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Corona Chamber Supports Redistricting Reform Concept
 

[image: image1.emf]The Corona Chamber of Commerce supports the California Voters FIRST Act concept which seeks to reform the way state legislators are elected.

 

Every 10 years, after the census, new boundary lines for the United States Congress and California Senate, Assembly and Board of Equalization districts are drawn. Currently, the California State Legislature draws those lines. This is viewed as a major conflict of interest.
 

"Redistricting reform is one of the top legislative priorities of the Corona Chamber," stated Cynthia Schneider, Chair of the Corona Chamber's Legislative Action Committee. "The California Voters FIRST Act is the right solution at the right time," continued Schneider.


The California Voters FIRST Act aims to eliminate the conflict of interest. A 14-person citizens redistricting commission would be created. The California Voters FIRST Act would create a politically balanced Commission - five democrats, five  republicans, and four others. Commissioners would be chosen for their impartiality, skills, and to reflect our State’s demographic and geographic diversity.

The Act would protect communities, cities, and counties. The California Voters FIRST Act would create a list of prioritized mapping criteria for the Commission to follow. This would ensure that our Constitution, federal and state laws are followed. California’s communities, cities, and counties must be respected.

The process would be open and public. The Commission would hold hearings to receive public input. The California Voters FIRST Act would end the closed-door political deals by legislators to draw districts that protect themselves.

The Act will be placed on the November 2008 ballot pending count of signatures by the Office of the Secretary of State.

Proposal Details

California Voters FIRST Act is pending count of signatures by the Office of the Secretary of State.

The Commission would be formed by inviting California registered voters to participate. A pool of 60 (20 Democrats, 20 Republicans, 20 others) is selected based on their skills, ability to be impartial, and diversity by a review panel of state auditors (1 Democrat, 1 Republican, 1 other). 

The 4 Legislative Leaders can strike up to 24 people from the pool. Out of the remaining pool, 8 Commissioners are randomly picked - 3 Democrats, 3 Republicans, 2 others. 

The final 6 Commissioners (2 Democrats, 2 Republicans, 2 others) are chosen by the 8 Commissioners from the remaining pool based on the balance of skills and diversity they would bring.

The mapping criteria for the Commission to follow include, which are ranked in order, are:

- Districts shall comply with the US Constitution, including equal population requirements.
- Districts shall comply with the Voting Rights Act.
- Districts shall be geographically contiguous. 
- The geographic integrity of any city, county, or city and county, neighborhoods, or communities of interest shall be respected. Communities of interest shall not be defined as having a relationship with incumbents, candidates, or parties. 
- To the extent possible, after the above criteria have been satisfied, districts shall be compact. 
- To the extent possible, after the above criteria have been satisfied, districts shall be nested.

Incumbent residences may not be considered; districts may not be drawn to favor politicians or parties.

The scope of the Citizen’s Redistricting Commission includes the district drawing of the California Senate, Assembly and Board of Equalization seats in the next redistricting cycle in 2011 and after each decennial census.

The State Legislature will draw Congressional seats, following the same mapping criteria and hearing requirements as the Commission.

According to California Common Cause (also supporter of the Act): 

- 66% support creating an independent redistricting commission to draw district lines instead of incumbent legislators.
- 86% want an open process and an end to back room deals in redistricting.
- 78 - 81% want a redistricting process that keeps their neighborhoods and cities together and divided as little as possible.

 

Corona Chamber Defeats Mandated Healthcare Tax

A highly controversial proposed healthcare reform failed to pass the State Senate - ending a year-long debate over how to fix California’s failing healthcare system. The Corona Chamber of Commerce voted to oppose the Governor’s proposal when, in the fall of 2007, he called a special session of the legislature to deal with the reform proposals. 

“I want to commend Corona business owners who already provide healthcare coverage to thousands of workers and their dependents. I also wish to thank our members for joining the Chamber to defeat this mandated tax burden on businesses,” stated Cynthia Schneider, Chair of the Corona Chamber’s Legislative Action Committee. 

The Corona Chamber opposed the Governor’s proposal, ABX1 1 the Health Care Security and Cost Reduction Act, because it would have created a new and expensive entitlement program, expanded the Medi-Cal program and would have imposed a tax on employers who are already over-burdened. We were particularly concerned because the financing scheme on which ABX1 1 was dependent was based on funding from an already declining revenue stream from increased tobacco taxes.

The Corona Chamber believed that the bill posed considerable risks to consumers, workers, employers and taxpayers, without any demonstrable evidence that the bill’s promise of increased health care access could be delivered over the long term. It was our feeling that the proposal’s provisions anticipated revenue that would likely be inadequate for the programs proposed. If the California Director of Finance determined revenues were inadequate, some of the programs, most notably the subsidized pool coverage for low-wage workers (though not the tax increases or many of the regulatory mandates), would be suspended. This could have result in an untenable situation where coverage would be terminated in the middle of an individual’s medical treatment.

In addition, many Californians, including the self-employed, rely on affordable individual policies for their health care coverage. ABX1 1 would have imposed substantial premium increases on these individuals by inappropriately providing for guaranteed issue and a community rating system, while avoiding enforcement of the individual mandate. New York and New Jersey have similar individual market provisions, and suffer the highest individual health insurance premiums in the country. 

Moreover, the health care package undermined the intent and spirit of the Employee Retirement Income Security Act (ERISA), which is to allow multi-state employers to provide and administer uniform health care benefits to their employees. Recent federal court rulings in Maryland and New York have emphatically held that state employer mandates violate ERISA. 

One of the Chamber’s major concerns was the proposal’s funding mechanism. A report by the Legislative Analyst’s Office showed the plan was structurally underfunded. In addition to general fund risks, the Senate President Pro Tempore Don Perata (D-Oakland) expressed concerns prior to the vote that the plan would create the third-largest program in state government in a year when California already faces an estimated $14.5 billion budget shortfall. 

Chamber Championed Indian Gaming Propositions Boost Corona Economy


On February 5, 2008, California voters approved the Corona Chamber-supported Propositions 94 through 97. These propositions ratified Indian gaming agreements with four tribes that operate casinos within an hour’s drive of Corona. The four casinos impacted by the agreements ratified by votes are: Agua Caliente, Morongo, Pechanga, and Sycuan. 

“It is important to know that the Indian casinos throughout our region play an important role in our economic vitality,” stated Cynthia Schneider, Chair of the Corona Chamber’s Legislative Action Committee. “Propositions 94-97 give our area Indian tribes the ability to create more jobs and also increase much needed tourism, a major source of revenue, throughout our region,” continued Schneider.

The agreements now require each tribe to pay higher percentages of their net gaming revenues (up to 25%) into the state’s General Fund. This agreement will provide the state general fund with more than $200 million the first year (with revenues increasing significantly in future years) and an estimated $9 billion over the next two decades. The agreement also benefits the tribes by allowing them to have additional slot machines at casinos on their existing tribal lands. 

“Our state will get more than $9 billion over the next two decades without raising our taxes – providing vitally needed new funding for our schools, public safety and other services,” stated Bobby Spiegel, President/CEO of the Corona Chamber. “The agreements will also protect and create thousands of local jobs at the four tribes' casinos and provide tens of millions of dollars to help non-gaming tribes throughout California.

The Chamber also supported Propositions 91, 92, and 93 all of which failed to pass on February 5. Proposition 91 would have prevented the state legislature from raiding important transportation funding to offset state deficits. Proposition 92 would have indefinitely decreased community college tuition as well as stabilized community college funding each year. Finally, Proposition 93 would have reduced the total amount of time state legislators may serve from 14 years to 12 years giving them the flexibly to serve the total 12 years in either house of the state legislature. 

Corona Chamber March 11, 2008 Quarterly Luncheon - Cynthia Schneider’s Talking Points

· Good afternoon, I am Cynthia Schneider,  Chair of the Legislative Action Committee for the Corona Chamber.

· The Legislative Action Committee has already been hard at work in 2008. But before we talk about 2008, I would like to share with you some of our key action items from 2007.

· Earlier last year, we were proactive on the issue of transportation throughout our community by helping to secure $195 million dollars of Proposition 1B funds, transportation funding for the 91 and 215 freeways.

· We collected letters via our advocacy website, www.CoronaAdvocacy.biz, in just over a 24 hour period and then hand delivered the letters to the California Transportation Commission who allocated the funds.

· We also fought against the minimum wage increase.  Even though the increased happen, our efforts did not go unnoticed.  

· Once again, through our advocacy website, we were able to contact and let many of our members know what was going to happen and allowed them to weigh in. 

· At the same time, we put our local legislators on notice by our heavily opposed decision on the minimum wage increase.

· Our job is to promote the issues that are important to our members and the business community – to this end we:

· Reached out to our business community last year, asking them what can this chamber do for you or what could we do more of and how can we do it better.

· Many members responded, and the chamber is moving forward in 2008 with high legislative priorities that include; redistricting reform, transportation, employee and employer relations and healthcare to just name a few.

· The formation of the LAC and all of our successes have been made possible through funding provided by the Chamber’s Signature Event – The Magic of Monte Carlo

· Here to fill you in on the progress of this year’s “Magic” event is Linda Pearson, Chairperson of the Magic of Monte Carlo committee and President-elect of the Chamber…
ACTION
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Legislative Action Committee
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February 2008 LAC Minutes
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Presiding:
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2008 Strategic Initiatives
Healthcare Reform | Stimulating The Local Economy
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Call to Order and Roll Call

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

	Chair
	Cynthia Schneider
	American Security Bank
	X

	
	Chris Miller
	Chris Miller Mortuary
	X

	
	Alex Braicovich
	Waste Management
	X

	
	Dick Campbell
	RC Product Development
	

	
	Frank Emerson
	Dos Lagos
	X

	
	Sandy Klein
	Re/Max All Stars
	X

	
	Chad Miller
	Plas-Tech Sealing Tech
	X

	
	Ann Poloko
	Financial Investors Group
	X

	
	Javier Vasquez
	Miguel’s Restaurants
	X

	
	CC Vest
	Midpoint Bearing
	X

	
	Ken Rivers
	Corona Regional Medical
	X

	
	Sue Wakefield
	ASJ Industrial Hose and Fittings
	X

	Chamber President
	Bobby Spiegel
	Corona Chamber of Commerce
	X

	Chamber 
	Shaun Lumachi
	Corona Chamber of Commerce
	X


Chair’s Report
President & CEO’s Report

New Business

1. January 2008 LAC Minutes






ACTION
The minutes were approved unanimously.

2. AB xx (Benoit): Small Business Family Scheduling Option of 2008


ACTION
The LAC discussed AB xx and voted unanimously to send the bill to the Employee - Employer Relations Subcommittee for further review and that a recommended position be brought back to the March 2008 LAC meeting.
3. California Voters FIRST Act






ACTION

The LAC heard from Kathay Feng of Common Cause in support of the California Voters FIRST Act and after a brief discussion voted unanimously to support the Act. The LAC also noted that if the Act were to change in any form prior to being qualified for the November 2008 ballot, the Act shall come back to the LAC for review and consideration.

4. H. R. 5102 (Calvert) ON TIME Act





ACTION

Staff reported that the Chamber is still working to secure a representative of Congressman Calvert’s office to answer any questions that the LAC may have on H.R. 5102. The LAC voted unanimously to table H.R. 5102 and directed staff to work with the Transportation Subcommittee and Congressman Calvert’s office to recommend a position to the LAC.

5. RCTC HOT Lane Program and Legislation




ACTION

The LAC heard from Aaron Hake of the Riverside County Transportation Commission and after questions and a discussion on specific components of the proposal, the LAC voted unanimously to send the item back to the Transportation Subcommittee for further review and to recommend a position to the LAC at the March 2008 meeting. The LAC had specific concerns regarding the location of freeway exits in the proposed toll lane extension. The LAC also expressed concerns regarding traffic passing through Corona enroute to Riverside and not allowing access points that service Corona. Hake informed the LAC that he would meet with the Transportation Subcommittee in order to clarify the LAC’s concerns .

Local, State, Federal Legislative Staff Updates

Announcements

Adjourn

Chair Schneider adjourned the meeting at 9:20am.
ACTION

AGENDA ITEM 2

Legislative Action Committee

March 18, 2008

RCTC HOT Lane Program and Legislation

Presentation

Shaun Lumachi

Director of Government Affairs

Aaron Hake
Riverside County Transportation Commission
Recommended Position


The Transportation Subcommittee will review this item and recommend a position before the 

March 18, 2008 LAC meeting.
Summary
1. RCTC is aiming to implement high-occupancy toll (HOT) lanes on the Interstate 15 and State Route 91 freeways.

2. RCTC is sponsoring two bills that will be authored by Senator Lou Correa (D-Santa Ana), SB 1316 and Assembly Member Kevin Jeffries (R-Murrieta), AB 1954 which has already been introduced in the California State Legislature.

3. Each bill will address the respective corridors that lie in each member’s district.

SR-91

4. SB 1316 pertains to the SR-91 freeway.

5. Orange County Transit Authority (OCTA) currently owns the franchise rights to develop toll lanes on SR-91 in Riverside County creating a necessary partnership with Orange County.  

6. State law enacted in 2002 (AB 1010) allowed OCTA to purchase the franchise from a private enterprise and also established the governance structure of SR-91.  

7. Legislation specific to SR-91 is needed to allow RCTC to make its planned improvements.

I-15
8. AB 1954 pertains to the I-15 freeway.

9. In 2006, Assembly Speaker Nunez created a pilot program for HOT lanes in California.  

10. RCTC is the first applicant to the California Transportation Commission (CTC) to become one of two HOT lane projects authorized in Southern California.  

11. The CTC will determine I-15’s eligibility in March 2008, after which a statute is required to be enacted by the Legislature to finalize the HOT lane’s approval.  

Background

12. In December 2006, the RCTC board unanimously adopted a Western County Highway Delivery Plan for the years 2009-2019 to aggressively address the congestion crisis in this region on a prioritized basis.  

13. The plan focused on four priority corridors: I-15, SR-91, I-215, and I-10.  

14. Recognizing that revenues from Measure A, the county’s half-cent transportation sales tax, would not be sufficient to finance all of the improvements necessary on these corridors, RCTC began a careful study of strategic partnership opportunities.  

15. Rigorous financial and traffic analyses were conducted by nationally renowned experts over the course of an 18 month period.  

16. Local elected officials serving on RCTC directed this study.  The result was a recommendation that RCTC immediately pursue authority to add new capacity to SR-91 and I-15 and finance these new improvements using toll revenue.  

17. According to the RCTC, these improvements are above-and-beyond the projects required by Measure A.  

18. These projects will be pursued under public ownership and operation, rather than leasing the rights to a private enterprise.  If built, the new SR-91 and I-15 toll lanes would be the managed by RCTC.

19. On I-15, the proposed project is to add two HOT lanes in the median of the freeway between the San Bernardino County line and SR-74 in Lake Elsinore.  

20. South of SR-74, RCTC would construct one high-occupancy vehicle (HOV or carpool) lane in each direction at least to the I-215.  

21. Eventually, RCTC would expand the HOT lanes all the way to the San Diego County line to meet-up with the “managed (toll) lanes” operated by the San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) on I-15.  

22. While toll revenue will finance the new HOT lanes, Measure A will provide for one additional “mixed-flow” (or general-purpose) lane in each direction.  This is essentially doubling current capacity.  

23. At the I-15/SR-91 interchange in Corona, the project would include “direct connectors” from the median HOT lanes on I-15 to the newly extended HOT lanes on SR-91.  

24. On SR-91, RCTC proposes to create a mirroring facility to the existing 91 Express Lanes operated by the Orange County Transportation Authority (OCTA) that extends from the Orange/Riverside County line to I-15.  

25. Motorists will be able to enter and exit the express lanes at the Orange/Riverside county line.  

26. This project also includes the addition of one mixed-flow lane on the outside of the right-of-way, as well as several operational improvements to improve merging and weaving near the I-15/SR-91 interchange.

Senator Correa’s SB 1316, along with OCTA and RCTC sponsorship, jointly accomplishes the following:

27. OCTA is authorized to eliminate its rights, interests, and obligations on the Riverside County portion of the SR-91 franchise by partial assignment to RCTC or by amending the franchise agreement.

28. The 2030 sunset for OCTA tolling and bonding authority is deleted.

29. Excess toll revenue can be used within five miles of the toll lanes for SR-91 corridor-related transportation projects (for example: additional general purpose lanes on SR-91, freeway access improvements, grade separations, 91 Line Metrolink capacity).

30. RCTC is authorized to impose tolls for 50 years on the Riverside County portion of the express lanes, from the date that the Riverside County lanes open.

31. RCTC, or a nonprofit corporation on RCTC’s behalf, can issue bonds to pay for SR-91 express lanes project.

32. The toll lanes will revert to Caltrans at the request of RCTC after all bonds are repaid.

33. Prohibits “non-compete” clauses.

34. The SR-91 Advisory Committee created by AB 1010 is eliminated and replaced with a similar advisory committee that makes recommendations to both OCTA and RCTC.

35. RCTC and OCTA are required to conduct an annual audit of toll revenues and expenditures.

Assembly Member Jeffries’ AB 1954, along with RCTC sponsorship will accomplish the following:

36. RCTC is authorized to impose tolls for 50 years on I-15 in Riverside County, from the date that the Riverside County lanes open.

37. RCTC, or a nonprofit corporation on RCTC’s behalf, can issue bonds to pay for I-15 express lanes project.

38. Excess toll revenue can be used within five miles of the toll lanes forI-15 corridor-related transportation projects (for example: additional general purpose lanes on I-15, freeway access improvements, grade separations, mass transit projects).

39. The toll lanes will revert to Caltrans at the request of RCTC after all bonds are repaid.

40. Prohibits “non-compete” clauses.

41. RCTC is assigned oversight responsibility of the facility.

42. RCTC is required to conduct an annual audit of toll revenues and expenditures.

ACTION

AGENDA ITEM 3

Legislative Action Committee

March 18, 2008

Gas Company Energy Efficiency Program

Presentation

Shaun Lumachi

Director of Government Affairs

Lea Peterson

Public Affairs Manager 

Southern California Gas Company

Recommended Position: 


The Stimulating the Local Economy Subcommittee recommends that the LAC supports the Gas Company’s 
Energy Efficiency Program.

Summary

1. Part of an ongoing campaign to help businesses save money, save energy and reduce greenhouse-gas emissions, Southern California Gas Co. (The Gas Company) is offering more than $18 million in rebates and incentives to its business customers this year for making their business operations more energy-efficient.

2. Virtually any of the utility’s 250,000 business customers can benefit from these programs. 

 Background
1. Southern California Gas Co. (The Gas Company) has been delivering clean, safe and reliable natural gas to its customers for more than 140 years.  

2. It is the nation’s largest natural gas distribution utility, providing safe and reliable energy to 20.1 million consumers through 5.6 million meters in more than 500 communities.  

3. The company’s service territory encompasses approximately 20,000 square miles in diverse terrain throughout central and Southern California, from Visalia to the Mexican border.  

4. The Gas Company is a regulated subsidiary of Sempra Energy (NYSE: SRE).  

5. Sempra Energy, based in San Diego, is a Fortune 500 energy services holding company.
6. In 2007, business customers took advantage of more than $8 million in incentives through the company’s energy-efficiency programs.

7. The Gas Company helps meet a variety of needs by offering a broad mix of energy-efficiency programs, including: 

· The Business Energy-Efficiency Program, which provides incentives of up to 
$1 million per customer, per year for equipment replacement and/or improving business processes;

· The Express Efficiency Rebate Program, which offers rebates of up to $200,000 per customer, per year to offset the cost of new, energy-efficient equipment;

· The Savings-By-Design Program, which provides financial incentives of up to $150,000 per commercial customer and $500,000 per industrial customer, encouraging energy-efficiency improvements in conjunction with expanding existing facilities, adding new facilities, or adding new equipment;  

· The Industrial End User Program, offered at no charge, which helps industrial customers work through technical issues to identify and quantify cost savings from complex energy-efficiency projects; and

· The Advanced Home Program, which encourages builders to develop new single- family and multi-family homes that incorporate sustainable design and higher energy-efficiency standards.

8. For more information on The Gas Company’s energy-efficiency rebates and incentives for business, visit www.socalgas.com/energyefficiency, contact a representative from The Gas Company, or call (800) GAS-2000.  

9. All incentives and rebates are subject to change without notice and will be offered on a first-come, first-served basis as long as funding is available.  

10. These programs are funded by California utility customers and administered by The Gas Company under the auspices of the California Public Utilities Commission. 

ACTION

AGENDA ITEM 4

Legislative Action Committee

March 18, 2008

Sunrise Powerlink Project: Californians for Clean and Reliable Energy Coalition 
Presentation

Shaun Lumachi

Director of Government Affairs

Lea Peterson

Public Affairs Manager 

Southern California Gas Company

Recommended Positions


The Stimulating the Local Economy Subcommittee recommends that the LAC supports the Californians for 
Clean and Reliable Energy Coalition effort to gain approval of the Sunrise Powerlink Project.

Summary

1. California’s transmission shortage affects our ability to access clean energy from regions such as the desert southwest where solar resources are abundant.  

2. The Sunrise Powerlink would expand access to new supplies of clean solar, wind and geothermal energy in the Imperial Valley that are waiting to be tapped and help California move towards a greener energy future. 

3. This new transmission line will have the capacity to deliver 1,000 megawatts of renewable power to homes and businesses throughout the San Diego region and southern Orange County (San Diego Gas & Electric’s service territory). 

4. Clean power would eliminate tons of greenhouse gases that would be emitted if this same amount of energy was generated by conventional power plants.

Background

1. The Sunrise Powerlink will have enough capacity to power more than 650,000 homes and businesses in San Diego County and southern Orange County (San Diego Gas & Electric’s service territory).  

2. A vital new link to the state’s power grid, the Sunrise Powerlink will help ensure Southern California homes and businesses have the energy they need when they need it most.   

3. California’s 36 million residents receive their power via a network of interconnected transmission lines that work together to provide reliable electric service to homes and businesses throughout California.  

4. A disruption or breakdown of major transmission lines can compromise the entire system and put consumers across the state at risk for blackouts and energy shortages.

5. The landmark Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (Assembly Bill 32) positioned California as a world leader in the effort to reduce greenhouse gas emissions.  

6. One of the state’s primary tools for meeting its energy goals is the Renewable Portfolio Standard, which requires all investor-owned utilities to generate at least 20 percent of their total electricity from renewable energy sources by 2010. 

7. According to the California Energy Commission, tapping renewable resources in California’s Imperial Valley would help the state meet its energy goals. 

8. Industry experts, however, cite California’s lack of adequate transmission as an impediment to unlocking the renewable generation potential for solar, geothermal and wind energy in this region.

9. The Sunrise Powerlink will cost approximately $1.3 billion. 

10. Because this transmission line will strengthen the energy grid for the entire state, its cost - and benefits - will be spread to ratepayers throughout the state.

Arguments in Support

1. Sunrise Powerlink will strengthen Southern California’s transmission system and help ensure energy reliability and sustainable economic development.

2. Sunrise Powerlink is considered “clean energy.”

Arguments in Opposition

1. According to a state consumer division, it says the proposed $1.3 billion Sunrise Powerlink isn't needed to ensure that San Diego Gas & Electricity Co. (SDG&E) will be able to reliably meet San Diego County's electricity needs by the end of the decade.

2. Sunrise Powerlink Project is too expensive and environmentally unfriendly, according to Utility Consumers’ Action Network (UCAN), a non-profit consumer advocate group.

Supporting

Public Agencies & Elected Officials
California Energy Commission

California Independent System Operator
Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger
Congressman Darrell Issa, California 49th District

Congressman Brian Bilbray, California 50th District

Senator Mark Wyland, State of California

Senator Roy Ashburn, State of California

Assembly Member Shirley Horton, State of California

Assembly Member George Plescia, State of California

Assembly Member Martin Garrick, State of California

Assembly Member Mimi Walters, State of California

Assembly Member Jean Fuller, State of California

Supervisor Ron Roberts, Chairman, San Diego County

Supervisor Greg Cox, Vice Chairman, San Diego County

Supervisor Brooks Firestone, Santa Barbara County

Mayor Jerry Sanders, City of San Diego

Mayor Pro Tem Tony Young, City of San Diego

Council Member Ben Hueso, City of San Diego

Council Member Jim Madaffer, City of San Diego

Council Member Kevin Faulconer, City of San Diego

Mayor Mickey Cafagna, City of Poway

Council Member Bob Emery, City of Poway

Mayor Lori Holt-Pfeiler, City of Escondido

Mayor Pro Tem Sam Abed, City of Escondido

Council Member Marie Waldron, City of Escondido

Council Member Ed Gallo, City of Escondido

Council Member Dick Daniels, City of Escondido

Mayor Morris Vance, City of Vista

Council Member Judy Ritter, City of Vista

Council Member Bob Campbell, City of Vista

Council Member Steve Gronke, City of Vista

Council Member Frank Lopez, City of Vista

Mayor Ron Morrison, City of National City

Council Member Frank Parra, City of National City

Council Member Luis Natividad, City of National City

Council Member Rosalie Zarate, City of National City

Mayor Mary Sessom, City of Lemon Grove

Mayor Pro Tem Tom Clabby, City of Lemon Grove

Council Member Jerry Selby, City of Lemon Grove

Council Member Mary England, City of Lemon Grove

Mayor Mark Lewis, City of El Cajon

Council Member Jillian Hanson-Cox, City of El Cajon

Council Member Bob McClellan, City of El Cajon

Council Member Gary Kendrick, City of El Cajon

Council Member Dick Ramos, City of El Cajon

Council Member Hal Martin, City of San Marcos

Mayor Jim Desmond, City of San Marcos

Council Member Rebecca Jones, City of San Marcos

Council Member Chris Orlando, City of San Marcos

Council Member Dave Allan, City of La Mesa

Council Member Ernest Ewin, City of La Mesa

Council Member Mark Arapostathis, City of La Mesa

Deputy Mayor Rocky Chavez, City of Oceanside

Council Member Jack Feller, City of Oceanside

Council Member Jerome Kern, City of Oceanside

Council Member John McCann, City of Chula Vista

Mayor James Bond, City of Encinitas

Council Member Dan Dalager, City of Encinitas

Mayor Jim Janney, City of Imperial Beach

Mayor Randy Voepel, City of Santee

Orange County Board of Supervisors

City of La Mesa

City of Escondido

City of Lemon Grove

City of El Cajon

City of Vista

City of San Marcos

City of National City

City of Dana Point

City of San Juan Capistrano

City of San Clemente

City of Laguna Niguel

Valley Center Municipal Water District

Statewide Associations

California Chamber of Commerce

International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers

California Hispanic Chambers of Commerce

California Black Chamber of Commerce

California Business Roundtable

California Retailers Association

California Distributors Association

California League of Food Processors

California Grocers Association

California Independent Grocers Association

California Hotel and Lodging Association

California Business Properties Association

Associated General Contractors of California

American Electronics Association

California Manufacturers and Technology Association

Agricultural Energy Consumers Association

California Association for Local Economic Development

Congress of California Seniors

Business, Trade, Labor and Community Organizations

San Diego-Imperial Counties Labor Council

BIOCOM

Temecula Valley Chamber of Commerce

Murrieta Chamber of Commerce

Lake Elsinore Valley Chamber of Commerce

Southwest California Legislative Council

Ontario Chamber of Commerce

San Diego Regional Chamber of Commerce

Downtown San Diego Partnership

Chula Vista Chamber of Commerce

Otay Mesa Chamber of Commerce

National City Chamber of Commerce

Encinitas Chamber of Commerce

Poway Chamber of Commerce

Coronado Chamber of Commerce

Santee Chamber of Commerce

Imperial Beach Chamber of Commerce

San Ysidro Chamber of Commerce

San Diego County Hispanic Chamber of Commerce

Escondido Chamber of Commerce

San Marcos Chamber of Commerce

San Juan Capistrano Chamber of Commerce

Del Mar Regional Chamber of Commerce

Downey Chamber of Commerce

Costa Mesa Chamber of Commerce

Irvine Chamber of Commerce

Fallbrook Chamber of Commerce

Cerritos Regional Chamber of Commerce

San Diego East County Chamber of Commerce

Vista Chamber of Commerce

San Diego North Chamber of Commerce

Fullerton Chamber of Commerce

Palmdale Chamber of Commerce

Armenian American Chamber of Commerce

Oceanside Chamber of Commerce

Goleta Valley Chamber of Commerce

Greater Lakewood Chamber of Commerce

Culver City Chamber of Commerce

Los Angeles Area Chamber of Commerce

South Bay Association of Chambers of Commerce

Antelope Valley Chambers of Commerce

Alpine Chamber of Commerce

Carlsbad Chamber of Commerce

Santa Ana Chamber of Commerce

Alhambra Chamber of Commerce

Laguna Niguel Chamber of Commerce

Burbank Chamber of Commerce

Greater Bakersfield Chamber of Commerce

Oxnard Chamber of Commerce

Pasadena Chamber of Commerce

South Pasadena Chamber of Commerce

Santa Clarita Valley Chamber of Commerce

Visalia Chamber of Commerce

Hispanic Chamber of Commerce of Orange County

South Orange County Regional Chambers of Commerce

Orange Chamber of Commerce

Gold Coast Hispanic Chamber of Commerce

Gateway Chamber Alliance

San Diego Regional Economic Development Corporation

San Diego North Economic Development Council

South County Economic Development Council

Ventura County Economic Development Association

San Gabriel Valley Economic Partnership

Regional Legislative Alliance of Ventura & Santa Barbara

Counties

Ventura County Taxpayers Association

Asian Business Association

Valley Industry and Commerce Association

Orange County Business Council

Downtown Business Association of Escondido

North Orange County Legislative Alliance

Inland Valley Legislative Alliance

San Diego North Convention and Visitors Bureau

San Diego County Chapter, California Restaurant

Association

Food and Beverage Association of San Diego

Industrial Environmental Association

Building Industry Association

Latino Builders Industry Association

Associated General Contractors

Hospital Association of San Diego and Imperial Counties

New Horizons Family Center

Professional Family Services

Local Companies

Advance Plastics

Gen-Probe

Kaiser Permanente

Maxwell Technologies

NCR

Hyatt Regency La Jolla

Hotel Del Coronado

Lake San Marcos Resort & Country Club

Opposing
Utility Consumers’ Action Network (UCAN)

Communities United for Sensible Power

Citizens United for Responsible Energy (CURE)  

Canebrake Community Group (CCG)  

Carmel Valley Concerned Citizens (CVCC)  

Peoples PowerLink (PPL)

Back Country Coalition (BCC) 

Ocotillo Wells Citizens Alliance for Responsible Energy (OWCARE)  

Mussey Grade Road Alliance (MGRA)  

Community Alliance for Sensible Energy (CASE)  

Rancho Penasquitos Concerned Citizens (RPCC)  

Torrey Pines Concerned Citizens (TPCC)
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SB 840 (Kuehl): Single-Payer Healthcare Coverage

Presentation

Shaun Lumachi

Director of Government Affairs
Recommended Position


The Healthcare Subcommittee recommends a position of oppose on SB 840.
Summary

1. SB 840 would establish a single-payer health insurance system for California. 

2. This approach ensures universal coverage for all people in California who intend to reside there, including undocumented immigrants. 

3. SB 840 (Kuehl) is a California Chamber “Job Killer” bill.

4. The Corona Chamber of Commerce took a position of OPPOSE at the July 2007 LAC meeting.

Background

Source: California HealthCare Foundation

5. SB 840 would establish a single-payer health insurance system for California. 

6. This approach ensures universal coverage for all people in California who intend to reside there, including undocumented immigrants. 

7. A new government-administered system would replace all private health insurers and existing government insurance programs, including Medicare. 

8. An elected Health Insurance Commissioner would oversee all aspects of the new system, including contracts with health care providers, the allocation of health care workforce and capital equipment, and the introduction of new technologies. 

Eligibility and benefits

9. All residents of California—defined as those with a physical presence in the state with intent to reside—would automatically be covered under the system. 

10. The benefit package would be very comprehensive, including not only the usual range of inpatient and outpatient services, diagnostic and laboratory services, and prescription drugs, but also mental health services, dental and vision care, chiropractic services, adult day care, and 100 days of skilled nursing care following hospitalization. 

11. Long-term care would not be covered.

12. Copayments and deductibles could be established for other than preventive care. 

13. Patients could choose to receive services from any willing provider and providers would determine what services are medically necessary. 

14. Each person would have a primary care physician responsible for approving care to be received from specialists. 

15. People could choose to enroll with an integrated health care system, which would be responsible for all their care. 

Administration

16. The health insurance commissioner, elected to eight-year terms, would be independent and have very broad powers, assisted by a Health Insurance Policy Board, which would help to set system goals and priorities and determine the scope of services provided. 

17. A number of other new agencies and offices would also be established, including a public advisory committee, an office of consumer advocacy, offices of health care planning and quality, a technology advisory committee, a chief medical officer, and an officer of the Inspector General with broad powers to protect against financial misconduct. 

18. The commissioner would have major responsibility for controlling total expenditures and allocating resources. 

19. He or she would annually set a total health system budget as well as regional budgets, taking into account growth in state gross domestic product, demographic factors, technological change, etc. 

20. The commissioner would use the state's purchasing power to negotiate for provider services and would implement cost controls to ensure that the system remains financially viable. 

21. The state would acquire drugs and medical devices on a bulk-purchasing basis. 

22. Cost control measures would include making decisions about which new technologies would be introduced, setting limits on health provider reimbursement rates, and requiring changes in the delivery system to improve efficiency and quality. 

23. The commissioner would negotiate payment rates with providers, but if agreements were not reached within a specified time, the commissioner would set binding rates. 

24. System administrative costs would be legally limited, initially to 10% and later to 5%. 

25. If the system experienced a revenue shortfall, benefits could be temporarily reduced. 

26. The commissioner would also be responsible for establishing evidence-based standards to guide the delivery of care, creating a formulary for prescription drug and medical equipment, and implementing advanced electronic technology for maintaining medical records, payment administration, etc. 

Regionalization

27. Although the commissioner would have overall responsibility for guiding the system, up to ten regional health insurance systems would be established to decentralize some activities. 

28. The regional entities would be responsible for assessing local health care conditions and needs and establishing plans and budgets to meet those needs. 

Financing

29. The bill does not identify a primary source of funding. 

30. However, the expectation is that all of the funds that support California public programs at the state, county, and federal level—including Medi-Cal, Healthy Families, and Medicare—would be redirected to the Health Insurance Fund. 

31. In addition, an attempt would be made to recover a portion of the money that was transferred to California foundations when nonprofit health plans converted to for-profit status, specifically any portion that is spent to provide patient care services. 

Benefits

32. The benefit package is very comprehensive, including dental, vision, chiropractic, and mental health services but excluding long-term care. Consumer cost sharing would be permitted. 

Quality of care

33. Because the state, in essence, would be the only buyer of medical services for the standard benefit package, the state would have access to extensive, uniform encounter data that would have the potential to be used to detect quality problems and develop solutions. 

34. The Commissioner would be charged with the responsibility to assess performance, to hold providers accountable, and to institute changes to improve quality. 

Integration and coordination of care

35. Whether this approach would encourage integration of care would depend upon how many people choose to join multi-specialty, prepaid group practice plans rather than selecting a fee-for-service option. 

Portability of coverage and continuity of care

36. Problems related to portability virtually disappear under this approach since all residents would be covered under the same system all the time. 

37. Changes in marital status, job status, geographic location within the state, etc., would not require any change in coverage. 

38. Continuity of care should be very great because people could choose any provider participating in the system and because virtually no providers could afford to stay outside the system. 

39. Changes in individual circumstances except for moving into a different geographic area should not require a change in providers. 

Resource and real costs. 

40. Real costs could increase for other reasons. If many people now in prepaid, integrated plans were to switch to the fee-for-service option, costs could rise. 

41. Integrated plans are generally thought to be more efficient; fee-for-service payment is generally thought to encourage providers to prescribe more services. 

42. The consumer cost-sharing provisions should partially offset this tendency, however. 

43. Another potential source of cost increases would be an influx from other states of people who need expensive medical care but lack good insurance coverage. 

44. To a degree, California is protected more than other states from in-migration of unhealthy people because it is not bordered by states with large population concentrations close to California's borders, which would make moving to California much easier. 

45. In addition, the cost of living is such that many people would not be able to easily relocate to the state. 

46. Nevertheless, there would be a temptation for people with chronic diseases or other needs for expensive medical services to move to the state to become eligible for coverage under the single-payer plan. 

47. While it might be possible to impose some residency restrictions to limit eligibility—as is done for people seeking in-state tuition rates at California's universities—the administrative and enforcement problems could be imposing. The proposed legislation requires the Commissioner to address this problem. 

48. Other aspects of the reform would reduce real resource costs. 

49. Many of the administrative economies that the single payer system would produce, as described below, would be reflected in real resource cost reductions. 

50. This conclusion is based on the evidence that shows that administrative costs for the Medicare program are substantially lower than those for even large firms that offer health coverage and much lower than the administrative costs associated with providing coverage for small employers and individuals. 

51. In addition, the large amount of administrative duplication that is a result of having many different insurance companies would be eliminated, as would all the functions around medical underwriting, determining eligibility, collecting premiums, coordination of benefits, etc. 

52. Providers would also realize real resource savings by not having to deal with multiple payers. The sum of these savings should be quite large. 

Arguments in Opposition

53. California voters have twice rejected a government-run health care system – most recently in Proposition 72 in November 2004 and in another initiative in 1994. Focus groups and numerous opinion polls on health care reform have reinforced that California residents do not want a single payer government run system. 

54. While the goal of the legislation to provide health coverage for all Californians is a laudable one, establishing a single payer statewide bureaucracy is the wrong approach. We fundamentally disagree with the two major premises of the bill: (1) government systems are more efficient than private business, and (2) a single payer system would be less costly than the current private system. 

55. It has been estimated by several sources that it would cost tens of billions of dollars to operate the health care system envisioned by this bill. There would also be billions of dollars in start-up and administration costs related to the new agency. These costs would be financed through new health care taxes on consumers, employees and businesses in California. Thus, this bill will result in a multi-billion-dollar-tax increase on Californians.  

56. SB 840 takes away choice. Under current law, those who wish to buy more, less or different coverage than others can often make those choices, just as those who have other priorities can exercise them in the market.  Under SB 840 one size fits all, no matter what an individual’s preference might be.

Opposing

America's Health Insurance Plans 

Association of California Life & Health Insurance Companies

Blue Cross of California

Blue Shield of California 

California Association of Dental Plans 

California Association of Health Plans

California Association of Health Underwriters

California's Benefits Specialists

California Chamber of Commerce

California Family Council

California Farm Bureau Federation 

California Healthcare Institute 

California Manufacturers & Technology Association

California Medical Association 

California Resource Institute

California Right to Life Committee, Inc.

Cal-Tax

Capitol Resource Institute 

Greater Riverside Chambers of Commerce 

Health Net

Howard Jarvis Taxpayers Association 

Insurance Brokers and Agents of the West 

Kaiser Permanente

National Association of Insurance and Financial Advisors of  

California 

National Federation of Independent Business 

Modesto Chamber of Commerce 

Thousand Oaks-Westlake Village Regional Chamber of Commerce

United Chambers of Commerce of the San Fernando Valley 

United Methodist Women 

Valley Interfaith Council, Board of Directors of San FernandoValley 

Valley Women's Club 

Wellstone Democratic Renewal Club 

West LA Democratic Club

Western Center on Law and Poverty 

Western States Council 

Women For: Orange County 

Women's Foundation 

Women's International League for Peace and Freedom 

Women Organized to Win

Arguments in Support

1. Despite incremental reforms enacted over the last decade, it has become clear that our heath care system cannot be fixed using partial measures that do not address its structural problems.  

2. Six million Californians are uninsured today, most of whom are in working families, and that millions more are underinsured.  

3. Half of all bankruptcies in the U.S. are related to medical costs and that three-fourths of those bankrupt families had health insurance coverage at the time they became ill or injured.  

4. This bill corrects the underlying problems of inefficiency, waste and partial coverage.

5. All Californians lose when emergency rooms are overcrowded with uninsured patients, when billions of dollars are wasted on administrative costs, and when insurance premiums become unaffordable and benefits are reduced.  

6. Long waiting times in Canada reflect differences in per capita spending, not a problem inherent in a single payer system; they report that Canada spends roughly $2,000 per person, while CHS will be funded at approximately $6,000  per person.  

7. The single payer system proposed in this bill increases personal choice, because in the current system, patients are limited to lists of providers selected by an insurance company, while CHS allows Californians to choose any licensed primary care provider and dentist.  

8. CHS is a not-for-profit system, so "profits" remain within the health system, improving services, research and provider reimbursement.

Supporting

California Nurses Association (sponsor) 
California School Employees Association (sponsor)

California Teachers Association (sponsor)

Access to Independence 

Alameda County Public Health Department 

Alameda Health Consortium 
Alameda-Contra Costa Transit District
Alliance for Democracy - San Fernando Valley Chapter 

Alliance of Retired Americans - West Side Chapter Los Angeles 

Altschuler Clinic - A Center for Weight Loss and Wellness

American Association of University Women 

American Civil Liberties Union

American Federation of State, County and Municipal Employees

American Federation of State, County, and Municipal Employees Retirees, Chapter 36 

American Federation of Teachers California Federation of Teachers 

American Federation of Television and Radio Artists 

American Nurses Association California

Applied Research Center

Association of California Caregivers Resource Centers

Breast Cancer Action 

Butte County Health Care Coalition 

Board of Supervisors of Marin County 

California Advocates for Nursing Home Reform

California Alliance for Retired Americans

California Association of Health Plans 

California Association of Public Authorities for In-Home Supportive Services

California Catholic Conferences

California Church IMPACT

California Faculty Association 

California Federation of Teachers 

California Foundation for Independent Living Centers 

California Healthcare Institute 

California Labor Federation

California Pan-Ethnic Health Network 

California Physicians Alliance 

California Professional Firefighters 

California Public Health Association - North

California Public Interest Research Group 

California Retired Teachers Association 

California Senior Legislature - State of California 

California Teamsters Public Affairs Council

Castro Valley Democratic Club - Resolution 

Central Labor Council of Butte & Glenn Counties

City and County of San Francisco Department on the Status of Women 

City of Berkeley - City Clerk Department 

City of Capitola 

City of Santa Barbara - Office of the Mayor 

City of Santa Cruz - City Clerk's Department 

City of Santa Cruz - Mayor and City Council 

City of West Hollywood - Resolution of the City Council 

Coalition for Humane Immigrant Rights of Los Angeles 

CoHousing Partners

Commission on the Status of Women

Committees of Correspondence for Democracy & Socialism 

Communications Workers 

Community Clinic Consortium 

Community Collaborative for Youth 

Community Homeless Alliance Ministry 

Congress of California Seniors 

Consumer Attorneys of California 

Consumer Federation of California

Consumers Union 

Davis Joint Unified School District  

Davis Office Systems

Dean Democratic Club of Silicon Valley 

Democratic Action Club of Chico

Democratic Central Committee of Santa Barbara County

Democratic Club of Santa Maria Valley 

Democrats of the High Desert 

Demos Democratic Club of Hayward 

Dental Health Foundation 

Effective Assets 

El Cerrito Democratic Club 

Equality California 

Family Resource Network of Santa Cruz County

First Congregational Church of Long Beach   

First 5 Children and families Commission, Marin

Friends Committee on Legislation of California 

Grass Valley Friends Meeting of the Religious Society of Friends 

Gray Panthers 

Gray Panthers - Berkeley - East Bay 

Greater Lodi Area Democrats 

Green Party of California 

Green Party of Alameda County 

Green Party of Butte County 

Health Access California

Health Care for All Californians 

Health Care for All - Marin 

Health Care for All - San Gabriel Valley 

Health Care for All California - Santa Barbara

Health Care for All Santa Cruz City 

Health Care for All Sonoma County 

Health Care for All South Bay/Long Beach

Health Officers Association of California 

Howard L. Berman - Congress of the United States House of  

Representatives 

Independent Employees of Merced County 

Independent Living Center - San Gabriel Valley 

Independent Living Sciences of Northern California

Insure the Uninsured Project 

Interfaith Council of Contra Costa County 

JERICHO

Kramer Translation 

Lake County Democratic Club 

Lambda Letters Project

Latino Coalition for a Healthy California

Latino Health Access

Latino Health Alliance

Latino Issues Forum

League of Women Voters, California 

League of Women Voters, Diablo Valley

League of Women Voters, Fremont, Newark, and Union City 

League of Women Voters, Humboldt County 

League of Women Voters, Long Beach Area

League of Women Voters, North and Central San Mateo County

League of Women Voters, Oakland 

League of Women Voters, Palos Verdes Peninsula/San Pedro 

League of Women Voters, San Joaquin County 

League of Women Voters, Santa Barbara 

League of Women Voters, Santa Cruz County

League of Women Voters, Southwest Santa Clara Valley 

LifeLong Medical Care

Los Angeles Free Clinic

Los Angeles Unified School District 

Lutheran Office of Public Policy - California

Manteca Democratic Club 

Mexican American Legal Defense and Educational Fund 

Mendocino Coast Democratic Club

Midway Democracy Club 

National Alliance for the Mentally Ill - San Gabriel Valley

National Asian Pacific American Women's Forum

National Association of Broadcast Employees and Technicians 

National Association of Social Workers (NASW)

National Association of Working Women

Newsom & Fitzpatrick Medical Group, Inc. 

Oak Grove Educators Association 

Oakhurst Democratic Club 

Oakland Education Association 

Older Women's League of California 

Organization of SMUD Employees 

Pacific Palisades Democratic Club 

P-Conn-Tie Hot Ties 

Planned Parenthood Affiliates of California 

Planned Parenthood of Mar Monte

Planned Parenthood of San Diego and Riverside Counties 

Planned Parenthood of Shasta-Diablo

Progressive Christians Uniting

Rainbow Coalition - West Contra Costa 

Richmond Greens Steering Committee 

Sacramento for Democracy 

Sacramento Japanese United Methodist Church United Methodist Women 

San Bernardino Public Employees 

San Diego County Water Authority 

San Francisco for California 

San Francisco for Democracy 

San Francisco Labor Council 

San Joaquin County Commission on Aging 

San Jose - Evergreen Community College District 

San Luis Obispo County Employees Association 

San Mateo County Central Labor Council 

Santa Barbara Friends Meeting 

Santa Rosa City Employees Association 

Santa Clarita Valley $CV Clean Money for Better Government 

Senior Advocacy Council 

Service Employees International Union

Service Employees International Union, Local 1877

Service Employees International Union, United Healthcare Workers

Sierra Friends Center

Sober Living Network 

Sourcingmag.com

South Bay Center

South Hayward Parish 

South of Market Project Area Committee 

South Pasadena Activists

Southern California Public Health Association 

State of California Commission on the Status of Women 

St. Mary's Center 

Stockton Unified School District 

Strawberry Creek Lodge Tenant's Association 

Sutter County Democratic Central Committee 

Torrance Democratic Club 

UE Western Regional Council - United Electrical, Radio and Machine Workers of America 

United Electrical, Radio and Machine Workers of America, UE Local 1421

United Food and Commercial Workers Union

United Nations Association - USA & UNESCO Santa Barbara County Chapters 

United Nurses Association of California/Union of Heath Care Professionals

AB 2127 (Benoit): Small Business Family Scheduling Option of 2008

Presentation

Shaun Lumachi

Director of Government Affairs
Recommended Position


The Employee-Employer Relations Subcommittee recommends a position of support on AB 2127.

Summary

1. AB 2127 (Benoit) would allow small businesses to agree to provide scheduling options for an employee that requests it to help accommodate employees' diverse family obligations, personal pursuits, commuting issues and environmental concerns. This proposed new law will apply exclusively to small businesses with 25 or fewer employees by adding this option to Labor code 511. 

2. AB 2127 establishes a voluntary, employee-driven process where the employee of a small business can request, and their employer may mutually agree, to a 4-day compressed workweek schedule or to work a 9/80 schedule.

Background

3. AB 2127 would create the Small Business Family Scheduling Option, which would allow a small employer (25 or less employees) to agree to an employee’s request to work four 10-hour days a week (or eight nine-hour days, and one eight-hour day in two  weeks, also known as a 9/80 schedule. 

4. Working a compressed four-day workweek provides for up to 50 extra days each year for the average full-time employee.  

5. As the law stands today, individual employees do not have the right to seek and arrange individual flexible schedules with their employers. 

6. AB 2127 does not affect workers covered by collective bargaining agreements. Employees covered by collective bargaining agreements in both the private and public sector are exempt from daily overtime--these include all state, county, and city employees such as those employed by school districts, water districts and a multitude of other governmental agencies.  

7. Either the employee or the employer can revoke the agreement at any time, provided they give seven days written notice.  Any hours worked beyond the compressed workweek hours must be paid at normal overtime rates. 

8. The employer is prohibited from reducing the employee’s regular rate of pay as a result of the employee adopting an alternative work week schedule. 

Arguments in Support

9. Increasingly long commutes at peak hours diminish quality of life.  California’s long commutes at peak drive time hours add to the pressure of balancing work and family. Several reports, including one released in 2005 by the state Department of Health Services, show that employees in the state spend up to 100 hours per year commuting. 

10. Employees working alternative schedules will travel at various times, reducing the load during peak hours, thus these employees can spend less time in their car and more time at home.

11. Fewer trips to the workplace result in lower carbon emissions. The California Air Resources Board Economic and Technology Advancement Advisory Committee (ETAAC) draft report suggests that flexible working hours would result in a 10 percent reduction in emissions with 10 percent of employees using the schedule. 

12. Traffic congestion would be reduced and emissions of priority air pollutants. Allowing a compressed work week schedule would reduce traffic congestion at peak hours and reduce emissions through less idling and 20 percent less commute time per week per employee.

13. Employers who make missteps in using current process can end up in court.  Current law covering alternative schedules are rigid. Under current (and very detailed) Industrial Welfare Commission wage orders, employers may institute alternative work schedules only if a supermajority of affected employees agree to the arrangement in writing and by secret ballot, and then all employees are subject to the alternative scheduling. 

14. Employers must hold discussion meetings at least fourteen days before secret ballot voting. Two thirds of the company’s employees must agree to the change.  Any deviation from the rigidly controlled process voids the election and subjects the employer to potential lawsuits that can seek up to three years of back overtime pay for affected workers, along with huge penalties and fines.  

15. Variances in schedules or the use of more than one schedule is prohibited without repeating the voting process. This effectively eliminates most employers and employees from choosing schedule options such as flextime, part-time, job sharing, telecommuting, and compressed workweeks.  

16. This prescribed process is overly complex and creates such a liability for employers that at present, only about 11,000 of California’s more than 800,000 employers operate under these alternate work week schedules.  

17. AB 2127 contains important employee protections.  The request is made by the employee, in writing, and it must be made voluntarily. The agreement must also be executed in writing and the employer must maintain the written document as they would any personnel record. 

Supporting

1. California Chamber of Commerce

2. Greater San Fernando Valley Chamber

3. Irvine Chamber

4. San Francisco Chamber

5. Riverside Chamber

6. Oxnard Chamber

7. Palm Desert Chamber

8. Cerritos Chamber

9. Napa Chamber

10. Modesto Chamber

11. Milpitas Chamber

12. Fresno Chamber

13. Temecula Valley Chamber

14. Murrieta Chamber

15. Lake Elsinore Valley Chamber

16. Southwest California Legislative Council

Arguments in Opposition

1. The bill was introduced February 20, 2008. At the time of this report, no argument in opposition was available for review in formulating this report.

Opposing

2. The bill was introduced February 20, 2008. At the time of this report, no organizations were opposing this bill.
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