Cerritos Regional Chamber of Commerce
Overview of FEBRUARY Ballot Propositions
The Cerritos Regional Chamber of Commerce strongly encourages everyone to vote in the upcoming Election on Tuesday, February 5, 2008.  In addition to the Presidential Primary, there are many issues impacting the business community of California, and it is crucial that your voice be heard as future decisions are made. Voting is not just a right - it is a responsibility.

Following are brief summaries of the 7 statewide measures that will appear on the February ballot. The summaries have been prepared by the Chamber's Executive Director, Catherine Gaughen, and reflect the Chamber's positions. More information is available on the secretary of state’s website at: www.ss.ca.gov.

PROPOSITION 91 
VOTE NO
Transportation Funding Protection Act

In 2002, voters approved Proposition 42, which dedicated the state’s gasoline sales tax to only be used for transportation projects and uses. However, there was a loophole in the language and the Governor and the state Legislature used the proceeds from these transportation funds for non-transportation uses. In November of 2006, voters closed this loophole and approved Proposition 1A – which strengthened the dedication of gas taxes to transportation uses. Prop 1A also allowed the state the flexibility to “borrow” these transportation funds during extreme fiscal emergencies twice in a 10-year period so long as the “loan” to the General Fund is repaid with interest. Proposition 91 was originally drafted in 2006 and was intended as a “back-up measure” to pressure Prop 1A to succeed. Unfortunately, Prop 91 got held up in the ballot process and is just now on the ballot. In short, Prop. 91 is a measure that was written to solve a problem that already has been solved through the political process. Thus, there is no need to support it.

PROPOSITION 92
VOTE NO
Community College Initiative - Constitutional Amendment
Increases funding and reduces student fees at California Community Colleges without identifying a specific revenue source for the increased funding. In 1988, voters passed Proposition 98, which guaranteed that at least 39 percent of the state’s General Fund would be paid to K-14 education (kindergarten through two-year community colleges). 
Prop 92 makes major changes to the California Constitution by changing this funding guarantee into two separate requirements: one for K-12 (funded by existing Prop 98 dollars) and a new one for community colleges (but it does not identify any new funding sources to support this new requirement). Proposition 92 also reduces student fees from $20 to $15 per unit and permanently caps this fee – reducing community-college system revenues by about $70 million per year. If the state does not meet the new higher set aside funding requirement (and with the state’s existing deficit crisis this is highly likely) and community colleges can not raise fees because of the fee cap, community colleges may unintentionally be putting themselves in a dire fiscal situation with this initiative. The Cerritos Regional Chamber strongly supports community colleges and we are proud of the strong relationships we have with our local schools. The Cerritos Regional Chamber values all educational institutions as fundamental to our state’s economy. However, Prop 92 is flawed and fiscally irresponsible because it not only reduces revenue to the community-college system through a capped fee reduction, but it also mandates a higher portion of overall education funds to community colleges without identifying any new funding sources. Our hope is that the California Community College system would rethink this measure and return with one that does not limit educational funding sources through “fee caps” and unfunded mandates. 

PROPOSITION 93 
VOTE NO
Limits on Legislators’ Terms in Office
Changes the state’s term-limits law by reducing the total amount of time a person may serve in the state legislature from 14 years to 12 years, but allows a person to serve that time in either house of the Legislature. In 1990, California voters approved Proposition 140 “Term Limits”, which limits an individual to serve no more than three two-year terms in the state Assembly and no more than two four-year terms in the Senate. Therefore, currently a legislator may not serve more than a total of 14 years in the Legislature. Prop 93 would reduce this term from 14 to 12 years. However, this measure is very misleading and unfair. It was drafted by existing legislators and is very self-serving as it contains a large loophole permitting 42 otherwise termed-out incumbents to remain in office. Under Prop 93, Assembly Members and Senators in office at the time the initiative was passed would be allowed to serve up to a total of 12 years in their current legislative house, regardless of how many years were already served in the other house. This loophole only applies to legislators currently in office – which means that a politician who served 8 years in the Senate and is finishing their 6th year in the Assembly (and who would be termed-out under current laws) would get an additional 6 years in the Assembly – a total of 20 years in office. Without redistricting reform, politicians’ primary reason for drafting and supporting this measure is to avoid the competition for office that the current term-limits law encourages. 

PROPOSITION 94 
VOTE NO

PROPOSITION 95 
VOTE NO

PROPOSITION 96 
VOTE NO

PROPOSITION 97 
VOTE NO
Indian Gaming Compacts – Pechanga, Morongo, Sycuan, Agua Caliente Tribes
In August 2006, Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger completed negotiations with four of California’s wealthiest Indian tribes to allow a vast expansion of tribal casino gambling in the state. The negotiated agreements, called “compacts,” authorize the Agua Caliente, Morongo, Sycuan and Pechanga tribes to triple the size of their casinos, specifically allowing only these tribes to expand the number of slot machines and games on their tribal lands. In order for these new compacts to go into effect, the voters must approve the amendments outlined in Propositions 94-97 (one for each of the 4 tribal compacts). However, there are four major flaws associated with these new compacts. First, they are a bad deal for the state as the amount of revenue promised to the state is not clearly defined and is subject to manipulation and underpayment because there is no mechanism for independent verification of the tribes’ calculation of what is owed. Second, the compacts are a bad deal for local communities because tribal casino expansion and construction are not subjected to California’s environmental laws – which means that tribes can build and develop and the community and the public do not have the rights to review or comment on mitigation for the environmental harm the facilities may cause in local communities. Third, the compacts are a bad deal for non-compact tribes because only these four tribes, (representing a tiny minority of California tribes) and with very few members, are reaping the lion’s share of the benefits of tribal gaming, while other tribes struggle for economic and social survival. It also creates an unfair advantage in the gaming industry as non-tribal casinos and card clubs throughout the state cannot compete with these tribal “sweetheart deals”. Finally, these compacts are a bad deal for casino workers because while the tribes stand to make $50 billion in new profits, their casino workers can earn near poverty-level wages with minimal health and safety standards and lack of affordable health insurance, causing many of them to turn to taxpayer-funded health programs. In short, Props 94-97 should be rejected and the 2006 compact amendments should be renegotiated to compensate the state properly for the exclusive right to operate casinos, ensure meaningful environmental review and mitigation, give local communities a voice, and level the playing field for all tribal and non-tribal businesses in the gaming industry. 

