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Northrop Grumman Aerospace Systems

813 Hornet Way

El Segundo, CA 90245
www.SBACC.com
SBACC Board of Directors Meeting

AGENDA

September 7, 2010
8:00am – 8:15am 
1) Welcome









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






All
8:15am – 8:45am

3) Corporate Overview of Northrop Grumman Aerospace Systems


Northrop
Chris Hayes, Sector Director, Global Supply Chain Management

8:45am – 9:45am: Regular Meeting of the SBACC
4) Approval of the July 2010 Minutes






All
5) Chair’s Report








Kivett
· Support for Harbor Gateway Communities Enterprise Zone Letter
· SBACC Candidates Forum Subcommittee

· Chevron Renewal of Marine Terminal Lease with the California State Lands Commission

6) November 2010 Ballot Measures 






Shaun Lumachi

· Proposition 19: Legalization and Taxation of Marijuana

· Proposition 26: Legislative Vote Requirement for State Levies and Charges 

7) Complete List of November 2010 Statewide Ballot Measures



Lumachi
8) Financial 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, BizFed
10) Announcements 








All
11) Adjourn
9:55am: F/A-18 Tour Begins
Next SBACC Board Meeting will be Tuesday, October 5, 2010 at the Torrance Chamber
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Approval of the July 2010 Minutes
SOUTH BAY ASSOCIATION OF CHAMBERS OF COMMERCE

Board Meeting Minutes

August 3, 2010

PRESENT: G. Kivett, S. Lumachi, W. Love, Pat Donaldson, A. Garten, L. Clark, D. LaSalle, H. Duncan, C. Taylor, C. Gale, J. Brunkhardt, J. Kirk, M. Smeltzer, T. Dahlgren, D. Duperron, J. Craig, J. Janes, W. Tolliver, L. Baglietto Jr., M. Waronek, M. Morales, J. Ahn, S. Kramer, W. Love, E. Mosler, S. Weissman, 

S. Woodman, O. Valentine, K. Finer.

CALL TO ORDER:  The Meeting was called to order by Chairperson George Kivett at 8:14 A.M.

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

MINUTES FROM MEETING OF JULY 6, 2010: M. Morales moved approval of the minutes.  The motion was seconded by J. Kirk and passed unanimously.

CHAIR REPORT: 

Chairperson suggested all Board members print out your own agenda prior to attending the meeting.  The Chairperson asked for introductions.

Thanks to Wanda Love of the Gardena Chamber of Commerce for refreshments.  The Chairperson pointed out photos at LAAFB meeting as given to each member.  LAAFB arranged a Vandenberg Base tour.  

STRATEGIC INITIATIVES: 

Joe Ahn described the sites we may tour as a group.   Each member needs to pre-register license plate, etc, for security clearances prior to the day of the visit.  Shaun Lumachi (SBACC) and Joe Ahn (Northrup-Grumman) will coordinate.  E-blast will be pending for the RSVP.  Charles Gale is a member of BizFed that is a doing mapping exercise that maps district businesses and the chamber representation.  This is a tool for the Chambers to use.  Each Chamber Executive will receive info via email.  Marna asked for monthly updates on Biz Fed.  

POLICY PLATFORM: S. Lumachi presented the Ballot Measures.  

Prop 18: Safe, Clean & Reliable Drinking Water Supply     Recommendation: Table the vote

We can table it or take position today motion to table.  The Chairperson requests a vote.  It passes by unanimous vote.

Prop 21: Annual Vehicle License Surcharge     Recommendation: Oppose

Purpose of fee is to backfill Parks System budget deficit.  Reminder of the doubling of the fee and opposition to increased VLF.  We may lose Park attendance because the fee is higher.  Sharon Jenny Orepeza’s office described support for the Prop.  It is for a specific purpose to improve the parks and fee is still lower than historically.  Marna asked for clarification of the purpose of the surcharge.  S. Gobble asked what the impact on businesses is.  Sharon replied this is a quality of life issue.  S. Gobble motions to support.  Seconded by M. Morales.  The motion passes unanimously.  P. Donaldson asked to table the vote.  A vote is taken.  11 in favor, 8 oppose.  The motion to support passes.

Prop 24: Repeal of Corporate Tax Breaks     Recommendation: Oppose

This bill was created during height of recession. S. Gobble motion to oppose. Seconded by H. Duncan.  J. Ahn commented that it covers all businesses and historical increases on all businesses.  The motion passes unanimously. 

Prop 25: Legislative Vote Requirement for Passage State Budget     Recommendation: Oppose

If this proposition passes, it will change dynamics significantly.  It will increase political party’s power to pass legislation.  Current legislature is polarized.  Therefore, opposing legislation would require higher standard.   Only 3 states have this.  So the counter-argument will be to adopt a plan as “the rest of states”.  The minority party will not have any debate.  S. Weissman added that her view is information is incorrect; 2/3 majority vote needed for budget impedes the budget in most years, and favors minority party.  T. Dahlgren asked to table the issue to get opinions from his Chamber.  Shaun added we have supported 2/3 majority in the past. He also added that data is taken from the Secretary of State, not editorialized.  Tax increases affecting the business community is an example where the 2/3 majority rule slowed ability to add increased taxation.  The business community is only the constituency that can make increases into general fund.  The “Super-majority” requirement keeps controls.  C. Gale asked how does it trigger when there is no funding and a $20 billion deficit?  S. Weissman advocated for decision making ability to hold legislature accountable for votes.  J. Ahn added that there will be lawsuit as a result, and this initiative will be thrown out judicially, so it is not going to help.  L. Baglietto motions to oppose.  Seconded by M. Smeltzer.  J. Craig added that entities paid by state lose.  A vote is taken.  16 in favor, 3 oppose. The motion passes.

Prop 26.   Recommendation to table this issue for more research regulatory fees impacted.

M. Waronek motions to table the issue.  Seconded by M. Morales.  Motion to table the issue passes unanimously.

J. Ahn asked how we affect legislation as a group.  Shaun replied gets calls from campaigns immediately.

AB 482:  Restricts Use of Credit Reports in Hiring Process     Recommendation: Oppose

There are privacy protection issues and anti-discrimination issues.  There are comments that a credit report does not give a full picture of candidates’ potential.  Potential impact to larger biz (use more often than small biz) we tabled in July.  L. Baglietto motions to oppose.  Seconded by J. Ahn.  The motion passes unanimously.

There is a request for a list of all current position and reminders at the SBACC. Chairperson George Kivett asked it to be added to the website.

TREASURER’S REPORT: Treasurer C. Gale announced there is $34,000 in the bank on the 1st; there is now $32,147. We have added new members.

LEGISLATORS’ REPORTS:  

J. Zivkovic from Assemblymember Ted Lieu’s Office: Auditor has issued a report, and will have it available on www.bsa.ca.gov.  On AB 35, there was supposed to be a status announcement yesterday, however, still pending.

S. Weissman of Senator Jenny Oropeza’s office issued a handout.  SB 1192: Airport Rental Facility Charge is highlighted; discussed a decrease sales (1.5%) tax but increase to income tax for all levels except the top level (plus VLF) “tax-swap”.  Position is an opportunity for business.  Other advantage to tax swap is it will level off revenue swings and budget deal would help businesses.

T. McKinnor from Assemblymember Steve Bradford’s Office:  Procurement Contract Information gathering is occurring now for the purpose of more small businesses to get state contracts.

ANNOUNCEMENTS

Larry Clark of the LAAFB announced a Diversity Day & “Protect Your Wingman” – understanding your colleagues tomorrow.  Improvements to the website will simplify job openings.  The LAAFB system will hire 800 civilians.  Any feedback on individuals’ usage is helpful.

Mark Waronek has requested Ridley Thomas to attend to meetings.  Jane Harman and Laura Richardson to attend.  Chairperson George Kivett is on the jobs committee.

D. Duperron of the Torrance Chamber announced an America Honda event on Van Ness and Torrance for a Wine Tasting on the grounds.  Also, a September 10th Dance for Seniors at Double Tree Hotel in conjunction with the The Little Company of Mary.  250 seniors are expected.

Wanda Love of the Gardena Chamber of Commerce announced drive for school children’s backpacks.  The Distribution on Aug 28th. 

Marna Smeltzer announced Seaside Lagoon event on August 25th. Lou Baglietto announced Councilwoman Hahn visit.  There will be a Boys & Girls Dinner at museum. D. LaSalle of the Hawthorne Chamber reminded the Board about the August 24th Hawthorne Chamber of Commerce Installation Ceremony.

ADJOURN:  The Meeting was adjourned at 9:39 A.M.
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November 2010 Statewide Ballot Propositions
Presentation

Shaun Lumachi

Director of Government Affairs
Proposition 19: Legalization and Taxation of Marijuana

Recommended Position


Oppose

Summary

1. Proposition 19 allows people 21 years old or older to possess, cultivate, or transport marijuana for personal use while permitting local governments to regulate and tax the production and sale of marijuana.

Background

2. The measure allows local governments to adopt ordinances and regulations regarding commercial marijuana-related activities—including marijuana cultivation, processing, distribution, transportation, and retail sales. 

3. For example, local governments could license establishments that could sell marijuana to persons 21 and older. 

4. Local governments could regulate the location, size, hours of operation, and signs and displays of such establishments. 

5. Individuals could transport marijuana from a licensed marijuana establishment in one locality to a licensed establishment in another locality, regardless of whether any localities in between permitted the commercial production and sale of marijuana. 

6. However, the measure does not permit the transportation of marijuana between California and another state or country.

7. Proposition 19 requires that licensed marijuana establishments pay all applicable federal, state, and local taxes and fees currently imposed on other similar businesses. 

8. In addition, the measure permits local governments to impose new general, excise, or transfer taxes, as well as benefit assessments and fees, on authorized marijuana-related activities.

Historical Perspective

9. Federal laws classify marijuana as an illegal substance and provide criminal penalties for various activities relating to its use. 

10. These laws are enforced by federal agencies that may act independently or in cooperation with state and local law enforcement agencies.

11. In November 1996, voters approved Proposition 215, which legalized the cultivation and possession of marijuana in California for medical purposes. 

12. The U.S. Supreme Court ruled in 2005, however, that federal authorities could continue to prosecute California patients and providers engaged in the cultivation and use of marijuana for medical purposes. 

13. Despite having this authority, the U.S. Department of Justice announced in March 2009 that the current administration would not prosecute marijuana patients and providers whose actions are consistent with state medical marijuana laws.

Fiscal Impact

14. Depending on federal, state, and local government actions, potential increased tax and fee revenues in the hundreds of millions of dollars annually and potential correctional savings of several tens of millions of dollars annually.

15. According to the Legislative Analyst Office (LAO), the fiscal summary on the effects of enacting Proposition 19 are subject to significant uncertainty.

16. This means that the federal government could prosecute individuals for activities that would be permitted under this measure. 

17. To the extent that the federal government continued to enforce its prohibitions on marijuana, it would have the effect of impeding the activities permitted by this measure under state law.

Arguments in Support

18. Proponents of Proposition 19 argue that by enacting Proposition 19 will help to expand California’s economy by creating between 60,000 and 110,000 new jobs in the state. Furthermore, Proposition 19 would reduce incarcerating low-risk offenders in the state’s correctional facilities and reduce prison costs.

Arguments in Opposition

19. Opponents can argue that although the federal government announced in March 2009 that it would no longer prosecute medical marijuana patients and providers whose actions are consistent with Proposition 215, the federal government has continued to enforce its prohibitions on non-medical marijuana-related activities and can do so if Proposition 19 passes.

Supporting (Partial List)













Organizations and Individuals

ACLU of Northern California

ACLU of San Diego

ACLU of Southern California

Alameda County Democratic Central Committee Member Edie Irons

Alameda County Democratic Party

Alameda County Supervisor Nate Miley

Arcata City Councilmember Shane Brinton

Berkeley City Councilmember Darryl Moore

Berkeley City Councilmember Kriss Worthington

Berkeley Mayor Tom Bates

California 16th Assembly District Democrats

California Green Party

California Libertarian Party

California NAACP

California Republican Party Delegate David LaTour

California State Assemblymember Tom Ammiano

California State Senate President Pro Tem Don Perata (Ret.)

California State Senator Mark Leno

California Young Democrats

Congressman Dan Hamburg (CA-1) (Ret.)

Desert Stonewall Democrats of Palm Springs

East Bay Municipal Utility District Board President Doug Linney

Hayward City Councilmember Bill Quirk

Humboldt Center for Constitutional Rights
Libertarian Party of Orange County

Mendocino County Supervisor John Pinches

Modoc County Democratic Central Committee Chair Thomas Romero 

Monterey County Democratic Party

Oakland City Councilmember Jean Quan

Oakland City Councilmember Larry Reid

Oakland City Councilmember Nancy Nadel

Oakland City Councilmember Pat Kernighan

Oakland City Councilmember Rebecca Kaplan

Palm Springs Unified School District Board Member Justin Blake

Progressive Democrats of Stanislaus County  

Republican Liberty Caucus

San Francisco Supervisor David Campos

San Francisco Supervisor Ross Mirkarimi

The Berkeley City Council

The Oakland City Council

Water Replenishment District of Southern California Director Rob Katherman

West Hollywood City Councilmember John Duran

Windsor Town Councilmember Debora Fudge

Opposing (Partial List)












Organizations and Individuals

Anaheim Police Association

Association of California School Administrators

Atwater Village Chamber of Commerce

California Association of Code Enforcement Officers

California Bus Association

California Chamber of Commerce

California College, Career and Technical Education Charter School

California Correctional Supervisors Organization

California District Attorney Investigators' Association

California District Attorneys Association

California Narcotic Officers' Association

California Peace Officer’s Association

California Police Chiefs Association

California State Sheriffs' Association

Californians for Drug Free Youth

CALM

CIA Investigation Academy

CoachAmerica

Coalition for a Drug-Free California

D.A.R.E. America

Inland Valley Drug Free Community Coalition

International Faith Based Coalition

Los Angeles County Police Chiefs Association

Mothers Against Drunk Driving

North Coastal Prevention Coalition

Orange County Coalition of Police and Sheriffs

Peace Officers Association of Los Angeles County

PRIDE-Omaha, Inc.

Protect Our Society

San Dieguito Alliance

Save Our Society from Drugs

Proposition 26: Legislative Vote Requirement for State Levies and Charges 

Recommended Position


Support

Summary

1. Proposition 26, if passed, means the definition of taxes would be broadened to include many payments currently considered to be fees or charges. As a result, more state and local proposals to increase revenues would require approval by two-thirds of each house of the Legislature or by local voters.

Background

2. Proposition 26 would result in more state and local proposals that increase revenues would require approval by two-thirds of each house of the Legislature or by local voters.

3. Currently, state and local governments impose a variety of taxes, fees, and charges on individuals and businesses. 

4. Taxes – such as income, sales, and property taxes – are typically used to pay for general public services such as education, prisons, health, and social services. Fees and charges, by comparison, typically pay for a particular service or program benefitting individuals or businesses. 

5. Three broad categories of fees and charges exist to include:

a. User fees – such as state park entrance fees and garbage fees, where the user pays for the cost of a specific service or program. 

b. Regulatory fees – such as fees on restaurants to pay for health inspections and fees on the purchase of beverage containers to support recycling programs. Regulatory fees pay for programs that place requirements on the activities of businesses or people to achieve particular public goals or help offset the public or environmental impact of certain activities.

c. Property charges – such as charges imposed on property developers to improve roads leading to new subdivisions and assessments that pay for improvements and services that benefit the property owner.

Major Provisions of Proposition 26 (As provided by the Legislative Analyst Office)

	

	· Expands the Scope of What Is a State or Local Tax

	· Classifies as taxes some fees and charges that government currently may impose with a majority vote.

· As a result, more state revenue proposals would require approval by two-thirds of each house of the Legislature and more local revenue proposals would require local voter approval.

	· Raises the Approval Requirement for Some State Revenue Proposals

	· Requires a two-thirds vote of each house of the Legislature to approve laws that increase taxes on any taxpayer, even if the law’s overall fiscal effect does not increase state revenues.

	· Repeals Recently Passed, Conflicting State Laws

	· Repeals recent state laws that conflict with this measure, unless they are approved again by two-thirds of each house of the Legislature. Repeal becomes effective in November 2011.


6. As stated, Proposition 26 broadens the definition of a state or local tax to include many payments currently considered to be fees or charges. 

7. As a result, the measure would have the effect of increasing the number of revenue proposals subject to the higher approval (The two-thirds requirement).

8. Generally, the types of fees and charges that would become taxes under the measure are ones that government imposes to address health, environmental, or other societal or economic concerns. 

9. Some regulatory fees could be considered taxes, in part or in whole, under the measure because these fees pay for many services that benefit the public broadly, rather than providing services directly to the fee payer. 

10. The state currently uses these types of regulatory fees to pay for most of its environmental programs.

11. Certain other fees and charges also could be considered to be taxes under the measure.

12. For example, some business assessments could be considered to be taxes because government uses the assessment revenues to improve shopping districts (such as providing parking, street lighting, increased security, and marketing), rather than providing a direct and distinct service to the business owner.

13. Furthermore, the change in the definition of taxes would not affect most user fees, property development charges, and property assessments. 

14. This is because these fees and charges generally comply with Proposition 26’s requirements already, or are exempt from its provisions and most other fees or charges in existence at the time of the November 2, 2010 election would not be affected unless:

a. The state or local government later increases or extends the fees or charges. (In this case, the state or local government would have to comply with the approval requirements of Proposition 26.)

b. The fees or charges were created or increased by a state law—passed between January 1, 2010 and November 2, 1010—that conflicts with Proposition 26.

15. The State Constitution currently specifies that laws enacted “for the purpose of increasing revenues” must be approved by two-thirds of each house of the Legislature. Under current practice, a law that increases the amount of taxes charged to some taxpayers but offers an equal (or larger) reduction in taxes for other taxpayers has been viewed as not increasing revenues. As such, it can be approved by a majority vote of the Legislature.

16. Proposition 26 specifies that state laws that result in any taxpayer paying a higher tax must be approved by two-thirds of each house of the Legislature.

Historical Perspective:

17. For example, earlier this year a state lawmaker proposed a tax hike on alcohol (a 1,060% increase on beer, 2,560% increase on wine and 516% increase on hard liquor), and called it a "mitigation fee" in an attempt to pass it on a majority vote rather than a two-thirds vote. 

18. There also have been numerous attempts to increase local taxes on vehicles by disguising them as "fees."

Arguments in Support

19. Proponents of the Proposition 26 have dubbed the measure as the “Hidden Taxes Initiative” and state that for years, state and local politicians have been using a loophole in the law to raise taxes by disguising them as “fees” – circumventing the Constitutional requirements for passing taxes on goods like food, gas, cell phones, and even emergency services – which have added billions of dollars in higher costs that consumers pay.

Arguments in Opposition

20. The California Tax Reform Association is one of "an array of good-government and environmental groups, who see the latest proposal (Proposition 26) as simply a vast corporate loophole and further contend that companies cloak themselves as the defenders of jobs and fairness, when in fact they are gaming the system to maximize profits.

Supporting (Partial Listing)












The following organizations have signed onto the “Stop the Hidden Taxes” Coalition, which opposes Proposition 25 and supports Proposition 26.

California Chamber of Commerce

California Taxpayers’ Association

American GI Forum of California

American Rental Association

Americans for Prosperity

Americans for Tax Reform

Anaheim Chamber of Commerce

Association of California Life and Health Insurance Companies

California Association of Business, Property and Resource Owners (CABPRO)

California Automotive Wholesalers’ Association

California Beer & Beverage Distributors

California Black Chamber of Commerce

California Business Alliance

California Business Properties Association

California Business Roundtable

California Cable & Telecommunications Association (CCTA)

California Cotton Ginners and Growers Association

California Delta Chambers & Visitor’s Bureau

California Distributors Association

California Forestry Association

California Grocers Association

California Hispanic Chambers of Commerce

California Hotel & Lodging Association

California Landscape Contractors Association

California League of Food Processors

California Manufacturers & Technology Association

California Metals Coalition

California Restaurant Association

California Retailers Association

California Service Station & Automotive Repair Association

California Small Brewers Association

California Taxpayer Protection Committee

California Trucking Association

Cambodian-American Chamber of Commerce

Central Solano Citizen/Taxpayer Group

Chemical Industry Council of California

Chino Valley Chamber of Commerce

Citizens for California Reform

Coalition of Labor, Agriculture & Business of Santa Barbara County

Contra Costa Taxpayers Association

Dana Point Chamber of Commerce

Family Winemakers of California

Greater Conejo Valley Chamber of Commerce

Howard Jarvis Taxpayers Association

Industrial Environmental Association

Inland Empire Taxpayers Association

Korean American Grocers Association

Latin Business Association

Los Angeles Metro Hispanic Chamber of Commerce

Milpitas Chamber of Commerce

National Federation of Independent Business – California

National Taxpayers Union

Neighborhood Market Association

Newport Beach Chamber of Commerce

Nicaraguan-American Chamber of Commerce, Northern California

Nisei Farmers League

North Valley Hispanic Chamber of Commerce

Orange County Taxpayers Association

Oxnard Chamber of Commerce

Pleasant Hill Taxpayers Association

Pomona Chamber of Commerce

Redlands Chamber of Commerce

Regional Hispanic Chamber of Commerce

Sacramento Asian American Minority, Inc.

Sacramento Hispanic Chamber of Commerce

San Diego County Hispanic Chamber of Commerce

San Diego Tax Fighters

Santa Barbara Hispanic Chamber of Commerce

Santa Clara Chamber of Commerce

Santa Maria Valley Wine Country

Small Business Action Committee

South Bay Latino Chamber of Commerce

Temecula Valley Winegrowers Association

The Wine Group

Valley Industry & Commerce Association

Valley Taxpayer’s Coalition

Ventura County Taxpayers Association

Western Agricultural Processors Association

Western Home Furnishings Association

Wine Institute

Opposing (Partial Listing)












California Tax Reform Association

Health Access California
Taxpayers Against Protecting Polluters
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Complete List of November 2010 Statewide Ballot Measures
Presentation

Shaun Lumachi

Director of Government Affairs
The following Propositions have qualified for the November 2010 ballot.

Proposition 19: Legalization and Taxation of Marijuana

Proposition 19 allows people 21 years old or older to possess, cultivate, or transport marijuana for personal use while permitting local governments to regulate and tax commercial production and sale of marijuana to people 21 years old or older. Furthermore, prohibits people from possessing marijuana on school grounds, using it in public, smoking it while minors are present, or providing it to anyone under 21 years old and maintains current prohibitions against driving while impaired.

SBACC Position: 
To be determined

Proposition 20: Voters FIRST Act for Congress

The Proposition 20 extends the responsibilities of the Citizens Redistricting Commission (Commission) and gives the Commission the authority to draw the boundaries for the United States Congressional Districts.

SBACC Position:
Support

Proposition 21: Annual Vehicle License Surcharge to Fund State Parks

Proposition 21 establishes an $18 annual state vehicle license surcharge and grants free admission to all state parks to surcharged vehicles and requires deposit of surcharge revenue in a new trust fund. The trust funds would be used solely to operate, maintain and repair the state park system, and to protect wildlife and natural resources. The Proposition exempts commercial vehicles, trailers and trailer coaches from the surcharge and requires annual independent audit and review by citizens’ oversight committee.

SBACC Position:
Support

Proposition 22: Local Taxpayers, Public Safety, and Transportation Act

This Proposition would prohibit the State from taking, borrowing or redirecting local taxpayer funds dedicated to public safety, emergency response and other vital local government services. Furthermore, the act would protect vital, dedicated transportation and public transit funds from state raids. 

SBACC Position:
Support

Proposition 23: Suspension of AB 32

Also known as the California Jobs Initiative, Proposition 23 would delay the operation and implementation of AB 32 until California’s unemployment rate returns to the levels that existed at the time of its adoption, 5.5% or less, for four consecutive calendar quarters.  

SBACC Position:
Support

Proposition 24: Repeal of Corporate Tax Breaks

Proposition 24 would repeal several corporate tax reforms that are slated to go into effect in 2010 and 2012. The corporate tax reforms were approved by the Legislature and signed into law by Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger in February 2009 as part of the budget agreement.

SBACC Position:
Oppose
Proposition 25: Legislative Vote Requirement for Passage of State Budget

The Proposition changes the legislative vote requirement necessary to pass the state budget from two-thirds to a simple majority. Furthermore, it provides that if the Legislature fails to pass a budget bill by June 15, all members of the Legislature will permanently forfeit any reimbursement for salary and expenses for every day until the day the Legislature passes a budget bill.

SBACC Position:
Oppose
Proposition 26: Legislative Vote Requirement for State Levies and Charges

Proposition 26 increases legislative vote requirement to two-thirds for state levies and charges, with limited exceptions, and for certain taxes currently subject to majority vote. This Proposition changes the State Constitution to require voters to approve, either by two-thirds or majority, local levies and charges with limited exceptions.

SBACC Position:
Tabled; will be reconsidered.
Proposition 27: Elimination State Commission on Redistricting

Proposition 27 eliminates 14-member redistricting commission (created by Proposition 11, 2008) selected from applicant pool picked by government auditors and consolidates authority for establishing state Assembly, Senate, and Board of Equalization district boundaries with elected state representatives responsible for drawing congressional districts.

SBACC Position:
Oppose
1

