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SBACC Board of Directors Meeting

March 4, 2008
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1) Welcome

__________________________________
                          
            Helen Duncan, Chair 

2) Self Introductions and Sign-in sheet
        __________________                   ________________            All
3) Approval of Minutes
4) Area of interest _______________________________                       
    ___      
           
Duncan 
a) Committees you would like to participate in.

b) It is important to publish the voting record of our legislators.
5) Legislative Report









    Shaun Lumachi 
6)   Financial Report









        George Kivett
      a)  2008 budget
7)Task Force/Committee Recommendations

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

8)  Brief Partner Reports:

a. LAAFB Alliance Report: 
____________________________          _      
_
John Parsons 

b. SBCCOG_______________________
__________
___                      
          Jacki Bachrach

c. California Chamber
___________________________ _   ___
             _     _Marlene Carney

d. US Chamber



____________________________    __
               Dick Castner

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

9) Upcoming Events / Announcements










Refreshments – Thank you PV Chamber
      Next Meeting April 1, 2008—Refreshments by the PV Chamber.

      Torrance Chamber Office, 3400 Torrance Blvd., Torrance, CA 90503
South Bay Association of Chambers of Commerce

Legislative Report – March 4, 2008

Legislative Report Items

1. Redistricting Reform
2. BNSF Railway’s Southern California International Gateway (SCIG)
3. AB 2127 (Benoit) Small Business Family Scheduling Option
1.
Redistricting Reform: California Voters FIRST Act

Presentation by

Shaun Lumachi

SBACC Director of Government Affairs

Kathay Feng

Common Cause

Recommended Subcommittee Position


To support Common Cause in their efforts to reform the redistricting process.

Summary

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

2. The California Voters FIRST Act aims to eliminate the conflict of interest.

3. A 14-person citizens redistricting commission would be created.  The California Voters FIRST Act would create a politically balanced Commission - 5 Democrats, 5 Republicans, and 4 others. Commissioners would be chosen for their impartiality, skills, and to reflect our State’s demographic and geographic diversity.

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

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

6. The California Voters FIRST Act is in the signature collection phase.  The Act will be placed on the November 2008 ballot contingent upon the required number of signatures that must be collected by May 2008.

 Background

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

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

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

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

· Districts shall comply with the US Constitution, including equal population requirements.

· Districts shall comply with the Voting Rights Act.

· Districts shall be geographically contiguous.  

· The geographic integrity of any city, county, or city and county, neighborhoods, or communities of interest shall be respected. Communities of interest shall not be defined as having a relationship with incumbents, candidates, or parties.  

· To the extent possible, after the above criteria have been satisfied, districts shall be compact.  

· To the extent possible, after the above criteria have been satisfied, districts shall be nested.

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

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

7. The State Legislature will continue to draw Congressional seats.
Arguments in Support, According to California Common Cause
1. 66% of Californians support creating an independent redistricting commission to draw district lines instead of incumbent legislators.

2. 86% of Californians want an open process and an end to back room deals in redistricting.

3. 78 - 81% of Californians want a redistricting process that keeps their neighborhoods and cities together and divided as little as possible.

Arguments in Opposition

1. California Voters FIRST Act does not incorporate the U.S. Congressional districts.

2. Some current legislators may raise money to oppose the Act, because the Act does not include restricting U.S. Congressional districts, possibly creating an expensive campaign.
3. According to the Public Policy Institute of California, a nonpartisan think tank, even when the commissions do create competitive districts, the people who get elected in them do not necessarily behave as political moderates (basis of the Act).

2.
BNSF Railway’s Southern California International Gateway (SCIG)

Presentation by

Shaun Lumachi

SBACC Director of Government Affairs

LaDonna DiCamillo

BNSF Railway

Recommended Subcommittee Position


To support BNSF Railway’s Southern California International Gateway (SCIG).
Summary

1. Southern California International Gateway (SCIG) is BNSF Railway’s proposed near-dock rail facility.
2. According to the Ports’ Rail Master Plan, on-dock rail is preferred, but there is simply not enough on-dock capacity currently or in the near future to handle the amount of cargo that is expected and SCIG is right solution for the Ports at this time.

3. The Ports’ cargo volume has tripled since 1995 and is expected to double again by 2015.

4. SCIG will utilize existing capacity in the Alameda Corridor and remove an estimated one million trucks off the 710 Freeway, improving air quality in the region.

5. SCIG is an ideal example of green growth.

Background

1. BNSF Railway is headquartered in Fort Worth, Texas and operates in 28 states and two Canadian provinces.

2. Employs more than 40,000 people nationwide, with major Southern California operations in Los Angeles, San Bernardino and Barstow.

3. BNSF is North America’s largest grain-hauling railroad and also carries plastics, building and construction materials and consumer goods which in turn handle more intermodal traffic than any other rail system in the world.

4. One double-stack train can equal the volume of approximately 280 trucks.

5. Trains are two to four times more fuel efficient than trucks handling equivalent loads.

6. Trains are three times cleaner than trucks handling equivalent loads reducing NOx emissions.

7. Near-dock is needed based on conservative forecasts, demand will exceed capacity and planned on-dock capacity isn’t sufficient and won’t be ready soon enough.  The alternative of doing nothing is not an option because this will only allow more trucks versus a cleaner alternative.

8. Near-dock offers:

· Short truck trips, reducing freeway congestion

· New technology to increase efficiency and minimize community impact

· Increased use of Alameda Corridor

9.  
Near-dock provides an alternative to existing cargo transport:

· BNSF could eliminate more than 1 million containers trucked approximately 20 miles on the 710 to rail yards east of downtown Los Angeles.  

10.
BNSF’s has committed to making the facility the cleanest in the United States with the following enhancements:

· 100 percent of the truck fleet servicing SCIG will be 2007 or newer upon facility opening -- exceeding compliance with the San Pedro Bay Ports Clean Air Action Plan (CAAP).

· Trucks serving SCIG will be limited to traveling on specified non-residential truck routes and be equipped with global positioning satellite (GPS) devices to monitor and enforce compliance.

· BNSF's operating contractor will give qualified local residents first priority for all new job offers at SCIG.

· BNSF will fund a workforce-training program to assist area residents in obtaining these jobs.

· BNSF will plant an "urban forest" at the site to improve air quality and aesthetics.

· BNSF will fund construction of a sound wall east of SCIG to diminish current freeway noise and looks forward to working with local residents to determine its location.

11.
Current Status: 

· In September 2005, the Port of Los Angeles issued a Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the project.  

· Public scoping meetings were held in October and November, 2005.  

· The public review period for the NOP ended in December 2005.

12.  Next Steps:  

· The next step will be release of the draft EIR for public comment.  

· The facility could open in 2010.

Arguments in Support

1. SCIG will relieve traffic congestion and delays on local streets and freeways.   

2. SCIG will be the model for “green growth” and a green precedent for similar facilities.

3. Hundreds of new well-paying jobs would be created.

Supporting
1. Long Beach Chamber of Commerce

2. South Bay Latino Chamber of Commerce

3. Building Trades Council

Arguments in Opposition

1. The main opposition is comes from communities that oppose any growth by the port and the environmental groups opposing growth.

Opposing

1. Local environmental groups

2. Some local community members and activist

3. Senator Alan Lowenthal has been quoted that he would not support if the project used older trucks to haul containers between ports and local destinations.
3.
AB 2127 (Benoit) Small Business Family Scheduling Option
Presentation by

Shaun Lumachi

SBACC Director of Government Affairs

Recommended Position 

Support the AB 2127 (Benoit) Small Business Family Scheduling Option of 2008.

Summary

1. AB 2127 (Benoit) would allow small businesses to agree to provide scheduling options for an employee that requests it to help accommodate employees' diverse family obligations, personal pursuits, commuting issues and environmental concerns. This proposed new law will apply exclusively to small businesses with 25 or fewer employees by adding this option to Labor code 511. 
2. AB 2127 establishes a voluntary, employee-driven process where the employee of a small business can request, and their employer may mutually agree, to a 4-day compressed workweek schedule or to work a 9/80 schedule.

Background

1. AB 2127 would create an option for small businesses in Labor Code 511. 
2. This option, known as the Small Business Family Scheduling Option, would allow a small employer (25 or less employees) to agree to an employee’s request to work four 10-hour days a week (or eight nine-hour days, and one eight-hour day in two  weeks, also known as a 9/80 schedule. 

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

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

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

6. Either the employee or the employer can revoke the agreement at any time, provided they give seven days written notice.  Any hours worked beyond the compressed workweek hours must be paid at normal overtime rates. 
7. The employer is prohibited from reducing the employee’s regular rate of pay as a result of the employee adopting an alternative work week schedule. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

8. This prescribed process is overly complex and creates such a liability for employers that at present, only about 11,000 of California’s more than 800,000 employers operate under these alternate work week schedules.  
9. AB 2127 contains important employee protections.  The request is made by the employee, in writing, and it must be made voluntarily. The agreement must also be executed in writing and the employer must maintain the written document as they would any personnel record. 
Supporting

1. California Chamber of Commerce

2. Greater San Fernando Valley Chamber

3. Irvine Chamber

4. San Francisco Chamber

5. Riverside Chamber

6. Oxnard Chamber

7. Palm Desert Chamber

8. Cerritos Chamber

9. Napa Chamber

10. Modesto Chamber

11. Milpitas Chamber

12. Fresno Chamber
13. Temecula Valley Chamber

14. Murrieta Chamber

15. Lake Elsinore Valley Chamber
16. Southwest California Legislative Council
Arguments in Opposition

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

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