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Figure 4. Cars parked on the sidewalks in Los Angeles  
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Deferring the obligation to fix sidewalks until sale will help to gain the voters’ approval, and 
enforcing the obligation at sale will ensure the owners’ compliance, both of which are necessary 
for a successful program. In return for accepting the obligation to improve one’s own sidewalk at 
sale, the whole city will have good sidewalks.In return for accepting the obligation to plant one’s 
own street tree at sale, the whole city will have tree-lined streets. These are both great bargains. 
I’ll do my part if everybody else does their part, and we will all be better off. 
 
 Only the property owners whose sidewalks are broken will pay anything; owners will pay 
only for the cost of repairing their own sidewalks; and owners will not have to pay anything until 
they sell their property. With only a minimal obligation to repair sidewalks at sale, about half of 
all the city’s broken sidewalks will be repaired in ten years. Walkable cities need good sidewalks, 
and requiring sidewalk repairs at sale will help put cities back on their feet. 
 
 Our sidewalks have decayed slowly, and they can improve slowly. A better world often 
arrives in small steps, but we need reasons to take these steps. With a point-of-sale program, all 
property owners will, sooner or later, have to do their part. In the words of Danish urban designer 
Jan Gehl, we will be able to say, “How nice it is to wake up every morning and know that your 
city is a little better than it was the day before.” 
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Endnotes 
                                                 

1. These data were supplied by the Los Angeles Bureau of Street Services and the Los 
Angeles City Attorney. 

2. The text of the Ninth Circuit Court’s decision is available at this website:  
<http://www.dralegal.org/downloads/cases/barden/usca_opinion.txt>, accessed on October 24, 
2008. 
The text of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 is available at this website:   
<www.ada.gov/pubs/ada.htm>, accessed on September 21, 2008. 

3. Class Action Settlement Agreement, Barden v. City of Sacramento, 
 <www.dralegal.org/downloads/cases/barden/settlement.pdf>, p. 3, accessed on August 12, 2008.  

4. Class Action Settlement Agreement, Barden v. City of Sacramento, 
 <www.dralegal.org/downloads/cases/barden/settlement.pdf>, p. 13, accessed on August 12, 
2008. 

5. <http://www.ed.gov/policy/rights/reg/ocr/edlite-28cfr35.html#S150>, accessed on August 
12, 2008. 

6. New York City, for example, requires property owners to bear the cost of repairing 
sidewalks: <http://home2.nyc.gov/html/dot/html/sidewalks/sidewalkintro.shtml>, accessed on 
October 8, 2008. 

7. The Los Angeles Bureau of Street Services provided the data for the miles of repaired 
sidewalks and the expenditure on sidewalk repairs for fiscal years 2000–2008. 

8. Sections 18.26–28 of the Piedmont Municipal Code. 
 
9.  <http://www.milliontreesla.org/index.htm> 

10. The Bureau can collect a cost-recovery fee to verify the condition of the sidewalk and 
street trees. Properties in neighborhoods that do not have sidewalks and street trees can 
automatically receive a certificate of compliance on request. The city’s website can show all the 
streets that are automatically in compliance, and the owner would be able to download the 
certificate for the specific property at no charge. 

11. Shoup (1996) analyzes the policy of requiring street trees at the point of sale. Los Angeles 
already requires street trees when issuing building permits in some parts of the city. For example, 
the Wilshire–Westwood Scenic Corridor Specific Plan requires, “No building or structure shall be 
erected, structurally altered or enlarged unless shade-producing street trees are planted and 
maintained in the adjacent public way at a ratio of one tree for every 30 feet of lot frontage.” The 
point-of-sale program would accelerate the required planting of street trees. Requiring street trees 
at sale will also encourage owners to take better care of their existing trees, because owners will 
eventually have to replace any trees that die. 
 



 
 

 141

                                                                                                                                                               
12.  Where land values are high and sidewalk improvements raise them further, most owners 
should have more than sufficient equity to repay the cost of repairs, plus accrued interest, at sale. 
They can also voluntarily pay before sale to avoid the interest expense. 

13. The liens would resemble short-term “silent” mortgages, but would be senior to other 
mortgages. The lien is silent in the sense that the owner does not have to make any payments to 
amortize the debt, but must repay the debt plus accrued interest at sale. 

14. Shoup (1980, 1990, and 1994) explains the theory and practice of deferring the payments 
for special assessments until owners sell their properties. An arrangement between lenders and 
construction companies to finance local public infrastructure might be especially well suited for 
developing countries where the infrastructure deficit is much greater. Shoup (1994) explains the 
benefits of using deferred special assessments to finance public investments in developing 
countries. 

15. For example, see the Harvard Business School’s Project Finance Portal at: 
<http://www.people.hbs.edu/besty/projfinportal/>, accessed on October 9, 2008. 

16. The percent of all properties in the city that were sold at least once between the beginning 
of each year and the end of 2006 is calculated by dividing the number of properties in Column 3 
by the 768,922 properties in the city in 2007. 

17. Shoup (1996) uses both the Los Angeles Assessor’s data and U. S. Census data to analyze 
the long-term sales rates of real estate in Los Angeles City and County and the United States. 

18. Just as the “broken windows” theory suggests that if broken windows in a building are not 
repaired, vandals may break a few more windows, perhaps a “repaired sidewalks” theory would 
suggest that if some property owners repair their sidewalks, and all others know that they must 
repair their sidewalks eventually, many property owners may repair their sidewalks early. 
Similarly, requiring street trees at sale may also spur some owners to plant early. They may plant 
early because (a) they want to enjoy the tree they will eventually have to plant anyway, (b) they 
expect that it will be cheaper to plant early, (c) they anticipate that a mature tree will add more to 
the value of their property, (d) they realize that the best time to plant a tree is usually 20 years 
ago, and/or (e) they simply want to contribute their fair share to a plan they know will be 
accomplished. 

19. Scott Lindall and Douglas Olson explain the IMPLAN input-output system at this link: 
<www.implan.com/library/documents/implan_io_system_description.pdf>, accessed on 
September 29, 2008. I am grateful to Peter Gordon and Qisheng Pan for using this model to 
estimate the effects of regulating land use at sale.  

20. Memo to the Los Angeles City Council from the Pasadena-Foothills Association of 
REALTORS®, Glendale Association of REALTORS®, Beverly Hills Association of 
REALTORS®, and South Bay Association of REALTORS®, February 20, 2008, page 1. 

21. Martin (1997). See also Martin (1996). In addition to gas shut-off valves, Los Angeles 
requires property owners to install other items at sale, such as smoke detectors, water-
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conservation devices, and impact glazing for sliding doors. These requirements are detailed in the 
city’s report required at sale:  

<www.ladbs.org/permits/permit_related_forms/9aform_Autores.pdf>, accessed on December 12, 
2008. Requiring owners to fix their sidewalks at sale has many precedents. 

22. Website of the Southland Regional Association of REALTORS®, Inc., 
 <www.srar.com/members/politicalgovaffairs.php>, accessed on August 7, 2008. 

23. “Public at Risk as Nearly 50% of L.A. City's Sidewalks are Unsafe and Efforts to Fix 
them Prove Ineffective,” website of the Southland Regional Association of REALTORS®, 
December 5, 2007. <www.lasidewalks.org/pressreleases/120507-sidewalk2-2.php>, accessed on 
August 20, 2008. 

24. Stockbrokers, for example, would not complain about a new complication in the law that 
makes do-it-yourself stock transactions more difficult. They would welcome the increase in their 
work load. 

25. A short sale occurs if the lender accepts less than the total amount due on the mortgage 
when a property is sold. With the lender’s approval, the owner who sells the mortgaged property 
for less than the outstanding loan balance turns over all the proceeds of the sale to the lender. 

26. Kolozsvari and Shoup (2003) and Shoup (2005, Chapter 16) explain the economics and 
politics of using parking meter revenue to pay for sidewalk repairs. 

27. This website documents the common practice of parking on sidewalks in Los Angeles: 
<www.its.ucla.edu/shoup/NorthWestwoodVillageDatav3.pdf>. A second website documents 
emails and letters to city officials about inaccessible sidewalks in Los Angeles:  
<www.its.ucla.edu/shoup/CorrespondenceAboutADA.pdf>, accessed on September 21, 2008. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 

 143

                                                                                                                                                               
References 

 
Jacobs, Allan. 1990. In Defense of Street Trees, Places, Winter, pp. 84-87. 
 
Kohrman, Dan, and Julie Nepveu. 2008. Court Allows Challenge for Safe Sidewalks, Elder Law 
Forum, Vol. XXI, No. 2, July, pp. 5–6. 
 
Kolozsvari, Douglas, and Donald Shoup. 2003. Turning Small Change into Big Changes, Access, 
No. 23, Fall, pp. 2-7. 
 
Martin, Hugo. 1996. Panel Urges Mandate on Gas Shut-Off Valves, Los Angeles Times, July 31, 
1996. www.its.ucla.edu/shoup/shut-offvalves.pdf, accessed on December 8, 2008. 
 
Martin, Hugo. 1997. Gas Shut-Off Valves Mandated; Realtors Fear Action May Hurt Housing 
Sales, Los Angeles Times, February 27, 1997.  
www.its.ucla.edu/shoup/safetyvalvesmandated.pdf, accessed on December 8, 2008. 
 
Shoup, Donald. 1980. Financing Public Investment by Deferred Special Assessment, National 
Tax Journal, Vol. XXXIII, No. 4, December, pp. 414-429. 
 www.sppsr.ucla.edu//dup/people/faculty/shoup/NationalTaxJournal.pdf, accessed on December 
8, 2008. 
 
Shoup, Donald. 1990. New Funds for Old Neighborhoods: California's Deferred Special 
Assessments, Berkeley: California Policy Seminar. 
 http://shoup.bol.ucla.edu/NewFundsForOldNeighborhoods.pdf, accessed on December 8, 2008. 
 
Shoup, Donald. 1994. Is Underinvestment in Public Infrastructure an Anomaly?, in Gareth Jones 
and Peter Ward (eds.), Methodology for Land and Housing Market Analysis, London: UCL Press, 
pp. 236-250. www.sppsr.ucla.edu//dup/people/faculty/shoup/IsUnder-investment.pdf, accessed on 
December 8, 2008. 
 
Shoup, Donald. 1996. Regulating Land Use at Sale, Journal of the American Planning 
Association, Vol. 62, No. 3, Summer, pp. 354-372. 
http://shoup.bol.ucla.edu/Regulation_at_Sale.pdf, accessed on December 8, 2008. 
 
Shoup, Donald. 2005. The High Cost of Free Parking, Chicago: Planners Press. 
 
I am grateful to Amanda Bornstein, Sabrina Bornstein, Stephen Brumbaugh, Matthew Bruno, 
Stephanie Erickson, Joseph Holmes, Niall Huffman, Michael Manville, Katherine Matchett, 
Daniel Mitchell, Eric Morris, Matthew Palmer, Debra Patkin, Anthony Rozzi, Linda Samuels, 
Michael Smart, and Jacob Veverka for their excellent editorial advice. 
 



 144

 



 

 
145

FIGHTING CRIME WITH PUBLICLY-FINANCED SURVEILLANCE 
CAMERAS: THE SAN FRANCISCO EXPERIENCE 

 
Jennifer King, Samuelson Clinic for Law, Technology, and Public Policy, 

UC Berkeley 
Deirdre K. Mulligan, School of Information, UC Berkeley 

Steven Raphael, Goldman School of Public Policy, UC Berkeley 

 

1. Introduction 

The direct and indirect costs of criminal victimizations are quite large.  By one estimate, the 
direct monetary losses and the costs of pain and suffering among crime victims in the United 
States amounts to 0.5 to 0.7 perfect of GDP (Freeman 1996).  Beyond these direct costs, 
however, are substantial indirect costs generated by public and private expenditures designed to 
prevent crime, and to adjudicate and punish criminal offenders.  For example, U.S. state and 
local government as well as the federal government spend over $60 billion a year on corrections 
(Raphael and Stoll 2008).  In 2005, total U.S. expenditures on police topped $94 billion while 
judicial expenditures exceed $44 billion.1  In addition, private citizens expend personal resources 
and alter behavior (for example, limit outings after dark) with an aim on reducing the likelihood 
of becoming victimized. 

Given these large social costs generated by criminal activity, policy interventions that have 
even small impacts on crime often generate social benefits that exceed costs.  A great deal of 
research has been devoted to evaluating the impacts of changes in incarceration on crime rates 
(Levitt 1996, Johnson and Raphael 2008), impacts of the size of a city’s police force on local 
crime rates (Levitt 1997, McCrary 2002, Evans and Owens 2007), as well as the effects of 
policing strategies on crime, such as community policing (Donohue and Ludwig 2007) or 
concentrated “hot-spot” policing efforts (Sherman 2001, Braga et. al. 1999). 

 
II. Urban Use of Surveillance Cameras 

Recently, several U.S. cities have experimented with the use of publicly financed, 
maintained, and monitored surveillance cameras.  In California alone, 37 cities currently have 
some form of surveillance program in operation, with at least 18 of these cities actively 
monitored by the local police (Shlosberg and Ozer 2007).  While the use of public surveillance 
cameras as been more common in other countries (in the U.K. in particular), the installation of 
such systems in such major U.S. cities like Los Angeles, San Francisco, and Chicago is a 
relatively new and little-studied development.2  

 
III. Surveillance Analysis in San Francisco 

 This paper presents an empirical evaluation of the effect of crime camera installation on 
local crime rates for the city of San Francisco.  We estimate the impact of the installation of 
surveillance cameras in nineteen locations throughout the city on the level of criminal activity in 
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areas within the cameras’ view as well as criminal activity occurring in areas just beyond the 
cameras’ view-sheds.  We assess whether the installation of crime cameras affected the level of 
serious felony offending defined in terms of the seven Federal Bureau of Investigation “part 1” 
felony offenses. 

Our evaluation employs a simple quasi-experimental research design to isolate the effects of 
this program intervention on criminal offending.  We present a series of comparisons of before-
after changes in crime rates in areas within the immediate vicinity of the camera and areas just 
beyond the purview of the cameras.  Changes in crime rates within view of the cameras are 
driven by the impact of the cameras as well as the effects of any other changes in criminogenic 
conditions that determine the offending level (for example, local trends, changing demographics, 
local economic conditions etc).  In the absence of crime displacement, changes in crime rates in 
adjacent areas should reflect only the effect of all other environmental factors affecting crime on 
the specific city block.   

To the extent that surveillance cameras deter criminal activity, the before-after change in 
crime for the area within a camera’s view should differ from the comparable change in the area 
beyond the camera’s view, with crime declining in the area near the camera relative to crime in 
the adjacent area.  To assess whether crime is displaced from one region to another, we choose 
multiple comparison regions outside of the camera’s view.  In the absence of a displacement 
effect, the relative change across different comparison regions should be similar.   

To further refine these comparisons, we exploit the fact that surveillance cameras are only 
likely to deter criminal incidents occurring in public places.  Thus, if cameras deter criminal 
activity within their view, we should observe declines in crimes occurring in public places but no 
decline in crimes occurring in private places.  Thus, we present separate estimates for criminal 
incidents occurring in public places as well as for criminal incidents occurring in private areas, or 
areas unlikely to be captured by the camera.   A priori, a deterrent effect would predict a decline 
in crime in public places, but not in private places. 

The principal results of our analysis of the San Francisco program are the following: 

• We find statistically significant and substantial declines in property crime within 
view of the crime cameras.  Within 100 feet of camera locations, part 1 felony 
incidents decline by 24 percent. We do not see corresponding declines in the 
immediately adjacent areas nor do we observe increases in property crime in these 
areas.  When we analyze incidents occurring in public and incidents occurring in 
private places separately, we find statistically significant and substantial declines 
(on the order of 30 percent) near the cameras for crimes occurring in public only, 
and no relationship between distance from the camera and the change in crime for 
property crime occurring in private locations. 

• We find no evidence of an impact of the surveillance cameras on violent crime.  
Violent incidents do not decline in the areas near the cameras relative to areas 
further away, and we observe no decline in violent crimes occurring in public 
places. 
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IV. Description of the Evaluation Methodology 

Installing surveillance cameras may influence local crime rates through several avenues.  
First, to the extent that those who commit crime are sensitive to the likelihood of being 
apprehended, the presence of a surveillance camera may deter criminal activity in the area 
captured by the camera.  Whether such a local deterrent effect reduces overall crime rates will 
depend on whether the locally deterred reduce their overall offending or simply choose a location 
outside of the camera’s view.  If the locally deterred simply move down the street, crime will be 
displaced from the area covered by the camera to alternative areas of the city without video 
surveillance coverage.  We will refer to this effect throughout this report as a crime-displacement 
effect. 

Second, if crime cameras aid in the apprehension and prosecution of perpetrators, crime 
cameras may have an incapacitation effect.  Alternatively stated, if camera surveillance is helpful 
in capturing and incarcerating individuals with a high propensity to offend, this additional 
surveillance tool may reduce local crime rates through the incapacitation of those individuals 
responsible for disproportionate shares of crime. 

Impact by Distance from the Cameras 

We evaluate whether the installation of cameras deters criminal incidents and whether 
any such locally deterred criminal activity is displaced to immediately adjacent areas.3  We 
employ a simple non-experimental estimation strategy to isolate the deterrent effects of the 
San Francisco crime camera program on local offending levels. Our principal strategy is to 
assess whether the before-after installation change in crime rates in areas receiving crime 
cameras depends on the physical distance of the area from the camera location.  
Presumably, surveillance cameras will deter crime within areas in view of the camera, but 
not in areas outside the camera’s view.  Thus, to assess whether cameras are having a 
deterrent effect, we estimate the change in crime rates for areas of varying distance from 
the camera location.   

Specifically, let Crimeidt be the number of daily criminal incidents occurring at camera 
location i, where i=(1,…,16) reflecting the sixteen location clusters that we will define 
below, d=(1,2,3,4,5) indexes distance groups for sub-areas defined by 100-foot concentric 
circles drawn around specific camera locations, and t indexes specific calendar dates.  
Define the installation date for cluster i by the variable Ti.  The before-after change in 
average daily crime rates for each of the distance clusters is given by the equations  
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where Δ1, Δ2, Δ3, Δ4, and Δ5 give the before-after changes in average daily crime rates 
within 100 feet of cameras, within 100 to 200 feet of a camera, within 200 to 300 feet of a 
camera, within 300 to 400 feet of a camera, and within 400 to 500 feet of a camera. 
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To clarify our estimation strategy, we need to discuss the factors that determine these five 
changes in average crime rates.  Beginning with the change in the immediate vicinity of the 
camera, Δ1 will depend on (1) the effect of the camera on crime rates within the 100 feet 
circle surrounding the camera, (2) the impact of other changes in crime determinants that 
affect this area but not the remainder of the circle defined by the 500 foot radius 
surrounding the camera location under question, and (3) the effect of crime determinants 
that affect the entire area defined by the 500 foot radius.  Based on our site visits to each of 
the camera locations, we concluded that the cameras’ views do not extend beyond 100 
feet.4  Thus, changes in the remaining areas (Δ2, Δ3, Δ4, and Δ5) will depend only on (1) 
factors that impact the specific distance area only, and (2) crime determinants that 
influence the entire area define by the 500 foot concentric circle. 

Our estimation strategy involves comparing the change in crime within the camera’s view 
(Δ1) to changes in crime in the areas outside of the camera’s view (Δ2, Δ3, Δ4, and Δ5).  All 
such changes will be affected by crime determinants that have a common impact on the 500 
foot area.  Thus, if crime in the specific area, or citywide, is trending in a specific direction, 
this will be reflected in each of the five crime change tabulations.  However, only the crime 
change in location one (Δ1) will be affected by a local deterrent effect associated with 
increased surveillance.  Thus, our empirical test is to assess whether crime declines in 
region one relative to regions two through five – i.e., do we observe Δ1 < Δ2, Δ1 < Δ3, Δ1 < 
Δ4, Δ1 < Δ5.  To the extent that this is the case, we would have evidence that something is 
affecting crime in region one beyond all of the other determinants of criminal activity in the 
larger area surrounding the camera location. 

 

Study Limitations 

The chief limitation of this strategy concerns the fact that such a comparison of changes 
does not permit ruling out changes in crime determinants that differentially impact each of 
the five distance groups that we have defined.  For example, if the installation of the crime 
camera coincided with a change in lighting in area one or a shift of police patrolling 
resources to or away from area one, a relative change in crime near the camera may be 
attributable to these other factors.5  Most importantly, areas two through five may be affected 
by criminal activity displaced from area one, a factor that would yield a larger relative 
decline in crime in region one.  More generally, any factors that change during the study 
period that will affect one of the five regions but not the other regions (beyond the new 
deterrent effect in region one) will not be captured by this simple differencing. 

 

Use of Multiple Comparisons 

Nonetheless, the multiple comparisons of region one to regions two through five should 
assuage this concern to some degree.  One might argue that non-camera related factors that 
impact the change in criminal offending should be more similar in regions one and two than 
in regions one and five.  In addition, one might also expect to see larger displacement effects 
further down the block (say 400 to 500 feet away) rather than just beyond the camera’s view 
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(for example, 100 to 200 feet away).  Changes in crime that are similar across groups two 
through five would be inconsistent with this speculation.  In the empirical work below, we 
draw many such multiple comparisons. 

We estimate these before-after changes in crime for all criminal incidents as well as for 
criminal incidents defined by the location of the incident.  This latter stratification serves as a 
falsification check on the main before-after comparisons.  The incident data provided to us 
by the San Francisco Police Department (SFPD) include information on the location of the 
incident.  One might expect local deterrent effects to operate only on criminal offending 
occurring within public spaces visible to crime cameras.  One would not expect criminal 
activity occurring in private areas or public areas not within the camera’s view to be affected.  
Thus our falsification test involves defining incidents that occur in public spaces more likely 
to be captured by a camera and incidents occurring in spaces unlikely to be captured by a 
camera, and applying our evaluation strategy to each of these more restrictive dependent 
variables.  Evidence consistent with a local deterrent effect would involve observing patterns 
for crimes occurring in public spaces that differ from those for crimes occurring in private 
spaces. 

Using the incident coding provided by the SFPD, we define all incidents where the 
location is described as occurring on the sidewalk (30.1% of all part 1 felony incidents in our 
public spaces sub-sample), street (23.53%), San Francisco Municipal Transportation 
Authority (MUNI) facility (2.94%), vehicle parked on street (2.06%), parking lot (0.98%), 
miscellaneous outside area (0.49%), park (0.38%), alley (0.35%), Bay Area Rapid Transit 
(BART) facility (0.17%), and construction area (0.1 percent) or where the location was 
unknown (38.88%) as occurring in public places. We define all other incidents as occurring 
in private locations or locations unlikely to be captured by a camera.6  Using these 
definitions, roughly 72 percent of property crimes in our main analysis sample and 73 
percent of violent crime occur in public places. 

 
 

V. Data Description  

The San Francisco Police Department provided us with a data set describing 76,930 incidents 
occurring within 1,000 feet of nineteen crime camera locations.  The data query involved pulling 
all incidents within 1,000 feet of each camera location occurring between January 1, 2005 and 
January 28, 2008.  Since many of the cameras are within a 1,000 feet of one another, the 
structure of this query produced many duplicate incident counts – e.g., an incident occurring in 
the 1700 block of Mission St. would be recorded as occurring within 1,000 feet of both, the 16th 
and Mission as well as the 19th and Mission locations.  We tabulate that there are 59,706 
independent incidents occurring within 1,000 feet of the camera (that is to say, 78 percent of the 
total incident count represent independent events with the remainder being duplicates).  

 

Dealing with Double Counting 

We impose several restrictions on the data set that largely eliminate this double-counting 
problem.  First, we restrict our analysis to incidents occurring within 500 feet of one of the 
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19 camera locations.  Given the short radius of the area in view of the camera, this gives 
plenty of space to define various comparison groups and to test for displacement effects.7  
This greatly reduces the overlap in the analytical areas surrounding each location.  For 
example, the 500 foot concentric circles around the 16th and Mission and 19th Mission 
locations do not overlap while the 1,000 foot concentric circles do.   

Second, we restrict our analysis to incidents occurring during the 209 days prior to 
camera installation and the 264 days following camera installation.  The length in days of the 
chosen pre and post period are the maximum number of days for which we have pre and post 
data for all of the nineteen camera locations.  Since several of the cameras that are in close 
proximity to one another have installation dates that differ by more than a year, imposing the 
time restrictions eliminates many of the remaining double-counted incidents.   

Moreover, since several of the locations near one another have installation dates that 
differ by more than 264 days, there will be many instances where it will indeed be 
analytically correct to count incidents more than once.8  Imposing these two restrictions 
reduces the proportional importance of incorrectly double-counted incidents from 22 percent 
of observed incidents to less than five percent of observed incidents. 

The remaining incorrectly double-counted incidents occur near camera locations that are 
within 500 feet of one another and where installation dates are chronologically close.  We 
deal with these remaining double-counted incidents in the following manner.  For camera 
locations that are within 500 feet of one another and have installation dates that are less than 
three months apart we define subsuming location clusters.  For criminal incidents reported 
more than once within a cluster, we retain the record with the minimum distance to a camera 
location and discard the remaining duplicates.   

This specification choice means that the surveillance areas around camera clusters will be 
defined by the union of the surveillance areas of the individual cameras, and that more distant 
areas are only defined as such if they are not covered by a closer camera location.  That is to 
say, a location within 50 feet of one camera within a given cluster but 500 feet from another 
camera in the same cluster is classified as being within 50 feet of the camera cluster. In 
addition, in order for a location to be classified as 500 feet from a camera, it must be at least 
500 feet from all cameras. 

 

Camera Location 

Table 1 presents a list of the 19 surveillance camera locations along with the installation 
dates.  The final column of the table listed our created camera clusters that we use to define 
the concentric circles around the camera location.  Note, 14 of the 19 locations are in single-
location clusters –i.e., they are sufficiently distant from other camera locations that the area 
swept by the 500 foot radius does not overlap with that of any other location.  The remaining 
five locations are grouped into two geographic clusters. 
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Table 1 

Surveillance Camera Locations, Installation Dates, and Cluster Categorization 

Location Installation Date Cluster 

Telegraph Hill 12/18/2006 1 

1050 McAllister 3/27/2007 2 

16th & Mission 2/15/2007 3 

19th & Mission 12/30/2005 4 

24th & Mission 3/23/2007 5 

26th & Shotwell 4/24/2007 6 

26th & Treat 12/13/2005 7 

3rd & Kirkwook 11/21/2005 8 

3rd & Newcomb 1/25/2007 9 

Allemany & Ellsworth 12/22/2005 10 

Eddy & Buchannan 7/29/2005 11 

Eddy & Pierce 12/31/2005 12 

Scott & Eddy 12/31/2005 12 

Turk & Scott 2/27/2006 12 

Haight & Webster 5/11/2007 13 

Jones & Ellis 3/7/2007 14 

Turk & Taylor 3/8/2007 14 

Middle Pt & W. Pt 12/6/2005 15 

Mission St & Geneva 3/16/2007 16 

Locations that are clustered together are those in extremely close proximity that have installation dates 
within three months of one another. 
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Table 2. Average Daily Property Crimes Before and After Camera Installation by Distance from 
the Camera Location 

 Average Daily Crime 
Before 

Average Daily Crime 
After 

Change, After – Before 

Panel A: All Property Crime 

Within 100 feet 0.052 (0.004) 0.040 (0.003) -0.012 (0.005)b 

100 to 200 feet 0.025 (0.003) 0.023 (0.002) -0.002 (0.003) 

200 to 300 feet 0.023 (0.003) 0.023 (0.002)  0.000 (0.003) 

300 to 400 feet 0.073 (0.005) 0.070 (0.005) -0.002 (0.007) 

400 to 500 feet 0.060 (0.004) 0.061 (0.004)  0.001 (0.006) 

Panel B: Property Crime in Public Places or Where Crime Location is Unknown 

Within 100 feet 0.044 (0.004) 0.031 (0.003) -0.013 (0.002)a 

100 to 200 feet 0.010 (0.002) 0.011 (0.002)  0.001 (0.002) 

200 to 300 feet 0.018 (0.002) 0.016 (0.002) -0.002 (0.003) 

300 to 400 feet 0.054 (0.004) 0.053 (0.004) -0.001 (0.006) 

400 to 500 feet 0.043 (0.004) 0.042 (0.003)  0.001 (0.005) 

Panel C: Property Crime in Private Locations or Locations Unlikely to be Covered by a 
Surveillance Camera 

Within 100 feet 0.007 (0.001) 0.008 (0.001)    0.001 (0.002) 

100 to 200 feet 0.015 (0.002) 0.012 (0.002) -0.003 (0.003) 

200 to 300 feet 0.005 (0.001) 0.008 (0.001)   0.003 (0.002) 

300 to 400 feet 0.019 (0.002) 0.018 (0.002) -0.001 (0.003) 

400 to 500 feet 0.017 (0.002) 0.019 (0.002)   0.002 (0.003) 

Standard errors are in parentheses.  Averages are based on 209 days before installation and 264 days after 
installation for each of the 16 camera location clusters. 
a. Statistically significant at the one percent level of confidence. 
b. Statistically significant at the five percent level of confidence.c. Statistically significant at the ten 
percent level of confidence. 
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IV. Empirical Results 

 In this section, we present the main empirical findings of our evaluation.  We first 
investigate the deterrent effect of crime cameras on local property crime rates.  We next test for 
an effect of cameras on the overall violent crime rate and specific types of violent offenses. 

The Effect of Installing Surveillance Cameras on Local Property Crime Rates 

  We begin our analysis by documenting average daily property crime levels for the time 
period preceding camera installation and the time period following installation.  We define 
total property crimes as the sum of burglaries (residential and otherwise), larceny theft, and 
motor vehicle theft.  Recall, our pre-period consists of the 209 days prior to the camera 
installation date for all sites while the post period consists of the 264 days following the 
camera installation. 

  Table 2 presents average daily crime rates for the pre and post periods by distance from 
the camera.  Within each distance band, we also tabulate the pre-post change in average daily 
crimes and perform a test of whether this change is statistically significant.  Panel A of the 
table presents results for all property crimes, Panel B presents results for crime that we have 
deemed as occurring in a public place likely to be captured by a camera, while Panel C 
presents tabulations for crimes that occur in private places or locations that are unlikely to be 
captured by a camera.   

 Beginning with the results for all property crimes, we observe a statistically significant 
decline (at the five percent level of confidence) in the areas within 100 feet of the new 
surveillance cameras.  The decline in average daily incidents from 0.052 to 0.040 constitutes 
at 23 percent decline in property crime levels.  Note, we have concluded from our site visits 
that the view shed of the cameras do not extend beyond 100 feet.  Thus, this inner area is the 
principal area directly treated by a new crime camera. 

 For more distant areas – i.e., the 100 feet concentric bands between 100 and 500 feet 
from the cameras – there are no measurable pre-post changes in average daily property 
crimes.  While several sites register small declines, all are small relative to the sampling 
error, rendering these changes statistically indistinguishable from zero. 

The results for property crimes occurring in public places are similar, yet somewhat 
sharper.  For the areas within 100 feet of the camera, we observe a decline in average daily 
property crimes of 0.013 (approximately 30 percent of the baseline crime rate of 0.044).  This 
change is statistically significant at the one percent level of confidence and is measured more 
precisely than the overall change in property crimes present in Panel A.  Again, there are no 
measurable changes in the areas from 100 to 500 feet from the cameras.  The results for 
property crimes occurring in either private places or places unlikely to be captured by a 
camera stand in stark contrast to the results in Panels A and B.  Here, we observe no 
statistically significant changes in any of the areas, near or far.  This falsification check 
provides support for the interpretation of the results in Panels A and B as a true causal impact 
of the cameras on local property crime rates. 
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Table 3. Difference-in-Difference Calculations of the Change in Property Crime Within 100 Feet of 
Camera Relative to the Change in Crime in More Distant Areas  

Panel A: All Property Crime 

 Δ1-Δ2 Δ1-Δ3 Δ1-Δ4 Δ1-Δ5 

No Controls -0.010 

(0.006) 

-0.012b 

(0.006) 

-0.010 

(0.008) 

-0.014c 

(0.008) 

Calendar month 
and year effects 

-0.010 

(0.006) 

-0.012b 

(0.006) 

-0.010 

(0.009) 

-0.014c 

(0.008) 

Panel B: Property Crime in Public Places or Where Crime Location is Unknown  

 Δ1-Δ2 Δ1-Δ3 Δ1-Δ4 Δ1-Δ5 

No Controls -0.014a 

(0.005) 

-0.011c 

(0.006) 

-0.012 

(0.007) 

-0.012c 

(0.006) 

Calendar month 
and year effects 

-0.014a 

(0.005) 

-0.011c 

(0.006) 

-0.012 

(0.007) 

-0.012c 

(0.006) 

Panel C: Property Crime in Private Locations or Locations Unlikely to be Covered by a 
Surveillance Camera  

 Δ1-Δ2 Δ1-Δ3 Δ1-Δ4 Δ1-Δ5 

No Controls 0.004 

(0.003) 

-0.001 

(0.003) 

0.002 

(0.004) 

-0.001 

(0.004) 

Calendar month 
and year effects 

0.004 

(0.003) 

-0.001 

(0.002) 

0.002 

(0.004) 

-0.001 

(0.004) 

Standard errors are in parentheses.  The first set of estimates provides simple difference-in-difference 
calculations.  The second set of estimates come from a regression of daily criminal incidents on a dummy 
for being within 100 feet of the camera, a post installation dummy, an interaction term between the 
within-100-feet dummy and the post-installation dummy, a complete set of fixed effects for calendar 
month, and a complete set of year fixed effects.  The reported statistics and corresponding standard errors 
are for the coefficient on the interaction term. 

a. Statistically significant at the one percent level of confidence. 
b. Statistically significant at the five percent level of confidence. 
c. Statistically significant at the ten percent level of confidence. 
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  Table 3 formally tests whether the changes in property crime in the areas within 100 feet 
of a camera differ from the comparable changes observed in the other four 100 foot 
concentric areas bands.  For all property crimes, property crimes occurring in public places, 
and property crime occurring in private places, the first row of figures presents the 
difference-in-differences calculated by subtracting the change in one of the comparison areas 
beyond 100 feet from the change in crime occurring within 100 feet.  The second row of 
figures presents a comparable regression-adjusted difference-in-difference estimate which 
includes a complete set of fixed effects for calendar months and calendar years.  These latter 
results control for seasonal crime patterns as well as year-to-year differences in the overall 
crime level.  Since the basic results and the regression-adjusted estimates are nearly identical 
in all cases, our discussion will focus on the unadjusted results. 

 Beginning with the estimates for all crime in panel A, the relative change in crime within 
100 feet of the camera are numerically comparable across all comparisons, with relative 
changes of -0.01 to -0.014.  Given the size of the standard errors on these estimates, all of 
these relative changes are statistically indistinguishable from one another.  These relative 
changes are statistically significant in the difference-in-difference estimate using the area 200 
to 300 feet away as the comparison area (at the 5 percent level of confidence) and in the 
comparison using the area 400 to 500 feet away (at the 10 percent of level of confidence).  
Similar to the basic patterns in Table 2, we observe stronger evidence when we restrict our 
attention to crimes occurring in public places.  Here the relative changes ranges from -0.011 
to -0.014, with the change relative to the area 100 to 200 feet away significant at the one 
percent level of confidence, the change relative to the are 200 to 300 feet away significant at 
the 10 percent level of confidence, and the change relative to the are 400 to 500 feet away 
significant at the 10 percent level of confidence.  With regards to crimes occurring in private 
places, we find no evidence of a relative changes in crime near the cameras. 

Violent Crime 

 Tables 4 and 5 present corresponding estimation results for overall violent crime.  Violent 
crimes are calculated as the sum of murders, rapes, robberies, and assaults.  Beginning with 
the basic pre-post patterns in Table 4, there is little evidence that the installation of crime 
cameras affected the average number of violent crimes in any of the five distance groups.  
The results for all violent crime indicate slight increases in violent crime that are all 
statistically indistinguishable from zero and that exhibit no discernable pattern with regards 
to distance from the camera location.  We find similar results when we look at crimes 
occurring in public places as well as violent crime occurring in private places or places 
unlikely to be captured by the camera. 

 Table 5 presents difference-in-difference calculations for the relative change in crime 
near the cameras and formal tests of the statistical significance of these relative changes.  In 
all comparisons, the point estimates are small relative to the standard errors.  For many, the 
changes are near zero.  There isn’t single statistically significant estimate in the table.  Hence, 
in conjunction with the results presented in Table 4, we conclude that there is little evidence 
of an impact of the surveillance cameras on violent crime. 
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Table 4. Average Daily Violent Crimes Before and After Camera Installation by Distance from the 
Camera Location 

 Average Daily Crime 
Before 

Average Daily Crime 
After 

Change, After – Before 

Panel A: All Violent Crime 

Within 100 feet 0.061 (0.005) 0.065 (0.004) 0.004 (0.006) 

100 to 200 feet 0.030 (0.003) 0.038 (0.003) 0.008 (0.005) 

200 to 300 feet 0.022 (0.003) 0.023 (0.002) 0.001 (0.003) 

300 to 400 feet 0.082 (0.006) 0.083 (0.008) 0.001 (0.008) 

400 to 500 feet 0.059 (0.005) 0.063 (0.003) 0.004 (0.006) 

Panel B: Violent Crime in Public Places or Where Crime Location is Unknown 

Within 100 feet 0.054 (0.004) 0.054 (0.004) 0.000 (0.006) 

100 to 200 feet 0.018 (0.002) 0.023 (0.003) 0.006 (0.004) 

200 to 300 feet 0.016 (0.002) 0.015 (0.002) -0.001 (0.003) 

300 to 400 feet 0.058 (0.005) 0.056 (0.004) -0.002 (0.006) 

400 to 500 feet 0.040 (0.004) 0.042 (0.003) 0.002 (0.005) 

Panel C: Violent Crime in Private Locations or Locations Unlikely to be Covered by a Surveillance 
Camera 

Within 100 feet 0.007 (0.001) 0.010 (0.002) 0.002 (0.002) 

100 to 200 feet 0.012 (0.002) 0.014 (0.002) 0.002 (0.002) 

200 to 300 feet 0.007 (0.001) 0.008 (0.001) 0.001 (0.002) 

300 to 400 feet 0.024 (0.003) 0.026 (0.003) 0.002 (0.004) 

400 to 500 feet 0.019 (0.002) 0.021 (0.002) 0.002 (0.003) 

Standard errors are in parentheses.  Averages are based on 209 days before installation and 264 days after 
installation for each of the 16 camera location clusters. 
a. Statistically significant at the one percent level of confidence. 
b. Statistically significant at the five percent level of confidence. 
c. Statistically significant at the ten percent level of confidence.  
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Table 5. Difference-in-Difference Calculations of the Change in Violent Crime Within 100 Feet of 
Camera Relative to the Change in Crime in More Distant Areas 

Panel A: All Violent Crime 

 Δ1-Δ2 Δ1-Δ3 Δ1-Δ4 Δ1-Δ5 

No Controls -0.004 

(0.008) 

0.003 

(0.007) 

0.003 

(0.010) 

-0.000 

(0.009) 

Calendar month 
and year effects 

-0.004 

(0.008) 

0.003 

(0.007) 

0.003 

(0.010) 

-0.000 

(0.009) 

Panel B: Violent Crime in Public Places or Where Crime Location is Unknown 

 Δ1-Δ2 Δ1-Δ3 Δ1-Δ4 Δ1-Δ5 

No Controls -0.004 

(0.007) 

0.001 

(0.007) 

0.003 

(0.009) 

-0.000 

(0.008) 

Calendar month 
and year effects 

-0.004 

(0.007) 

0.001 

(0.007) 

0.003 

(0.008) 

-0.000 

(0.008) 

Panel C: Violent Crime in Private Locations or Locations Unlikely to be Covered by a Surveillance 
Camera 

 Δ1-Δ2 Δ1-Δ3 Δ1-Δ4 Δ1-Δ5 

No Controls 0.000 

(0.004) 

0.001 

(0.003) 

0.000 

(0.005) 

0.000 

(0.004) 

Calendar month 
and year effects 

0.000 

(0.004) 

0.001 

(0.003) 

0.000 

(0.005) 

0.000 

(0.004) 

Standard errors are in parentheses.  The first set of estimates provides simple difference-in-difference 
calculations.  The second set of estimates come from a regression of daily criminal incidents on a dummy 
for being within 100 feet of the camera, a post installation dummy, an interaction term between the 
within-100-feet dummy and the post-installation dummy, a complete set of fixed effects for calendar 
month, and a complete set of year fixed effects.  The reported statistics and corresponding standard errors 
are for the coefficient on the interaction term. 

a. Statistically significant at the one percent level of confidence. 
b. Statistically significant at the five percent level of confidence. 
c. Statistically significant at the ten percent level of confidence. 
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VI. Conclusion 

 The empirical results from this analysis are several.  First, we find fairly consistent 
evidence that the installation of crime cameras at 19 locations throughout the city has had a 
statistically significant and substantial impact on property crimes within the areas in the camera’s 
view.  We observe pre-post declines in property crime in excess of 20 percent and for crimes 
occurring in public, as high as 30 percent.  There are no comparable declines in crimes occurring 
further from the cameras and no increase in crime in more distant areas either absolutely, or 
relative to a set of comparison regions.  Second, we find very little evidence of an impact of the 
cameras on violent crime. 

 Whether these results generalize to what would happen in other cities is an interesting 
question.  The San Francisco crime camera program is in many ways unique.  The system is only 
passively monitored and there are strict provisions in the ordinance authorizing the program 
against aiming the camera towards private areas and against active monitoring of the cameras.  
The photo resolution is not particularly high and the number of frames caught per minute is 
relatively small.  This contrasts with systems in other cities, such as London and Chicago, where 
the cameras are actively monitored, resolution is higher, and camera monitors actively can pan 
and zoom their equipment in response to a call.   

 Thus, whether the disappointing results with regards to violent crime are due to an 
inability of video surveillance to deter such activity or to the particular manner in which the 
program was implemented in San Francisco is an open question.  Interestingly, there is extant 
empirical evidence suggesting that violent crime is generally insensitive to changes in incentives, 
while property crime is fairly sensitive to the likelihood of being detected and to positive 
incentives to engage in other activity (Raphael and Winter Ebner 2001, Gould et. al. 2002).  Such 
evidence suggests that deterring violent crime is a fairly difficult task, given the nature and 
motivation behind this class of offending.  Nonetheless, we cannot rule out that the particulars of 
the program under study are behind the weak impacts on violent crime. 

 An additional question raised by the results presented here concerns whether the benefits 
in terms of reduced property crime outweigh the explicit budgetary outlays of the program, as 
well as the harder to measure costs of the program in terms of eroded civil liberties.  The crimes 
affected by the cameras are indeed the lower-cost crimes in terms of the pain, suffering, and 
property loss experienced by victims, suggesting that while the crime reduction is substantial, the 
monetary valuation of the crime reduction would be much larger had violent crime been reduced.  
Whether these benefits exceed explicit and implicit cost of cameras depend on the citizenry’s 
willingness to pay for these marginal security improvements.  While we have not performed such 
a cost-benefit assessment, future research on the effects of such programs is certainly warranted 
given the increasing use of cameras in American cities. 
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Endnotes 

                                                            
1 See US Bureau of Justice Statistics, Facts at a Glance, http://www.ojp.usdoj.gov/bjs/glance/exptyp.htm, accessed 
on November 1, 2008. 

2 Part 1 offenses consist of violent crimes (criminal homicide, forcible rape, robbery, assault) and property crimes 
(burglary, larceny-theft, motor vehicle theft, arson). 

3 Assessing incapacitation effects is considerably more difficult as we wouldn’t expect incapacitation to play itself 
out spatially within a block (proximity to cameras being a key aspect of our evaluation strategy).  

4 The San Francisco cameras are positioned in a fixed form, are not actively monitored, and can essentially see 
across the street or intersection where they are located and a partial portion of the block.  Our site visits to the 
camera and sample images shared with us lead us to the conclusion that the camera views do not extend beyond 100 
feet (with 100 feet being a generous estimate). 

5 Note difference in lighting or patrolling or any other such factor across areas within the 500 foot circle that do not 
change over time will not impact this estimate, since our estimation strategy is based on the change in criminal 
activity rather than level of activity at a given point in time. 

6 Roughly ninety-two percent of the incidents that we define as occurring in locations outside of the camera’s view 
have locations described as (in proportional order of importance for this sub-sample) apartment (41.59%), 
miscellaneous building-store (15.3%), hotel, motel (8.05%), house (6.98%), public housing (4.74%), bar (4.47%), 
restaurant (4.2%), liquor store (1.43%), residential garage (1.43%), house-multiple dwelling (1.25%), commercial 
office (0.98%), drug store (0.98%), and religious premises (0.98%).  The remaining seven percent of incidents are 
all in categories that individually account for less than one percent of incidents.  These additional categories are 
department store (0.89%), school, other (0.81%), flat (0.63%), grocery store (0.63%), laundromat (0.45%), public 
garage (0.45%), theatre (0.45%), service station (0.36%), supermarket (0.36%), bank (0.27%), hotel lobby (0.27%), 
residential treatment facility (0.27%), hallway (0.18%), jewelry store (0.18%), motel room (0.18%), playground 
(0.18%), public restroom (0.18%), taxi (0.18%), government agency (0.09%), group home (0.09%) medical office 
(0.09%), MUNI electric bus (0.09%), pawn shop (0.09%), school, elementary (0.09%), warehouse (0.09%), 
waterfront area (0.09%).    

7 500 feet corresponds to roughly two city blocks along the numbered streets in San Francisco (e.g., 16th and 19th 
streets, and slightly more than one city block along such streets as Mission and Market streets.   

8 To illustrate this point, consider the following example.  Suppose that locations A and B are 500 feet apart, and 
that the camera installation date for location A occurs 270 days prior to the installation of cameras at location B.  
Consider a criminal incident occurring 100 days after the installation of cameras at location A (thus occurring both 
in A’s post period and B’s pre period) that occurs within 500 feet of both locations.  To accurately measure crime 
levels in area A post camera installation we must include this incident.  Moreover, the post-period for A will not be 
influenced by the installation of cameras at B, since new cameras at B arrive six days beyond the close of the post 
period for A.  Similarly, to accurately measure crime levels in area B prior to the installation of cameras, we must 
include the incident in question.  Moreover, changes in surveillance at location A will not influence our pre-
installation crime estimate for region B, since the installation date for region A occurs 61 days prior to the opening 
of the pre-period for region B. 
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THE UNION SECTOR IN CALIFORNIA: A 2008 UPDATE 
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Labor unions have long played a role in California politics and public policy.*  As noted 
in last year’s edition of California Policy Options, their role in the state’s direct democracy 
(initiatives) – surprisingly for organizations capable of “grass roots” campaigning – has tended to 
be defensive rather than pro-active.1  However, unions have been capable of defeating initiatives 
that they deem harmful to their objectives and of supporting friendly candidates. 
 

Although private sector unionization (with the exception of agriculture) is largely (but not 
entirely) the province of federal regulation, California does play the major role in regulating 
unionization in the public sector, state and local.  The public sector regulatory framework was 
also described in an earlier edition of California Policy Options, with a special emphasis on 
dealing with public transit labor disputes.2  This chapter updates a report which originally 
appeared annually in another university publication on the labor relations outlook in the state.3  It 
includes new data on the state’s union sector provided by the Bureau of National Affairs, Inc., as 
the result of a grant by the UCLA Institute for Research on Labor and Employment, and in 
addition uses other publicly-available data.  Also provided is a rundown of selected 
developments and connections to public policy by sector. 
 
California Trends in Union Representation 
 

As Chart 1 shows, there has been a long-term downward trend in the proportion of wage 
and salary workers represented by unions, both in the U.S. as a whole and in California.  
However, the unionization rate in California has been consistently above the national rate.  There 
is a bifurcation in this record, however.  As Charts 2 and 3 illustrate, the positive gap between 
California and the U.S. has been primarily a matter of the difference in public-sector 
unionization as opposed to private, although the California/U.S. private gap has widened 
somewhat in recent years.   
 

Since the drop in the unionization rate, both nationally and in California, has been mainly 
a phenomenon of private employment,  the leveling out of the rate in recent years – and even an 
uptick in 2007 – has sparked a good deal of attention.  Analysts have debated whether there is 
the beginning of a turnaround in private unionization brewing in California and whether the 
uptick seen in 2007 marked the start an ongoing trend.4  Complicating the analysis of that 
possible trend reversal is the economic difficulties faced by California and the nation post-2007 
and the impact that the troubled economy might have on unionization. 
 

Although California has had a higher private-sector unionization rate than the U.S. over a 
long period, there is sectoral variation.  As Chart 4 shows, construction has been characterized by 
a higher-than-U.S. California unionization rate.  But the California/U.S. gap in construction 

                                                 
* This chapter covers developments as of late October 2008.  Subsequent events and information are not reflected. 
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seems to have narrowed since the 1980s.  In manufacturing (Chart 5), the California unionization 
rate has been consistently below the U.S.  Non-manufacturing other than construction (services 
such as health care, certain parts of retailing) has featured a higher California unionization rate 
than the rest of the U.S., as can be seen on Chart 6. 
 
Major Contracts and the Private Sector in California 
 

The U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics has long maintained a file of “major” union contracts 
– private and public contracts covering 1,000 or more workers – now with online accessibility.  
Charts 7 and 8 provide union and sectoral detail.  The three largest sectors of major union 
coverage are construction, retail-wholesale food distribution, and health care.  Craft unions 
associated with construction such as the Laborers (LIUNA), Carpenters (UBC), Plumbers (PPF), 
and Painters (PAT) are prominent among private-sector unions in California.  (Union acronyms 
are shown in Appendix A to this chapter.)  The Food and Commercial Workers (UFCW) is the 
major union in food distribution and shows up as a significant California labor organization.  
Similarly, the Service Employees – prominent in health care – is also a large union presence in 
the private sector. 
 

As noted earlier, regulation of private-sector unionization is largely at the federal level.  
The National Labor Relations Board (NLRB) is the major regulatory agency (except for railroads 
and airlines which are covered by a separate federal regulatory process).  Among the tasks of the 
NLRB is the conduct of union representation elections.  Chart 9 indicates that the frequency of 
such elections in California has declined in recent years.  Unions have tended to regard the 
NLRB under President George W. Bush as unfriendly and have experimented with organizing 
tactics which avoid formal elections.  However, it is difficult to know whether the decline 
illustrated on Chart 9 reflects alternative organizing strategies or just fewer union organizing 
campaigns.  To the extent formal NLRB elections have been held, transportation (mainly 
trucking) and health care have been prominent sectors, as illustrated by Chart 10. 
 
Major Contracts and the Public Sector in California 
 

As Chart 11 shows, major public sector contracts in California are heavily concentrated 
in education (K-12, community colleges, CSU, and UC) and a miscellaneous category (“all 
other” on the chart) of general civil service activities.  The largest single union in the public 
sector as measured by major contract coverage is the Service Employees (SEIU).  However, 
unions can be influential in ways other than size.  The prison guards’ union (CCPOA) – although 
much smaller than SEIU - is often cited for its significant lobbying activities.  Similarly, the 
California Teachers Association (CTA) has been an important factor in state politics and was the 
major force in the late 1980s in the passage of Proposition 98.  Prop 98 earmarks roughly 40% of 
the state’s general fund for K-14 spending.   
 

In the state and local public sector in California, the Public Employment Relations Board 
(PERB) – an agency generally modeled after the federal NLRB – is the major regulatory body.  
It enforces a host of statutes which vary by sector.  Because of the already-high rate of union 
coverage in the public sector, much of PERB’s caseload consists of unfair labor practice 
complaints – which can be filed against unions as well as government employers.  Chart 13 
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shows that almost a third of cases were filed against unions in the 2007-08 fiscal year.  Education 
(K-12 and higher education) accounted for a little over a third of the caseload. 
 
Unions and California Politics 
 

As noted in last year’s California Policy Options, unions have not generally followed an 
aggressive agenda of putting initiatives on the ballot.  There was an exception in 2008; UNITE 
HERE – the union representing hotel workers – supported referenda on the presidential primary 
ballot to repeal compacts between the state and certain Indian gaming tribes.  The objective was 
to push for more union-friendly organizing clauses in such compacts.  Although the referenda 
failed to repeal the compacts, they did force the opposing side – essentially the Indian gaming 
interests – to expend considerable sums for TV and other political advertising.  The 
demonstrated ability to force expensive campaigns when future compacts are negotiated could 
strengthen union’s hand in terms of gaining union-friendly provisions. 
 

The major statewide ballot proposition in the November 2008 campaign attracting union 
attention was a redistricting initiative (Prop 11) generally thought to favor Republicans over 
Democrats.  The Democratic Party opposed it and some unions – notably AFSCME, CCPOA, 
and CFT – contributed to the No on 11 campaign.  However, the No campaign was substantially 
underfunded compared to the Yes side – which gathered contributions from a variety of business 
interests and civic groups and was supported by fundraising efforts of Governor 
Schwarzenegger.   
 

What was notable, however, was the fact that some major union players such as SEIU 
and CTA did not contribute to the No campaign.  The argument that has often been made for 
taking redistricting out of legislative hands was that gerrymandered districts lead to 
uncompetitive seats and therefore to election of partisan extremists.  For unions seeking to 
influence legislation, incumbents in safe seats may be less likely to respond to offers of, or 
denials of, support than those in marginal seats where external support is needed.   
 

In a complex way, therefore, while not joining business and Republican interests in 
providing financial support in favor of Prop 11, these unions may not have seen their interests as 
furthered by retaining the current system of drawing district lines.  The failure to support the No 
campaign did not seem to result from a lack of funds for political activity.  CTA, in particular, 
gave over $1 million to defeat Prop 8 – an initiative aimed at banning gay marriage in California 
– a cause not clearly related to core union economic interests. 
 

Despite the CTA example, unions generally do focus on economic issues affecting their 
members.  For example, construction unions have sought to have “project labor agreements” 
adopted by public agencies and are more likely to succeed in jurisdictions with union-friendly 
elected officials.  Such agreements generally require union-level wages, benefits, and conditions 
of private contractors and typically guarantee labor peace for the duration of the project covered.   
 

The City of Los Angeles is generally categorized politically as union-friendly; its 
municipal agency operating LAX extended a prior project labor agreement to cover the 
expansion of the Tom Bradley terminal and taxiway improvements in 2008.  Hoping to achieve a 
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more union-friendly Board of Supervisors for L.A. County, unions heavily supported the 
candidacy of Mark Ridley Thomas for a seat on the Board in November 2008.  His rival for the 
seat, Bernard Parks (former Police Chief of the City of Los Angeles and subsequently a city 
councilman) was supported by various business groups as a counterweight. 
 

In 2005, the national federation of unions, the AFL-CIO, split into two factions with 
seven unions departing the federation and forming a separate Change to Win (CTW) group.5  
Although the split might have caused inter-union friction on some issues, the union role in 
California politics seemed largely unaffected by the creation of Change to Win.  Generally, 
unions in the state have pursued their own agendas.  Where they agree, they continue to 
cooperate even if such cooperation crosses the AFL-CIO/Change to Win line.  Where they 
disagree, being in the same national federation would probably not have had much effect. 
 

The economic slump that has accompanied the mortgage/foreclosure crisis and the more 
general financial crisis will undoubtedly challenge unions as political actors.  State and local 
budgets will place strains on public-sector labor relations and bargaining.  Social programs 
linked to the labor market which unions generally support may also be put under strain.  For 
example, in mid-2008, California’s unemployment insurance program – part of the national 
state-federal system – was in financial difficulty.  Relatively high unemployment in California as 
compared to the nation as a whole led to a higher rate of unemployment benefit exhaustions in 
the state.6  The ratio of the unemployment insurance trust fund to total wages in California was 
about half the U.S. average.7  Should the fund be depleted, the state would have to borrow from 
the federal government.   
 
Work Stoppages in California 
 

Strikes in the public sector in California are generally legal, in contrast with many other 
states and governmental jurisdictions.    Table 1 shows that major work stoppages in California – 
those involving 1,000 or more workers – have been a mix of public and private.  Health care has 
been prominent in the state’s labor disputes although strikes in that sector have tended to be short 
in duration, sometimes only a day or two in length.  Short strikes can be disruptive and costly to 
management without imposing substantial income loss on strikers. 
 
Contract Provisions in California 
 

Charts 14-18 summarize some common elements in union contracts in California based 
on two surveys, one in 2003 and one in 2008, by the Bureau of National Affairs, Inc., a private 
information and research group.  In both cases, 100 California union contracts were 
characterized by various provisions they contained.  On some dimensions, such as contract 
duration, there is little difference over the 5-year gap between the surveys.  There is some 
indication of a cutback in more peripheral health and welfare-type benefits.  For example, optical 
and dental insurance coverage seem to have declined.  The fact that core health care costs rose 
significantly during this period may have been a factor.  Unions may have decided that 
preserving core medical benefits and holding down the cost of such benefits to employees was 
more important than these other fringe forms of health-related insurance.   
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Similarly, there seems to have been a shift toward those benefits with a more predictable 
cost, notably holidays, as opposed to costs related to job security such as severance pay and other 
guarantees.  Other provisions show a mix of outcomes.  Two-tier provisions (lower pay and 
benefits for new hires) are unpopular with unions and show a decline.  On the other hand, lump 
sum payments (one-time bonuses rather than increases in base pay) increased somewhat.  The 
unknown element is what the reaction will be in as reflected in new contracts that will be 
negotiated during a period of economic distress.  Most of the contracts included in the 2008 
survey were negotiated in earlier years of economic expansion. 
 
Selected Sectoral Issues: Private Contracts 
 

Contracts negotiated in the union sector reflect industry and local conditions, as well as 
those of the general economy.8  Only one component of the private sector, agriculture, is 
primarily subject to state policy jurisdiction.  The others are largely under federal jurisdiction, 
although state policy can play a role at the margin.  A 2008 U.S. Supreme Court decision – 
invalidating a California statute forbidding private government contractors from using state 
funds to influence union representation elections – illustrates this limitation.9  In addition, the 
political and community climate can sometimes influence the outcomes of union organizing and 
negotiating campaigns. 
 
 Agriculture 
 

Employment in agriculture in California accounts for about two and a half percent 
of the total.   Because union-management relations in agriculture was omitted from 
federal regulation, that area is left to the states.  In California, the Agricultural Labor 
Relation Board was created in the 1970s, in large part due to the organizing campaign 
of the United Farm Workers (UFW) under César Chávez.  As Table 1 shows, the 
Board has a limited caseload, although filings of unfair labor practice complaints and 
elections for union representation show a recent uptick.  (Many unfair labor practice 
charges are dismissed or settled, resulting in relatively few formal board orders.)   
 

Despite the storied history of the United Farm Workers under Chávez, the union 
fell into Hard Times in the 1980s and there is relatively little unionization in 
agriculture today.  According to the UFW’s president, no more than 3-4% of 
farmworkers in California are unionized.10  An effort to make organizing easier 
through so-called “card check” recognition (AB 2386) was vetoed by Governor 
Schwarzenegger in 2008.11  (A similar bill was vetoed in 2007.)   
 

The union received unfavorable publicity when a series of Los Angeles Times 
articles appeared charging that it had become largely a fundraising entity for various 
charities.  Attorney General Bill Lockyer eventually dismissed complaints related to 
these charges but noted that “the appearance of impropriety existed.”12  Since that 
time, the UFW appears to have re-emphasized tradition organizing and negotiating.  It 
also took steps to involve itself in labor standards for Mexican immigrant 
farmworkers brought in under a special program administered by the U.S. 
Department of Labor.13  Public sentiment remains sympathetic to low-wage 
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farmworkers.  Heat-related deaths on California farms during 2008 led to a state 
crackdown by Cal-OSHA and the state’s Department of Industrial Relations. 

 
 Aerospace 
 

Before the end of the Cold War, aerospace and related employment was a high-
profile California industry.  The decline of aerospace played a significant part in the 
recession of the early 1990s in the state.  Today, less than half of one percent of 
California employment is directly in aerospace.  The most prominent single aerospace 
manufacturing facility is in Long Beach, now a Boeing plant.  Its future remains 
uncertain.   

 
Although a 52-day strike at Boeing by the Machinists (IAM) in other parts of the 

country in fall 2008 disrupted production of other aircraft, the Long Beach plant was 
under a different contract with the United Auto Workers and was not directly 
affected.  That plant – which employs about 5,500 workers - produces the C-17 
military cargo “airlifter” and its continuation depends on continued orders for that 
aircraft.  The Long Beach plan union contract was renegotiated in 2007.  Contracts at 
smaller plants in California (Palmdale, Helendale, Sunnyvale, Palo Alto, Santa Cruz, 
Vandenberg Air Force Base) owned by Lockheed Martin were renegotiated in 2008 
by the Machinists (IAM).   

 
Despite the much reduced size of aerospace in California, concerns about jobs in 

the industry can still prompt political action by the state’s congressional and senate 
representatives.  When the Department of Defense awarded a tanker contract to a 
consortium led by the European Airbus firm over a bid by Boeing, there were strong 
congressional protests which led to a reexamination of the process.  The ranking 
Republican on the House Armed Services Committee, Duncan Hunter (El Cajon), 
protested over potential job loss as did House Speaker Nancy Pelosi (D-San 
Francisco).14 

 
 Airlines and Related 
 

The airline industry is inherently national/international or at least regional and its 
carriers are not confined to California.  However, airline passenger and freight traffic 
is important to the state and important to California airports such as LAX and SFO 
which depend importantly on fees from airlines and rents and fees from private 
providers of airport services, e.g., restaurants and other retailers.  The general 
economic slump, combined from the jump in jet fuel prices during summer 2008, 
adversely affected the economic health of airlines serving California.   

 
Some airlines, such as Frontier (which is a small player in the California market), 

have negotiated concessionary contracts with wage cuts.  In some cases, economic 
pressure has led to internal political pressure within airline unions.  For example, U.S. 
Airways pilots voted out the Air Line Pilots Association (ALPA) and replaced it with 
an independent union.  Mechanics at United Airlines voted out the Aircraft 
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Mechanics Fraternal Association (AMFA) and replaced it with the Teamsters (IBT).   
In 2007, American pilots voted out the incumbent leadership in their independent 
Allied Pilots Association (APA) and replaced it with candidates viewed as likely to 
be tougher on management. 

 
Mergers, such as that of Delta and Northwest, have led to complicated union 

negotiations involving such issues as combining seniority rosters.  In some cases, 
smaller airlines – such as Aloha (which connected Hawaii and California) – simply 
went out of business.  Reductions in jobs, either by layoff or incentives to leave 
employment voluntarily, were common.  Given the economic environment, strike 
action was not deemed attractive by unions seeking to protect worker interests.  
However, in some cases, e.g., United pilots, airlines charged that informal work 
actions such as sickouts were being used. 

 
Service workers at major airports, particularly LAX and SFO, have been the 

target of SEIU organizing in efforts modeled partly on the Justice for Janitors 
campaign that began in the 1980s.  Such workers are involved in various maintenance 
and security tasks and are also employed by the retail franchises operating within the 
airports.  A brief strike at LAX in August 2008 resulted in the intervention of Mayor 
Antonio Villaraigosa and an eventual contract for some of the workers involved.  
SFO workers took a strike vote in September 2008 but at this writing had not called a 
stoppage. 

 
 Health Services 
 

The health care sector accounts for over 7% of total employment in California.  
Much – not all – of this sector is difficult to outsource.  There is a wide range of 
occupations in the sector ranging from skilled and highly paid professionals to low-
paid aides of various types.  Although union representation of physicians is 
comparatively rare, nurses have been aggressively organized by the California Nurses 
Association (CNA), the SEIU, and other groups.   

 
Among these unions there is sometimes intense competition for members.  And 

there have been dramatic internal political struggles, notably between the national 
leadership of SEIU and the leadership of United Healthcare Workers-West (UHW-
W), a California affiliate of SEIU.  The struggle seems in part based on a division 
between the national and local leadership over Governor Schwarzenegger’s failed 
effort to develop a system of state universal healthcare in 2007.  (The national 
supported the plan; the local opposed it.)  But other issues seem to be involved as 
well and litigation surrounding the struggle for control was filed on both sides.   

 
Despite the inter- and intraunion tensions, some notable health care agreements in 

2008 involved contracts between various Sutter Health hospitals in the Bay Area and 
CNA, a UHW-W contract with various nursing homes owned by Sana Senior Care in 
Northern California, and a contract between the University of California and 
AFSCME.  And there are certainly examples of union-management cooperation in 
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health care, notably a high-profile “partnership” agreement between Kaiser in 
Northern California and various unions.15  Nonetheless, it seems likely that health 
care will remain a contentious area of organizing and bargaining in California. 

 
 Hollywood 
 

The film industry began moving from a factory model – in which studios 
employed staffs of writers, actors, directors, etc. – to a fluid model in which both 
professional (“above the line”) and technical and support (“below the line”) 
employees moved from project to project.  Unionization in the industry is on a craft 
model and the crafts do not always see their interests as aligned.  Two professional 
unions, the Writers Guild of America (WGA) and the Screen Actors Guild (SAG), 
have a history of complex internal battles and election contests.  When strikes occur 
or are threatened, factional tendencies within these unions can be exacerbated.   

 
Aggravating labor relations in Hollywood is uncertainty over the impact of new 

technology on the business.  There is a history of corporate resistance to new 
technology, whether it was television in the 1950s or VCRs in the 1970s.  The retail 
market (videos) opened up new opportunities for product distribution, but also 
opportunities for piracy.  Internet distribution of movies now raises similar concerns.  
The creative unions want their share of the pie, but it is difficult to forecast what the 
pie will be.   And the industry is famous for creative accounting and litigation over 
rights, contracts, and credits.   

 
Changes in public tastes also can overtake traditional relations.  For example, 

“reality” television shows – while more scripted than it might seem to viewers – are 
not written in the traditional way, leading to disputes over coverage by the WGA.  
Public policy can also create difficulties.  Subsidies by domestic and foreign 
jurisdictions for movie production can lead to “runaway” (from Hollywood) 
production.  But the impact is felt more by unions representing below the line 
workers than those in creative occupations.  And from the perspective of producers, 
subsidies are a Good Thing and competition among localities can make them even 
better. 

 
As Table 1 notes, a lengthy WGA strike began in early November 2007 and lasted 

into mid-February 2008.  Revenues from, and union coverage of, new media were 
major factors in the dispute.  With the WGA strike in progress, the management side 
– the Alliance of Motion Picture and Television Producers – reached a deal in January 
2008 with the separate Directors Guild of America (DGA) which it hoped would set a 
pattern for the Writers.  And ultimately a 3-year deal with the WGA was reached 
early enough to avoid upsetting the Oscar Awards and telecast.   

 
The Actors’ situation remains unsettled at this writing, although both sides 

tentatively agreed to use federal mediation in October 2008.  In the background is an 
on-again, off-again relationship between SAG and the American Federation of 
Television and Radio Artists (AFTRA).  At one time the two unions were set to 
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merge but in this round they did not agree on a common position (although many 
actors belong to both) and AFTRA settled with the major TV networks in mid-March 
2008.   

 
 Services to Buildings and Hotels 
 

Although the SEIU’s Justice for Janitors campaign did not begin in Los Angeles, 
Los Angeles is known as the place in which the campaign first succeeded.  Despite a 
workforce which is largely immigrant and spread across an array of office buildings, 
the SEIU succeeded in pressuring the owners and managers of such buildings to use 
unionized cleaning contractors.16  The union’s tactics – which mixed street theater 
and demonstrations with support from political and community allies – were 
subsequently applied successfully in other jurisdictions in California and in other 
states.   

 
The most recent contract for the janitors in Los Angeles, signed in May 2008, 

provided a variety of wage and benefit improvements over a 4-year term.  The new 
settlement was reached after a brief strike and intervention by Mayor Villaraigosa.  
Shortly after the L.A. contract was announced, a related agreement was signed in 
Orange County.  More generally, the union has seen its janitorial bargaining as part of 
a national pattern even though particular contracts are settled locally.  Often, despite 
differences across cities, the same owners, managers, and cleaning contractors are 
involved. 

 
However, the most interesting recent developments in building services involved 

not janitors but building guards – “security officers” as the union prefers to call 
them.17  Such officers must be licensed by the state and thus citizenship or legal 
residence with entitlement to work is a job requirement.  Because of the licensing 
element, officers are less likely to be immigrants and the guard workforce is much 
more heavily black than the Latino janitorial workforce.   

 
Labor relations with regard to security officers is somewhat complicated by a 

provision in the federal Taft-Hartley Act of 1947 that instructs the NLRB only to 
certify units of guards that are totally independent of other unions dealing with the 
employer.  However, the Act does not forbid employers from recognizing units 
voluntarily which contain guards who belong to the same union as other workers in 
the same establishment.  In the case of building guards, the SEIU was able to obtain 
such voluntary recognition in Los Angeles in late 2006 and it now represents both 
guards and janitors there, although in separate locals.   

 
A 5-year pact covering guards was reached in early 2008, raising wages and 

benefits.  On the employer side, an important player in reaching the initial recognition 
deal in L.A. County with SEIU for guards was Robert F. Maguire III.  Maguire 
Properties is a major owner of commercial real estate in L.A. and remains so 
(although Robert F. Maguire was replaced as CEO in 2008 as part of the general 
financial turmoil in real estate).18 
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The support workforce in hotels is similar in ethnic composition to janitors but 
UNITE HERE, the union representing hotel workers, was slower than SEIU in 
adopting tactics similar to Justice for Janitors.  However, it did ultimately adopt 
similar strategies in its “Hotel Workers Rising” campaign.  A notable element in this 
campaign involved lobbying to have the City Council of Los Angeles adopt a “living 
wage” statute covering hotels near LAX.  (Traditional living wage campaigns have 
involved government contractors as opposed to private employers without a direct 
government linkage.)  Once the statute was adopted, hotels – particularly the Hilton 
near LAX – challenged the statute in court.  Initial efforts to obtain an immediate 
court injunction against city enforcement failed and the matter remains unsettled at 
this writing. 

 
 Maritime 
 

California has a major maritime shipping industry.  With the general decline of 
unionization in the private sector, strikes that could have major economic ripple 
effects have declined.  However, two sectors, railroads and maritime (longshore), are 
strategically placed so that strikes or lockouts can have rapid and wide-ranging 
economic impacts.  When strikes have occurred in the railroad industry, federal 
injunctions under the Railway Labor Act (which covers railroads and airlines) have 
sometimes been used to halt the stoppages.  The federal Taft-Hartley has a similar 
national emergency dispute provision for other areas of the private sector which allow 
the President to obtain similar court injunctions.  President George W. Bush imposed 
such an injunction on a West Coast lockout in longshoring in 2002. 

 
In 2008, however, although a one-day West Coast walkout by the ILWU occurred 

on May Day – ostensibly a protest over the Iraq War – and although there were 
employer complaints of slowdowns subsequently – no presidential injunctions were 
invoked and a new 6-year contract was reached in July.  Perhaps more public 
attention was devoted to land-based cargo delivery, largely by truck, at the Ports of 
Los Angeles and Long Beach.  The two adjacent ports combined are the largest 
seaport in the U.S.  Trucks that service them are typically owned by independent 
truck driver/owners who contract with shipping firms.  Both ports adopted tight truck 
air pollution standards in 2008 that would require replacement of many existing older 
trucks for new cleaner models.   

 
The Los Angeles version of the plan would have pushed the independents to 

become employees of the shipping firms that would then own the new trucks.  Such 
an arrangement would make unionization of the truckers easier.  Shipping firms have 
resisted both ports’ new truck requirements and the matter remains in dispute at this 
writing.  A container fee that was to assist in financing the acquisition of new trucks 
was vetoed by Governor Schwarzenegger in fall 2008.   
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Selected Sectoral Issues: Public Contracts 
 

Public employment in California is concentrated at the local government level rather than 
direct employment by the state.  However, the economic slump, financial turmoil, and related 
state budget crisis have an impact at both the state and local level.  Despite the slump, not all 
labor relations issues have revolved around purely economic matters.  The Legislative Analyst 
was especially critical of the state’s relation with its prison guards, represented by CCPOA, 
which it characterized as “dysfunctional.”19  At issue was managerial control of the prisons. 
 

CCPOA made a half-hearted attempt at starting a recall of Governor Schwarzenegger in 
2008, apparently aimed at pressuring the administration in collective bargaining negotiations.20  
The Schwarzenegger administration proposed imposing a 5 percent wage increase on the prison 
guards in 2007-08, less than the union was demanding but more than the Legislative Analyst 
recommended.  At this writing, the negotiations between the state and CCPOA appear to be 
stalemated.   
 

For other state employees, 18 union contracts out of 21 with the state expired on June 30, 
2008 in the context of the enveloping budget crisis.  At this writing, it seems unlikely that rapid 
progress toward new settlements will occur.  Tensions between the unions and the state were 
heightened during the summer of 2008, when Governor Schwarzenegger – citing the absence of 
a state budget and a potential cash crisis – proposed cutting most state salaries to the federal 
minimum wage until a budget was enacted.  (Thereafter, the balance due would be paid.)  
However, state controller John Chiang refused to make the cuts, in part arguing that cash was 
available and in part asserting that an antiquated state payroll computer system could not make 
the wage adjustments.  The matter went to court but was never resolved.  Once a budget was 
enacted in September 2008, the dispute became moot. 
 

At the local level, the economic problems of the state showed up in such ways as a 
bankruptcy filing of the City of Vallejo (allowing it to renegotiate its union contracts) and 
voluntary and involuntary cuts in weekly hours by the City of San Francisco.  More commonly, 
agreements that expired were not renegotiated, leaving workers without a new contract, a 
situation that may well persist for some time. 
 

Another concern likely to affect both state and local workers was the unfunded liability 
represented in public pension plans and retiree health insurance systems.  The degree of funding 
for pensions varied substantially from system to system.  In particular, the City of San Diego 
became something of a poster child for underfunded pensions.  However, financial market 
turmoil and declining stock markets in 2008 decreased the funding ratios of all pension systems.  
On the other hand, major stock market fluctuations and declines also provided illustration of the 
risk faced by employees attempting to fund their own retirements through defined contribution 
systems and tax-favored savings accounts, both public and private.  Generally, employers with 
retiree health care have not pre-funded such systems at all, unlike pensions.   
 

Proposals to check public pensions have not made it on to the state ballot, although 
Governor Schwarzenegger for a time endorsed such an effort as part of his ill-fated Year of 
Reform in 2005.  At the local level, there may be more activity in this area.  For example, 
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Measure J in Orange County on the November 2008 ballot required future votes by the electorate 
on public pension improvements.  Unions might have been expected to oppose Measure J in an 
active campaign but did not do so, apparently projecting the proposition would pass regardless of 
any feasible active opposition campaign. 
 
Summary and Conclusion 
 

As in the U.S. as a whole, changes in industrial structure and de-unionization in private 
employment have changed the mix of union workers.  The share of public employees in the 
union sector has grown in California.  Despite the long-term drop in the unionization rate – 
which seemed to bottom out in 2007 – unions have continued to play a significant role in 
California politics.  Their efforts with regard to ballot initiatives have tended over the years to be 
reactive.  Instead, unions have focused on traditional candidate endorsement and support and on 
lobbying, both at the state and local levels.  These efforts are sometimes in pursuit of the specific 
interests of their membership and sometimes in pursuit of larger social goals. 
 

Because of federal pre-emption, major policies regarding private labor relations are made 
at the national level.  However, since federal labor relations law largely omits agriculture, 
California has its own system for that component of the private sector.  In addition, the public 
sector, also largely omitted from regulation at the federal level, is open to state policy and 
California has developed an elaborate system for regulating different components of state and 
local employment.   
 

Depending on the outcome of the November 2008 national election, there could be 
significant changes in federal regulation of private-sector labor relations that would affect 
California over the longer term.  In the short run, however, economic conditions and related 
state-and-local budget problems may well play a larger role in California’s union-management 
relations than any shift in public policy, state or federal. 
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Table 1: Major Work Stoppages in California 
 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
2008-Through August 

• University of California and AFSCME: 7/14/08-7/18/08; 8,500 workers 
• Performance Transportation Services (CA and other states) and IBT: 6/9/08-6/13/08; 

1,300 workers 
• Silicon Valley (building services) and SEIU: 5/19/08-5/28/08; 1,000 workers 
• Sutter Hospitals and CNA: 3/21/08-3/31/08, 24,000 workers 
• Alliance of Motion Picture and Television Producers (CA and other states) and WGA: 

11/5/07-2/12/08; 10,500  workers 
 
2007 

• Sutter Hospitals and CNA: 12/13/07-12/14/07; 5,000 workers 
• Sutter Hospitals and CNA: 10/10/07-10/12/07; 5,000 workers 
• San Francisco Bay Area Security Officers and SEIU: 9/24/07-9/28/07; 4,000 workers 
• Orange County Transportation Authority and IBT: 7/7/07-7/16/07; 1,100 workers 
• Hayward School District and NEA: 4/5/07-4/25/07, 1,300 workers 

 
2006 

• Sacramento County and AFSCME & other unions: 9/5/06-9/18/06; 3,900 workers 
• City of Los Angeles and EAA: 8/22/06-8/23/06; 7,500 workers 
• Contra Costa County and SEIU & other unions: 6/27/06-6/28/06; 6,000 workers 
• Santa Cruz County and SEIU: 3/14/06-3/15/06; 1,600 workers 

 
2005 

• Los Angeles Hotel Employers Council and UNITE HERE: 6/9/05-6/11/05; 2,400 
workers 

• Coca-Cola (Southern CA and South Windsor, CT) and IBT: 5/23/05-6/3/05; 1,900 
workers 

• University of California and UPTE: 4/14/05-4/15/05; 2,000 workers 
• University of California and CUE: 4/14/05-4/15/05; 2,000 workers 
• University of California and AFSCME: 4/14/05-4/15/05; 7,000 workers 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
Note: Major stoppages are those involving 1,000 or more workers.  Italicized entries are in 
the public sector. 
 
Source: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, www.bls.gov (Work Stoppages Program). 
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Table 2: Activities of the California Agricultural Labor Relations Board 
 
Fiscal     Unfair Labor          Elections 
Year       Practice Filings      Held 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
2002-03          167                 7 
2003-04          171                 8 
2004-05          118                 7 
2005-06          167                 5 
2006-07          159                10 
2007-08          274                12 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
Source: Reports of the California Agricultural Labor Relations Board, available at 
http://www.alrb.ca.gov/content/formspublications/reports/reports_default.html 
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Chart 1 

Total Union Representation Rates: US vs. California (percent)
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Chart 2 

Private Union Representation Rates: US vs. California (percent)
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Source of Charts 1 and 2: Current Population Survey data as tabulated by 
www.unionstats.com 
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Chart 3 

Public Union Representation Rates: US vs. California (percent)
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Chart 4 

Construction Union Representation Rates: US vs. California (percent)
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Source of Charts 3 and 4: Current Population Survey data as tabulated by 
www.unionstats.com 
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Chart 5 

Manufacturing Union Representation Rates: US vs. California 
(percent)
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Chart 6 

Non-Manufacturing Excluding Construction
Union Representation Rates (percent)
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Source of Charts 5 and 6: Current Population Survey data as tabulated by 
www.unionstats.com 
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Chart 7 

Workers Represented by Major Private Sector Unions
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Chart 8 

Industry Mix of Major Private Sector Union Represented 
Workers
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Source of Charts 7 and 8: Author’s tabulations based on major contracts in the files of the 
U.S. Department of Labor and listed on the web as of late August 2008.  Available at 
http://www.dol.gov/esa/olms/regs/compliance/rrlo/lmrda.htm. 
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Chart 9 

NLRB California Representation Cases Closed:
Year Ending June 30
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Chart 10 

NLRB California Representation Election Cases
 (RC and RM) Closed in Year Ended June 30, 2008
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Source of Charts 9 and 10: National Labor Relations Board website, author’s tabulation 
based on advanced search option for California closed cases at 
http://mynlrb.nlrb.gov/portal/nlrb.pt?open=512&objID=204&mode=2&in_hi_userid=201
&cached=true. 
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Chart 11 

Functional Mix of Major Public Sector Union 
Represented Workers
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Chart 12 

Workers Represented by Major Public Sector Unions
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Source of Charts 11 and 12: Author’s tabulations based on major contracts in the files of 
the U.S. Department of Labor and listed on the web as of late August 2008.  Available at 
http://www.dol.gov/esa/olms/regs/compliance/rrlo/lmrda.htm. 
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Chart 13: 

Full PERB Decisions in Year Ending June 30, 2008
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Source of Chart 13: Website of California Public Employment Relation Board, author’s 
tabulation of cases (excluding administrative appeals and other similar decisions) within 
year shown at http://www.perb.ca.gov/decisionbank/SearchResults.aspx. 
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Chart 14 

California Union Contract Duration
(Percent of Contracts by Years of Duration)
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Chart 15 

California Union Contracts With Selected Benefits
(Percent of Contracts)
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Source of Charts 14 and 15: Bureau of National Affairs, Inc. (BNA PLUS) surveys of “Basic 
Patterns in Union Contracts” for the UCLA Institute for Research in Labor and Employment. 
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Chart 16 

California Union Contract Provisions
(Percent of Contracts With Provision)
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Chart 17 

California Union Contract Holiday Provision
(Percent of Contracts by Number of Holidays)
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Source of Charts 16 and 17: Bureau of National Affairs, Inc. (BNA PLUS) surveys of “Basic 
Patterns in Union Contracts” for the UCLA Institute for Research in Labor and Employment. 
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Chart 18 

California Union Contracts by Layoff Provision 
(Percent of Contracts With Provision)
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Chart 19 

California Union Contracts by Wage Provision 
(Percent of Contracts With Provision)
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Source of Charts 18 and 19: Bureau of National Affairs, Inc. (BNA PLUS) surveys of “Basic 
Patterns in Union Contracts” for the UCLA Institute for Research in Labor and Employment. 
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Appendix A: Union Abbreviations Used in this Chapter 
 
AFL-CIO = American Federation of Labor – Congress of Industrial Organizations 
AFSCME = American Federation of State, County and Municipal Employees * 
AFT = American Federation of Teachers * 
AFTRA = American Federation of Television and Radio Artists* 
ALPA = Air Line Pilots Association* 
AMFA = Aircraft Mechanics Fraternal Association 
APA = Allied Pilots Association 
ATU = Amalgamated Transit Union * 
BSOIW = International Association of Bridge, Structural, & Ornamental Iron Workers * 
CAHP = California Association of Highway Patrolmen 
CAPT = California Association of Psychiatric Technicians 
CAUSE = California Union of Safety Employees 
CCPOA = California Correctional Peace Officers Association 
CFT = California Federation of Teachers (affiliated with AFT) 
CNA = California Nurses Association/National Nurses Organizing Committee * 
CTA = California Teachers Association (affiliated with NEA) 
CTW = Change to Win 
CUE = Coalition of University Employees 
CWA = Communications Workers of America * 
DGA = Directors Guild of America* 
EAA = Engineers and Architects Association (affiliated with IUPA) * 
IAFF = International Association of Fire Fighters * 
IAM = International Association of Machinists and Aerospace Workers (“Machinists”) * 
IATSE = International Alliance of Theatrical Stage Employes, Moving Picture Technicians, 
Artists and Allied Crafts of the United States, Its Territories and Canada (pronounced “eye-at-
tsee”) * 
IBEW = International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers (“Electrical Workers”) * 
IBT = International Brotherhood of Teamsters (“Teamsters”) ** 
ILWU = International Longshore and Warehouse Union 
IUOE = International Union of Operating Engineers (“Operating Engineers”) * 
IUPA = International Union of Police Associations * 
LAPPL = Los Angeles Police Protective League 
LIUNA = Laborers’ International Union of North America (“Laborers”) ** 
NEA = National Education Association 
OCEA = Orange County Employees Association 
OPCM = Operative Plasterers' and Cement Masons' International Association of the United 
States and Canada (“Plasterers”) * 
OPEIU = Office and Professional Employees International Union * 
PAT = International Union of Painters and Allied Trades of the United States and Canada 
(“Painters”) * 
PPF = United Association of Journeymen and Apprentices of the Plumbing and Pipefitting 
Industrial of the United States and Canada (“Plumbers”) 
SAG = Screen Actors Guild (“Screen Actors”) 
SBPEA = San Bernardino Public Employees Association 
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SDMEA = San Diego Municipal Employees Association 
SEIU = Service Employees International Union (“Service Employees”) ** 
SMW = Sheet Metal Workers International Association (“Sheet Metal Workers”) * 
UAW = United Automobile, Aerospace and Agricultural Implement Workers of America (“Auto 
Workers”) * 
UFCW = United Food and Commercial Workers International Union (“Food and Commercial 
Workers”) ** 
UNAC = United Nurses Associations of California (affiliated with AFSCME) * 
UHW-W = United Healthcare Workers-West (affiliated with SEIU)** 
UNITE HERE = Union is a merger of Union of Needletrades, Industrial and Textile Employees 
and Hotel Employees and Restaurant Employees International Union and just uses the acronym 
as its name. ** 
UTLA = United Teachers Los Angeles (affiliated with CTA and CFT) 
UTU = United Transportation Union * 
UWU = Utility Workers Union of America * 
WGA = Writers Guild of America* 
 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
*AFL-CIO affiliate 
**Change to Win affiliate. 
 
Note: Apart from UTLA, CTA agreed to an affiliation with the AFL-CIO for six locals in March 
2008. 
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