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 We begin this issue of the Inland Empire Outlook 
with an overview of the Rose Institute of State and Local 
Government’s Video Voter: A Guide to California Ballot 
Measures, a set of videos and papers explaining all 17 
California ballot measures (p.2).  Then we examine the 
implementation of the Local Control Funding Formula 
in Riverside County school districts (p.8). Next, our 
analysis of the latest employment data shows a healthy 
recovery for jobs in the Inland Empire (p.13).  We then 
review the history of bilingual education in California, 
examine Proposition 58, and discuss its potential effects 
on Inland Empire districts (p.18). Finally, we look at the 
robust renewable energy industry in the Inland Empire 
(p.24). 
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On October 12, 2016, the Inland Empire Center, in 
partnership with the UCLA Anderson Forecast, will hold 
the Southern California Economic Forecast Conference 
at Citizens Business Bank Arena in Ontario. Jerry 
Nickelsburg of UCLA Anderson Forecast will present the 
national and state forecasts, Professor Manfred Keil of 
CMC will present the Inland Empire and San Bernardino 
County forecasts. The conference will also feature Todd 
Buchholz, former White House director of economic 
policy.  Citizens Business Bank is the presenting sponsor. 

We at the CMC Inland Empire Center hope you find 
this edition of Inland Empire Outlook a useful guide.  
Please visit our website, www.inlandempirecenter.org, for 
updates to these stories and other Inland Empire news. 

Photo Credit: GPS | Flickr

Decision 2016



I N L A N D  E M P I R E  C E N T E R  -  I N L A N D E M P I R E C E N T E R . O R G  |  2

I N L A N D  E M P I R E  C E N T E R  -  I N L A N D E M P I R E C E N T E R . O R G  |  2

Video Voter Series
Rose Institute of State and Local Government

A Guide to California Ballot Measures

California voters will be confronted with seventeen 
ballot propositions this November. The Rose Institute 
of State and Local Government’s Video Voter: A Guide 
to California Ballot Measures is designed to help voters 
make informed decisions on each of these measures. The 
non-partisan project explains each proposition with an 
accessible, online educational video and written analysis. 
The videos and written summaries make clear what a 
yes or no vote means, present major arguments for and 
against the measure, and identify main supporters and 
opponents. Video Voter: A Guide to California Ballot 
Measures is available at www.RoseInstitute.org.

 
Four kinds of measures appear on the ballot this year:  

initiative statute, initiative constitutional amendment, 
advisory question, and referendum. The first type, 
initiative statute, is a law proposed by citizens and 
enacted or rejected via direct popular vote. Most of the 
propositions this year are initiative statutes, including a 
requirement for the use of condoms on pornographic film 
sets, a repeal of the death penalty, and the legalization 
of marijuana. The second kind of ballot measure is an 
initiative constitutional amendment, which is an 
amendment to the California Constitution proposed by 
citizens and approved or rejected by popular vote. Prop. 

53, which would require the state to get voter approval 
before issuing revenue bonds for certain very large 
projects, is an initiative constitutional amendment.  Some 
measures on the ballot contain both constitutional and 
statutory provisions.  The third type of ballot measure, 
legislative advisory question, asks the citizens to vote 
on a non-binding question. This year, the Legislature has 
asked voters to register their opinion on Citizens United 
v. Federal Election Commission, a U.S. Supreme Court 
decision that limits the government’s ability to restrict 
independent political expenditures. Finally, the ballot 
contains one referendum, which allows voters to approve 
or reject a statute already enacted by the Legislature.  
Prop. 67 asks voters to decide the fate of a statute that 

By Timothy Plummer ’17 
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prohibits grocery and other stores from providing 
customers with single-use plastic bags.  

Propositions can be placed on the California ballot 
in two ways. The first is through citizen petition. 
Proponents must obtain signatures equivalent to 5 
percent of the votes cast in the most recent gubernatorial 
election for initiative statutes and referendums and 8 
percent for initiative constitutional amendments. Due to 
low turnout in the 2014 gubernatorial race, this election 
cycle has the lowest signature requirement since 1982. 
The number of signatures required is 585,407 for an 
initiative constitutional amendment and 365,880 for 
an initiative statute or referendum. The second way 
measures reach the ballot is by legislative referral, whereby 
the Legislature asks voters to approve or reject a ballot 
measure. The Legislature can do this with constitutional 
amendments, bond measures, and statutes. Only two of 
this year’s seventeen ballot measures –Prop. 58 and Prop. 
59—were placed on the ballot by the Legislature. 

Ken Miller, Associate Director of the Rose Institute 
and a member of the Government Department at 
Claremont McKenna College, supervised the project.  
He notes that California has a long history of direct 
democracy and that the large number of measures 
on the ballot this year makes it challenging for voters 
to be informed on all of them.  “This is a wonderful 
opportunity for the Rose Institute to do something to 
help voters learn about all the many ballot propositions.  
At the same time, it is great for our students to research 
these ballot measures and really understand how this 
process works in California.” 

Professor Miller worked in partnership with Bob 
Stern, retired co-founder and president of the Center for 
Governmental Studies, a California-based political think 
tank. Cameron Grimm, of the Office of Public Affairs 
and Communications at CMC, filmed and produced 
each of the videos. Joanne Young and Lorraine Wang 
from CMC also contributed to the final product.  CMC 
sophomore Alec Lopata led a team of nine undergraduate 
students to research and produce Video Voter:  A Guide to 
California Ballot Measures.  Watch the videos and learn 
more at www.RoseInstitute.org.

Pictured Below: Alec Lopata ’19, Project Manager
Photo Credit: Cameron Grimm

Pictured Above: Grace Lee ’17, Research Assistant
Photo Credit: Cameron Grimm
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Healthcare

Proposition Description Supporting Opposing

52
Locks in the state’s current hos-
pital fee program, which helps 
California secure federal Medicaid 
funds.

• CA Hospital 
Association

• CA Chamber of 
Commerce

• SEIU-UHW
• Californians 

for Hospital 
Accountability and 
Quality Care

60
Places new regulations on Califor-
nia’s adult film industry, including 
a requirement that performers 
wear condoms and other protec-
tive devices during filming.

• AIDS Healthcare 
Foundation

• American Sexual 
Health Association

• California State As-
sociation of Occupa-
tional Health Nurses

• For Adult Industry 
Responsibility (FAIR)

• San Francisco 
Supervisor Scott 
Wiener

• California Democratic 
and Republican 
Parties

• Free Speech Coalition
• Adult Performer 

Advocacy Committee 
(APAC)

61
Requires California to buy certain 
drugs at prices no higher than the 
prices paid by the U.S. Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs.

• The AIDS Healthcare 
Foundation

• California Nurses 
Association

• AARP California

• Major pharmaceutical 
companies

• California Medical 
Association

• Various veterans 
groups

Watch the videos to learn more at www.RoseInstitute.org
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Proposition Description Supporting Opposing

57

Gives nonviolent felons greater 
opportunities for early release and 
parole, and gives judges, rather 
than prosecutors, power to decide 
whether to try juveniles in adult 
court.

• Gov. Jerry Brown
• LA Police Chief 

Charlie Beck
• CA State Law 

Enforcement 
Association

• 50 of the state’s 58 
district attorneys, 26 
sheriffs, many law 
enforcement asso-
ciations, numerous 
Republican elected 
officials.

62
Abolishes the death penalty in 
California and makes the state’s 
most severe sentence life in prison 
without possibility of parole.

• Lt. Gov. Gavin 
Newsom

• Congresswoman 
Loretta Sanchez

• Former Governors 
George Deukmejian 
and Pete Wilson

63
Establishes new, more restrictive 
regulations on guns and ammuni-
tion in California.

• Lt. Gov. Gavin 
Newsom

• Law Center to 
Prevent Gun Violence

• California Democratic 
Party

• National Rifle 
Association

• California Republican 
Party

• California Rifle & 
Pistol Association

64
Legalizes marijuana for general use 
in California and would tax and 
regulate the marijuana industry

• Drug Policy Alliance
• ACLU of California

• California Hospital 
Association

• California Police 
Chiefs Association

66
Makes it easier for the state 
to enforce the death penalty. 
Competes with Proposition 62, 
which would abolish capital 
punishment in California.

• CA District Attorneys 
Association

• CA Correctional 
Peace Officers Asso-
ciation

• Lt. Gov. Gavin 
Newsom

• Former LA Mayor 
Antonio Villaraigosa

Criminal Justice
Watch the videos to learn more at www.RoseInstitute.org
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Proposition Description Supporting Opposing

53
Gives voters the right to vote on 
state-issued revenue bonds totaling 
more than $2 billion for a project, 
such as the state’s high-speed rail 
project.

• Dean Cortopassi, a 
wealthy Central Valley 
grower

• California Republican 
Party

• Governor Jerry Brown
• California Chamber 

of Commerce

 55

Extends the temporary increase in 
the state personal income tax for 
high earners that voters approved 
in 2012 and provides additional 
money to public education and 
health care programs.

• California Democratic 
Party

• California Teachers 
Association

• California Hospital 
Association 

• California Republican 
Party

• California Taxpayers 
Association

• California Chamber 
of Commerce

56
Raises the tax on all tobacco prod-
ucts in California by $2 and uses 
most of the new revenues to fund 
health care and smoking preven-
tion programs.

• California Hospital 
Association

• California Medical 
Association

• American Cancer 
Society Cancer 
Action Network

• California 
Democratic Party

• California Taxpayers 
Association

• California Republican 
Party

• R.J. Reynolds 
Tobacco Company

• Phillip Morris USA

Taxes and State Borrowing

Proposition Description Supporting Opposing

65
Uses proceeds from state-mandat-
ed sales of reusable bags to fund 
environmental programs.

• The American 
Progressive Bag 
Alliance

• Californians Against 
Waste

67
Prohibits stores from providing 
customers single-use plastic bags 
and would require stores to charge 
customers a minimum of 10 cents 
for each paper or reusable bag.

• Environmental 
organizations

• Grocery store industry

• American Progressive 
Bag Alliance

• Howard Jarvis 
Taxpayers Association

Environment

Watch the videos to learn more at www.RoseInstitute.org
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Proposition Description Supporting Opposing

51

Authorizes $9 billion in general 
obligation bonds for construction 
and renovation of facilities at 
K-12 schools, vocational educa-
tion programs, and community 
colleges.

• Building Industry
• Construction Trade 

Unions
• Democratic Party
• Republican Party

• Governor Jerry Brown
• California Taxpayers 

and Educators 
Opposed to Sprawl 
and Developer Abuse

• California Taxpayers 
Action Network

58
Makes it easier for public schools 
to provide bilingual education 
programs by overturning Prop. 
227, the English-only measure 
voters approved in 1998.

• California Teachers 
Association

• California Democratic 
Party

• Ron Unz
• California Republican 

Party

Education

Proposition Description Supporting Opposing

54
Requires the legislature to publish 
bills online for 72 hours before 
final votes and expand access to 
audiovisual recordings of proceed-
ings.

• Charles T. Munger
• California Common 

Cause
• California NAACP
• California League of 

Women Voters

• California Democratic 
Party

• California Labor 
Federation

59

Advisory question asking voters 
whether they support the reversal 
of the U.S. Supreme Court’s deci-
sion in Citizens United v. Federal 
Election Commission (2010) and 
related court rulings.

• California Common 
Cause

• California Labor 
Federation

• U.S. Senator Bernie 
Sanders

• State Senator Jeff 
Stone

• Assemblymember 
K.H. Achadjian 

• League of Women 
Voters of California

Other Measures

Watch the videos to learn more at www.RoseInstitute.org
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Implementation of the Local 
Control Funding Formula 
in Riverside County 

California defines high-need students as low-
income, English Learner, or foster care youth. 

According to the Public Policy Institute of California, 
63% of California’s K-12 students are considered high-
need. 59% of students in California are low-income 
(eligible for free or reduced-priced meals), and 23% 
are English learners. In Riverside County, a significant 
portion of students are high-need, with 63 % of students 
who are low-income and 21 % who are English learners. 
To better equip school districts to serve these students 
who require additional resources and support, California 
enacted the Local Control Funding Formula (LCFF) in 
2013, replacing a 40-year school finance system.

As a case study, the Rose Institute surveyed Riverside 
County school district administrators on LCFF 
implementation. Ten out of 23 districts in the county 
responded. The topics covered ranged from changes 
in the dynamic between the school district and the 
Riverside County Office of Education to examples of 
new district programs or initiatives to support high-need 
students. The responses to this survey are an insightful 
lens into how some school districts have adapted to the 
new state school funding system.  They also allow us to 
examine remaining challenges as we assess the program’s 
effectiveness.

Riverside County school districts have a large portion 
of minority, low-income, and English Learner students. 
The largest demographic is Hispanic or Latino students, 
who make up 61% of the student body. The next two 
largest groups are White, not Hispanic (24%) and Black 
or African American (7%). Of the 21% of English 
Learner Students, about 84% speak Spanish. A full 63% 
of students are low-income, defined as qualifying for free 
or reduced-price meals.

The Riverside County school districts’ student 
performance is below the average California statewide 
student performance. The 2013 county-wide Academic 
Performance Index (API) score, which measures 
students’ standardized test scores, was 777 for Riverside 

By Grace Lee ’17
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County. The state-wide API score was 790. Moreover, 
an examination of the state-wide API scores based on 
subgroups of students shows the academic performance 
for high-need students and Hispanic or Latino students 
is noticeably below average. See Figure 2. The data 
illustrates that high-need students have lower academic 
performance results, and therefore school districts that 
serve these students require more resources and support 
to improve performance. 

LCFF was intended to give more flexibility to school 
districts by substantially shifting control of spending 
from Sacramento to local school districts. The previous 
California school funding formula gave districts restricted 
funding for over 50 categorical programs for targeted 
services based on demographics and needs of students 
in each district. In this system, districts were tied to 
spending and reporting requirements of dozens of state 
categorical programs. 

LCFF creates a more equitable school funding formula 
by directing greater resources to districts serving large 
numbers of high-need students. It distributes funding 

to districts through three grants: the base grant, the 
supplemental grant, and the concentration grant. The 
base grant is a uniform grant for each school district 
based on per unit of average daily attendance (ADA). 
The supplemental and concentration grants are focused 
on providing extra resources for districts serving high-
need students. LCFF gives a 20% supplemental grant 
to districts for each high-need student. Districts where 
high-need students are concentrated receive an extra 50% 
for every high-need student above the 55% threshold. 
High-need student counts are based on unduplicated 
counts. For example, a student who is both an English 
Learner and in foster care would not be double counted. 
School districts have flexibility on how they can use the 
supplemental and concentrated grants, embracing the 
idea that social problems are best dealt at the local level.

Nine out of 10 school districts participating in this 
survey answered that LCFF’s increased flexibility for 
districts has helped them better address the needs of 
high-need students. School districts particularly noted 
that they are better able to target needs. One district 
administrator answered, “We are now able to target those 
needs based on data analysis and provide more direct 
assistance to targeted groups. Before even if a group was 
doing well the funding had to be used for them when 
perhaps others needed it more.” Another commented 
that, “Without restrictions on spending and demands for 
spending (e.g. EIA [Economic Impact Aid]) we are able 
to create short and long-term goals to address the needs 
of our English learners.” One district administrator did 
not agree, saying administering the program has become 
more difficult “because it is not restricted and it isn’t clear 
what can be negotiated or not.”

In exchange for greater flexibility through LCFF, 
however, there is greater accountability. Although 
districts have discretion on how to spend the extra 
funding provided by the supplemental and concentration 
grants, they must make decisions of how to spend funds 
in a public way by engaging community stakeholders. 
All districts must draft the Local Control Accountability 
Plan (LCAP) and must engage community stakeholders 
through organizing parent advisory committees, 
consulting students, teachers, principals, and offering the 
public an opportunity to submit input.  

LCAPs must describe goals, actions, and expenditures 
to show how they plan to address state priorities. The 
eight state priorities include: basic, state standards, 

Students by Race/ Ethnicity in 
Riverside County (2013-14)

Hispanic or Latino
White
Asian
Black or African American
Two or More Races
Filipino
American Indian or Alaska Native

Source: Ed-Data
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parental involvement, pupil achievement, pupil 
engagement, school climate, course access, 
and other pupil outcomes. Of the ten districts 
in our survey, four reported they focused the 
highest portion of resources in 2015-16 or for 
future years in pupil achievement. Three focused 
on implementation of state standards, and the 
remaining three each focused on one of the 
following: pupil engagement, school climate, and 
basic services. 

District administrators were asked how 
successful their district was in engaging 
stakeholders, on a range from 1 (extremely 
unsuccessful) to 5 (extremely successful). Three 
districts answered 3 (mildly successful), four 
answered 4 (moderately successful), and three 
answered 5 (extremely successful). The most 
common answers to greatest obstacles of engaging 
stakeholders were parent involvement and getting 
stakeholders to attend meetings. Other responses 
included synthesizing and organizing input, 
educating stakeholder members to a new process, 
and time. 

Many districts pointed out stakeholder 
engagement as a work in progress. One 
administrator commented, “There is far more 
stakeholder involvement and a far deeper look 
at accountability when directing resources. It’s 
also been a challenge to keep the focus on service 
to students at the negotiations table.” Another 
school district answered, “We are able to be very 
targeted in our approach but prioritizing is very 
difficult for our stakeholders.”

In responding to the question of who the key 
stakeholders in the district are who want money 
to be spent on particular programs or groups of 
students, three districts mentioned employee 
associations, bargaining units, and labor units. 
Another common response was parents of English 
Learner students. Overall, however, the majority 
of districts answered that there has been limited 
advocacy and debate, and it has been more of a 
collaborative and engaging process. 

LCFF includes a spending regulation where 
districts will eventually have to earmark certain 
percentage of money to serving high-need 

students. Districts will principally have to direct 
supplemental and concentration grant dollars 
toward meeting goals for high-need students. 
However, until LCFF is fully funded, which is 
expected to be in 2020-21, districts get a break 
from this regulation. 

Districts were asked the question of whether 
labor unions have played any part in asking for 
increases in salaries, especially in 2013-14, when 
state spending regulations were not yet drafted 
and LCAPs were not required until 2014-15. 
Seven districts answered yes and two districts 
answered no. One district answered that the 
teachers union “has been part of the work since 
the inception of our LCAP engagement system… 
[but] the supplemental LCFF funding will not be 
used for salaries through a MOU [memorandum 
of understanding].”

A study published by Education Trust - 
West, titled “Building a More Equitable and 
Participatory School System in California: The 
Local Control Funding Formula’s First Year,” 
found it difficult to trace how school districts are 
spending supplemental and concentration funds 
in the early years of LCFF implementation. 
It instead conducted interviews to determine, 
among other things, how the districts propose to 
invest in high-need students. 

The authors of the report wrote, “In general, 
districts offer only modest innovation in the first 
year. Instead, most districts are shoring up rising 
staffing costs, restoring programs and personnel 
cut during the Great Recession, preserving 
programs previously funded by categorical aid, 
and adding one or two programs for high-need 
students.” The Rose Institute asked Riverside 
County school districts whether this was true 
for their district. The responses were split evenly 
between districts that answered yes and no. 
School districts that answered “no” discussed 
changes they have already made. These included a 
seven-period day, 1:1 Chrome book roll out, new 
specialists and programs, technology integration, 
instructional alignment and strategies, and 
collecting longitudinal district data to identify 
areas of focus.

Two school districts noted the modest 
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innovation was mostly due to adjusting to the 
new system. One administrator answered, “I 
agree that we only showed modest innovation 
the first year, but I don’t believe it was because we 
were restoring staffing from the Great Recession. 
I believe the modest innovation was more a 
consequence of not understanding LCAP process 
and guidelines. As we are understanding the 
vision behind the LCAP we are getting the hang 
of it and so far, we have made major overhauls 
to the plan every year. We are now completing 
our 3rd LCAP and it gets better and better and 
more innovative and specific each year.” The 
second district noted that a large amount of time, 
energy, and people were dedicated to categorical 
programs, and it took time to adjust. 

Riverside County school districts shifted 
resources and added new programs to invest in 
students in a variety of ways, such as reducing 
class sizes, instituting full day kindergarten, 
extending the school year, and investments in 
career and technical education. Many districts 
mentioned adding specialists and investing in 
professional development. Examples included:

• Intervention teachers to work with low-
socioeconomic-status students, 
• Intervention focused on foster youth and at-
risk learners, 
• Programs on restorative justice and Positive 
Behavior Interventions and Supports (PBIS),
• Mentoring for African-American students,
• Family intervention specialists to work with 
parents,
• Counselors for at-risk youth and career and 
technical education teachers, 
• Professional Learning Community (PLC) 
time for teachers to explore student data.

Public Policy Institute of California (PPIC) 
published a report titled “Implementing 
California’s School Funding Formula: Will High-
Need Students Benefit?” The report highlights 
the importance of examining spending plans 

of districts in which high-need students are 
concentrated in only a few schools. It can be a 
concern that such districts may not be directing 

funding to the schools that serve large portions 
of high-need students or to programs that 
reach these students. PPIC found that the most 
unevenly distributed high-need students are in 
the Bay area, Sacramento, and parts of Southern 
California. The report noted the importance of 
conducting further research on how the increased 
funding generated from LCFF has been used by 
the districts in these areas. 

The Rose Institute asked Riverside County 
district administrators how their districts were 
able to allocate funds to address within district 
disparities. Many school districts answered that 
they use research and data and strategically 

Examples of How Districts Are 
Using LCFF

Program Spending
Site instructional coach at 

each school $1.6 million

Seven-period day N/A
Blended learning 

environment (instructional 
technology)

$150,000

Staff development $950,000
Program specialists $5 million

Middle school acceleration: 
Spanish 1, Coding, 

Expository Reading and 
Writing, PSAT

$200,000

Professional development 
specialists to support 

teachers
$2 million

Summer extended literacy 
camp $850,000

1:1 Chrome book initiative $4 million
Increase number of under-
represented students in AP 

classes
$900,000
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allocate benefits to help target students. Three 
school districts answered that they provide funds 
based on the proportion of unduplicated students 
(high-need students, not double counted) per 
school. One administrator responded, “We have 
been strategic in our allocation of centralized 
services and funding to our schools in support 
of high-need students. Every school is allocated 
funding to address the supplemental programs at 
the school site based on a per pupil allocation for 
unduplicated students. Those schools with higher 
numbers of high-need students are the first to be 
able to access centralized services such as AVID, 
Equal Opportunity Schools and Reader by 
Nine.” Two school districts noted that high-need 
students are distributed fairly evenly throughout 
the district, thus this was not a concern. 

The PPIC report also noted that LCFF “gives 
counties new responsibilities to make sure that 
districts use supplemental and concentration 
funds principally for the benefit of high-need 
students.” The Rose Institute asked school 
districts whether they believed their relationship 
with the Riverside County Office of Education 
has changed. Six districts answered that it has 
changed, and four answered it has not. Districts 
that answered “yes” noted that they have been 
receiving more support than previously and the 
process has become more of a collaboration. One 
administrator noted that “There is a judgment 
factor between county offices and local districts,” 
alluding to the potential differences between the 
school district and the county education office on 
ways each believes LCFF dollars should be spent. 

Riverside County Office of Education officials 
have embraced LCFF as a way for the county 
office to better support school districts. 

“LCFF has provided a great opportunity 
for county offices of education to work 
collaboratively with school districts.  A 
requirement of LCFF is the development of 
the Local Control and Accountability Plan 
(LCAP).  This locally developed plan allows 
districts to focus actions and resources that 
best meet the needs of their diverse student 
population. As a county office, we are able to 
provide targeted support to districts as they 
develop their plan.  The support includes data 
analysis, research-based actions, stakeholder 
meeting attendance, and development 
collaboration.  I believe our districts view us 
as a resource and a partner in the development 
and implementation of their LCAP.”
- Cynthia Woods, Chief Academic Officer at 
the Riverside County Office of Education

 

Although it has only been a couple of years 
since LCFF has been implemented, there have 
already been many changes and initiatives in 
Riverside County school districts to increase 
resources for high-need students. Although it may 
take some time to adjust to a new school funding 
structure, it appears that much progress has been 
made. Identified challenges include engaging 
stakeholders in the process to draft Local Control 
Accountability Plan reports, ensuring resources 
are going to high-need students in districts where 
such students are concentrated in a few schools, 
and the relationship between school districts and 
the county offices of education in monitoring 
spending of supplemental and concentration 
grants.
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Near Full Employment in the 
Inland Empire: How Good 
Does It Feel?

By Sarah Baker ’17, and Manfred Keil, PhD

Figure 1: EMPLOYMENT RATES
UNITED STATES, CALIFORNIA, INLAND EMPIRE

JANUARY 1990 – JULY 2016

The Inland Empire continued to see 
accelerated economic growth on a 

variety of variables over the past year.  By most 
measures, the region has recovered from the 
Great Recession and is doing well overall.  The 
Inland Empire unemployment rate for August 
2016 is 6.1%, seasonally adjusted.  This is 

somewhat higher than the low it reached in 
February, when it was 5.7%, and is mostly due 
to discouraged workers re-joining the labor 
force. Inland Empire unemployment remains 
under half of its peak of 14.4% in July 2010. It 
is also 0.3% lower than a year ago.
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move together. Typically, the Inland Empire’s 
unemployment rate is higher than California’s, 
but regional in-state downturns, like the dot-
com recession in the early 2000s, may invert 
this pattern. Third, while the U.S., California, 
and the Inland Empire had similar unemploy-
ment rates in 2006, after the onset of the Great 
Recession their numbers diverged significantly. 
This basically means that at full employment, 
the unemployment rate is almost identical in 
all three geographic areas (see 1990, 2001, and 
again 2016). The Inland Empire at its worst in 

2010 experienced double digit unemployment 
rates for extended time periods (14% unem-
ployment compared to 10.1% for the U.S.). To 
put matters into perspective, about one in seven 
workers were unemployed in the Inland Empire, 
compared to one in ten in the United States. 
The good news is that unemployment rates 
have fallen dramatically for all three groups and 
are now converging to the same level. Now, in 
2016, the Inland Empire’s unemployment rate 
sits slightly above California’s and the national 
average. This difference is what the historical 
data predicts: the Inland Empire’s unemploy-
ment rate hovers around California’s rate at full 
employment.   

Figure 1 shows the time series behavior of 
unemployment rates for the U.S., California, 
and the Inland Empire since 1990. The grey 
bars in the graph indicate national recessions, as 
determined by the dating committee of the Na-
tional Bureau of Economic Research (NBER). 
Note that the NBER considers recessions to be 
a national level event and does not take into 
account slowing growth in regional areas such 
as states or counties unless they are part of a 
national phenomenon. Thus, we should not be 
surprised when we see unemployment growing 

in the Inland Empire in mid-2006, two years 
before the onset of the recession in December 
2007. In hindsight, the growing unemploy-
ment in the Inland Empire should have served 
as a warning signal (“First In - Last Out”) for a 
greater illness which would soon spread to the 
rest of the country.

This graph reveals four separate trends. First, 
we see the exceptional severity of the Great 
Recession. In the Inland Empire, unemploy-
ment jumped from around 5% to 14% in 
about three years, a relatively short time span. 
Second, we notice that the Inland Empire’s 
and California’s unemployment rates generally 

Photo Credit: Chris Goldberg | Flickr
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Despite the promising trend in the Inland Em-
pire’s unemployment rate, there is more to it than 
meets the eye. Figure 2 shows the Inland Empire’s 
employment-population ratio since 1997. For 
the U.S., where data is available reaching back 
to the late ‘40s, this ratio typically falls during 
recessions and experiences a subsequent post-re-
cession increase to levels above the previous peak. 
However, the cyclical decline was typically only 
around two percentage points. Nationally, the 
employment-population ratio declined from a 
record high of almost 65% to 62% around the 
dot-com recession. However, it subsequently re-
covered only to 63% by 2006. Note that no such 
recovery occurred in the Inland Empire, which 
simply showed a trend decline.   

As with other phenomena, the Great Recession 
serves as an exception to historical patterns. Like 

Figure 2: INLAND EMPIRE EMPLOYMENT TO POPULATION RATIO
1997-2014, SEASONALLY ADJUSTED

an avalanche on Everest, the Inland Empire em-
ployment to population ratio fell steadily from 
2008 to 2012, from 58% to 49%. This drop was 
mirrored by a national decline of lesser magni-
tude. While Figure 2 does show an upward trend 
past 2012, the current rate of increase does not 
predict a return to pre-recession levels for quite 
some time. The net improvement of three per-
centage points is still, however, a good sign for 
the region, especially compared to the national 
increase of two percentage points. Nationally, the 
employment to population ratio has declined to 
levels not seen since the early ‘80s and indeed the 
late ‘70s. 

It is tempting to attribute this decline to “dis-
couraged workers.” These would be individuals 
who became unemployed, remained unemployed 
for a prolonged period of time (“long-term un-
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Figure 3: PERCENT CHANGE IN EMPLOYMENT
JULY 2007 – JULY 2016
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Phase IV

employment” starts at 26 weeks, when maximum 
duration unemployment benefits expire; during 
the last recession, the benefits were extended on 
a state-by-state basis up to 99 weeks), and then 
gave up looking for a job, meaning they dropped 
out of the labor force. However, an analysis by 
the Federal Reserve reveals that only half of the 
decline in the employment-population ratio was 
demographics (baby boomers retiring; those born 
in 1951 are currently 65 years old). The other 
half was due to increased claims for disability 
benefits, early retirement, extended educational 
pursuits, and discouraged workers. Thus there are 
still a significant number of discouraged workers, 
although not quite as many as initially feared.   

Part of the discouraged worker effect is relat-
ed to structural change. The Great Recession did 
not target all socio-economic groups equally. The 
most affected groups were workers in the man-
ufacturing and construction sector. Since the 
majority of employees in these sectors are male, 
some clever journalists coined the label “mances-
sion.” While the recession ended in mid-2009, 
neither manufacturing nor construction have 
experienced a full recovery. Many of the older 
workers (50-69 years of age) in these industries 
have left the labor force. Due to their age, they 
may find it hard to retrain or are potentially un-
willing to take a lower-paying job.
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Figure 3 shows the good news that the Inland 
Empire employment has recovered all jobs lost 
during the Great Recession.  Moreover, job gains 
have been on such a steep trajectory, that the re-
gion has outpaced the U.S. performance, and is 
on par with the state of California as a whole. 
During the depth of the recession, this did not 
seem possible. Not only had the Inland Empire 
experienced more significant declines in employ-
ment, but it also seemed to be stuck at the bot-
tom for a longer time.   

 
The movement in Figure 3 can be divided into 
four distinct phases. During Phase I (July 2007 – 
February 2010), we see the Inland Empire head-
ing into a recession. Employment experienced 
intense negative growth. Note that California 
and the U.S. did not see serious layoffs until the 
Lehman Brothers event in mid-September 2008. 

The decline for the Inland Empire started earlier and was 
much more severe. This trend continued into Phase II 
(February 2010 – September 2010). During this time 
period, there was hope for a substantial recovery of the 
market, as is typical for this phase of the cycle. Instead 
fear grew over the chance of a “double dip recession” sim-
ilar to the one seen nationally in the 1979/1981 episode. 
During this period, about one in eight workers in the 
Inland Empire had lost his or her job.  During Phase III 
(October 2010 – May 2011), the U.S. and Californian 
economies were in an upward trend while the Inland 
Empire still lagged behind. However, in Phase IV, the 
Inland Empire finally not only showed sustained growth 
and it eventually recovered all jobs and even overtook 
the U.S. and California in total job growth. Around July 
of 2014, the Inland Empire started to see employment 
above the level measured in 2007. The Inland Empire 
surpassed the U.S. and California in employment growth 
in October 2014. 

Photo Credit: Brian Ungard | Flickr
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By Bryn Miller ’19

Californians will head to the polls this No-
vember to consider an initiative to over-

turn most provisions of Proposition 227, the 
English Language in Public Schools Initiative 
Statute.  This 1998 initiative required California 
schools to place children with limited English 
proficiency into mainstream classes after one 
year of English language instruction specific to 
English learners. Proposition 58, titled “English 
Proficiency, Multilingual Education” on the bal-
lot, would remove this requirement and eliminate 

Total 
Enrollment

English 
Learners

Pecent English 
Learners

Hispanic 
Students

Percent Hispanic 
Students

CA 6,236,672 1,413,549 22.7% 3,321,274 53.3%
SBC 411,583 81,630 19.8% 259,723 63.1%
RC 426,227 89,256 20.9% 261,701 61.4%

Bilingual education in California began 
in 1967 when Governor Ronald Reagan 

signed legislation overturning an 1872 statute 
that required English-only instruction in Cali-

fornia public schools.   The following year Con-
gress passed the landmark Bilingual Education 
Act (BEA) of 1968. A component of President 
Johnson’s War on Poverty, the BEA attempted 

the need for parental waivers to place children 
in bilingual programs, thus allowing districts to 
implement bilingual programs with greater ease. 
Spanish-English bilingual education is a partic-
ularly important topic in the Inland Empire, 
where Latinos comprise half the population and 
18 districts currently have bilingual education 
programs. The political debate over Prop 58 is 
especially relevant in this region, since the effects 
of the law may directly impact the education of 
many students.

Source: California Department of Education DataQuest

California and Inland Empire English Learner Demographics (2013-14)

Proposition 58 and 
Bilingual Education in 
Inland Empire Districts

Photo Credit: Thomas Hawk | Flickr
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to provide children from low-income, non-En-
glish-speaking families with equal access to ac-
ademic material by instructing them in their 
primary language. Congress made funding avail-
able to school districts to establish programs for 
children with limited English speaking ability. 
This funding led to the growth of state programs 
that gave thousands of teachers across the coun-
try extra stipends for teaching bilingual classes. 
However, children enrolled in these programs of-
ten did not transition to English language class-
rooms, and in some cases may not have learned 
English at all.  

This is exactly the situation presented by the 
plaintiffs in Lau v. Nichols decided in 1974. 
The case was a class action lawsuit on behalf of 
Chinese-speaking students from San Francisco 
against officials from the San Francisco Unified 
School District.  The trial court found that there 
were 2,856 students of Chinese ancestry in the 
school system who did not speak English.  Of 
those, about 1,000 were given supplemental 
courses in the English language.  About 1,800 
(63%) did not receive that instruction. The Su-
preme Court found that the school district’s fail-
ure to provide English language instruction to 
these students denied them a meaningful oppor-
tunity to participate in the state’s public educa-
tion program and thus violated the Civil Rights 
Act of 1964.  In response, the Department of 
Health, Education and Welfare’s Office of Civil 
Rights released federal requirements known as 
the Law Remedies of 1975, mandating that lo-
cal districts provide English learners with English 
development programs. Districts failing to com-
ply risked losing federal funds. 

The next two decades saw a proliferation of 
bilingual education programs in California.  By 
1998, according to the California Legislative An-
alyst’s Office, approximately 30% of the state’s 
English learners were enrolled in bilingual edu-
cation programs. The Los Angeles Times report-
ed in 1998 that more than 5,800 schools in the 

state had at least 20 students with limited English 
skills.  Of those schools, 1,150 did not move a 
single student into English fluency according to 
a Times analysis of state records for 1997. The 
Times report found that fewer than 7% of limit-
ed-English students were becoming fluent each 
year, but noted that the failure was not exclusive 
to bilingual programs. One-third of the schools 
that failed to move any students into English flu-
ency were teaching only in English. 

 
 This is the context in which software entrepre-

neur Ron Unz and teacher Gloria Matta Tuch-
man introduced Proposition 227, an initiative 
which required children with limited English 
skills to be placed into mainstream classrooms 
after one year of special English instruction.   
Supporters of Prop. 227, the English Language 
in Public School Statute, believed that bilingual 
programs forced thousands of Spanish-speaking 
children into bilingual education programs that 
taught them almost exclusively in Spanish, fail-
ing to provide them with essential English skills. 
California voters passed Prop. 227 with a 60.8% 
majority in 1998. The measure split Latino vot-
ers, with a pre-election Field Poll showing Lati-
no voters supporting the measure by a margin of 
52% to 38%. 

Prop 227, codified in Chapter 3 of the Educa-
tional Code, mandated that schools keep Span-
ish speakers in intensive English instruction for 
a maximum of one year before transitioning into 
mainstream classrooms.  However, Prop 227 it-
self contained a loophole to this requirement. It 
permitted the English-only requirements to be 
waived if a child’s parent or legal guardian per-
sonally visits the school, receives information 
about any existing alternative programs, and ap-
plies for a waiver to place their child in an al-
ternative program.  Schools may approve waivers 
for students meeting any one of three condi-
tions:(1) English learners who have attended an 
English-only classroom for at least 30 days and 
whose teachers, principal, and district superin-
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tendent all agree would learn better in a bilingual 
program; (2) students who are at least ten years 
old; or (3) students who are already fluent En-
glish speakers.  Local school districts have signif-
icant autonomy to approve parental waivers for 
students with limited English proficiency. 

Currently California public school children 
are automatically placed in Sheltered English 
Immersion programs or English Language Main-
stream classrooms in accordance with Prop. 227. 

If parents visit the school and decide to place 
their child in an alternative program, the stu-
dent may be moved to an alternative bilingual 
or dual language immersion program. Bilingual 
programs teach English learners in English and 
their primary language, and more common dual 
immersion programs teach both English learners 
and native English speakers in two languages with 
a goal of bi-literacy for both groups. Enrollment 
in both programs requires a parental waiver.

Date Name Form Description
1967 SB 53, Signed by Governor 

Ronald Reagan
California 
Statute

Overturned a statute requiring English-only instruction in California 
classrooms.

1968 Bilingual Education Act (BEA) Federal 
Statute

Provided supplemental grants for school districts to establish programs 
to meet the needs of children with limited English speaking ability.

1974 Chacón-Moscone Bilingual-Bi-
cultural Education Act

California 
Statute

Established transitional bilingual education programs.

1974 Lau v. Nichols United 
States 
Supreme 
Court

Found that the failure to provide English language instruction or other 
adequate instruction to students who do not speak English is a violation 
of the Civil Rights Act of 1964.

1975 Lau Remedies Federal 
Guidelines

Provided guidelines to determine whether a school district was in com-
pliance with the law and offered guidance on development of plans.

1987 Chacón-Moscone Sunsets California 
Statute

Law establishing bilingual education expired, but many school districts 
continued bilingual education programs. 

1998 Proposition 227, English 
Language in Public Education 
Statute

California 
Initiative 
Statute

Required California schools to place children with limited English 
proficiency into mainstream classes after one year of English language 
instruction.

Development of Bilingual Education in California – 
Selected Highlights

State officials and researchers estimate ap-
proximately 400 bilingual education pro-

grams exist in California’s 10,933 public schools 
today. The California Association of Bilingual 
Education lists 406 dual immersion or bilingual 
programs in its database, although there may be 
significant gaps in the number of schools report-
ed. Geoffrey Ndirangu, Educational Programs 
Consultant at the California Department of 
Education’s Language Policy and Leadership Of-
fice, estimates that between 300 and 400 public 
schools have bilingual programs. He noted that 

these numbers may be artificially low since dis-
tricts are not required to report their bilingual 
programs and since the number of bilingual pro-
grams is growing quickly.  The Rose Institute’s 
research suggests this hypothesis is correct. The 
Rose Institute found that there are at least 64 
bilingual programs in the Inland Empire region, 
whereas the California Association of Bilingual 
Education database lists only 22.

Prop 58 is the latest opportunity for California 
voters to weigh in on bilingual education. The 
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initiative asks voters to approve S.B. 1174, for-
mally titled as California Education for a Glob-
al Economy Initiative, but known by its subject 
header as SB 1174, English Language Education. 
It seeks to overturn most of Prop. 227 by rewrit-
ing the educational code to no longer require 
schools to teach English learners in English-only 
programs.  It allows schools to each these students 
in variety of programs, including bilingual edu-
cation. Under Prop 58, parents of English learn-
ers would no longer need to sign waivers before 
their children could enroll in bilingual programs. 
. The legislation recognizes the importance of 
English as well as the opportunities bilingual ed-
ucation offers, especially in a globalizing world. 
The measure would require “that school districts 
and county offices of education shall, at a mini-
mum, provide English learners with a structured 
English immersion program,” but also encour-
ages districts to develop appropriate programs, 
including bilingual programs, for both native 
English speakers and English learners. If Prop. 
58 passes, districts will be required to work with 
their communities to create appropriate struc-
tured English programs for English learners, but 
will no longer need to get parental waivers to 
place students in programs other than sheltered 
English immersion and mainstream classrooms.

Led by State Senator Ricardo Lara (D-Bell 
Gardens), the California Senate passed S.B. 1174 
on September 14, 2014, in a 25-10 vote split 
largely along party lines. The Assembly passed 
the bill 53-26 and Governor Brown signed it on 
September 28, 2014.  SB 1174 will not, howev-
er, become law until it is put to the voters and 
passed by a majority of them.  This is because 
the current law (enacted by Prop 227) requires 
a two thirds majority vote in each house of the 
legislature or approval by the electorate in order 
to amend the statute. SB 1174 failed to get the 
requisite in both houses.

As the statewide initiative vote approaches, 
groups on both sides are advocating for their po-

sitions. Proponents of the law hold that the bill 
would allow students of all backgrounds to excel 
by teaching them two or more languages. They 
view the bill as an important step in handing 
control back to local school districts so commu-
nities can tailor English programs to their unique 
needs. The California Teachers Association, Los 
Angeles Unified School District, San Francisco 
Unified School District, and various other educa-
tional and governmental entities support the bill. 
As of September 25, 2016, the support campaign 
had raised over $1 million; the CTA is the main 
donor supporting the measure. 

Prop. 58’s opponents argue that the Prop 227 
English-only policies increased student perfor-
mance. They view Prop 58 as a step back that 
would allow the schools to implement “Span-
ish-almost-only” education, thereby neglecting 
students who did not grow up speaking English. 
Ron Unz, the leader of the Prop 227 campaign, 
is now leading the opposition to Prop 58.  He 
argues that the title of the proposition drafted by 
the Attorney General’s office, English Proficiency, 
Multilingual Education, is misleading. The latest 
Field-IGS poll suggests that this is true.  Unz also 
objects to a provision in Prop 58 that repeals the 
two thirds majority requirement for amending 
the statute.  The California Republican Party is 
opposed to the measure. As of Sept. 25, 2016, 
the opposition had not registered a PAC to sup-
port a “no” vote.

The California legislature has been supportive 
of bilingual education programs in past years. 
The Assembly demonstrated their support for 
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bilingual education in 2011, by approving the 
State Seal of Biliteracy Award. This award, which 
was first given out in 2013, recognizes graduating 
high school students who have a high proficiency 
in speaking, reading, and writing in a language 
other than English.  

The general public, however, may not share the 
same views as educators and politicians. A Field 
Poll released by the Institute for Governmental 
Studies on September 28, 2016, shows that Unz 
is correct that Prop 58’s title is misleading to vot-
ers.  When provided with the official ballot label 
and summary and asked how they would vote if 
the election were held today, 69% of voters sup-
ported Prop 58.  However, once pollsters told 
voters that Prop 58 would repeal most provisions 
of the English immersion requirement of Prop 
227, support plummeted to just 30% and 51% 
opposed it. When voters were given a third, more 
detailed explanation of current law, with the ar-
guments for and against Prop 58, 39% supported 
it and 41% were against it, and 20% were unde-
cided. Thus in both cases when voters were given 
more information, Prop 58 failed to get a major-
ity in support. The Field Poll notes that its find-
ings “underscore the significance of the Attorney 
General’s ballot labels for initiatives, and the po-
tential impact of giving voters more detailed in-
formation about the measures’ content.” 

The debate over Prop 58 is especially relevant 
in the Inland Empire, since the region has a sig-
nificantly higher proportion of bilingual pro-
grams for elementary school students than the 
state average.  In the Inland Empire, at least 64 
of the 602 school serving elementary-aged chil-
dren offer waiver-based Spanish dual immersion 
programs. The Rose Institute sent surveys to 53 
districts serving elementary children in the In-
land Empire and got responses, both partial and 
complete, from 40 via phone or email. District 
administrators across the Inland Empire noted 
that Prop. 58 would either have a positive or neg-
ligible impact on their school systems. Adminis-

trators from ten districts out of the 53 surveyed 
responded to the Institute’s question regarding 
the potential impact of Prop. 58 on their schools. 
Although the respondents are not a proportion-
al sampling of all districts in the Inland Empire, 
their answers provide a glimpse of the potential 
impact of the initiative on schools of various sizes 
and demographics across the region. 

Representatives from Alta Loma, Helendale, 
and Oro Grande school districts reported that 
their districts have no plans to implement bilin-
gual programs since they do not have significant 
numbers of English Learner students or signifi-

“When provided with the official 
ballot label and summary and asked 
how they would vote if the election 
were held today, 69% of voters sup-
ported Prop 58.  However, once poll-
sters told voters that Prop. 58 would 
repeal most provisions of the English 
immersion requirement of Prop 227, 
support plummeted to just 30% and 
51% opposed it.”

cant interest in bilingual education. San Jacinto 
Unified School District projected that the dis-
trict would not be affected immediately, but that 
Prop 58 could help create the desire to hire more 
trained bilingual teachers and establish programs 
in schools with enough interested students. An 
administrator from Colton Joint Unified noted 
the importance of overturning Prop 227 to en-
sure that students value their primary language 
and are ready to work in a global society. 

Administrators from Rialto Unified, Jurupa 
Unified, and Moreno Valley Unified School Dis-
tricts noted that Prop 58 would make it easier 
to implement existing and future bilingual pro-
grams ir increase demand. None of the respon-
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dents foresee negative consequences for their dis-
trict if Prop 58 passes, since this initiative would 
only affect districts with the resources and will 
to develop quality bilingual education programs.

Administrators in the remaining two respond-
ing districts, Etiwanda and San Bernardino City 
Unified, highlighted two key arguments on both 
sides of the bilingual education debate. Char-
layne Sprague, Assistant Superintendent of Ed-
ucational Services in Etiwanda School District, 
described the obstacles to implementing a quality 
dual immersion program. 

“The challenges associated with putting a pro-
gram of that scope and nature in place are incred-
ible. Consider this – we are experiencing a teach-
er shortage that rivals any shortage in the past. 
We struggle to find competent English-speaking 
teaching candidates who can instruct at the level 
of rigor and depth that the new standards require 
in several different course areas. How are we go-
ing to find fluent bilingual teachers who can in-
struct, in Spanish, with the depth and rigor we 
need in core subject areas?” 

Ms. Sprague’s point bolsters one argument 
of bilingual education opponents: that districts 
with resource deficits may decide to implement 
bilingual programs in which the Spanish instruc-
tion does not fully meet the educational needs 
of the students by failing to be rigorous in the 
underlying subjects. 

In San Bernardino City Unified School Dis-
trict, on the other hand, the bilingual education 

coordinator highlighted the successes of the dis-
trict’s program and the potential administrative 
benefits of making it easier to run the bilingual 
education programs. Daniel Arellano, the dual 
immersion coordinator for San Bernardino City 
Unified School District, reported in December 
2015 that approximately half of the district’s 51 
elementary schools have bilingual programs, with 
plans to expand the program to more elementary 
and middle schools. The district believes that the 
program strongly benefits the children by giving 
them the opportunity to learn two or more lan-
guages. However, a lack of a consistency for En-
glish learner classification when students switch 
between schools makes it difficult to collect data 
about student success in bilingual programs. De-
spite problems in consistency, Mr. Arellano be-
lieves that his district is set apart by the strong 
community support for bilingual education and 
parental encouragement for their children to 
learn more than one language.  “Overturning 
[Prop] 227 would be a real benefit,” Mr. Arel-
lano concluded, “since it would provide educa-
tors with the opportunity to communicate more 
openly and effectively with families about the 
benefits of bilingual education.”

Lilia Villa, director of English Language Pro-
grams at Moreno Valley, noted that her district 
will continue to implement bilingual programs 
even if the initiative is not overturned. “Current-
ly, we are doing what we would be doing if Prop 
227, an outdated ban, were overturned,” she as-
serted. “Bilingual education is the present and 
future for our students.”
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Since the enactment of its first Renewables 
Portfolio Standard (RPS) Program in 2002, 

California has been a leader for clean energy re-
form.  The program, which has been updated 
twice since its inception, sets targets for renew-
able energy use.  The first target, established in 
2002, was for 20% of all electricity to come from 
renewable sources by 2017.  In 2011, this man-
date was expanded to 30% of all electricity from 
renewable sources by 2020.  On September 7, 
2015, Governor Jerry Brown signed Senate Bill 
350, the Clean Energy and Pollution Reduction 
Act of 2015, into law. It raises the mandate to 
50% of all electricity from renewable sources by 
2030.

The first push for renewable energy sources 
in California came in the wake of high oil prices 
due to the Iran-Iraq War around 1980.  Coupled 
with the forced opening of the electrical grid to 
low-volume producers in the Public Utilities Reg-
ulatory Policies Act of 1978, California saw the 
deployment of hundreds of megawatts of renew-
able energy sources, especially from geothermal 
sources.  After the RPS was introduced in 2002, 
California again saw a boom in renewable energy 
deployment, mostly from wind power.  Near the 
end of the 2000s, solar power, both utility-scale 
(projects greater than 1MW) and rooftop, began 
to boom driven by state and federal subsidies.

California also took the lead in clean energy 
policy, establishing a cap-and-trade program for 

carbon in Assembly Bill 32 (2006), facilitating 
electric/hybrid vehicle adoption, and creating a 
positive environment for advanced energy start-
ups.  This action has led Clean Edge, an indepen-
dent research and consulting firm working in the 
clean energy field, to award California the top 
position in its Clean Tech Leadership Index of 
states for the past six years.  

California’s citizens believe in clean energy, 
as well.  According to a July 2015 survey by the 
Public Policy Institute of California (PPIC), 
86% of Californians believe that it is important 
for the state government to do something to pre-
pare for the future effects of global warming.  The 
drought appears to have affected public opinion 
about climate change as the percentage of Cal-
ifornians who believe global warming threatens 
California’s future increased almost 10 points 
from 2014 surveys among Democrats and Inde-
pendents polled (from 41% to 51% and 58% to 
66%, respectively).  Republican responses to the 
question did not change (stayed at 26%).

California utilities have duly adjusted to meet 
the RPS and in 2013 sourced about 24% of all 
electricity from renewables, two years earlier than 
mandated by SB 2.  The California Public Utili-
ties Commission (CPUC) monitors RPS imple-
mentation in a quarterly report and is optimistic 
that utilities will surpass the 2020 goal.  CPUC 
predicts most of the renewable energy generation 
will come from photovoltaic solar energy, which 

Robust Renewables: SB 350 and its 
Potential in the Inland Empire
By Zachary Wong ’19
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is expected to balloon in the next three years.  
The CPUC has not yet released any predictions 
on achieving the 2030 goals set in the bill. It is 
still in the process of drafting strategies for utility 
companies to meet their RPS obligations.  

Governor Brown signed the newest update to 
the Renewables Portfolio Standard, SB 350 on 
October 7, 2015.  The law promotes two ener-
gy goals explicitly outlined in Governor Brown’s 
2015 inaugural address: increasing the RPS man-
date to 50% and seeking to double the energy ef-
ficiency of all buildings in California.  Both goals 
are to be accomplished by 2030.  Proponents of 
the law touted its potential to improve air quality 
and public health, save citizens money through 
energy-efficient buildings, and create new jobs 
in the clean energy industry.  Opponents argued 
that the bill would crush business development 
and increase the costs of electricity, gasoline, 
and other products. A study by the Los Angeles 
County Economic Development Corp argued 
that the regulations threaten 11% of Califor-
nia’s jobs and more than 14% of its GDP. It also 
faulted SB350 for ceding to the California Air 
Resources Board broad authority to implement 
policy to achieve the mandates.  The July 2015 
PPIC poll showed strong public support for SB 
350’s goals, with 82% supporting the higher RPS 
standard and 70% supporting the goal of dou-
bling building efficiency. 

 
Despite this public support, a third element 

of SB 350 was stripped from the bill before it 
was passed.  Governor Brown’s third climate 
change reduction goal was to reduce petroleum 
use of cars and trucks by 50%, but this element 
was removed after opposition from the oil lob-
by arose. The opposition was led by the Western 
States Petroleum Association, a collection of 27 
oil companies including BP, Chevron, ExxonMo-
bil, Shell Oil, and ConocoPhillips.  The WSPA, 
acting through “grassroots” organizations such 
as the California Drivers’ Alliance and Fed Up 
at the Pump, spent millions of dollars in order 

to fight the adoption of the petroleum reduction 
policy.  Lobbyists courted on-the-fence represen-
tatives with incentives ranging from campaign 
money to fancy dinners and tickets to Dodgers 
games.

Stakeholders also spent money on direct-mail 
fliers and advertisements in an attempt to change 
public opinion about SB 350.  The ad campaigns 
emphasized the increased cost of gasoline that 
might result from such policies.  Although the 
July 2015 PPIC poll showed that 73% of Cali-
fornia residents supported cutting petroleum use, 
sponsor Kevin de León eventually removed the 
petroleum cuts from the final version of his bill.

The opposition campaign highlighted concerns 
of lawmakers representing poorer constituencies, 
often largely Latino or other minority commu-
nities.  The concerns were predominantly over 
rising costs that might be incurred by increased 
regulation.  “Does [the environment] continue 
to stay a number one issue for [my constituents] 
when their gas prices go up and their utility bills 
go up?” asked Assemblyman Ian Calderon (D) 
from Whittier in the Los Angeles Times.  Other 
legislators such as Assemblyman Jim Cooper (D) 
of Elk Grove saw many of the reforms as bene-
fitting the richer parts of the state.  Solar pan-
els and electric vehicles “are great, but they don’t 
come to our neighborhoods,” said Mr. Cooper.  
Dan Schnur, director of USC’s Unruh Institute 
of Politics, pointed out in the Los Angeles Times 
that abstract ideals such as progressive climate 
policy are trumped by more immediate concerns 
like a more expensive commute.  This issue may 
be particularly compelling in California, a state 
where gas prices are consistently above the na-
tional average and 60% of citizens commute by 
car to work.

Despite these criticisms, a revised SB 350 
(without the provision to reduce petroleum use) 
still passed through the California Senate and 
Assembly with substantial majorities (+12 and 
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+24, respectively).  Among California Democrats 
polled in July 2015 by PPIC, 90% favored the 
new RPS of 50% clean energy and 82% favored 
doubling energy efficiency in buildings.  Repub-
licans polled about 30 points lower at 63% and 
52% in favor, respectively.  Legislators represent-
ing the Inland Empire similarly split along party 
lines.  All Democrats in the Assembly and Senate 
voted for the bill while Republicans from the In-
land Empire uniformly voted against it.

The Inland Empire is a leading region for so-
lar and wind energy in California, with 34% of 
all solar and 12.3% of wind production in Cal-
ifornia originating there.  The region is home to 
52 wind farms with a total generating capacity 
of 753.4 MW. Most of the wind farms are inside 
the San Gorgonio Pass Wind Farm complex.  It 
generates 610 MW of energy, enough to power 
43.5 million CFL lightbulbs at once.

Solar energy thrives in the Inland Empire, as 
well.  The region plays host to a number of mas-
sive solar power plants, many of which claimed 
the title of “World’s Largest” at the time of their 
opening.  These plants include the Desert Sun-
light (550 MW generating capacity), Ivanpah 
(392 MW), Mojave (280 MW), and Genesis 
(250 MW) solar projects.  Two other large solar 
projects, Desert Quartzite (300 MW) and Soda 
Mountain (350 MW) have also been proposed 
and are working through the regulatory approval 
process.

SB 350 could prompt economic growth in an 
area that typically lags behind the rest of the state 
in terms of employment and income.  Both wind 
and solar projects generate thousands of jobs, 
mostly for the initial construction of facilities.  
The Ivanpah solar project (392 MW) created 
2,636 jobs over three years at its peak and now 
employs 65 permanent or seasonal employees.  It 
will also pay approximately $350 million in state 
and local taxes over its first 30 years of operation.  
A report by the Advanced Energy Economy In-

stitute found that 3.8% of all Inland Empire jobs 
are connected to the advanced energy industry, 
1.5 times the average throughout California.  
Most of these jobs are connected to utility-scale 
renewable energy plants.

“The Inland Empire is a leading 
region for solar and wind energy in 
California, with 34% of all solar 
and 12.3% of wind production in 
California originating there.”

Some worry, however, that power plant con-
struction is not the economic boon that it first 
appears.  Although power plant construction can 
bring jobs to the area, they seldom yield many 
permanent positions - the real jobs that towns 
and counties need to increase tax revenues.  Fur-
thermore, construction can actually impose costs 
on local governments.  In January 2011, Bright-
Source Energy, one of the co-owners of Ivanpah, 
began to plan a 500 MW solar project in Inyo 
County.  While the county was initially in fa-
vor of the project as a welcome opportunity for 
growth, its enthusiasm quickly waned after hir-
ing an economic analyst to research the poten-
tial economic effects on the county.  Although 
the power plant would pay $377,000 annually in 
taxes to the county, Inyo County would need to 
spend $11 million to $12 million on road ren-
ovations to support the project’s construction.  
Even after construction, Inyo County would 
need to spend an additional $2 million per year 
in order to provide required amounts of emer-
gency and public safety services.  In May 2015, 
the county requested that the California Energy 
Commission terminate the project’s application.  
BrightSource quickly withdrew its application.

Large plants like those in the Inland Empire 
need to overcome other challenges if they are to 
be completely successful.  As the Rose Institute 
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documented in 2011, utility-scale power plants 
like Ivanpah present many issues because of their 
size.  For one, homeowners often object to the 
aesthetics of large, industrial power plants.  Al-
though this may be less of a concern in a less pop-
ulated desert area such as the Inland Empire, the 
people who live there still worry that property 
values may be driven down by sprawling fields of 
solar or wind power generators.

There are also environmental concerns about 
large projects.  Conservationists worryabout the 
effects of large power plants on the ecosystems in 
which the plants are built.  When Ivanpah was 
first constructed, conservationists brought up 
concerns that desert tortoises would become en-
dangered, even if relocated.  Eventually, Ivanpah 
was forced to purchase a total of 12,000 acres of 
land, only 4,000 of which was used to build the 
plant.  The additional 8,000 acres was solely for 
conservation.

Even after Ivanpah was built, it has continued 
to raise ecological concerns.  The main concern 
now is birds.  Ivanpah was recently the subject 
of a US Fish and Wildlife Service report which 
concluded that the large solar project was a “me-
ga-trap” for birds.  The report found that the so-
lar projects attract insects which, in turn, attract 
birds.  Many of these birds are killed or injured 
when flying over the mirrors because the intense 

reflected sunlight sears or burns them.  The Des-
ert Sun reports that NRG Energy, one of the 
owners of Ivanpah, has committed to exploring 
“humane avian deterrent systems,” and other 
large-scale solar plants that were in the planning 
stages have been put on hold.

Despite environmental concerns, the future of 
solar energy in the Inland Empire still appears 
bright.  This is largely due to technological ad-
vances that are bringing prices down to levels 
competitive with conventional energy genera-
tion sources.  The price of solar energy has been 
subsidized by the Federal Investment Tax Credit, 
which provides a 30% tax credit to residential 
and commercial solar construction.  The Feder-
al ITC, renewed in December 2015, will decline 
to a 22% credit in 2021 and then drop off to a 
10% credit for commercial projects and be elim-
inated for residential projects.  Even though the 
subsidies are set to decline, the California Energy 
Commission reports that two more projects are 
under construction and several more have been 
approved and are available for construction.  This 
suggests that price parity may be just as import-
ant a driver for solar expansion as the ITC.  The 
most recent CPUC report predicts that solar 
power in California will expand rapidly in the 
next five years, and the Inland Empire is in a per-
fect position to capitalize on this.
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and the Lowe Institute of Political Economy to provide business and government leaders with 
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the Lowe Institute, is a Research Associate of the National Bureau of Economic Research and a member 
of the Editorial Board of the Journal of Economic History. Andrew Busch, Ph.D., director of the Rose 
Institute, has authored or co-authored eleven books on American politics and currently teaches courses 
on American government and politics. Manfred Keil, Ph.D., an expert in comparative economics, has 
extensive knowledge of economic conditions in the Inland Empire. Kenneth P. Miller, J.D., Ph.D., is 
an expert in California politics and policy who studies political developments in the Inland Empire. 
Bipasa Nadon, J.D., has worked in municipal government and specializes in local government policy.   
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