
 
 
 

 
 

Board of Directors Meeting 

South Bay City Council of Governments 

Eileen Hupp, Chairman 

Tuesday, August 6, 2019 

 

1. Welcome        Eileen Hupp, Chair 

a. Flag Salute 

2. Self-Introductions and Sign-In      All Participants 

3. Approval of Minutes       Serena Josel, Secretary 

4. Presentation 

a. Serena Josel- Kaiser Permanente       

5. Government Affairs Report      PEAR Strategies 

a. AB 25 (Chau) California Consumer Privacy Act of 2018  

b. AB 394 (Obernolte) CEQA Exemptions Fire Safety  

c. AB 516 (Chiu) Authority to remove vehicles  

d. AB 846 (Burke) Customer Loyalty Programs  

e. AB 1066 (Gonzalez) Unemployment Insurance: Trade Disputes 

f. AB 1321 (Gipson) Public Lands: Automated Technology  

6. Office Holders, Administrative Agencies and Community Partners - Please limit your reports to no 

more than 3 minutes.  

a. U.S. Chamber of Commerce - Jennings Imel and Vartan Dijhanian 

b. League of California Cities - Jeff Kiernan 

c. South Bay Cities Council of Governments - Hon. Olivia Valentine 

d. Office of Congresswoman Waters - Blanca Jimenez  

e. Office of Congressman Lieu – Aurelia Friedman 

f. Office of Senator Allen - Sam Liu  

g. Office of Senator Bradford - Nital Patel 

h. Office of Senator Lena Gonzalez-  

i. Office of Assemblymember Burke - Robert Pullen-Miles 

j. Office of Assemblymember Gipson - Chris Wilson 

k. Office of Assemblymember Muratsuchi - Andrew DeBlock 

l. Office of Assemblym ember O’Donnell – Sarah Patterson 



m. Office of Supervisor Hahn- Jennifer Lamarque 

n. City of Long Beach- Lou Baglietto 

7. [Officeholder representatives, non-chamber members, and guests are respectfully asked to leave 

the meeting at this point] 

8. Chair’s Report        Eileen Hupp 

9. Financial Report       Elise Swansonn Treasurer 

a. Profit and Loss 

b. Balance Sheet 

c. 2018 Tax Returns 

10. Adjournment/Announcements       All  

a. Special thanks to The South Bay Cities Council of Governments for hosting us 

b. Special thanks to Elise Swanson from the San Pedro Chamber for breakfast 

c. Next SBACC Meeting is Tuesday, September 10, 2019  

d. South Bay WIB - Chris Cagle 

e. South Coast AQMD 

f. Los Angeles Air Force Base  

 



 

 

 

 
June 11, 2019 
 
 
The Honorable Autumn Burke 
California State Assembly 
State Capitol, Room 5150 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
 
SUBJECT: AB 1083 (BURKE) ENERGY AND ENERGY INFRASTRUCTURE PROCUREMENT 

REQUIREMENTS: CALIFORNIA COUNCIL ON SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY 
  HEARING SCHEDULED – MAY 1, 2019 
  SUPPORT – AS INTRODUCED FEBRUARY 21, 2019 
 
Dear Assembly Member Burke: 
 
The South Bay Association of Chambers of Commerce is pleased to SUPPORT your AB 1083, which seeks 
more information on the impacts to California ratepayers of legislation that proposes to mandate 
procurement of energy-related projects. 
 
AB 1083 would provide the legislature with additional analysis prior to the evaluation of procurement bills.  
California enacted the requirement for utilities to develop an Integrated Resources Plan (IRP), with the 
objective of providing reliable and least-cost electric services to Californians. SB 530 (DeLeon, 2015) 
requires that the utilities incorporate renewable energy planning into their IRP process.  In this manner, the 
utilities are directed to set goals that will help the state meet the goals of obtaining greenhouse gas (GHG) 
reductions through a diversified portfolio of resources. 
 
Despite this process, legislation mandating a procurement continues to be introduced on a yearly basis.  
Much of this legislation includes procurement of one type of energy, and dictates the exact amounts to be 
procured.  Unfortunately, this process means that the demand for that particular type of energy goes up.  
When demand goes up, costs go up.  These costs are then passed onto California ratepayers. 
 
The purpose of the IRP process is to meet California’s GHG goals by using a diverse mix of resources to 
ensure costs are kept in check.  As we have reiterated many times—California’s businesses pay among the 
highest rates in the country for energy, and those costs will continue to go up as costs related to wildfire 
and prevention and resiliency building are passed along to ratepayers. 
 



To that end, AB 1083 seeks to have the California Council on Science and Technology, a non-partisan, 
nonprofit organization established by the legislature in 1988 to provide technical input on policy issues, 
evaluate procurement bills to determine potential impacts to ratepayers.  Given the complexity of rate 
structures, this bill would provide much needed additional information on the rate impacts of procurement 
bills that will help guide the legislature in their decision-making with respect to energy bills. 
 
For these reasons, we SUPPORT AB 1083. 
 
Sincerely, 

 

 

Eileen Hupp  
SBACC Chair 
 

Cc:  Office of Senator Allen  

Office of Senator Bradford 
Office of Assemblymember Burke 
Office of Assemblymember Gipson 
Office of Assemblymember Muratsuchi 
Office of Assemblymember O’Donnell 

 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

 

 
 
June 11, 2019  
 
The Honorable Ben Allen 
California State Senate 
State Capitol, Room 4076 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
 
SUBJECT:  SB 43 (ALLEN) CARBON TAXES 
  HEARING SCHEDULED - MARCH 20, 2019 
  OPPOSE UNLESS AMENDED – INTRODUCED DECEMBER 3, 2018 
 
Dear Senator Allen: 
 
The South Bay Association of Chambers of Commerce (SBACC) respectfully OPPOSED UNLESS AMENDED to 
your SB 43. 
 
SB 43 is a challenging bill for many reasons.  SB 43 proposes to create a new regulatory scheme to measure 
the “carbon intensity” of every product sold in the state of California.  When considering the massive 
expanse of such a system, the logistics and enormity of such a task stand out. Sales tax touches almost 
every part of the economy of California.  While we appreciate the desire to study such an issue, we believe 
that the study must consider all of the following. 
 
Expansion of Core Purpose of Study 
 
As currently drafted, SB 43 directs the agencies to evaluate the “feasibility and practicality of” a carbon-
based tax. This language should be expanded to include economic impacts to business, including 
California’s competitiveness with other states, impacts on gross domestic product, increases in 
transportation costs, and other economic impacts to Californians.  
 
Evaluation of Fairness 
 
A tax based on the carbon-intensity of products is regressive, meaning that low-income Californians spend 
a larger proportion of their income on basic necessities that will be subject to this tax.  This study should 
evaluate mechanisms to ensure that a retail carbon tax avoids this regressive impacts on low-income 
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individuals and communities, and whether it is fair to apply a carbon-based tax to retail goods but not other 
sectors of the economy, including areas such as agriculture, air travel, and water usage. 
 
Impact on Transportation Revenues 
 
Imposing a carbon-based tax on fuel will drastically increase already high gasoline prices.  CalChamber 
supported the bi-partisan effort to raise funds for long-deferred maintenance and improvement of 
California’s roads and infrastructure.  However, such funds are tied to fuel consumption. This bill has a 
stated intent to “encourage the use of less carbon-intensive products.” This study must evaluate the impact 
on transportation infrastructure funds that would result from a decrease in fuel usage, and how such 
deficits would impact California’s transportation system.  
 
Impacts on Sales & Use Tax Revenues 
 
The bill includes a goal of revenue neutrality.  The study should evaluate how reductions in sales resulting 
from reductions in consumer purchasing behaviors will impact revenues, and whether the higher prices will 
disproportionately impact certain Californians.  
 
Consultation with All Agencies Affected by a Sales Tax to Carbon Tax Swap 
 
SB 43 currently requires the California Air Resources Board (CARB) to consult with the California 
Department of Tax and Fee Administration in evaluating the feasibility and practicality of replacement of 
the sales tax.  However, this concept impacts more than just these agencies.  Many agencies are funded by 
and implement sales & use tax, or regulate the products to which such a tax would apply. Additionally, 
other agencies have experience in toxicology, energy technology, labor, economic development, housing, 
and business development.  The bill should be expanded to include all agencies that are affected by or 
regularly evaluate energy, environmental, tax, transportation, agriculture, economic development, and 
finance issues. 
 
Barriers for Retail 
 
The study must work with economic development agencies and businesses to evaluate the impact to retail 
product manufacturers and stores.  A swap from a simple sales tax to a carbon-based tax will mean 
significant upgrades to point of sale systems, retail displays, and the logistics of a sales tax that have driven 
the technological development of the point of sale system used by most retailers today. The study should 
evaluate how wholesale changes to displays, labeling, and transparency will change consumer behavior and 
the economic impact of these changes, including consulting with experts in the areas of social and 
behavioral science and economic decision making of consumers.  
 
Duplicates Existing California Climate Policy 
 
California’s ambitious climate goals have resulted in world-leading programs, including fuel efficiency 
standards on vehicles, air quality controls, renewable goals, and a market-based greenhouse gas program.  
Cap-and-Trade was recently extended by bi-partisan action, and has resulted in millions of dollars of funds 
made available to state agencies to fund air quality and GHG emission reductions.  A “carbon intensity”-
based tax would stack additional costs associated on top of these programs.  Stacking these programs will 
result in tremendous increases in energy, transport, manufacturing, and all other industries that would be 
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subject to both the sales tax and carbon policies.  Any study must consider the impact and efficacy of 
replacement of all carbon-based programs, including impacts on the various programs currently funded by 
cap-and-and trade. 
 
Determining the Carbon Intensity of a Product is a Large Burden 
 
California’s businesses manufacture or sell billions of products.  California manufacturers often have more 
than one production facility, which means the same product may travel from different locations in the state 
based upon retail demand.  The study must evaluate the size of the agency, the number of employees, and 
the process by which products will be evaluated for carbon-intensity.  And this is only after the study 
evaluates what carbon-intensity even means, which will necessarily require a many-factored evaluation for 
each item made at each facility during different times of the year, and perhaps even different times of the 
day resulting from changes in energy sources.  
 
The Study Must Include Input from the Entities Subject to a New Carbon Tax 
 
A robust study must include input from all stakeholders, including businesses and manufacturers that will 
necessarily have to implement such a program. The study should ensure meaningful public participation in 
the evaluation of a carbon-based tax replacement.  
 
For these reasons, we must respectfully OPPOSE your SB 43 (Allen) UNLESS AMENDED. We look forward to 
discussing potential amendments to incorporate our concerns set forth above.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
 

 
Eileen Hupp  
SBACC Chair 
 

Cc:  Office of Senator Allen  
Office of Senator Bradford 
Office of Assemblymember Burke 
Office of Assemblymember Gipson 
Office of Assemblymember Muratsuchi 
Office of Assemblymember O’Donnell 

 
 
 



 

 

 
July 29, 2019 
 
TO: Members, Senate Committee on Appropriations 
 
SUBJECT: AB 1404 (SANTIAGO) NONPROFIT SPONSORS: REPORTING OBLIGATIONS 
  OPPOSE – AS AMENDED JUNE 27, 2019 
 
We respectfully OPPOSE AB 1404 (Santiago). 
  
This bill raises significant privacy concerns in that it would force specified “nonprofit sponsors” to 
disclose private compensation information regarding certain individuals. Specifically, the bill requires 
covered nonprofit sponsors to annually disclose the “name and title of each listed person receiving 
deferred compensation allocated by a nonprofit sponsor, the total amount and type of the compensation 
paid to each listed person, and reportable compensation, including base compensation, bonus and 
incentive compensation, other reportable compensation, and other nontaxable benefits.” 
 
We are concerned that the disclosure of such information would violate the right to privacy of such 
individuals and violate the federal Right to Financial Privacy Act (12 U.S.C. §§ 3401-3423) and the 
California Right to Financial Privacy Act (Govt. Code § 7470, et seq.). Disclosure of confidential 
compensation information may also raise concerns under state and federal antitrust laws. 
 
More generally, we do not think it is appropriate to propose state legislation targeted at one particular 
organization, especially when the motivation appears to be, at least in part, to gain leverage as part of 
current negotiations over a collective bargaining agreement.  Legislation that targets a particular 
organization or group of individuals without a reasonable purpose is discriminatory and likely violates 
the due process and equal protection clauses of the federal and state constitutions.  While the bill 
purports to apply to any “nonprofit sponsor,” the materials prepared by the sponsor leave no doubt that 
this legislation is targeted at one particular organization.  We believe it is inappropriate for the 
legislative process to be utilized in this fashion. 
 
Similarly, we believe that legislation targeted at one organization threatens to put that organization at a 
competitive disadvantage, especially if it forces one entity to disclose information that could be utilized 
by market competitors. 
 
For these reasons, we respectfully OPPOSE AB 1404.  
 
Sincerely, 

 
Eileen Hupp  
SBACC Chair 
 
Cc:  Office of Senator Allen  

Office of Senator Bradford 



Office of Assemblymember Burke 
Office of Assemblymember Gipson 
Office of Assemblymember Muratsuchi 
Office of Assemblymember O’Donnell 

  
 



  

 
 
July 22, 2019 
 
TO:  Members, Senate Education Committee  
 
FROM:  South Bay Association of Chambers of Commerce (SBACC) 
 
SUBJECT:   ACA 14 (GONZALEZ) UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA: SUPPORT SERVICES: EQUAL 

EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY STANDARDS  
OPPOSE – AS AMENDED JUNE 13, 2019 

     

We OPPOSE ACA 14 (Gonzalez), as amended June 13, 2019, as it is an unnecessary prohibition on 
University of California contracts, and ultimately will raise UC costs by preventing the University from 
using its restricted budget in the most efficient manner possible. Students, employers, and taxpayers are 
all depending on the UC’s ability to continue expanding enrollment without compromising on the quality 
of the education it provides and without substantially increasing the state’s General Fund contribution. 
ACA 14 will only make that challenge more difficult.  

 

WITHOUT STATUTORY AUTHORITY PERMITTING IT, ALL UC SUPPORT SERVICE CONTRACTS WOULD BE 

BARRED UNDER ACA 14 

 

ACA 14 targets the University of California and places contracting prohibitions on the UC that are not 

applicable to any other state agency.  Specifically, ACA 14 prohibits the UC from contracting out for 

support services unless “authorized to do so by statute and only to the extent necessary to address one 

or more of the following needs”. Without subsequent statutory authority permitting a contract, this 

Constitutional Amendment would bar all UC support service contracts. Even if the legislature provides 

subsequent statutory authority to permit a contract, ACA 14 would only permit a contract under limited 

circumstances such as a “bona fide emergency circumstance,” or licensed, clinically trained workers from 

a registry.  Even then, ACA 14 limits some of these contracts to a maximum of 10 days, which will further 

discourage any contractor from even bidding or accepting the contract.   

 

ACA 14 MANDATES THE “SAME” WAGES AND IS INCONCISTENT WITH CALIFORNIA’S EQUAL PAY LAW  

 

ACA 14 further constrains contracting even when the statutory exemption to contract meets one of the 

five purposes and has been authorized by statute, by requiring the contract to meet 4 other criteria, 

including mandating any contractor to “receive” the same wage and benefits for contracted workers that 

University employees performing “similar work” receive. This is inconsistent with California’s Equal Pay 

Law, which: (1) requires an employer to “pay” the same wage rate to employees who perform 

“substantially similar” work and (2) recognizes that wage disparities do not automatically equate into 



wage discrimination or a violation of law. Specifically, under Labor Code Section 1197.5, there are 

numerous, lawful, bona fide factors as to why an employer may pay different rates  between employees 

performing substantially similar work, such as:  (1) different educational or training backgrounds amongst 

employees; (2) different career experience; (3) varying levels of seniority or longevity with the employer; 

(4) objective, merit-based system of the employer; (5) a compensation system that measures earning by 

quantity or quality of production; (6) geographical differences that impact the cost of living and job 

market; and, (7) shift differentials. Mandating same wage and benefits for “similar work,” without 

recognizing objective, lawful, distinctions as to why workers may be paid differently, is inconsistent with 

California’s equal pay laws and will significantly increase the UC’s costs.  

 

Moreover, the “benefits” and “wages” are personal in the sense that personal choices can dictate and 

change the amount an individual receives.  For example, one employee may elect more pre-tax deductions 

than another, which will change the employee’s “wages” that they ultimately “receive.”  Additionally, 

another employee may elect a certain level of health care that another employee does not, which also 

affects the benefits “received.”  How is the UC expected to analyze these personal decisions and 

distinctions and ensure that a contractor “receives” the same wages and benefits as employees?  It’s a 

significant and potentially impossible challenge for the UC to achieve. 

 

ACA 14 IMPACTS ALL UC ENTITIES, INCLUDING UC MEDICAL CENTERS, CLINICS AND LABORATORIES 

 

The prohibition on contracting out for support services under ACA 14 not only effects the UC campuses 

but also UC medical centers, clinics and laboratories.  The support service contracts which are prohibited 

under ACA 14 include “but are not necessarily limited to” numerous general support services but also 

medically related services such as “billing and coding services, sterile processing, hospital or nursing 

assistant services, medical imagining or respiratory therapy technician services, other patient care 

technical and service bargaining unit work.”  In some counties, such as Sacramento, the UC Medical Center 

remains the only level 1 trauma center for both adults and children and just like all UC Medical Centers, 

does not receive state funding for clinical care. With health care costs increasing nationally, California 

should not make it more difficult for our medical centers and clinics to keep health care costs down.  

 

UC BUDGETARY FLEXIBILITY CRITICAL TO MEETING THE STATE’S FUTURE WORKFORCE NEEDS 

  

State funding for the UC was reduced significantly during the economic downturn, and while recent state 

budgets have started to restore some of this funding, the University is still operating with less state 

support than it previously had. At the same time, the UC is seeking to increase enrollment to serve more 

students and meet the state’s future workforce needs while keeping tuition rates flat to the extent 

possible. To meet both of these objectives, the UC must have the flexibility to find more cost-effective 

ways to maintain university operations without compromising the quality of the education and other 

services it provides.   

  

THE UC HAS ALREADY ADDRESSED THIS ISSUE IN ITS “FAIR WAGE/FAIR WORK’ PLAN  

  

The University of California has already incrementally increased its minimum wage for both employees 

and contracts workers, and has pledged to better oversee contracts generally.  The UC “Fair Wage/Fair 



Work” Plan, which went into effect October 1, 2015 requires 1) increased minimum wages for all UC 

workers, 2) annual audits of service contracts to ensure appropriate wages and working conditions are 

being met, and 3) a dedicated hot-line to report worker complaints. Thus, the concerns that this 

Constitutional amendment, is trying to address, were proactively addressed by the UC in their “Fair 

Wage/Fair Work” Plan. The UC minimum wage rose to $15 per hour in October 2017 and the audits and 

hotline continue to provide protection for employees and service contract workers.    

 

Not only does ACA 14 unnecessarily take authority away from the UC Board of Regents, which is charged 

with governing the university, it also restricts the UC’s ability to operate more efficiently to serve more 

students and meet workforce demands. 

 

For these reasons and more, we OPPOSE ACA 14 (Gonzalez).  
 
Sincerely, 

 
Eileen Hupp  
SBACC Chair 
 

Cc:  Office of Senator Allen  
Office of Senator Bradford 
Office of Assemblymember Burke 
Office of Assemblymember Gipson 
Office of Assemblymember Muratsuchi 
Office of Assemblymember O’Donnell 

 



 
 
 
June 11, 2019  
 
The Honorable Tom Umberg 
California State Senate 
State Capitol, Room 3076 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
 
SUBJECT:  SB 736 (UMBERG) CREATIVE ECONOMY INCENTIVE PROGRAM   

SUPPORT – AS AMENDED MARCH 27, 2019 
 
Dear Senator Umberg: 
 
The South Bay Association of Chambers of Commerce is proud to SUPPORT your SB 736 (Umberg), the 
Creative Economy Incentive Program as amended March 27, 2019 because it will spur tourism, jobs, and 
economic growth in California by helping local jurisdictions compete with other states to attract large 
events. 
 
Creative industries make a significant contribution to employment and economic growth in California. 
Each year, dozens of cultural, sporting, agricultural, and entertainment events attract international 
attention. Other states, such as Texas and Louisiana, have used similar programs to attract large 
sporting events, including NCAA tournaments, NBA All-Star Games, and Junior Olympics.1 Cities and 
counties compete vigorously to attract these events, which provide an important source of revenue for 
hotels, restaurants, shopping and transportation, as well as valuable publicity for the municipality. 
Beyond the event itself, they foster innovation and encourage spillover effects that create opportunities 
for other industries by attracting investment, tourism, and tax revenue.  
 
Though California’s natural beauty is always appealing, California cannot fall behind other states in 
competing for nation-wide events. SB 736 would establish the Creative Economy Incentive Program 
(CEIP), to be managed by the Governor’s Office of Business and Economic Development (GO-Biz) for the 
purpose of administering financial support to cities, counties and joint powers agencies to help keep 
California competitive against other states. Importantly, SB 736 would do so in a financially safe way, by 
providing a thorough list of application criteria for applicants to provide to GO-Biz and by ensuring that 
funds will only be distributed after the local entity has been selected to host the event. 
 
In order to keep California competitive with other states and promote tourism, we SUPPORT your SB 
736.  
 
Sincerely, 

                                                             
 



 
Eileen Hupp  
SBACC Chair 
 

Cc:  Office of Senator Allen  
Office of Senator Bradford 
Office of Assemblymember Burke 
Office of Assemblymember Gipson 
Office of Assemblymember Muratsuchi 
Office of Assemblymember O’Donnell 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 




























