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SBACC Board of Directors Meeting

January 8, 2008
www.sbacc.com
1) Welcome

__________________________________
                          
            Scott Gobble, Chair 

2) Self Introductions and Sign-in sheet
        __________________                   ________________            All
3) Approval of Minutes

4) Exec. Committee/Chair’s Update _______________________________             ___      
           Gobble/Duncan 
a) Update on Installation Luncheon
5) Presentations





              



Renner Davis              

a) Clearwater Program
6) Legislative Report









    Shaun Lumachi 

a)  Propositions 94-97

b)  2008 Strategic Initiatives and 2008 Policy Platform
c)  Current Healthcare Proposal
7) Chair Elect

__________________________________  _____
     
        Helen Duncan
a)  Direction in 2008
8)  Report from Nominating Committee________________________Ann Garten, John Parsons, Marna Smeltzer


9)   Financial Report









        George Kivett

      a)  2008 budget

10)   Legislative Issues & Updates

a. Areas of Interest  __________________________       _____________________
            All

11)Task Force/Committee Recommendations

c.   Major Events Task Force - Update_________________Duncan, Low, Parsons, Gobble, Waronek

12)  Brief Partner Reports:

b. LAAFB Alliance Report: 
____________________________          _      
_
John Parsons 

c. SBCCOG_______________________
__________
___                      
          Jacki Bachrach

d. California Chamber
___________________________ _   ___
             _     _Marlene Carney

e. US Chamber



____________________________    __
               Dick Castner

f. Legislators Reports_                      Harman, Schwarzenegger, Oropeza,Price, Lieu, Knabe, Karnette 

13) Upcoming Events / Announcements










Refreshments – Thank you Southern California Edison 

      Sign up for 2008 is being circulated
      Next Meeting February 5, 2008
      Torrance Chamber Office, 3400 Torrance Blvd., Torrance, CA 90503
South Bay Association of Chambers of Commerce

Minutes for December 4, 2007
ATTENDANCE: Helen Duncan, Manhattan Beach Chamber; Scott Gobble, South Bay Association of Chambers of Commerce; Kay Finer, Palos Verdes Peninsula Chamber; George Kivett, Lomita Chamber, Kivett Realty; Shaun Lumachi, Chamber Advocacy; Marna Smeltzer, Redondo Beach Chamber; John Parsons, Horrell Realtors; Karen Hill, Manhattan Beach Chamber; Louis Dominguez, San Pedro Chamber; Chuck Taylor, Lomita Chamber; Steve Napolitano, Supervisor Don Knabe; Barbara Glennie, Torrance Chamber; Ann Garten, El Camino College; Mark Waronek, Waronek & Assoc./ Past Chair SBACC; Charles Gale, Metropolitan Water District; Creasie Adams, Carson Chamber; William Mason, El Segundo Chamber /Honeywell; Pat Donaldson, Hawthorne Chamber; Carleen Beste, Northrop Grumman; Nancy Manfredi, Carson Chamber.

WELCOME: Chairman Scott Gobble called the meeting to order at 8:29 A.M. at the Southern California Edison Office, 505 Maple Avenue, Torrance.  An attendance sheet was circulated and those present were asked to sign in and provide current e-mail addresses.  

APPROVAL OF MEETING MINUTES: Chuck Taylor noted that the November Minutes should be corrected  as follows; on page 3, line 4, under “Chair Elect” the word “Add” should be changed to “Ann.”

Chuck Taylor moved approval of the minutes for the Meeting of November 6, 2007 as corrected. The motion was seconded and passed with one abstention.

2008 BOARD RECOMMENDATIONS: Ann Garten reported on the Nominating Committee’s recommendations for the following positions on the Board:


 Past Presidents (1-year term): John Parsons, Mark Waronek, Ann Garten


 Directors at Large (2 year staggered terms):There are four seats available.  The Committee recommends three individuals, Marcella Low, Jill Burkhardt, Jerry Say.  It recommends leaving 1 seat open for the present in the event that a likely candidate is identified in the course of the year.  

Ann Garten moved approval of the proposed candidates.  The motion was seconded by Barbara Glennie and passed unanimously.

2008 STATEWIDE PROPOSITIONS: Shawn Lumachi reported that at the November meeting the members voted to Support Proposition 91, Oppose Proposition 93 and Watch Proposition 92. 

There is no staff recommendation for Proposition 92.  The effect of Proposition will be to include the Community college system as part of the Constitution.  It will lower fees from $26.00 to $15.00 per unit and also embed that fee structure in the constitution.  If Proposition 92 is passed, any future fee increases would require a Constitutional amendment.   It would also give the Community College Board of Governors increased control over the system’s staff and operations.  The proposed Community College funding formula would be based on the population of young adults—either 17-21 or 21-25 (those most likely to use community colleges) and not on the K-12 population.

CalChamber is opposed to Proposition 92 because of the funding component.  It is concerned that  having  the  Community College funding formula as part of the Constitution would reduce budget flexibility during the “down” times.

The major argument in support of Proposition 92 is that it will bring a local focus to the decentralized Community College system.  Manhattan Beach Chamber, the San Pedro Chamber and El Camino College Board have voted to support the proposition. The Carson Chamber voted to Watch.

Chuck Taylor moved to support Proposition 92.  Louis Dominguez seconded the motion.  The motion passed with three abstentions.

Shawn Lumachi noted that four Indian Gaming Referenda (94,95,96, & 97) have qualified for the ballot.  These Referenda have been place on the ballot by four different tribes in Riverside County. Because the content is much the same, it was suggested that they be discussed as a group. 

A Referendum is a proposed law that is decided by the voters rather that by the legislature.  A “Yes” vote means that the proposal becomes law.  A “No “ vote means it will not become law.  These referenda would allow the four tribes named in the Referenda to increase the number of slot machines in their casinos and, in exchange, pay a higher percentage of their profits (up to 25%) to the state, which could be used to offset the  cost of services that the state provides to tribal members

Q: Would these referenda have a negative impact on local tribes or local casinos if they passed

A: Yes, because the other tribes, which are not named in the referenda, would not get additional slot machines

Q: What will happen if the referenda do not pass?

A. The tribes that sponsored the measures will not get additional slot machines.

Discussion ensued: Local casinos may be more convenient to South Bay residents but they may not have as many machines or the same games.  Not all tribes have casinos.  This type of measure may be distasteful to some because it sets a precedent for California if is using (possibly encouraging) gambling in order to fund state services.  Is the state getting a fair share—should it be higher?

It was suggested that SBACC postpone taking positions on these propositions until January and seek input from other Chambers that may be more directly affected, such as Inglewood and Gardena.

2007 YEAR IN REVIEW: Scott Gobble reported that during the past year SBACC has


-Hired Legislative Advocacy


-Included students on the Sacramento advocacy trip


-Become informed about the Workforce Readiness Certificate


-Received information presented by the FAA Director






            -Conducted outreach to smaller chambers inviting them to become more active


-Supported the Los Angeles Air Force Base; focused on the importance of LAAFB to the South



 Bay economy


-Partnered with the Torrance Chamber to sponsor the Fireside Chat with Senator Oropeza


-Renewed  the partnership with the Daily Breeze to help Chamber members receive advertising 



credits

 There was general discussion about the LAAFB’s need to hire a qualified, educated workforce, especially engineers.  Possibly SBACC could help broker a partnership with local chambers to assist in identifying and recruiting.  Scott Gobble noted that SCE also has difficulty in hiring enough people in the trades even though they offer excellent pay and benefits.  Barbara Glennie suggested that SBACC consider hosting a job fair and, since this seems to be a “pipeline issue,” consider involving the schools.  John Parsons pointed out that businesses need students to maintain a connection with math and science.  SBACC could provide forums featuring employers, including manufacturers, to inform students about these career opportunities.  The group decided this should be an Action Item for the 2008 Board.

STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES: WHAT’S WORKING AND WHAT’S NOT:


Strengths:



Website is up and running



More Local Chambers are involved with SBACC


Weaknesses:



The Dymally event was not well attended.  SBACC needs to target its resources on 




events that are important to members



Utilization of the website has been less that expected



The Installation of Officers should be done differently

INSTALLATION UPDATE:

Helen Duncan reported that the Installation would be held on January 17th at the Ayers Hotel; this is a change from the previously announced location.  The cost will be approximately $35.00.  Supervisor Don Knabe will be the Master of Ceremonies and will conduct the swearing in.  He will also be the back-up speaker in the event that Secretary of State is not able to attend.  

Helen announced her goals for 2008:

· Include short presentations at meetings that include information  that can be taken back and shared with the local Chambers

· Three events such as the “Job Fair” mentioned  previously

· Encourage all members (old and new) to be more active

· Use the website more effectively

Bill Mason announced that Marcia Hansen will be the new Director of El Segundo Chamber.  Scott Gobble will contact her and welcome her.

2008 POLICY PLATFORM:

Shawn Lumachi reminded members that he uses SBACC’s Policy Platform for tracking various issues.  The overarching Strategic Initiatives are used to set priorities for the organization.  He reviewed a draft policy list.  Members provided the following input:


#4. Expand this policy to reflect SBACC’s watchdog role, e.g. watch state spending decisions, 



appropriations issues and follow up on the expenditure of transportation bond funds.


#13. Maintain this as part of SBACC’s Policy Platform but update to make it current.  It will serve



 as a reference in the event of future Area Code splits or in the event that SBACC decides 



to support another area.  


#14. Edit to reflect that the high cost of local housing is a problem for workers.


#16. Expand policy to include definition of “equitable” , meaning “community of like interest


#18. Edit to include a timely budget process as well as responsible spending


#20. Include a policy on ports that encourages expanded use of sound environmental practices 



and “green”technology  that will contribute to improving the quality of the air and water.


#21. Develop a Transportation Policy to reflect the South Bay’s need for both the infrastructure 



and systems to efficiently move passengers and goods.  The policy should include transit 



as well as goods movement.


#22. Develop an Environmental Policy that encourages government, business, organizations and 



residents to work collaboratively to reduce carbon emissions and conserve energy and


            natural resources.


#23. Develop a policy that supports Homeland Security funding based on need (e.g areas 



where petrochemical plants, ports, major airports, regional utility installations are located) 

and  population density.

When the Policy Platform is written up it will be in bullet format with the subject of each issue in bold type.

Scott Gobble noted that 2008 will be an election year and that, in the past, SBACC has held candidates’ forums for regional Assembly, State Senate and Congressional seats.  He noted that it is a lot of work because the issues are different for each race.  However, by doing this it removes the burden of local Chambers putting on duplicate events and provides an opportunity to address issues of interest to local businesses.  It needs to be taped in August or September.  While it is not usually a fundraiser, SBACC could solicit sponsors to cover costs. Incoming SBACC Chair. Helen Duncan, said that she would like to do this as one of her three events.  Creasie Adams volunteered to assist with this project.  Helen also asked that members think about the committees on which they would like to serve.  There will be an opportunity to sign up at the January Meeting. 

Mark Waronek will manage the Sacramento Trip, which is scheduled for May 20, 2008.

2008 STRATEGIC INITIATIVES:

Shawn Lumachi led a discussion to select Strategic Initiatives for 2008.  An Action Plan will be developed for each Initiative.


Transportation, Health Care, Water and Redistricting were selected.  There will be an in depth review of these issues at the next SBACC Meeting.

2008 CHAMBER ADVOCACY CONTRACT:

The contract with Chamber Advocacy has been renewed for 2008.  The cost remains the same as 2007.

JANUARY 2008 MEETING:

The next meeting will be on January 8th, 2008
ANNOUNCEMENTS/ADJOURN/LUNCH
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SBACC 2008 Strategic Initiatives

1. Transportation

2. Healthcare

3. Water

4. Redistricting
SBACC 2008 Policy Platform

The SBACC supports policies that:


1. Ensure that regulations on business are kept to a minimum and do not put South Bay businesses at a competitive disadvantage.

2. Encourage a tax and fee system that is market competitive.

3. Encourage the protection of private property rights.

4. Ensure that government focuses on the functions meant for only government to do; and view the private sector as a resource.

5. Require the government to be accountable for its actions and for the programs it operates.

6. Require government and its actions to be measured periodically to ensure maximum efficiency and return on investment with public funds.

7. Promote a legal system that contains checks and balances to ensure fairness to all.

8. Support an educational system that prepares people for jobs and careers.

9. Promote a quality of life that supports the South Bay region as an affordable place to live, work, and do business.

10. Promote economic development opportunities in the South Bay for business retention and attraction.

11. Encourage an adequate, reliable, and cost-effective utility infrastructure system (including gas, electric, water, telecom) be promoted, developed, and maintained to meet the needs of our community including affordable energy options such as LNG to meet the needs of California’s natural gas supplies.

12. A reconfiguration of the Los Angeles International Airport not to exceed 78 million passengers annually; and, only when concerns of airport security, air and ground traffic, infrastructure, sufficient and convenient passenger access, and ground transportation are adequately addressed. In addition, SBACC supports a regional solution to meet air passenger and cargo needs.

13. We recognize the positive economic impact of the Los Angeles Air Force Base on the South Bay region. SBACC supports the continued retention of the Los Angeles Air Force Base in an effort to protect the Los Angeles Air Force Base as the Department of Defense begins another round of Base Realignments and Closures (BRAC).

14. Encourages a 10 digit overlay instead of an 11 digit overlay. If area code relief is required, the SBACC recommends a ten digit rather than an eleven digit overlay. The SBACC also supports establishing inventory guidelines for numbering resources.

15. Given the expensive house prices in Southern California, we support the creation of workforce housing projects in the South Bay region. An adequate supply of housing is needed to retain businesses and ensure job opportunities in the region.

16. Forging partnerships with our local legislators. We want our elected officials in the region to use the SBACC and the private sector as a resource to create pro-jobs legislation. The SBACC is committed to holding local representatives accountable to the business community by tracking their votes. These votes impact not only their constituents, but also the vitality of the economic environment. 

17. A change in the redistricting method to help to ensure that our elected officials are elected in a more equitable manner.

18. Encourages local government and legislators to cooperate to streamline and reduce unnecessary regulations that will inhibit the job growth in our region.

19. Efforts that will balance the state budget. The state’s economy and job climate depend on a balanced budget. Businesses fail when spending is not curbed. Similarly, the state cannot spend more than it has available resources. It is critical that Sacramento reduces its spending habits and operates in a responsible manner.

20. Responsible health care infrastructure and insurance policy proposals that result in increased availability of affordable health care coverage for employers and their employees.

21. Encourage the state legislature and the Governor to work together each year to ensure that the state budget is developed and passed in a timely manner.

22. Efforts for “green” ports, the Clean Air Action Plan, and truck pollution mitigation in considering impacts due to future port expansion to meet the demands of increased cargo and international trade.

23. Efforts to repair our aging transportation infrastructure and MTA’s role in long term regional transportation planning.

24. Efforts to secure our fair share in funding distribution for area projects from statewide bond monies.

25.  Encourages appropriate funding for homeland security needs.
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Assembly Bill X1 1: The Health Care Security and Cost Reduction Act

As of January 3, 2008

Presentation

Shaun Lumachi

Director of Government Affairs

Recommended Position: OPPOSE

Summary

Background

· AB 1x would create a vast and expensive new health care program funded partially by a costly payroll tax on California employers and increased tobacco taxes.

· AB 1x would also require voters to go to the polls in November to approve the funding portion of the proposed healthcare plan.

· The legislative office has not released its official estimates of the cost to implement the proposed healthcare plan.

· The Senate President, Don Perata, is waiting for these estimates before the Senate will act on AB 1x.

The current healthcare reform proposal, Assembly Bill X1 1, the Health Care Security and Cost Reduction Act:

· Requires that all Californians take responsibility for their health coverage (individual mandate).

· Guarantees that no Californian will be turned away from buying insurance based on their age or medical history

· Spreads responsibility across individuals, government, hospitals and employers (shared responsibility).

· Makes coverage more affordable for individuals and families through tax credits and subsidies.

· Helps keep hospitals and emergency rooms open by increasing Medi-Cal reimbursement rates.

· Allows individuals to choose their health coverage and keep their current insurance.

How California Will Pay For Health Care Reform

· California voters will be asked to approve how the AB X1 1 is financed on the November 2008 ballot.

· Federal Funding $4.6 billion

· Individuals* $2.1 billion

· 4 Percent Hospital Fee $2.3 billion

· Employer Contribution $2.6 billion

· Tobacco Revenues $1.5 billion

· County And Other Funds $1.6 billion

* The $2.1 billion from individuals does not represent any new dollars from individuals paying for their insurance

now.

Question and Answer Summary

Source: Sacramento Bee

Q: Would I be required to have health insurance?

A: Yes, with some exemptions for low-income residents.

Q: Is there a penalty if I'm not covered?

A: Lawmakers say they have yet to determine how to deal with those who don't purchase insurance but say they expect to institute some sort of tax penalty.

Q: Where's the money for the plan going to come from?

A: Federal funding, $4.6 billion; individuals, $2.1 billion; 4 percent hospital fee, $2.3 billion; employer contribution, $2.6 billion; tobacco tax, $1.5 billion; county and other funds, $1.6 billion.

Q: How much would employers be required to pay?

A: The minimum fee is based on a sliding scale of 1 percent to 6.5 percent, depending on the employer's annual payroll. The fee is 1 percent for a payroll up to $250,000; 4 percent for a payroll up to $1 million; 6 percent for a payroll to $15 million; and 6.5 percent for a payroll of more than $15 million.

Q: How much would workers be required to contribute to the cost of their coverage?

A: The legislation limits how much a family would have to pay to no more than 6.5 percent of income on premium and out-of-pocket costs. Low- income workers who are legal citizens would be eligible for government subsidies.

Employees who make below 150 percent of the federal poverty level ($30,975 for a family of four or $15,315 for a single person) would not have to contribute.

Single adults and parents up to 250 percent of the federal poverty level ($43,000 for a family of three) would pay no more than 5 percent of their income.

The plan would cover all children, regardless of immigration status, up to 300 percent of the poverty level ($51,500 for a family of three).

A family of four earning $82,000 a year or more would not qualify for any subsidies.

The state would consider requests for an exemption to the mandate that everyone has insurance on a case-by-case basis. To be eligible, a person or family would have to prove they are experiencing financial hardship and earn up to 250 percent of the poverty level.

Workers whose employer does not offer coverage and earn 250 percent to 400 percent of the FPL ($43,000-$69,000 for a family of three) would receive a tax credit if their share of cost exceeded 5.5 percent of family income.

Q: Do employees and employers get any other tax breaks?

A: Yes. The legislation would require employers to let employees pay their health insurance premiums on a pre-tax basis. This would allow employees and employers to save about $2 billion in state and federal income taxes and federal payroll taxes.

Q: How many people would the plan cover?

A: The proposed law would provide coverage to about 3.7 million of the 5.1 permanently uninsured people in the state. Up to 6.7 million people go without health insurance in a given year, according to the U.S. census.

Q: Are there any important numbers the Schwarzenegger-Núñez plan does not mention?

A: How about $100 million? That's how much political experts say foes are capable of spending to defeat the ballot measure to finance the plan.

Arguments in Opposition to AB X1 1

State Budget is Already Structurally Out of Balance

AB 1x is an adventure in “sky-is-the-limit” spending that is ill-advised at a time when the state budget continues to face a large structural deficit. This bill is likely to cost far more than anticipated, especially if it follows the path toward continued expansion that other benefits programs have followed. The language in AB1x has not been fully vetted and faces significant legal hurdles. In addition, the plan will compound the structural deficit the moment it is effective. 
Tax Increases Hurt Economic Growth and Investment

Significant cost shifting and hidden costs associated with the implementation of AB 1x are clearly problems for employers and taxpayers. It also is the wrong time to consider such an uncharted adventure that will exacerbate costs on California employers who already operate in an unfriendly business climate. New exactions on employers to finance this untested, experimental program will further cripple the economy. The public is also very opposed to tax hikes, according to a Public Policy Institute of California poll released December 12. Moreover, voters have rejected five of the last five tax increase proposals on the state ballot, as follows: 

· Proposition 86 of November 2006, increasing tobacco taxes to fund health care, 

· Proposition 87 of November 2006, taxing oil companies, 

· Proposition 88 of November 2006, levying a $50 statewide parcel tax for education programs, 

· Proposition 89 of November 2006, increasing corporate taxes to fund public campaigns, 

· Proposition 82 of June 2006, funding a universal preschool program. 

Cigarette Taxes Are a Declining Revenue Source

Use of cigarette tax revenues to fund public services goes against the will of the voters who, as indicated above, just last year turned down a cigarette tax to fund health care programs. The proposed tax hike is bad from a policy perspective, too, since cigarette sales are a declining revenue source that would be inappropriate to use for a fast-growing, costly program such as health care. 

In addition, there is a legitimate concern that a major tax hike on cigarettes will increase illegal cigarette sales by gangs and other criminals, and will have the side effect of increasing criminal activity in California. The state Board of Equalization estimates that California loses more than $276 million a year because of cigarette and tobacco-related tax evasion schemes. In other states, smuggling has been linked with organized crime – and in some instances with Middle-East terrorist groups. Prohibition of alcoholic beverages did not work in the 1920s and was exploited by organized crime; tax-like prohibition of cigarettes is having the same result. 

The measure is a “Midnight Special.” 
This is a term we use to describe bill maneuvers that violate the legislative process. On December 17, this 210-page bill was amended, heard and passed in the Assembly health committee, all in one day. As a result, the public did not have sufficient time to review the proposed amendments and make knowledgeable comments on the changed content. When the Legislature circumvents the policy hearing process in this manner, the public is excluded from an important part of public policy formation. This not only jeopardizes the creation of sound public policy, but it also breaches our democratic form of government. Cal-Tax opposes this procedure. 

Arguments in Support of AB X1 1

The Health Care Security and Cost Reduction Act ensures that all Californians take responsibility for their

health care.

This legislation establishes a variety of options to achieve this: It provides assistance to low- and middle-income

families; creates a purchasing pool that allows individuals to benefit from affordable rates; expands eligibility for

programs such as Medi-Cal and the Healthy Families Program; and increases access to community clinics and

county-based health care programs; and other measures.

Everyone who already has insurance can keep it.

No one will be forced to change insurance plans under the Health Care Security and Cost Reduction Act.

Californians who currently have health insurance will be able to keep the insurance they have, and will have more

options should they choose to change.

The Health Care Security and Cost Reduction Act lowers costs and expands choice.

Like the current health care system, the Health Care Security and Cost Reduction Act is market-based and

competitive. The fundamental difference is that now insured Californians will no longer be forced to cover the

uninsured and all Californians will be able to buy insurance.

The Health Care Security and Cost Reduction Act guarantees that everyone can get insurance.

Under this legislation, Californians who want to buy insurance can, regardless of their age or medical history.

· When fully implemented, insurers will only be able to vary rates based on age, family size and geography.

· New rating rules will be phased in over a four-year period. During this time, limited variations based on

medical history will be allowed and reforms will limit how much older people are charged.

· The plan also brings greater transparency to the insurance market by requiring insurers to spend at least

85 percent of every premium dollar on patient care.

The Health Care Security and Cost Reduction Act puts affordable coverage within everyone’s reach.

This legislation increases affordability for everyone and controls rising medical costs by expanding coverage,

improving access to preventive care and reducing costly, unnecessary emergency room visits. It:

· Provides affordable coverage. The state will create a new purchasing pool that will provide access to

subsidized, affordable coverage to individuals and families with incomes between 100-250 percent of the

poverty level. As a result, low-and-middle income people will be able to buy an affordable health

insurance plan. The Act limits how much Californians will contribute toward the cost of their premium

based on income.


100-150 percent of poverty: No contribution


151-250 percent of poverty: Premium limited to no more than 5 percent of income

· Protects middle-income Californians. The Act protects working families with higher incomes as well.


It provides a tax credit: Those earning between 250-400 percent of poverty will receive a tax


credit if the cost of buying insurance exceeds 5.5 percent of income. The Act also calls for an


additional tax credit to make health care more affordable for early retirees.


It helps people pay their premiums: Anyone with an income above 250 percent of poverty who


works for an employer who doesn’t offer coverage will get a contribution toward their premium.

· Expands Medi-Cal. This legislation makes Medi-Cal available to childless adults with incomes up to 100

percent of the poverty level.

· Expands the Healthy Families Program. The legislation expands Medi-Cal and the Healthy Families

Program to provide no/low-cost comprehensive health coverage to all children with family incomes below

300 percent of the federal poverty level. This means that more low-income children will be able to go to

the doctor instead of going to an emergency room.

· Provides a strong community clinic safety net. The legislation increases funding for the Early Access

to Primary Care Program to provide cost-effective clinic services to low-income Californians who aren’t

eligible for other state subsidized coverage.

· Allows affordability and limited hardship exemptions. The legislation recognizes that some lower

income people who aren’t eligible for state subsidized coverage (coverage through the pool, Healthy

Families, Medi-Cal) may not be able to afford to buy insurance. So, to ensure that these people are getting primary care but not misusing our emergency rooms, the Act provides them with low-cost ways to get care through clinics and county-based services.

Specifically, the legislation:


Provides an exemption to people with incomes below 250 percent of poverty, whose cost


for the required coverage exceeds 5 percent of their income, to opt out of the individual


requirement to purchase insurance.


Allows Managed Risk Medical Insurance Board (MRMIB) to grant limited temporary or


permanent exemptions to people who demonstrate that they are facing significant


financial hardship or otherwise cannot afford coverage.

The Health Care Security and Cost Reduction Act gives working Californians and employers tax breaks.
The legislation requires employers to let employees pay their health insurance premiums on a pre-tax basis

through IRS Code Section 125 plans. This will bring significant tax savings to middle-income Californians and

their employers. By paying for health care benefits on a pre-tax basis, employees and employers will save

approximately $2 billion dollars in state and federal income taxes and federal payroll taxes. The expected cost to

an employer to establish a Section 125 plans is $200 or less.

The Health Care Security and Cost Reduction Act protects patients, providers and the state budget.

· Requires that insurers spend no less than 85 cents of every premium dollar on your medical care.

· Increases access and promotes affordable care by reforming regulations, expanding the use of nurse

practitioners and physician assistants, enhancing retail clinics, and other measures.

· Promotes the use of health information technology and requires that all health providers have the

capacity to e-prescribe by 2012.

· Promotes quality improvements and increases access to price and quality information through a

significant transparency initiative and pay-for-performance efforts.

· Reduces pressure on California’s General Fund by securing new federal funds that will raise Medi-Cal

reimbursements to doctors and hospitals.

The Health Care Security and Cost Reduction Act promotes prevention, wellness and personal

responsibility to keep Californians healthier and costs lower.

· The legislation rewards healthy choices and tackles chronic conditions, like obesity and diabetes, to promote better health and contain costs. AB X1 1:

· Structures health benefits to promote prevention, wellness and healthy lifestyles.

· Requires health plans and insurers to offer benefits packages that reward individuals who meet certain

health goals.

· Creates diabetes, obesity and smoking cessation initiatives to improve the lives of Californians and keep

down medical costs.

Organizations in Support

· California Public Interest Research Group (CalPIRG)

· American Cancer Society  

· Children's Health Initiative of Greater Los Angeles 

· American Federation of State, County and Municipal Employees

· Health Access

· Consumers Union

· California Medical Association

· California Hospital Association

· Congress of California Seniors

· Planned Parenthood Affiliates of  California

· California Academy of Family Physicians

· Latino Issues Forum

Organizations in Opposition

· California Chamber of Commerce 

· California Nurses Association  

· League of Women Voters

· Foundation for Taxpayer and Consumer Rights

· California School  Employees Association

· Blue Cross

· Health Net

· Association of California Life and Health Insurance Companies

· California Manufacturers and Technology Association

· National Federation of  Independent Businesses

· Kaiser Permanente

· California Association of Health Underwriters (CAHU)\

· Pharmaceutical Research and Manufacturers of America (PhRMA) 

· Conference of the NAACP

· Union of American Physicians and Dentists

AGENDA ITEM 6A
January 8, 2008

2008 Statewide Propositions

Presentation

Shaun Lumachi

Director of Government Affairs

Todd Green

Indian Gaming Initiatives
Background

The SBACC board asked that more information be presented prior to taking a position on these propositions at the January 2008 meeting. The following information was specifically requested:

1. Need to know impacts to local casinos.

2. What is the specific percentage of gaming revenues being paid to the state currently?

3. Define environmental quality impact section.

Todd Green, representing the opposing side of Propositions 94-97, will answer questions.
The following ballot propositions have qualified for the February 5, 2008 Primary Election:
Propositions 94, 95, 96, 97 - REFERENDUMS
Overturn Amendment to Indian Gaming Compact
Note: A position of support means the Chamber supports the compacts becoming law.
Governor Schwarzenegger negotiated new Indian gaming agreements (The Compacts) with four tribes; Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians, Morongo Band of Mission Indians, Pechanga Band of Luiseno Indians, and Sycuan Band of the Kumeyaay Nation have casino facilities on remote reservation lands in Riverside and San Diego counties.  The four propositions represent each of the negotiated new Indian gaming compacts.

Summary
· Seeks to overturn law passed by the legislature in 2007 that expands gaming machines at the Agua Caliente Band of Cahuilla Indians, Morongo Band of Mission Indians, Pechanga Band of Luiseno Indians, and Sycuan Band of the Kumeyaay Nation Casinos.

· Exempts certain projects from the California Environmental Quality Act
· Requires that revenue paid by tribe be deposited in the General Fund.
Background

· Under the current Indian gaming compact agreement, the tribe will pay higher percentages of their net gaming revenues (up to 25%) into the state General Fund. 

· The agreement will provide the state with more than $200 million the first year (with revenues increasing significantly in future years) and an estimated $9 billion over the next two decades 

· The agreement benefits this tribe by allowing them to have additional slot machines at casinos on their existing tribal lands. 

· This tribe will be allowed to coordinate with local police and fire agencies, to compensate local governments for any local services that are needed, and to resolve disputes with surrounding communities through binding arbitration.

· The agreement preserves the right of Indian casino employees to be represented by unions chosen through secret ballots. 
Arguments in Support
· The tribes will pay a much higher percentage of their gaming revenues to the state in return for having additional slot machines.  

· Our state will get more than $9 billion over the next two decades without raising our taxes – providing vitally needed new funding for our schools, public safety and other services.  

· The agreements will also protect and create thousands of local jobs at the four tribes' casinos and provide tens of millions of dollars to help non-gaming tribes throughout California.
· Special interests oppose new gaming compacts and are being opposed by a Las Vegas casino owner and two wealthy gaming tribes that are allowed to have unlimited slot machines.

Arguments Against
· Previous compacts encouraged modest casino expansions with clear guidelines to fairly share revenues with taxpayers.

· Current compacts encourage rapid casino growth and fail to include clear and fair revenue sharing formulas to benefit taxpayers.  

· California becomes home to some of the largest casinos in the world, with more than twice as many slot machines as the big Vegas casinos. 
· Compact authorize 17,000 new slot machines – more than the combined number of slots at 12 Vegas casinos, including the Bellagio, MGM Grand, Mirage and Mandalay Bay.  

· Other tribes oppose the compacts because they give just 4 of California’s 108 tribes control over one-third of the state’s Indian gaming pie.  

· Exemptions to environmental protection laws.  The 55- day comment period for stakeholders is waved, which in turn, eliminates the opportunity for community members to voice environmental concerns about the proposed expansions.  

· Labor unions are opposed because deals lack the most basic protections for workers. For instance, a study conducted by a UC Riverside Professor of Economics found that Agua Caliente’s health coverage was so expensive that 56% of the dependent children of casino workers were forced onto taxpayer-funded healthcare programs.  

· The compacts revenue claims are wildly exaggerated.  Legislative Analyst’s Office says their figures are unrealistic.
· The compacts require the four tribes to pay a percent of their “net win” gambling revenues, which the tribes themselves make that calculation.

· The compacts are opposed by the California Federation of Teachers. 
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