ISITUSTINE

m? o)

_,JJ

VOLUME 15 NO. 9

A THE OFFICIAL PUBLICATION OF THE INDIO CHAMBER OF COMMERCE A

September 2008

Hard Times Push State
Unemployment Fund

Toward Bankruptcy

sluggish economy combined
with the predicted impact of
uge benefit increases adopted

without counterbalancing reforms are
pushing the employer-funded state
unemployment insurance (Ul) fund
toward bankruptcy for the second time
in less than a decade.

According to the May 2008
Unemployment Insurance Fund
Forecast published by the Employment
Development Department (EDD), the
Ul Trust Fund balance was $2.4 hillion
at the end of 2007. The fund is projected
to have a balance of $1.1 billion at the
end of 2008.

Further strain may come at the end of
2009 when the report concludes the fund
could be in a deficit.

Surplus to Bankruptcy

In 2001, the Ul Trust Fund had a
surplus of nearly $6 billion. Legislation
passed that year mandated a 95 percent
increase in benefits over a three-year
period, without providing for offsetting
reforms in eligibility standards or tax
relief that historically accompany such
benefit increases.

Legislation passed in 2002 retroactively

applied the benefit increases approved the
previous year, which resulted in nearly $1
billion in additional payouts.

These benefit increases, combined with
an economic downturn, reduced the fund
to bankruptcy in 2004.

To continue paying benefits, California
took out an emergency loan of $1.4 billion
from the federal government for the first
time in the stateds history and increased
taxes on employers to the maximum 0F¢
level plus a 15 percent surcharge, the
highest allowed by law.

Subsequent economic growth and
job creation in California temporarily
improved the fiscal health of the fund,
which skirted insolvency at the end of
2004 with a razor-thin reserve of $397
million.

Maximum Tax Rate

Now, even though employers have been
paying the maximum allowable rate since
2004, the fund is projected to be insolvent
in 2009, according to the EDD report.

As of June, unemployment rates had
reached 6.9 percent, the highest since the
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FROM THE GAPP COMMITTEE

GAPP Committee Makes
Recommendations to Chamber
Board of Directors

he Government Affairs and

I Public Policy committee of the

Indio Chamber of Commerce

recommended to the Board of Directors

that the Chamber support, oppose and take

a 0no positiond on four issues pertinent to
the business community.

The GAPP committee recommended
to the Board to oppose AB2279 Medical
Marijuana, support AB2987 Workersg
Compensation: Return to Work, oppose
AB1848 Income Tax Withholding, and

oppose SB1115 Workersd Compensation
Reform Roll Back. Letters of support are
issued by the Chamber once the Board has
reached a decision. The Board of Directors
voted to support the GAPP committee
recommendations.

For more information regarding these
issues or joining the GAPP committee, please
contact the Chamber or attend a meeting. The
committee meets on the first Thursday of
every month here at the Chamber.

Court: Employer Need Only
Provide Meal/Rest Break

he 4" District Court of Appeal ruled

I recently that state law requires

only that employers provide meal
periods.

The decision clarifies a point of much
concern for employers: whether the
requirement to provide a meal or rest
break meant that employers had to force
the employees to take the break.

0Make Availabled

The court declined to make employers
the enforcer, saying it agreed with the
reasoning in two U.S. District Court cases
and concluded that demployers need not
ensure meal breaks are actually taken, but
need only make them available.6

The issue before the California appeals
court in the case of Brinker Restaurant
Corporation et al., v. The Superior Court
of San Diego County, was whether the trial
court erred in certifying the matter as a
class action without first determining the
elements of plaintiffs and real parties in
interest against the defendants?

The appeals court ruled that the class
action lawsuit should not proceed because
the lower court failed to properly consider

whether the plaintiffsd claims were appropriate
for class treatment.

Court Conclusions
The appeal court concluded that:
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September 1
Labor Day
Indio Chamber of Commerce closed
September 2
Ambassador Committee Meeting
September 4
GAPP Committee Meeting
September 16
Board of Directors Meeting
September 19
Mayor's Luncheon
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84-245 Indio Springs Dr, Indio
September 30
Business After-Hours Mixer
La Pinata Restaurante,
81-921 Hwy 111, Indio
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October 2
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October 7
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October 28
Community Mixer at Coachella Valley
Museum & Cultural Center, 82616 Miles
Ave., Indio







