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SUBJECT:  Department of Insurance: sworn members: compensation
SUMMARY:  Requires that sworn members of the California Department of Insurance (CDI) who are rank-and-file members of State Bargaining Unit 7 (BU 7 – Protective Services and Public Safety) be paid the same compensation as rank-and-file sworn peace officer employees of the California Department of Justice (DOJ).
EXISTING LAW:  
1. Establishes the State Civil Service Act to facilitate the operation of the Constitution’s merit principle for the state civil service, and requires, pursuant to that act, state employment to be based on the merit principle; that appointments are based upon merit and fitness ascertained through practical and competitive examination, and that tenure of civil service employment is subject to good behavior.[footnoteRef:1] [1:  Sections 18500 et seq. of the Gov. Code.] 


1. Establishes, pursuant to Section 3, Article VII of the California Constitution, the State Personnel Board (SPB) which must enforce civil service statutes, and by majority vote of all its members, prescribe probationary periods and classifications, adopt other rules authorized by statute, and review disciplinary actions.  In addition, the Executive Officer of the SPB is required to administer civil service statutes under the rules of the SPB.

1. Requires the SPB to prescribe rules consistent with a merit based civil service system to govern appointments classifications, examinations, probationary periods, disciplinary actions, and other matters related to the SPB’s authority under Article VII of the California Constitution.  Existing law also authorizes the SPB to conduct audits and investigations of the personnel practices of the CalHR and appointing authorities to ensure compliance with civil service policies, procedures, and statutes, and to post notices of proposed changes to regulations for public comment.[footnoteRef:2] [2:  Section 18502 (b), ibid.] 


1. Establishes the California Department of Human Resources (CalHR), which succeeds to and is vested with the powers and duties of the former Department of Personnel Administration, to operate the state civil service system pursuant to Article VII of the California Constitution, applicable sections of the Gov. Code, the merit principle, and applicable rules adopted by the SPB.[footnoteRef:3] [3:  Section 18502 (a) of the Gov. Code.] 


1. Requires the CalHR to establish and adjust salary ranges for each class of position in the state civil service subject to any merit limits contained in Article VII of the California Constitution; however, among other things, if this conflicts with the provisions of a MOU, the MOU must be controlling.[footnoteRef:4] [4:  Section 19826 of the Gov. Code.] 

1. Authorizes the CalHR to provide by rule for compensation to employees who are required to report back to work after completion of the normal workday, workweek, or when off duty, among other provisions, and establishes that the provisions within an MOU must be controlling if the aforementioned statutory provisions are in conflict, as provided, among other provisions.[footnoteRef:5] [5:  Section 19849.1 of the Gov. Code.] 


1. Establishes that, unless otherwise provided by law, salaries of state officers and employees must be paid of the State General Fund (SGF), or other recognized state fund from which an employee’s position is funded on a uniform payroll cycle established by the CalHR.[footnoteRef:6] [6:  Section 19824 of the Gov. Code.] 

1. Further establishes that, notwithstanding any other provision of law, whenever a state agency is authorized by a special or general statute to fix the salary or compensation of an employee or officer which is payable in whole or in part from state funds, the salary is subject to CalHR approval before it becomes effective and payable, except as otherwise provided, and that the Legislature may expressly provide that approval of the CalHR is not required, among other provisions.[footnoteRef:7] [7:  Section 19825 of the Gov. Code.] 

1. Governs collective bargaining in the private sector under the federal National Labor Relations Act (NLRA) but leaves to the states the regulation of collective bargaining in their respective public sectors.[footnoteRef:8] [8:  Sections 151 et seq., Title 29, United States Code.] 


While the NLRA and the decisions of its National Labor Relations Board (NLRB) often provide persuasive precedent in interpreting state collective bargaining law, public employees generally have no collective bargaining rights absent specific statutory authority establishing those rights.

1. Provides several statutory frameworks under California law to provide public employees collective bargaining rights, govern public employer-employee relations, and limit labor strife and economic disruption in the public sector through a reasonable method of resolving disputes regarding wages, hours and other terms and conditions of employment between public employers and recognized public employee organizations or their exclusive representatives.  These frameworks include the Ralph C. Dills Act (commonly referred to as the “Dills Act”) for certain state employees.[footnoteRef:9] [9:  Sections 3512 et seq. of the Gov. Code.] 


1. Requires, pursuant to the Dills Act, the Governor or its representatives to meet and confer in good faith regarding wages, hours, and other terms and conditions of employment with representatives of recognized employee organizations.[footnoteRef:10] [10:  Section 3517 of the Gov. Code.] 


1. Establishes the Public Employment Relations Board (PERB), a quasi-judicial administrative agency charged with administering certain statutory frameworks governing employer-employee relations, resolving disputes, and enforcing the statutory duties and rights of public agency employers and employee organizations, but provides the City and County of Los Angeles a local alternative to PERB oversight. [footnoteRef:11] [11:  Sections 3541 et seq. of the Gov. Code.] 


1. Requires, among other things pursuant to the Dills Act, the Governor or its representative to meet and confer in good faith regarding wages, hours, and other terms and conditions of employment with representatives of recognized employee organizations to consider fully such presentations as made by the employee organization on behalf of its members prior to arriving at a determination of policy or course of action.[footnoteRef:12] [12:  Section 3517 of the Gov. Code.] 

1. Requires the CalHR to provide a Dills Act MOU to the Legislative Analyst who has 10 calendar days from the date the tentative agreement is received to issue a fiscal analysis to the Legislature.  Among other things, each MOU submitted by the CalHR to the Legislative Analyst must include the CalHR’s analysis of costs and savings.[footnoteRef:13] [13:  Section 19829.5 of the Gov. Code.] 

1. Requires, pursuant to the Dills Act, the Governor and recognized employee organization to jointly prepare a written MOU for determination by the Legislature, if an agreement has been reached between them.[footnoteRef:14] [14:  Section 3517.5 of the Gov. Code.] 

1. Authorizes either party to a MOU to reopen all or part of the agreement, if the Legislature does not approve or fully fund any provision which requires the expenditure of funds.  However, this does not preclude the parties from agreeing and effecting those MOU provisions that received legislative approval or did not require legislative action.[footnoteRef:15] [15:  Section 3517.7 of the Gov. Code.] 

1. Requires the Insurance Commissioner to appoint supervisory and investigatory personnel within the Fraud Division of CDI.[footnoteRef:16] [16:  Section 1879.3 of the Insurance Code.] 

FISCAL EFFECT:  Unknown.  This bill is flagged as fiscal by Legislative Counsel.
COMMENTS:  
1. Background: Need for the Bill
Among other things, information provided by the author states that, “California is the nation’s largest insurance market and the second largest in the world.  The Coalition Against Insurance Fraud (CAIF) estimates that the national economic impact of insurance fraud is $308.6 billion each year, almost $1,000 per year for every single American.  Specific to California, CAIF estimates that there are $17.2 billion in economic losses in the state each year due to fraud, a cost borne by California consumers directly and passed on to consumers by affected businesses.  The Federal Bureau of Investigation estimates that fraud costs the average family between $400 and $700 a year in higher insurance premiums alone, to say nothing of indirect impact such as increased costs for medical care.
“Insurance fraud not only endangers the safety of innocent victims, but also drives up the cost of insurance premiums, affecting consumers statewide.  The CDI receives over 18,000 suspected fraudulent claim referrals each year, representing suspected losses exceeding $600 million…,” and “…is forced to close cases each year due solely to insufficient staffing.”
In addition, “[as] of January 31, 2024, the CDI has authority to fill 179 Investigator positions.  Of these authorized positions, 57 are currently vacant, resulting in a vacancy rate of almost 32 percent.  The CDI receives over 18,000 suspected fraudulent claim referrals each year, but is forced to close cases each year due solely to insufficient staffing.  The CDI sworn officers work directly with local, regional, and federal law enforcement partners, as well as the insurance industry, from detection through prosecution.
“The pay inequity between the CDI Investigator and DOJ Special Agent positions has been identified as a major factor impacting retention of sworn officers at the CDI.  Subsequent to the 2023 Special Salary Adjustment (SSA), there is a nearly 21 percent differential in pay between the same classification at the DOJ versus at the CDI.  Since the DOJ SSA in September 2021 and July 2023, 11 of the 15 (73.3 percent) Investigator transfers out of the CDI have gone to DOJ Special Agent positions.  We are aware of an additional nine (9) Investigators having recently interviewed and/or currently in the background investigation stage of the hiring process with DOJ or other law enforcement agencies.  This bill would align the compensation agreements for rank-and-file members of State Bargaining Unit 7 of the California Department of Insurance (CDI) with the California Department of Justice (DOJ) to address the inequity discussed above.  This has been an ongoing problem for the CDI for almost two decades.  Multiple Insurance Commissioners have attempted to address the pay inequity issue, pursuing various administrative and other avenues until we have reached this point of sponsoring legislation.
“This bill would align the compensation agreements for rank-and-file members of State BU 7 of the CDI the California DOJ to address [this inequity].”

1. Information Regarding State Bargaining Unit 7 (Protective Services and Public Safety) and Their Current MOU
Represented by the California Statewide Law Enforcement Association (CSLEA), the approximately 7,774 full-time equivalent employees who are members of State BU 7 consists of employees protecting state lands and buildings, furnishing emergency services, issuing licenses or permits, arresting individuals violating penal or administrative laws, and protecting the public from fraudulent practices and schemes.
The Governor and BU 7 reached an agreement represented by a MOU between the parties on August 31, 2023, which was ratified by the CSLEA on September 8, 2023.  This agreement, which is publicly available, is in effect from July 1, 2023, through June 30, 2026.[footnoteRef:17]  Among its provisions, the MOU includes: [17:  Agreement between the Governor and the CSLEA.] 

1. Three General Salary Increases over three years (i.e., 3 percent in 2023-24, 2 percent in 2024-25, and 2 percent (in 2025-26)); 
1. Special Salary Adjustments that provide salary increases for specified classifications that range from 4.82 percent to 8.44 percent in 2023-24 (effective July 1, 2023);
1. Top Step Pay Increases for specified classifications by a specified amount in 2023-24 that range from 2.5 percent to 8 percent (effective July 1, 2023); and,
1. Various Other Pay Differentials.
1. State BU 7 MOU Fiscal Analysis by the Legislative Analyst
Pursuant to its statutory obligation under existing law,[footnoteRef:18] the Legislative Analyst’s Office (LAO) performed a fiscal analysis of State BU 7’s MOU.[footnoteRef:19]  Among other things, notable relevant items of the LAO’s analysis states the following regarding: [18:  Ref. fn. 8.]  [19:  “MOU Fiscal Analysis: Bargaining Unit 7 (Protective Services and Public Safety.” LAO MOU Analysis, September 7, 2023.] 

1. Vacancy Rate Growing, Similar to Statewide Average.  A decade or so ago, the average state vacancy rate hovered between 10 percent and 15 percent.  Over the past few years, the statewide vacancy rate has increased significantly such that the average vacancy rate is now around 20 percent.  Similar to this statewide trend, Unit 7 also has more vacant positions today than it did several years ago.  Specifically, while 15 percent of Unit 7 positions were vacant in 2018, 23 percent of Unit 7 positions were vacant as of July 31, 2023.
1. Compensation Study.  The most recent Unit 7 compensation study released by the CalHR evaluated four occupational groups represented by Unit 7:  Detectives and Criminal Investigators, Forensic Science Technicians, Police and Sheriff’s Patrol Officers, and Public Safety Telecommunicators.  Together, these four occupational groups account for 56 percent of Unit 7 members.[footnoteRef:20] [20:  “2021 Total Compensation Report.” CalHR.] 

1. Study Found Two Occupational Groups Lag Market…The study found that Detectives and Criminal Investigators as well as Police and Sheriff’s Patrol Officers represented by Unit 7 earn total compensation that lags the market by 17 percent and 49 percent, respectively.
1. And Two Occupational Groups Lead Market.  The study found that Forensic Science Technicians and Public Safety Telecommunicators represented by Unit 7 earn total compensation that leads the market by 34 percent and 5 percent, respectively.
1. High Voluntary Separation Rate for Two Occupational Groups.  The turnover rates for two occupational groups—Police and Sheriff’s Patrol Officers at 11 percent and Public Safety Telecommunicators at 10 percent—are higher than the statewide average of 8 percent.  For both of these occupational groups, voluntary separations were the leading cause of turnover.  Specifically, voluntary separations accounted for more than one-half of the turnover among Unit 7 Police and Sheriff’s Patrol Officers and more than three-fourths of the turnover among Unit 7 Public Safety Telecommunicators.  This means that state employees in these two occupations are more likely to choose to leave state service without retiring and either seek employment with another employer or exit the workforce.
1. Administration’s Fiscal Estimate of the BU 7 MOU:  Agreement Would Increase Ongoing Annual Costs by More Than $130 Million.  The administration estimates that the agreement would increase annual state costs by $133 million by 2025‑26, and estimates that extending provisions of the agreement to excluded employees affiliated with Unit 7 (generally, managers and supervisors) would increase annual costs an additional $24 million.
1. Pay Increases:  Unit 7 Average Base Pay Slightly Lower today Than 20 Years Ago.  After controlling for inflation, the average Unit 7 base pay has fluctuated significantly over the past two decades.  Despite this variation, however, in 2022, average base pay was 1.5 percent lower than in 2002.  We do not know the cause of this variation; however, the trend could reflect shifts in the workforce over time that affect the average salary rather than a reflection of past pay increases not keeping pace with inflation.  For example, we note that the age distribution of Unit 7 members today reflects a younger workforce than it did earlier in the period.  Younger workers tend to have lower average salaries given they have less tenure.
1. Uncertainty Makes Legislative Flexibility Even More Important.  By 2025‑26—the last year of this agreement—General Fund revenues could be tens of billions of dollars higher or lower than current estimates.  There is significant uncertainty about economic conditions by the end of this agreement.  Inflation may remain elevated, in which case the pay increases provided by this agreement might not be sufficient to preserve employees’ purchasing power.  Alternatively, if inflation continues to fall, the state could end up providing pay increases above the rate of inflation under the agreement, resulting in the state potentially paying more than might be necessary.  Further, labor markets could remain tight or soften.  While we cannot say with certainty how these economic conditions will unfold, we have advised the Legislature to remain cautious as key economic indicators—such as the treasury bond yield curve—have signaled an economic and revenue slowdown could be forthcoming.
1. Brief Background Regarding the Dills Act
The first of California’s public sector bargaining laws was enacted in 1961.  Known as the “George Brown Act” or “Brown Act,” this act originally covered all public employers and recognized employees’ right to participate and be represented by employee organizations.  It also granted those organizations the right to meet and confer with the employer on matters affecting employment relations prior to action being taken on such matters.
The breadth of the Brown Act was reduced over time as subsequent statutes nearly removed all employees from coverage in favor of separate public employer-employee relations statutes recognizing the inherent differences and unique needs of the various public employers and their employees throughout the California public sector.
Among these separate statutes, proponents of collective bargaining for state employees were successful when former Senator Ralph C. Dills introduced a measure (i.e., the “Dills Act”) that only covered specific employees of the state was passed in 1977 and signed into law by former Governor Edmund “Jerry” G. Brown, Jr. in July1978.
1. The Purposes and Core Mechanics of Public Employee Collective Bargaining

As previously enumerated under “Existing Law,” the core purpose (and principle) of the various collective bargaining statutes governing public employer-employee relations in California, including the Dills Act governing sate employer-employee relations, is to limit labor strife and economic disruption in the public sector through a reasonable method of resolving disputes regarding wages, hours and other terms and conditions of employment between public employers and their employees or their exclusive representatives.
The core mechanics of collective bargaining are twofold:  (i) each party must give up something to get something else in return to, (ii) achieve the manifestation of the art of compromise represented by a written and signed agreement that is formally executed as a MOU.  Thus, achieving the agreement (i.e., contract) is identical to the common law principles of the formation of a contract (i.e., offer, acceptance, and exchange of consideration).
Here, to achieve an agreement assumes that the collective bargaining process and negotiation strategy or tactics used by both parties (i.e., employer and employee organization) are in good faith and not to reach an impasse, nor the employer driving negotiations in a manner ultimately to be able to unilaterally implement (also commonly referred to by employee organizations, as “impose”) what might be considered by the employee organization as an unfair or objectionable contract, which ultimately could lead to labor strife.
1. Legislature’s Role in the Dills Act Collective Bargaining Framework and Process, and   Legislative Intrusion Into, and Circumventing of, that Framework and Process
Prior to California voters’ approval of Proposition 25 in 2010, where a two-thirds vote of the Legislature was required to pass the annual Budget Act, MOUs for each State BU were adopted by the Legislature via separate “placeholder bills” authored by various Members of the Legislature, e.g., Assembly Bill 2 (Assemblymember A) for State BU 2, Senate Bill 11 (Senator Z) for State BU 11, etc.  Because these bills included provisions that, to be effected, required a Budget Act appropriation, each bill containing the provisions of the MOU also required a two-thirds vote requirement of the Legislature for legislative approval.
As MOUs were expiring or had expired and collective bargaining efforts between the Governor and employee organization were ongoing, such placeholder bills were introduced and advanced through the legislative process without specific provisions pending an agreement being reached by the parties.  After an agreement had been reached, the provisions of the agreement were amended into the placeholder bill for that specific BU followed by the bill advancing through the legislative process for appropriate consideration by, and approval of, the Legislature, and after legislative approval, the measures were submitted to the Governor for consideration.
Since the passage of Proposition 25, to effect the provisions of a MOU between the Governor and a State BU, separate legislative placeholder bills authored by various Members of the Legislature procedurally became unnecessary, and MOUs since that time have been adopted by the Legislature via budget Trailer Bill as part of the annual Budget Act.
Previously enumerated under “Existing Law,” the Legislature’s role in the Dills Act bargaining process is as the ultimate authority of a labor agreement.  That is, the Legislature retains ultimately authority to approve or reject agreements negotiated between the Governor and a State BU.  Here, the Legislature can reject an agreement by rejecting the tentative agreement submitted to it for ratification, or not appropriating funds sufficient to effect (i.e. pay) the agreement’s terms that it has already ratified.
When considering that it is the Governor or its designated representative whom is responsible for negotiating with BU 7 (as well as other State BUs) to reach an agreement – not the Legislature, although this bill does not propose to per se adopt a MOU for BU 7, it expands the Legislature’s role by statutorily proposing a change to the wages of the affected employees; thereby, directly placing the Legislature in the shoes of the parties lawfully identified to negotiate such matters within the scope of representation (i.e., wages), and does so in a manner that intrudes into and circumvents the Dills Act collective bargaining framework and process that may be viewed or construed as inappropriate and offensive to the express intents and purposes of the act.
1. Wage Parity Among Certain Peace Officers and What is Proposed by this Bill
Following the entirety of the prior discussion, it is noted that existing law requires the state, to recruit and retain the highest qualified employees, to pay sworn members of the California Highway Patrol who are rank-and-file members of State BU 5 (Highway Patrol) the estimated average total compensation for each corresponding rank for the Los Angeles Police Department, Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Office, San Diego Police Department, Oakland Police Department, and San Francisco Police Department, as specified.[footnoteRef:21] [21:  Section 19827 of the Gov. Code.] 

This bill proposes a somewhat similar approach to wage parity among State BU 7 employees and DOJ rank-and-file sworn peace officers.  Moreover, because this bill may provide some wage parity, it also may provide for increased recruitment and retention of the specified classification at the CDI to reduce, if not eliminate, their willful departure from the CDI, or cannibalization of, or competition for, its rank-and-file sworn personnel to other agencies in the interests of  public health, safety, and welfare.
1. A History of Wage Increases at Various Points in Time, Yet, Willful Departures and Vacancies Persist:  Whether Review by the California State Auditor May be Necessary?
It is noted that, State BU 7 has received multiple salary increases over a number of years through various MOUs that may have, at times, brought those members closer to pay parity with the same or similar classifications at the DOJ.[footnoteRef:22]  It is also noted that information provided by the author as well as the CDI’s written correspondence to the committee regarding this bill state, among other things, that, pay inequity is “a factor” (and “major factor,” according to the CDI), impacting retention.  (Emphasis.) [22:  CalHR.] 

As such, with respect to the departures and vacancy rates at the CDI that are specific to this BU, it is currently unknown what other factors exist, if any, that also may be contributing to this challenge, and whether what is proposed by this bill ultimately may resolve the challenge.  (Emphasis.)  To the extent feasible or necessary, to identify what other factors, if any, that also may exist that are contributing to this challenge, perhaps a review by the California State Auditor (CSA) may be appropriate or necessary to identify those challenges, and who will provide recommendations to the CDI and Legislature for consideration, as what the CSA previously performed provided regarding the Department of Industrial Relations?[footnoteRef:23] [23:  “Investigations of Improper Activities by State Agencies and Employees: Wasteful Decisions, Poor Contract Oversight, Overpayments, Misuse of State Resources, and Attendance Abuse.” California State Auditor, May 18, 2023.] 

1. Wage Parity for CDI Sworn Officers vs. Possible Austerity Measures for Vulnerable Communities and Individuals:  The State’s Current Fiscal Status
As the Legislature and the Governor negotiate matters to resolve the State’s budgetary deficit, what is proposed by this bill may add costs affecting the SGF that may exacerbate the fiscal status of the State in future years, unless the costs of this bill are covered by a non-SGF source.  Further, given that tentative agreements between the Governor and a State BU must be provided to the LAO for a fiscal analysis, and again, although this bill does not include a per se BU 7 MOU, it would be of benefit to the Legislature for the LAO to review the potential financial implications of wage changes proposed by this bill in addition to those included in the BU 7 MOU.
Resolving the deficit may, in some way or many ways, negatively affect vital programs and services relating to health, social services, housing, homelessness, climate change, public education, etc., and more acutely, the programs for and services to vulnerable communities, populations, and individuals.  In these regards, even if the costs of this bill are funded by a non-SGF source, what is proposed by this bill (and its timing) may publicly be viewed as a financial dichotomy of choice, regardless of the mandated and necessary public safety services provided by the CDI.
Here, the committee is informed or reminded that such fiscal/financial matters are not within its jurisdiction and the immediate commentary is only offered to contribute to the broader public policy dialogue regarding this bill.  As such, these matters respectfully are deferred to the Committee on Appropriations for a determination.
1. Statement by the Author
The author states that, “[this bill] would help to provide a needed pay increase for Investigators at the CDI.  The pay inequity between CDI and other divisions has been identified as a major factor impacting retention of sworn officers at CDI.  Due to the importance and complexity of insurance fraud cases, it is vital that we seek a comparable wage to support the staffing of these public safety positions with experienced Investigators.”
1. Comments by Supporters
Among other things, including statements similar to the background information provided by the author and the statement by the author, the CDI states that, “[by] leveling the playing field, CDI will be better able to recruit and retain Fraud Investigators to protect the public and prevent economic loss.  Insurance fraud not only endangers the safety of innocent victims, but also drives up the cost of insurance premiums, affecting consumers statewide.  Through the detection, investigation, and prosecution of insurance fraud offenders, CDI Fraud Investigators protect the public and ensure that the California insurance market is a safe place to do business.”

Representing the property and casualty insurance companies, the Personal Insurance Federation of California states that, “[f]raud and abuse of the insurance market are high drivers of insurance prices.  The role that the CDI Fraud Division plays in investigating suspected claims protects both the companies, and the broader group of policy holders.  CDI has been fighting staffing shortages across multiple divisions, making it challenging for them to keep up with the demands on the departments en masse.  The ability of the DOJ to offer higher compensation has been identified as a factor driving recruitment and retention issues within the fraud division.  [This bill] would require that sworn members of CDI who are rank-and-file members of State BU 7 be paid the same compensation as is paid to the corresponding rank-and-file sworn peace officer employees of the DOJ.”

The Independent Insurance Agents and Brokers of California make similar statements in support of this bill.

1. Comments by Opponents
None on file.
1. Comments by Others
The CSLEA, representing the BU that would be affected by this bill registered a support, if amended position stating that, “[a]lthough CSLEA is always supportive of efforts to enhance the pay and benefits of BU 7 classifications both during collective bargaining and well-timed while an MOU is in place, it does not condone efforts to tie compensation between classifications via a parity requirement included in [this bill].  Instead, [we] would support language amended into [this bill] to read “the state shall pay sworn members of the Department of Insurance who are rank-and-file members of State BU 7 the equivalence of sworn agents at the Department of Justice.” 

This language is acceptable with the understanding [that] there is no ongoing parity formula, leaving future salary increases to the collective bargaining process.  CSLEA will gladly support [this bill] with these changes,” and “… has always and will always do what is in the best interest of State BU 7 employees and negotiate for the best pay, benefits and working conditions possible through the collective bargaining process with the State of California.
  
1. Prior or Related Legislation
Assembly Bill 2335 (McKinnor, 2024) proposes to make changes to various existing laws relating to the state civil service, and the Commission on the Status of Women and Girls (Commission), for purposes of pay equity, among other provisions.  This bill is currently pending in the Assembly Committee on Public Employment and Retirement.
Assembly Bill 1667 (McKinnor, 2023) proposed to require the University of California (UC) at Berkeley Labor Center (UCB Labor Center) to undertake a study of the existing salary structure, among other associated items, of rank-and-file scientists in State Bargaining Unit 10 (BU 10), and provide recommendations, if applicable, for alternative salary models for state BU 10, among other provisions.  This bill was vetoed by the Governor stating that:
“This bill’s requirements to implement any increase in compensation resulting from the study effectively circumvents the collective bargaining process and limits the state’s ability to consider various economic factors that impact the state or BU 10 members when proposing compensation packages during negotiations.”
Assembly Bill 1254 (Flora, 2023) proposed to require comparative pay for rank-and-file state Bargaining Unit (BU) 8 firefighters employed by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE) similar to those of other California fire departments, as specified, and among other provisions.  This bill was held in the Senate Appropriations Committee.
REGISTERED SUPPORT / OPPOSITION:
Support
Ricardo Lara, California Insurance Commissioner
Independent Insurance Agents and Brokers of California
Personal Insurance Federation of California

Support if Amended

California Statewide Law Enforcement Association
Opposition
None on file.
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