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SBACC Board of Directors Meeting

AGENDA

May 3, 2011
8:00am

1) Welcome










Creasie James, Chair
2) Self Introductions and Sign-In







All
3) Approval of the April 2011 Minutes







All
4) Chair’s Report









Creasie James
· Congressional Candidates Forum Recap

· Submitting Legislative/Issue Requests

· Submitting Mass Email Requests

· Recent SBACC Executive Committee Action

AB 1128 – Overweight Truck Corridors: Extension – SUPPORT

SB 776 Local Workforce Investment Boards: Funding – OPPOSE

5) Legislative Report #4








Shaun Lumachi 
· AB 350 (Solorio) –  Displaced Janitor Opportunity Act

· S. 533 (Grassley) – Lawsuit Abuse Reduction Act of 2011

· SB 653 (Steinberg) – Local Taxation: Counties: General Authorization

· AB 22 (Mendoza) – Employment: Credit Reports

· SB 116 (De León) – Income Taxes: Single Sales Factor
6) Financial Report









Charles Gale

7) Legislators Reports



Feinstein, Boxer, Rohrbacher, 36th Congressional District, Richardson,
Lieu, Brown, A. Lowenthal, Wright, Furutani, B.Lowenthal, Bradford, Butler, Knabe, Ridley-Thomas, League of CA Cities, LAAFB, AQMD, BizFed, WRD, WBMWD
8) Announcements 









All
9) Adjourn
Thank you to the Carson Chamber of Commerce for hosting this month’s refreshments
Next SBACC Board Meeting will be Tuesday, June 7, 2011 at the

Torrance Chamber 3400 Torrance Blvd, Suite 100 Torrance, California 90503

ACTION

AGENDA ITEM 3
SBACC Board of Directors Meeting

May 3, 2011
Approval of the April 2011 Minutes
SOUTH BAY ASSOCIATION OF CHAMBERS OF COMMERCE

Board Meeting Minutes

April 5, 2011

Present: C. James, P. Donaldson, S. Kramer, S. Rhilinger, J. Ahn, J. Kiernan, M. Hansen, G. Kivett, A. Ramachandman, C. Gale, S. Gobble, M. Morales, J. Valle, M. Low, T. McKinner, L. West, J. Brunkhardt, H. Duncan, J. Thompson, J. Parsons, L. Baglietto, J. Naranjo, D. Britton, T. Dahlgren, E. Swanson, M. Lyon, K. Vincent, K. Bobko, D. Castner, R. Davidoff, D. Duperron, J. Janes, D. Davis, M. Hunt, M. DiVirgilio, M. Smeltzer, M. Santos, S. Lumachi, J. Craig, S. Napolitano

1. WELCOME

Meeting was called to order at 8 a.m. by Chair Creasie James.

2. SELF INTRODUCTIONS AND SIGN-IN
3. APPROVAL OF THE APRIL 5 MEETING MINUTES

Minutes were unanimously approved. 
4. CHAIR’S REPORT

Creasie thanked Joe Ahn and Northrop Grumman for hosting breakfast. She also reported that the Executive Committee will be meeting on a quarterly basis. 

· Review of SBACC Mission

Our Purpose: To provide coordination and to advance the common business interests of local Chambers of Commerce within the South Bay area. To serve as a public policy advocacy body on issues that impacts the business and economic climate of the South Bay. To provide a forum and structure for cooperative educational programs and services that benefit the collective members of the participating local Chambers of Commerce and that does not compete with member Chambers.

Our Vision: To be regarded as the voice of business for regional issue advocacy in the South Bay.

Our Mission: The South Bay Association of Chambers of Commerce is a regional association of chambers of commerce dedicated to regional issue advocacy in the South Bay.
· Casting of Votes

Creasie stated that she has noticed that some chambers are not able to vote because they have not conferred with their chambers. She mentioned that we vote on regional issues, and that chambers should be able to speak for their group on a regional issue. 

· 2011 Fundraising Event

We asked for 36th Congressional Candidate Kit Bobko and anyone else associated with the other candidates to be excused from the discussion about the 36th Congressional District Candidates Forum to be held on April 21 at the Toyota Museum in Torrance. Lou Baglietto presented the overview of the event.  There are 18 candidates, with only six or seven viable candidates. Since there is such a large number of candidates, the recommendation is to limit to Bobko, Bowen, Gin, Hahn, Huey, Webb and Winograd. Preliminary invitations have already been sent out. Bowen has a conflict and may not be able to make the forum. Toyota USA is sponsoring and hosting the event. Start time is between 5 and 5:30 p.m. Will be over by 9 p.m. Targeting an admission price of $20pp. Will be set for 300 people. 

Motion was unanimously approved. 
· Prospective New Members/Elected Official Reception
Marcella Low discussed trying to recruit some new corporate members. She suggested we Invite elected officials and prospective corporate members to a reception. Marilyn Lyon, Elise Swanson, Charles Gale and Donna Duperron volunteered to be on a subcommittee to plan and event. 

· Installation Recap

Thank you to George Kivett for a great year.

· Recent Action

· SB 883 (Correa) - Employers: good faith defense


(SBACC Executive Committee Approval)

· AB 32 (Lara) Entrepreneurship: Economic Gardening

· AB 29 (Perez) Office of Economic Development

· Oppose Higher Taxes On Alcohol



(SBACC Executive Committee Approval)

· AB 77 (Gorell) Governmental Reorganization: Tax Functions

· AB 10 (Alejo) Minimum Wage: Annual Adjustment

5. CONGRESSIONAL CANDIDATES FORUM
Report detailed under Chair’s Report, Item C, 2011 Fundraising Event
6. LEGISLATIVE REPORT #3


Marna Smeltzer introduced Mara Santos from the Redondo Beach Chamber of Commerce who was the SBACC 2011 Scholarship recipient. 
Shaun Lumachi reported on the following legislation:

· AB 135 (Hagman – R) State Air Resources Board: Small Business Owner Member

Motion to support was unanimously approved.

· AB 318 (Skinner – D) Corporation Taxes Reporting Requirements

Motion to oppose was unanimously approved. 

· SB 378 (Dutton – R) Flexible Work Week

Motion to support was unanimously approved.

· AB 153 (Skinner – D) Internet Sales Tax

Motion to support was unanimously approved. 

· SB 469 (Vargas – D) Land Use: Development Project Review: Superstores
Motion to oppose was approved. 
 
7. FINANCIAL REPORT

Treasurer Charles Gale reported on the financial status of SBASS. He stated that a more detailed report will be sent. 

8.
LEGISLATORS REPORTS


Furutani: 


Asked for support to bring the USS Iowa to San Pedro. 


Motion to support was unanimously passed. 



New Chief of Staff: Sandra Sanchez


Bradford:


Distributed Legislative Bill Package overview detailing the following legislation:

· AB 38

· AB 1379

· AB 1386

· AB 723


Knabe:

Has put up a $25K reward (from donations) for a local business man who was killed in December 

Declared a Tsunami and emergency preparedness week 

Fraudulent emails from LA County Fire about acid rain being circulated

Fake health inspectors have been visiting restaurants

League of California Cities:

Thanked SBACC and local chambers for their support

Governor signed billed to shift inmates from state prisons to county prisons. No funding has been established. 


LAAFB:

June 3 – Change of Command ceremony

BizFed:

Advocacy Committee meets on Thursdays

Biz Fed will attend May Board Meeting

US Chamber:

Free Trade Agreement with Korea – expecting a vote before or after Memorial Day

Medicare is headed towards bankruptcy in six years

George Kivett made a recommendation that we make calls to the elected officials’ offices to remind them of our meetings.

9. ANNOUNCEMENTS

10. ADJOURN
Chair Creasie James adjourned the meeting at 9:30 a.m. 

CHAIR REPORT
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SBACC Board of Directors Meeting
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Recent Action
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April 27, 2011

The Honorable Warren Furutani

California Assembly

State Capitol, Room 3126

Sacramento, California  95814

SUBJECT:
AB 1128 – Overweight Truck Corridors: Extension - SUPPORT

Dear Assemblymember Furutani:

The South Bay Association of Chambers of Commerce SUPPORTS your AB 1128 that would significantly aid crucial goods movement from the Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach.

AB 1128 takes a significant step forward for our region by extending the currently authorized overweight truck corridor along designated routes to accommodate the movement of cargo.

Under current law, cargo-carrying vehicles that exceed certain weights are limited to operating on a 5.8-mile span of specified state routes around the Ports of Long Beach and Los Angeles and Terminal Island. But warehouses along the route are now experiencing capacity limitations amid shippers’ growing needs – threatening our region’s ability to remain viable with other increasingly competitive port facilities and limiting job retention and growth.

The corridor adjustment proposed in AB 1128 will better serve local manufacturers, agricultural exporters and other businesses that move goods through the ports by lowering transportation costs, connecting the Ports to additional warehouse facilities in the cities of Los Angeles and Carson, increasing capacity for shippers, and growing jobs.

An extension of the current Overweight Truck Corridor is much needed, and will allow the ports and their goods movement partners to better serve the needs of the job-producing businesses engaged in international trade and avoid cargo diversion and related loss of jobs. 

For these reasons, we SUPPORT your AB 1128.

	Senator Alan Lowenthal



916-327-9113

Senator Roderick D. Wright 


916-445-3712

Senator Curren Price



916-445-8899

Senator Ted Lieu




916-323-6056

Assembly Member Betsy Butler


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


Sincerely,
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Creasie James

Chair

CC: 
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April 26, 2011

The Honorable Mark DeSaulnier

State Capitol, Room 5035

Sacramento, CA  95814

Via Fax: (916) 445-2527

SUBJECT:
SB 776 Local Workforce Investment Boards: Funding -  OPPOSE

Dear Senator DeSaulnier,

The South Bay Association of Chambers of Commerce OPPOSES your SB 776. The bill, as written, is in direct conflict with the provisions of Public Law 105-220, the federal Workforce Investment Act of 1998 (WIA) and interferes with core tenants of the legislation, namely, local control and individual empowerment.

By imposing a 50 percent training threshold, SB 776 would:

· Force the closure of One-Stop Career Centers, at a time when California’s unemployment rate exceeds 12%

· Likely result in putting fewer people into training to meet the training threshold

· Exclude the most vulnerable populations, including homeless, at risk youth, and others who can’t afford to be in training

· Usurp the authority of the local workforce investment boards to set policy within their local areas

· Eliminate much needed career counseling and job search assistance

· Impede the ability of the local boards to support the delivery of an array of services needed by area residents as identified in their local plans

· Interfere with the ability of the boards to meet the mandated requirement to establish and ensure the operation of a one-stop service delivery system

· Limit the ability to leverage multiple funding sources

If passed, SB 776 would close career centers throughout the state, return the public workforce system to an antiquated model of siloed funding streams, and limit much needed services to job seekers and businesses during this recession.

Sincerely,
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Creasie James

Chair

CC: 

Senator Alan Lowenthal


916-327-9113

Senator Roderick D. Wright 

916-445-3712

Senator Curren Price


916-445-8899

Senator Ted Lieu



916-323-6056

Assembly Member Betsy Butler

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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April 25, 2011

Senator Juan Vargas

State Capitol, Room 3092

Sacramento, CA 95814

Via Fax: (916) 327-3522

Subject:
SB 469 (Vargas) - Land use: development project review: superstores - OPPOSE

Dear Senator Vargas:

We OPPOSE your SB 469, a bill that would use the land use process and environmental laws to artificially stymie development of large retail facilities and usurp local planning authority for non-environmental or planning purposes.

Senate Bill 469 mandates projects that are 90,000 square feet and larger and also dedicate 10% of floor space to “non-taxable items” (groceries), to conduct so-called “economic and community” impact reports that include a long list of complicated statutory “assessments” that must be made and submitted to the local agency.  

In 2011 with some of the highest unemployment, an almost $30B budget shortfall, and an economy scorned by businesses around the globe, the Legislature should focus on policies that will help California’s economy grow and bring jobs back to the state – not on policy designed to do the opposite.  

SB 469 is designed to hurt large employers, which in turn hurts employees and the economy, further damages state tax revenues, and has the unintended consequence of killing green-collar jobs by stopping the development of some of the most energy and water efficient, sustainable, retail stores in the nation and limiting access to fresh groceries in underserved communities.  

SB 469 will also make people who are already concerned about the impact our state’s environmental laws are having on the economy cynical about other legitimate land use policies.  The existing approval process for development projects is already too prone to devolving into a quagmire of litigation, increased costs, and lost job creation potential.  The provisions of SB 469 will only add to this problem and sets an ill-advised precedent for future development in California.

For these reasons, we respectfully oppose SB 469.  

Sincerely,
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Creasie James

Chair

CC: 

Senator Alan Lowenthal


916-327-9113

Senator Roderick D. Wright 

916-445-3712

Senator Curren Price


916-445-8899

Senator Ted Lieu



916-323-6056

Assembly Member Betsy Butler

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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April 6, 2011

The Honorable Curt Hagman

Vice Chair, Assembly Insurance Committee

California State Assembly 

State Capitol Building

Sacramento, CA 95814

Via Fax: 909-627-1841

Subject:
AB 135 (Hagman) - SUPPORT

Dear Vice Chairman Hagman,

On behalf of the South Bay Association of Chambers of Commerce, we are pleased to support AB 135, which would give small business owners a voice on the California Air Resources Board (CARB).  Assembly Bill 135 would create a requirement for one member of the state’s Air Resources Board to be a current owner of a small business and have experience with a small business for ten years.  

The current make-up of the board represents the concern for environmental protection. Yet a large constituency, the small business community, is underrepresented and is heavily regulated by CARB.

In light of hard economic times and California’s continued commitment to clean air and green business practices it is essential that small business owners be included in important discussions and decisions made by CARB.  

For these reasons, we support your AB 135.

Sincerely,
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Creasie James

Chair

CC: 

Senator Alan Lowenthal



916-327-9113

Senator Roderick D. Wright 


916-445-3712

Senator Curren Price



916-445-8899

Senator Ted Lieu




916-323-6056

Assembly Member Betsy Butler


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 28, 2011

The Honorable Nancy Skinner

California State Assembly 

State Capitol Building

Sacramento, CA 94249

Via Fax: 916-319-2114

Subject:
AB 318 (Skinner) Corporation Taxes Reporting Requirements – OPPOSE

Dear Assembly Member Skinner:

The South Bay Association of Chambers of Commerce OPPOSES your AB 318, which would needlessly violate taxpayer privacy to provide information already available to the Legislature and the public in aggregate form through the Franchise Tax Board’s (FTB) and Department of Finance’s (DOF) annual tax expenditure reports.

The only information AB 318 would make available that is not already available to policy-makers or the public is the names of select corporate taxpayers and which expenditures they take advantage of.  It is unclear why, if it is beneficial to know exactly which taxpayers use which tax expenditures, AB 318 does not require such information to be reported for all tax expenditures.  If the goal of only selectively including information about specific taxpayers is to protect taxpayer privacy, we should preserve that protection for all taxpayers.  

If the goal is to lower the cost of producing the report, we could avoid those costs altogether by not requiring a report that essentially duplicates work already being done by the FTB and DOF.   

For these reasons and more, we must respectfully OPPOSE your AB 318.

Sincerely,
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Creasie James

Chair

CC: 

Senator Alan Lowenthal



916-327-9113

Senator Roderick D. Wright 


916-445-3712

Senator Curren Price



916-445-8899

Senator Ted Lieu




916-323-6056

Assembly Member Betsy Butler


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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Legislative Report #4
Presentation

Shaun Lumachi

Director of Government Affairs

AB 350 (Solorio) Displaced Janitor Opportunity Act

Recommended Action


Oppose

Summary

1. AB 350 would rename current law the “Displaced Property Service Employee Opportunity Act” and make the provisions of the new law applicable to licensed security, landscape, window cleaning, and food cafeteria services in addition to janitorial and building maintenance services. 

Background
2. Currently, the Displaced Janitor Opportunity Act requires contractors and subcontractors that are awarded contracts or subcontracts by the state to provide janitorial or building maintenance services at a particular job site or sites and to retain for a period of 60 days certain employees who were employed at that site by the previous contractor or subcontractor. 

3. The act requires the successor contractors and subcontractors to offer continued employment to those employees retained for the 60-day period if their performance during that 60-day period is satisfactory.

4. AB 350 would expand the employee retention provisions from 60 to 90 days.

5. Furthermore, AB 350 proposes to amend current law to expand coverage of these employee retention requirements to other industries.

6. Lastly, AB 350 defines "property services" to include janitorial, building maintenance, licensed security, landscape, window cleaning, or food cafeteria services.

Arguments in Support

7. According to the author's office, contracted out property service workers, such as building maintenance, licensed security, landscape, window cleaning and food cafeteria personnel, can lose their jobs with little - or no warning - when the property manager decides to award the service contract to another contractor.  

8. California continues to face record high unemployment levels, still in excess of 12 percent in many communities, and the economy is not expected to rebound for years.

Arguments in Opposition

9. Opponents contend that this bill is designed to ensure that a union that has been elected as the bargaining representative through the proper procedures for the prior contractor, will remain the bargaining representative for the subsequent employer.  

10. Since AB 350 mandates that subsequent employers hire the predecessor's employees, it would provide automatic protection to the incumbent union to maintain its status as the bargaining representative, thus forcing all contractors/employers of "property services" to be union employers.

Supporting

California Conference Board of the Amalgamated Transit Union

California Conference of Machinists

California Labor Federation, AFL-CIO

California Official Court Reporters Association

California Teamsters Public Affairs Council

Engineers and Scientists of California

International Longshore and Warehouse Union

Professional and Technical Engineers, Local 21

Service Employees International Union

UNITE HERE!

United Food and Commercial Workers, Western States Conference

Utility Workers Union of America, Local 132

Opposing

Apartment Association, California Southern Cities

Building Owners and Managers Association of California

California Apartment Association 

California Association of Bed & Breakfast Inns

California Association of Realtors

California Attractions and Parks Association

California Business Properties Association

California Chamber of Commerce

California Disability Services Association

California Grocers Association 

California Hotel & Lodging Association

California Independent Grocers Association 

California Landscape Contractors Association

California Manufacturers & Technology Association

California Retailers Association 

Commercial Real Estate Development Association, NAIOP of 

California

International Council of Shopping Centers

PathPoint

San Francisco Association of REALTORS

Western Electrical Contractors Association

S. 533 (Grassley) Lawsuit Abuse Reduction Act of 2011

Recommended Action


Support

Summary

1. S. 533 requires the court to impose an appropriate sanction on any attorney, law firm, or party that has violated, or is responsible for the violation of, the rule with regard to representations to the court. 

Background

2. S. 533 enacts the following:

a. Reinstates the requirement that if there is a violation of Rule 11, there will be sanctions.

b. Requires that judges impose monetary sanctions against lawyers who file frivolous lawsuits.

c. Reverses the 1993 amendments to Rule 11 that allow parties and their attorneys to avoid sanctions for making frivolous claims by withdrawing them within 21 days after a motion for sanctions has been served.

3. H.R. 966 (Smith, R-TX) Lawsuit Abuse Reduction Act of 2011 is the corresponding bill in the House.

Arguments in Support

4. Proponents argue that S. 533 (and H.R. 966) that lawsuit abuse has become too common in American society partly because the lawyers who bring these cases have everything to gain and nothing to lose. Plaintiffs' lawyers can file frivolous suits, no matter how absurd the claims, without any penalty. Meanwhile defendants are faced with the choice of years of litigation, high court costs and attorneys' fees or a settlement. 

5. Our legal system encourages frivolous lawsuits while defendants are left paying the price even when they are innocent. Many of these cases have cost innocent people and business owners their reputations and hundreds of thousands of dollars.

Arguments in Opposition

6. Opponents argue that S. 533 would unfairly target legitimate claims that could be brought forward but due to the increased risk S. 533 and H.R. 966 would impose, some attorneys would not take the chance to introduce cases in fear of court sanctions. 

7. Opponents further argue that only recently business interests (primarily insurance, tobacco and pharmaceutical) decided that contributing to political campaigns could get them "tort reform", the ability to increase their bottom line by decreasing damage awards assessed against them and for people who they have injured or disabled. 

Supporting 

American Tort Reform Association

U.S. Chamber of Commerce

Opposing

None on file at this time

SB 653 (Steinberg) - Local Taxation: Counties: General Authorization

Recommended Action


Oppose

Summary

1. SB 653 would authorize the board of supervisors of any county, by ordinance or resolution, to propose to the voters a tax, including, but not limited to, a local personal income tax, a local corporate income tax, and a local sales and use tax.

Background

2. The California Constitution prohibits the Legislature from imposing taxes for local purposes, but allows the Legislature to authorize local governments to impose them.

3. SB 653 lifts the decades of old restrictions that prohibited counties from proposing local personal income taxes, local corporate taxes, local non-uniform sales and use taxes and more. 

4. Further, while SB 653 lists specific taxes that may now be proposed, it also says that the new taxing authority is “not limited to” the taxes specifically mentioned.  

5. In addition, new and higher taxes with a simple majority vote would be more prevalent rather than the two-thirds vote currently required for special taxes. 

Arguments in Support

6. Proponents could argue that SB 653 allows Counties to have flexibility when balancing the county budget and would no longer have to rely heavily on parts of the state budget.

Arguments in Opposition

7. Opponents argue that SB 653 is a majority-vote bill that represents a major threat to taxpayers that could create long-term economic challenges as businesses are forced to comply with 58 different tax jurisdictions.

Supporting

None on file. 

Opposing 

California Taxpayers Association

AB 22 (Mendoza) Employment: Credit Reports

Recommended Action


Oppose

Summary

1. AB 22 would expand employer liability by increases to exposure for hiring decisions by unduly restricting the ability of businesses to use consumer credit reports as part of the background check process, with the exception of certain financial institutions.

Background

2. The federal Fair Credit Reporting Act (FCRA) and the state Consumer Credit Reporting Agencies Act define and regulate consumer credit reports and authorize the use of consumer credit reports for employment purposes, pursuant to specified requirements. 

3. The FCRA provides that it does not preempt state law, except as specifically provided or to the extent that state laws are inconsistent with its provisions.

4. Current federal and state law specify the procedures that an employer is required to follow before requesting a report and if adverse action is taken based on the report. 

5. Under current law, an employer may request a credit report for employment purposes so long as he or she provides written notice of the request to the person for whom the report is sought. 

6. The law requires that the written notice inform the person for whom the consumer credit report was sought of the source of the report and contain space for the person to request a copy of the report. 

7. Furthermore, the law requires an employer, whenever he or she bases an adverse employment decision on information contained in a consumer credit report, to advise the person for whom the report was sought that an adverse action was taken based upon information contained in the report and provide the person with the name and address of the consumer credit agency making the report.

8. AB 22 would prohibit an employer, with the exception of certain financial institutions, from obtaining a consumer credit report for employment purposes unless the information is: 

a. substantially job-related, meaning that the position of the person for whom the report is sought has access to money, other assets, or confidential information, and 

b. the position of the person for whom the report is sought is a position in the state Department of Justice, a managerial position, that of a sworn peace officer or other law enforcement position, or a position for which the information contained in the report is required to be disclosed by law or to be obtained by the employer.

9. AB 22 is similar AB 482 (2010) and AB 943 (2009) and were vetoed by Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger.

Arguments in Support

10. The author of AB 22 states: “A credit report is not a good indicator of a person’s work ethic or experience and many Californians are experiencing difficult times due to the economic downturn, the foreclosure crisis, and high unemployment. Now, more than ever, a credit report is an unfair lens through which to view job applicants.

Arguments in Opposition

11. The California Chamber of Commerce cites while an individual’s credit history by itself is not predictive of potential theft, access to credit information can reveal patterns that may present an unreasonable risk to businesses resulting from an irresponsibility with regard to, or inability to, handle personal financial commitments. 

12. Employee theft is a growing problem and the U.S. Chamber of Commerce rates the annual cost at $40 billion and according to the Federal Bureau of Investigation, this is the fastest growing crime in the United States and many experts estimate that it increases at a rate of 15 percent annually.  On average, businesses lose as much as two percent of sales to employee theft.

Supporting 

California Labor Federation (sponsor)

AFSCME

American Civil Liberties Union

California Commission on the Status of Women

California Conference Board of the Amalgamated Transit Union

California Conference of Machinists

California Employment Lawyers Association (CELA)

Consumer Federation of California

California Nurses Association

California Teamsters Public Affairs Council

Consumer Attorneys of California

Consumer Action

East Bay Community Law Center

Engineers and Scientists of California

International Longshore & Warehouse Union

Privacy Rights Clearinghouse

Professional & Technical Engineers, Local 21

UNITE HERE!

United Food and Commercial Workers Union, Western States Council

Opposing

Apartment Association of Greater Los Angeles

Apartment Association, California Southern Cities, Inc.

Apartment Association of Orange County

Associated General Contractors

California Apartment Association

California Association of Licensed Investigators

California Automotive Wholesalers' Association

California Chamber of Commerce

California Chapter of the American Fence Association

California Employment Law Council

California Fence Contractors' Association

California Framing Contractors' Association

California Grocers Association

California Hospital Association

California Independent Grocers Association

California New Car Dealers Association

California Restaurant Association

California Retailers Association

CoreLogic

Engineering Contractors' Association

Experian

Flasher/Barricade Association

Garden Grove Chamber of Commerce

Marin Builders' Association

National Federation of Independent Business

San Diego County Apartment Association

Santa Barbara Rental Property Association

TechAmerica

TransUnion

SB 116 (De León) - Income Taxes: Single Sales Factor

Recommended Action


Oppose

Summary

1. SB 116 would require the single sales apportionment factor scheduled to be allowed for corporate filers in 2011 to be mandatory for all qualifying taxpayers.

Background

2. The single sales formula allows multistate firms to determine the share of its total income that is taxable in California.

3. The single sales factor was approved by the legislature and Governor in the February 2009-10 budget to help stimulate business investment in the state. 

4. At a time when California’s economy has struggled to rebound from the global recession, the move has been highlighted as a remarkable, although rare, bright spot in California’s notoriously bad business climate. 

5. The legislature rightfully allowed for the tax reform to be elective in nature, thus allowing businesses to determine whether operating under current taxation methodology or the new singles sales formula was most conducive to their operational growth in the state.

Arguments in Support

6. SB 116 seeks to encourage investment and job creation in California, and generate upwards of $1 Billion annually in desperately-needed revenues through the implementation of a mandatory single sales factor in the calculation of corporate taxes owed to the state.

Arguments in Opposition

7. Critics of the elective nature of this rule erroneously state that multi-national or out-of state companies receive an unfair tax advantage by tapping California’s large market without heavily investing in jobs and infrastructure in the state. 

8. This mischaracterization fails to recognize that certain business models do not easily fit in a single sales calculation. In fact, many out of state companies have significant investments of property and payroll in California, but the size of their sales in one of the largest markets in the world render those investments moot by comparison. 

Supporting

AFL-CIO 

AFSCME 

Apple Inc.

BayBio 

BIOCOM

California Healthcare Institute

California Labor Federation

California Nurses Association 

California Partnership 

California Professional Firefighters 

California School Employees Association 

California State Council 

California-Nevada Conference of Operating Engineers 

Genentech 

PowerPAC 

Qualcomm 

Service Employees International Union 

St. Mary's Center 

State Building and Construction Trades Council 

United Firefighters of Los Angeles City (Local 112, IAFF)

Opposing 

California Cable & Telecommunications Association

California Chamber of Commerce

California Manufacturers & Technology 

California Chamber of Commerce

