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Cacique .. 

Ocloher 2{;, 20 I :; 

Uililcd Slalc~ I lcpa 1'1 IllCIl I of "':,ricliII Ilrc 

Clovi~, Calirol'llia 

I{c, Federal Milk Markctitl;, Ordcr in Ollil,wllia 

Good mornin;1, and Ihank you ror laking limc 10 vi~il wilh liS Ihis moming. 

1'11'1 Gil de Cardenas and I run our r,"nily business, Cacique Inc, Cacique/ was founded 

by my IXII'cnls, Gilberl andJcnnie dc CII'dcnas in I ~'7:{ , The company was funded wilh an 

$800 loall rrom my grandmolher and aunt and slartcd with just two cmployees, Gilbert and 

Jennic, The first few years werc vcry laugh with my dad leaving before the sun came up to 

start the cheese l11aking process while my mother woke us up, made breakfast and took us to 

school. Shc then went on to the plant (a tiny bottling plant at the back of a drive up dairy) and 

took over the cheese making process from my dad ,md stayed until he returned from selling 

cheese from Styrofoam coolers in the trunk of is teal grccn, 1966 four door Pontiac, He would 

park his car on Vermont St.. near down lawn Los Angeles and sell product door to door. My 

dad reluncd r!'Om his route, finish the chccsc making process and cleaned the planl while mom 

came home to cook dinner and care for us, There were days when we barely saw her and 

didn't see him at all. At the start. times were so tough, my parents could only afford to rent the 
Q\""'-\:. 
lptan during daylight hours and Ihe owner used it to bottle his products at 11ighl. At the 

beginning, our capacity was about 80 lbs, of cheese PER DAY! That was all one person could 

make, This went on for a couple of years. A major leap forward was when my dad removed 

the back seat to make room for more coolers! In effect. this doubled the distribution capacity 

and we were able to hire our first employee!!! The company was literally built one pound of 

cheese at a lime 

A note about. the original plant. The facility was used for bottling drinks for a drive-up 

dailY a!ld was originally !lot set up [or dairy proccssing, My dad rented the space and worked 

tirelessly for weeks to get it up to code, On inspection day, the inspector walked the plant and 

gave my dad a rather long punch list before he would approve the facility, To say my dad was 
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disappointed is an understatement, however. he doubled down and passed inspection several 

weeks later. There was no money to use professional help so my parents did it all by 

themselves. 

I grew up in the business and did everything from sweeping floors. to cleaning vats to 

driving trucks. I rose through the ranks. earned an MBA at the University of Chicago and have 

been running t he company for the past several years. 

Over the last several years. we have been invited by nLllnerous out of state 

municipalities and farmers to move our facility out of CA. I must admit. several of those offers 

were very en ticing but we have resisted. I share our history with you to illustrate our 

commitmcnt to our business and our farmers. 

CUITent Operations 

Taking a leap to the here and now. Cacique continued to grow by providing quality 

products to the Hispanic consumers that live in the U.S. We specialize in products like queso 

fresco. panela. cotija and cremas. We are now on our 5th plant since that tiny location in 

IA'tkcwood CA The original plant's milk consumption of 860 pounds per day is dwarfed by the 

current plant consumption of about J million lbs. of milk per day. Over the course of the last 

30 years. we have invested $9 IMM into the current plant to stay competitive and we are 

investing a significant amount of capital to expand current capacity. 

Cacique currently has about 320 California based employees and 55 non-California 

employees. More than 70% percent of Cacique's employees are of minorities. It's important to 

understand that Cacique is not a minimum wage employer. We demand higher skill levels and 

pay a premium. It's our educated estimate that between employees and vendor/suppliers. we 

help support more than 1.000 families. 

By basing such a large portion of its sales force in other states. we have made a very 

deliberate and expensive commitment to grow our out of state business. Cacique spends a 

considerable amount of marketing funds in activities like demos. advertising and retailers ads 

to grow its out of state volume. 

Every pound of cheese we ship out of state is equal to 10 pounds of CA milk being shipped 

into competing markets. 
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Cacique Distribution Costs. 

Most of our consumers arc on the lower end of the income range and as II result. retail 

price points al'C crucial. As I mentioncd prcviously. on avcrage. Cacique consumes about I 

million pounds of milk on any givcn production day. seven days per wcek. About 47% of that 

milk is shipped out of California as chccse. crcam and yogurt. It is estimated that about 60% of 

the United States popu lation lives cast of the Mississippi River. (See, 

en .wikipedia.org/wiki/F~1.stern United States.) As our products travel cast. transportation and 

other expenses drive our costs higher. Depending on load size. refrigera ted freight cost into 

the Midwest and east Coast between 30 and 70 cen ts perpoul1d of product for LTL (Less than 

Truck Load) which is the most common method. As you can see. Cacique's Midwest and East 

Coast based competitors enjoy a significant competitive product transportation advantage and 

in order to stay on a level price point with these brands. Cacique is unable to pass the full cost 

onto the consumer and is often having to subsidize the freight expense just to keep the playing 

field level. 

Cacique's Out of State Competitors Lower Operation Costs. 

One of our competitors testified that our products are aggressively competing with their TX 

based plant as a result of lower CA milk prices. However. I would like to point out that the 

economics of the situation place Cacique at a disadvantage. not an advantage, 

• It takes about 12 cents just in freight costs to get to Texas from our plant. Using 

industry standards. this represents about $1.20 per hundred weight in cost. 

• Since 2011. the gap between the published Class IIV'and 4b is $1.78. In effect. 

$1 .20 of the gap is consumed by freight alone. 

• That leaves only $0.58 to pay for the higher operating costs in CA or roughly about 

6 cents per pound of cheese. 

It 's no secret that doing business in CA is difficult. In fact. I'm sure every farmer here today 

and in the state are well aware of the serious challenges of running a CA operation. The 

state is continuously listed near the bottom of any recent list of business friendly 

environments. 

We compete directly with regional manufacturers that aggressively defend their 

markets. Most of the competitors are east of the Rockies. While milk prices are higher. the 
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operating costs are considerably lowcr. F,xpenses in statcs outsidc of California arc 

considerably lower and these statcs arc much morc business friendly than California. Below 

31'<: a few examples of the high cos t of business operation in California compared to 

national averages. 

• F,lectrical Cost for Industrial Companies. The Uni ted States March 2015 average retail 

price of elect ricity in the Industrial sector was $6.79. California's rate in the Industrial 

Sector is $10.63 or 56.55% above the national mean and rising. See Exhibit B. U.S. 

Energy Information Administration. 

• Workers Compensation in CII.. Workers compensation costs in California is 188% 
o-k- "" e cl i '" '" hi:;heF thull the national mean. California businesses spend $3.48 for every $100 of 

W'ec:4ion 
payroll compared to the national ffletlfl of $1.85. Cacique employs about 320 California 

based employees. See Exhibit II.. Oregon Department of Consumer and Business 

Services. 2014 Oregon Workcrs' Compensation Premium Rate Ranking summary. 

• California Taxes. California ranks 48'" out of 50 states for least business friendly states. 

See Exhibit Co Tax Foundation October 2013 publication. 

• Cost of Energy in CA is ranked 49'h out of 50 states. See Exhibit D. California 

Foundation for Commerce & Education; The Cost of Doing Business in California. 

August 2014. 

• Cost of Labor in CA is ranked 41 " ou t of 50 states. See Exhibit D. California Foundation 

for Commerce & Education; The Cost of Doing Business in California. August 2014. 

Cacique, as a result of manufacturing in California must bear these and other costs which 

far exceed national averages. Using these factors and others from our research. we estimate 

that raw material not included. it's costlier to make cheese in CA by $0. I 8 per pound of cheese. 

This represents an equivalent of about $ I .80 per hundred weight higher cost to run a CA 

operation. Cacique's out of state competition has key strategic cost advantages because they 

are located in more business friendly state. 

The sum of the freight and CA operating costs less the historical Class III/4b gap results in 

product produced in CA is costlier by $0.1220 per pound when shipped to Texas from So Cal. 

This represents about $1.222 per hundred weight of cheese. 

Freight ($0 I Z) + CA operating cost ($0 18) - Milk price gap ($0 l78) - $0 I ZZO lb./cl1eese 

4 



October 26, 2015 

However, CA recently changed its 4b fOl'mula by raising the whey value. Using current 

markel data, we cslimale Ihe gap bel ween Class III and 4b narrows 10 $0.54 per 

hundredweight in 2016. The new formula affecls. 

I)-eigilt ($0. l2) + CA opcmtli1/5 costs ($o.l8) - M1JkpJicegllp ($0.0.54) - $0.246 Ib./checse 

The ncw CA price in effeci raises Ihe cost of making cheese in CA from $0. 1220 to 

$0.246 pel' pound of cheese when delivered 10 TX! 

The results are slaggering, CA made product is more expensive to make by about 

$0.1260 per pound of cheese or Ihe equivalent of $1.280 cents per hundredweight of milk 

before adding shipping costs. 

Cit opcmtJi1g costs ($0. 18) - MilkpJicegap ($0.0.54) - $0. 1260. Ib./cheese 

As mentioned earlier, freighl costs increase to 30 and up to 70 cents the further you go 

north and east as we are unable to compete with local suppliers and ship smaller and less 

efficien t orders. 

The only reason Cacique competes today is not because of lower milk prices but a 

continued commitment to investing in cutting edge technology! The notion that California 

made cheese has a price advantage because of milk costs may have been true in the past but it 

is simply not true today and hasn't been for some time. 

Current Market Conditions 

As I mentioned earlier, most of our consumers are minorities in lower income brackets. 

Price point is understandably very important to these families. We are unable to absorb the 

increases a shift to FMMO brings and will pass along the increase to the market. Our out of 

state competitors have not experienced the cost increase of a change in the milk formula and 

have no need to increase their price. Therefore, they are in a position to gain distribu tion due 

to more favorable cost structure without lifting a finger. It's no wonder they are hoping CA 

makes the change. 

This will create an unorderly shift in economics whereby the 47% of the milk we use 

for cheese making is substantially at risk to be lost to out of state competitors and milk 

suppliers. We are shifting milk demand out of CA. How will dairies maintain efficiencies 
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when volumc leaves the sta te? Will thcy be able to operate efficient.Jy? Will this cause a 

.-eduction of ava ilable Class I? This is especially true if CA moves into the FMMO but maintains 
M<:II'OP.-to "'-Y 

provisions such aJlPooting. 0 

Thank you for you.' time and consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Gil DeCardenas 

Cacique Inc. 

Family member and Owner 
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Com plete versions of the materials referenced and cited in this Letter can be located as follows: 

1. htlp://www.eia.gov/electricity/monthly/epm table grapher.cfm?t=epmt 5 6 a 

2. http://www.cbs.state .or.us/externalldir /wc cost/files/report summary. pdf 

3. http://taxfou ndation .org/ a rticle/20 14-state-busi ness-tax-dim ate-i ndex 

4. h tip :/lwww.calchamber.com/CFCE/Documents/CFCE -Cost -0 f-Doing-Business-in-Ca I iforn ia. pdf 

s. http: //en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Eastern Un ited States 
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2014 Oregon Workers' Compensation 
Premium Rate Ranking Summary 

Dcpur!m('n! of CUllsumer and Business Sen ices Oc!oher 2014 

By .Jay Dotter and Mike Manley 

Oregon employers in the voluntary market pay, on average, the 43rd highest workers ' compensat ion premium rates in the 
nation. Oregon's rates are 26 percent below dlOse orthe med ian state in the study. 

Premium rate indices are calculated based on data from 5 I jurisdictions, for rates in effect as of Jan . 1. 2014. The 20 I 4 
median value is $1.85, which is a drop of2 percent from the $1.88 median of the 2012 study. Oregon's premium rate 
index is $1 .37 per $100 of payroll, or 74 percent orthe nationa l median. National premium rate indices range from a low 
of $0.88 in North Dakota, to a high of$3.48 in California. There were 2 I states that had an index rate that was within plus 
or minus 10 percent of this benchmark val ue. In the upper part of the rate distribution, J 3 states had index rates higher 
than 110 percent of the median, while 17 states were below 90 percent of the median. For an interactive map of the state 
rankings, click here. 

Figure 1. 2014 Workers' compensation premium index rates 

J (3-
,.. .-.... O Ht "-

Table 1 Oregon's ranking in the top 10 classifications 

Occupation Ranking 

Clerical office employees 44 

Salespersons - outside 46 

College: professional employees and clerical 42 

Physician and clerical 37 

Restaurant 43 

Hospital: professional employees 38 

Store: retail 41 

Automobile service/repair center and drivers 32 

Trucking: all employees and drivers 37 
Retirement living centers: health care employees 32 

NH 

0 Under $1 .50 

c::J $1 .50-$1 .99 

0 $2.00-$2.49 

• $2.50-$2.99 

• $3.00-$3.49 

The study is based on methods that put states' 
workers' compensation rates on a comparable basis. 
using a constant set of risk classifications for each 
state. Th;s study used classification codes from the 
National COllncil on Compensation Insurance (NCCI). 
or approximately 450 active classes in Oregon. 
50 were se lected based on re lative importance as 
measured by share of losses in Oregon. To control 
for differences in industry distributions. each sta te 's 
rates were weighted by 2008-20 10 Oregon payroll to 
obtain an average manual rate for that state. Li sted in 
Table I are Oregon 's rankings in the top 10 o r the 50 
classifications used. 
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Table 2. Workers' compensation premium rate ranking 

2014 2012 Index Percent of 
Ranking Ranking State Rate study median Effective Date 

1 3 California 3.48 186% January 1, 201 4 
2 2 Connecticut 2.87 155% January 1, 2014 
3 7 New Jersey 2.82 152% January 1. 201 4 
4 5 New York 2.75 148% January 1, 201 4 
5 1 Alaska 2.68 145% January 1, 2014 
6 6 Oldahoma 2.55 137% 111/13 State Fund, 111/14 Private 
7 4 Illinois 2.35 127% January 1, 201 4 

6 14 Vermont 2.33 125% April 1,2013 
9 30 Delaware 2.31 125% December 1, 201 3 

10 15 l ouisiana 2.23 120% Janua ry 1, 2014 
11 8 Montana 2.21 11 9% July 1,201 3 
12 9 New Hampshire 2.16 118% January 1, 2014 
13 10 Maine 2.15 11 6% April 1 , 201 3 
14 19 Idaho 2.01 109% January 1, 2014 
17 13 Washington 2.00 106% January 1, 2014 
17 16 South Carolina 2.00 106% September 1. 201 3 
17 12 Pennsylvania 2.00 106% April 1, 201 3 
20 27 New Mex ico 1.99 108% January 1, 2014 
20 20 Rhode Island 1.99 107% JuIY' , 2013 
20 17 Minnesota 1.99 107% January 1, 2014 
21 36 Missouri 1.98 107% January 1, 2014 
22 19 Tennessee 1,95 105% March 1, 201 3 
23 12 Wisconsin 1.92 104% October 1, 2013 
24 25 Iowa 1.BB 101 % January 1, 2014 
25 23 South Dakota 1.86 100% July 1, 2013 
27 35 Hawaii 1.85 100% January 1, 2014 
27 25 North Carolina 1.85 100% April 1, 2013 
28 29 Florida 1.82 98% January 1, 2014 
29 21 Alabama 1.81 97% March 1, 2013 
30 33 Nebraska 1.78 96% February 1, 2013 
31 31 Wyoming 1.76 95% January 1, 2014 
32 27 Georgia 1.75 95% July 1, 2013 
33 28 Ohio 1.74 94% July 1, 2013 
34 32 Michigan 1.68 91 % January 1, 2013 
35 34 Maryland 1.64 88% January 1, 2014 
36 38 Texas 1.61 87% June 1, 2013 
37 37 Arizona 1.60 86% January 1, 2014 
38 42 Mississippi 1.59 85% March 1, 2013 
39 41 Kansas 1.55 83% January 1, 2014 
40 22 Kentucky 1.51 82% October 1, 2013 
41 43 Colorado 1.50 81 % January 1, 2014 
43 40 West Virginia 1.37 74% November 1, 2013 
43 39 OREGON 1.37 74% January 1, 2014 
45 45 Utah 1.31 71 % December 1, 2013 
45 47 District of CoJumbia 1.31 70% November 1, 201 3 
46 46 Nevada 1.26 68% March 1, 2013 
48 44 Massachusetts 1.17 63% September 1, 2010 
48 48 Virginia 1.17 63% April 1, 2013 
49 49 Arkansas 1.08 58% July 1, 2013 
50 50 Indiana 1.06 57% January 1, 2014 
51 51 North Dakota 0.88 47% J uly 1 2013 

Noles Starting with the 2008 study, 'I'men two or more stales' InOeI( Rate values arE' thE' samE', they arE' assigned the same rank· 
Ing The index rates reflect adjustments tor the cha racteristics of each Individual state 's residual market Rates vary by classifica· 
tlon and insurer In each state Actual cost 10 an emploYE'r can be adjusted by the employer's experience rating, premium discount. 
retrospectIVe rating, and dividends. Unk to prevlolJ& reports and surrmaries 

EnvIOyers can reduce their workers' compensation rates through accident preventIOn, safety tra ining, and by helping II1 U1"ed 
workers (eIL ... n 10 work qUICkly 

I DE.PART~~NT .0£ 
I~t CUNSUMtK 

iii &s~~0~C~S 
44IJ.20B2 (10!14/COM) 

In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), this publication 
is available in altornative formalS. Please cali 503·378·8254. 

The iq{ormation in this I'epon is in the public domain and may be reprill1ed 
without permission. t isi, the DCBSwebsite. IUlp,,.rdcbs oregon j'ov. 

To sigl1l1p Jor electronic JlOrijicafioll oj ,,(' 111 publiCa/ions, click here, 
hun: wlrll'.J.cbs.SIQle.OI: liS ex,;md external . 

Informallon Technology wld Rt.'Sl.'nrch Sl.'ctlon 
350 Wmtl.'r SI NE. Room 300 
1' 0 Box 1 4~ 80 

Sulem, OR 97309-0-'05 
503-37S-R25~ 
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Table 5.S.A. Average Retail Price of Electricity to Ultimate Customers by 
End-Use Sector, 
by State, March 2015 and 2014 (Cents per Kilowatthour) 

Residential Commercial Industrial Transportation All Sectors 

Census Division 

and State Graph 

March March March March March March March March March March 

New England 

Connecticut 

Maine 

Massachusetts 

New Hampshire 

Rhode Island 

Vermont 

Middle Atlantic 

New Jersey 

New York 

Pennsylvama 

East North 
Central 

Illinois 

Indiana 

Michigan 

Ohio 

WisconSin 

West North 
Central 

Iowa 

Kansas 

Minnesota 

2015 

20.83 

2194 

15.51 

2212 

1956 

2005 

16.68 

15.78 

15.56 

19 15 

13.13 

12.35 

11 95 

1079 

1381 

1216 

1397 

10.42 

1087 

12.05 

11 54 

2014 

17.67 

1951 

15.22 

17 33 

17 .33 

1686 

17 .36 

16.40 

1593 

2087 

1301 

11 .94 

10.73 

1098 

14 14 

11 56 

1334 

10.54 

11 00 

11 74 

11 87 

2015 

16.95 

17 .35 

1331 

1730 

16.42 

18.76 

14.29 

13.52 

13.15 

1579 

1001 

9.94 

9.19 

9 67 

10 36 

1007 

1086 

8.62 

846 

1004 

890 

2014 

15.55 

1643 

13.95 

1544 

15.32 

1573 

14 .70 

14.21 

13 .79 

1689 

1008 

9.85 

892 

972 

10.92 

972 

1054 

8.88 

862 

9.95 

973 

2015 

13.00 

14 .32 

10.13 

1403 

13.95 

1626 

10.15 

8.11 

11 29 

749 

786 

7.01 

697 

678 

7 12 

689 

761 

6.57 

558 

7 33 

662 

2014 

12.95 

1365 

12 .20 

1324 

13.18 

13.99 

10.58 

8.36 

12.95 

675 

818 

6.99 

6.65 

6.76 

794 

667 

7.43 

6.73 

587 

730 

730 

2015 

12.59 

1106 

1282 

1786 

11.52 

10.46 

12.85 

8.28 

6.84 

6.49 

1078 

11 35 

814 

7.94 

919 

http; //www.eia.gov/electricity/monthly/epm table grapher.cfm?t; epmt 5 6 a 

2014 

9.01 

14 .21 

NM 

13.46 

12.27 

1033 

1393 

7 .20 

6.46 

603 

1012 

13.42 

796 

6.94 

10.15 

2015 

17.94 

19.11 

13.02 

18.73 

17.44 

19.03 

1434 

13.32 

1387 

16 01 

1059 

9.76 

9.35 

881 

1059 

983 

1069 

8.65 

793 

988 

904 

2014 

16.03 

17 56 

14 .01 

15.83 

15.85 

1599 

1483 

13.91 

1448 

17 13 

1067 

9.61 

880 

883 

11 14 

9.44 

1043 

8.88 

825 

9 79 

973 

6/4/2015 
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Residential Commercial Industrial Transportation All Sectors 

Census Division March March March March March March March March March March 

and State Graph 2015 2014 2015 2014 2015 2014 2015 2014 2015 2014 

MiSSOUri 

Nebraska 

North Dakola 

Soulh Dakola 

South Atlantic 

Delaware 

Oistflct of 
Columbia 

Florida 

GeorgIa 

Maryland 

North Carolina 

South Carolina 

Virgima 

West Virginia 

East South 
Central 

Alabama 

Kentucky 

Mississippi 

Tennessee 

West South 
Central 

Arkansas 

Louisiana 

Oklahoma 

Texas 

Mountain 

Anzona 

Colorado 

Idaho 

Montana 

Nevada 

New Mexico 

Utah 

950 

976 

878 

10 17 

11.44 

12.73 

1229 

1163 

1058 

13 16 

11 .24 

1222 

1094 

963 

10.46 

11 78 

9.75 

11 11 

982 

10.72 

902 

881 

951 

1164 

11.45 

11 .55 

11 74 

959 

1064 

13.62 

12.10 

1049 

9.79 

948 

864 

981 

11.50 

1220 

12 63 

11 86 

11 22 

1357 

1094 

12.21 

1060 

9.24 

10.80 

1163 

10.01 

11 .28 

1058 

10.82 

905 

917 

966 

11 70 

11.11 

1130 

1168 

917 

991 

1339 

11 56 

10 15 

7.87 

862 

8.17 

859 

9.66 

11 .63 

1260 

9.81 

925 

11 .64 

8.86 

10 12 

848 

8 .71 

10.25 

1092 

937 

10.96 

10.04 

8.03 

784 

874 

7.35 

802 

9.47 

9.69 

973 

777 

1027 

9.94 

10.11 

828 

802 

854 

8 41 

857 

9.82 

1095 

1252 

10 12 

10 36 

1184 

890 

1022 

797 

8 .18 

10.60 

1094 

949 

1104 

1086 

8.32 

777 

916 

759 

833 

9.26 

9 .32 

9 .75 

7.63 

951 

984 

9 .90 

828 

5.42 

838 

813 

735 

6.37 

898 

880 

831 

5 15 

9.72 

6.32 

5.75 

7.17 

598 

5.68 

565 

5.20 

645 

582 

5.61 

5.65 

5.43 

506 

575 

6.29 

594 

694 

596 

502 

6.15 

626 

590 

5.46 

817 

739 

715 

6.65 

932 

10.44 

8.12 

6.08 

10.22 

6.45 

619 

6.79 

5.91 

6.09 

588 

5.64 

673 

658 

5.93 

5.56 

587 

543 

6.09 

6.31 

6.11 

6.95 

5.73 

578 

622 

654 

572 

6 .51 

8.18 

1069 

905 

489 

834 

7.87 

832 

9.54 

8.09 

809 

5.58 

11 33 

877 

5.35 

9.91 

739 

1023 

8.68 

999 

http;//www.eia.gov/electricity/monthly/epm table grapher.ctin?t=epmt 5 6 a 

481 

8.59 

NM 

960 

550 

888 

8.08 

7 .97 

10.01 

13.80 

1380 

5.40 

NM 

921 

5 11 

9.97 

1007 

868 

1002 

8 11 

894 

834 

900 

9.92 

1173 

1239 

10.64 

879 

1224 

9.56 

938 

947 

802 

8.85 

9 11 

787 

955 

905 

8.36 

769 

761 

7.51 

8.75 

9.09 

957 

958 

790 

893 

9.21 

940 

818 

830 

877 

819 

883 

9.98 

11 23 

1242 

1081 

9 .64 

1254 

9.32 

943 

894 

7.78 

9.14 

907 

818 

959 

976 

8.48 

7.53 

7.96 

777 

885 

8.93 

9 .33 

961 

7.67 

874 

9.23 

923 

795 
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Residential Commercial Industrial Transportation All Sectors 

( Census Division March March March March March March March March March March 

and State Graph 2015 2014 2015 2014 2015 2014 2015 2014 2015 2014 

Wyoming 1062 1007 917 875 7.04 672 821 785 

Pacific 13.73 12.79 12.32 11.84 7.80 7.69 8.17 8.06 11.85 11.33 
Contiguous 

Ca lifornia 1704 15.90 1380 1328 1063 1059 8 13 801 1427 1366 

Oregon 1050 10 18 891 892 600 615 925 921 880 879 

Washington 868 8.71 823 8 10 430 429 925 961 728 733 

Pacific 25.58 28.74 22.93 26 .54 21.21 26.72 23.18 27.27 
Noncontiguous 

Alaska 19.64 18.66 17.57 16.99 1462 14.98 17.66 17 .15 

Hawaii 3120 3851 2814 35.69 2379 3147 2723 34 80 

U.S. Total 12.35 12.24 10.58 10.66 6.79 6.96 10.26 10.28 10.30 10.30 

See Technical notes for additional Information on the Commercial, Industrial, and Transportation sectors. 
Notes: - See Glossary for definitions - Values are preliminary estimates based on a cutoff model sample 
See Technical Notes for a discussion of the sample design for the Form EIA-826. 
Utilities and energy service providers may classify commercial and industnal customers based on either NAICS codes or 
demands or usage failing within specified limits by rate schedule. 
Changes from year to year in consumer counts. sales and revenues, particularly Involvsng the commercial and Industrial 
consumer sectors, may result from respondent implementation of changes in the definitions of consumers, and 
reclassifications. 

( Totals may not equal sum of components because of independent rounding 
Source' U S Energy Information Administration , Form EIA~826 , Monthly Electric Sales and Revenue Report With State 
Distnbutlons Report 

( 
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BACKGROUND PAPER 
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2014 State Business Tax Climate Index 
by SCO II Drcnk:lrd & Joseph I /cnchm;rn 

TheTa.'..: Fo undarion's 20 14 edirion I,r 
Ihe Srnrt' Bmilu'u 'In. .... Climnft' IlIdrx enab les 
business leaders. govr.:fl1m Cnl po licymak<.Ts. 
and l:lXpaycrs 10 g;'llIgt how Iheir 5Ia l(.'5' fax 
systems com pare. 

1l1l' 10 besr snllt'S in {hi!'! rcar s Indl'x arc: 

I . \Vyoming 

2. Sourh Dakora 

3. Nevada 

4. Alasb 

5. Florida 

6. Wash ington 

7. Montana 

8. New Hampshire 

9. Ulah 

10. Indiana 

1l1l' ahSCIlCt.' of a majur l:t.'i is a dOn1inam 
f.1c lor in v:llI lling m any of these len stal es lO 
the {OP of the ran kings. Property (axes and 
uncmploymtll l insurance taxes are Ic"it'd in 
eve ry Slale, but there are several ~ta lCS lhat do 
withom one or morc of the majo r taxes: the 
corporate tax, the ind ividual income lax, or 
the sa les tv;. \X'yomin g, Nevada, and SOlllh 
Dakota have no corporate or individual 
income tax; Alaska has no individual income 
o r state- level sa les ta. ... ; J; lorida has no indi­
vidual income t~IX; and New H ampshire: ;md 
Moman:!. have no sa les tax. 

But this docs not mew that a sla te can­
nOI rank in Ihe tOP len while srill It."vy ing all 
the major t:tXt's. Indiana. which ous ted Texas 
from the lOp {('n this year (scc p. 5), :lIld Utah 
klVe all I he major tax types, bUI levy them 
wi th low raH:S on broad hases. 

Thc J a I(lwc::.t ran1.:(·d , or wor::. t, !>t:t tt:S in 
rhis yea r's indrx arc: 

4 1. Maryland 

42. Connecticu t 

43. Wi .~consin 

44. Nonh Carolina 

45 , Vermont 

46. Rhode Island 

47. Minnesota 

48, Cali fo rnia 

49. New Jersey 

50. New York 

1111: sta tes in th e h ottom 10 suffer from 
the same afflictions: complex, non-neutral 
taxes with comparat ively high rates. 

\'('hi l(' nor n·Aecred in {his year:,; editio n, 
a great testamellt 10 the /lIdc-.;:'s va lue is its usc 
as a success melric for compr~hens i "c reforms 
PJ~ed thi s )lear in Nort h Carolina. W hile ,he 
stale remain s ranh·d 44 th for thi s edi tion, it 
'will move to as high :IS 17th as tllt'se reforms 
ta.ke:- tffl"ct in coming Yl"ars. 

Minneso ta, by contrast , enacted a pack­
age of «IX c hanges thai reduce the st:tt e's 
compcliri v(, ll css. including :t r(·tro:lClivc hike 
in the individual income lax rate. Since last 
},car, lhey have dro pped from 45[h to 47th 
place. New York and New Jersc)' arc in a 
virtu:lltic for last place, and an}' ch:lllge nex t 
}'l'a r could changc their posi t ions. Odlt:r 
major changes arc noted in the bluc boxes 
th roughout thi s repo rt . 

llw 201 4 Index rcp rCSC IHS Ihc lax: cli m ate 
of t<le" sta ll' as ()f July J , 20 ] 3. till' fi r ~t day of 
the: !>(.l.Ildard 20 14 !-ratt" fi.sc;"!l rcar. 

Scorr Drrllkard is 1111 Economist at tbe .T.1X FOll1lrlllfiuIJ //lId jOJrpb HeudJ1llllu is Via Pn.'Jidt'llf for 
Stntr ProjrctJ f1I tbe litx FOltllrllllioll. 

7bq u'ort!d !il'r 10 na·noU'/rr/gr ,br lIIr/uablr rrsMrcb rf.iJiSfIll1(,l' of Cbris SIl'p/;rl15 fll1d LJ"11t/lI 

Stoul'in rbiJ ('(/itiol1 of tbt' 1m!"x. m 1/11'11 flJ ,be I1l1lborJ of p1"('lliOI(J I'Ilitio115: SCOtl A. Horlgf', 5(Off 
/t10{)(9~ n:r"~y H""l"d)otik, Cbl'is Atkills. Curri.c Dllbl~J~ jos/JlII' Barro. Knit Pac/gif(. 1111t1/t1nrk 
Rob.llll. 
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Introduction 
W hile ra. ... cs arc a fact of life , nor:tll tax sysTems 
arc Cl"C<lIcd equal. One mC:I~urc, tota l Ia>:t!> paid. 
is n:lcv:mt but other clcmcnls of a Slate lax S)'Slc m 

can also enhance o r harm Ihe compelifivc llcss of 

a srate's hll !>inc"ss envjro nn"lcnr. Th is rcd u C('~ m any 

co mplex consideratio ns to an ca!>}'~ t o- lI ,sc r:lnking. 
(Our repon looks ::H tax burdtns in ~tn H:S.) 

111C modern marker is charaClt:rilcd by mo­

bile capital and la bor, wi th ~I I types of business, 
small a nd large . lending lO loc:llc where they have 
rhe grea test cnmpcririv(,' :1dvanragc. 111(' ev idence 

shows that Slales with the best lax systems will be 

the most competit ive in :utracting new businesses 
and most effcnivc at genc::rating economic and 
c mploymcnr growth. It is true (hac taxes arc bur 
one factor in business decision-making. Olher 

concerns, such as raw ma reria ls o r infr;l sc rucrure 

or;l skilled bbor pool. maller, bUl a .!l im ple. 

sensible tru\ system can positi vely impact bus iness 

operat iOn<; with regard 10 ,hese vc ry resources. 

Funherlllo rc, unlike cllangt:~ 10 a sIalC:'s hcahh­

care, tranSp<l rt:'l1ion, or educa tio n systems which 

ca n lake dt:cadcs (0 im plcmt:1l1 Ch ' l1lgClo 10 the 

lax cod.:: ca n quickly improve;l SI;II C'S business 

ci irnalc. 

It is irnporrant 10 rc: mcmbcr I.h::n even in Ollr 

global t·CO llUIll )'. sran.:.!l· st iff!.:»! and m ust dir<.:c[ 

competitio n often comes frum orht'r scates. 1he 

Dt:partlllcl1l of Labor rt: pnrlS lhal most mass job 

rc locatjons arc from one U.S. scare 10 another, 

rather than 1O a fordgn loc;l!ion. 1 Cenainly job 
creation is rapid overseas, as prev iously underde­

velo ped nations enter the wo rld econom y wilha m 

fac in g t he highest corporate [ru\ rate in the wo rld , 

as U.S. businesses do. Slate lawmakers arc right 
ro be concerned ahour how their srates rank in 

the global competition fo r jobs and capita l. b ut 

they need to be more concerned with co mpanies 

Figure 1. State BlIsilless TflX Climate I"dex, FisC(l/ Year 2014 
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mov ing from Octroi!. MI, to Dayton, OH, radler Table I 

( 1"11:111 from Detroi t to Nl'W Ddhi. 111i5 mc.::IIlS lhat 2014 Slflti! B1I.s;71ess TIL'" Climate ludex Ranks and Compolleut Tn.'I( Ronks 
~ 1 :lIC bwmaktrs must be awarc of how their states 

, 

businc1>S clim:w:s ll1:ltch up to their immed iate Individual Unemployment 
neighbor!> and to other ~t3tC~ wil hin their regiolb. Corporate Income Sales Insurance Property 

Anecdotes about 1 he impnc( of SI.HC tax 
Slale Overall Tax Tax Tax Tax Tax 

Rank Rank Rank Rank Rank Rank 
sys tcms on business invcstmcnt arc plentifu l. In Alabama 21 19 22 37 15 10 
T1J inois ea rl y last decade.:. hu ndreds of millions Alaska 4 28 1 5 29 25 
of do llars of c:lpilal in\,CSlIllCntS wcrc delayed Arizona 22 26 18 49 1 6 
" .. ·hen then ~Governor Rod 13 l::igojcvich pro posed :t Arkansas 35 39 26 42 11 19 
hell)' gross receipls WX. On ly when the leg isblu rc California 48 31 50 41 16 14 

Colorado 19 21 15 44 28 22 
reso und ingly defe:lled the bill did the inVCS lTllCIlt Connecticut 42 35 33 32 23 49 
resume. In 2005, Ca l ifo rni a~based Intel decided Delaware 13 50 28 2 2 13 
10 b uild a multi-bill ion do llar chip~maki ng Florida 5 13 1 18 6 16 
f.1ci liry in Ari1.01l:1 d ue to its f.1Vorable corporate Georgia 32 8 41 12 24 31 
inco me lax system . In 20 10, Northru p Grumm:ln Hawaii 30 4 35 16 38 12 

Idaho 18 18 23 23 47 3 
chose to mOVe its headq uart ers LO Virginia over Illinois 31 47 11 33 43 44 
M:lr), bnd, c iting thL' bL'lf<:r business tax clim :tlc,~ Indiana 10 24 10 11 13 5 
Anecdotes such as these re inforce wha t we know Iowa 40 49 32 24 36 38 
o'om economic theory: taxcs matter LO businesscs, Kansas 20 37 17 31 12 29 
:\llCl those placcs with the mos t competiti ve l ax Kentucky 27 27 29 10 48 17 

systems will reap the bel1efirs: of business-friend ly Louisiana 33 17 25 50 4 24 
Maine 29 45 21 9 33 40 

tax c1i m:u cs. Ma~land 41 15 46 8 40 41 
Tax compctilio n is an un pleasalll rea li ty for Massachusetts 25 34 13 17 49 47 

stnt(· reVt;' nuc and b udgt.'r offi cials, bur it is an Michigan 14 9 14 7 44 28 
Minnesota 47 44 47 35 41 33 

dfccri vt.· resrraint on st,He and local ra.:'\L's. It ,tiso 17 11 20 28 5 32 
helps to murc l:ffi ciendy alloca te resources bcca ll~c 

businesses can locatc in thc sr:m:s where l hc)' 
receive the se rvices they need at the lowest cost. Nebraska 34 36 30 29 8 39 

Wllt:n a state impmcs high!:r t:l..XC,:S than a neigh- Nevada 3 1 1 40 42 9 
New Hampshire 8 48 9 1 46 42 

bo ring state, businesses will cross the border to New Jerse;t 49 41 48 46 32 50 
somt: exr<.' nt. Therefore, stares with more competi - New Mexico 38 40 34 45 17 1 
ti ve tax sysl'cms scorc well in the index because New York 50 25 49 38 45 45 
they :tn: b~s t su i t~d IU gt' ll cratC' economic gro wth. North Carolina 44 29 42 47 7 30 

North Dakota 28 22 38 21 19 2 
Stare- lawmakers afe alway.., mind fu l of ,hcir Ohio 39 23 44 30 10 20 

Slates' busi ness la X cl imatcs hut they arc ofl cn Oklahoma 36 12 39 39 3 11 
{cll1ptcd to lu re business with luc rati ve tax inccn- Oregon 12 32 31 4 34 15 
lives and subsidies instead o f broad-based (ax Pennsylvania 24 46 16 19 39 43 

reform. 111is can bc a dangero us prnposi don, as 
Rhode Island 46 43 36 27 50 46 
South Carolina 37 10 40 22 30 21 

lhe example of Dell Computers and Nonh Ca ro- South Dakola 2 1 1 34 37 18 
li na illustraH:s. North C1rolina agreed to $240 Tennessee 15 14 8 43 27 37 
mill ion wort h of incemivcs fa lurc Dell to lhe Texas 11 38 7 36 14 35 
stalc. Many of the incentives came in the fo rm of Utah 9 5 12 20 18 4 

Vermont 45 42 45 13 22 48 
lax cn:dits fro m the sr:uc an d iOGd govcrnmelHs. Virginia 26 6 37 6 35 26 
Unfo rtu nately, Dell an no ll llC('d in 2009 that it Washington 6 30 1 48 20 23 
would be closing the plant aftcr only four years of West Virginia 23 20 24 25 26 27 
opcr.a tions.; A 2007 USrl Tod~}'af1 i cle chronicled Wisconsin 43 33 43 15 25 36 
!>im ilar problems o t/1('r !Ha t cS arc hav ing wi th ('om- Wyoming 1 1 1 14 31 34 

p:tni t:s that n:ceivc gcnerous tax inccnti \rcs . ~ 
Disl. of Columbia 44 35 34 41 26 44 

bWlllakers ('reate these dea ls under Ihe ba n~ 
Note: A rank of 1 is more favorable for business than a rank of 50. Rankings do n~ 
average 10 10tal. States without a lax rank equally as 1. D.C. score and rank do not af-

ncr o f job crealion and econom ic development . feet other states. Report shows tax systems as of July 1. 2013 (the beginning of Fiscal 
bur thl:' tru th is [hm if a stntl' nwds ro offer such Year2014). 
pacbgcs. il is most like ly cO\'(' ring for a wocrul Source: Tax Foundation. 

( 2 D~mJ HC'd~·th & Rus.llind HddC'rIl1JIl. NorllJlv! Gr lllflllMII duidrJ 10 III/IIY' brtldqWITIrN to Northrm \ ·irgilljfl. \'\;'SIII "r.mN I'\)S'!, ApI. 27. 2010. 
3 Austin Mond inc. D('I/I'/Io North CnroltlMp/nm dapttr $.180111 Jll'f'rmur. Til" H£CISTUt. Oct. S. 2009. 
4 DC'nni, CaudlO n, /Jl/} il1r~ JllrOlfil'('J 1..(1,(' LlIJli'r jilr SMI .... l ' ~j\ l l 11lAY. Aug. 22. 1:00-. 
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business rax c1 inutc. A f<t r mort' effective appm:tch 1. Ta.x('s maner to husincss. Business raxes "ifcer 

( is!() "'y..,lcmal.i cally improve the bu ~i ncss lax c1i - busim:..,~ Jccisions. job crc:llion and retention, 
mat £; for lhe long (crm so as 10 improve the.: St:uc's plant loc<ltion, competitiveness. the tran sp:tr-
compcliti \'('n ~s. Whl'n as!;oocss ing which changes to cncy of the tax system. and the lo ng-term 
make, lawmakers need 10 fl'mcmber I WO rules: health of a SI:ltc'S economy. Most impon:IIHly, 

ta.xcs dill1ini~h profi ts. If taxes t"kt· a largl" 

Tabk2 
portion of profits. thar cosr is pasS<'d a long to 

ei ther consumers (through highcr prices), eln-
Stnte Bus;ness Tax Climate Judex. 2012 - 2014 ploye.:s (duough lower wages or fcwt:f jobs), or 

Change from shareholders (through lower dividends or sh;'ll"C 
2014 2014 2013 2013 2012 2012 2013 to 2014 

valu.:). 1hus, a sr:ltt: wilh lower tax costs will State Rank Score Rank Score Rank Score Rank Score 
Alabama 21 5.21 20 5.22 20 5.22 -1 -0.01 be morc :ml'a Cl ivc to business investment, ;'Ind 

Alaska 4 7.24 4 7.30 4 7.35 0 -0.06 more likely to experience econom ic growth. 
ArIzona 22 5.20 27 5. 10 27 5.12 5 0.10 2. States do 110 1 e n"CI lax changes (incre:lses or 
Arkansas 35 4.89 32 4.93 30 4.97 -3 -0.04 cm s) in a vacuum . Every ta." law will in some 
California 48 3.76 48 3.68 48 3.77 0 0.08 
Colorado 19 5.27 19 5.31 17 5.39 0 -D.04 way change a state's competitive position rda-

Connecticut 42 4.47 43 4.44 41 4.49 1 0.03 dve to its immediatc neighbors, its geographic 
Delaware 13 5.75 13 5.75 12 5.75 0 -0.01 region , and cven globally. Ultim;ncly, it wi ll 
Florida 5 6.91 5 6.84 5 6.88 0 0.07 affe.:Ct rhe statc's national standing as a placc to 
Georgia 32 4.92 35 4.91 32 4.95 3 0.01 live and 10 d o business. Entrepreneurial ~ta l Cs 
Hawaii 30 5.02 31 4.94 34 4.91 1 0.09 
Idaho 18 5.31 18 5.31 18 5.27 0 0.00 can rake advanragc of the lax increases of their 

Illinois 31 5.00 30 4.97 28 5.03 -1 0.03 neighbors to lure businesses out of high-tax 
Indiana 10 5.99 11 5.86 11 5.89 1 0.13 staf{'S. 
Iowa 40 4.55 40 4.54 40 4.52 0 0.00 

In rC:l li(y. tax- induced economic d islOr-Kansas 20 5.22 26 5.11 25 5.15 6 0.11 
Kentucky 27 5.08 25 5. 12 26 5.14 -2 -0.04 lions arc a fact oflifc, so a morc realisti c goa l is 
Louisiana 33 4.90 33 4.92 33 4.95 0 -0.02 1O ma.ximizc Ihe occas ions when bu sinesses and 
Maine 29 5.04 29 5.02 37 4.78 0 0.01 ind ivid ua ls u e guided by business principles and 

( 
Ma!Xland 41 4.49 41 4.49 43 4.40 0 0.00 minimize those cases where cconomic dec isions 
Massachusetts 25 5.09 24 5.12 23 5.16 -1 -0.02 

arc influenced, m icromanaged. Of ('ven dictated by Michigan 14 5.73 14 5.71 19 5.24 0 0.02 
Minnesota 47 4.06 45 4.26 45 4.25 -2 -0.19 a Ia.X S}'S{l·m. lh: 010[(,' r idd led a ta.x s),stl'm is witb 
Mississippi 17 5.36 17 5.36 16 5.40 0 0.01 polit ica lly motivatcd preferences, lhe less likely it 
Missouri 16 5.47 16 5.46 15 5.48 0 0.01 is that business dedsio ns wi ll he mad e in response 
Montana 7 6.24 7 6.26 7 6.28 0 ·0.01 (() markct forces. 1l1e Judex rewards those statcs 
Nebraska 34 4.89 34 4.92 35 4.90 0 -0.02 

that apply these pri nciples . Nevada 3 7.46 3 7.42 3 7.44 0 0.05 
New Hampshire 8 6.08 8 6.12 8 6.27 0 -0.04 Ranking th(' compc titivt.·IK'ss offi f[y vcr)' 
New Jerse~ 49 3.45 49 3.51 50 3.46 0 -0.05 difli'rcnr !"aX s)'~te.'ms pfl'l't'nrS many challcl1gl·s. 
New Mexico 38 4.72 38 4.72 38 4.74 0 0.00 especially when a Slare di spenses with a major New York 50 3.45 50 3.43 49 3.49 0 0.02 
North Carolina 44 4.35 44 4.29 44 4.27 0 0.06 tax entirdy. Should Indiana's tax syslem , which 

North Dakota 28 5.05 28 5.05 29 5.01 0 0.00 includes lhree rdati vely neutral raxc~ on sa les, 
Ohio 39 4.58 39 4.55 39 4.53 0 0.03 individua l income and corporate income, be 
Oklahoma 36 4.88 36 4.88 31 4.95 0 0.00 considered more or less competitive lh:ln Alaska's 
Oregon 12 5.75 12 5.79 14 5.64 0 -D.04 lax syste m, which includes a part icu larly burclcn-Pennsylvania 24 5.1 1 22 5.15 21 5.18 -2 -0.04 
Rhode Island 46 4.14 47 4.16 46 4.21 1 -0.02 some corporate inco mc tax but no sla l"c\vide {ax 
South Carolina 37 4.86 37 4.88 36 4.86 0 -0.02 o n ind ividuaJ income or sa les? 
South Dakota 2 7.52 2 7.53 2 7.52 0 -0.01 The 11Idt?· deals with such questions by COI11-
Tennessee 15 5.59 15 5.60 13 5.65 0 -0.01 
Texas 11 5.91 10 5.91 10 6.03 -1 -0.01 paring: tht.· states on over J 00 djfft.'rt~nt variabks 

utah 9 6.01 9 5.99 9 6.04 0 0.02 in rhe five.' impllrtanl art.·as of taxa ri on (majur 
Vermont 45 4.14 46 4.20 47 4.17 1 -D.06 busim"ss taxes, individua l income laXC'S, sa.les taxes, 
VIrginia 26 5.09 23 5.13 24 5.15 -3 -0.04 lLll t.' Olplo)'lllcl1t insurance (;CUCS, <lnd prope n y 
Washington 6 6.32 6 6.33 6 6.34 0 -0.01 taxes) and tlll'1l adding rhe rt"'Sulrs up to a fin al, 
West Virginia 23 5.19 21 5.18 22 5.18 -2 0.01 

uvC'rali r.mking:. 1l1is app roach rewards sta res on Wisconsin 43 4.43 42 4.47 42 4.44 -1 -0.03 
W~omi!:!9 1 7.58 1 7.64 1 7.66 0 -0.05 panicu lariy scrong aspects of {heir {a.x systems 
Dist. of Cofumbia 44 4.37 44 4.34 41 4.52 0 0.03 (or penalizing thcm on particularl y weak aspects) 

( 
Note: A rank of 1 is more favorable for business than a rank of 50. A score of 10 is more while also me:lsuring the: gener.11 competi ti ve ness 
favorable for business than a score of O. All scores are for fISCal years. D.C. score and uf their m'e rall (aX systems. lhc resull i~:l scurc 
rank do not affect other siates. 

[hat can be compared to other statcs' scores.U lti-Source: Tax Foundation. 
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Our current situation 

• There have been numerous studies published in recent years indicating that the cost of doing business in California is 
already substantially higher than the national average and compared to other competitor states, such as large states or 
states in the western United States. These studies have for the most part demonstrated higher costs by taking significant 
business cost factors such as Unemployment Insurance, taxes, workers compensation, energy, healthcare, regulations and 
litigation costs and comparing them on a state by state basis. There has been little work that has conso lidated these studies . 

• The California Foundation for Commerce and Education (CFCE) anticipates that key policy makers may pose new policy 
initiatives in the coming legislative session that may strive to make California more business unfriendly. In order to inform 
policy decision makers about the relatively high cost of doing business in the state, CFCE is seeking to commission a study 
that reviews currently available studies and synthesizes them in a clear and credible manner. The study should compare 
California to other comparable states (either western or large states) and should be comprehensive to the extent possible. 

• Andrew Chang & Company was retained to assess how California's cost of doing business compares to other states and 
examining existing estimates for insight and public data and estimates for specific costs. Specifically, we were charged with 
incorporating the costs of: 

- Labor costs, including average wages, unemployment insurance, workers compensation insurance; 

- Energy costs, including electricity, natural gas and transportation fuel; 

- Litigation costs; and 

- Taxes 
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California compares poorly in national rankings to other states in the issues of 
business friendliness and taxes, legal, energy and labor costs 

Median Ranking (Best to Worst) 

49 
47 

48 

43 
41 

' ____ L~ 

General Business Cost of Taxes Cost of Litigation Cost of Energy Cost of Labor 

Source: Literature Review (see appendix) 

Key Observations 

• We reviewed current state rankings 
from various trade associations, news 
agencies, and research organizations 
in the categories of general business, 
taxes, legal, energy and labor costs . 
Thought there were some variations , 
taken in whole, we found that the 
California is generally considered to be 
an unfriendly business climate 
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