Garden Grove Chamber of Commerce

GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS COMMITTEE

Garden Grove Community Meeting Center

Founders Room

11300 Stanford Ave. 

Garden Grove, CA 92840
Friday, August 13, 2010
7:30am

AGENDA

Presiding: 
Dr. Les Malo, 2009-2010 GAC Chair
Welcome and Introductions

Call to Order and Roll Call

Chair’s Report
· Recent Action
· Chamber Prepares For November 2010 Statewide Ballot Measures
Staff Report

Agenda Items

1. Approval of July 2010 Minutes 







ACTION
2. November 2010 Statewide Ballot Measures





ACTION

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

· Proposition 21: Annual Vehicle License Surcharge to Fund State Parks
· Proposition 25: Legislative Vote Requirement for Passage of State Budget 

· Proposition 26: Legislative Vote Requirement for State Levies and Charges
3. Legislative Report #6








ACTION 
· AB 1998 (Brownley – D) Solid Waste: Single Use Carryout Bags 
· SB 1304 (DeSaulnier – D) Employment: Leave and Benefits
Reports From Elected Officials’ Representatives

· Congressional Members Rohrabacher, Royce, and Sanchez

· State Senators Harmon and Correa

· Assembly Members Silva, Van Tran and Solorio

· OC Supervisor Nguyen

· City of Garden Grove

Announcements
· Next Month’s Meeting: September 10, 2010
Adjourn

CHAIR’S REPORT
Government Affairs Committee
August 13, 2010
Recent Action
August 2010

Chamber Prepares For November 2010 Statewide Ballot Measures 

In the coming months, the Garden Grove Chamber of Commerce will release its position on the statewide ballot measures for the November 2, 2010 General Election. 2010 has been a very active year for the chamber as 10 ballot measures have qualified for November; bring this year’s total to 15 statewide ballot measures the chamber will ultimately weigh in with a position. The Chamber expects to review and take positions on several of the measures many of which aim to impact business in one way or another. 

The following Propositions have qualified for the November 2010 General Election:

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

Place on the ballot by the Legislature in order to fix California’s outdated water system, voters will be asked to approve a $11.4 billion water bond. The water bond is part of a comprehensive legislative package on water that passed the Legislature as part of a special session in November of 2009. The package also includes four policy bills that cover Delta governance, conservation, groundwater monitoring, water rights and illegal water diversions.

Garden Grove Chamber Position: To be determined
Proposition 19: Legalization and Taxation of Marijuana

Proposition 19 allows people 21 years old or older to possess, cultivate, or transport marijuana for personal use while permitting local governments to regulate and tax commercial production and sale of marijuana to people 21 years old or older. Furthermore, prohibits people from possessing marijuana on school grounds, using it in public, smoking it while minors are present, or providing it to anyone under 21 years old and maintains current prohibitions against driving while impaired.

Garden Grove Chamber Position: To be determined
Proposition 20: Voters FIRST Act for Congress

Proposition 20 extends the responsibilities of the Citizens Redistricting Commission (Commission) and gives the Commission the authority to draw the boundaries for the United States Congressional Districts. The Commission was created in 2008 by the passage of Proposition 11 and is currently being formed.

Garden Grove Chamber Position: Support

Proposition 21: Annual Vehicle License Surcharge to Fund State Parks

Proposition 21 establishes an $18 annual state vehicle license surcharge and grants free admission to all state parks to individuals with a California licensed vehicle. It requires that the annual surcharge revenue be deposited in a new trust fund. The trust funds can only be used solely to operate, maintain and repair the state park system, and to protect wildlife and natural resources. The Proposition requires an annual independent audit and review by citizens’ oversight committee.

Garden Grove Chamber Position: To be determined

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

This Proposition would prohibit the State from taking, borrowing or redirecting local taxpayer funds dedicated to public safety, emergency response and other vital local government services. Furthermore, the Act would protect vital, dedicated transportation and public transit funds from state raids. 

Garden Grove Chamber Position: Support

Proposition 23: Suspension of AB 32

Also known as the California Jobs Initiative, Proposition 23 would delay the operation and implementation of AB 32, California’s Global Warming Act of 2006, until California’s unemployment rate returns to the levels that existed at the time of its adoption, 5.5% or less, for four consecutive calendar quarters.  

Garden Grove Chamber Position: Support
Proposition 24: Repeal of Corporate Tax Breaks

Proposition 24 would repeal several corporate tax benefits that are slated to go into effect in 2010 and 2012. The corporate tax benefits were approved by the Legislature and signed into law by the Governor in February 2009 as part of the budget agreement. 

Garden Grove Chamber Position: Oppose

Proposition 25: Legislative Vote Requirement for Passage of State Budget

Proposition 25 changes the legislative vote requirement necessary to pass the state budget from two-thirds to a simple majority. The Proposition provides that if the Legislature fails to pass a budget bill by June 15 of any given year, all members of the Legislature will permanently forfeit any reimbursement for salary and expenses for every day until the day the Legislature passes a budget bill.

Garden Grove Chamber Position: To be determined

Proposition 26: Legislative Vote Requirement for State Levies and Charges

Proposition 26 increases legislative vote requirement to two-thirds for state levies and charges, with limited exceptions, and for certain taxes currently subject to majority vote. This Proposition changes the State Constitution to require voters to approve, either by two-thirds or majority, local levies and charges with limited exceptions.

Garden Grove Chamber Position: To be determined

Proposition 27: Elimination State Commission on Redistricting

Proposition 27 eliminates 14-member redistricting commission (created by Proposition 11, 2008) selected from applicant pool picked by government auditors and consolidates authority for establishing state Assembly, Senate, and Board of Equalization district boundaries with elected state representatives responsible for drawing congressional districts. This Proposition would also impact Proposition 20 on the same ballot.

Garden Grove Chamber Position: Oppose

Log on to www.GardenGroveAdvocacy.biz for more information and the current issues being tracked by the Garden Grove Chamber of Commerce.
ACTION

AGENDA ITEM 1

Government Affairs Committee

August 13, 2010

Approval of July 2010 Minutes

GARDEN GROVE CHAMBER’S

GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS COMMITTEE

July 9, 2010 MEETING MINUTES

Committee Members Present: Errol Giuliano, Joe Hammer, Karen Todak, Harry Krebs, Dr. Les Malo, Charles Mitchell, Sharon Sunda, Sandy Thomas, Mallory Vega, Jennifer Gonzalez

Staff:
Connie Margolin, Jeremy Harris
Guests:  Ronnie Guyer, Matthew Harper

Absent:  Larry Dick, Larry Valenti, Maggie Wells, 

Call to Order and Roll Call

Pledge of Allegiance, and self-introductions followed. 

Dr. Les Malo called the meeting to order at 7:31 a.m. Harry Krebs moved to accept the minutes of the June 11th meeting, Sandy Thomas seconded the motion, motion passed.

Chair Report

Dr. Malo reported that AB898 (Lieu), which the Garden Grove Chamber supports, is still active.  This bill aims to crack down on deceptive business solicitations that cost small business owners hundreds of dollars.  AB898 will also strengthen disclaimer requirements.

Agenda Items

The Committee is beginning to take positions on Propositions that will be on the November, 2010 ballot.

The first Proposition to be discussed is Proposition 20 called Voters FIRST Act for Congress.  Proposition 20 extends the responsibilities of the Citizens Redistricting Commission and gives the Commission the authority to draw the boundaries for the United States Congressional Districts.  Mr. Krebs asked why this Proposition is relevant to the Chamber.  The GAC Committee members then discussed different scenarios that could occur when the boundaries are redrawn.  Charles Mitchell moved to support Proposition 20, Karen Todak seconded the motion, motion passed with one abstention.  

Proposition 27 if passed would nullify Proposition 20, Charles Mitchell moved to oppose Proposition 27, Sandy Thomas seconded the motion, motion passed.

Jeremy Harris presented information on Proposition 24; Repeal of Corporate Tax Breaks.  Corporate tax reforms were approved by the Legislature and signed into law by Governor Schwarzenegger in February 2009 as part of the budget agreement.  These tax reforms include; elective single sales factor apportionment, tax credit sharing, net operation toss “carry backs” and net operating loss “carry forward”.  According to the Legislative Analysis Office by repealing the above tax benefits, Proposition 24 would increase taxes paid by businesses.  Harry Krebs moved to oppose Proposition 24, Sandy Thomas seconded the motion, motion passed.

Jeremy Harris presented information on AB1881 (Monning –D) Recovery of Wages: Liquidated Damages.  AB 1881 would allow the Legislature to double the amount of liquidated damages that can be awarded to an individual when his or her employer pays less than the minimum wage.  The California Department of Industrial Relations argues that there is no evidence to show that existing statutory provisions for minimum wage violations are insufficient, or that doubling the liquidated damages would increase compliance with the law.  Harry Krebs moved to oppose AB1881, Joe Hammer seconded the motion, motion passed.

Mr. Harris presented information on AB2187 (Arambula – I) Employment: Payment of Wages.  AB2187 increases criminal penalties for willful failure to pay wages and establishes a misdemeanor penalty of an employer or person who willfully fails to pay all wages due to an employee who has been discharged or who has quit within 90 days of the date wages are due.  The threat of criminal prosecution under this bill could unfairly force an employer to drop an otherwise reasonable defense against a civil action.  AB2187 could make employers into criminals with legitimate disputes over wage claims.  Joe Hammer moved to oppose AB2187, Errol Giuliano seconded the motion, motion carried.

Reports from Elected Official’s Representatives
Ronnie Guyer representing Assemblyman Van Tran reported that there will be a community forum on Saturday, 10th from 9:00 a.m. to 11:00 a.m. at the Boys and Girls Club of Garden Grove.  The Assemblyman is looking for feedback from the community to help shape public policy.  The Assemblyman believes in California Jobs First; 2.2 million Californians are out of work.  This is the highest since World War II.  Mr. Guyer also passed out copies of Tran’s Tidbits for June.

Matthew Harper representing Chair of Supervisors of Orange County Janet Nguyen. reported on a program called “Beds for Feds”.  In Orange County we have prisons with empty cells which could be used by people who are being processed for deportation.  The Federal Government would pay the County to house them.  The possible income from this action could be around 10 million dollars a year.

The County accepted a gift from the Irvine Company of 20,000 acres which will be added to the Orange County Parks System.

Announcements
Mallory Vega commented that Supervisor Nguyen is hosting a Senior Summit on August 7th at  the Crystal Cathedral. Mallory Vega reported that ADHC is off the table for now; and Federal Health Care is helping Acacia.

Dr. Malo reminded the Committee that the next meeting will be on August 13,2010.  Meeting was adjourned at 8:50 p.m.

ACTION

AGENDA ITEM 2

Government Affairs Committee

August 13, 2010

November 2010 Statewide Ballot Measures
Presentation by

Jeremy Madison Harris

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

Recommended Position

Current Garden Grove Chamber of Commerce Position: The chamber has supported legislation to place the bond on the ballot but has not taken an official position on the actual Proposition.


Support Proposition 18
Summary

1. Proposition 18, if passed, would allow the state government to borrow $11.1 billion to overhaul the state’s water system and make improvements to the state’s various groundwater and water quality projects.

Background

2. The bond authorization was approved through SBX7 2 (Cogdill; D-Modesto).
3. The bond funding includes the following proposals and the proposed money allocated towards each project: 

a. $455 million for drought relief projects, disadvantaged communities, small community wastewater treatment improvements and safe drinking water revolving fund

b. $1.4 billion for "integrated regional water management projects"

c. $2.25 billion for projects that "support delta sustainability options"

d. $3 billion for water storage projects

e. $1.7 billion for ecosystem and watershed protection and restoration projects in 21 watersheds

f. $1 billion for groundwater protection and cleanup

g. $1.25 billion for "water recycling and advanced treatment technology projects"

4. The Governor has asked the Legislature to postpone Proposition 18 until the November 2012 election. The Legislature will consider this once they return from summer recess.

Historical perspective: 

5. California voters approved a water bond was with Proposition 84 in 2006 which authorized $5.4 billion in spending on water projects. 

6. Proposition 50 in 2002; voters approved $3.4 billion for water projects.

Arguments in Support

7. Proponents state that California’s water system is outdated and straining to meet the needs of its residents, farms, businesses and environment. The current water system was designed 30 years ago to serve 16 million people and now serves 38 million. 

8. Many immediate investments are needed to repair and upgrade the network of waterways, levees and other water infrastructure including drinking water sources, local supplies and restoring key ecosystems.

Arguments in Opposition

9. Opponents argue that this is a terrible time to burden California with more debt due to cuts in education, health care and public safety.

10. Furthermore, traditionally water users would pay for such projects as dams, which are included in the bond, and with 80% of the water used by agriculture businesses; they should be the ones paying for these types of projects.

Supporting (Partial Listing)












Business Organizations and Local Government

American Society of Civil Engineers (Region 9)

Asian Business Association of Los Angeles

Associated General Contractors of California

Bay Area Council

Brown and Caldwell

Building Industry Association of Fresno/Madera Counties

Building Industry Association of San Diego County

Building Industry Association of Southern California

California Alliance for Jobs

California Building Industry Association

California Business Properties Association

California Business Roundtable

California Chamber of Commerce

California Landscape Contractors Association

California League of Food Processors

California Retailers Association

Central City Association of Los Angeles

Chino Valley Chamber of Commerce

City of Calimesa

City of Canyon Lake

City of Corona

City of Fresno

City of Huron

City of Kingsburg

City of Menifee

City of Modesto

City of Port Hueneme

City of Sanger

City of Selma

City of Tulare

Engineering and Utility Contractors Association

Fenway Properties

Fullerton Chamber of Commerce

Greater Riverside Chambers of Commerce

Home Builders Association of Tulare & Kings Counties

Kern County

Lakewood Chamber of Commerce

Long Beach Area Chamber of Commerce

Los Angeles Area Chamber of Commerce

Los Angeles Business Council

Los Angeles County Business Federation

Neighborhood Market Association

Orange County Business Council

Oxnard Chamber of Commerce

Palm Desert Chamber of Commerce

Riverside County

Sacramento Metro Chamber of Commerce

San Diego Regional Chamber of Commerce

San Diego Regional Economic Development Corporation

San Gabriel Valley Economic Partnership

San Jose/Silicon Valley Chamber of Commerce

Sierra Business Council

Silicon Valley Leadership Group

Valley Industry and Commerce Association

Western Electrical Contractors Association

Individuals

Congressman Dennis Cardoza

Congressman Jim Costa

United States Senator Dianne Feinstein

Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger

Senate President pro Tem Darrell Steinberg

Senator Elaine Alquist

Senator Roy Ashburn

Senator Gilbert Cedillo

Senator Dave Cogdill

Senator Lou Correa

Senator Denise Ducheny

Senator Bob Dutton

Senator Dean Florez

Senator Tom Harman

Senator Dennis Hollingsworth

Senator Bob Huff

Senator Christine Kehoe

Senator Carol Liu

Senator Alan Lowenthal

Senator Abel Maldonado

Senator Gloria Negrete-McLeod

Senator Alex Padilla

Senator Curren Price

Senator Joe Simitian

Senator Tony Strickland

Senator Mimi Walters

Senator Rod Wright

Senator Mark Wyland

Speaker of the Assembly John A. Perez

Assemblymember Anthony Adams

Assemblymember Juan Arambula

Assemblymember Karen Bass

Assemblymember Jim Beall, Jr.

Assemblymember Sam Blakeslee

Assemblymember Marty Block

Assemblymember Bob Blumenfield

Assemblymember Steven Bradford

Assemblymember Julia Brownley

Assemblymember Ana Caballero

Assemblymember Wilmer Carter

Assemblymember Connie Conway

Assemblymember Joe Coto

Assemblymember Paul Cook

Assemblymember Mike Davis

Assemblymember Hector De La Torre

Assemblymember Kevin de Leon

Assemblymember Bill Emmerson

Assemblymember Mike Eng

Assemblymember Mike Feuer

Assemblymember Nathan Fletcher

Assemblymember Felipe Fuentes

Assemblymember Jean Fuller

Assemblymember Warren Furutani

Assemblymember Cathleen Galgiani

Assemblymember Martin Garrick

Assemblymember Danny Gilmore

Assemblymember Curt Hagman

Assemblymember Isadore Hall

Assemblymember Diane Harkey

Assemblymember Ed Hernandez

Assemblymember Kevin Jeffries

Assemblymember Ted Lieu

Assemblymember Bonnie Lowenthal

Assemblymember Fiona Ma

Assemblymember Tony Mendoza

Assemblymember Pedro Nava

Assemblymember Brian Nestande

Assemblymember Jim Nielsen

Assemblymember Manuel V. Perez

Assemblymember Anthony Portantino

Assemblymember Mary Salas

Assemblymember Lori Salda a

Assemblymember Jim Silva

Assemblymember Cameron Smyth

Assemblymember Jose Solorio

Assemblymember Audra Strickland

Assemblymember Norma Torres

Assemblymember Alberto Torrico

Assemblymember Van Tran

Assemblymember Mike Villines

Carly Fiorina, California Senatorial Candidate

Meg Whitman, California Gubernatorial Candidate

Opposing (Partial Listing)












Organizations

Butte Environmental Council

California Fisheries Network

California Sea Urchin Commission

California Sportfishing Protection Alliance

California Teachers Association

Cultivating Sustainable Communities

Ebbetts Pass Forest Watch

Environmental Justice Coalition for Water

Friends of the River

Friends of Trinity River

Half Moon Bay Fishermen's Association

Hispanics for Political Action

Klamath Riverkeeper

La Raza Centro Legal

Pacific Coast Federation of Fishermen's Associations

Restore the Delta

Sacramento Audobon Society

Sacramento City Taxpayer’s Rights League

Salmon Water Now

San Francisco Crab Boat Owners Association

San Francisco Tomorrow

Sierra Foothills Audobon Society

Sierra Nevada Alliance

Small Boat Commercial Salmon Fishermens' Association

Sonoma County Abalone Network

Southern California Watershed Alliance

The Downstream Coalition

Urban Semillas

Winnemem Wintu Tribe

Individuals

Assembly Member Alyson Huber (D-Lodi)

Assembly Member Bill Berryhill (R-Ceres)

Assembly Member Chuck DeVore (R-Irvine)

Assembly Member Joan Buchanan (D-Livermore)

Assembly Member Mariko Yamada (D-Davis)

Assembly Member Noreen Evans (D-Santa Rosa)

Assembly Member Roger Niello (R-Sacramento)

Assembly Member Ted Gaines (R-Roseville)

Assembly Member Tom Ammiano (D-San Francisco)

Assembly Member Wes Chesbro (D-Eureka)

Darryl Moore, Councilmember, City of Berkeley

Don Saylor, Mayor Pro Tempore, City of Davis

John Avalos, San Francisco Board of Supervisors

Kim-Shree Maufas, Commissioner of the San Francisco Board of Education

Kriss Worthington, Councilmember, City of Berkeley

Matt Gonzalez, former President San Francisco Board of Supervisors

Mike Rotkin, Mayor of Santa Cruz

Nancy Nadel, Councilmember, City of Oakland

Ruth Asmundson, Mayor of Davis

Senator Dave Cox (R-Fair Oaks)

Senator Leland Yee (D-San Francisco)

Senator Lois Wolk (D-Davis)

Senator Mark Leno (D- San Francisco)

Senator Patricia Wiggins (D-Santa Rosa)

Shane Brinton, Councilmember, City of Arcata

Stephen Souza, Councilmember, City of Davis

Terry O'Day, City Councilmember, City of Santa Monica

Tom Bates, Mayor of Berkeley
Proposition 21: Annual Vehicle License Surcharge to Fund State Parks

Recommended Position


Oppose

Summary

1. Proposition 21 creates an $18 annual surcharge on the Vehicle License Fee for all new vehicle licenses and renewals after January 1, 2010, except for commercial vehicles, trailers, and trailer coaches and allows all California vehicles subject to the surcharge free day-use entry to all state parks.

Background

2. Currently, California has 278 state parks, of which 246 are operated and maintained by the California Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) and 32 are operated and maintained by local entities. 

3. Other state departments, such as the Department of Fish and Game (DFG) and various state conservancies, own and maintain other lands for wildlife conservation purposes. 

4. The Wildlife Conservation Board acquires property and provides grants for property acquisition to state and local entities for wildlife conservation purposes. 

5. The Ocean Protection Council is a state agency responsible for coordinating state activities to protect ocean resources.

6. Currently, the majority of funding for the operation of state parks comes from the state's General Fund with additional funding sources are user fees (such as day use, camping, and other use fees) and state gasoline taxes. 

7. The development of new state parks and capital improvements to existing parks are largely funded from bond funds. 

8. Wildlife conservation programs in other state departments, such as DFG, are funded through a combination of the General Fund, user fees, and bond funds. 

9. The DPR also administers grant programs for local parks, funded largely through bond funds.

10. The VLF is an annual levy on the depreciated value of registered vehicles in California levied in lieu of the local property tax. 

11. The Department of Motor Vehicles (DMV) collects the VLF on behalf of the state and VLF revenues are primarily distributed to cities and counties. 

12. Revenues from the VLF are also used for grants to law enforcement organizations and some revenues are deposited in the state's General Fund.

13. Proposition 21 allows the revenue from the surcharge to be deposited into a new State Parks and Wildlife Conservation Trust Fund that is also created by this measure.

14. Proposition 21 creates certain allocation requires such as funds up to 1% of revenues deposited into the trust fund to be used for administration and oversight only. 

15. The remaining funds in the trust fund would be annually allocated, upon appropriation of the Legislature, as follows:

a. 85% of the available funds would be allocated to California Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) for the operations, maintenance, and development of the state parks system. This department would be responsible for awarding grants to local entities to replace the lost day-use fees at locally operated state park units. It would also administer a grant program to public agencies for urban river parkways to provide recreational benefits to underserved urban communities. The measure requires DPR to develop a strategic plan to improve access to the state parks system for underserved groups and regions of the state.

b. 7% of the available funds would be allocated to Department of Fish and Game (DFG) for the management and operation of wildlife refuges, ecological reserves, and other DFG lands.

c. The remaining 8% of the available funds would be allocated to the Ocean Protection Council, state conservancies, and the Wildlife Conservation Board to make direct expenditures or grants for wildlife conservation activities.

16. As outlined above, Proposition 21 allows for up to 1 percent of annual revenues to be used for collection, administration, and oversight of the trust fund. 

17. The DMV would be authorized to collect the surcharge and deposit it into the trust fund.

18. Proposition 21 requires the State Auditor to conduct annual reviews of expenditures from the fund to be reported to the Legislature and to a Citizens Oversight Committee that, under the terms of the measure, must be established by the Secretary for Natural Resources. 

Estimated Fiscal Impact 

19. According to the Legislative Analysis Office (LAO) an increase in state revenues of about $500 million annually from the imposition of a surcharge on the VLF to be used mainly to fund state parks and wildlife conservation programs. 

20. Potential state savings of up to approximately $200 million annually to the extent that the VLF surcharge revenues were used to reduce support from the General Fund and other special funds for parks and wildlife conservation programs. 

21. Reduction of about $50 million annually in state and local revenues from state park day-use fees. 

22. These revenue losses could potentially be offset by increases in other types of state park user fees and revenues.

Arguments in Support

23. California’s state parks face irreparable damage and budget cuts continue to raise day-use fees and undermine improvements to the parks. Proposition 21 would create a stable source of funding for state parks and California vehicles will get free day-use admission in exchange for the annual $18 fee.

24. According to the proponents of the measure, California’s 278 state parks attract millions of tourists, who spend $4.32 billion annually in park-related expenditures.  A recent study found that state park visitors spend an average of $57.63 in neighboring communities each visit and visitors generate so much local economic activity that every dollar spent on state parks creates another $2.35 for California’s treasury.

Arguments in Opposition

25. Opponents could argue that a fee or increased VLF placed on every California registered car owner will also benefit individuals who may not own or register a vehicle but will have access to state parks and the proposed improved amenities.

Supporting (Partial list)












Organizations and Local Government

Adventure 16

All Dot Visuals

All Protection Services

ARO By Design

Ballona Institute

Bay Access

Cabaline Country Emporium

California Coastkeeper Alliance

California League of Conservation Voters

California Lodging Industry Association

California Parks Company

California Parks Hospitality Association

California Travel Industry Association

California Wilderness Coalition

CalOceans

Campbell Brothers Confusion Hill, LLC

Charlie Hong Kong

City of Berkeley

City of Caitola

City of Fort Bragg

City of Hermosa Beach

City of Oakley

City of Santa Cruz

City of Sonoma

Cloverdale Travel

Coastside Land Trust

County of Mendocino

County of Santa Cruz

Current Adventures Kayaking

El Dorado County Chamber of Commerce

Fairway Dunes Condominium Association

Fiesta De Reyes

Gaia Graphics and Associates

Global Possibilities

Good Karma Cafe

Half Moon Bay Coastside Chamber of Commerce & Visitors’ Bureau

Heal the Bay

Horny Toad Activewear, Inc.

Hotshot Imaging

Integrative Health Care

Judith's Herbals & Sundries

Kayaking.com

Law Office of Margaret Draper

Mendocino Coast Chamber of Commerce

Oceana

Organic Ag Advisors

Outdoor Industry Association

Patagonia

Point Reyes Seashore Lodge

Redwood City Parks, Recreation and Community Services Department

Ricochet Ridge Ranch

Russian River Chamber of Commerce

Sacramento Convention & Visitors Bureau

Santa Barbara Conference and Visitors Bureau

Santa Cruz County Conference and Visitors Council

Save Our Shores

Save the Redwoods League

Sierra Business Council

Sierra Club California

Sonoma Petaluma State Historic Parks Association

Sonoma Valley Chamber of Commerce

Sonoma Valley Visitors Bureau

Stephen Lubin Co.

Stewards of the Coast and Redwoods

Submersive Films, LLC

Surfrider Foundation

Tahoe Mountain Sports

The Conservation Fund

The Lurie Company

The River Store, Inc.

The Sun Runner Magazine

Tomales Bay Resort

Topanga Canyon Docents

Topanga Chamber of Commerce

Torrey Pines Association

Torrey Pines Docent Society

Trail Training

Valley of the Moon Natural History Association

Versa Tile

Virginia Association for Parks

Visit Mendocino County, Inc

Waddel Creek Association

Will Rogers Ranch Foundation
Individuals

Assemblymember Bill Monning

Assemblymember Hector De la Torre

Assemblymember Ira Ruskin

Assemblymember Jared Huffman

Assemblymember Jerry Hill

Assemblymember Julia Brownley

Assemblymember Mike Feuer

Assemblymember Noreen Evans

Assemblymember Paul Fong

Assemblymember Pedro Nava

Assemblymember Tom Ammiano

Assemblymember Wesley Chesbro

Councilmember Bill Quirk, City of Hayward

Councilmember Charles E. Marsaca, City of Atherton

Councilmember Chris Mac Arthur, City of Riverside

Councilmember Das Williams, City of Santa Barbara

Councilmember David Weinsoff, Town of Fairfax

Councilmember Ed Reyes, City of Los Angeles

Councilmember G. Wayne Eggleston, City of San Clemente

Councilmember Gary DeLong, City of Long Beach

Councilmember Grant House, City of Santa Barbara

Councilmember Jan Perry, City of Los Angeles

Councilmember Kriss Worthington, City of Berkeley

Councilmember Miguel Ucovich, Town of Loomis

Councilmember Owen Newcomer, City of Whittier

Councilmember Paul Koretz, City of Los Angeles

Councilmember Peter S. Yao, City of Claremont

Councilmember Robert Lieber, R.N., City of Albany

Councilmember Shane Brinton, City of Arcata

Councilmember Shane Brinton, City of Arcata

Councilmember Thomas Martin, City of Maywood

Former Assemblymember John Laird

Former Mayor Yoriko Kishimoto, City of Palo Alto

Former Senator Byron Sher

Mayor Elizabeth Patterson, City of Benicia

Mayor Helene Schneider, City of Santa Barbara

Mayor Laurene Weste, City of Santa Clarita

Mayor Luis Aguinaga, City of South El Monte

Mayor pro Tem Ken Gray, City of Marina

Mayor Ron Loveridge, City of Riverside

Senate President pro Tem Darrell Steinberg

Senator Christine Kehoe

Senator Denise Moreno Ducheny

Senator Fran Pavley

Senator Jenny Oropeza

Senator Joe Simitian

Senator Leland Yee

Senator Loni Hancock

Senator Mark Leno

Senator Patricia Wiggins

State Superintedent of Public Instruction Jack O'Connell

Supervisor Alice Lai-Bitker, County of Alameda

Supervisor Denise Rushing, County of Lake

Supervisor Doreen Farr, County of Santa Barbara

Supervisor Efren Carrillo, County of Sonoma

Supervisor Ellen Pirie, County of Santa Cruz

Supervisor Greg Cox, County of San Diego

Supervisor John Leopold, County of Santa Cruz

Supervisor Judy Arnold, County of Marin

Supervisor Ken Yeager, County of Santa Clara

Supervisor Linda Seifert, County of Solano

Supervisor Mark Stone, County of Santa Cruz

Supervisor Neal Coonerty, County of Santa Cruz

Supervisor Pam Slater-Price, County of San Diego

Supervisor Salud Carbajal, County of Santa Barbara
Opposing (Partial List)













An opposition coalition formed in mid-July named Californians Against the Car Tax – No On Proposition 21.
Lake Elsinore Valley Chamber of Commerce

Murrieta Chamber of Commerce

Southwest California Legislative Council

Temecula Valley Chamber of Commerce

The California Taxpayers’ Association

The Howard Jarvis Taxpayers Association
Wildomar Chamber of Commerce

Proposition 25: Legislative Vote Requirement for Passage of State Budget

Recommended Position

Oppose

Summary

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

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

3. Currently, the State Constitution gives the Legislature the power to appropriate state funds and the annual state budget is the Legislature’s primary method of authorizing state expenses for a fiscal year (July 1 to June 30). 
4. The Constitution requires that the Governor propose a budget by January 10 for the next fiscal year. 
5. Each of the two houses of the Legislature (the State Assembly and the State Senate) then is required to pass the annual budget bill by June 15 and send it to the Governor. 
6. The Governor may either sign the budget approved by the Legislature or veto all or a part of it; which then allows for each house of the Legislature by a two-thirds (67 percent) vote to overturn the Governor’s veto. 
7. Furthermore, current law in the State Constitution requires a two-thirds vote of each house of the Legislature for the passage of “urgency” measures that take effect immediately, bills that increase state tax revenues, and General Fund appropriations (except appropriations for public schools). 
8. Due to the state budget including General Fund appropriations and the need for it to take effect immediately, it requires a two-thirds vote for passage. 
9. Certain budget actions, such as a decision to change the services that a state department is mandated to provide, require changing state law. 
10. These changes often are included in “trailer bills” that accompany passage of the budget each year. 
11. In general, bills passed by the Legislature take effect on January 1 of the next year. 
12. In order for trailer bills to take effect immediately, however, they must be passed by a two-thirds vote of each house of the Legislature.

Historical Perspective:

13. Since 1980, the Legislature has met its June 15 constitutional deadline for sending a budget to the Governor five times and during that same period, a final budget—passed by the Legislature and approved by the Governor—was in place prior to the July 1 start of the fiscal year on ten occasions, including three times since 2000. 
14. When a fiscal year begins without a state budget in place, some state expenses are not paid as scheduled. 
15. For example, state elected officials (such as the Governor and Members of the Legislature) have not received salaries after July 1 until a final budget is in place and salary payments withheld from these officials have been paid in full when the final budget goes into effect.

The intent of Proposition 25:

16. Proposition 25 amends the Constitution to lower the vote requirement necessary for each house of the Legislature to pass a budget bill and send it to the Governor. 
17. The vote requirement would be lowered from two-thirds to a majority (50 percent plus one) of each house of the Legislature. 
18. The lower vote requirement also would apply to trailer bills that appropriate funds and are identified by the Legislature “as related to the budget in the budget bill.” 
19. Both the budget bill and these trailer bills would take effect immediately after being signed by the Governor (or on a later date specified in the bill). 
20. A two-thirds vote of the Legislature would still be required to override any veto by the Governor. 
21. This measure’s constitutional provisions do not specifically address the legislative vote requirement for increasing state tax revenues, but the measure states that its intent is not to change the existing two-thirds vote requirement regarding state taxes.

22. Also included in Proposition 25 is in any year when the Legislature has not sent a budget bill to the Governor by June 15, it would prohibit Members of the Legislature from collecting any salary or reimbursements for travel or living expenses. 
23. This prohibition would be in effect from June 15 until the day that a budget is presented to the Governor and these salaries and expenses could not be paid to legislators at a later date.
Arguments in Support
24. Organized proponents, which dub Proposition 25 the Majority Vote Budget Initiative, argues that Proposition 25 reforms California’s badly broken state budget process, so taxpayers, schools and services are protected, while legislators are held accountable if they fail to pass the budget on time. No budget, no pay —and no payback later.
25. Furthermore, proponents state Proposition 25 is a simple budget reform that breaks legislative gridlock by allowing a simple majority of legislators to approve the budget —just like in 47 other states and argues Proposition 25 preserves the 2/3 vote required to raise taxes.
Arguments in Opposition
26. Organized opposition called “Stop the Hidden Taxes” Coalition, headlined by the California Chamber of Commerce, opposes Proposition 25 and cites a legal analysis that concludes Proposition 25 would do the following: (1) Effectively eliminate the right of voters to use the referendum to force a vote and stop taxes disguised as “fees;” (2) Allow the state Legislature to enact taxes as part of the budget with a bare majority vote, circumventing the state Constitution’s two-thirds vote requirement for passing new or increased taxes; and (3) Make it easier for politicians to increase their lavish travel and expense accounts. 
27. The opposition further argues that the Legislature can increase their travel and expense perks only with a two-thirds vote of the Legislature, but under Proposition 25, they would be able to increase them with a bare majority vote.
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American Federation of State, County and Municipal Employees, AFL-CIO

California Faculty Association

California Federation of Teachers

California Nurses Association

California Professional Firefighters

California School Employees Association

Opposing













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

California Chamber of Commerce
California Taxpayers’ Association

American GI Forum of California

American Rental Association

Americans for Prosperity

Americans for Tax Reform

Anaheim Chamber of Commerce

Association of California Life and Health Insurance Companies

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

California Automotive Wholesalers’ Association

California Beer & Beverage Distributors

California Black Chamber of Commerce

California Business Alliance

California Business Properties Association

California Business Roundtable

California Cable & Telecommunications Association (CCTA)

California Cotton Ginners and Growers Association

California Delta Chambers & Visitor’s Bureau

California Distributors Association

California Forestry Association

California Grocers Association

California Hispanic Chambers of Commerce

California Hotel & Lodging Association

California Landscape Contractors Association

California League of Food Processors

California Manufacturers & Technology Association

California Metals Coalition

California Restaurant Association

California Retailers Association

California Service Station & Automotive Repair Association

California Small Brewers Association

California Taxpayer Protection Committee

California Trucking Association

Cambodian-American Chamber of Commerce

Central Solano Citizen/Taxpayer Group

Chemical Industry Council of California

Chino Valley Chamber of Commerce

Citizens for California Reform

Coalition of Labor, Agriculture & Business of Santa Barbara County

Contra Costa Taxpayers Association

Dana Point Chamber of Commerce

Family Winemakers of California

Greater Conejo Valley Chamber of Commerce

Howard Jarvis Taxpayers Association

Industrial Environmental Association

Inland Empire Taxpayers Association

Korean American Grocers Association

Latin Business Association

Los Angeles Metro Hispanic Chamber of Commerce

Milpitas Chamber of Commerce

National Federation of Independent Business – California

National Taxpayers Union

Neighborhood Market Association

Newport Beach Chamber of Commerce

Nicaraguan-American Chamber of Commerce, Northern California

Nisei Farmers League

North Valley Hispanic Chamber of Commerce

Orange County Taxpayers Association

Oxnard Chamber of Commerce

Pleasant Hill Taxpayers Association

Pomona Chamber of Commerce

Redlands Chamber of Commerce

Regional Hispanic Chamber of Commerce

Sacramento Asian American Minority, Inc.

Sacramento Hispanic Chamber of Commerce

San Diego County Hispanic Chamber of Commerce

San Diego Tax Fighters

Santa Barbara Hispanic Chamber of Commerce

Santa Clara Chamber of Commerce

Santa Maria Valley Wine Country

Small Business Action Committee

South Bay Latino Chamber of Commerce

Temecula Valley Winegrowers Association

The Wine Group

Valley Industry & Commerce Association

Valley Taxpayer’s Coalition

Ventura County Taxpayers Association

Western Agricultural Processors Association

Western Home Furnishings Association

Wine Institute

Proposition 26: Legislative Vote Requirement for State Levies and Charges 

Recommended Position


Support

Summary

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

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

3. Currently, state and local governments impose a variety of taxes, fees, and charges on individuals and businesses. 
4. Taxes – such as income, sales, and property taxes – are typically used to pay for general public services such as education, prisons, health, and social services. Fees and charges, by comparison, typically pay for a particular service or program benefitting individuals or businesses. 
5. Three broad categories of fees and charges exist to include:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

	· Raises the Approval Requirement for Some State Revenue Proposals

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

	· Repeals Recently Passed, Conflicting State Laws

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


6. As stated, Proposition 26 broadens the definition of a state or local tax to include many payments currently considered to be fees or charges. 
7. As a result, the measure would have the effect of increasing the number of revenue proposals subject to the higher approval (The two-thirds requirement).

8. Generally, the types of fees and charges that would become taxes under the measure are ones that government imposes to address health, environmental, or other societal or economic concerns. 
9. Some regulatory fees could be considered taxes, in part or in whole, under the measure because these fees pay for many services that benefit the public broadly, rather than providing services directly to the fee payer. 
10. The state currently uses these types of regulatory fees to pay for most of its environmental programs.
11. Certain other fees and charges also could be considered to be taxes under the measure.

12. For example, some business assessments could be considered to be taxes because government uses the assessment revenues to improve shopping districts (such as providing parking, street lighting, increased security, and marketing), rather than providing a direct and distinct service to the business owner.
13. Furthermore, the change in the definition of taxes would not affect most user fees, property development charges, and property assessments. 
14. This is because these fees and charges generally comply with Proposition 26’s requirements already, or are exempt from its provisions and most other fees or charges in existence at the time of the November 2, 2010 election would not be affected unless:
a. The state or local government later increases or extends the fees or charges. (In this case, the state or local government would have to comply with the approval requirements of Proposition 26.)
b. The fees or charges were created or increased by a state law—passed between January 1, 2010 and November 2, 1010—that conflicts with Proposition 26.

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

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

17. For example, earlier this year a state lawmaker proposed a tax hike on alcohol (a 1,060% increase on beer, 2,560% increase on wine and 516% increase on hard liquor), and called it a "mitigation fee" in an attempt to pass it on a majority vote rather than a two-thirds vote. 
18. There also have been numerous attempts to increase local taxes on vehicles by disguising them as "fees."
Arguments in Support
19. Proponents of the Proposition 26 have dubbed the measure as the “Hidden Taxes Initiative” and state that for years, state and local politicians have been using a loophole in the law to raise taxes by disguising them as “fees” – circumventing the Constitutional requirements for passing taxes on goods like food, gas, cell phones, and even emergency services – which have added billions of dollars in higher costs that consumers pay.

Arguments in Opposition

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











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

California Chamber of Commerce

California Taxpayers’ Association

American GI Forum of California

American Rental Association

Americans for Prosperity

Americans for Tax Reform

Anaheim Chamber of Commerce

Association of California Life and Health Insurance Companies

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

California Automotive Wholesalers’ Association

California Beer & Beverage Distributors

California Black Chamber of Commerce

California Business Alliance

California Business Properties Association

California Business Roundtable

California Cable & Telecommunications Association (CCTA)

California Cotton Ginners and Growers Association

California Delta Chambers & Visitor’s Bureau

California Distributors Association

California Forestry Association

California Grocers Association

California Hispanic Chambers of Commerce

California Hotel & Lodging Association

California Landscape Contractors Association

California League of Food Processors

California Manufacturers & Technology Association

California Metals Coalition

California Restaurant Association

California Retailers Association

California Service Station & Automotive Repair Association

California Small Brewers Association

California Taxpayer Protection Committee

California Trucking Association

Cambodian-American Chamber of Commerce

Central Solano Citizen/Taxpayer Group

Chemical Industry Council of California

Chino Valley Chamber of Commerce

Citizens for California Reform

Coalition of Labor, Agriculture & Business of Santa Barbara County

Contra Costa Taxpayers Association

Dana Point Chamber of Commerce

Family Winemakers of California

Greater Conejo Valley Chamber of Commerce

Howard Jarvis Taxpayers Association

Industrial Environmental Association

Inland Empire Taxpayers Association

Korean American Grocers Association

Latin Business Association

Los Angeles Metro Hispanic Chamber of Commerce

Milpitas Chamber of Commerce

National Federation of Independent Business – California

National Taxpayers Union

Neighborhood Market Association

Newport Beach Chamber of Commerce

Nicaraguan-American Chamber of Commerce, Northern California

Nisei Farmers League

North Valley Hispanic Chamber of Commerce

Orange County Taxpayers Association

Oxnard Chamber of Commerce

Pleasant Hill Taxpayers Association

Pomona Chamber of Commerce

Redlands Chamber of Commerce

Regional Hispanic Chamber of Commerce

Sacramento Asian American Minority, Inc.

Sacramento Hispanic Chamber of Commerce

San Diego County Hispanic Chamber of Commerce

San Diego Tax Fighters

Santa Barbara Hispanic Chamber of Commerce

Santa Clara Chamber of Commerce

Santa Maria Valley Wine Country

Small Business Action Committee

South Bay Latino Chamber of Commerce

Temecula Valley Winegrowers Association

The Wine Group

Valley Industry & Commerce Association

Valley Taxpayer’s Coalition

Ventura County Taxpayers Association

Western Agricultural Processors Association

Western Home Furnishings Association

Wine Institute

Opposing (Partial Listing)











The following organization opposes Proposition 26 and is currently seeking coalition members to sign onto its campaign against Proposition 26.

Taxpayers Against Protecting Polluters
ACTION
AGENDA ITEM 3
Government Affairs Committee

August 13, 2010
Legislative Report #6
Presentation by

Jeremy Madison Harris

Director of Government Affairs
AB 1998 (Brownley – D) Solid Waste: Single Use Carryout Bags

Recommended Position


Oppose

Summary

1. AB 1998 prohibits retailers from providing single-use bags to customers and authorizes retailers to provide reusable bags that meet specified standards to customers.

Background

2. Current law requires operators of grocery stores and large retail stores that include a pharmacy to operate in-store recycling programs to take back plastic bags. 

3. The current law provides that local governments may not implement separate recycling programs or impose fees on stores that meet these requirements. This requirement sunsets on January 1, 2013. 

4. AB 1998 prohibits retailers from providing customers with single-use plastic bags and after January 1, 2012, the AB 1998 prohibits operators of supermarkets and large retail stores from providing single-use plastic bags to customers. 

5. After July 1, 2013, operators of supermarkets and large retail stores may only provide reusable bags that meet standards specified in the bill to customers. 

6. Beginning in July 1, 2013, both of these requirements apply to other (smaller) retail stores. 

7. AB 1998 also requires retailers to make recycled-content paper bags available to customers for not less than $0.05 per bag. 

8. Beginning on January 1, 2013, the bill requires manufacturers of reusable bags to meet standards set forth in the bill or developed by the Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (DRRR). 

9. AB 1998 imposes a one-time certification fee on reusable bag manufacturers of not more than $10,000 and imposes a biennial certification fee of not more than $3,000. 

10. AB 1998 authorizes the Department to audit retailers and manufacturers to ensure compliance with the provisions of the bill and test reusable bags for compliance with statutory and regulatory standards. 

11. The bill authorizes the Department to impose civil penalties up to $5,000 on retailers and civil penalties up to $150,000 on reusable bag manufacturers that do not comply with the requirements of the bill. 

12. Lastly, AB 1998 moves up the sunset of the existing in-store recycling requirement to January 1, 2012.

Arguments in Support

13. According to the author, plastic single-use bags are urban tumbleweeds in our communities as these bags are blown into the gutters and collect in our storm drain system, eventually making their way out to the ocean. 

14. California taxpayers spend approximately $25 million annually to collect and dispose of the 19 billion plastic bags used every year. However, these bags are rarely recycled as the DRRR estimates that less than 5% of all single use plastic bags in the state are actually recycled leading to local agencies to spend millions more to dispose of plastic bags and clean up discarded plastic bags.

Arguments in Opposition

15. The American Chemistry Council argues that at least 500 good paying plastic bag manufacturing jobs throughout the state, along with other suppliers, vendors and others would be put at risk if this bill passes.

16. AB 1998 creates extra costs to implement the proposed law such as auditing of the money collected by the stores to cover costs of providing bags. Furthermore, opponents believe that AB 1998 may create a competitive disadvantage for small businesses (neighborhood markets, small stores, etc.) by allowing large stores to utilize their buying power when negotiating a lower price to carry the mandated recycled bags. 

Supporting (Partial Listing)












Local Governments and Organizations 

AFSCME

Amerigreenbag.com

Association of Communities United of South Los Angeles

Ballona Creek Renaissance

Bay Area Council

California Association of Environmental Health Administrators

California Coastal Coalition

California Coastkeeper Alliance

California Grocer's Association

California League of Conservation Voters

California State Lands Commission

Californians Against Waste

Chico Bag

Cities of Burbank, Del Mar, Long Beach, Newport Beach, Pasadena, San Buenaventura, Solana Beach, Ventura 

Clean South Bay

Clean Water Action California

Defenders of Wildlife

Downtown Encinitas Main Street Association

Duro Bag Manufacturing Company

Earth Resource Foundation

Earthwise Bag Company

East Bay Municipal Utility District

Environment California

Envirosax

ForestEthics

Fresh and Easy Neighborhood Market Inc.

Friends of Five Creeks

Global Green USA

Green Sangha

Humboldt Coastkeepers

Humboldt County Board of Supervisors

Los Angeles County

Los Angeles County Solid Waste Management Committee/ Integrated Waste Management Task Force

Marin County Board of Supervisors

Monterey County Board of Supervisors

Monterey Regional Waste Management District

Natural Resources Defense Council

Neighborhood Market Association

Northcoast Environmental Center

OCEANA

Orange County Coastkeeper

Ormond Beach Observers

Planning and Conservation League

Plastic Pollution Coalition

PW Supermarkets Inc. (San Jose)

Rainforest Action Network

Rite Aid

San Diego Coastkeeper

San Diego County Board of Supervisors

San Francisco Chamber of Commerce

San Luis Obispo County Integrated Waste Management Authority

Santa Barbara Channelkeeper

Santa Clara County Board of Supervisors

Santa Monica Bay Restoration Commission

Santa Monica Baykeeper

Save Mart Supermarkets

Seventh Generation Advisors

Sierra Club of California

Solid Waste Solutions Inc

State Lands Commission

Steven Bochco Productions

StopWaste.org - Alameda County Waste Management Authority

Suja Lowenthal - Councilmember - City of Long Beach

Super Food Inc. (Commerce)

Surfers' Environmental Alliance

Surfrider Foundation (plus Humboldt & Santa Barbara Chapter)

Urban Semillas

Washington Elementary PTA

Western States Council of the United Food & Commercial Workers

Wild Heritage Planners

WiLDCOAST

WinCo Foods Inc.

Wisdom Academy for Young Scientists

Youth Opportunities for High School and Associations of Communities United of South Los Angeles

Opposing (Partial Listing)












Businesses and Organizations

25 Avenue Liquors, San Mateo

3 Minute Mini Market, Los Angeles

4 U Market and Liquor, Stanton

7 Days Market, Los Angeles

7 Star Liquor, La Mirada

8th Day Mini Market, Gardena

98 Cent Discount, Los Angeles

A & B Liquor Store, Los Angeles

A.B. Mini Market, Long Beach

A.J. Hassan, small business person, Alhambra

A.R.D. Real Estate Management Company, Los Angeles

AB Liquor, Stanton

Airport Liquor and Groceries, Long Beach

Al’s Liquor, South San Francisco

Alex Alchai, La Mirada

Alhambra Market, Alhambra

All Star Fish, Inglewood

Alpin Market, Garden Grove

Alta Dena Market, Bell

Alta Dina Market, San Mateo

American Chemistry Council

American Forest & Paper Association

Annie Nguyen, small business person, Garden Grove

Archway Enterprises, Inc., Inglewood

Arteymas.com Stationary and Fine Art, Sacramento

B&J Liquor Market, Buena Park

Barley Bin Liquor, Norwalk

Bate’s Fish Market, Gardena

BB Jr. Market, Los Angeles

Beer & Groceries, Garden Grove

Bell Drugs, Bell

Benny’s Market, Los Angeles

Best Food Market, Long Beach

Biodegradable Products Institute

Bradley Packaging Systems

Beaches, and Parks

Brookhurst Drive-In Liquor, Anaheim

Brother Market, Los Angeles

Bui Phong Bakery, San Jose

California Film Extruders & Converters Association

California Forestry Association

California Hispanic Chambers of Commerce

Californians for Extended Producer Responsibility

Calimex Market, Santa Ana

Calimex, Los Angeles

Cameo Liquor, Los Angeles

Camitas Urnapan Market, Los Angeles

Campus Market, San Jose

Capuchino Plaza, San Mateo

Capuehino Market, San Mateo

Carlos Campo, small business person, Los Angeles

Catalina Liquor, Los Angeles

Centerwood Liquor, San Mateo

Central California Hispanic Chamber of Commerce

Christina Branto, small business person

Command Packaging

Community Advocates, Los Angeles

Corona Chamber of Commerce

Crown Poly Inc.

D.J. Market, Los Angeles

Daman Sidhu, Pioneer Food Stores employee

Delta’s Beauty Salon, South Gate

Dollar Club, South Gate

Drive-in Liquor, Whittier

Druzba Meat Market, Los Angeles

Duy Phan, small business person, Garden Grove

Ed’s Liquor, Pico Rivera

Eddie’s Liquor, Buena Park

Eddie’s Mini Mart, Whittier

Edie’s Liquor, Long Beach

El Dorado Liquor, San Jose

El Progresso Market, Santa Ana

El Puerta Ranch Market, Long Beach

El Ranchito Market, Buena Park

El Rancho Market, Lennox 

El Super Market, Highland Park

El Toro Market, Santa Ana

Father and Son Bakery, Los Angeles

Felix Meats

Fiesta Foods, Bakersfield

Fiesta Latina Market, Shafter

Figeroa Mini Market, Los Angeles

First Stop Liquor, Buena Park

Flash Mini Market, Anaheim

Florence Chevron, Los Angeles

Food Fair Market, Bakersfield

Food Store 17, Buena Park

Former Assembly member, Gerald Felando

Foster City Mini Mart, Foster City

Fran Loker, business owner, Inglewood

Frank’s Liquor, Los Angeles

Fred Chyr, Board of Trustees, Mt. San Antonio College

Friendly Liquor, Gardena

Fusion Fine Clothing For Men, Santa Ana

Gage Liquor, Bell

Garden Grill Mediterranean, Montebello

Garden Grove Superstore, Garden Grove

Garden Ranch Market, Montebello

Garden Ranch Market, Montebello

Gil Perez Serrano, small business person, Los Angeles

Gin’s Liquor, Inglewood

Global Housing Development, Inc., Los Angeles

Golden Market, Los Angeles

Golden Ninth Beer & Liquor, San Mateo

Great American Packaging

Greater La Puente Valley Meals on Wheels

Green Circle Markets, Los Angeles

Greg & Jim’s Meat Co., Whitter

Grog Shop Liquor, Norwalk

Guatemala Imports, Los Angeles

Guerrero Market, Los Angeles

H & C Liquor, Garden Grove

Hank’s Liquor, Santa Ana

Happy Hollow Market, San Jose

Happy Time Liquor, Los Angeles

Health Store Sales Associate, South Gate

Health Store, South Gate

Heritage Bag

Hi Crest, Anaheim

Hill’s Deli Market, San Mateo

Hilliker’s Ranch Fresh Eggs, Lakeside

Hillside Market, Los Angeles

Hispanic Chamber of Commerce

HispanoAmerica Jewelers

Holy Park Fish Market, Long Beach

Howard Jarvis Taxpayers Association

Huntington Food & Liquors, San Bruno

Iberoamerica Market Latino, Anaheim

Irene’s Market, Los Angeles

Isabel Garcia, small business person, Anaheim

J&J Market

Jacinto Ruiz, small business person, Anaheim

Jail House Deli

James Duran, Hispanic Chamber of Commerce Silicon Valley

JK Liquor, Los Angeles

Joe’s Market, Long Beach

John Hanna, Trustee, Rancho Santiago Community College District

Jong Sunk Dim, market owner, Long Beach

Jordan Brandman, Trustee, Anaheim Union High School District

Joshua Castro, small business owner, Los Angeles

JR Market, Santa Ana

Jr. Market, Los Angeles

K- Healthy Food Center, San Jose

K S Market, Los Angeles

Ka Vue, Manager, Orange

Katella Groceries, Stanton

Kern County Black Chamber of Commerce

Key Pharmacy, Los Angeles

Kid Avenue, Santa Ana

King’s Liquor, Gardena

L’Amour Bakery, San Jose

La Barata Market, Delano

La Gaviota, Santa Ana

La Mexicana Meat Market, Anaheim

La Mexicana Meat Market, Norwalk

La Vaquita Market, Bell

Lao Asia Market, Anaheim

Larry’s Liquor Store, South Gate

Latinos Market, Cudahy

Leticia’s Mini Market, Los Angeles

Liborio Markets, Los Angeles

Lincoln Park Market, Los Angeles

Linda Michoacan Market. Delano

Liquors, Los Angeles

Los Angeles International Charter High School

Los Angeles Metropolitan Hispanic Chambers of Commerce

Los Jaliseieuses Meat Market, Lawndale

Lu Lee, small business person, Santa Ana

Lucky Liquor, Los Angeles

Luna’s Shoe Repair, South Gate

M & M Mini Mart Liquor, Pico Rivera

Many Market, Los Angeles

Marhabta Market, Norwalk

Marina Liquors, San Mateo

Market Produce, Bell

Market, Anaheim

Marketita Mazatlan, Los Angeles

Mart 99 Cents, Los Angeles

Melrose Strip Carwash, Los Angeles

Mercado La Plaza, Santa Ana

Metabolix

MG Graphics, Huntington Beach

Mi Ranchito Market, McFarland

Michael Miller, past president, Deterding Arts and Resource Team (DART), Sacramento County

Mix It Up Market - Willow Glen, San Jose

Mobile fuel station, Figueroa Street, Los Angeles

More For Less, Half Moon Bay

Mr. B’s Liquor Market, Inglewood

Mr. J’s Liquor, Lawndale

National Association for the Advancement of Colored People (NAACP), Stockton

Nelson’s Liquor, Los Angeles

New Orleans Market, Los Angeles

Nguoi Vet Supermarket, Garden Grove

NHA Trang Pure Water & Gift Shop, San Jose

Nicole Suydam, Vice President, Development, Goodwill of Orange County

Nifty Fifty’s Hollywood Collectibles, Santa Ana

Noland Castellan, small business person, Los Angeles

Nold’s Liquor, Los Angeles

Norwalk Liquor, Santa Fe Springs

Nuevo Mundo Market, Los Angeles

Nutritional Products, Los Angeles

Ocean Grocery Market, Los Angeles

OK Liquor, Long Beach

Oli’s Gift Shop, Santa Ana

Oligarc Wine & Spirits, Los Angeles

Olympic Meat Market, Montebello

Orange County Hispanic Chamber of Commerce

P.M. Liquor, Los Angeles

Palle, Inc., Whittier

Papabear Loungeabouts, Los Angeles

Paquita’s Bridal Shop, Bell

Parent and Community Action Team, Inglewood

Pasarela Bridal, Inc., Santa Ana

Pastor’s Carniceria & Restaurant, Pico Rivera

Pat’s Liquor, Garden Grove

Patsy Valbuena, Stanton

Paul Sampson, grocery store manager, Montclair

Payless Market, Los Angeles

Peace 4 Kids, Compton

Penaloza’s Meat Market, Los Angeles

People Who Care Youth Center

Phillip Elliot Yarbrough, Trustee, Rancho Santiago Community College District

Phu Nguyen, Pharmacist, San Jose

Pico Dairy, Pico Rivera

Pico Liquor, Pico Rivera

Poblanos Mini Market, Los Angeles

Porche Liquor, Los Angeles

Prince Market, Los Angeles

Product Super Market, Los Angeles

Public Allies Los Angeles

Quality Market, Anaheim

R & G’s Food Basket, Norwalk

Ralph’s Liquor, Los Angeles

Red’s Market, Los Angeles

Redondo Beach Chamber of Commerce & Visitors Bureau

Reggie’s Liquor, Los Angeles

RG’s Food, Norwalk

Rodregas Market, Los Angeles

Rome Inn Liquor, Buena Park

Rosa Russell, Chair, 47th Assembly District, Los Angeles County Democratic Central Committee

Rosen Group, Inc., Los Angeles

Sag, Inc., Hawthorne

Sai Gom Nho Save Max, San Jose

Sam’s Market and Liquor, Long Beach

San Antonio Panaderia, Santa Ana

San Diego Urban Economic Corporation

San Mateo Liquors, San Mateo

Sara’s Markets, Los Angeles

School House Deli, South San Francisco

Security and Spy Outlet, Inc., Santa Ana

Shoe Rax, Los Angeles

Shoreview Liquor and Wine, San Mateo

Sierra Produce, La Mirada

Skis Liquor, Norwalk

Soto Street Market, Boyle Heights

South Bay Latino Chamber of Commerce, Los Angeles

T & S Market, Norwalk

T & T Aquarium & Koi Pond, San Jose

Take-Out Market, Los Angeles

Tan Lap Store, San Jose

Taykazuni Fish and Meat Market, Los Angeles

Telas – Fabric, Santa Ana

Teresa’s Jeweler’s, Santa Ana

Tesoro, Santa Ana

The American Legion, Post 252, Los Angeles

The Corner Store Groceries, Los Angeles

The Latino Coalition

The Liquor Bank, Los Angeles

The Skate Lounge, South Gate

Thien Thanh Supermarket, San Jose

Tom and Pete’s Produce, Half Moon Bay

T-Shirt Mart, Santa Fe Springs

Twin’s Produce, Los Angeles

Uptown Liquor, Whittier

Value Express Market, Los Angeles

Van Liquor, Los Angeles

Vanessa’s Market, Bell

Veronica Trigueros, Community Leader, Compton

Walker’s Liquor & Deli, Anaheim

Wes Liquores, San Mateo

Whitehurst Fish, Inglewood

Whittier Farms

Xpress Market

Yama Seafood, San Gabriel

Yeni Perdomo, small business person, Los Angeles

Youth Speak! Collective, Pacoima

Yummy.com Grocery Store, Santa Monica

Zacatecas Market, Los Angeles

Zagofa Liquor, Santa Ana

SB 1304 (DeSaulnier – D) Employment: Leave and Benefits

Recommended Position


Oppose

Summary

1. SB 1304 requires private employers to permit employees to take paid leaves of absence, similar to those currently available to public employees, for the purposes of organ and bone marrow donations, and prohibits retaliation against employees who take this leave.

Background

2. SB 1304 requires any business that employs 15 or more employees to provide up to 30 days of paid leave for an organ donation and up to 5 days of paid leave for a bone marrow donation. 

3. SB 1304 requires:

a. In order to receive a leave of absence, a private employee be required to provide written verification to his or her employer that he or she is an organ or bone marrow donor, and that there is a medical necessity for the donation of the organ or bone marrow. 

b. Any period of time during which a private employee is required to be absent from his or her position by reason of being an organ or bone marrow donor is not a break in continuous service for the purposes of the employee's right to salary adjustments, sick leave, vacation, annual leave, or seniority. 

c. That during any period that an employee takes leave for the purposes of bone marrow or organ donation, the employer shall maintain and pay for coverage under a group health plan for the full duration of the leave. 

d. A private employer shall, upon expiration of a paid leave authorized by this bill, restore an employee to the position held by him or her when the leave began or to an equivalent position. 

e. Prohibits a private employer from interfering with an employee taking organ or bone marrow donation and from retaliating against an employee for taking such leave or opposing an unlawful employment practice related to organ or bone marrow donation leave. 

4. SB 1304 authorizes an employee to bring a civil action in the appropriate superior court to enforce the provisions of this bill, including issuance of an injunction and other necessary and appropriate relief. 

5. Furthermore, it would allow employers to require employees to take up to 5 days of accrued sick or vacation leave for bone marrow donation and up to two weeks of earned and unused sick or vacation leave for organ donation, unless doing so would violate the provisions of any applicable collective bargaining agreement. 

6. SB 1304 outlines that bone marrow and organ donation leave shall not be taken concurrently with any leave pursuant to the federal Family and Medical Leave Act of 1993 or the California Family Rights Act. Also, specifies that bone marrow or organ donation leave may be taken in one or more periods. 

7. SB 1304 states that the rights provided for under these provisions shall not be diminished by a collective bargaining agreement or employee benefit plan entered into on or after January 1, 2011.

Arguments in Support

8. The author of SB 1304 states that current law provides state employees with a leave of absence to donate an organ or bone marrow if the employee has exhausted all of their available sick leave. 

9. Currently, private sector employees are not provided the same benefit, which does not promote organ and bone marrow donation contributing to the unnecessary loss of lives.

Arguments in Opposition

10. The Department of Industrial Relations takes the position that government should let employee leave rules be determined by negotiations between the employer and the employee, not by law. 

11. Business groups make a virtually identical argument and state: "We do not believe a new private sector mandate is the appropriate role of government or the correct policy approach for advancing this laudable goal. Creating a new paid leave mandate removes flexibility employers need to balance overlapping leave requests by different employees for a variety of important reasons, and can be especially challenging for small businesses with limited staff."
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National Kidney Foundation of Northern California 

National Marrow Donor Program 

Santa Clara County Board of Supervisors 
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