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CalChamber Warns of Harm
If New Internet Tax Passes

Proposal Aims to Skirt 2/3 Vote Requirement

4 The California Cham-
< ber of Commerce is
rallying opposition
against two proposals
creating new Internet
taxes on consumers
and businesses.

AB 1840/AB 1956
(Calderon; D-Monte-
bello) hurt consumers and the economy
and will result in taxes on items never
taxed before, such as downloadable con-
sumer and business software and other
digital products.

Moreover, the legislation is written in
a way designed to avoid the requirement
that taxes be subject to a two-thirds vote
of the Legislature.

“California lawmakers need to decide
if the state will be the global leader of the
Internet marketplace or the global leader
of the Internet tax,” said Kyla Christof-

OPPOSE

fersen, CalChamber policy advocate. “The
second option may be the unsettling reality
unless AB 1840 and AB 1956 are reject-
ed.”

The CalChamber and a growing list of
more than 200 other organizations, compa-
nies and individuals have joined together
to oppose the proposed taxes.

Digital Taxes

AB 1956 imposes an expansive, un-
precedented new Internet tax on Califor-
nians who purchase digital media, includ-
ing software, e-books, music, videos, cell
phone ring tones, cable television and
movies on-demand.

AB 1840 opens the door to taxation of
small online retailers and Internet service
companies that sell products to Califor-
nians via the Internet.

Combined, the bills greatly increase the

See CalChamber: Page 4
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Bill Seeks to Negate
Collective Bargaining
Agreements

’ A California Chamber
of Commerce-opposed
bill that threatens all
industries that contract
and enter into collec-
tive bargaining agree-
ments will be heard by
the Senate Judiciary
Committee on April 8.

SB 1765 (Kuehl; D-Santa Monica)
undermines contract rights by using legis-
lation to dictate contract terms and imper-
missibly rewrite a collective bargaining
agreement.

The bill uses the legislative process to
inappropriately attempt to rewrite an ac-
tual, recently reached collective bargain-
ing agreement.

SB 1765 dictates contract terms that
were discussed and rejected in negotia-
tions leading to the collective bargaining
agreement that brought an end to the
recent and highly publicized writers’
strike. In these negotiations, each side
was represented by sophisticated and
knowledgeable lawyers.

OPPOSE

Vagueness

Under SB 1765, motion picture and
television producers who hold licensing
rights pursuant to contract are forced to
sell or license the rights according to the
price control dictated in SB 1765 —“fair
market value” — which is vaguely

See Bill: Page 4
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Labor Law Corner

Timing of Reimbursing Employee Expenses Depends on Circumstances

Gary Hermann
Labor Law Consultant

Can we refuse to reimburse an employee
for expenses until the employee submits
documentation verifying the claimed
expenses?

Section 2802 of the California Labor
Code requires employers to indemnify
employees for all necessary expenditures
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or losses incurred by the employees in

the direct consequence of the discharge
of their duties or their obedience to the
directions of the employer.

However, unlike the payment of
wages, which must occur on paydays
designated pursuant to California
Labor Code Section 204, Section 2802
contains no such timing requirement.

Written Claims

It is not illegal or unusual for em-
ployers to require that employees sub-
mit written claims for reimbursement
of expenses with documentation sub-
stantiating such expenses attached, and
to reimburse such expenses monthly.

If an employee does not comply
with such a requirement, however,
there would be nothing to preclude the
employee from pursuing a claim in
court or through the Labor Commis-
sioner. For the employee who pursues a
claim, the burden of proving that he/she
had incurred unreimbursed expenses
and in what amount would be on the
employee.

Seminars/Trade Shows

For more information on the seminars
listed below, visit www.calchamber.
com/events.

Business Resources

The Green California Summit. Green
Technology. April 7-9, Sacramento.
(323) 936-7125.

Career Networking Breakfast — “Speed
Networking.” Wilcox Miller & Nelson/
Career Partners International. April 8,
Sacramento. (916) 977-3700.

International Trade

U.S. Trade/Investment Mission to Algeria.
U.S. Algeria Business Council. April 5-
10. Algiers, Algeria. (703) 418-4150.

Asia Pacific Business Outlook Conference.
University of Southern California. April
7-8, Los Angeles.

Central Valley International Business
Forum. University of the Pacific. April
7, Stockton. (916) 566-7168.

Trade and Investment with Mexico. Los
Angeles Area Chamber. April 9, Los
Angeles. (213) 580-7538.

Court Ruling

In the 2005 Church v. Jamison case,
the California Court of Appeal indicated
that it is indeed Section 2802 that gives
employees the right to pursue unreim-
bursed expenses and that the right to
pursue such expenses begins when the
expenses are incurred. The court also said
that the statute of limitations to pursue
such claims is three years.

It should also be noted, however that
if there is a dispute between an employer
and former employee regarding the reim-
bursement of employee-incurred expens-
es, no waiting time penalties (pursuant
to California Labor Code Section 203)
would be imposed since expenses are not
“wages” within the meaning of the law.

The Labor Law Helpline is a service to Cali-
fornia Chamber of Commerce preferred and
executive members. For expert explanations
of labor laws and Cal/OSHA regulations, not
legal counsel for specific situations, call (800)
348-2262 or submit your question at www.
hrealifornia.com.

Global California — Online with the
World. Monterey Bay International
Trade Association (MBITA). April 25,
Sacramento. (831) 335-4780.

Labor Law

HR 201: Labor Law Update On-Demand
Web Seminar. CalChamber. 90 min-
utes. (800) 331-8877.

www.calchamber.com




ALERT

WWW.CALCHAMBER.COM

CALIFORNIA CHAMBER OF COMMERCE

APRIL 4, 2008 - PAGE 3

Small Business Advocate of the Year Award

Former Reagan Aide Speaks Out for San Diego Years After ‘Retirement’

In the late 1960s, Jim Schmidt regularly
found himself sitting right next to then-
California Governor Ronald Reagan
discussing transportation.

Schmidt, a recipient of the 2007
Small Business Advocate of the Year
Award, sat in Cabinet meetings once
or twice a week as chief deputy of the
Business and Transportation Agency
from 1967 to 1969.

At the time, the state was attempt-
ing to get its spending on the highway
system under control, Schmidt recalls.
Schmidt, and his agency, wrote one-
page memos outlining budget transpor-
tation needs for Governor Reagan to
review during these meetings.

Schmidt remembers Reagan’s leader-
ship skills. “He was unbelievable. He
figured if you write a one-page memo
it’s a lot different than giving someone
20 pages; you can’t hide,” Schmidt said.
“He was so good.”

Dedication to San Diego

Schmidt has continued to work on
transportation issues and other infra-
structure concerns for the San Diego
business community in the decades
since serving in the Reagan administra-
tion.

“He is a visionary who follows his
words with action,” said Terry Saverson,
who nominated Schmidt for the Smaill
Business Advocate of the Year Award
while president of the San Diego East
County Chamber. “Jim Schmidt will
always commit to making San Diego
County a prosperous and successful
community for those of us who live
here.”

Tom C. Stickel, 2002 CalChamber
chair and founder/chairman of Coro-
nado First Bank, agrees: “I have known
Jim for over 30 years and he has always
advocated for the little guy as well as
the larger public and private good,”
Stickel said.

Longtime San Diego Resident

Schmidt moved to San Diego with
his wife in 1958. After earning his
law degree, he went into the banking
industry and joined Great American
Bank (formerly known as the San Diego
Federal Savings and Loan) as the execu-

tive vice president and managing officer
in 1969. He became president in 1979 and
vice chairman in 1987, relinquishing the
managing officer role at the end of 1988.

He served on the CalChamber Board
of Directors from 1986 until “retiring” in
1991.

After being recruited for Reagan’s
transportation agency in 1967, Schmidt
knew he needed to do more than just his
day job.

“I just think we need to have people
that are supporting things that should
happen,” he said. “What bothers me today
is there are the ‘oppose, oppose, oppose’
people all over the place. It really hurts the
projects.”

Voice for Small Business

Still entrenched in speaking out for
small business in San Diego so many
years after retirement, Schmidt estimates
he works, on average, six hours a day. In
addition to sitting on the San Diego East
County Chamber Board of Directors, he
also serves on San Diego Regional Cham-
ber committees dealing with transporta-
tion, housing and public policy. Before
retiring, he served on the San Diego
Chamber’s Board of Directors and Execu-
tive Committee. But he still hasn’t slowed
down.

More recently, Schmidt has addressed
the San Diego County Board of Supervi-
sors, the La Mesa City Council and the
San Diego City Council on issues affecting
the area. He tries to garner support from
Democrats as well as Republicans on any
issue he is advocating.

“We meet with everybody,” he said.

In his monthly column for the San Di-
ego Daily Transcript, Schmidt has encour-
aged labor and business to work together
to solve the affortable housing problem,
and has continued to promote additional
freeway lanes to reduce congestion.

Continuing Reagan Agenda

In 2001, as a member of the San Diego
Associations of Government (SANDAG),
he helped coordinate the effort to end the
$1 toll on the Coronado Bridge. Helping
him were his old peers from the Business
and Transportation Agency during the
Reagan administration.

“The bridge was planned to be free to

Jim Schmidt

the working people who can’t afford to
live in Coronado. Why should they have
to pay?” he asked. “This carried out the
Reagan plan to make the bridge free.”

City leaders listened, and the toll
was removed. The San Diego Highway
Development Association subsequently
declared June 27, 2002 “Jim Schmidt
Day” for his tireless effort to “carry out
Reagan’s commitment and plan.”

Earlier, the city of San Diego pro-
claimed May 15, 2000 “James Schmidt
Day” for his service and dedication to
the city and his efforts to ensure equal
opportunities among all San Diego resi-
dents.

SANDAG also recently used the for-
mer banker’s skills to design a regional
transportation plan. Schmidt met once
a month with a sunset committee to
debate over how to continually improve
transportation in the region and take
advantage of available funding.

Staying on Top

While still highly active politically
so many years after “retiring,” Schmidt
continues to be physically active as
well. Five days a week he’s at 24-Hour
Fitness. He does a mile on the treadmill
and works out on10 machines for 35
minutes every morning.

“I go to bed at 9:30 [p.m.] and get up
at 4:30 [a.m.],” he said.

His colleagues can vouch for
Schmidt’s constant energy.

“Jim often seems to me to be like an
Energizer bunny,” Stickel said.
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CalChamber Warns of Harm If New Internet Tax Passes

From Page 1

cost of doing business for a host of
highly coveted technology sector, envi-
ronmentally friendly California compa-
nies that sell digital media or provide
digital services.

Currently, less than a third of the
states impose a tax on digital media. A
number of these states have very differ-
ent tax structures and populations than
California. Most of the states considered
comparable to California — including
New York, Michigan and Florida —
do not have a digital tax.

Bypassing 2/3 Vote

AB 1956 avoids the Proposition 13
requirement for new taxes to be ap-
proved by a two-thirds vote by ordering
the state Board of Equalization to draft
a new regulation to tax digital media
without providing underlying statutory
authority.

In other words, the bill is labeled as
requiring only a “majority vote” because
it ignores the fundamental requirement
that regulations interpret existing law
— which does not tax digital media.

AB 1956 “declares” there is existing
authority to tax digital media by ma-
nipulating and stretching terminology in
current statutes that provide for sales and
use tax of “tangible” products.

The CalChamber and other opponents
of the legislation are pointing out that
digital media is nothing like tangible
products, which is why it has never
before been subject to tax. If statutory
authority existed for the new tax regula-
tion, no bill would be necessary.

“The claim of existing authority to
tax digital media is clear grounds for

legal challenge,” said Christoffersen. “AB
1956 sets a dangerous precedent for illegal
enactment of a new tax by majority vote
and an impermissible new tax on services,
since delivery of digital media is often a
service as much as a product.”

Fundamentally Unsound

The CalChamber and other organiza-
tions, businesses and individuals also
oppose AB 1840 and AB 1956 because the
bundle:

e Shuts out public comment on the
new regulation that will implement the
new tax. AB 1956 expressly exempts the
new unauthorized tax regulation from the
regular rulemaking process.

o Penalizes companies that operate
and provide jobs in California. Although
digital media is sold to California consum-
ers in the online marketplace from around
the globe, federal law prohibits California
from taxing any companies that do not
have a sufficient nexus or connection to
California. Therefore, companies that
operate or provide jobs within California
are the easiest and most certain targets of
AB 1840/1956. In-state companies will
be required to collect the new Internet tax
while out-of-state companies will not.

o Drives high-quality technology
jobs out of state. California has a large,
desirable consumer population, but digital
media industries are highly mobile and can
access California consumers from outside
the state’s borders as easily as from within.

o Will result in a flood of litigation.
Enactment of AB 1840/1956 would open
up many potential areas of litigation due
to the complexity and amorphous nature
of digital and e-commerce transactions,
the broad, vague scope of the legislation

and the lack of statutory authority for the
new tax.

o Will ultimately result in fewer
tax revenues. Fewer California tech-
nology sector companies and jobs and
reduced sales will mean lower personal
income tax revenues due to lost jobs, less
corporate income tax revenue due to lost
companies and lost sales income, and
smaller property and sales tax revenues
due to lost California operations.

@ Overlooks challenges and hard-
ships unique to sales of digital media.
AB 1840/AB 1956 place significant
burdens on companies already facing
challenges unique to the sale of digi-
tal media, such as illegal downloads.
Increasing the cost of California digital
purchases by 8.25 percent will likely
encourage more digital piracy. Digital
piracy leads to lost jobs, lost sales and
lost tax revenues.

o Stifles California’s pioneering role
in digital media and the Internet mar-
ketplace. Enactment of AB 1840/1956
will place California squarely on a path
to relinquish its leadership role in digital
media technology to states like Nevada
that will likely never impose such a tax.

Action Needed

AB 1840 and AB 1956 await ac-
tion by the Assembly Revenue and Tax
Committee; an April 14 hearing has been
scheduled for AB 1956.

Contact your Assembly representative
and members of the committee to voice
your opposition to AB 1840/AB 1956.

For more information on the bill or a
sample letter of opposition, visit
www.calchambervotes.com.

Staff Contact: Kyla Christoffersen

Bill Seeks to Negate Collective Bargaining Agreements

From Page 1

defined. The lengthy definition of “fair
market value” is filled with ambiguous
words and phrases, making its determina-
tion subjective and arbitrary.

SB 1765 makes violation of this new
ambiguous mandate a basis for criminal
and civil liability under California’s unfair
practices law, meaning that businesses can
be on the hook for criminal penalties as
well as treble damages and attorneys’ fees.

The CalChamber believes that SB 1765

will ultimately harm all the parties to
licensing contracts by stifling the healthy,
market-driven distribution and flow of
licensed products and generating costly
litigation.

Changing contract terms through
legislation renders meaningless the public
policies of stability and predictability that
undergird the right and motivation to con-
tract. And when the contract is a collective
bargaining agreement, the integrity of the
collective bargaining process is destroyed.

The CalChamber believes that if SB
1765 passes, it will establish a danger-
ous precedent that threatens the contract
rights of all industries.

Action Needed

SB 1765 is scheduled to be considered
by the Senate Judiciary Committee on
April 8. Contact your senator and mem-
bers of Senate Judiciary and urge them to
oppose SB 1765.

Staff Contact: Kyla Christoffersen
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CalChamber in Court

Appeal Court Ruling May Limit Efforts
to Control Workers” Compensation Costs

‘ In a deci-
2 sion with
' | \M impacts on
‘ : the workers’
CalChamber in Court JEEOnIISEEIT

arena, the 1st
District Court
of Appeal has found that the common law
doctrine of “fair procedure” extends to
situations where a group seeks admittance
to a Preferred Provider Network (PPN).

In the case of Palm Medical Group, Inc.

v. State Compensation Insurance Fund
(SCIF), Palm Medical Group successfully
applied the doctrine of “fair procedure” to
challenge SCIF’s decision to deny Palm’s
request to be in its PPN.

The appeals court declined to order
injunctive relief compelling SCIF to allow
Palm Medical to join its PPN. This refusal
was at least in part because the PPN no
longer exists and has been replaced by
SCIF’s medical provider network, which
uses medical providers from a number of
different networks.

Mixed Impact

Nevertheless, the ruling presents a

mixed bag of good and bad for the
California Chamber of Commerce and
others interested in keeping workers’
compensation costs under control.

The CalChamber filed a “friend of
the court” brief in June 2007 to protect
medical provider networks and their
ability to control costs under the suc-
cessful workers’ compensation reforms
of 2004.

In its brief, the CalChamber argued
that the Legislature’s intent in imple-
menting the workers’ compensation
reforms was to reduce the skyrocketing
cost of workers’ compensation premi-
ums for California employers.

The Legislature’s reforms clearly
state that, “in developing a medical pro-
vider network, an employer or insurer
shall have the exclusive right to deter-
mine the members of their network.”

The CalChamber was concerned
that the court’s ruling would invalidate
medical provider networks. Fortunately,
the court, in its narrowly tailored ruling,
did not discuss or comment on the ap-
plication of the fair practices doctrine to
them.

Nonetheless, the CalChamber re-
mains concerned that this ruling could
provide a roadmap to undermining the
Legislature’s efforts to reduce costs by
preventing fraud and ensuring medically
appropriate care through the creation of
medical provider networks.

Impact

The real potential targets to legal
action in this area will end up being the
medical networks behind the current
medical provider network filings in Cali-
fornia.

Department of Workers’ Compensa-
tion records indicated that there are six
basic medical networks that are used as
the basis for filing medical provider net-
works in California. As more and more
employers and carriers elect to obtain
medical care for their employers through
such networks, and as the trend toward
paring down the size of networks also
grows, conflicts over selection of medi-
cal providers within the networks, and in
turn the medical provider networks, are
certain to develop.

Staff Contact: Erika Frank

CalChamber Board Hears Overview on Prospects for State’s Economy

Providing an overview of the U.S. and California economies at the recent meeting of the CalChamber Board of Directors are Richard A. Weiss, execu-
tive vice president and chief investment officer for City National Bank, and Nancy Sidhu, chair of the CalChamber Economic Advisory Council and
vice president and senior economist for the Los Angeles Economic Development Corporation.
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Legislative Outlook

An update on the status of key legislation affecting businesses. Visit www.calchambervotes.com for more information, easy-to-edit sample letters on
hot topics and updates on other legislation. Staff contacts listed below can be reached at (916) 444-6670. Address correspondence to legislators at the
State Capitol, Sacramento, CA 95814. Be sure to include your company name and location on all correspondence.

Proposal Increases
Business Tax
Administrative Burden

OPPOSE

The California Chamber of Commerce and
a number of business organizations are op-
posing a proposal increasing the business
tax administrative burden.

The bill, AB 1848 (Ma; D-San Fran-
cisco), requires companies to track state tax
liability of outside companies and indepen-
dent contractors.

The CalChamber and other opponents of
AB 1848 point out that the bill is expand-
ing the burden on California companies to
police state tax compliance of independent
contractors, companies, investors and cus-
tomers who are residents of California.

AB 1848 requires California companies
to screen and flag any California vendor
and other payees that may not have the
proper taxpayer identification number
information and, for these payees, forces
companies to withhold taxes at a rate of 7
percent from their payments. If the compa-
nies do not withhold payment, they can be
liable for the unheld taxes.

Although AB 1848 mandates significant
new and costly tax administration burdens,
the Franchise Tax Board estimates that
half of the amounts the bill requires to be
withheld would have been paid anyway.
Thus, there appears to be a questionable,
disproportionately low rate of anticipated
revenues generated in comparison to the
significant additional burden AB 1848 will
mean for some businesses.

AB 1848 attempts to impose at the state
level a withholding requirement currently
mandated only at the federal level.

Moreover, because only businesses
with California operations can be forced
to comply with the bill, it further weakens
California’s competitiveness.

Action Needed: AB 1848 is scheduled
to be considered by the Assembly Revenue
and Taxation Committee on April 14. Ask
committee members and your Assembly
representative to oppose AB 1848.

Staff Contact: Kyla Christoffersen

CalChamber Opposes
State-Level Regulation
of Airlines

OPPOSE

The California Chamber of Com-
merce is opposing state legislation that
imposes new regulations on the airline
industry.

AB 1943 (Leno; D-San Francisco/
Lieu; D-Torrance) is pre-empted by
federal law and may result in airline de-
lays and compromise airline passenger
and employee safety.

AB 1943 creates a new reason to sue
under the state’s unfair competition law
(Business and Professions Code Section
17200) — violation of its standards
for passenger safety and service when
there are lengthy delays in departures.
Although well-intentioned, the bill
regulates an area pre-empted by federal
law, and thus subject to legal challenge.

In fact, a federal appeals court has
rejected a New York state law — the
first of its kind in the nation — that
sought to place requirements on airline
companies when a plane is delayed on
the runway. The court said the federal
government is the only the authority to
enact such a law.

The CalChamber is extremely con-
cerned about the unintended consequences
of regulating airline activity at the state
level. The industry is heavily regulated
and the highly specialized requirements
are designed to address the characteris-
tics unique to the complex nature of the
federal and international airline traffic
system, including passenger/cargo convey-
ance, handling of airplanes/equipment,
and unique airport settings.

Health and safety standards such as
AB 1943 proposes should be handled at
the federal level and developed by experts
in the U.S. Department of Transportation
who are in the best position to determine
requirements that can be incorporated into
current air traffic regulations and applied
uniformly across all states. The depart-
ment is developing rules for passenger
treatment during flight delays.

Action Needed: AB 1943 is awaiting
hearing in the Assembly Judiciary Commit-
tee. Ask your Assembly representative and
committee members to oppose AB 1943.
Staff Contact: Kyla Christoffersen



ALERT

WWW.CALCHAMBER.COM

CALIFORNIA CHAMBER OF COMMERCE

APRIL 4, 2008 - PAGE 7

Senate Committee to Consider Proposal

on Consumer Auto Repair ‘Steering’

Recently introduced legislation has
ignited debate between insurance
companies and auto repair shops
over what conversations are legally
appropriate between an insurer and
a policyholder following an auto ac-
cident.

The bill, SB 1167 (Wiggins; D-
Santa Rosa), requires an insurance
company to ask a customer following
an accident if they have selected an
auto repair shop for their vehicle. An
affirmative response would subse-
quently prohibit the insurer from
engaging in any further discussions
regarding that customer’s auto repair
options.

These provisions seek to remedy
the issue of “‘steering” — an insurer
directing, suggesting or recommend-
ing that a customer use a specific
repair shop when the customer has
already chosen a shop.

Auto repair shops maintain that
the “steering” of customers by insur-
ance companies is commonplace,
negatively affects their business and
illustrates the need for the bill.

Current Law

Current law protects consumer
choice in auto repairs by prohibiting

“steering” and by prohibiting insurers
from ever requiring that a vehicle be
repaired at a specific shop.

Insurance companies may rec-
ommend a specific shop if the
policyholder has yet to choose one or
requests a specific recommendation
from the insurer, but consumers still
must be informed in writing of their
right to select a shop of their choice.

Thus, current law is clear in its
prohibition of steering, and in its
protection of the customer’s right to
choose.

Insurer Perspective

Insurance companies maintain that
violators of existing laws prohibiting
“steering” need to be held account-
able. However, the insurance industry
argues that SB 1167 vastly overreach-
es by prohibiting lawful communica-
tion between the insurer and its cus-
tomer and is thus an unconstitutional
violation of insurers’ commercial free
speech rights.

Indeed, the provisions in the bill
would not allow an insurer to provide
any information to a customer on auto
repair options after that customer has
already chosen a repair shop. The re-
sult of these provisions is a restriction

of basic information sharing between
the insurer and its customer.

CalChamber Position

The California Chamber of Com-
merce believes that both auto repair
shops and insurance companies make
valid arguments on the general issue of
auto repair “steering,” which appears
to be occurring at some level and to a
point where concern is merited.

This concern, however, is not effec-
tively addressed by the provisions in SB
1167 and is not sufficient justification
for hindering one industry’s commercial
free speech rights.

Because the protections sought
against “steering” by SB 1167 al-
ready exist, effective enforcement of
existing law remains the best solu-
tion to the problem. In addition, the
CalChamber believes that consumers
benefit from more information, not less,
when making their auto repair deci-
sions. Because the bill inappropriately
restricts informed consumer choice, the
CalChamber opposes the measure.

SB 1167 is scheduled to be consid-
ered on April 16 by the Senate Banking,
Finance and Insurance Committee.
Staff Contact: Robert Callahan

33 CalChamber Members on Fortune ‘100 Best Companies’ List

The March 7
Alert identi-
fied a number
of California
Chamber of
Commerce
members
as being on
Fortune
magazine’s
“100 Best
Companies to
Work For” list.
In addition, the following companies also
are on the list as this edition goes to print,
bringing the total number of CalChamber

members on the “100 Best” list to 33:

® Adobe Systems (San Jose).
Ranked 40. A culture of openness
pervades this software developer. The
chief executive officer answers e-mails
within 24 hours, and employee coun-
cils feed management with ideas..

e CH2MHILL (Englewood, CO).
Ranked 54. Employees own all the
stock in this engineering-construc-
tion firm, which does everything from
decommission nuclear plants to help
London gear up for the 2012 Olym-
pics.

o Container Store (Coppell, TX).
Ranked 20. Although a private equity

firm took a majority stake in this re-
tailer, it has kept top entry-level pay 50
percent to 100 percent higher than the
retail average.

e J.M. Smucker (Orrville, OH).
Ranked 47. Eight to 10 people inter-
view job seekers at this 111-year-old
family firm. Once hired, applicants
tend to stay — 25 percent of the work-
force has been with the company more
than 16 years.

o Starbucks (Seattle, WA). Ranked
7. The company’s stock rose 9 percent
following the news in January that
founder Howard Schultz is taking over
as chief executive officer.



ALERT

WWW.CALCHAMBER.COM

CALIFORNIA CHAMBER OF COMMERCE APRIL 4, 2008 - PAGE 8

There’s still time to prepare for 2008! HR 201:

View HR 201: Labor Law Update On-Demand Web Seminar! Labor Law Update
In 90 minutes, you will learn the top key laws, regulations and case studies of 2008 that On-Demand

affect how you and your company do business in California. And because you watch it over Web Seminar

the Internet, you will avoid the hassle of traveling and enjoy learning all you need to know

for 2008 from the comfort of your own office. Topics covered include: 90 minutes

* Meal and Rest Breaks ° Calculating Expense

* Sexual Harassment Supervisor Reimbursements

Training Regulations * Hiring Practices and Employment

Eligibility

* Discrimination, Retaliation and * Cases to Watch for in 2008
Supervisor Liability * And more

* Military Spouse Leave

To register, visit www.calbizcentral.com/HR201 or call (800) 331-8877. —— C3l

presented by CalChamber
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