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Employment Training Panel
STATE OF CALIFORNIA EMPLOYMENT TRAINING PANEL

POLICY COMMITTEE MEETING
In person
1100 J Street, Sacramento, CA, Sequoia Room

Thursday, February 27, 2025
l. POLICY COMMITTEE MEETING CALL TO ORDER
Acting Chair Rebecca Bettencourt called the meeting to order at 1:01 p.m.

Il. ROLL CALL

Present

Gretchen Newsom (virtual)
Rebecca Bettencourt (Acting Chair)
Mike Hill

Jennifer Fothergill

Executive Staff

Jessica Grimes, Director

Peter Cooper, Assistant Director

Kumani Armstrong, Assistant Director/ Chief Counsel
Michael Cable, Staff Attorney

ETP Representatives
Elisabeth Testa, Policy Manager

Il MEETING AGENDA
No changes to February 27, 2025 Agenda.

ACTION: Chair Newsom moved and Mike Hill seconded approval of the February 27, 2025
Meeting Agenda with no changes. All Policy Committee Members present voted in the
affirmative.

Motion carried, 4 to O.

VA MEETING MINUTES

No changes to December 12, 2024 Meeting Minutes.

ACTION: Chair Newsom moved and Mike Hill seconded approval of the December 12, 2024

Meeting Minutes with no changes. All Policy Committee Members present voted in the
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affirmative.
Motion carried, 4 to 0.
V. POLICY MANAGER REPORT

Update on SB 1321, which affects ETP in a few ways. There are a couple of action items that
have come out of SB 1321’s approval. We have started working on drafting language for the
guestions that will have to be added to the system, as per SB 1321, and we are getting the system
programmed. We hope to have everything finished within 5-6 weeks.

Committee asked if the updates were going to come before Policy Committee or the Panel so there
is a general awareness.

Lis Testa first noted that ETP had already brought discussions of SB 1321 to multiple Committee
and Panel meetings, so hopefully no one is feeling surprised. She then turned responses over to
Dr. Grimes, who replied that it is an iterative process and so there would probably be some
additional items to move forward eventually. We are trying to make sure that we are in compliance
as soon as possible, and will continue to make any necessary adjustments as time goes on.

VI. DISCUSSION ITEMS
A. Veterans Program Guidelines

The Veterans Program began as a pilot program in 2008 and changed to full guideline in 2010.
Designed to assist veterans by helping them transition from military to civilian life by gaining the
skills they need to re-enter the workforce. Also allowing them access to more opportunities for
advancement in high wage and high skilled jobs that are ETPs priority for funding. Data from recent
years was presented, showing how many trainees patrticipated and how much funding they earned,
among other statistics. In the Veterans guidelines, the following changes to our regular core program
or advantages are provided to them: a higher percentage of literacy skills 50% (normal is 45%); a
requirement that at least 50% of the training is vocational skills; and full time is considered 30 hours
per week. There is an additional retention period outside of the normal 90 days, it is 500 hours within
270 days with one or more employers. There are other MEC specific provisions. We want to keep
this guideline and make it better. Staff is recommending doing a general clean-up, removing all
references to the retraining job creation program (which has been discontinued), making sure
contact numbers, forms, and internal references are correct; and to give funding priority to projects
that have a veterans component.

Committee feedback

Committee had questions as to if an active duty service member could receive training outside of
the service? Also can we have a historic perspective on where the full time employment of 30 hours
came from?

Policy manager explained that transitional members are not in active duty but are in the process of
being discharged. There are forms that they complete to show that they are transitioning out of
service in order for them to qualify. Our pilots and guidelines were designed to help a certain
population by trying to find ways to give them benefits outside of our normal operating procedures
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(ie: a higher reimbursement rate or flexibility with their retention periods or lower or higher wages
etc.). They were written in a way to be incentivizing to contractors so they would involve these
populations in their contracts. So one item that was added to Guidelines in the past was this lowered
full time hours requirement. However, we have recently been moving away from allowing this
lowered full time hours — which you will see later today that the lowered full time hours has been
removed from the Ex-Offender/At-Risk Youth Guidelines.

Committee questioned if the change in veteran numbers (from proposal time to the end of the
contract) could be the fact that if they are a veteran it is self-selected and that is why we are seeing
contracts come in with a higher number thinking they are going to hire that many and when they
pull the demographics, they are not selecting as a veteran.

Policy manager answered it is part of it, the way they identify themselves as a veteran is on the
enrollment form. But if the contractor is desiring a higher reimbursement rate of the higher support
costs they have to actually create a veterans only job number (and put the veterans into it).
Contractors are just choosing not to use the veteran job number so they are not getting the higher
reimbursement rate or support costs and are just identifying the veteran on the enrollment forms.
Or the contractors may be submitting revision requests over the course of the contract that could
be changing the populations and making them overestimate in the beginning.

Committee asked if we are asking if they are active duty and or veteran during enroliment.
Counsel explained that about two years ago there was a law that changed it specifically because
people would not identify themselves if they thought of it in terms of combat. We made some
changes in language and are in compliance.

Public Comment was requested on this issue.

There was no public comment raised.

Committee was in agreement with the proposed changes.

This will be brought back to committee in April as an action item for their review.

B. MEC Proposals Comprehensive Review

Requests came from Panel members to begin a comprehensive review of the MEC proposals
focused on improving the quality and content of the information that they received. Accurate and
current information is necessary for Panel to make informed decisions and this review will help

to collect the necessary information. This will be a multiple meeting discussion. The presentation
covered areas such as: clarity of union support status; clarity on MEC’s relationship to PEs;
clarity in curriculum; general clarity of proposals; accuracy in trainee data; accuracy in other
figures/elements of the proposals; identification of training vendors; and the Single with Affiliates
contractor category.

Committee feedback

Committee decided to go through the list and start the discussion with items 1-5 and see if there

were things that they wanted to add or questions that need to be answered. A comment was
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made that from time to time the MEC’s appear to use ETP funding for survival, just to stay in
business (returning to receive more funds). Some delineation from one contract to the next when
they look the same is needed.

Starting with number 1 on the list, clarity of Union support. Two things, do we identify union jobs
separately from the other jobs in the wage table? Do we separate the union from the non-union?

Staff reply was no we do not.

Committee mentioned that we do it for the single employer we should for consistency do it for
the MEC. If the MEC adds an employer after contract that is a union are we checking at some
point to see if we have a letter of union support?

Assistant Director Cooper stated that there have been a number of proposals where the union
letter is quite old. So the date time frame should be looked at.

Policy manager explained that the union letter needs to be project specific. The support letter
needs to explain what trainees they are training and what they are going to train them on, when
they notify the union. So the union can concur or not. Sometimes the dates we see maybe
lagging, when the application came in vs comes to Panel.

Committee agreed that we need consistency. The single employers identify it as a union and
how many are represented and how many employees are in the wages. Wage progression is
important and that is not something that is seen in the MEC, especially with the repeat
contractors. There is no demonstration of wage progression.

Moving on to number 2 on the list, clarity on the MEC relationship with their participating
employers. It was mentioned that seeing how many of the participating employers are repeat
participating employers with that MEC. And also if they are in any other contracts as well. If you
read through the summaries you see the same employers in multiple MEC'’s. It is important to
know if they are repeat and helps with consistency.

Committee on clarity with participating employers, have they been trained in consecutive
contracts? This also relates to the level of demand and to the curriculum as well. A process in
place where the demand and the specific skills from the employee were listed. It would be nice
to see an overview of their analysis of how they determine the curriculum list and how it meet
the needs of the individuals in those companies. Agreement was given that this would really
connect the curriculum to the employer and the workers. Geographic area and why participating
employers that are outside the MEC entity area are being included. What is the value of that and
being able to have a narrative if that is occurring. An example is the Chamber so Commerce’s
of that county or the Community Colleges of that county or that city. This comes into play when
you are asking about adjustments in wages and if they are delivering training virtually to people
in different parts of the state.

Number 3, curriculum wish list item would be to measure the ROI and certifications (are they
really learning anything?). The question with the single employer regarding turnover if in the
double digits perhaps this should be questioned in the MEC’s. This would allow us to know if
they are actually being retained. It is important to know that the worker has something like a
certification that they can take with them and use. The information might be in the narrative but
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not in the curriculum list. This allow the employee to show pride in accomplishment.

Repeat training, number 5, in the single employer contract we see that the contract is going to
focus on XY and Z whereas in prior contracts the focus was on ABC. We don’t see thatina MEC
at all, but we may see the same employers coming in. It would be nice to see that language in
the MEC’s actual proposal. The MEC is vague on what training is being delivered, there is a lot
of copy paste going on. If we could at least see, company A received training with the MEC in
2020 and is now coming back in a MEC contract with the same MEC provide for a change in
example the ERP process.

Director Grimes asked when talking about differentiating whether the trainees are in consecutive
contracts, ostensible there could be many certificates or some sort of tech program, so they
could be in multiple contracts. Is there just a concern in general about seeing maybe trainees
being in consecutive contracts or just what the explanation if they are in a consecutive contract?

Committee explained that there can be no duplicate employees in multiple contracts
simultaneously because of the concurrent enrollment prohibition, but they have sequential
contracts and sequential ones and they should not be receiving the same training. It feels like
boilerplate language that goes in the single employer contract but we don’t even see that in a
MEC. If the MEC proposal has listed out a variety of different participating employers and it could
be all kinds of different industries. You wonder what the connection between them is. The
employees being trained are showing as 5-5-5-5 for every single one of them, which is a red
flag. Do they really understand the connection with the participating employer and their needs?
Or are you backing into a contract and then the amount? The grayness of the curriculum list for
a wide variety of occupations within the MEC should be more customized list. So, would like to
see the curriculum per occupation or industry string vs a multitude of every course under the
sun.

Gretchen Newsom had to leave the meeting at 1:57 p.m. She noted as she left that she gives
full support to the recommended changes in the Ex-Offender action item on the agenda for later
on today.

Number 6, accuracy, it would be helpful if the 130 is reviewed and updated prior to Panel.

Number 7, training vendors, this is often left blank. If the MEC is providing training a training
vendor would not be expected but if the MEC is subcontracting it should be identified. What we
are seeing with amendments at this time is that we need to add an out-of-state vendor because
we are realizing there is no one who can do this training for us when they are 10 months into the
contract. Where is the funding going? Are you helping businesses get trained or are you actually
delivering the training yourself? A box on the application to attest that they are providing 100%
of the training and if not then list who is.

Number 8, affiliates, some applications have come in from multiple areas of one organization,
for example, they have different CEAN numbers. Should we be handling them more as a group
of employers at the MEC vs. letting them have four or five singe employer contracts?

Policy manager explained that basically, yes, not just when there is one company that has

multiple branches with different CEAN’s but also when companies that are co-owned or maybe
they look like they are not related somehow but they are coming together in one contract. It could
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be something like hospitals, when there are multiple hospitals that are all incorporated separately
for liability purposes but they are coming together for one contract. We do get requests to come
in as a single with an affiliate. Should they be processed as a group of employers instead of
singe with affiliates?

Staff Counsel pointed out that there is one issue that comes up and that is the contract, because
there is only one entity that executes the contract. So we have a contract that says the parties
are this and that. Then there’s something about affiliates, but they don’t actually execute the
contract. They are part of the process of enforceability as to those entities.

Committee asked what the definition of an entity is.

Staff Counsel explained that we have been looking at it as a kind of business associations. If it's
a sole proprietor, we're looking at the SSN that sort of thing like a proprietor is a partnership,
limited partnership, corporation liability. We lean into the Secretary of State. That is this issue
because sometimes you'll have Cisco as San Francisco a separate instance its own entity
holding its own contract, has its own profit loss, its own distinct financial. In addition to that there’s
Cisco like Sacramento these are two entities and it looks like they are not but they are two
separate, distinct entities. If one was to be sued, there would only be one defendant.

Committee suggested they come back again to number 8 on the list for a more in depth
conversation.

Public comment was requested on this issue

Nathan Daily with CMTA explained that they do a lot of MECs but do not provide any training
themselves. Their client companies decide who they want to train either internally or through
outsiders. So in Number 2-repeat participants when it comes to the proposals on the 130 forms
are our previous clients who’ve been in our previous MEC who’ve said they want to continuing
training. We always have to tell them there is a gap period of three months where you are not
going to get any credit for the training you are doings. They are always training all the time
anyway. One of the great advantages of the MEC is that they don’t have to wait three to six
months to start training a year from now. We can go ahead and recruit other client companies,
mostly manufacturers for the most part they are training right now, start sending me the training
data. So you don’t have to wait three to six months to see any reimbursement, whatever training
they are doing is at their company’s expense. ETP does not reimburse at 100% of what they are
spending anyway. So there are cases certainly that are ongoing reoccurring training where any
company who has trained their employees one year, maybe will do a similar training the next
year to keep them competent and current in whatever their certifications are.

Michelle Rychener with Training Funding Partners wanted to reiterate what was said. When we
put a MEC together you are working with a certain group of people, but when you are recruiting,
those people change. So you could entirely change the folks that were committed upfront and
then the needs changes. So there always has to be a relationship there because you have to
build that relationship with the employer to come in. That's where the amendments come in to
play, you have to move money between job groups because you may have a bunch of hospitals
that decide not. So the amendments are really critical for a MEC, 2/3 of the way through the
contract if you are having new people come in that weren’t anticipated. Training vendors again,
you don’t always know what vendor you are going to bring forward because the people change
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so that’s a blank area.

John Fox from San Bernardino Community College District wanted to comment on item 2, which
is the relationship between the MEC and the participating employers. He agreed with some of
what had been said. There is an element of change that happens over the course of two years
or more from the time an application is submitted and the time training actually happens. So
there may be participating employers who weren’t in the original application who come along
and vice versa. Our practice is that we get the certification statement filled out and we base the
numbers that we put on the 100B on what’s on the certification statement. Yes, we recruit many
of the same employers and we see some of the same people, but to a point that was made
earlier it often times a step forward in their training. So perhaps they took intermediate Excel and
now want advanced etc. We are always recruiting and working to bring in new employers as
well. So an estimate would probably be about 60% repeat and 40% new contract over contract.
Regarding repeat trainee’s again same thing as repeat employers. We do communicate with
employers that they are not supposed to take the same exact training again they are supposed
to be progressing. Regarding accuracy and wages, that is one of the hardest ones as a MEC to
estimate because we are working with 60 to 80 different employers. Every employer has a
different wage scale, and different progression that they work with. That's where guesswork
comes in as far as how many people are going to be in which occupations at which wage levels.
We are very strict on holding the employers to the wage requirement in the contract. We do most
of the training ourselves, but there are situation where we might bring in a vendor if there is a
particular topic asked for that we don’t have.

Nathan Daily with CMTA commented that they do ask for the wages up front when they are
doing the initial enrollment and if the wage are too low they do not enroll them. They do ask the
employer their pay raise in the last year and enroll them with the new wages so basically the
progression gets buried. They do ask for updated wage information and updated termination
dates. Even telling if there has been wage progression can sometimes be difficult if they are not
getting the full participation from their HR department.

Rocio Leon from CMTC explained that they are part of the manufacturing extension partnership
system. They are a MEP with a MEC and as part of the system, they are required to serve small
manufacturers. 70% of manufacturers in California actually over the nation have under 20 or
fewer employees and 90% have 100 or less. These are the companies they serve. If they are
doing training, its because it is something that is important to keep them going, to maintain their
business or create new opportunities. ETP’s flexibility is critical. So yes, we are giving you a
generic curriculum. We go to a specific employer and customize to their needs. We would be
happy to work with you to go into specifics in the curriculum. Accuracy on the wages and wage
progression, they would argue ETP has the information in their own system. We are required
when we enroll an individual to populate their starting wage and their ending wage. When we
get a certification statement from a company this is going to the union issue, having the union
letter is an easy fix. When they submit a certification statement they have to check off the
guestion of whether the company is union or not. She is shocked that the system approves the
CS without the union letter and if the company does not have a valid NAICS code.

Director Grimes asked that it be kept in mind that this is the initial conversation and it is a multi-
faceted issue with a lot of nuance to it. As such keep in mind some of the things I'm hearing in
one is that employer customized training is really important to hollow out. It is also named in our
enabling legislation in Section 10200. Which is important and what does that balance look like
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in terms of the precision of the curriculum but also how we serve a lot of different employers.
We’ve heard some that are actually small businesses of 20 or less. But having that in the frame
of reference as we talk about this. The very deliberate use of the proposal allows for that flexibility
or do the best of the knowledge of those who are, preparing that is what the current state looks
like. But there is some dynamism that sometimes can’t necessarily know. So how do we create
a system where we are honoring that, but yet allow for some inbuilt flexibility for those pieces
that sometimes are out of their control?

Committee agreed but there is also structure around it. It would be interesting to know the data
on how many employers were listed on the MEC and how many came out of that MEC. So if we
went in with 10 but actually trained 30 or came in with 30 and trained 10. Just to get an idea as
to how accurate the forms are coming in. If they are not accurate why are we doing it? Because
| think that is what's at hand around curriculum, around employers, repeat employers, all of these
things that there are what people don’t like. A way of demystifying that fluidity with a bit of data.
That would give a better understanding to the environmental factors that are influencing how the
MEC application is written and executed.

Policy manager mentioned that she thinks that some of the data could be by not just comparing
the demand list to what participating employers were there at the end but also by looking at what
revisions were asked for during the course of the contract.

Alistair Routing from Butte College wanted to concur with the previous statement but asked if
Cal-E-Force could keep pace. Administratively it is an extremely time consuming process from
the application through to the management delivery for both the MEC and the participating
employers. So the more changes that are tracked in the system, | think the easier for staff to
keep pace with any requests and for there to be better visibility and timely transparency into the
status of everything from any application up to the delivery.

C. Contract Revision Process

Requests were received from Panel members to go over ETP’s revision process. By this we
mean when contractors request changes to their current executed contracts. We have a
regulation 22 CCR 4445 that deals with contract performance and amendments. The regulation
allows for contracts to be revised and provides some basic parameters for that process. Most
revisions have been handled in house. The exception is when there is a request for additional
funds, this comes before Panel. Panel request was to learn more about what kinds of revisions
come in and the process itself. The main goals for today are to get some feedback from the
committee members on which types of revisions they would like to see come before Panel versus
which one should be processed in house.

All sorts of requests come in from tiny changes up to huge changes. (A list of some changes
was given). The general procedure for a revision request is basically; the request comes in to
the field office, they determine if it should go before Panel and if the revision is possible. They
review the justifications for the request. If it should go before Panel they prepare the Panel
proposal. They prepare the other revision documents for review and in house approval by the
executive director or a manager depending on the revision type. The field office and contract
review unit finalize the changes. There is no action item today. We would just like to know what
you would like to see go to Panel.

Employment Training Panel February 27, 2025 Page 8 of 13



Committee feedback

Committee commented that there are some things like the liability, changing the funding
categories, changing retention, changing the health benefits some of these seem they are more
substantial than just changes a word or something.

Director Grimes explained that Regulation 4445 does say contract performance and
Amendments be considered, and elements of past performance for contractors in order for Panel
to be able to make decision. But will defer to legal team in terms of what that look like.

Assistant Director/Chief Counsel explained that some of the more legal terms would be better
handled in house by the legal team. Ideally we do not want to slow things down at Panel when
there are things that could be handled in house. Looking at the list we should probably go through
and define some of the terms. If you have questions about some of those terms, and if there are
things you want explained.

Committee said that it sounded like a decision tree. For example, comes to staff, see it liability
legal issue go to whoever and then comes back internally. So there is a clear process for some
of them. Just as a clarification how frequent are these revisions?

Project manager explained that roughly about half of our contracts have revisions, some have
more than one. Data could be pulled for the next meeting if committee would like more specifics.

Committee said that would be useful. If the revision is affecting the root of the contract, so we
are agreeing to this much funding, to this many people, to these occupations to these wages. If
the revision is going to change how they perform or the structure of the contract then they should
come to Panel. If there is a shifting of a few dollars or less significant impact to the contract terms
then no. It's the language of how does it affect their overarching what they came to us with
versus what they are changing to. A substantial change to the contract, the 130 kind of piece
that we have to approve, like retention periods or wage modifications called out in the 130.1t is
about that foundation.

Staff Counsel expounded that there is this concept in competitive bidding in the state of
California. You have a bid, you put a bid up for works and then there are change orders. And the
concept is that there are so many changes so much that the word they like to use is material
significance. From the original part, then it should be put out to rebid again. There are different
metrics for that. One is the Green Book specifications, which is like one of the general standards.
That's 25% and they look at the dollar amount. Reg and | used to look at it because ETP long
ago had a document that outlined all of these changes and more. Outlined the flow, the process,
what went to Panel, what didn’t go to Panel, what was done internally, what wasn’t. We departed
from that and | do think that we should go back to that. How are we defining Panel? There also
a delegated authority in our statute. There are certain things that are delegated to staff and
people. | think that is what Kumani is talking about. Back to that framework that we had before
that did exactly what Member Hill was suggesting. Maybe bring it back for consensus and have
an agreement as to what Panel would like, what goes to Panel, what doesn’t, what is internal,
what’s a 301 mod etcetera.

Committee agreed this was a good idea as Panel members that tree so we as Panel members
who would make the general decision and have questions on that. Start with what the Panel
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originally agreed to. Having an idea of what those changes look like
Public comment was requested on this issue

Dave T with Current Community College District he would suggest changes that potentially
negatively impact the quality of the application. Say before you might have viewed that
application differently or more negatively with the change. A lot of MEC changes are moving
funds between job numbers because we may have lost or gained a different employer. This
would be something to delegate to staff to approve. That is actually making the quality of the
application even better than it initially was presented.

John Fox, San Bernardino Community College District commented that potentially a
consideration that not everything on the list need to go through a full contract modification
process. Some things could be simplified to lessen the burden on staff and expedite the changes.
For instance changing the name of the primary contact on the contract or adding a particular
item to the list of curriculum. Going back to the point of how important it is to customize
curriculum, if a participating employer asks for something that did not happen to be on the list
already then it is a full contract modification just to add that one item to be able to deliver for
them. That might be something that could be a different process.

Michelle Rychener with training funding partners stated some of these are not modifications in
Cal-E-Force. If Lis is going to bring back the data about changes that are made per contract it
would be helpful to know what those are.

Rocio Leon with CMTC commented that hopefully we are looking at if somebody needs to come
before the Panel, it is because it is a substantive change. | would strongly suggest that if
someone does need to come back before Panel for questions and issues they can do so as a
Zoom participant.

VII. ACTION ITEMS
Ex-Offender at Risk Youth Guidelines

This is a continuation of the Pilots and Guidelines review. This is an action item bringing back
the changes recommended from the December 2024 Committee meeting. The changes were
as follows: general cleanup of small items, punctuation, grammar, etcetera; changed the name
of the program to Justice-Involved/Opportunity Youth Guidelines in order to align with the wider
labor agency terminology; changed what is considered to be full time work from 30 to 35 hours;
changed so that all trainees will meet whichever wage is relevant to their population, rather than
defaulting them all to the New Hire wage (standard ETP wages); and a note to give funding
priority to all projects that have a Justice-Involved/Opportunity Youth component rather than
limiting that priority to only those that had a pre-apprenticeship component.

Committee feedback

Committee asked if the proof of training eligibility documentation is stored in the Cal-E-Force system
or separately. And if we are asking for proof, how do we substantiate that?

Policy manager stated that it is housed somewhere but not sure if it is Cal-E-Force.
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Staff explained that when we enroll an individual in that job category it is just a normal enrollment,
there is nothing special about it. There is no way to know systematically that they are actually Justice
Involved individuals.

Director Grimes pointed out that on the Panel proposal there is a narrative where they can explain
that they have that.

Committee asked what the self-identification is. Is it like we do with veterans? A check box? So we
are not tracking any paperwork that shows they are. Or are we somewhat of an honor system there.

Staff commented that there are pieces of documentation that they can provide. Forms from their
parole officers. With the Opportunity Youth because you have criteria such as homelessness, or
previously involved or exposed taking activities is a little trickier.

Committee commented that the assumption is most of these applications are focused on that
population rather than an employer who would probably not be asking their employees if they fall
under one of these categories?

Staff explained that typically these are also going to be new hire projects where we are training them
to place them into a department. So it's very rare that we are going to have a Justice Involved
Opportunity Youth job number for a single employer. We almost always see these through multiple
employer contracts that target those populations as part of their normal services to their
communities. Those folks are already serving these types of individuals, they have that documented
paperwork. They usually bringing in other funds because we don’t pay supportive services, so they
are asking for a different funding stream to pay for interview clothes or bus passes those kind of
things.

Director Grimes recalled that in the December Panel packet there was a proposal that was approved
for Opportunity Junction that does have the narrative piece of that in addition to the eligibility side,
there’s that vetting to make sure that we are actually conducting outreach to that.

Public comment was requested on this issue

Nathan Daily with CMTA shared that with Justice Involved for their MECs they have a specific library
set aside for Justice Involved Individuals. That money is set aside for one specific company it's a
non-profit called Rise Up Industries. They recruit right out of prisons to train them on machine skills,
lathe, etcetera and they actually employ them while training them. So they are employed by this
organization and getting trained with productive lab and after a couple of years the organization help
get them placed with other companies. So regarding the wages because they are non-profit. They
do pay low wages, unfortunately. So raising the wages up to whatever normal retrainee wage group
would be would almost virtually x them out of getting any reimbursement out of this program. Some
of the people that have been in the training for a while and get placed with other companies. It is
possible to get some reimbursement through that special review in terms of Rise Up Industries.
Hopefully the wages are high enough at that point.

Committee asked what the new hire wages are.

Nathan Daily said that the new hire wage is like $17 or 17.50 under the new chart. Whereas the
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regular retraining wage is going to be he thinks $23.67

Staff said yes, Nathan is right. So the new hire wage currently for the Bay Area hovers around
$21.42, that is the highest, the lowest is $19.27 as compared to the retraining wage in the Bay Area,
which is $25.70 and goes down to $23.56. So about a $4 jump in the wages for this population if
you hold them to the retraining wages.

Committee commented the challenge is these are often unskilled workers. Cutting the retraining
wage could cause significant barriers versus the new hire wage. Not sure what made us want to
switch in December.

Policy manger reminded all that we did not have our two new committee members in December.
The comments about the 30 and 35 hour work week and the wage differences were that we didn’t
want to penalize at risk populations by not having them be paid the same as everyone else and by
them have less hours a week they wouldn’t qualify for benefits. Gretchen felt very strongly about
these two items.

Committee expressed that while it is important to ensure benefits, the challenge is whether or not
the reality of whether they could actually hit the retraining wage when they often come in as an entry
level workers. Do we know what the wages are on the Opportunity Junction? While it would be
preferable to have the retraining wage. If it is going to close out all of these applications then the
change will make it null and void.

Policy manager offered to run the data and bring it back to the next meeting.

Committee wondered if it would be worth the data to run just to see if this change is going to close
the door to all these funding opportunities which are important to fund. But asked that the data be
run so the conversation could continue.

Policy manager will bring to April meeting the data on what the actual wages that were paid to these
people. Not what was in the proposal but what they were actually paid in retention. Then it will be a
discussion item in April to discuss and make further changes.

Committee decided to table this until April Policy Committee.

VIl.  OPPORTUNITY FOR POLICY COMMITTEE MEMBERS TO REQUEST AGENDA
ITEMS FOR FUTURE PANEL MEETINGS

No comments
IX. PUBLIC COMMENT ON MATTERS NOT ON THE AGENDA

Phil Herrera to speak about the Coalition for ETP and Jobs. This is an organization that Steve
Duscha started a while ago and initially was to do advocacy to the legislature to protect ETP’s
budget and what it stands for. He will give testimony tomorrow at the Panel meeting with some
good news and some challenging news. They are doing a good job with advocacy and have had
more interest in joining the coalition, so they have created essentially a policy subcommittee and
will come to the podium representing their own constituency. Hopefully you in the background
come with consensus on recommendations to the Panel, the recommendation will be in
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collaboration and uplifting. No dirty laundry. He sent out a request to all the members to give
their top issues they would like to discuss with Panel.

Assistant Director/Chief Counsel clarified that they would be coming to Policy Committee not
Panel.

Phil Herrera stated yes to Policy Committee. He handed out a list of items from the coalition
members who are people that have been doing ETP consulting for decades. He thinks this will
be very valuable.

Rosa Hernandez, job consultant with job training and Opportunity Junction, comment regarding
the ex-offender at risk youth new guidelines, what she didn’t see in the new guidelines was a
reflection of new hires, multiple barriers that were included in the previous guidelines. Will they
be included in future guidelines?

Project manager explained that the justice involved opportunity youth guidelines are actually
derived out of the multiple barrier language that is in our legislation and regs. This is an
expansion of that language. So, they are technically already a subset of that. So future funding
under opportunity youth guidelines is with the understanding that there could be multiple barriers.

Larry Mandell wanted to address the ability or inability to change NAICS codes for a contractor
or a PE. ETP says to contact EDD, they provide a fax number which does not work. The phone
calls are not returned, making this change almost impossible. He has also pointed out that while
the NAICS code refers to a small portion of the work that this company does. Is anything being
done at staff level to make it easier for a contract to get a change within EDD?

Director Grimes thanked him for raising that concern and stated that ETP’s executive leadership
teams has been apprised of the situation and are working on solutions. EDD being a separate
with our own locus of control, we are looking at to see how we can leverage our relationship with
EDD. This is a priority item that is being addressed.

Carlos Amador, Vanessa Bransburg, Denae Joseph, Edgar Ortiz, Pedro Ramirez and Jose
Flores all called requesting $50,000 set aside for SEED.

IX. MEETING ADJOURNMENT

ACTION: Member Mike Hill moved and Member Jennifer Fogthergill seconded the motion to
adjourn. All Policy Committee Members present voted in the affirmative.

Motion carried, 3 to O.

Acting Chair Bettencourt adjourned the meeting at 3:57 p.m.
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