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Serving 18
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Southern California



     
SBACC Meeting: May 2005 Agenda

1) Welcome.....................................Marna Smeltzer, Chairman of the Board

2) Self Introductions.....................................All


3) Distribute Sign-in sheet..................................... Marna Smeltzer  

4) PRESENTATION: - Website Presentation / Demonstration

5) Approval of Minutes
6) Financial Report & Org Overview.....................................Jerry Say - NA

a) Membership Report

7) Sacramento Trip Report:  May 24 & 25.....................................Ann Garten

a) Legislator Dinner:  Esquire Grill, Monday night May 23 at 6:30 p.m.

i) Finalize number of guests attending 

b) Legislator Meetings – Mark Waronek / Jerry Jeffe

c) Finalize top priorities / issues to discuss with Legislators & create white papers 

8) Legislative Issues & Updates ..................................... Shaun Lumachi

a) Attachment A – SBACC 2005 Policy Platform

b) Attachment B - 2005 Legislative Tracking

9) Sponsor Program Update .....................................Carleen Beste / Marcella Low
a) Timeline for recruitment of Sponsors

10) Partner Reports:

a) LAAFB Alliance Report: 
John Parsons and Jerry Say

b) 310 Area Code Update:
Jackie Bachrach, South Bay Council of Governments

c) SBEDP Report:  

Jerry Say

d) California Chamber

Marlene Carney

e) US Chamber

Dick Castner

f) Legislators


Gordon – Oropeza - Schwarzenegger
11) Upcoming Events / Announcements

a) Redondo Chamber Bayou Bash/ Crawfish Festival – May 14 & 15 at the Seaside Lagoon

12) Next Meeting..................................... Tuesday, May 3, 2005 at 8:00 a.m. in the Torrance Chamber

· Thank you to today's refreshment sponsor:  Eileen Mosler, Harbor City / Harbor Gateway Chamber
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Sacramento Dinner RSVP’s (to date)

Marna Smeltzer

Carleen Beste

Ann Garten

Stacy Cavote

Steve Diels

Bill Workman

Charles Gayle

Aurelia Freeman,   

TACC member

Jerry Jeffe

Barbara Glennie – May have others

Jean Bell

John Wogan

Scott Gobble

Mark Waronek

Helen Duncan

Kathe …MB Chamber

Chuck Taylor

Dottie Taylor

19

Not Responded

MB Chamber  --More???

El Segundo  

Potential Leg Dinner Sponsors

Other suggestions can be shared at the meeting 

Northrop Grumman

The Gas Company

Metropolitan Water 

Verizon

Watson Land

Southern Cal Edison

The Gas Co.

Boeing

Chevron/Texaco
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SBACC 2005 Policy Platform

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

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

· Encourage the protection of private property rights.

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

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

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

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

· View the private sector as a partner in serving the needs of the public.

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

· Encourage cooperation among government agencies, and work to streamline and reduce unnecessary requirements of regulatory agencies.

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

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

· Encourage an adequate supply of appropriate housing to meet the needs of our region.

· Encourage an adequate, reliable and cost-effective utility infrastructure system (including gas, electric and water) be promoted, developed and maintained to meet the needs of our community.
· We recognize the significant contribution of the LA International Airport to the economic and job base of the region. SBACC supports reconfiguration of LAX not to exceed 78 million passengers annually and only when concerns of airport security, air and ground traffic and infrastructure, and 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.
· We recognize the positive economic impact of the Los Angeles Air Force Base on the South Bay region. SBACC supports the 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 the next round of Base Realignments and Closures (BRAC).
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2005 Legislative Tracking

AB20, as amended, Leslie.  Disabled persons: access: technical violations. 

SUPPORT

Summary
Under existing law, any individuals with certain disabilities are entitled to equal access rights to various facilities. Any person who denies or interferes with admittance to, or enjoyment of, public facilities, is liable for each offense, as specified. 

This bill would make nonsubstantive, technical changes to that provision stopping lawsuits for damages against a public facility for a slight deviation from a code or regulation that has no significant impact on a disabled person’s right to the goods and services provided by the facility, as specified. The bill would instead provide that the remedy for a technical violation, as defined, is injunctive relief and the recovery of attorney’s fees. 

Why we support AB20.

It is the position of the SBACC to support any legislation that will halt the crippling effects of unwarranted and frivolous lawsuits on our businesses, consumers, taxpayers, and communities.  AB20 will ensure that “technicalities” are no longer grounds for such lawsuits.

AB48, as introduced, Lieber. Minimum wage. 

OPPOSE

Summary
This bill would state the intent of the Legislature to increase the minimum wage effective on and after January 1, 2006.   The current wage is $6.75.  This bill would raise the wage to $7.25 in 2006, and $7.75 in 2007.

Why we oppose AB48.

We oppose AB48 because it is the position of the SBACC to oppose a state minimum wage increase for the following reasons: 

1. California’s minimum wage has kept pace with the nation and current standards. It is 31% higher than the federal minimum wage and one of the 10 highest in the nation. If adjusted to inflation since “the people” approved Prop 210, today it would be at or around $6.75.  

2. A $1.00 increase to the state minimum wage will cost California businesses $2.08 billion per year, which will virtually undo the $3.4 billion in workers’ comp cost savings the Governor and Legislature worked together to achieve this year. This $2.08 billion cost will completely wipe out workers’ comp benefits for small employers affected the most by a minimum wage increase. This $2.08 billion cost is directly attributable to the $1.00 increase only – the “ripple effect” of this increase (benefits, other wages, etc.) will result in far higher costs.  

3. If the minimum wage goes up, as proposed by AB48, California’s lowest-paid workers will be the first to lose their jobs. 

 4. A minimum wage increase imposes a new “tax” on California’s small businesses. This equates to approximately $40,000 per year for a company with 20 workers – during a time when our state leaders are trying to protect our state’s economic and jobs climate.

AB280, as introduced, Oropeza. Harbor facilities: crimes. 

SBACC Position: SUPPORT

Summary
Existing law prohibits a person from knowingly possessing specified weapons and other items within any sterile area of an airport.

This bill would apply this prohibition to the sterile area of a harbor.  By expanding an existing crime, the bill would impose a state-mandated local program. 

Existing law prohibits an unauthorized person from knowingly entering any airport operations area, as defined, if the area has been posted with certain notices. 

Existing law provides that a person convicted of violating this provision is punishable by a specified fine or term of imprisonment, or both, if he or she refuses to leave the area after being requested to do so by a peace officer or authorized personnel. 

This bill would apply this prohibition and penalty, in addition, to a harbor operations area, as defined. By expanding an existing crime, the bill would impose a state-mandated local program. 

Existing law prohibits a person from intentionally avoiding submission to screening and inspection when entering or reentering a sterile area of an airport, except as specified. 

Existing law provides that a violation of this prohibition that is responsible for the evacuation of an airport terminal is punishable by a specified term of imprisonment under certain circumstances. 

This bill would apply this prohibition, in addition, to the sterile area of a harbor, and would apply this penalty, in addition, to the evacuation of a harbor terminal under similar circumstances. By expanding an existing crime, the bill would impose a state-mandated local program. 

Why we support AB280.

We support AB280 because it is the position of the SBACC to promote and support any legislation that will maintain, or increase the security of our harbors. 

AB640, as introduced, Tran. Employment: work hours. 

SUPPORT

Summary
This bill would permit an individual employee, with the consent of his/her employer, to work up to 10 hours per day within a 40-hour workweek, “with no set workweek.” Overtime pay would not be required in such a case.

Why we support AB640.

We support AB640 because the SBACC strongly believes that permitting individual workers and their employers to arrange and use a four-day workweek will give employees more flexibility and employers the ability to be more responsive to employee work/life needs. 

AB793, as introduced, Benoit. Unemployment insurance taxes: Employment Tax Amnesty Act of 2006. 

SUPPORT

Summary
This bill would require the Employment Development Department to develop and administer an amnesty program for a 3–month period, under which an employer may apply for the waiver of (1) unpaid penalties, and interest owed on those penalties, imposed on or before December 31, 2004, that are owed as a result of the nonpayment or underpayment of these tax liabilities or the failure to file reports, or (2) penalties imposed, or that may be imposed, and taxes required to be withheld, that are owed as a result of the nonreporting or underreporting of these tax liabilities or the failure to file reports for periods that ended on or before December 31, 2004.

Why we support AB793.

We support AB793 because it is the position of the SBACC to ensure that regulations on business are kept to a minimum and do not put regional businesses at a competitive disadvantage.  This “amnesty” program ensures that no extemporaneous costs are incurred by regional businesses. 

AB1709, as introduced, Wyland. Workplace postings. 

SUPPORT

Summary
This bill would require that workplace posters and regulations be written in plain language so that employers and employees can easily understand them.

Why we support AB1709.

We support AB1709 because it is the position of the SBACC to encourage any, and all, attempts to clarify workplace posters and regulations in order to streamline business practices.
AB208, as introduced, Gordon.  School districts: priority for attendance: children of military personnel.

SBACC Position: SUPPORT

Summary
Existing law authorizes the district to limit the number of pupils accepted for transfer in specified circumstances, but requires district to give priority for attendance to siblings of children already in attendance in that district. 

This bill would also require a school district of choice to give priority for attendance to children of military personnel. Because this bill would impose this requirements on school districts of choice, it would create a state-mandated local program. 

Why we support AB208.

We support AB208 because the SBACC recognizes the positive economic impact of the Los Angeles Air Force Base on the South Bay region.  AB208 will ensure that the processes that affect the families of military personnel be as efficient as possible, and have as little, negative impact on the lives of all those involved.

AB623, as introduced, Gordon.  Redevelopment: Los Angeles Air Force Base. 

SUPPORT

Summary

This bill would authorize the legislative bodies of communities located in Los Angeles County to adopt ordinances to expend their tax-increment moneys outside of their territorial jurisdiction to implement the Los Angeles Air Force Base Retention Program through the formation of a separate joint powers entity, as specified. 

This bill would declare that due to the unique problems within the County of Los Angeles, which the bill is intended to remedy, a general statute within the meaning of Section 16 of Article IV of the California Constitution is not applicable and a special statute is necessary. 

This bill would declare that it is to take effect immediately as an urgency statute.

Why we support AB623.

We support AB623 because the SBACC recognizes the positive economic impact of the Los Angeles Air Force Base on the South Bay region. The SBACC supports the 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 the next round of Base Realignments and Closures (BRAC). 

AB903, as introduced, De La Torre. Cable television franchises. 

SUPPORT

Summary

Existing law requires that if a city, county, or city and county elects to grant an additional cable television franchise in an area where a franchise has already been granted and where an existing cable operator is providing service, the additional franchisee to wire and serve the same geographical area within a reasonable time and subject to other specified conditions. 

This bill would impose the same conditions if any additional cable television franchise is granted to a telephone corporation for an area within the telephone corporation’s service area.

Why We Support AB 903

It is the position of the SBACC to promote fair market competition so that economic development opportunities in South Bay ensure business retention and attraction. AB 903 adequately provides opportunities for cable companies to compete and provide for service in areas that they serve.  This bill will offer cable companies relief from having to serve an entire city if their network does not cover that city.

AB1380, as introduced, Gordon. Telecommunications: new area codes. 

SBACC Position: SUPPORT

Summary
Assembly Bill 1380 will create rules for determining the inventory of numbering resources applicable to telecommunications carriers that hold numbers (codes or blocks within rate centers) in California.  

The goal of AB 1380 is to avoid the premature exhaust of an area code by providing carriers a clear and objective method to assess their inventory needs and requiring that carriers return or donate surplus numbers, as necessary.

Why We Support AB 1380

Area code splits are costly and inconvenient to consumers and businesses because they necessitate numerous expenses such as changing letterhead and marketing plans as well as contacting clients and others to inform them of number changes.  Splits also represent a particular burden to seniors and the disabled community who face significant challenges to change their dialing habits.

 

AB1580, as introduced, Torrico.  Sales and use taxes: exemption: telecommunication and manufacturing equipment. 

SUPPORT

Summary

The Sales and Use Tax Law imposes a tax on the gross receipts from the sale in this state of, or the storage, use, or other consumption in this state of, tangible personal property and provides various exemptions from the taxes imposed by that law. 

This bill would declare the intent of the Legislature to exempt from those taxes the sale of, and the storage, use, or other consumption of, manufacturing equipment and telecommunication equipment used in the manufacturing process.

AB1644, as introduced, De La Torre. Income and corporation tax credits: sales tax exemption: repeals. 

OPPOSE

Summary

The Sales and Use Tax Law imposes a tax on the gross receipts from the sale in this state of, or the storage, use, or other consumption in this state of, tangible personal property. 

That law provides various exemptions from that tax, including an exemption for farm equipment, and machinery used primarily in producing and harvesting agricultural products. 

This bill would repeal that exemption. The Personal Income Tax Law and the Corporation Tax Law authorize various credits against the taxes imposed by those laws, including a credit for certain research and development expenses. 

This bill would repeal those credits. This bill would also delete obsolete provisions relating to manufacturing equipment credits. 

The Corporation Tax Law imposes taxes according to or measured by net income at the rate of 8.84%, except, among other things, that the tax is imposed at a rate of 1 and  1⁄ 2% for Subchapter “S” corporations. 

This bill would restrict the tax treatment of Subscapter “S” corporations to those corporations that have annual gross income of less than $20,000,000. 

This bill would result in a change in state taxes for the purpose of increasing state revenues within the meaning of Section 3 of Article XIII A of the California Constitution, and thus would require for passage the approval of  2⁄ 3 of the membership of each house of the Legislature. 

This bill would take effect immediately as a tax levy.

Why We Oppose AB1644.

The bill disproportionately hurts California S corporations and their shareholders compared to S corporations doing business nationally or in other states.  California S corporations will pay corporate level tax, and their California shareholders will pay personal income tax on any distributions, such as distributions to pay federal taxes.  While California S shareholders would normally pay up to 9.3% tax on the S corporation’s income and the S corporation would pay a 1.5% tax to California as well, now the S corporation pays 8.84% and the shareholder pays up to 9.3% on any distributions – a whopping 18% total potential tax on corporate earnings in California.

In addition, AB1644 will reduce California’s business competitiveness and place us out-of-step with other states and the federal government.  Acquisitions of California S corporations would become dramatically less attractive; out-of-state S corporations doing business in California will be in a quandary as to how to report income for California purposes; lack of timely guidance will exacerbate reporting problems; California residents will be subjected to double or even “triple” taxation (taxing both the entity and the shareholders, plus the loss of tax credits from taxes paid to other states).

SB17, as introduced, Escutia. Property Tax: Change in Ownership. 

STATUS- HEARING DATE 4/27/2005

OPPOSE

Summary

This bill seeks to reform the state’s loophole-ridden commercial property tax system by closing loopholes in the “change of ownership” statutes, improving enforcement of the law and increasing penalties for violators.

This bill contains numerous provisions that seek to ensure that commercial and industrial properties are in fact reassessed upon a “change in ownership” as required by the state constitution.  Loopholes in current law allow buyers to avoid reassessment even if 100% of property changes hands.

Why We Oppose SB 17

SB 17 would impose a reassessment of nonresidential real property whenever any interest in the legal entity owning the property are transferred.  In addition, SB 17 imposes new change in ownership reporting requirements and creates significant new penalties.  The SBACC is concerned that this bill effectively establishes a split-roll property tax, requiring a reassessment of property whenever any interest in the legal entity owning the property transfers, regardless of how small.
SB101, as introduced, Battin. Employee compensation. 

SUPPORT

Summary
The bill would require, by January 1, 2008, that the state, or any city, county, city and county, district, or any other governmental entity, if it furnishes its employees with a check, draft, or voucher paying the employee’s wages, to use no more than the last four digits of the employee’s social security number or to use an existing employee identification number other than the social security number on an itemized statement to accompany the check. 

Why we support SB101.

The SBACC believe that SB 101 provides a necessary clarification to SB 1618 (Chapter 860, St. of 2004).  SB 1618, among other provisions, provided that only the last four digits or less of a  workers social security number (SSN) may be shown on a worker’s pay check after January 1, 2008.  SB 101 will additionally provide that the same masking requirement of SSN numbers also applies to the itemized wage statement, or paystub, which must be provided each pay period to a worker, as well as to any voucher or draft provided to a worker. 

SB 174, Dunn. Minimum Wage

OPPOSE

Summary

SB 174 provides new incentives for plaintiffs and their attorney`s to file lawsuits on minimum wage and overtime by creating two new types of class action "sue your boss" lawsuits.

Why we oppose SB 174

We believe that SB 174 will encourage meritless lawsuits because it would authorize individual employees and their private attorneys to bring a civil action on behalf of the employee as well as on behalf of any current and former employees. 

We also are concerned that SB 174 provides new incentives to file lawsuits because the bill broadens Labor Code §1194, which currently refers only to the payment of minimum wage, to additionally include overtime payment.  As you may be aware, nearly half of all employment-related lawsuits in the California court system today include overtime issues.   SB 174, in the our view, will unreasonably provide class action status to nearly all future wage and hour violation claims filed in California.  

We believe that bills such as SB 174 send the wrong message to businesses looking to establish or expand here.  Instead, policymakers should be looking at ways to improve California`s image as a place to start or grow a business as a way to create jobs for California citizens.  

SB178, as introduced, Poochigian. Workers compensation: private self-insurance groups.

SUPPORT

Summary 

This bill will ease the formation of self-insurance pools for groups of employers in similar industries.  The bill also sets forth protections to require these new group self-insurance pools to be financially sound and ensures that if members do experience financial difficulties that a fund  exists to pick up outstanding claims.  

Why we support SB178.

We support SB178 because it is the position of the SBACC to ensure that regulations on business are kept to a minimum and do not put regional businesses at a competitive disadvantage.   SB 178 combined with the reforms passed by this legislature could provide very significant relief to California employers.  

SB285, as introduced, Maldonado. Employee wages. 

SUPPORT

Summary
Existing law provides that when an employer discharges an employee, all unpaid wages, and other monies, must be delivered immediately.  If the type of employment falls under the heading “seasonal,” all unpaid wages, and other moneys must be delivered within 72 hours.    

This bill would provide that, where an employer discharges instead any employee, payment is deemed to have been made immediately when such wages are paid within the time and manner indicated, and further that the date of mailing shall constitute the date of payment for the purposes of the requirement to provide payment within 72 hours. 

Why we support SB285.

We support SB285 because it is the position of the SBACC to ensure that regulations, and laws are kept as flexible as possible when they effect the business community. 

SB300, as introduced, Kuehl. Family and medical leave. 

OPPOSE

Summary
Existing law, the Moore-Brown-Roberti Family Rights Act, makes it an unlawful employment practice for an employer to refuse to grant a request by an eligible employee to take up to 12 workweeks of unpaid protected leave during any 12-month period (1) a child is born, adopted, or placed with the employee through foster care, (2) to care for the employee’s parent, spouse, or child who has a serious health condition, as defined, or (3) because the employee is suffering from a serious health condition rendering him or her unable to perform the functions of the job. 

Under the act, “child” means a biological, adopted, foster, or stepchild, a legal ward, or a child of a person standing in loco parentis, who is either under age 18 or an adult dependent child. The act defines “parent” to mean the employee’s biological, foster, adoptive, or stepparent, legal guardian, or other person who stood in loco parentis to the employee when the employee was a child. 

This bill would increase the circumstances under which an employee is entitled to protected leave pursuant to the Family Rights Act by (1) eliminating the age and dependency elements from the definition of “child,” thereby permitting an employee to take protected leave to care for his or her independent adult child suffering from a serious health condition, (2) expanding the definition of “parent” to include an employee’s parent-in-law and (3) permitting an employee to take leave to care for a seriously ill grandparent, sibling, or domestic partner, as defined. 

Why we oppose SB300.
We oppose SB300 because it is the position of the SBACC to ensure that regulations on business are kept to a minimum and do not put regional businesses at a competitive disadvantage.  The increased circumstances under which an employee is entitled under this bill, will add to an already comprehensive Family Rights Act, thus creating more regulations on businesses. 

SB656, as introduced, Romero. Taxation: alcoholic beverages. 

OPPOSE

The Alcoholic Beverage Tax Law provides that taxes imposed by that law are in lieu of all county, municipal, or district taxes on the sale of beer, wine, or distilled spirits. 

This bill would provide an exception to this prohibition by authorizing the board of supervisors of a county, subject to certain conditions that include voter approval, to levy on a countywide basis, for revenue purposes only, a tax on the privilege of consuming beer, wine, and distilled spirits, as defined, purchased in a retail sale for consumption on the premises of the seller, at a rate of at least  1⁄ 8 of 1%, but not to exceed 5%, of the sale price, as provided. 

The bill would require the board of supervisors of a county either to notify the State Board of Equalization that the county will administer its tax on its own behalf or that it will contract with the State Board of Equalization to administer the tax, as provided. 

This bill would also specify that a tax imposed under those provisions shall conform to certain tax laws and not prohibit the concurrent application or administration of other taxes.

Why We Oppose SB 656

It is the position of the SBACC to encourage a tax and fee system that is market competitive. We believe SB 656 creates taxes on a specific industry constituting bad fiscal policy and taxes levied at the discretion of local governments will produce inconsistency and create an administrative nightmare for businesses located in multiple jurisdictions.  A lack of uniformity and an inefficient tax collection system are major reasons why California law has for decades preempted cities and counties from imposing local taxes on alcohol beverages.

SB 656 authorizes counties to levy an additional 5% tax on the sale of beer, wine and distilled spirits sold on premise.  This tax increase would be on top of existing sales and excise taxes that are already imposed on these products and therefore would be harmful to an industry that provides a large share of revenue to this state.

Alcohol beverage taxes are arbitrary and unfair.  Millions of Californians now pay a disproportionate share of taxes because of the existing excise tax that is imposed on alcohol beverages.  This is not the case with virtually any other product they buy.  Government services benefit everyone - and everyone should share in the burden of paying for them.  Increasing taxes on businesses will hinder economic growth and job creation – two elements that are key to California’s fiscal strength. 
SB 757, Kehoe. Petroleum Demand Reduction Act.

OPPOSE

Summary

Thanks to the some of the highest gasoline taxes in the nation and other government regulations, California gasoline prices are among the highest in the country. But if SB 757 passes, gasoline costs would likely increase even more. That’s because SB 757 requires an arbitrary cut in gasoline demand, which would likely lead to higher gasoline prices and fewer consumer choices. To achieve such a dramatic rollback in consumer demand, the state would likely be forced to impose the kind of draconian measure outlined in a joint California Energy Commission and Air Resources Board Report. 

Why We Oppose SB 757

- A new 50 cent-per-gallon gasoline tax, costing consumers $7 billion a year in higher taxes, or $70 billion in higher gasoline taxes over ten years and 80,000 lost jobs.

- A new two cent-per-mile tax for every mile Californians drive, costing consumers $6 billion a year or $60 billion over ten years and 65,000 lost jobs.

- Pay-at-the-Pump auto insurance adding 43 cents-per-gallon to the price of gasoline, costing consumers $2.4 billion a year, or $24 billion over ten years and 34,000 lost jobs.

- A new $3,500 tax on every SUV, minivan and pickup truck bought by California consumers.

SB840, as introduced, Kuehl. Single-payer health care coverage. 

STATUS- HEARING DATE 4/27/2005

OPPOSE

Summary
Existing law does not provide a system of universal health care coverage for California residents. 

This bill would establish the California Health Insurance System to be administered by the newly created California Health Insurance Agency under the control of an elected Health Insurance Commissioner. 

The bill would make all California residents eligible for specified health care benefits under the California Health Insurance System, which would, on a single-payer basis, negotiate for or set fees for health care services provided through the system and pay claims for those services. 

Why we oppose SB840.

We oppose SB840 because it is the position of the SBACC that the bill would cost tens of billions of dollars to operate the health care system envisioned by this bill. There would also be billions of dollars in start-up and administration costs related to the new agency.  These costs would be financed through new health care taxes on consumers, employees and businesses in California.  Thus, this bill will result in a multi-billion-dollar-tax increase on Californians.    

While the goal of the legislation to provide health coverage for all Californians is a laudable one, establishing a single payer statewide bureaucracy is the wrong approach.   We fundamentally disagree with the two major premises of the bill:  (1) government systems are more efficient than private business, and (2) a single payer system would cost less than the current private system.     

SB 840 does nothing to address the underlying costs impacting health care premiums.  We recognize that the health care system in California has some serious problems.  However, we believe that we can fix the existing system by identifying and addressing the true health care cost drivers.    

The Legislature should look at the current health care mandates and work towards making health care more affordable.  Before adopting new costly mandates, the Legislature should consider ways to streamline regulations to increase efficiency and reduce overall administrative costs.

SB 833, Bowen. Unsolicited advertising faxes
OPPOSE

Summary

This bill places onerous administrative and economic burdens on associations by requiring express written consent from their own members prior to sending a fax advertisement.  Historically, communications between associations and its members were protected as an “established business relationship.”

Why we oppose SB 833

One of the primary reasons members join trade associations is to avail themselves of all member benefits provided by that association; which may include conference registration information, product information and other events at discounted rates.

Exclusion of this provision is an intrusion into legitimate business communications between customers and businesses and business–to-business relationships.  All rely on faxes as a source of communication and marketing to meet the needs of their customers or members.  

Although SB 833 mirrors current federal statute, the Federal Communications Commission stayed the effective date of the implementing regulations until July 30, 2005, in order to allow Congress time to amend federal law.  Consequently S. 714 has been introduced, which affords businesses a safe harbor if the sender and the recipient have an “established business relationship.”  A companion House bill will be introduced shortly.

SB855, as introduced, Poochigian. Special access: liability. 

SUPPORT

Summary
Existing law requires the State Architect to adopt and develop building standards for making buildings, structures, sidewalks, curbs, and related facilities accessible to and usable by persons with disabilities, as specified. 

This bill would establish notice requirements for an alleged aggrieved party to follow before bringing an action against a business for an alleged violation of the above-described provisions.  This bill will also help stop predatory shakedown ADA lawsuits by requiring a specific notice of intent to sue and brief period of time where a business can repair an ADA access problem.

Why we support SB855
We support SB855 because it is the position of the SBACC to curb all frivolous lawsuits.  Thousands of California businesses, primarily small businesses, have been hit with a steady stream of lawsuits or allegedly violating the access requirements of the ADA.  Employers support the ADA and its objectives.  The problem, from the small business owner’s perspective, is how the law is being enforced and the way lawyers seem to end up being the ones who benefit financially from the predatory lawsuits.

SB862, as introduced, Perata. Minimum wage increase. 

OPPOSE

Summary
Under existing law, Industrial Wage Orders establish the minimum wage for all industries as $6.75 per hour. This bill would increase the minimum wage to an unspecified amount. 

Why we oppose SB862.
We oppose SB862 because it is the position of the SBACC to oppose a state minimum wage increase for the following reasons: 

1. California’s minimum wage has kept pace with the nation and current standards. It is 31% higher than the federal minimum wage and one of the 10 highest in the nation. If adjusted to inflation since “the people” approved Prop 210, today it would be at or around $6.75.  

2. A $1.00 increase to the state minimum wage will cost California businesses $2.08 billion per year, which will virtually undo the $3.4 billion in workers’ comp cost savings the Governor and Legislature worked together to achieve this year. This $2.08 billion cost will completely wipe out workers’ comp benefits for small employers affected the most by a minimum wage increase. This $2.08 billion cost is directly attributable to the $1.00 increase only – the “ripple effect” of this increase (benefits, other wages, etc.) will result in far higher costs.  

3. If the minimum wage goes up, as proposed by SB862 , California’s lowest-paid workers will be the first to lose their jobs.  

4. A minimum wage increase imposes a new “tax” on California’s small businesses. This equates to approximately $40,000 per year for a company with 20 workers – during a time when our state leaders are trying to protect our state’s economic and jobs climate.
SB1105, as introduced, Committee on Banking, Finance and Insurance. Insurance fraud: chiropractors. 

SUPPORT

Summary
This bill will aim to ensure that the licensing body under the Chiropractic  Initiative Act is notified when their members have been convicted of workers' compensation fraud.   Current law already requires a similar notification be sent to all licensing boards under the  Business and Professions Code.  

Why we support SB1105.

We support SB1105 because it is the position of the SBACC to support any legislation that attempts to curb the crippling effects of unwarranted and frivolous lawsuits on our businesses, consumers, taxpayers, and communities.  Workers' Compensation Fraud continues to be a concern for employers in California.  SB 1105 is a step in the right direction by ensuring that licensing entities are fully aware of any fraudulent activity by its members.
ACA11, as introduced, Oropeza. Transportation funds: loans. 

SUPPORT

Summary

This measure would amend the State Constitution to protect Proposition 42 funds from being diverted away from transportation, while allowing flexibility to borrow the funds on a temporary (maximum of three years) basis in cases of an emergency.

Why we support ACA11.

We support ACA11 because it is the position of the SBACC of Commerce to support measures that ensure the protection of, flexibility in, and stability of propositions 42 funds.  

Proposition 42 included a clause which allowed the measure to be "suspended," permitting the funds to be diverted away from transportation uses.  ACA 11 eliminates the constitutional provision that allows for the suspension of all or part of the annual transfer of gasoline sales tax revenues from the General Fund (GF) to the Transportation Investment Fund (TIF).

ACA 11 would provide flexibility by replacing the suspension provisions with a new proposal to authorize limited borrowing of Proposition 42 funds, with strict requirements for repayment, with interest.  Current law does not require repayment of any Proposition 42 funds that have been suspended.

Although past budgets have included statutory promises of repayment, there is nothing to prevent those promises from being postponed or even cancelled.  For example, the Governor's Budget Proposal for the 2005-06 fiscal year includes a proposal to defer repayment of previously suspended Proposition 42 funds for 15 years -- without interest.

ACA 11 would place a measure on the statewide ballot to amend the State Constitution to establish new, reasonable rules for borrowing with specific terms for repayment.

Why we support ACA 11.

The SBACC supports ACA11 because it would help establish greater stability in Proposition 42 funding by enacting the restrictions on the loan of Proposition 42 funds such as no new loans could be initiated until a pending loan has been repaid and no more than two loans may be initiated within a ten-year period.
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Minutes SBACC Meeting: May 3, 2005    

PRESENT: Chairman Marna Smeltzer, Redondo Beach Chamber & Visitors Bureau; Creasie Adams, Harbor City/Harbor Gateway Chamber, SBC; Carleen Beste, Northrop Grumman, Manhattan Beach Chamber; Helen Duncan, Manhattan Beach Chamber; Shannon Foley, Manhattan Beach Chamber; Merrietta Fong, Rosenthal, Pearson, Fong & Frew, CPAs, Torrance Area Chamber; Ann Garten, El Camino College and Redondo Beach Chamber; Scott Gobble, SCE and Lomita Chamber; Marcella Low, Gas Company and Palos Verdes Chamber; Eileen Mosler, LA BioMed and Harbor City/Harbor Gateway Chamber; Lanny Nelms, LA Unified and San Pedro Chamber; John Parsons, Horrell Realtors and Past President; Mark Waronek, Harbor City/Harbor Gateway Chamber, Waronek & Co; John Wogan, Carson Chamber.

GUESTS:  Jacki Bacharach, SB Council of Governments; Dick Castner, US Chamber; Charles Gale, Metropolitan Water; Andrea Kune, John Chiang, State Board of Equalization Office; Sandra Lloyd-Jones, Assemblyman Mike Gordon’s office; Shaun Lunachi, Chamber Advocacy; Francisco Uribe, Verizon; Sharon Weissman, Assemblywoman Jenny Oropeza’s office.

I. Meeting Called to Order

            Chairman Marna Smeltzer called the meeting to order at 8:10 a.m. and welcomed everyone to the meeting

Self-introductions were made and a sign-in check list distributed.
II. Approval of Minutes
The April minutes were approved as submitted.  
III. Financial Report & Org Overview..................................... No report 

IV. Sacramento Trip Report:  May 24 & 25.....................................Ann Garten
a. Legislator Dinner—Monday night May 23 at the Esquire Grill. Please send an estimate of guests attending.

b. Legislator Meetings—will be similar to last year. They are scheduled from 10 a.m. to 4 p.m. so that outside appointments can be made. All of the legislator meetings will be in the same room, Room 112. 

c. The top 2 priority issues to discuss with legislators are the LAAFB and the 310 area code. John Parsons will have the information about the LAAFB and Jackie Bacharach will provide the information about the 310 area code. A week before the trip there will be a meeting to discuss the issues because they may change.  Other issues may be added.  

V. Legislative Issues & Updates ..................................... Shaun Lumachi   

a. The Website is updated and Shaun gave a demonstration. Shaun asked that the board provide feedback so that the website can improve and meet the needs of the association. It is meant to activate people on various legislative issues. It was asked that the website provide a link to SBACC partners such as the COG and SBEDP.

b. Shaun discussed the 2005 SBACC Policy Platform and recommendations were given. Shaun will revise the platform so it can be finalized by the board in June.

Action was taken on the following legislative issues:

AB20, as amended, Leslie.  Disabled persons: access: technical violations. 

After a motion and second the board voted to support this bill.

AB48, as introduced, Lieber. Minimum wage. 

After a motion and second the board voted to oppose this bill.

AB280, as introduced, Oropeza. Harbor facilities: crimes. 

After a motion and second the board voted to support this bill.

AB640, as introduced, Tran. Employment: work hours. 


It was moved by Marcella Low and seconded by Helen Duncan and the board voted to support this bill.

AB793, as introduced, Benoit. Unemployment insurance taxes: Employment Tax Amnesty Act of 2006. 


It was moved by Scott Gobble and seconded by Lennie Nelms and the board voted to support this bill.

AB1709, as introduced, Wyland. Workplace postings. 


It was moved by Helen Duncan and seconded by Merrietta Fong and the board voted to support this bill. 

AB903, as introduced, De La Torre. Cable television franchises. 


It was moved by Scot Gobble and seconded by Marcella Low and the board voted to support this bill.

AB1644, as introduced, De La Torre. Income and corporation tax credits: sales tax exemption: repeals. 


It was decided to take no position yet because more information was needed.  

SB17, as introduced, Escutia. Property Tax: Change in Ownership. 

It was moved by Scott Gobble, seconded by Marcella Low and then amended by John Parsons and seconded by Mark Waronek to watch this bill. The final vote by the board was to oppose this bill.

SB 174, Dunn. Minimum Wage


It was moved by Helen Duncan and seconded by Lanny Nelms then voted by the board to oppose this bill.

SB285, as introduced, Maldonado. Employee wages. 


It was moved by Helen Duncan and seconded by Scott Gobble and then the board voted to support this bill.

SB300, as introduced, Kuehl. Family and medical leave. 


It was moved by Scott Gobble and seconded by Lanny Nelms and then the board voted to oppose this bill.

SB840, as introduced, Kuehl. Single-payer health care coverage. 


It was moved by Marna Smeltzer and seconded by Ann Garten and voted by the board to oppose this bill.
SB 833, Bowen. Unsolicited advertising faxes

It was moved by Scott Gobble and seconded by Helen Duncan and the board voted to oppose this bill.

SB855, as introduced, Poochigian. Special access: liability. 


It was moved by Lanny Nelms and seconded by Scott Gobble the board voted to support this bill.

ACA11, as introduced, Oropeza. Transportation funds: loans. 


It was moved by Mark Waronek and seconded by Helen Duncan and the board voted to support this bill.

VI. Sponsor Program Update ..................................... report postponed until the June meeting
VII. Partner Reports:

a. LAAFB Alliance Report: 
John Parsons

The BRAC list of closures will be out around May 13. 

b. 310 Area Code Update:
Jackie Bacharach

It is believed that close to 2 million numbers are not being used. 

AB 1380 required carriers disclose what numbers are not used. 

c. Legislators


 
Sandra Lloyd-Jones reported for Assemblyman Mike Gordon and Sharon Weissman reported for Assemblywoman Jenny Oropeza.   

VIII. Upcoming Events / Announcements

a. Redondo Chamber Bayou Bash/ Crawfish Festival is May 14 & 15 at the Seaside Lagoon.

b. There will be a meeting on Energy Efficiency at Raytheon on May 19th. 

IX.
Next Meeting..................................... 

Tuesday, June 7, 2005 at 8:00 a.m. in the Torrance Chamber. 

X.
The Meeting adjourned at 9:45 a.m.

· Thank you to today's refreshment sponsor:  Eileen Mosler, Harbor City/Harbor Gateway Chamber.

· The June refreshment sponsor will be Barbara Dye, Palos Verdes Chamber
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