CHFFA’s decision to award a grant would be based on several factors:

a. would the grant contribute toward the expansion or improvement of health care access for children who are eligible for governmental health insurance programs;

b. are the children indigent, underserved, or uninsured;

c. would the grant contribute toward the improvement of child health care or pediatric patient outcomes and;

d. would the applicant hospital promote pediatric teaching or research programs.

15. Administrative costs would be limited to CHFFA’s actual costs or 1 percent of the bond funds, whichever is less.

List of children’s hospitals eligible for bond funds both specifically named and likely to be eligible:

Specifically Identified as Eligible—20 Percent of Total Funds

· Mattel Children’s Hospital at University of California, Los Angeles

· University Children’s Hospital at University of California, Irvine

· University of California, Davis Children’s Hospital

· University of California, San Diego Children’s Hospital

· University of California, San Francisco Children’s Hospital

Likely to Be Eligible Hospitals—80 Percent of Total Funds

· Rady Children’s Hospital, San Diego (formerly Children’s Hospital and Health Center, San Diego)

· Children’s Hospital Los Angeles

· Children’s Hospital and Research Center at Oakland

· Children’s Hospital of Orange County

· Loma Linda University Children’s Hospital

· Lucile Salter Packard Children’s Hospital at Stanford

· Miller’s Children’s Hospital, Long Beach

· Children’s Hospital Central California

Arguments in Support

16. As the population in California continues to grow, we must increase the capacity of our Children's Hospitals in order to keep pace. More children need services at a Children's Hospital then there is room.

Arguments in Opposition

17. Some of the proposed eligible hospitals are private institutions with some people agreeing that private institutions should not be receiving state money. 

Supporting

(List incomplete)

California Children’s Hospital Association

Hospital Association of Southern California

Opposition

(None at this time)

ACTION

AGENDA ITEM 5
Legislative Action Committee

August 19, 2008
Legislative Report #7












Presentation

Shaun Lumachi

Director of Government Affairs

AB 904 (Feuer) Recycling: Food Containers










Presentation

Shaun Lumachi

Director of Government Affairs

Stimulating the Local Economy Subcommittee Position


Oppose

Recommended Staff Position


Oppose
Summary

1. Creates the Plastic and Marine Debris Reduction, Recycling, and Composting Act, (Act) which prohibits a food provider from distributing disposable food packaging unless the packaging is compostable or recyclable.

Background

2. Defines terms used in the Act, including: 

a. "Compostable packaging" as a material that meets the compostability standard established by the American Society for Testing Materials and is either accepted for composting in residential curbside collection programs available to at least 60% of the households in the state; or, is accepted for composting in a residential curbside collection program available to at least 60% of households in the city or unincorporated county in which the food is sold; 

b. "Recyclable packaging" as a material that is accepted for recycling in residential curbside collection programs available to at least 60% of the households in the state; or, is accepted for recycling in a residential curbside collection program available to at least 60% of households in the city or unincorporated county in which the food is sold; 

c. "Takeout food provider" as any establishment that provides prepared food for human consumption on or off premises, but does not include grocery stores or other stores in which the primary business is not the sale of prepared foods and that sells unprepared food; and, 

d. "Prepared food" as any ready-to-consume food or beverage prepared on the food provider's premises. 

3. Prohibits, on an after July 1, 2012, a takeout food provider from distributing single-use disposable food service packaging to a consumer unless it is either compostable or recyclable, as defined. 

4. Requires, on and after July 1, 2011, a person who produces single-use food service packaging and who distributes that packaging in California shall maintain and provide, upon request, a list of recyclable or compostable single-use food service packaging distributed. 

5. Establishes civil penalties for violations of not more than $100 per day for each day a violation occurs up to a maximum of $10,000. 

6. Requires the California Integrated Waste Management Board (CIWMB), beginning July 1, 2011, to annually publish a list of penalties levied in the preceding year. 

7. Establishes the Marine Debris Reduction Account (Account) within the Integrated Waste Management Fund, into which all penalties shall be deposited. The Account may be used by CIWMB to provide public education and to assist local governments in efforts to reduce plastic waste and marine debris, and for the CIWMB's costs associated with implementing the Act.

Arguments in Support

8. According to the United States Environmental Protection Agency, marine debris has become a problem along shorelines, coastal waters, estuaries, and oceans throughout the world.

9. By encouraging recycling and composting, this bill may reduce the amount of solid waste entering the state's landfills.

Arguments in Opposition

10. The potential for litter would not be reduced by requiring packaging to be made from recyclable or compostable materials.

11. AB 904 allows new and costly mandates on California’s food service industry by imposing an unworkable framework aimed at reducing marine debris.

Supporting

Algalita Marine Research Foundation 

Baykeeper 

Californians Against Waste 

California Alliance for Consumer Protection 

California League of Conservation Voters 

Cereplast City of Santa Cruz Public Works Department 

Coastkeeper Alliance Defenders of Wildlife 

EnPo Environmental Powered Recycling 

Newport Beach Chapter of the Surfrider Foundation 

Ocean Conservation Society Planning and Conservation League 

Santa Monica Baykeeper 

Sierra Club California

Opposition

American Chemistry Council

California Chamber of Commerce 

California Restaurant Association 

California Grocers Association 

California Hotel and Lodging Association 

California Manufacturers and Technology Association 

California Retailers Association 

Chevron Phillips Chemical Company 

Dart Container Corporation 

Dolco Packaging 

Grocery Manufacturers Association/Food Products Association 

Pactive Total Petrochemical USA, Inc. 

Western Fairs Association

AB 2030 (Lieu) Building Standards











Stimulating the Local Economy Subcommittee Position


Oppose

Recommended Staff Position


Oppose 
Summary

1. This bill requires the California Energy Commission (CEC) to adopt design and construction standards that require new nonresidential commercial construction starting January 1, 2030 to be "zero net energy" buildings.

Background

2. Requires CEC to adopt standards requiring that all new nonresidential buildings for which construction begin after January 1, 2030 be "zero net energy" buildings. 

3. Defines "zero net energy building" as a building that implements a combination of building energy efficiency design features and onsite clean distributed generation that results in no net purchases from the electricity or gas grid. 

4. Requires CEC, in developing the standards, to collaborate with local planning and building officials, consumer groups, representatives of building industry associations, developers, and other interested parties. 

5. Makes related other technical changes to existing law.

Arguments in Support

6. By requiring all new commercial buildings, starting in 2030, to integrate various energy saving and producing systems to result in zero net energy consumption will reduce greenhouse gas emissions, while lowering demand for energy and water. 

7. Commercial buildings consume about one-third of electricity used in California each year.

Arguments in Opposition

8. Establishment of zero net energy standards for commercial buildings would act as a de facto moratorium on new commercial building construction.

9. Onsite generation of energy could make construction prohibitively expensive and would often be impractical.

Supporting

American Lung Association 

California League of Conservation Voters 

Coalition for Clean Air 

Department of the Environment, City and County of San Francisco 

East Bay Municipal Utility District 

Environmental Defense 

Global Green USA 

Planning and Conservation League 

Sierra Club California  
Opposition

Associated General Contractors 

Building Owners & Managers Association of California 

California Apartment Association 

California Association of Realtors 

California Broadcasters Association 

California Building Industry Association 

California Business Properties Association 

California Chamber of Commerce 

California Manufacturers and Technology Association 

California Retailers Association 

Consulting Engineers and Land Surveyors of California 

Institute of Real Estate Management 

International Council of Shopping Centers 

National Association of Industrial & Office Properties 

Shapell Industries 

Western Electrical Contractors Association

AB 2112 (Saldana) Energy Building Standards










Stimulating the Local Economy Subcommittee Position


Oppose

Recommended Staff Position


Oppose 
Summary

1. This bill would require the California Energy Commission (CEC) to adopt standards requiring that all new residential construction be "zero net energy" buildings by 2020.

Background

2. Requires CEC to adopt standards requiring that all new nonresidential buildings for which construction begins after January 1, 2020, or when CEC determines that the use of photovoltaic technology is cost effective, whichever is later, be "zero net energy" buildings. 

3. Defines "zero net energy building" as a building that implements a combination of building energy efficiency design features and onsite or "near-site" clean distributed generation that results in no net purchases from the electricity grid and produces enough electricity to offset natural gas usage. 

4. Requires CEC, in developing the standards, to collaborate with local planning and building officials, consumer groups, representatives of building industry associations, developers, and other interested parties. 

5. Makes other related technical changes to existing law.

Arguments in Support

6. Zero net energy buildings reduce energy usage by combining stringent energy efficiency measures with on-site energy generation, such as solar panels and geothermal heat pumps.

7. Supporters of this bill note that zero net energy buildings have been successfully demonstrated since 1999.

Arguments in Opposition

8. As with similar legislation, (AB 2030) establishment of zero net energy standards for commercial buildings would act as a de facto moratorium on new commercial building construction.

9. Onsite generation of energy could make construction prohibitively expensive and would often be impractical.

Supporting 

East Bay Municipal Utility District 

Environmental Defense Fund 

Global Green USA 

Planning and Conservation League

Opposition

Associated General Contractors 

Building Owners & Managers Association of California 

California Business Properties Association 

California Apartment Association 

California Association of Realtors 

California Broadcasters Association 

California Building Industry Association 

California Chamber of Commerce 

California Manufacturers and Technology Association 

California Retailers Association 

Consulting Engineers and Land Surveyors of California 

Institute of Real Estate Management 

International Council of Shopping Centers 

National Association of Industrial & Office Properties 

Shapell Industries 
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