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COLAB SAN LUIS OBISPO COUNTY 

WEEK OF AUGUST 28 – SEPTEMBER 3, 2016 

  

IT’S THIS WEEK                   

IT’S             IMPORTANT 

IT’S ENJOYABLE 
RSVP’S NOT REQUIRED 
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THIS WEEK  
 

NO BOS MEETING SCHEDULED 
ENJOY THE END OF SUMMER WHILE YOU CAN 

  

  
 

 

LAST WEEK 

 

CHIMNEY FIRE CAUSES POSTPONEMENTS  

 

MARIJUANA FARM MORATORIUM VOTE  

HEARING DELAYED & CONTINUED TO SEPTEMBER 20
TH

                          

 

LAETITIA AG CLUSTER SUBDIVISION APPEAL  
HEARING DELAYED & CONTINUED TO SEPTEMBER 27

TH
  

 

SLO COLAB IN DEPTH                    
(SEE PAGE 5) 

STATE TAX INCREASE, DUE TO EXPIRE IN 2018, 

MIGHT LIVE ON 
                                                      By Larry Sand  

  

https://www.google.com/imgres?imgurl=http://www.hyatt.com/hyatt/images/corporate/specials/TVLLT_P182_Pier_111_Infinity_Chairs_272x153.jpg&imgrefurl=http://www.laketahoe.hyatt.com/hyatt/hotels/rooms/room-description.jsp&docid=p6hSGBfJzacu3M&tbnid=fYg5NBCa5Pex0M:&w=272&h=153&bih=643&biw=1366&ved=0ahUKEwjdgfzFytrOAhVB7mMKHVUPBH4QMwg7KBcwFw&iact=mrc&uact=8
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HIGHER TAXES = BUSINESS DEPARTURES = 
LOWER TAX REVENUES  

By Jon Coupal 

 

THE WORST UNION IN AMERICA                                  
HOW THE CALIFORNIA TEACHERS ASSOCIATION 

BETRAYED THE SCHOOLS AND CRIPPLED THE STATE 

By Tony Senik 

 

THIS WEEK’S HIGHLIGHTS 

 

No Board of Supervisors Meeting on Tuesday, August 30, 2016 (Not Scheduled) 

August 30
th

 is a fifth Tuesday. The Board usually meets on the first 4 Tuesdays of the month. It 

appears that they may be trying to hold it to 3 times per month. Recently they have also been 

skipping the first Tuesday. 

 

LAST WEEK’S HIGHLIGHTS 

  

The major items, including the consideration of a marijuana cultivation moratorium and the 

appeal of the Planning Commission’s Denial of the Laetitia Agricultural Cluster Subdivision, 

were continued. Key staffers who were needed for questions on both matters are heavily 

involved in the Chimney Fire containment effort. We will reprint the extensive commentary on 

these items, as well as any new information, when they are rescheduled. 

 

Board of Supervisors Meeting of Tuesday, August 23, 2016 (Completed) 

 

http://californiapolicycenter.org/5911-2/
http://californiapolicycenter.org/5911-2/
http://californiapolicycenter.org/author/joncoupal/
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Item 21 - Laetitia Ag Cluster Subdivision - Continued hearing to consider an appeal by 

Janneck Limited and RRM Design Group of the Planning Commission’s denial of a 

request for a Vesting Tentative Tract Map and Conditional Use Permit to allow an 

agricultural cluster subdivision of twenty-one parcels (totaling 1,910 acres) into one 

hundred and two (102) residential lots and four (4) open space lots, located approximately 

two miles south of the City of Arroyo Grande and two miles north of the community of 

Nipomo, on both the eastern and western sides of Highway 101. District 4.  The Hearing was 

not held and the matter was continued to Tuesday, September 27, 2016. 

Background:  The staff recommends that the Board deny the appeal. At the heart of the staff 

recommendation for denial is a Fire Department requirement for a secondary emergency  access 

through the existing vineyard operation and onto Highway 101. Cal Trans opposes this potential 

traffic entering the highway even though it would only happen during an emergency evacuation.  

 

Item 23 - Hearing to consider an interim zoning/urgency ordinance prohibiting the 

cultivation of cannabis (marijuana) with certain exceptions in the unincorporated portions 

of San Luis Obispo County; exempt from CEQA.  The Hearing did not take place and was 

continued to Tuesday, September 20, 2016. The Sheriff, Fire Chief, and other key staffers who 

would normally provide input and answer questions on this issue are tasked with the Chimney 

Fire operation. It appears that pro-marijuana interests are attempting to rally opposition. 

Background:  Per the prior direction of Supervisors Mecham, Arnold, and Compton (Hill and 

Gibson voted no), the staff is presenting an urgency ordinance to control the development of new 

marijuana operations (known as grows) in various zones of the County. Approval of the actual 

ordinance will require a 4/5’s vote. Thus it is not known if it will succeed, given the first vote. 

During the July 26, 2016 Board meeting, the Sheriff and others presented data about the spread 

of both legal and illegal marijuana grows in California Valley.  

 

Planning Commission Meeting of Thursday, August 25, 2015 (Completed)  

Background:  No broad policy issues were involved in this agenda. However there were three 

individual applications, including conversion of a barn to a bed and breakfast; eight new 

residential units in Avila; and a digestive recycling center for food waste and plant waste on 

Lomita Way, south of Orcutt Road outside of San Luis Obispo. The staff recommended approval 

of all three applications. The Avila Association is not thrilled with the eight residential units, 

characterizing the project as “over ambitious.”  
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SLO COLAB IN DEPTH 
In fighting the troublesome, local day-to-day assaults on our freedom and property, it is also 

important to keep in mind the larger underlying ideological, political, and economic causes and 

forces. 

THREE ARTICLES WHICH PROVE YOU DON’T 

NEED MORE TAXES 

 

State Tax Increase, Due to Expire in 2018, Might Live On 

                                                      By Larry Sand  

 

 

In 2012, Californians adopted 

Proposition 30, a “temporary” tax that, 

according to the governor, state 

legislators and teachers’ unions, would 

save the state’s education system by 

giving it an influx of at least $6 billion. 

The initiative jacked up income taxes 

on people earning more than $250,000 

through 2018, and increased sales tax 

on everyone, through the end of this 

year. Now, the Golden State’s teachers’ 

unions, along with the Service 

Employees International Union, are 

looking to keep the higher income tax in place through 2030. (The sales tax increase will expire 

as scheduled.) California voters will decide on the tax extension in November, when the 

California Children’s Education and Health Care Protection Act of 2016, or Prop. 55, appears on 

the ballot. 

It’s no surprise that the teachers’ unions would want to keep the higher tax — and the additional 

revenues it brings — in place. Earlier this year, California Teachers Association president Eric 

Heins claimed that Prop. 30 generated revenues that “continue paying back schools from the 

years of devastating cuts — especially those serving our most at-risk students.” But there was 

never any devastation. During the recession, spending dipped for K-12 schools and community 

http://www.capoliticalreview.com/wp-content/uploads/2012/11/brown-prop-30-california-budget.jpg
https://ballotpedia.org/California_Proposition_30,_Sales_and_Income_Tax_Increase_%282012%29
http://city-journal.org/html/bankrolling-failure-13538.html
http://www.oag.ca.gov/system/files/initiatives/pdfs/15-0115%20%28Temporary%20Tax%20Increase%29_0.pdf?
http://www.cta.org/en/About-CTA/News-Room/Press-Releases/2016/01/20160107.aspx
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colleges, but the decrease was hardly devastating. And since the end of the recession, 

California’s education spending has increased more than 40 percent. 

All the extra money has brought paltry results. The work of the late Andrew Coulson shows that 

between 1972 and 2012, California’s education spending (adjusting for inflation) doubled, but 

students’ SAT scores actually went down. Things have gotten worse since 2012. In fourth-grade 

math, California ranks at the bottom nationally, just one point above New Mexico, Alabama and 

Washington, D.C., according to November 2015 data from the National Assessment of 

Educational Progress, known as “the nation’s report card.” In fourth-grade reading, only New 

Mexico and D.C. fared worse. 

A recent study on the relationship between spending and achievement, conducted in Michigan, 

found no statistically significant correlation between how much a state’s public schools spend 

and how well students perform. Mackinac Center education policy director Ben DeGrow, who 

coauthored the study, said, “Of the 28 measurements of academic achievement studied, we find 

only one category showed a statistically significant correlation between spending and 

achievement, and the gains were nominal at best.” He added, “Spending may matter in some 

cases, but given the way public schools currently spend their resources, it is highly unlikely that 

merely increasing funding will generate any meaningful boost to student achievement.” 

And yet, the unions look to be in strong position to win their tax-hike extension. A Public Policy 

Institute of California poll in April found that 64 percent of Californians support it. Among likely 

voters, 62 percent favor it. More than six in 10 voters believe that the state should spend more on 

education. And after insisting that the tax would be temporary, Governor Jerry Brown is having 

second thoughts. In his May budget revision report, he said, “The emerging shortfall is in large 

part — but  not entirely — due to the expiration of the temporary taxes imposed under 

Proposition 30.” 

Does the average voter know how much California already spends on education? Apparently not. 

A recent Education Next poll asked respondents to estimate per-pupil expenditures in their local 

school district. On average, the respondents guessed $6,307 — but their school districts spent 

nearly double that, or $12,440 per pupil in 2012, when expenditures for transportation, capital 

expenses, and debt service are included. 

The CTA has already sunk $10 million into the Prop. 55 campaigns, with more to come. The 

Million Voters Project, an effort funded by many left-wing philanthropists, is working hard to 

pass it. Supporters insist that the tax falls only on the wealthy, whom they claim don’t pay their 

“fair share.” A look at the numbers tells a different story. A report issued by the Congressional 

Budget Office in 2012 shows that the top 1 percent of income earners across the nation paid 39 

percent of federal individual income taxes in 2009, while earning 13 percent of the income. 

Hence, it’s clear that the rich are already paying considerably more than their “fair share.” At 

what point will California’s perennially overtaxed realize that their bottom line will be much 

healthier in, say, Texas? 

http://edsource.org/2016/brown-says-hes-against-current-proposal-to-extend-temporary-tax-increase/93015
http://www.cato.org/blog/86ing-arguments-california-props-30-38
http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/statecomparisons/withinyear.aspx?usrSelections=0%2cMAT%2c0%2c0%2cwithin%2c0%2c0
http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/statecomparisons/withinyear.aspx?usrSelections=0%2cMAT%2c0%2c0%2cwithin%2c0%2c0
http://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/statecomparisons/withinyear.aspx?usrSelections=0%2cRED%2c0%2c0%2cwithin%2c0%2c0
https://www.mackinac.org/22355
http://www.ppic.org/main/pressrelease.asp?p=2017
http://www.city-journal.org/html/%E2%80%9Ctemporary%E2%80%9D-taxes-forever-11713.html
http://www.ebudget.ca.gov/FullBudgetSummary.pdf
http://educationnext.org/2015-ednext-poll-school-reform-opt-out-common-core-unions/
http://www.cato.org/publications/policy-analysis/they-spend-what-real-cost-public-schools
http://www.cacalls.org/mobilizing-1-million-strong-in-2016-and-beyond/
http://www.ncpa.org/pub/ba770
http://unionwatch.org/teacher-unions-and-their-fair-share-fetish/
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American Federation of Teachers president Randi Weingarten and other union leaders continue 

to believe that we can spend our way to academic success. All the data show otherwise. With a 

debt of more than $1 trillion and counting, along with some of the highest tax rates in the 

country, California can ill afford more spending. The state’s residents have to stop falling for 

myths about meager education dollars. Voting “No” on Prop. 55 would be a good place to start. 

Larry Sand, a retired teacher, is president of the California Teachers Empowerment 

Network and a contributor to City Journal’s book, The Beholden State: California’s Lost 

Promise and How to Recapture It. This article first appeared in the August 21, 2016 California 

Political Review. 

 

Higher Taxes = Business Departures = Lower Tax 

Revenues  

By Jon Coupal 

State Controller Betty Yee’s just-released July Cash Report shows state personal income tax 

revenue falling behind estimates by 6.9 percent, or $323 million lower than projections. While 

some will argue that one month does not make a trend, these figures are significant because they 

represent revenue in the first month of the new state budget, a budget that is based on much 

higher income estimates. 

Should these below projection income tax revenues really be a surprise to anyone with even a 

minimal understanding of basic economics? Economists tell us that if you want less of 

something, tax it more, and California has the highest marginal income tax rates in all 50 states. 

When upper income individuals were slammed with tax rates on steroids as a result of 

Proposition 30, approved by voters in 2012, they had little immediate choice but to pay, and the 

tax revenue poured in. (It should be noted that the tax, approved in November, was retroactive 

for the entirety of 2012 so there was an almost instantaneous infusion of cash into state coffers.) 

Still, many compelled to pay these higher taxes took some comfort in knowing the exorbitant tax 

rates were scheduled to end in 2018. 

However, lawmakers viewed this extra revenue as the new normal and they partied on in 

Sacramento with ever higher state budgets — they have increased spending by 42 percent in the 

last five years and there is no end to the spending spree in sight. 

While the Sacramento politicians are loath to give up this additional cash next year as scheduled, 

the report from the Controller’s Office shows that the negative consequences of higher taxes, like 

proverbial chickens, are coming home to roost. 

Most high income individuals are savvy and, given time, those penalized with a confiscatory 

level of taxation will respond by using legal methods that allow them to keep more of their own 

money. I personally know a veterinarian who cut his salary while retaining the unpaid wages in 

his business, a small animal hospital. 

http://californiapolicycenter.org/calculating-californias-total-state-and-local-government-debt/
http://www.city-journal.org:8080/contributor/larry-sand_693
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/144222343X/manhattaninstitu/
http://www.amazon.com/exec/obidos/ASIN/144222343X/manhattaninstitu/
http://californiapolicycenter.org/5911-2/
http://californiapolicycenter.org/5911-2/
http://californiapolicycenter.org/author/joncoupal/
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Sadly, over time, other successful individuals have packed up and left the state. This helps to 

explain the exodus of businesses, and the jobs they create, to other areas of the country with a 

more attractive tax climate. 

A recently released study by Spectrum Locations Solutions estimates that over the last seven 

years, 9,000 businesses have either divested in California, or, while maintaining their 

headquarters here, have chosen to expand elsewhere. 

“Gov. Jerry Brown’s office routinely denies that business departures are a serious issue,” says 

Joseph Vranich, a site selection consultant, who prepared the report. Brown’s denials are 

consistent with State Senate and Assembly leaders who see no down side to ever higher taxes. 

Of course those businesses leaving the state are not just fleeing higher income taxes, high taxes 

in almost every other category are a factor, as are the costs of suffocating regulations. 

But for those paying the ultra-high income tax rates, no relief is in sight. California government 

employee unions, who represent the highest paid public workers in all 50 states, are fielding a 

ballot measure – Proposition 55 – that will extend the Proposition 30 tax increases for another 13 

years. 

There is little doubt that just the threat of extending these hyper income taxes, will spur more 

high earners to depart. If Proposition 55 passes this November, there will be consequences for 

the California taxpayers who remain. When Sacramento runs out of higher income individuals to 

tax, they are certain to shift their attention to those of more modest means. 

 *   *   * 

Jon Coupal is president of the Howard Jarvis Taxpayers Association, California’s largest grass-

roots taxpayer organization, dedicated to the protection of Proposition 13 and the advancement 

of taxpayers’ rights. This article first appeared in the California Policy Center’s August 16, 2016 

Prosperity Forum. 

  

THE WORST UNION IN AMERICA                                  
HOW THE CALIFORNIA TEACHERS ASSOCIATION 

BETRAYED THE SCHOOLS AND CRIPPLED THE STATE 

By Tony Senik 

In 1962, as tensions ran high between school districts and unions across the country, members of 

the National Education Association gathered in Denver for the organization’s 100th annual 

convention. Among the speakers was Arthur F. Corey, executive director of the California 

Teachers Association (CTA). “The strike as a weapon for teachers is inappropriate, 

unprofessional, illegal, outmoded, and ineffective,” Corey told the crowd. “You can’t go out on 

an illegal strike one day and expect to go back to your classroom and teach good citizenship the 

next.” 

http://www.spectrumlocationsolutions.com/pdf/Businesses-Leave-California-.pdf
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Illustrations by Sean Delonas 

Fast-forward nearly 50 years to May 2011, when the 

CTA—now the single most powerful special 

interest in California—organized a “State of 

Emergency” week to agitate for higher taxes in one 

of the most overtaxed states in the nation. A CTA 

document suggested dozens of ways for teachers to 

protest, including following state legislators 

incessantly, attempting to close major transportation 

arteries, and boycotting companies, such as 

Microsoft, that backed education reform. The 

week’s centerpiece was an occupation of the state 

capitol by hundreds of teachers and student 

sympathizers from the Cal State University system, 

who clogged the building’s hallways and refused to 

leave. Police arrested nearly 100 demonstrators for 

trespassing, including then–CTA president David 

Sanchez. The protesting teachers had left their jobs 

behind, even though their students were undergoing 

important statewide tests that week. With the 

passage of 50 years, the CTA’s notions of “good 

citizenship” had vanished. 

So had high-quality public education in California. Seen as a national leader in the classroom 

during the 1950s and 1960s, the country’s largest state is today a laggard, competing with the 

likes of Mississippi and Washington, D.C., at the bottom of national rankings. The Golden 

State’s education tailspin has been blamed on everything from class sizes to the property-tax 

restrictions enforced by Proposition 13 to an influx of Spanish-speaking students. But no portrait 

of the system’s downfall would be complete without a depiction of the CTA, a political 

behemoth that blocks meaningful education reform, protects failing and even criminal educators, 

and inflates teacher pay and benefits to unsustainable levels. 

The CTA began its transformation in September 1975, when Governor Jerry Brown signed the 

Rodda Act, which allowed California teachers to bargain collectively. Within 18 months, 600 of 

the 1,000 local CTA chapters moved to collective bargaining. As the union’s power grew, its 

ranks nearly doubled, from 170,000 in the late 1970s to approximately 325,000 today. By 

following the union’s directions and voting in blocs in low-turnout school-board elections, 

teachers were able to handpick their own supervisors—a system that private-sector unionized 

workers would envy. Further, the organization that had once forsworn the strike began taking to 

the picket lines. Today, the CTA boasts that it has launched more than 170 strikes in the years 

since Rodda’s passage. 

The CTA’s most important resource, however, isn’t a pool of workers ready to strike; it’s a fat 

bank account fed by mandatory dues that can run more than $1,000 per member. In 2009, the 
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union’s income was more than $186 million, all of it tax-exempt. The CTA doesn’t need its 

members’ consent to spend this money on politicking, whether that’s making campaign 

contributions or running advocacy campaigns to obstruct reform. According to figures from the 

California Fair Political Practices Commission (a public institution) in 2010, the CTA had spent 

more than $210 million over the previous decade on political campaigning—more than any other 

donor in the state. In fact, the CTA outspent the pharmaceutical industry, the oil industry, and the 

tobacco industry combined. 

All this money has helped the union rack up an imposing number of victories. The first major 

win came in 1988, with the passage of Proposition 98. That initiative compelled California to 

spend more than 40 percent of its annual budget on education in grades K–12 and community 

college. The spending quota eliminated schools’ incentive to get value out of every dollar: since 

funding was locked in, there was no need to make things run cost-effectively. Thanks to union 

influence on local school boards, much of the extra money—about $450 million a year—went 

straight into teachers’ salaries. Prop. 98’s malign effects weren’t limited to education, however: 

by essentially making public school funding an entitlement rather than a matter of discretionary 

spending, it hastened California’s erosion of fiscal discipline. In recent years, estimates of 

mandatory spending’s share of the state’s budget have run as high as 85 percent, making it 

highly difficult for the legislature to confront the severe budget crises of the past decade. 

In 1991, the CTA took to the ramparts again to combat Proposition 174, a ballot initiative that 

would have made California a national leader in school choice by giving families universal 

access to school vouchers. When initiative supporters began circulating the petitions necessary to 

get it onto the ballot, some CTA members tried to intimidate petition signers physically. The 

union also encouraged people to sign the petition multiple times in order to throw the process 

into chaos. “There are some proposals so evil that they should never go before the voters,” 

explained D. A. Weber, the CTA’s president. One of the consultants who organized the petitions 

testified in a court declaration at the time that people with union ties had offered him $400,000 to 

refrain from distributing them. Another claimed that a CTA member had tried to run him off the 

road after a debate on school choice. 

Weber and his followers weren’t successful in keeping the proposition off the ballot, but they did 

manage to delay it for two years, giving themselves time to organize a counteroffensive. They 

ran ads, recalls Ken Khachigian, the former White House speechwriter who headed the Yes on 

174 campaign, “claiming that a witches’ coven would be eligible for the voucher funds and 

[could] set up a school of its own.” They threatened to field challengers against political 

candidates who supported school choice. They bullied members of the business community who 

contributed money to the pro-voucher effort. When In-N-Out Burger donated $25,000 to support 

Prop. 174, for instance, the CTA threatened to press schools to drop contracts with the company. 

In 1993, Prop. 174 finally came to a statewide vote. The union had persuaded March Fong Eu, 

the CTA-endorsed secretary of state, to alter the proposition’s heading on the ballot from 

PARENTAL CHOICE  to EDUCATION VOUCHERS—a change in wording that cost 

Prop. 174 ten points in the polls, according to Myron Lieberman in his book The Teacher 

Unions. The initiative, which had originally enjoyed 2–1 support among California voters, 

managed to garner only a little over 30 percent of the vote. Prop. 174’s backers had been 



11 
 

outspent by a factor of eight, with the CTA alone dropping $12.5 million on the opposition 

campaign. 

As the CTA’s power grew, it learned that it could extract policy 

concessions simply by employing its aggressive PR machine. 

In 1996, with the state’s budget in surplus, the CTA spent $1 

million on an ad campaign touting the virtues of reduced class 

sizes in kindergarten through third grade. Feeling the heat from 

the campaign, Republican governor Pete Wilson signed a 

measure providing subsidies to schools with classes of 20 

children or fewer. The program was a disaster: it failed to 

improve educational outcomes, and the need to hire many new 

teachers quickly, to handle all the smaller classes, reduced the 

quality of teachers throughout the state. The program cost 

California nearly $2 billion per year at its high-water mark, 

becoming the most expensive education-reform initiative in the 

state’s history. But it worked out well for the CTA, whose 

ranks and coffers were swelled by all those new teachers. 

 

The union’s steady supply of cash allowed it to continue its quest for political dominance 

unabated. In 1998, it spent nearly $7 million to defeat Proposition 8—which would have used 

student performance as a criterion for teacher reviews and would have required educators to pass 

credentialing examinations in their disciplines—and more than $2 million in a failed attempt to 

block Proposition 227, which eliminated bilingual education in public schools. In 2002, the 

union spent $26 million to defeat Proposition 38, another school voucher proposal. And in 2005, 

with a special election called by Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger looming, the CTA came up 

with a colossal $58 million—even going so far as to mortgage its Sacramento headquarters—to 

defeat initiatives that would have capped the growth of state spending, made it easier to fire 

underperforming teachers, and ensured “paycheck protection,” which compels unions to get their 

members’ consent before using dues for political purposes. (A new paycheck-protection measure 

will appear on the November 2012 ballot.) 

Cannily, the CTA also funds a wide array of liberal causes unrelated to education, with the goal 

of spreading around enough cash to prevent dissent from the Left. Among these causes: 

implementing a single-payer health-care system in California, blocking photo-identification 

requirements for voters, and limiting restraints on the government’s power of eminent domain. 

The CTA was the single biggest financial opponent of another Proposition 8, the controversial 

2008 proposal to ban gay marriage, ponying up $1.3 million to fight an initiative that eventually 

won 52.2 percent of the vote. The union has also become the biggest donor to the California 

Democratic Party. From 2003 to 2012, the CTA spent nearly $102 million on political 

contributions; 0.08 percent of that money went to Republicans. 

At the same time that the union was becoming the largest financial force in California politics, it 

was developing an equally powerful ground game, stifling reform efforts at the local level. 
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Consider the case of Locke High School in the poverty-stricken Los Angeles neighborhood of 

Watts. Founded in response to the area’s 1967 riots, Locke was intended to provide a quality 

education to the neighborhood’s almost universally minority students. For years, it failed: in 

2006, with a student body that was 65 percent Hispanic and 35 percent African-American, the 

school sent just 5 percent of its graduates to four-year colleges, and the dropout rate was nearly 

51 percent. 

Shortly before Locke reached this nadir, the school hired a reform-minded principal, Frank 

Wells, who was determined to revive the school’s fortunes. Just a few days after he arrived, a 

group of rival gangs got into a dust-up; Wells expelled 80 of the students involved. In the new 

atmosphere of discipline, Locke dropped “from first in the number of campus crime reports in 

LAUSD [Los Angeles Unified School District] to thirteenth,” writes Donna Foote in Relentless 

Pursuit: A Year in the Trenches with Teach for America. Test scores and college acceptance also 

began to rise, Foote reports. 

But trouble arose with the union when Wells began 

requiring Locke teachers to present weekly lesson plans. 

The local CTA affiliate—United Teachers Los Angeles—

filed a grievance against him and was soon urging his 

removal. The last straw was Wells’s effort to convert Locke 

into an independent charter school, where teachers would 

operate under severely restricted union contracts. In May 

2007, the district removed Wells from his job. He was 

escorted from his office by three police officers and an 

associate superintendent of schools, all on the basis of 

union allegations that he had let teachers use classroom 

time to sign a petition to turn Locke into a charter. Wells 

called the allegations “a total fabrication,” and the signature 

gatherers backed him up. The LAUSD reassigned him to a 

district office, where he was paid $600 a day to sit in a 

cubicle and do nothing. 

 

Luckily for Locke students, the union’s rearguard action came too late. In 2007, the Los Angeles 

Board of Education voted 5–2 to hand Locke High School to Green Dot, a charter school 

operator. Four years later, as the final class of Locke students who had attended the school prior 

to its transformation received their diplomas, the school’s graduation rate was 68 percent, and 

over 56 percent of Locke graduates were headed for higher education. 

One of the most noticeable changes at Locke has ramifications statewide: when Green Dot took 

over, it required all teachers to reapply for their jobs. It hired back only about one-third of them. 

That approach is unimaginable in the rest of the state’s public schools, where a teaching job is 

essentially a lifetime sinecure. A tiny 0.03 percent of California teachers are dismissed after three 

or more years on the job. In the past decade, the LAUSD—home to 33,000 teachers—has 

dismissed only four. Even when teachers are fired, it’s seldom because of their classroom 
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performance: a 2009 exposé by the Los Angeles Times found that only 20 percent of successful 

dismissals in the state had anything to do with teaching ability. Most terminations involved 

teachers behaving either obscenely or criminally. The National Council on Teacher Quality, a 

Washington-based education-reform organization, gave California a D-minus on its teacher-

firing policies in its 2010 national report card. 

Responsibility for this sorry situation goes largely to the CTA, which has won concessions that 

make firing a teacher so difficult that educators can usually keep their jobs for any offense that 

doesn’t cross into outright criminality. With the cost of the proceedings regularly running near 

half a million dollars, many districts choose to shuffle problem employees around rather than try 

to fire them. 

Even outright offenses are no guarantee of removal, thanks to CTA influence. When a fired 

teacher appeals his case beyond the school board, it goes to the Commission on Professional 

Competence—two of whose three members are also teachers, one of them chosen by the 

educator whose case is being heard. The CTA has stacked this process as well by bargaining to 

require evidentiary standards equal to those used in civil-court procedures and coaching the 

teachers on the panels. One veteran school-district lawyer calls the appeals process “one of the 

most complicated civil legal matters anywhere.” As the Times noted, “The district wanted to fire 

a high school teacher who kept a stash of pornography, marijuana and vials with cocaine residue 

at school, but [the Commission on Professional Competence] balked, suggesting that firing was 

too harsh.” The commission was also the reason that, as the newspaper continued, the district 

was “unsuccessful in firing a male middle school teacher spotted lying on top of a female 

colleague in the metal shop”; the district had failed to “prove that the two were having sex.” 

Another regulatory body dominated by CTA influence is the state’s Commission on Teacher 

Credentialing (CTC), the institution responsible for removing the credentials of misbehaving 

teachers. A report released in 2011 by California state auditor Elaine Howle found that the 

commission had a backlog of approximately 12,600 cases, with responses sometimes taking as 

long as three years. Because the CTC—which was created by an act sponsored by the CTA—is 

made up of members appointed by the governor, the CTA is able to bring its political pressure to 

bear on determining the commission’s makeup. In September 2011, for instance, one of 

Governor Jerry Brown’s appointments to the CTC was Kathy Harris, who had previously been a 

CTA lobbyist to the body. 

The CTA’s most recent crusade for job security made clear that the union was prepared to 

jeopardize the financial future of California’s schools. Last June, it vigorously pushed (and 

Governor Brown hastily signed) Assembly Bill 114, which prevented any teacher layoffs or 

program cuts in the coming fiscal year and removed the requirement that school districts present 

balanced budget plans. The bill also forced public schools to prepare budget estimates that didn’t 

take into account the state’s downturn in revenues—meaning that schools could budget for 

activities even though there wasn’t money to pay for them. Since then, state officials have 

forecast that revenues for the 2012 fiscal year will be $3.2 billion lower than they were when the 

schools were making their budgets. Eventually, accommodations to reality will have to be 

made—at which time the CTA will, of course, use them to plead hardship. 
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Such pleas seem impudent coming from the highest-paid teachers in the nation, with an average 

annual salary of $68,000. For a bit of perspective, if two California teachers get married (not an 

unusual occurrence) and each makes the average salary, their combined annual income would be 

$136,000, nearly $80,000 more than what the state’s median household pulls down. That’s for an 

average annual workload of 180 days, only two-thirds of the average total in the private sector. 

Don’t forget retirement benefits: after 30 years, a California teacher may retire with a pension 

equal to about 75 percent of his working salary. That pension averages more than $51,000 a 

year—more than working teachers earn in more than half the states in the nation. And that’s just 

an average; from 2005 to 2011, the number of education employees pulling down more than 

$100,000 a year in pensions skyrocketed from 700 to 5,400. 

With the state’s economy in tumult, however, prospects for the teachers’ retirement fund look 

grim. CalSTRS is now officially estimated to have about $56 billion in liabilities and about 30 

years left before it runs dry, though many outside analysts think that those numbers are too 

optimistic. A report by the Legislative Analyst’s Office in November 2011 estimated that 

restoring full funding to CalSTRS would require finding an extra $3.9 billion a year for at least 

30 years. 

If California is to generate the economic growth necessary to mitigate its coming fiscal 

reckoning, it will need to retain its historical role as a leading site for innovation and 

entrepreneurship. But that won’t be possible if its next generation of would-be entrepreneurs 

attends one of the Golden State’s many mediocre or failing schools. And what little economic 

dynamism is left in California will be impeded if the union gets its way and the state increases its 

already weighty tax burden. 

Meaningful change probably won’t come from elected officials, at least for now. The CTA’s 

size, financial resources, and influence with the state’s regnant Democratic Party are enough to 

kill most pieces of hostile legislation. For years, school reformers fantasized about a 

transformative figure who could shift the balance of power from the union through force of 

charisma and personality, taking his case directly to the people. Yet when that figure seemed to 

emerge in Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger, even he proved unable to alter the status quo, with 

his 2005 ballot initiatives to reform tenure, school financing, and political spending by unions all 

going down to decisive defeat. It’s unlikely that salvation will come from Governor Brown, 

either. The man who originally opened the door for the CTA’s collective bargaining has 

remained a steadfast ally of the union, firing four pro-reform members of the state board of 

education in his first few days in office and appointing a new group that included Patricia Ann 

Rucker, the CTA’s top lobbyist. Brown also avoided including any changes to CalSTRS in his 

October announcement of proposed pension reforms, probably because he had learned 

Schwarzenegger’s lesson that irking the CTA can lead to the demise of a broader agenda. 

Parents, however, are starting to revolt against CTA orthodoxy. Unlike elected officials, 

parents—who want nothing more than a good education for their kids—are hard for the union to 

demonize. In early 2010, a Los Angeles–based nonprofit called Parent Revolution shocked 

California’s pundit class by getting the state legislature to pass the nation’s first “parent trigger” 

law, which lets parents at failing schools force districts to undertake certain reforms, including 

converting schools into independent charters. The law caps the number of schools eligible for 
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reform at 75, but if early results are successful, it will become hard for Californians to avoid 

comparing thriving charter schools with failing traditional ones. 

The CTA is fighting back, of course. In 2010, when 61 percent of parents at McKinley 

Elementary School in the blighted L.A. neighborhood of Compton opted to pull the trigger, the 

CTA claimed that “parents were never given the full picture . . . [or] informed of the great 

progress already being made”—despite the fact that McKinley’s performance was ranked 

beneath nearly all other inner-city schools in the state. Several Hispanic parents in the district 

also said that members of the union had threatened to report them to immigration authorities if 

they signed the petition. Eventually, the Compton Unified school board—heavily lobbied by the 

CTA—dismissed the petition signatures, with no discussion, as “insufficient” on a handful of 

technicalities, such as missing dates and typos. Though the union’s power had proved too much 

for the McKinley parents, an enterprising charter school operator opened two new campuses in 

the neighborhood anyway. 

Institutions like Locke High School, Green Dot, Parent Revolution, and the Compton charters are 

glimmers of hope for California’s public school system. Despite their inferior resources, they 

have fought the CTA not by participating in direct political conflict but by undermining the 

union’s moral standing. These organizations reframe the education question in starkly 

humanitarian terms: In the California public school system, are anyone’s interests more 

important than the students’? It was a question that the CTA itself might have asked back when 

teachers entered the classroom to “teach good citizenship.” 

Troy Senik is a senior fellow at the Center for Individual Freedom and an editor at 

Ricochet.com. This article first appeared in the spring 2012 edition of City Journal. 
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