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SBACC Board of Directors Meeting
AGENDA
8:00am
April 6, 2010

1) Welcome George Kivett, Chair
2) Self Introductions and Sign-In All

3) Approval of the March 2010 Minutes All

4) Chair’s Report Kivett

e Scholarship Committee Formation
e June 1, 2010 SBACC Board Meeting at Los Angeles Air Force Base

e The 30-10 Transportation Plan (media articles attached) John Parsons
5) California Association of Realtors Presentation Steve Goddard
6) June 2010 Ballot Propositions Shaun Lumachi

e Proposition 13: Property Tax: New Construction Exclusion: Seismic Retrofitting

e Proposition 14: Elections: Open Primaries

e Proposition 15: California Fair Election Act

e Proposition 16: Taxpayers Right To Vote Act

e Proposition 17: Continuous Coverage Auto Insurance Discount Act

7) Legislative Report #3 Lumachi

AB 35 (Furutani) Education: Workforce Development

8) FEinancial Report Charles Gale
9) Legislators Reports Harman, Schwarzenegger, A.Lowenthal, Oropeza, Wright, Price,
Lieu, Furutani, B.Lowenthal, Bradford, Knabe, League of CA Cities,
LAAFB, AQMD
10) Announcements All

11) Adjourn

Next SBACC Board Meeting will be Tuesday, May 4, 2010 at the
Torrance Chamber of Commerce 3400 Torrance Blvd, Suite 100 Torrance, California 90503




Agenda Item 3
SBACC Board of Directors Meeting
April 6, 2010
Approval of the March 2010 Minutes

SOUTH BAY ASSOCIATION OF CHAMBERS OF COMMERCE
Board Meeting Minutes
March 2, 2010

PRESENT: G. Kivett, M. Low, C. James, E. Swanson, M. Lyon, L. Clark, R Katherman, J. Kirk, B. Mason, A. Garten, S.
Myles, P. Donaldson, D. LaSalle, C Waters, F. Recchia, H. Ahmed, E. Mesler, J. Adams, S. Weissman, J. Parsons, M.
Waranek, J. Wogan, W. Tolliver, J. Zivkovic, |. Mendoza, L. Baglietto, A. Diestel, S. Gobble, A. Kim, E. Mack, H. Duncan,
J. Ahn, J. Valle, T. Dahlgren, D. Hoffman, C. Taylor, S. Kramer, K. Finer, N. Thyme, S. Rhilinger, D. Duperron, T.
McKinnor, C. Gale, J. James, B. Orton, T. Acosta

CALL TO ORDER: The Meeting was called to order by Chairperson George Kivett at 8:10 A.M.

WELCOME AND INTRODUCTIONS: The Chairperson invited all present to introduce themselves.

MINUTES FROM MEETING OF FEBRUARY 2, 2009 (delayed). B. Mason moved approval of the minutes. The motion
was seconded by H. Duncan and passed unanimously, D. Hoffman abstained.

CHAIR’S REPORT: Chair George Kivett thanked the Board, Sponsors and Participants for attending the S.B.A.C.C.
Installation Luncheon.

Census Bureau presentation by Frank Recchia, Local Census Office Manager and Humara Ahmed, Partnership Specialist:
They highlighted the importance of returning the Census questionnaire. The Mar 15-Marl17 questionnaire is being sent.
Everyone should be counted regardless of legal status. And it is the receiver’s responsibility to count everyone in the
household. Schools will base it for schools over 10 years. Residents are hired from the community. Discussed salaries for
persons hired by the Census bureau. Question the mailings already sent prior — it is a survey, not the final Census
questionnaire. John made a clarification about the survey; Scott Gobble mentioned about business helping with the survey.
Shaun asked about technology difference since 10 years of last Census cycle. There is $30K lost per person if no response to
Census. Census is confidential info, can only be accessed after 72 years.

Chair George Kivett conceded time to S. Lumachi. S. Lumachi highlighted the Summit registration. Please email him. Next
month will be 3 initiatives. More info will be available at next month’s meeting.

Ashley Diestel presented a powerpoint of her attendance at the W.A.C.E. Conference. A. Diestel highlighted the ideas
gained from attending the event. Background information discussed about each Chamber of Commerce is allowed 3 chairs
on the S.B.A.C.C., normally the highest salaried executive, highest elected position and governmental affair officer. George
is looking for fullest participation from all members Chambers of Commerce. M. Warenek requested volunteers for
membership on a Cal Chamber Committee.

Chair George Kivett requested that speakers be submitted to Shaun Lumachi. The President of the California Association of
Realtors is an upcoming speaker.

Chair George Kivett conceded time to J. Ahn to discuss Global Hawk Program.

Joe Ahn spoke about Global Hawk program. Budget needs are important for keep the program going. 9,000 jobs in CA to
protect. This technology allows flights for 32 hours straight, and has advanced global position system. Joe is assigned to
raise grassroots interest to keep the program going. Please view the Advocacy website: support global hawk there. Several
responses were given as support from board members.

Lou made a motion to accept the letter endorsing the Global Hawk program. S. Gobble seconded the motion. S. Gobble
added additional support. There was discussion about revising the letter. \Vote was taken on original motion to support. The
motion passed unanimously. L. Clark (Fmr. Mayor of Palos Verdes) and LAFB manager abstained.



GOVERNOR’S CALIFORNIA JOB INITIATIVE A report was given on Governor’s California Job Initiatives by Alexander
Kim: Recommendation was made for the S.B.A.C.C. to support it in concept.

Following discussion G. Kivett moved for approval of the California Job Initiatives in concept. The motion was seconded by
H. Duncan and passed unanimously.

BALLOT MEASURES: S. Lumachi presented an overview of the Ballot Measures for the June and November 2010 ballots.
The SBACC will consider its positions on the June 2010 ballot measures at their April 2010 meeting.

LEGISLATIVE REPORT: C. Gale reported on_H.R. 4349 (Napolitano) Hoover Power Allocation Act of 2009. Following all
discussion, J. Ahn moved approval. The motion was seconded by S. Gobble and passed unanimously.

TREASURER’S REPORT: Treasurer C. Gale stated invoices last year are $26,000 in fundraising. $8,000 this year to-date;
fundraising needs to be aggressive. $6,000 in committed Chamber dues; $4,000 collected to-date. Installation Luncheon
profit after refunds for final numbers coming soon. If anyone can suggest sponsor please submit them as soon as possible.
George requested sponsor leads.

LEGISLATORS’ REPORTS: Chair George Kivett highlighted Legislators that helped with the SBACC. concerns;
discussion about helping with regional impact issues to get information out.

Alexander Kim from Governor Schwarzenegger’s office. Student visits to Sacramento offices concerning budget cuts. The
Governor is working on “education rather than prisons” amendment to realign State’s effort as it affects General Fund
assigned caps on prison expenditures. It is suggested it saves states money that have it. A. Kim also highlighted internship
recruitment of college and graduate students. There was a request for information on enrollment rates.

Sherry from Senator Oropeza’s office. Repairs to storm damaged areas part of 2010 jobs package. SB 1052 streamline states
budget. SB1066 for prison surprise screenings of prison employees. SB1326 Child support payments to be made in a timely
way. Has a Budget bill in senate. Asked for support for the Revlon Walk. The Woman of the Year from 20" Senate District
is Sherry Kramer.

Bill Orton for Senator Wright’s office. Most environmental are odors. An inspector will be sent out by AQMD. There needs
to be certainty for businesses to protect manufacturers to stay in State. Section 41700 legislation is bill for 65,000 jobs.
Rolling Hills Estates landfill turned methane facility, SB827. Public Comment process right now gets permit to operate.

Jennifer Zivkovic from Assembly member Ted Lieu. Introducing limiting the number of bills introduced, and focuses on the
budget gap. Highlighted AB 1778: requires promotional CA commercial filmed only in our state.

Joy Janes for Assembly member Furutani. Hearing scheduled on Career Tech and workforce development on March 26th
tentative at Jordon High School. Also highlighted ACR101: name month of May buy California first.

Tina McKinnor for Assemblyman Steve Bradford. The Assemblymen has 13 bills in process. Some highlights: AB2585
concerning State Contracts notification for minority is to brought to businesses and Chambers. Asked for support on
AB2727: Re-entry Employment Opportunity Act. Woman of the Year is W. Tolliver.

Theresa from the League of California Cities still gathering signatures in the continuing drive; 1.1 million needed by April
12th.

Larry Clark is looking for date for Air Force base location for an upcoming meeting. John Parsons announced an Annual
awards ceremony.

ANNOUNCEMENTS
C. Gale invited a business group to attend a visit to the Delta; all must RSVP by March 25" for April 20 & 21% Tour 42 seats
are available.

P. Donaldson announced 100 businesses in 100 days event and business initiative.
Before closing, Chair-Elect George Kivett recommended starting SBACC meetings sharp at 8am.

ADJOURN: The Meeting was adjourned at 9:52 A.M.



Chair’s Report
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March 17, 2010
TO: State Senator Christine Kehoe
Chair, Senate Appropriations Committee
Via Fax: 916-327-2188
Members, Senate Appropriations Committee
FROM: South Bay Association of Chambers of Commerce
SUBJECT: AB 903 (Chesbro) Compostable Plastic Bags - OPPOSE

Dear Chair Kehoe and Committee Members:

The South Bay Association of Chambers of Commerce (SBACC) opposes AB 903 (Chesbro) and respectfully asks for your
“Nay” vote when it comes before you in committee.

The SBACC has considered other bills containing regulation on plastic bags and has opposed such regulations due to the
increased costs to business and ultimately the costs passed onto consumers. Furthermore, the SBACC believes that by
requiring manufacturers of compostable plastic bags to report to the California Integrated Waste Management Board annually
adds to further burdensome regulations on business. Regulations such as these, continues to be the impetuous for business
moving out of our state.

Please continue to support business in California by opposing this bill. For these reasons, we respectfully ask for your “Nay”
vote.

Sincerely,

iy b Koo

George M. Kivett

Chair

CC:

Assembly Member Wesley Chesbro 916-319-2101
State Senator Alan Lowenthal 916-327-9113
State Senator Jenny Oropeza 916-323-6056
State Senator Roderick D. Wright 916-445-3712
Assembly Member Ted Lieu 916-319-2153
Assembly Member Warren T. Furutani 916-319-2155
Assembly Member Bonnie Lowenthal 916-319-2154
Assembly Member Steven C. Bradford 916-319-2151
California Chamber of Commerce 916-325-1272



March 17, 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: South Bay Association of Chambers of Commerce
SUBJECT: AB 1594 (Huber) Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta: Peripheral Canal - OPPOSE
Dear Chair Huffman and Members of the Committee:

The South Bay Association of Chambers of Commerce (SBACC) 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 SBACC 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.

Sincerely,

iy b Koo

George M. Kivett

Chair

CC:

Assembly Member Alyson Huber 916-319-2110
State Senator Alan Lowenthal 916-327-9113
State Senator Jenny Oropeza 916-323-6056
State Senator Roderick D. Wright 916-445-3712
Assembly Member Ted Lieu 916-319-2153
Assembly Member Warren T. Furutani 916-319-2155
Assembly Member Bonnie Lowenthal 916-319-2154

Assembly Member Steven C. Bradford 916-319-2151
California Chamber of Commerce 916-325-1272



March 8, 2010

To: The Honorable Diane Feinstein, U.S. Senator
Via Fax: 202-224-3841
The Honorable Barbara Boxer, U.S. Senator
Via Fax: 202-224-0454
The Honorable Carl Levin, Chair, Senate Armed Services Committee
Via Fax: 202-224-1388
The Honorable John McCain, Ranking Member, Senate Armed Services Committee
Via Fax: 202-228-2862
The Honorable Ike Skelton, Chair, House Armed Services Committee
Via Fax: 202-225-2695
The Honorable Buck McKeon, Ranking Member, House Armed Services Committee
Via Fax: 202-226-0683

From: South Bay Association of Chambers of Commerce
Subject: RQ-4 Global Hawk Funding — SUPPORT

The South Bay Association of Chambers of Commerce (SBACC) represents 16 chambers of commerce and 53,000
businesses. We respectfully ask for your personal support to ensure that Congress protects funding request for the U.S. Air
Force RQ-4 Global Hawk program.

Retaining the funding for this program is vital to the warfighter's needs and maintaining America's manufacturing base and
jobs in 36 states. Building and supporting this highly advanced UAS are 14,300 dedicated men and women from 247 proud
American companies.

The RQ-4 is the nation's only unmanned, high-altitude, long-endurance aircraft with a persistent intelligence, surveillance and
reconnaissance, or ISR, multi-sensor system. This remarkable asset provides high-resolution, near-real-time imagery and data
currently being used to help protect and save the lives of the brave men and women serving our nation in combat.

Today, the Global Hawk is being further enhanced with more capabilities and would be greatly affected by reduced funding.
Any funding cut will also delay production, forcing our armed forces to keep flying more expensive and outdated aircraft
longer than originally planned. Budget cuts simply don't make sense when they deprive the warfighter of a much-needed
capability, extend program timelines and increase costs in the long run, especially on programs that are performing well and
meeting their goals.

Hailed as the "most reliable ISR system in combat today" by the commander of U.S. Central Command and Air Force Air
Component, Global Hawk was deployed shortly after September 11 and has logged nearly 30,000 combat hours. It has also
helped fight wildfires in California and monitor hurricanes along the U.S. Gulf Coast, and will conduct critical environmental
research for NASA later this year. We urgently need your help to protect the Global Hawk program!

Our nation, our troops, and our businesses and their employees depend on all the RQ-4 programs now and in the future.
Thank you for considering such request.

Sincerely,

Mg b Kor

George M. Kivett

Chair

CC:

Representative Joseph Baca (D-CA-43) (202) 225-8671
Representative Xavier Becerra (D-CA-31) (202) 225-2202
Representative Howard L. Berman (D-CA-28) (202) 225-3196



Representative Judy Chu (D-CA-32)
Representative David Dreier (R-CA-26)
Representative Elton Gallegly (R-CA-24)
Representative Jane Harman (D-CA-36)
Representative Kevin McCarthy (R-CA-22)
Representative Howard P. McKeon (R-CA-25)
Representative Gary G. Miller (R-CA-42)
Representative Grace F. Napolitano (D-CA-38)
Representative Laura Richardson (D-CA-37)
Representative Dana Rohrabacher (R-CA-46)
Representative Lucille Roybal-Allard (D-CA-34)
Representative Edward R. Royce (R-CA-40)
Representative Linda T. Sanchez (D-CA-39)
Representative Adam B. Schiff (D-CA-29)
Representative Brad Sherman (D-CA-27)
Representative Maxine Waters (D-CA-35)
Representative Diane E. Watson (D-CA-33)
Representative Henry A. Waxman (D-CA-30)

March 17, 2010

The Honorable Laura Richardson
United States House of Representatives
2233 Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515

Fax: 202-225-7926

SUBJECT:

Dear Congresswoman Richardson:

(202) 225-5467
(202) 225-7018
(202) 225-1100
(202) 226-7290
(202) 225-2908
(202) 226-0683
(202) 226-6962
(202) 225-0027
(202) 225-7926
(202) 225-0145
(202) 226-0350
(202) 226-0335
(202) 226-1012
(202) 225-5828
(202) 225-5879
(202) 225-7854
(202) 225-2422
(202) 225-4099

H.R. 3447 [Richardson, Laura (D — CA)] Harbor Maintenance Trust Fund Reform Act - SUPPORT

The South Bay Association of Chambers of Commerce (SBACC) supports your H.R. 3447 as you seek ways to continue the
dredging of America’s harbors in order to allow vessels that have increased in size to deliver valuable goods to both the Los
Angeles and Long Beach Ports and ports throughout the country.

We respectfully ask that you consider adding a mechanism for the money to be spent dredging ports returned to where the
money is generated. As we understand it, H.R. 3447 would alter the funding system for the already established Harbor
Maintenance Trust Fund by taking the spending power out of the hands of Congress. H.R. 3447 will allow the funding to be
used entirely and without delay by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers for dredging of America’s harbors.

This will allow the Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach, which most of our business utilize to ship and receive their
products, to remain globally competitive.

For these reasons, we support your H.R. 3447.

Sincerely,

Aoy b Koo

George M. Kivett
Chair

CC:

202-225-7854
202-226-7290

The Honorable Maxine Waters
The Honorable Jane Harman



The Honorable Laura Richardson 202-225-7926

The Honorable Dana Rohrabacher 202-225-0145
U.S. Chamber of Commerce 818-884-2511
California Chamber of Commerce 916-325-1272

March 11, 2010

The Honorable Grace Napolitano

U.S. House of Representatives

1610 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515

Fax: 202-225-0027

Subject:H.R. 4349 (Napolitano) Hoover Power Allocation Act of 2009 — SUPPORT
Dear Representative Napolitano,

The South Bay Association of Chambers of Commerce (SBACC) supports your H.R. 4349 that will allow for Hoover Dam
power for the foreseeable future.

On behalf of water ratepayers throughout our service area, we want to thank you for your leadership and commitment to
sponsor legislation that will retain Hoover Dam power for beneficiaries in Southern California. This action will preserve
low-cost, emission-free Hoover Dam hydropower currently used to move Colorado River water across the Southern
California region.

We understand that Hoover Dam power contractors in California, Nevada, and Arizona have reached a compromise after two
years of negotiations to ensure beneficiaries of Hoover Dam power today will continue to have access to this power source
well into the future. Congressional action is necessary to provide certainty for these contractors. It will avoid costly litigation
over the distribution of this crucial resource and complement environmental mitigation efforts already underway along the
Lower Colorado River. That environmental commitment extends for 50 years — the same amount of time now being sought to
extend Hoover Dam power allocations.

The SBACC represents thousands of businesses and employees that rely on power at a reasonable cost. Should California
contractors lose their historic Hoover Dam power allocation, they will be forced to pay a premium for additional power
supplies that may not be emission free. That would be a tremendous financial and environmental setback for the State, and
for numerous Southern California cities, including the Southwest California region, and would also result in dramatically
more expensive imported water.

For these reasons, we support your H.R. 4349,
Sincerely,

Mg b Ko

George M. Kivett

Chair

CC:

The Honorable Maxine Waters 202-225-7854
The Honorable Jane Harman 202-226-7290
The Honorable Laura Richardson 202-225-7926
The Honorable Dana Rohrabacher 202-225-0145
U.S. Chamber of Commerce 818-884-2511
California Chamber of Commerce 916-325-1272



March 17, 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 South Bay Association of Chambers of Commerce (SBACC) 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 SBACC 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 SBACC supports the
benefits of public transportation, the reality is that the vast majority of individuals in the South Bay 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 the South Bay 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 as stated, we are opposed to your SB 518.

Sincerely,

iy b Koo

George M. Kivett

Chair

CC:

State Senator Jenny Oropeza 916-323-6056
State Senator Roderick D. Wright 916-445-3712
Assembly Member Ted Lieu 916-319-2153
Assembly Member Warren T. Furutani 916-319-2155
Assembly Member Bonnie Lowenthal 916-319-2154
Assembly Member Steven C. Bradford 916-319-2151
California Chamber of Commerce 916-325-1272



March 17, 2010

TO: Assembly Member Mike Feuer
Chair, Assembly Judiciary Committee
Fax: 916-319-2142
Members of the Assembly Judiciary Committee

FROM: South Bay Association of Chambers of Commerce
SUBJECT: SB 657 (Steinberg) — Human Trafficking - OPPOSE
Dear Chair Feuer and Members of the Assembly Judiciary Committee:

The South Bay Association of Chambers of Commerce (SBACC) respectfully 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 SBACC 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,

Mg b Kor

George M. Kivett

Chair

CC:

State Senator Darrell Steinberg 916-323-2263
State Senator Alan Lowenthal 916-327-9113
State Senator Jenny Oropeza 916-323-6056
State Senator Roderick D. Wright 916-445-3712
Assembly Member Ted Lieu 916-319-2153
Assembly Member Warren T. Furutani 916-319-2155
Assembly Member Bonnie Lowenthal 916-319-2154
Assembly Member Steven C. Bradford 916-319-2151
California Chamber of Commerce 916-325-1272
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March 26, 2010

TO: State Senator Mark DeSaulnier
Chair, Senate Committee on Labor and Industrial Relations
Members of the Senator Committee on Labor and Industrial Relations
Via Fax: 916-445-2527

FROM: South Bay Association of Chambers of Commerce

SUBJECT: SB 1335 (COX) EMPLOYMENT: WORKING HOURS - SCHEDULED FOR HEARING:
APRIL 14, 2010 - SUPPORT

Dear Chair DeSaulnier and Members of the Committee:

The South Bay Association of Chambers of Commerce (SBACC) SUPPORTS SB 1335 (Cox) which promotes employee
productivity, efficiency, and satisfaction in the workplace by making it easier for employers to give employees flexible work
schedules.

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.

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. For the environment, flexible schedules mean fewer cars on the road and reduced
greenhouse gas emissions.

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.

Currently, the only method for employers to grant employees 9 or 10-hour workdays at straight time is a rigid, complex, and
bureaucratic process that requires a secret ballot election and a 2/3 vote of approval. It also requires a litany of detailed
procedures including notifications, meetings, distributions, and filings according to strict timelines. Any deviation can void
the election and give rise to costly lawsuits. The process discourages employers from granting compressed schedules.

SB 1335 is a sensible and balanced approach to promoting California jobs and improving the workplace for California
employees and employers. For these reasons, we are pleased to SUPPORT SB 1335 (Cox) and urge your “AYE” vote.

Sincerely,

Mg b Kor

George M. Kivett

Chair

CC:

State Senator Dave Cox 916-324-2680
State Senator Bob Dutton 916-327-2272
State Senator Alan Lowenthal 916-327-9113
State Senator Jenny Oropeza 916-323-6056
State Senator Roderick D. Wright 916-445-3712
Assembly Member Ted Lieu 916-319-2153
Assembly Member Warren T. Furutani 916-319-2155
Assembly Member Bonnie Lowenthal 916-319-2154
Assembly Member Steven C. Bradford 916-319-2151
California Chamber of Commerce 916-325-1272
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Agenda Item 6
SBACC Board of Directors Meeting
April 6, 2010
June 2010 Ballot Propositions

Presentation

Shaun Lumachi
Director of Government Affairs

Proposition 13: Property Tax: New Construction Exclusion: Seismic Retrofitting

Recommended Position
Support
Summary

1. Proposition 13, a constitutional amendment, would prohibit tax assessors from re-evaluating new construction for
property tax purposes when the point of the new construction is to seismically retrofit an existing building.

2. Earthquake safety improvements made to unreinforced masonry (such as brick) buildings would not result in higher
property taxes until the building is sold.

Background
3. Current law determines how local property taxes are assessed.

4. Local property taxes are based on each property’s assessed value and when a property is purchased, it is generally
given an assessed value equal to its purchase price.

5. Aslong as a property has the same owner and there is no new construction on the property, its assessed value
generally remains the same, except for a small annual increase for inflation.

6. “New construction” generally causes a reassessment if it adds a building, adds space, converts a building to a new
use, or renovates the building to make it like new.

7. The property’s assessed value is increased to reflect the value added by the new construction. In contrast, the
assessed value is not increased for normal maintenance and repair.

8. Currently, there are several specific exclusions in the State Constitution from the “new construction” rule.
9. Among them are two separate provisions regarding earthquake safety modifications on existing buildings.

10. The first one excludes earthquake safety upgrades on “unreinforced masonry buildings” (such as those made of
brick or cement blocks) that are required by local ordinances.

11. Such upgrades are excluded from reassessments for a period of 15 years.

12. The second excludes from reassessment other earthquake safety modifications to any type of building and has no
time limit. Both exclusions apply only until the property is sold.

13. Proposition 13 deletes both of the existing exclusions and replaces them with a single exclusion for all earthquake
safety upgrades.

14. The exclusion would not be time-limited and would last until the property is sold.
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Arguments in Support

15. Proposition 13 would benefit the owners of existing structures who are facing the expiration of the 15-year exclusion
period under as stated in Proposition 23 (1984) and would ensure equal treatment of property owners who
incorporate seismic safety improvements into existing buildings, regardless of the type of the buildings.

Arguments in Opposition
16. Even though no opposition submitted arguments to the state's official voter guide opposing the measure, the
California School Employees Association wrote in opposition to SCA 4, the State Constitutional Amendment that is
now Proposition 14, because the bill does not provide for state backfill of lost local property tax revenues, thereby
reducing property tax revenues available to schools.

Supporting (Partial list as of March 30, 2010)

California Assessor’s Office Murrieta Chamber of Commerce

(Supported original bill that is now Proposition 14) Redondo Beach Chamber of Commerce & Visitors
California Chamber of Commerce Bureau

Howard Jarvis Taxpayers Association Southwest California Legislative Council

Lake Elsinore Valley Chamber of Commerce Temecula Valley Chamber of Commerce

Long Beach Area Chamber of Commerce Wildomar Chamber of Commerce

Opposing (Partial list as of March 30, 2010)

California School Employees Association (Opposed SCA 4 in 2007)

Proposition 14: Elections: Open Primaries

Recommended Position
Support
Summary

1. Proposition 14, a state constitutional amendment, would require that candidates run in a single primary open to all
registered voters, with the top two vote-getters meeting in a runoff.

2. The new system would take effect in the 2012 elections.
Background

3. Proposition 14 would provide for a "voter-nominated primary election™ for each state elective office and
congressional office in California.

4. This Proposition does not affect Presidential and political party leadership positions.

5. Voters could vote in the primary election for any candidate for a congressional or state elective office without regard
to the political party affiliations of either the candidate or the voter.

6. Candidates are able to choose whether or not to have their political party affiliation displayed on the ballot.

7. The Proposition also prohibits political parties from nominating candidates in a primary, although political parties
would be allowed to endorse, support or oppose candidates.

8. Elections for presidential candidates and for members of political party committees and party central steering
committees would not fall under the "top two" system.
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9. Historical Perspective: Californians defeated Proposition 62 in 2004, a similar measure, by 54-46%. State of
Washington voters approved a very similar measure, Initiative 872, in 2004, while Oregon voters rejected Measure

65, also a similar measure, in 2008.

Arguments in Support

10. Supports state that Proposition 14 would free candidates to take positions on issues that they feel are right for their
constituents (or districts) without fear of retribution from political parties or special interests.

Arguments in Opposition

11. Opponents argue that Proposition 14 will increase the cost of campaigns, because it requires major party members to
run two separate election campaigns in which each must reach out to the full electorate.

Supporting (Partial list as of March 30, 2010)

Individuals

Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger

Senator Abel Maldonado

Steve Westly, Former State Controller

Bruce McPherson, Former California Secretary of State
Bill Hauck, President, California Business Roundtable
Lynn Daucher, former CA Assembly Member
Jeannine English, California State President, AARP

Organizations

Carl Guardino, President & CEO, Silicon Valley
Leadership Group

Allan Zaremberg, President/CEO, California Chamber of
Commerce

Fred Keeley, Former Speaker pro Tempore, CA State
Assembly; Treasurer, Santa Cruz County

Lee Baca, Los Angeles County Sheriff

Bonnie Dumanis, San Diego County District Attorney

AARP

Asian Business Association

Asian Americans in Commercial Real Estate
Beaumont Chamber of Commerce

California Alliance for Jobs

California Association of Health Underwriters
California Asian Peace Officers PAC
California Business Roundtable

California Chamber of Commerce

California Coalition of Law Enforcement Associations
(CCLEA)

Civil Justice Association of California

Contra Costa Council

Fremont Chamber of Commerce

Greater Lakewood Chamber of Commerce
Hispanic 100

Korean American Federation of Los Angeles

Opposing (Partial List as of March 26, 2010)

Individuals

Latin Business Association

Long Beach Area Chamber of Commerce

Los Angeles Area Chamber of Commerce

Los Angeles County Business Federation, BizFed
Professional Peace Officers Association, PPOA
Redondo Beach Chamber of Commerce & Visitors
Bureau

Regional Black Chamber of Commerce SFV
Riverside Sheriff's Association

Sacramento Hispanic Chamber of Commerce
Silicon Valley Leadership Group

Southern California Alliance of Law Enforcement
(SCALE)

Valley Industry & Commerce Association (VICA)
Charlie Woo, Former Board Chair, Los Angeles Chamber
of Commerce

C.T. Weber, California Lieutenant Governor candidate
Christina Tobin, California Secretary of State candidate
Chuck DeVore, California State Assembly, 70th District
Jon Coupal, President - Howard Jarvis Taxpayers
Assocation

Loni Hancock, California State Senate, 9th District
Mark Leno, California State Senate, 3rd District

Organizations

Mike Feinstein, Mayor of Santa Monica, CA (2000-2002)
Ralph Nader, 2008 Presidential candidate

Richard Winger, Ballot Access News

Sandre Swanson, California State Assembly, 16th District
Steve Greenhut, Pacific Research Institute

Wayne Root, 2008 Libertarian Vice-Presidential
candidate
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ACLU of Northern California Green Party of California

Californians For Electoral Reform Libertarian Party of California
Coalition For Free and Open Marin Peace and Justice Coalition
Free and Equal Elections Foundation Peace and Freedom Party of California
Figura 2
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Proposition 15: California Fair Election Act

Recommended Position

Oppose
Summary

1. Proposition 15 would lift the state ban on public funding for political campaigns and asses fees on registered
lobbyists in California in order to fund candidates for the Office of the Secretary of State of California in 2014 and
2018.

Background

2. Proposition 15 was initially sponsored by Loni Hancock, a Democratic State Senator in the Berkeley area.

3. Proposition 15 is a pilot project that will only apply to political campaigns for the Office of Secretary of State in
2014 and 2018 and would expire January 1, 2019 unless the Legislature extended the expiration date.

4. Toreceive public funds for a primary election campaign, a candidate for Secretary of State would have to collect a
certain number of $5 contributions (“qualifying contributions™) from registered voters.

5. Candidates seeking a nomination from a major party (a major party defined as one that earned at least 10 percent of
the votes in the last gubernatorial or Secretary of State election) must collect 7,500 qualifying contributions (a total
of $37,500).

6. Candidates in other parties must collect 3,750 qualifying contributions (a total of $18,750). (The Democratic Party
and the Republican Party currently count as major parties under this measure. Other parties now count as “minor
parties,” but could become major parties based on performance in future elections.)

7. Candidates choosing not to participate would fund campaigns from private sources under existing rules.

Lobbyists Charges:

8. Proposition 15 requires charges for lobbyists, lobbyist firms, and lobbyist employers of $700 every two years.

9. These charges will be adjusted by the rate of inflation in the future and will serve as the main source of money for
the public funding program.

10. As of January 2010, over 4,300 individuals and groups were registered as lobbyists, lobbying firms, or lobbyist
employers.

11. If similar numbers of registrations were to occur in the future, this source of revenue would raise about $6 million

every four-year election cycle.

Proposition 14 and Proposition 15 Connection:

12.

13.

14.

15.

If approved, Proposition 14 — a constitutional amendment also on the June 2010 ballot — would change the primary
and general election system for state offices, including Secretary of State.

Proposition 14 makes changes that could conflict with the proposed statutory provisions of the public campaign
funding system under Proposition 15.

For example, a potential conflict of Proposition 15’s linking of certain funding decisions to participation in a
partisan primary election, which would no longer exist if Proposition 14 were to pass.

If both measures pass, conflicting provisions of these two measures would have to be reconciled through additional
legislation, judicial action, or a future ballot measure.
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Arguments in Support

16. Supporters argue Proposition 15 aims to change the way elections are financed, allowing politicians to stay focused
on the job we sent them to accomplish.

Arguments in Opposition

17. Opponents point to court rulings in Arizona and Vermont that have struck down similar statutes that required
lobbyists to pay fees to fund political campaigns on the grounds that placing these requirements on lobbyists was an
"impermissible burden” on their First Amendment rights.

Supporting (Partial list as of March 30, 2010)

Individuals

Congressmember Bob Filner
Congressmember John Garamendi
Congressmember Jackie Speier
Congressmember Lynn Woolsey
State Senate President Pro Tem
Darrell Steinberg

Former State Assembly Speaker
Karen Bass

Senator Elaine Alquist

Senator Gilbert Cedillo

Senator Ellen Corbett

Senator Mark DeSaulnier

Senator Dean Florez

Senator Loni Hancock

Senator Christine Kehoe

Senator Mark Leno

Senator Alan Lowenthal

Senator Jenny Oropeza

Senator Fran Pavley

Senator Curren Price

Senator Gloria Romero

Senator Patty Wiggins

Senator Lois Wolk

Senator Leland Yee
Assemblymember Tom Ammiano
Assemblymember Jim Beall
Assemblymember Marty Block
Assemblymember Julia Brownley
Assemblymember Joan Buchanan
Assemblymember Anna Caballero
Assemblymember Charles
Calderon

Assemblymember Joe Coto
Assemblymember Mike Davis
Assemblymember Hector De La
Torre

Assemblymember Kevin De Leon
Assemblymember Mike Eng
Assemblymember Noreen Evans
Assemblymember Mike Feuer
Assemblymember Paul Fong
Assemblymember Felipe Fuentes

Assemblymember Warren Furutani
Assemblymember Mary Hayashi
Assemblymember Ed Hernandez
Assemblymember Jerry Hill
Assemblymember Jared Huffman
Assemblymember Dave Jones
Assemblymember Ted Lieu
Assemblymember Fiona Ma
Assemblymember Bill Monning
Assemblymember Pedro Nava
Assemblymember Manuel Perez
Assemblymember Anthony
Portantino

Assemblymember Ira Ruskin
Assemblymember Mary Salas
Assemblymember Lori Saldana
Assemblymember Nancy Skinner
Assemblymember Sandre Swanson
Assemblymember Alberto Torrico
Assemblymember Tom Torlakson
Assemblymember Mariko Yamada
State Board of Equalization Chair
Betty Yee

Former United States Senator
George McGovern

Former State Senator Liz Figueroa
Former State Senator Sheila Kuehl
Former Assemblymember Sally
Lieber

Former Assemblymember Keith
Richman

Alexandra Gallardo-Rooker, Vice
Chair, California Democratic
Party*

Barry Hermanson, Co-Chair, Green
Party of California*

Brina-Rae Schuchman, Chair, True
Vote San Diego*

Chris Stampolis, Democratic
National Committee™

Christine Essel, former Senior Vice
President, Paramount Pictures and

City Council Candidate, City of
Los Angeles

Dan Silver, Executive Director,
Endangered Habitat League*
Dolores Huerta, Co-Founder,
United Farm Workers of America,
AFL-CIO*

Dorothy LeVeque, President,
Pathways Africa*

Dr. Emily M. Murase, Executive
Director, San Francisco
Commission on the Status of
Women*

Eric Bauman, Vice Chair,
California Democratic Party*

Geri Silva, Executive Director,
Families to Amend California’s
Three Strikes- FACTS*

Jake McGoldrick, Former Member
San Francisco Board of Supervisors
Jamie Wolf, Philanthropist

Jane Morrison, Member and former
Chair, San Francisco Democratic
County CC*

Jodie Evans, Co-founder CODE
PINK*

John Burton, Chair, California
Democratic Party*

Josh Becker, General Partner, New
Cycle Capital* and candidate for
Assembly District 21

Marcy Winograd, Candidate for
Congress. District 36)

Max Palevsky, Venture Capitalist
Paul George, Director, Peninsula
Peace and Justice Center in Palo
Alto*

Robert Scheer, Editor

Stanley K Sheinbaum,
Philanthropist
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Organizations

AARP

American Federation of State,
County, and Municipal Employees
(AFSCME)

Better World Group in LA
California Alliance of Retired
Americans

California Church IMPACT
California Clean Money Campaign
California Coastal Protection
Network

California Common Cause
California Democratic Council
California Nurses Association
(CNA)

California Physicians Alliance
California Primary Care
Association

CALPIRG

Change Congress

Consumer Federation of California
Consumers for Auto Reliability and
Safety

Corporate Accountability
International

Demos: A Network For ldeas &
Action

Ella Baker Center for Human
Rights

Equal Justice Society

Golden State Jobs Coalition

Green Party of California

Health Care for All — California
League of Women Voters of
California

Maplight.org

Multifaith VVoices for Peace and
Justice

National Council of Jewish
Women, California

Opposing (Partial list as of March 30, 2010)

California Professional Firefighters

Lake Elsinore Valley Chamber of Commerce
Long Beach Area Chamber of Commerce

Murrieta Chamber of Commerce

Redondo Beach Chamber of Commerce & Visitors

Bureau

Southwest California Legislative Council

National Council of Jewish
Women, California

National Women’s Political Caucus
New America Foundation, Political
Reform Program

Planning and Conservation League
Progressive Democrats of America
Progressive Democrats of
California

Public Campaign

Sierra Club

Southern California Federation of
Scientists

Unitarian Universalist Association
of Congregations, National
Unitarian Universalist Legislative
Ministry Action Network, CA
William C. Velazquez Institute
Women's International League for
Peace and Freedom

Temecula Valley Chamber of Commerce

The California Chamber of Commerce

The California Department of Finance
The California Fair Political Practices Commission

The Institute of Governmental Advocates

The Los Angeles Police Protective League
Wildomar Chamber of Commerce

Proposition 16: Taxpayers Right To Vote Act

Recommended Position
Support

Summary

1. Proposition 16 is a state constitutional amendment, if passed, would require a two-thirds voter approval before local
governments can provide electricity service to customers or implement a community choice electricity program

using public funds or bonds.

Background

2. Proposition 16 places new voter approval requirements on local governments before they can use “public funds” —
defined broadly in the measure to include tax revenues, various forms of debt, and ratepayer funds — to start up
electricity service, expand electricity service into a new territory, or implement a Community Choice Aggregation

(CCA).

a. First, before an authorized local government entity can start up electricity service, it must receive approval
by two-thirds of the voters in the area proposed to be served.

b. Second, before an existing publicly owned utility can expand its electric delivery service into a new
territory, it must receive approval by two-thirds of the voters in the area currently served by the utility and
two-thirds of the voters in the new area proposed to be served.

¢. Third, the measure requires two-thirds voter approval for a local government to implement a CCA.

3. The measure provides three exemptions to local governments from these voter approval requirements:
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a. If the use of public funds has been previously approved by the voters both within the existing local
jurisdiction and the territory proposed for expansion;

b. If the public funds would be used solely to purchase, provide, or supply specified types of electricity from
renewable sources, such as wind or solar power;

c. Ifthe public funds would be used only to provide electric delivery service for the local government’s own
use.

Historical Overview of Electricity Services

4. Californians generally receive their electricity service from one of three types of providers: investor-owned utilities
(I0Us), local publicly owned electric utilities, or electric service providers (ESPSs).

5. These provide 68 percent, 24 percent, and 8 percent, respectively, of retail electricity service in the state.
Investor-Owned Utilities
6. The IOUs are owned by private investors and provide electricity service for profit.

7. The three largest electricity IOUs in the state are Pacific Gas and Electric (PG&E), Southern California Edison, and
San Diego Gas and Electric.

8. Each IOU has a unique, defined geographic service area and is required by law to serve customers in that area.

9. The California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) regulates the rates charged by IOUs and how they provide
electricity service to their customers.

Public-Owned Utilities

10. Publicly owned electric utilities are public entities that provide electricity service to residents and businesses in their
local area.

11. While not regulated by CPUC, publicly owned electric utilities are governed by locally elected boards which set
their own terms of service, including the rates charged to their customers.

12. Electricity service is currently provided by local governments through several different governmental structures
authorized under state law, including:
a. Utility departments of cities, such as the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power.
b. Municipal utility districts, such as the Sacramento Municipal Utility District (SMUD).
c. Public utility districts, such as the Truckee Donner Public Utility District.
d. Irrigation districts, such as the Imperial Irrigation District.

Electric Service Providers

13. The ESPs provide electricity to customers who have chosen not to receive electricity from the 10U or publicly
owned utility that would otherwise serve their geographic area.

14. Under this approach, an electricity customer enters into what is termed a “direct access” contract with an ESP that
delivers electricity to the customer through the local utility’s transmission and distribution system.

Community Choice Aggregation

15. In addition to the ESP arrangements discussed above, state law allows a city or a county, or a combination of the
two, to arrange to provide electricity within their jurisdiction through a contract with an electricity provider other
than the 10U that would otherwise serve that local area.

16. This is referred to as “community choice aggregation.” Although only one community choice aggregator (CCA)
currently exists to provide electricity in California, several communities are exploring this option.

17. A CCA could get its electricity from an ESP, using the transmission and distribution system of the IOU serving that
local area.
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18.

Electricity customers within that area would automatically get their electricity from the CCA unless they elected to
“opt” out of the service from the IOU.

Proposals to Create and Expand Public Electricity Providers

19.

20.

21.

22.

In recent years, a limited number of local governments in the state have explored the idea of creating new public
providers of electricity or expanding publicly owned utilities into new territory currently served by an 10U.

For example, the City and County of San Francisco has considered creating a CCA that would include territory
currently served by PG&E.

As another example, Yolo County explored having SMUD provide electricity service to territory within the county
currently served by PG&E.

In some cases, these proposals have been put before the voters for their approval, under provisions of state law
discussed below.

Voter Approval Requirements for Publicly Owned Electricity Providers

23.

24.

25.

26.

217.

As noted above, publicly owned utilities can be organized under several different types of government structures.

Each type of local government entity that is authorized to provide electricity service and that is considering either
the start-up of electricity service or the expansion of existing service beyond its current service area is subject to
certain state requirements.

Under state law, if a local government intends to expand its electricity service into a new territory, that new area
must be annexed and, in certain cases, a majority of the voters in the area proposed for annexation must approve the
expansion.

In such cases, however, no vote of the public is generally required within the existing service territory of the local
governmental entity that is proposing the expansion. (In some cases, a local commission requires such a vote as a
condition of approving the annexation.) In contrast, local agency action to establish a CCA may be undertaken upon
a vote of the local agency governing board and does not require local voter approval.

According to the Legislative Analysis Office (LAO) the fiscal impact of Proposition 16: Unknown net impact on
state and local government costs and revenues—unlikely to be significant in the short run—due to the Proposition’s
uncertain effects on public electricity providers and on electricity rates.

Arguments in Support

28.

29.

PG&E says a constitutional amendment is needed to protect taxpayers and ratepayers from possible losses incurred
by inexperienced local governments entering the risky power wholesaling business.

According to former Sacramento County Sheriff, Lou Blanas "As local governments struggle to fund the most
essential and basic services, local leaders in several communities are working to spend millions of public dollars or
debt to get into the retail electricity business. And they do not want the people to vote on it. In tough times like
these, voters deserve a voice in this decision.”

Arguments in Opposition

30.

31.

According to Mark Toney, Executive Director of The Utility Reform Network (TURN), a nonprofit consumer
advocacy group, Proposition 16 takes self-interest in a ballot initiative to a new level, by rewriting the constitution to
protect a private corporation from competition from public entities.

Elisabeth Brinton, Director of Communications for the Sacramento Municipal Utility District, a public utility, has
said that Proposition 16 reduces the ability of people to choose between private and public utility companies.
Holding local elections where people vote on whether to have a private or public utility company would be
expensive.
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Supporting (Partial Listing as of March 30, 2010)

Business Groups

Alameda County Taxpayers
Association

Antioch Chamber of Commerce
Bay Area Business Roundtable
Bay Area Council

Brentwood Chamber of Commerce
Building Owners & Managers
Association of San Francisco
California Alliance For Consumer
Protection

California Chamber of Commerce
California Metals Coalition
California Taxpayer Protection
Committee

California Taxpayers’ Association
Contra Costa Taxpayers
Association

El Dorado County Joint Chambers
Commission

Fresno Area Hispanic Chamber of
Commerce

Friends of San Leandro Creek
Greater Concord Chamber of
Commerce

Greater Los Angeles African
American Chamber of Commerce
Hispanic Chamber of Commerce
Alameda County

Inland Empire Chamber Legislative
Alliance: Chino Valley, Fontana,
Highland, Montclair, Ontario,
Rancho Cucamonga, Rialto, &
Upland Chambers of Commerce
International Brotherhood of
Electrical Workers (IBEW), Local
1245

Lincoln Area Chamber of
Commerce

Livermore Chamber of Commerce
Long Beach Area Chamber of
Commerce

NAACP East County Branch
Neighborhood Market Association
Oakland African-American
Chamber of Commerce

Oakland Builders Alliance
Oakland Chinatown Chamber of
Commerce

Oakland Jobs and Housing
Coalition

Oakland Metropolitan Chamber of
Commerce

Palm Desert 5 Star Chamber of
Commerce

Opposing (Partial Listing as of March 30, 2010)

Pleasant Hill Chamber of
Commerce

Pleasanton Chamber of Commerce
Redondo Beach Chamber of
Commerce & Visitors Bureau
Redwood Empire Business
Association

Sacramento County Law
Enforcement Managers Association
(LEMA)

San Diego Tax Fighters

San Francisco Chamber of
Commerce

San Francisco Committee on Jobs
San Leandro African American
Business Council

San Leandro Chamber of
Commerce

San Leandro Industrial &
Technology Roundtable

Silicon Valley Black Chamber of
Commerce

South & West Area Business
Association

The Central California Black
Chamber of Commerce

Waste Watchers, Inc.

350.0rg

AARP

Bay Localize

Burbank Water & Power
California Association of Realtors
California Manufacturers & Technology Association
California Nurses Association
California Sierra Club Read their letter to the state
legislature

California Tax Reform Association
California Young Democrats
Citizens Against Pollution

City of Alameda

City of Berkeley

City of Burbank

City of Davis

City of Glendale

City of Gridley

City of Healdsburg

City of Palo Alto

City of Redding

City of Roseville

City of Santa Clara

City of Sebastopol

City of Tulare

CleanPowerSF

Climate Protection Campaign

CMUA Board of Governors

Consumer Federation of California

County of Marin

Ecological Options Network

Fremont Chamber of Commerce

Global Exchange

Go Solar Marin

Harvey Milk LBGT Democratic Club

League of California Cities

League of Women Voters of California

Local Clean Energy Alliance

Local Power

Mainstreet Moms

Marin Clean Energy

Marin County Council of Mayors and Councilmembers
Marin Energy Authority (representing 8 cities and the
County of Marin)

Northern California Power Agency Commission

Our City

Planning and Conservation League

Sacramento Municipal Utility District (All 7 members
oppose)

Sacramento Municipal Utility District Board of Directors
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San Francisco Local Agency Formation Commission The Modesto Irrigation District Article

San Joaquin Valley Power Authority The Utility Reform Network (TURN)
Sierra Club Town of Fairfax

South San Joaquin Irrigation District TURN (The Utility Reform Network)
Taxpayers to Stop the PG&E Power Grab Women’s Energy Matters

(Following individuals sent a letter rejecting PG & E’s sponsorship of the measure; urging to rescind the Proposition)
State Senator Darrell Steinberg

State Senator Mark Leno

State Senator Jenny Oropeza

State Senator Lois Wolk

State Senator Christine Kehoe

State Senator Alan Lowenthal

State Senator Gilbert Cedillo

State Senator Dean Florez

Proposition 17: Continuous Coverage Auto Insurance Discount Act

Recommended Position
Support

Summary

1. Proposition 17 amends Proposition 103 (1988) that authorizes the use of an additional discount on premiums for

automobile insurance policies.

2. Proposition 17 would allow an insurer to offer a “continuous coverage” discount to new customers who have
maintained their coverage while they previously were customers of another insurer.

Background
3. Automobile insurance is one of the major types of insurance purchased by Californian residents.

4. It accounted for about $19.7 billion (36 percent) of all premiums collected by California insurers in 2008.

5. Among the types of automobile insurance coverage available is bodily injury liability, which provides protection in

the event a motorist physically injures someone else.

6. Proposition 103 (1988) requires the Insurance Commissioner to review and approve rate changes for certain types of

insurance, including automobile insurance, before changes to the rates can take effect.

7. Proposition 103 also requires that rates and premiums for automobile insurance policies be set by applying the

following rating factors in decreasing order of importance:
(1) the insured’s driving safety record,;
(2) the number of miles they drive each year; and
(3) the number of years they have been driving.

8. Furthermore, Proposition 103 (1988) contains a provision related to individuals who were previously uninsured.

9. Specifically, Proposition 103 prohibits insurance companies from using the information that an individual did not
previously have automobile insurance to determine whether the individual is eligible for coverage or decide the

premiums charged for coverage.
Insurance Premium Tax

10. Insurance companies doing business in California currently pay an insurance premium tax instead of the state
corporate income tax.
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11. The tax is based on the amount of insurance premiums earned in the state each year for automobile insurance as well

as for other types of insurance coverage.

12. For example in 2008, insurance companies paid about $247 million in premium tax revenues on automobile policies
in California. These revenues are deposited into the state General Fund.

13. Proposition 17 amends Proposition 103 (1988) to allow an insurance company to offer a “continuous coverage”
discount on automobile insurance policies to new customers who switch their coverage from another insurer.

14. If an insurance company chooses to provide such a discount, it must be based on the length of time the customer

continuously had bodily injury liability coverage.

15. Customers would generally be eligible for this discount so long as their coverage had not lapsed for more than 90
days in the past five years, except if any lapse was the result of a failure to pay the premium.

16. Also, customers would still be eligible for this kind of discount under the measure if a lapse in coverage was due to

military service in another country.

17. Children residing with a parent could qualify for the discount based on their parent’s eligibility.

Arguments in Support

18. Supporters state that Proposition 17 will align California with the vast majority of other states allowing insurers to
offer this discount to all drivers who maintain ongoing auto insurance coverage and will also allow consumers to
access competitive or lower rates if an insured changes their insurer.

Arguments in Opposition

19. Opponents state that Proposition 17 guts current California law (Proposition 103) which currently prohibits
insurance companies from charging customers more just because they didn’t have auto insurance coverage in the
past and this unfair practice was common prior to Proposition 103.

Supporting (Partial Listing as of March 30, 2010)

Abernathy Insurance Agency, Inc.

Alliance of Insurance Agents and Brokers
American Association of Business Persons with
Disabilities

American Gl Forum of California

American Gl Forum, Modesto Chapter

Asian Business Association, Los Angeles
Asian Business Association, San Diego
Beaumont Chamber of Commerce

Black Business Association, Los Angeles
Brentwood Chamber of Commerce

California Alliance for Consumer Protection
California Black Chamber of Commerce
California Chamber of Commerce

California Hispanic Chambers of Commerce
California League of United Latin American Citizens
California Mexican-American Chamber of Commerce
California Republican Veterans of America
California Senior Advocates League

California Taxpayer Protection Committee
Carpinteria Chamber of Commerce

Civil Service Employees Insurance Group
College Student Insurance Service, Inc.
Consumers Coalition of California

Consumers First

Erhardt Insurance

Gold Coast Hispanic Chamber of Commerce

Goleta Valley Chamber of Commerce

Greater Lakewood Chamber of Commerce

Hollywood Chamber of Commerce

Independent Broker Network

Insurance Agents and Brokers Association of California
Kessler Alair Insurance Services, Inc.

Lake Elsinore Valley Chamber of Commerce

League of Placer County Taxpayers

Los Angeles County Business Federation

Marin United Taxpayers Association

Mercury Insurance

Murrieta Chamber of Commerce

Oxnard Chamber of Commerce

Redondo Beach Chamber of Commerce & Visitors
Bureau

Regional Black Chamber of Commerce, San Fernando
Valley

Regional Hispanic Chamber of Commerce, Long Beach
San Diego East County Chamber of Commerce

San Diego Tax Fighters

San Francisco Chamber of Commerce

Santa Clara Chamber of Commerce

Small Business Action Committee

Small Manufacturers Association of California

South Bay Latino Chamber of Commerce
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Southwest California Legislative Council Valley West Financial Insurance Services

Steve Brooks Insurance Services Ventura County Economic Development Association
Temecula Valley Chamber of Commerce Ventura County Taxpayers Association
Valley Industry and Commerce Association Wildomar Chamber of Commerce

Opposing (Partial Listing as of March 1, 2010)

Campaign for Consumer Rights (CCR)
Consumer Watchdog (Group of Consumer advocates based in Santa Monica)
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Agenda Item 7
SBACC Board of Directors Meeting
April 6, 2010
Legislative Report #3

Presentation

Shaun Lumachi
Director of Government Affairs

| AB 35 (Furutani) Education: Workforce Development

Recommended Position
Support
Summary

e AB 35 requires the California Postsecondary Education Commission (CPEC) to develop a strategic plan for
connecting education and workforce development and establishes the legislative intent to enact legislation to do so.

Background

e Current law establishes CPEC as the state's central body responsible for coordination and planning for California's
postsecondary education system; establishes California Department of Education (CDE) to enforce laws and
regulations governing the state's K-12 public school system; and, establishes, pursuant to Executive Order, the
California Workforce Investment Board (CWIB) to assist the Governor in setting workforce development policy.

e AB 35 further requires CPEC to work with the CDE, the CWIB and representatives from education, business and
labor organizations to develop a strategic plan regarding the contribution of academic and career technical education
to workforce development.

e The bill also requires the strategic plan to address the current state collection of data on future workforce needs and
appropriate measures for improving data collection, the alignment of workforce needs with future postsecondary
education programs and capacity, strategies for fostering long-term improvements in workers' skills and knowledge,
and methods for closing the skills gap and strengthening the nexus between education and the workforce.

e AB 35requires CPEC to report its recommendations for the strategic plan to the Governor and the Legislature on or
before July 1, 2011.

e According to the Assembly Appropriations Committee, one-time General Fund cost of about $125,000 for CPEC for
a consulting contract and for coordinating preparation of the strategic plan.

e Costs for CDE and CWIB to participate in this process would be absorbable.
Arguments in Support

e According to AB 35’s author, the current method of workforce preparation has great potential to address the
individual needs of a diverse population. However, the author asserts that more can be done to strengthen the
coordination between California Community Colleges, adult education, high school career technical programs, and
CWIBs.

e  The author notes that many agencies are involved in workforce development planning, but these agencies fail to
work cohesively, resulting in a lack of statewide direction and coordination on workforce development and argues
that, by requiring lead agencies involved in education to work together on a strategic plan for workforce
development, AB 35 will "begin the conversation and reevaluation of the state's method of educating and training
the majority of the workforce."

Arguments in Opposition
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e  One could argue that this legislation may be unnecessary. AB 365 (Portantino) of 2007, which was vetoed, would
have required CPEC, in cooperation with the Labor and Workforce Development Agency, to convene a Task Force
on State Workforce Needs.

¢ In his veto message, Governor Schwarzenegger wrote: "I am supportive of efforts to align state workforce needs
with program development at postsecondary education institutions. However, statutory authority is not necessary for
the California Postsecondary Education Commission to meet the objective of convening meetings with the relevant
entities, and developing recommendations. Therefore, this bill is unnecessary."

Supporting
None on file at this time.
Opposing

None on file at this time.
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(Adds transit researcher’'s comments in 11th paragraph.)
By Alan Ohnsman and William Selway

March 24 (Bloomberg) -- Los Angeles, the U.S. city with the worst traffic, may win federal support this year that’s required to sell as much as $8.8 billion in
bonds to jump-start subway and light-rail expansion, Mayor Antonio Villaraigosa said.

The borrowing would be backed by the federal government and repaid with Los Angeles County sales taxes, Villaraigosa said yesterday in an interview. He
said the funds will be used to complete 30 years of transit construction projects in and around the nation’s second-most populous city within a decade.

“We can’t actually come to market with it until we know there’s federal participation,” Villaraigosa said. “As soon as we get the federal guarantee we can
finance it almost immediately.”

Authorities are working with investment banks to structure the bond sales, Villaraigosa said, declining to name the advisers. He is seeking as much as $2
billion in federal aid in addition to the government acting as guarantor. The rest of the region’s $18.3 billion in planned transit projects is covered by existing
funding, he said.

Los Angeles may be among states and local governments taking advantage of the Build America Bond program, under which the federal government pays 35
percent of the interest on taxable bonds sold to finance public works projects, Villaraigosa said. Other options include federal loan guarantees and subsidies,
he said.

Traffic Congestion

Los Angeles was ranked as the most congested U.S. city based on the INRIX National Traffic Scorecard last year. The city has had the longest average travel
time in Texas A&M University’s Texas Transportation Institute Urban Mobility report every year since 1985.

County voters approved a half-cent sales-tax increase in 2008 that the mayor says will help generate about $40 billion over three decades for transit projects.

Senator Barbara Boxer of California said Los Angeles’s strategy, with its mix of local revenue and federal assistance, can be used elsewhere to help upgrade
infrastructure.

“We're using this as a model to say to all areas, if you do the same thing, if you step up and you bring home funding via the ballot box the federal government
ought to make sure that we can step in and help,” Boxer said at a March 16 press conference.

Planned upgrades by the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority include a subway line that would run to the city’s Westside, extended
light-rail lines and a direct rail link to Los Angeles International Airport.

Buses, Roads

Expanding rail transit, while politically popular, isn’'t as cost-effective as bus-line upgrades and easier-to-use services, said Brian Taylor, director of the
Institute of Transportation Studies at the University of California, Los Angeles.

“We're spending a lot of money on a lot of very nice new projects that may not pay off in terms of increased riders,” said Taylor. “We tend to focus on these
new projects while allowing current bus service to languish, and not properly maintaining roads.”

Boxer said she’s having discussions with the U.S. Department of Transportation to move forward with “one or two” of the designated projects. Accelerating
construction may reduce material and labor costs, Boxer said.

“Because of this recession the bids are coming in much lower, so money can be saved,” said Boxer, who leads the Senate’s Environment and Public Works
committee.

The Build America Bonds program was created under the economic stimulus plan passed last year and has since become the fastest-growing segment of the
$2.8 trillion municipal debt market, with borrowers from New York to California issuing $87 billion of the securities.

The U.S. House of Representatives is considering legislation to extend the program, set to expire this year, into 2013.
--With assistance from Lori Rothman in New York. Editors: Anthony Palazzo, Josh Friedman

To contact the reporters on this story: Alan Ohnsman in Los Angeles at aohnsman@bloomberg.net; William Selway in San Francisco at
wselway@bloomberg.net

To contact the editors responsible for this story: Anthony Palazzo at apalazzo@bloomberg.net; Kae Inoue at kinoue@bloomberg.net
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