Garden Grove Chamber of Commerce

GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS COMMITTEE

Garden Grove Community Meeting Center

Founders Room

11300 Stanford Ave. 

Garden Grove, CA 92840
Friday, May 14, 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
· Letter on SB 810 (Leno) Single-Payer Health Care Coverage 

· Letter on AB 1594 (Huber) Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta: Peripheral Canal
· Letter on SB 518 (Lowenthal) Vehicles: Parking Services and Fees
· Letter on SB 657 (Steinberg) – Human Trafficking
· Garden Grove Chamber Continues To Make Flexibility in the Workplace A Top Priority
Staff Report
· California Chamber of Commerce Legislative Summit (May 17-18, 2010)
Agenda Items

1. Approval of April 2010 Minutes 







ACTION
2. Legislative Report #3








ACTION
· AB 2138 (Chesbro) Product Management: Single-use Recyclable Packaging

· AB 2492 (Ammiano) Property Taxation: Change in Ownership
· ACA 30 (Jeffries) Lieutenant Governor: Elimination of Office
· ACA 31 (Jeffries) Floor Sessions: Appropriate Hours

· SB 1474 (Steinberg) Labor Representatives: Elections

· SB X6 5 (Hollingsworth) Sales and Use Tax Exclusion: Trade-in Motor Vehicle

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: June 11, 2010
Adjourn

CHAIR’S REPORT
Government Affairs Committee
May 14, 2010
Recent Action
Letter on SB 810 (Leno) Single-Payer Health Care Coverage – OPPOSE
May 10, 2010


May 10, 2010
TO:

Speaker John A. Perez, California State Assembly



Via Fax: 916-319-2146



Members, California State Assembly

FROM:

Garden Grove Chamber of Commerce
SUBJECT:
SB 810 (Leno) Single-Payer Health Care Coverage – OPPOSE

Dear Speaker Perez and Members of the California State Assembly:

The Garden Grove Chamber of Commerce opposes SB 810 (Leno) which creates a new government run, multi-billion dollar socialized health care system built from a yet to be specified ‘premium structure.’  The bill establishes a premium commission to impose a premium for all employers, which is essentially a tax.

The new bureaucracy is proposed to be funded through premiums set by an appointed commission, and paid by all employers.  To balance the budget for the program, premiums can be increased, benefits and provider payments reduced, and copayments and deductibles imposed.  Further added tax burdens on individuals and employers will only lead to declining general fund tax revenues, job loss and jeopardizing our already troubled economy and does this without addressing escalating medical costs.

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.  The chamber fundamentally disagrees 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. 

California voters have twice rejected a government-run health care system – most recently in Proposition 72 in 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. 

We share your concerns regarding access to and affordability of healthcare.  While we agree that healthcare reform is important, California should not create a new system that would be different than that of the new federal program.  The chamber believes that due to the new national healthcare policy, California should not get out in front of the national effort at this time. 

For these reasons, we oppose SB 810 (Leno) and respectfully request your “NO” vote when it comes before you for consideration. 

Sincerely,
Connie Margolin

President/CEO

Garden Grove Chamber of Commerce

CC: 
State Senator Mark Leno

916-445-4722
State Senator Lou Correa 

916-323-2323

State Senator Tom Harman
916-445-9263

Assembly Member Van Tran
916-319-2168

Assembly Member Jose Solorio
916-319-2169

Assembly Jim Silva

916-319-2167

California Chamber of Commerce
916-325-1272
Letter on AB 1594 (Huber) Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta: Peripheral Canal – OPPOSE

May 10, 2010
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May 10, 2010

TO:

Assembly Member Jared Huffman



Chair, Assembly Water, Parks and Wildlife Committee



Fax: 916-319-2106



Members of the Assembly Water, Parks and Wildlife Committee

FROM:

Garden Grove Chamber of Commerce



SUBJECT:
AB 1594 (Huber) Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta: Peripheral Canal – OPPOSE

Dear Chair Huffman and Members of the Committee: 

The Garden Grove Chamber of Commerce opposes AB 1594 (Huber) because it seeks to replace last year’s historic legislative package to address the Delta crisis with a cumbersome and unnecessary process that would force the Legislature to design all of the very crucial details of the necessary conveyance improvements in the Delta.

The Chamber is a recipient of water from the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta and a supporter of the California Legislature’s co-equal goals of restoring the Delta and providing reliable water supplies. As you know, water supplies for 25 million Californians and millions of acres of agriculture are in jeopardy because of the worsening environmental crisis in the Delta.  We believe that the Delta legislative package adopted last year will help to restore water supplies by providing clear ground rules for a comprehensive ecosystem restoration/water system strategy that is emerging through the Bay Delta Conservation Plan.  

Furthermore, the Legislature explicitly added extensive safeguards to this process, such as the requirement that the Plan comply with the highest environmental standard and review a variety of water conveyance options. We believe that there is not a need for an additional economic review by the Legislative Analyst’s Office as mandated by AB 1594.   The Bay Delta Conservation Plan incorporates numerous layers of economic impacts analysis and risk analysis, which further complements the extensive requirements under existing state environmental law. 

For these reasons, we oppose AB 1594 and respectfully ask for your “NO” vote when it comes before you in committee.

Sincerely,
Connie Margolin

President/CEO

Garden Grove Chamber of Commerce

CC: 
Assembly Member Alyson Huber

916-319-2110

State Senator Lou Correa 


916-323-2323

State Senator Tom Harman

916-445-9263

Assembly Member Van Tran

916-319-2168

Assembly Member Jose Solorio

916-319-2169

Assembly Jim Silva


916-319-2167

California Chamber of Commerce

916-325-1272
Letter on SB 518 (Lowenthal) Vehicles: Parking Services and Fees – OPPOSE

May 10, 2010
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May 10, 2010

The Honorable Alan S. Lowenthal

California State Senate

State Capitol, Room 2032

Sacramento, CA 95814

Fax: 916-327-9113

SUBJECT: 
SB 518 (Lowenthal) Vehicles: Parking Services and Fees – OPPOSE

Dear Senator Lowenthal:

The Garden Grove Chamber of Commerce opposes your SB 518 (Lowenthal) which seeks to reduce the availability of parking with the stated intention of reducing traffic congestion and greenhouse gas emissions.

The chamber believes SB 518 places an undue burden on cities and counties to adopt parking reforms that would have the effect of lowering or eliminating parking at residential and commercial buildings. Even though the chamber supports the benefits of public transportation, the reality is that the vast majority of individuals in our city and immediate region rely upon a personal vehicle to meet their transportation needs on a daily basis. Restricting parking options will encourage traffic congestion in neighborhoods, office parks and commercial properties causing lost productivity and impacting quality of life for thousands in our area and millions of Californians.

Furthermore, SB 518 provides incentives for local governments to adopt ordinances that would dictate an employer’s transportation policies for its employees, including the prohibition of employer-provided parking subsidies for employees and a mandate that employers provide free transit passes for all employees, which may not be convenient or meet the commuting needs of either party. 

For these reasons, we oppose SB 518.

Sincerely,
Connie Margolin

President/CEO

Garden Grove Chamber of Commerce

CC: 
State Senator Lou Correa 


916-323-2323

State Senator Tom Harman

916-445-9263

Assembly Member Van Tran

916-319-2168

Assembly Member Jose Solorio

916-319-2169

Assembly Jim Silva


916-319-2167

California Chamber of Commerce

916-325-1272
Letter on SB 657 (Steinberg) – Human Trafficking – OPPOSE
May 10, 2010
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May 10, 2010

TO:

Assembly Member Mike Feuer



Chair, Assembly Judiciary Committee



Fax: 916-319-2142



Members of the Assembly Judiciary Committee

FROM:

Garden Grove Chamber of Commerce
SUBJECT:
SB 657 (Steinberg) – Human Trafficking – OPPOSE

Dear Chair Feuer and Members of the Assembly Judiciary Committee: 

The Garden Grove Chamber of Commerce opposes SB 657 (Steinberg), which mandates that “every retail seller and manufacturer doing business in this state” develop, maintain, and implement a policy addressing the eradication of slavery and human trafficking from their supply chain.  Although the goals of the sponsors are well intended, this legislation is too broad and does not clearly outline how businesses can comply.  

It goes without questions that the chamber opposes slavery, human trafficking and the abusive treatment of workers.  However, the legislation inappropriately makes California employers responsible for the actions of businesses with which they have no contractual relationship, are located in other countries, and could be engaged in activities that may best be handled on a diplomatic level.  We believe that several of the provisions within SB 657 are not well defined and will require interpretation and ultimately may lead to litigation.  

If the sponsors’ goal continues to be consumer education, transparency and compliance with state and federal law, we would welcome further discussion on this important issue.  However, we believe that SB 657, as currently drafted, is premature and imposes inappropriate requirements on businesses which would be better handled by Federal authorities.  

For these reasons, we oppose SB 657 and respectfully request your “No” vote when it comes before you in committee.
Sincerely,

Connie Margolin

President/CEO

Garden Grove Chamber of Commerce

CC: 
State Senator Darrell Steinberg

916-323-2263
State Senator Lou Correa 


916-323-2323

State Senator Tom Harman

916-445-9263

Assembly Member Van Tran

916-319-2168

Assembly Member Jose Solorio

916-319-2169

Assembly Jim Silva


916-319-2167

California Chamber of Commerce

916-325-1272
April 10, 2010

Garden Grove Chamber Continues To Make Flexibility in the Workplace A Top Priority

The Garden Grove Chamber of Commerce is once again supporting its local businesses members by lending its support to a proposed law that allows for workplace flexibility. 

SB 1335 would promote employee productivity, efficiency, and satisfaction in the workplace by making it easier for employers to give employees flexible work schedules. Flexible work schedules are a win-win-win for employees, employers, and the environment. For employees, they can help to better balance work and personal lives. For employers, they can greatly increase workplace productivity, efficiency, and employee recruitment and retention. And for the environment, flexible schedules mean fewer cars on the road and reduced greenhouse gas emissions.

“This legislation is important for many of the businesses in Garden Grove, especially the businesses who may run around the clock and wish to offer this type of schedule,” stated Dr. Les Malo, Chair of the Garden Grove Chamber’s Government Affairs Committee.  “Flexibility in the workplace could also be used as an incentive for employees. This would also align California with many other states that allow this type of scheduling,” continued Malo.

California is one of only a handful of states that require overtime pay for hours worked over 8 in a day (in addition to over 40 in a week), meaning that 9 and 10-hour work days, common to flexible schedules,  require payment of overtime. Particularly in today’s economic downturn, many employers find themselves forced to choose between allowing flexible schedules and keeping employees on the payroll.

SB 1335 establishes a voluntary, employee-driven process where the employee can simply request in writing, and the employer may mutually agree, to a flexible or compressed work schedule, such as 4/10, 9/80, or other schedule. Hours worked within the compressed schedule will be paid at straight time rates, but any hours worked over 10 in a day or 40 in a week will still be paid at overtime rates. This type of schedule applies exclusively to businesses that are not covered by a collective bargaining agreement. In the event that an employer enters into a collective bargaining agreement subsequent to entering into an alternative workweek agreement, the Labor Code mandates the collective bargaining agreement would apply instead.

Join the Garden Grove Chamber of Commerce by supporting this piece of legislation. Log on to the new www.GardenGroveAdvocacy.biz for more information and send a letter of support today!

ACTION

AGENDA ITEM 1

Government Affairs Committee
May 14, 2010
Approval of April 2010 Minutes
GARDEN GROVE CHAMBER’S

GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS COMMITTEE

April 9, 2010 MEETING MINUTES

Committee Members Present: 
Larry Dick, Errol Giuliano, Joe Hammer, Harry Krebs, Dr. Les Malo, Sharon Sunda, 




Sandy Thomas, Mallory Vega, Maria Sipes, Charles Mitchell, Jennifer Gonzalez

Staff: 



Connie Margolin, Jeremy Harris
Guests:  


Greg Brown, Myles Kowalcyk, Karen Todak, Ronnie Guyer 

Absent: 



Dominic Acolino, Larry Valenti, Charles Mitchell, 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.  He informed the Committee that a letter from the Chamber was sent to the members of the Senate Committee proclaiming our support for Senate Bill 1335, which makes it easier for employers to give employees a flexible work schedule. 

Agenda Items

Harry Krebs moved to accept the minutes of the March12th meeting, Sandy Thomas seconded the motion, motion carried.  Mr. Krebs reminded Mrs. Margolin of the correction needed in the February 12th Committee minutes.  The correction; Maria Stipe is a welcome attendee at GAC meetings, her input from the City is appreciated; but she is not a member of the Committee.

Jeremy Harris presented a detailed report on the June 2010 Ballot Propositions 13 through 17; the Committee then voted to support, oppose or no position.

· Proposition 13: Property Tax: New Construction Exclusion: Seismic Retrofitting.  Sharon Sunda moved to support, Joe Hammer seconded the motion, motion carried.

· Proposition 14: Elections: open primaries.  Sandy Thomas moved to support, Mallory Vega seconded the motion, motion carried. There was one vote to oppose. 
· Proposition 15: California Fair Election Act.  Larry Dick moved to oppose, Sandy Thomas seconded the motion, motion carried. 

· Proposition 16: Taxpayers Right To Vote Act. Sharon Sunda moved to support, Errol Giuliano seconded the motion, motion carried. There were two votes to oppose and two abstentions.
· Proposition 17:  Continuous Coverage Auto Insurance Discount Act.  Harry Krebs moved to support, Mallory Vega seconded the motion, motion carried.

Reports from Elected Official’s Representatives
Ronnie Guyer, representing Assemblyman Van Tran reported that the Assemblyman supported part-time legislation.  The Assemblyman received a 100% on his voting record from the National Federation of Independent Businesses.

Greg Brown, representing the City, reported that on Tuesday, April 13th the Council will amend an agreement with the Water Park on the lending conditions.  The City has purchased the Humdinger on Harbor Blvd.  Brandywine will develop land at the back end of the Century Triangle.

Committee Member’s Announcements
Joe Hammer informed the Committee that a petition was being circulated to suspend Assembly Bill 32.  This Assembly Bill was intended to protect California from human caused global warming; the Bill is ineffective and counterproductive, massively costly to businesses and families, and will increase our state deficit and/or cut services including those related to public health and environmental protection.  The petition would be suspended until unemployment drops below 5.5% for a full year.  Mr. Hammer was asked to send the petition to the Chamber office for follow-up. 
Harry Krebs asked the packets for the Committee be sent out sooner so people have time to read the information that has be forwarded.
Dr. Malo adjourned the meeting at 8:44 a.m.; reminding the attendees that the next meeting is scheduled for May 14th.
ACTION
AGENDA ITEM 2
Government Affairs Committee
May 14, 2010
Legislative Report #3
Presentation by

Jeremy Madison Harris

Director of Government Affairs
AB 2138 (Chesbro) Product Management: Single-use Recyclable Packaging

Recommended Position


Oppose

Summary
1. AB 2138 enacts the Plastic Ocean Pollution Reduction, Recycling, and Composting Act, (Act) which prohibits a food provider from distributing disposable food packaging (including take-out bags) unless the packaging is compostable or recyclable.

Background

2. AB 2138 defines terms used in the Act, to include:  

a. "Compostable packaging" as a material that meets the compostability standard established by the American Society for Testing Materials; is accepted back for composting by the food provider, is accepted for composting in a residential collection program available to at least 75% of the households; and is recovered for composting at a rate of 25% or more. 

b. "Recyclable packaging" as a material that is accepted for recycling in residential curbside collection programs available to at least 75% of the households in the state; is accepted back for recycling by the food provider; or is recovered for recycling at a rate of 25% or more. 

c. "Food provider" as any establishment that provides prepared food for public consumption on or off premises. 

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

3. AB 2138 prohibits, on an after July 1, 2011 until July 1, 2013, a food provider from distributing disposable food service packaging, including bags, to a consumer unless it is either compostable or recyclable, as defined. 

4. AB 2138 would then on and after July 1, 2013, prohibit a food provider from distributing disposable food service packaging, including bags, to a consumer, unless the Department of Resources Recycling and Recover determines the disposable food service packaging is recovered for composting or recycling at a rate of 25% or more.

Arguments in Support

5. By encouraging recycling and composting, AB 2138 may reduce the amount of solid waste entering the state's landfills. According to EPA, marine debris has become a problem along shorelines, coastal waters, estuaries, and oceans throughout the world. Marine debris can be life threatening to marine organisms and can adversely affect coastal communities and the fishing industry. 

6. In general, there are two types of marine debris that pollute our ocean and coastline in California. The first is from ocean sources, and includes waste discharged by ships, recreational boaters and fishermen, and offshore oil and gas exploration and production facilities. The second, and by far more environmentally destructive, type of marine debris is from the land. This type of debris includes stormwater runoff, solid waste, floating structures, and poorly maintained garbage bins and is transmitted to the marine environment by waterways. Land based litter constitutes nearly 80% of the marine debris found on our beaches and oceans, and 90% of it is plastic.

Arguments in Opposition

7. Opponents argue that AB 2138 would impose new and costly mandates on California’s food service industry by imposing an unworkable framework aimed at reducing marine debris.  California’s economy is currently in the deepest recession in decades, unemployment is at 12.5%, and we (business groups, including the CalChamber) believe that California should focus on implementing policies that will make California more competitive rather than imposing costly new regulatory burdens on the companies that do business in our state.

8. AB 2138 also requires food providers to “recover” the disposable food service packaging or single-use carryout bags for composting or recycling at a rate of 25% or more.  If the Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (DR3) is unable to determine that a food provider has met this 25% recovery rate, that food provider would be prohibited from distributing such packaging or bags until DR3 can determine that the 25% recovery rate has been achieved.  

9. These requirements mean that restaurants, grocery stores, convenience stores, cafeterias, mobile food trucks, and more would have to create the infrastructure to take back disposable food service packaging and single-use carryout bags, separate the packaging and bags from the trash, and then recycle or compost the recovered materials.

Supporting
City and County of San Francisco 
Planning and Conservation League 
Sierra Club California 

Opposing
American Chemistry Council 
American Federation of State, County and Municipal Employees, AFL-CIO 
Biodegradable Products Institute 
California Chamber of Commerce 
California Film Extruders and Converters Association 
California Grocers Association 
California Restaurant Association 
California Retailers Association 
Cereplast Heritage Bag Company 
Metabolix Pactiv Corporation

AB 2492 (Ammiano) Property Taxation: Change in Ownership

Recommended Position


Oppose
Summary

1. AB 2492 makes changes to Proposition 13 (1978) which imposes a “split roll” property tax under new, complex change-in-ownership rules that create a administrative bureaucracy for taxpayers and assessors alike. 

Background

2. A “split roll” tax seeks to divide the tax treatment of commercial and residential properties by removing Proposition13 (1978) protections from commercial properties, while leaving those protections intact for residential properties.

3. The California Constitution generally limits ad valorem taxes on real property to 1% of the full cash value of that property. 

4. For purposes of this limitation, "full cash value" is defined as the assessor's valuation of real property as shown on the 1975-76 tax bill under "full cash value" or, thereafter, the appraised value of that real property when purchased, newly constructed, or a change in ownership has occurred. 

5. Current property tax law specifies those circumstances in which the transfer of ownership interests in a corporation, partnership, limited liability company, or other legal entity results in a change in ownership of the real property owned by that entity, and generally provides that a change in ownership as so described occurs when a legal entity or other person obtains a controlling or majority ownership interest in the legal entity. 

6. Current law also specifies other circumstances in which certain transfers of ownership interests in legal entities result in a change in ownership of the real property owned by those legal entities.

7. AB 2492 would instead specify that when ownership interests in a legal entity, as defined, are transferred, the real property directly or indirectly owned by that legal entity has changed ownership in proportion to that portion of the ownership interests in the entity that were transferred. 

8. AB 2492 would also provide that all of the real property owned by a legal entity in the state has undergone a change in ownership when over 50% of the ownership interests in that entity have been transferred. 

9. AB 2492 also specifies, in the case of a publicly traded company, that all of the real property owned by the company in the state has undergone a change in ownership when over 50% of the ownership interests in that company have been transferred. 

10. AB 2492 establishes a rebuttable presumption that, as of January 1, 2011, and on January 1 of each 3rd fiscal year thereafter, all of the real property owned by a publicly traded company in the state has undergone a change in ownership. 

11. AB 2492 requires local assessors to notify a publicly traded company of this presumption and allow an assessor to rebut this presumption in a specified manner and requires the State Board of Equalization to promulgate regulations to implement these provisions.

12. This bill would result in a change in state taxes for the purpose of increasing state revenues within the meaning of Section 3 of Article XIII A of the California Constitution, and thus would require for passage the approval of 2/3 of the membership of each house of the Legislature.

13. This bill would take effect immediately as a tax levy.
14. AB 2492 will be heard in Assembly Revenue and Taxation Committee on 05/10/2010 1:30 pm, Room 126.
Arguments in Support

15. Proponents of AB 2492 claim there has been a profound shift in the tax burden from commercial property to residential homeowners because of the existing commercial property tax loophole created, not by Proposition 13 (1978), but by the definition of a sale following the initiative’s passage.

16. According to the author of AB 2492, residential and commercial properties were assessed differently before Proposition 13 (1978).

17. In Los Angeles County, in 1979, residential property contributed 40 percent of total property tax revenue. By 2009 residential property’s share increased to 56 percent of all property tax revenue, and commercial property in Los Angeles County likewise flipped, decreasing from 47 percent of all property tax collected in 1979 to 31 percent today, according to Assembly Member Ammiano’s Communications Director, Quintin Mecke.

Arguments in Opposition

18. AB 2492 takes a "guilty until proven innocent" approach, requiring taxpayers to prove every three years that they did NOT undergo a change-in-ownership that would trigger reassessment. Moreover, this approach is based on the faulty assumption that there has been a major statewide shift in tax burden from businesses to homeowners.

19. The opposition argues that a split roll tax would adversely impact small businesses due to increased costs in renting space for business owners because of higher property taxes.

20. Commercial buildings, shopping centers, and business parks are all held in corporate ownership and most commercial leases allow for increases in rent to reflect increased property taxes.

Supporting

Close the Loophole Organization

Opposing

American Council of Engineering Contractors

Apartment Association of Greater Los Angeles

BayBio 

BOMA, Greater Los Angeles Building Owners and Managers Association of California 
California Aerospace Technology Association 

California Apartment Association 

California Association of Realtors 

California Bankers Association 

California Building Industry Association 

California Business Properties Association 

California Chamber of Commerce 

California Grocers Association 

California Healthcare Institute 

California Manufacturers and Technology Association 

California Mortgage Bankers Association 

California Restaurant Association 

California Retailers Association 

Calmat Company 

Commercial Real Estate Development Association, NAIOP of California 

Florida Rock Products, Inc. 

International Council of Shopping Centers 

Kilroy Realty Corporation 

Los Angeles Chamber of Commerce 

Los Angeles County Business Federation Board 

Macy’s Inc. 

National Federation of Independent Business 

Palomar Transit Mix, Inc. 

Proseco, Inc. 

PS Business Parks, Inc. 

Public Storage 

Raytheon 

Retail Industry Leaders Association 

Silicon Valley Leadership Group 

Small Business Action Committee 

Sunstone Hotel Investors, Inc. 

TechAmerica 

TechNet 

Triangle Rock Products, Inc. 

Val Rock, Inc. 

Vulcan Lands Company 

Vulcan Materials Company 

Western States Petroleum Association

ACA 30 (Jeffries) Lieutenant Governor: Elimination of Office

Recommended Position

Support

Summary

1. ACA 30 will abolish the office of Lieutenant Governor, and consolidate the responsibilities and duties of the position into the Secretary of State’s office.  

Background

2. The California Constitution creates the office of Lieutenant Governor and establishes qualifications for the office and the method of its election. 
3. The California Constitution requires the Lieutenant Governor to become Governor when a vacancy occurs in the office of Governor, and to act as Governor during the impeachment, absence from the state, or other temporary disability of the Governor or of a Governor-elect who fails to take office. 
4. It further requires the Legislature to provide for an order of precedence after the Lieutenant Governor for succession to the office of Governor.
5. The California Constitution provides that the Lieutenant Governor is the President of the Senate, but votes as part of that body only for the purpose of breaking a tie. 
6. The California Constitution authorizes the people to recall a public official and provides for a recall process, which may include requiring the Governor to call an election, and requires, when a recall of the Governor is initiated, that the Lieutenant Governor perform the recall duties of the Governor. 
7. The California Constitution exempts the Lieutenant Governor, and employees directly appointed or employed by him or her, from the civil service, and requires that his or her compensation be set by the California Citizens Compensation Commission. 
8. The California Constitution establishes the University of California as a public trust to be administered by the Regents of the University of California, the membership of which includes the Lieutenant Governor. 
9. Existing statutes also establish various boards and commissions of which the Lieutenant Governor is a member.
10. ACA 30 specifically provides that the Secretary of State is the President of the Senate, but votes as part of that body only for the purpose of breaking a tie, and would require the Secretary of State to become Governor when a vacancy occurs in the office of Governor, and to act as Governor during the impeachment, absence from the state, or other temporary disability of the Governor or of a Governor-elect who fails to take office. 
11. ACA 30 would also require the Secretary of State to perform the recall duties assigned to the Governor, if a recall of the Governor is initiated. 
12. ACA 30 would additionally make the Secretary of State an ex officio member of the Regents of the University of California.

Arguments in Support
13. The current Lieutenant Governor’s position is vacant, serves no valid purpose, and reassigning its limited duties it would save tax dollars and put an end to the easiest elected job in Sacramento.

Arguments in Opposition
Corona Chamber of Commerce
Southwest California Legislative Council

Opposing

None on file at this time
ACA 31 (Jeffries) Floor Sessions: Appropriate Hours

Recommended Position


Support

Summary
1. ACA 31 requires all legislative meetings and votes to take place between the hours of 9am and 9pm, when the public can more fully participate in the legislative process.
Background
2. ACA 31 allows legislation to be considered outside the above times due to legislation related to an emergency created by a natural disaster.

3. ACA 31 provides that any legislation passed by a house during a floor session occurring outside of those hours that is not necessary to consider legislation relating to an emergency created by a natural disaster would have no effect.

Arguments in Support
None on file at this time

Arguments in Opposition

None on file at this time

Supporting

Corona Chamber of Commerce

Southwest California Legislative Council

Opposing

None on file at this time
SB 1474 (Steinberg) Labor Representatives: Elections

Recommended Position


Oppose

Summary

1. SB 1474 would permit agricultural employees, as an alternative procedure, to select their labor representatives by submitting a petition to the board accompanied by representation cards signed by a majority of the bargaining unit.

Background

2. Current law prohibits employers from engaging in unfair labor practices, including interfering in the election by agricultural employees of labor representatives to engage in collective bargaining for the designated bargaining units. 

3. Current law also provides criminal and civil penalties for any employer or person who engages in unfair labor practices as determined by the Agricultural Labor Relations Board and the courts.

4. SB 1474 requires the board to conduct an immediate investigation to determine whether to certify the labor organization as the exclusive bargaining representative for the particular agricultural employees. 

5. Within 5 days after receiving a petition, the board would be required to make a nonappealable administrative decision. 

6. If the board determined that the representation cards meet specified criteria, then the labor organization would be certified as the exclusive bargaining representative. 

7. If the board determined that the representation cards were deficient, it would notify the labor organization of the deficiency and grant the labor organization 30 days to submit additional cards.

8. SB 1474 would extend the existing prohibitions and penalties to employers who engage in unfair labor practices with regard to a majority signup election and requires that the board keep the information on the representation cards confidential.

9. The Governor vetoed a similar bill, SB 789 (Steinberg – 2009) last year and the Imperial Valley Business Advocacy Coalition of the El Centro and Brawley Chambers opposed it as well.
Arguments in Support

10. Proponents argue that farm workers are an unusually vulnerable workforce demographic in California and that many farm workers work in isolated areas, making inspections for labor regulations difficult and that these conditions present a strong need for collective bargaining and a union presence.

Arguments in Opposition

11. The California Chamber of Commerce states that labor unions in California are experiencing a decline in membership. Bolstering their numbers should occur because workers see a need, not by adulterating the election process. 

12. SB 789 in 2009 attempted to undermine the secret ballot process in California and was very similar to federal legislation known as “Card Check.

Supporting 

United Farm Workers - Sponsor 
Association of California State Supervisors 
California Labor Federation 
California Nurses Association/National Nurses Organizing Committee 
California Rural Legal Assistance Foundation 
California State Employees Association 
California State Employees Association Retirees, Inc. 
California State University Employees Union 
United Nurses Associations of California/Union of Health Care Professionals
Opposing

Agricultural Council of California

Alliance of Western Milk Producers

Allied Grape Growers

American Council of Engineering Companies of California 

Associated Builders and Contractors

Associated General Contractors

California Aftermarket Industry Association

California Association of Wheat Growers

California Association of Winegrape Growers

California Automotive Wholesalers Association

California Bean Shippers Association

California Business Properties Association

California Chamber of Commerce

California Citrus Mutual

California Farm Bureau Federation

California Framing Contractors Association

California Grain & Feed Association

California Grape and Tree Fruit League

California Grocers Association

California Hospital Association

California Hotel and Lodging Association

California Independent Grocers Association

California Manufacturers and Technology Association

California Pear Growers Association

California Professional Association of Specialty Contractors

California Restaurant Association

California Retailers Association

California Seed Association

California State Floral Association

California Warehouse Association

California Women for Agriculture

Family Winemakers of California

Grower-Shipper Association of Central California

Grower-Shipper Vegetable Association of Santa Barbara and San  

Luis Obispo Counties

National Federation of Independent Business

Nisei Farmers League

Pacific Coast Renderers Association

Pacific Egg & Poultry Association

Ventura County Agricultural Association

Western Electrical Contractors Association

Western Growers Association

Western United Dairymen

Wine Institute
SB X6 5 (Hollingsworth) Sales and Use Tax Exclusion: Trade-in Motor Vehicle

Recommended Position


Support

Summary

1. SBX6 5 would deduct the value of a trade-in vehicle from the “sales price” of a new vehicle or motorcycle purchase on which the state sales tax is imposed.

Background

2. Current law allows for certain exemptions from the state sales tax including: cash discounts offered by retailers, the value of product installation, the value of other taxes imposed on sales, and certain transportation costs.

3. Many states provide trade-in exceptions from state sales tax and by providing for this exemption, these states have created a more equitable tax structure for consumers.  

4. Currently, California taxpayers are expected to pay sales tax on the full price of a new vehicle purchase, even when they are providing a trade-in vehicle in lieu of a total cash payment. 

5. SB X6 5 would bring California’s tax code in line with other states and will provide incentive for more dealers to locate to California. 

Arguments in Support

6. SBX6 5 would infuse new life into auto and motorcycle sales and model California after more than 20 other states that provide for a trade-in exemption.

Arguments in Opposition

7. Passage of SB X6 5 would result in less sales tax collected at the time of a purchase of a new vehicle when a trade-in used, however this may be offset by increase sales due to offering the trade-in exemption.

Supporting

None on file

Opposing

None on file
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