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STATE OF CALIFORNIA EMPLOYMENT TRAINING PANEL

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

Thursday, April 24, 2025
l. POLICY COMMITTEE MEETING CALL TO ORDER
Chair Gretchen Newsom called the meeting to order at 1:01 p.m.

Il. ROLL CALL

Present

Gretchen Newsom
Rebecca Bettencourt
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

1l MEETING AGENDA

No changes to April 24, 2025 Agenda.

ACTION: Member Fothergill moved and: Member Bettencourt seconded approval of the
April 24, 2025 Meeting Agenda with no changes. All Policy Committee Members

present voted in the affirmative.

Please note Agenda will be done in a different order than listed.

Motion carried, 4 to 0.
V. MEETING MINUTES

No changes to February 27, 2025 Meeting Minutes.
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ACTION: Member Hill moved and: Member Bettencourt seconded approval of the February 27,
2025 Meeting Minutes with no changes. All Policy Committee Members present voted
in the affirmative.

Motion carried, 4 to 0.

V. MANAGER REPORT

No report this month.

VI. DISCUSSION ITEM

A. MEC Proposal Contents and Quality

Panel proposals are the only documents that Panel has to base their decisions on. Proposals need
to be accurate and based on information that aids the decision making process. This is a
continuation of the discussion started at the February Committee meeting. The issues are large and
multiple and deserve their own discussion. Three main areas will the focus today: 1) the MEC'’s
relationship to their Participating Employers, 2) how repeat MEC projects differ from previous
projects, and 3) how the MEC training plans are developed.

Questions for discussion was posted.
Committee Feedback

Committee commented that what we want is feedback on these kind of draft questions. It is very
difficult to have this kind of discussion in a public meeting. What we have done in the past is that
we finalized these discussion questions and then posted them as a survey to those interested.

Question of whether the list of participating employers on the application is meant to be a
representative list or a comprehensive list. On that list of participating employers are they all aware
that they have been listed on that list?

Policy manager explained the 100B list that you see in the proposals is a representative list or
estimate, because they don’t know what will happen. In other words many of the Participating
Employers that are on the 100 B list do in fact participate in the MEC contracts, but they all don’t.
Best guess would be that many are but some are not aware of being listed.

Committee suggested that the question as to whether the participating employers are aware they
are on the list would be an excellent question to add to a survey.

Public comment was requested on this issue

Nathan Daily with CMTA commented they have clients that are repeat clients from previous
contracts and people who have expressed interest in participating but don’t necessarily tell them
that they are being put on the 100 B form. A lot of them then decide they are not ready for training
now or things look too complicated so some will drop off. The advantage of the MEC is the flexibility
you don’t have to plan in three to six months what is going to happen once you get the MEC up and
running. Then recruit more people and they can start training immediately. Anything that hinders
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that flexibility is poison to the MEC contract.

John Fox from San Bernardino Community College District commented that he really like the idea
of putting this out as a survey after finalizing the questions here. That gives time to put some good
thought into it and have robust answers to get back to Panel.

Rocio Lyon echoed what John Fox said any opportunity to provide feedback is welcome. Regarding
do the employers know that they are on the list? Yes, because we have engaged with them. If we
don’t have signed certification statements, which is the document that the employer has to provide
to us that say, they are ready to have a serious conversation. It doesn’t mean they have signed a
contract just that they are ready to work on developing their plan. They do not get submitted with
the application.

Phil Herrera (Herrera and Company also the ETP Coalition for ETP and Jobs) strongly supports the
idea. He recommends giving the opportunity to offer questions in the survey.

Barry Malechi with American College explained the way they recruit participating employers is that
since we have been training specifically the AEC industry, architectural, engineering, construction
they have hundreds of companies who have participated in their training. When collecting the 100
B they contact each one of them and ask how many trainees they project they will train with the
state funded training for the next 21 months, which is the basic duration of the contract. On the list
they provide everyone know how many trainees they want to train. When they provide staff with the
list 70-75% of the number of employees or trainees that we are asking for we submit 25 companies
and by the time we are done with the training, we have over 100 companies who have participated.

Alistair Branson, with Butte College stated that over the last 12 years they have successfully
completed or participated in 16 ETP contracts counting some of the response contracts and
managed to administer approx. 6.5 million cumulatively in funds serving approx. 150 unique certified
employers, thousands of individuals and over 290,000 hours of training. He wanted to reiterate the
concerns about flexibility in serving the MEC particularly in rural Northern California, in Butte County.
It is critical that they can pivot and respond to employers. They spend a lot of time recruiting new
employers and working with them on their training plans.

Rosa Hernandez works primarily with new hire MEC’s they do not have participating employers
identified initially in the contract and they are nonprofit training agencies, they do have established
curriculums.

Committee Discussion

Comment was made by committee that the idea of flexibility is strongly heard. One of the questions
asked was how do repeat MEC projects differ from previous projects, they don’t fit with flexibility
and unique. Unlike what we look at for single employers. The question is, what is the focus of the
MEC, what is the MEC purpose serving, and how flexible can it be based on the purpose that MECs
are designed to serve. Maybe if we could get back to the true purpose of the MEC from the regs.

Committee wants the regulatory definition, an explanation of the MEC and what it is seeking to do

at the front end of the survey and then list the questions, open-ended questions not yes or no.
Gather as much feedback as we can, then finalized.
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Question was asked what we will do with the feedback from the survey. Is it meant to refine the
current requirements?

Policy manager explained that the purpose would be to craft some specific application questions
that the MEC can answer. The responses to those questions can be represented in the proposal.
This would save the Panel from asking, tell me how your repeat project is different from you prior
one. Tell me where you found your PE’s. Tell me how you developed your curriculum. That way you
have a clearer picture so Panel doesn’t have to dig through the proposals to find out what is going
on. The questions would be put in the application for the MEC to describe, similar to what we have
now, describe your project details or the introduction details.

Director Grimes commented two things. One, it should be noted that when we think about flexibility,
there is an aspect of the multiple employer contractors that includes small businesses that may be
introduced to ETP that do not have sufficient administrative capacity to administer their own
contracts independently. And the other piece to be noted is that with JATC’s and MECs there is this
ecosystem of continuous learning, which is another piece that is a niche of MECs. | want to make
sure that we get on the record that many times when we think about the uniqueness of the proposals
that is important. However, if there are new employers, participating employers and they are doing
similar training or if it is continuous training that is more advanced. It has to be framed within this
context just so we have an understanding of that.

Policy Manager confirmed that at the top of the survey a definition of what a MEC is according to
the leg and regs will be added so there is a framework to work from. Are we good with the questions
that are in the memo with no edits? Then we will have other open-ended questions at the end of the
survey. Do you want a question about how much continuous improvement training that they are
doing?

Approval was given with the addition of optional individual information about the person taking the
survey in case we have a follow up questions. Name, email address, phone number, entity that they
are associated with but all optional.

Policy Manager asked if committee would like just one identification like what type of MEC they
represent, a training agency or an industry group of just a general check box. What type of MEC
are you representing?

Approval was given that that question should be up at the very top, including other in case somebody
comes up with some other understanding. Down at the very bottom after the additional open-ended
commentary, the self-identification optional components.

Comment was made that there where conversations last time about who delivers the training.
Maybe it falls in the business model, but there was a lot of conversation about whether they
outsourced. Some contracts they use where it is outsourced, the contractor delivers training for that
company and others where it is outsourced to a third party who then delivers it. Then there are
others where the contract holder is giving dollars to the business once they have completed their
training. There are multiple differences. So, how do they deploy the training?

It was decided that the question of how they deploy the training should be at the end. It was

determined that a minimum of three weeks should be given for responses, then a deadline clearly
stated. Please get your feedback to us by the end of the survey period.
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Assistant Director Cooper asked if there was a section or question regarding the region that they
are working in. It would be interesting to find out if some of the small employers are in areas that
ETP staff are unable to reach and what is being done in the rural areas of the state.

Policy manager stated that we can add another question about geographic areas served. She will
set the survey up to send out reminders per Committee request.

Request was made to add an announcement on our website. And also send it out to our list of the
MEC'’s.

VIl.  ACTION ITEMS
A. Justice-Involved/Opportunity Youth Guidelines

This is an action item not a discussion. Originally known as Ex-Offender/At-Risk Youth
Guidelines, these came to the December Committee meeting and we made some revisions, it
was brought back to the February Committee for approval and some additional public comment
was given which necessitated us to do some further research into the wages that are being paid
to this population. The original discussion for these guidelines was to provide a general cleanup
of punctuation, grammar, spelling etcetera, and to change the name to Justice-Involved/
Opportunity Youth guidelines to align with Labor Agency terminology. An adjustment was
considered to change fulltime work from 30 to 35 hours. Additionally, it was decided to hold all
of the trainees to whatever wage was relevant to their population rather than how they were
originally held to the new hire or HUA wages. The last change agreed upon in February was to
revise the guideline to give funding priority for all projects that have a Justice-
Involved/Opportunity Youth component and not only to those that have a pre-apprenticeship
component.

February’s discussion raised comments about the wages and the need for data on what is
actually paid to this population. Wage data shows that for most contracts, trainee average wages
are in the retrainee wage range or above. The high end of the wage range was quite high.
However, the low end of the wage range was quite low.

Based on this information staff is recommending potentially holding the Justice-Involved
Opportunity Youth required wage to the new hire and HUA wage levels. While the average and
upper end of the wages actually paid to these trainees is at a higher level than what those new
hire or HUA wages would require, the trainees that are being paid at the lower end of the wage
range need the lower wage requirements in order to participate in this program, which serves as
a vital bridge for a vulnerable population and assists them into moving into higher paid and higher
skilled jobs. A draft of the guidelines is included in the packet.

Staff is requesting a motion to approve the changes to these guidelines — please include your
decision for how wages are to be handled. As a reminder: wage options are #1 hold all of these
trainees to the lower new hire and HUA wages ranges or #2 to hold them to whichever wage
range they would normally fall into rather than holding them to a lower required wage.
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Public comment was requested on this issue

Nathan Bailey, CMTA explained that the organization which they support with the Justice
Involved group, their models specifically recruit ex-offenders right out of prison, give intensive
training, more hours of training per person than he is allowed to submit. When they graduate
from the program, helping to place them with other employers in machine shops and whatnot,
hopefully earning, appropriately high wages deserving of their machining skills. But as a non-
profit organization, they cannot meet the prevailing wages. So a company like City Dignity would
not be able to participate.

Jason S. with Building Justice stated they believe that it is important when someone enters the
workforce that they are able to do so with dignity. He commented that wages mean a lot to
people, that minimum wage is there for a reason and we are telling someone the value that they
bring. He thinks that some of the skills that people bring from being incarcerated or being
impacted by the systems are skills and value that is overlooked. He supports showing value to
people who are coming home from incarceration to reduce poverty, to reduce recidivism by
giving them a wage that shows that we value them.

Committee feedback

Committee Chair believes very strongly that just because you made a mistake, you served your
time, you shouldn’t be further penalized by a lower wage for doing the same work with the same
skill set under the same job classification. But we are now incentivizing folk to participate in this
program by paying lower wages to this population. We are changing the guidelines to be Justice-
Involved/Opportunity Youth guidelines and we cannot do that by paying unjust wages. Wages
are tied to self-worth and we can set the bar so that they are being paid standard wages, equal
wages, for equal pay, and equal work. That would go a long way to providing a better outcome
for these people to be afforded the opportunity to have family and self-sustaining wages.

Comment was made that if you read the different 130’s that relate to the 8 or 9 contracts we
have had in the past five years, 200 employee trainings, a lot is about getting them basic skills
to get them into employment. It is not just those injustice, it is those youth who may have been
at-risk for a variety of different reasons. If you read the proposals about giving them the skills, it
is about training them to be able to go into these higher paid jobs. Some of them are in that
temp-to-perm window when you read about it. Having read through the CMTA, having read
through the Opportunity Junction it is more around that, then going straight into employment.
The challenge is about the training not about the employer. They are training people to be
machinists and then afterward they are being placed in the machinist role. Again entry level
machinist and they can progress up from that. The time they are in this contract, is up to the
training program, then it is 100% full blown employment. There are three organiz ations that have
used this avenue multiple times. Request was made to Nathan Bailey to clarify this for
Committee.

Nathan Dailey explained that the organization he represents in this particular case is Pride
Industries out of San Diego. They are a not-for-profit organization. They refer to them as
members they are not employees. None of them remain employed there, all of them leave, that
is the model. Without the training they are not going to get those machinist skills so they can go
onto get the higher wages. As a not for profit they simply cannot afford to pay the higher wages.
The value is in the training and in the placement after. But during that time they are getting the
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lower wages, they are getting the training that will lead them to, to borrow a phrase ‘the high
road path’ is getting them there. So they are receiving wages and compensation while being
trained. Because the nonprofit is paying the much lower wages they are taking people who have
no machinist skills at all. They cover everything from basic hand tools to what they call behavior,
to shop math. So they are covering everything.

Project manager clarified that if we hold everyone to the new hire and HUA wages only, that
means those at the minimum wages that would be the minimum wages required on an ETP
contract. If you say that the standard wages apply, that would mean that a retrainee would come
in under the retrainee wage, the new hire would come in under the new hire wage and if in a
HUA would come in under the HUA wage, if a SET project they would come in under the SET
wage. If we hold all to the standard wage that doesn’t mean that the new hire or HUA wages are
gone. They still are there if they fit into that population. If held to the new hire wage and they
come in on a SET job, instead of having the SET wage, they would have the new hire wage or
HUA wage instead.

There is a fairness component adopting the standard wages and not identifying or pulling out
this group and saying you are subject to the lower wage even in you are not in the HUA or new
hire component.

Question with the standard wages would exclude any potential participation.

Policy manager explained it would exclude the lower wage range trainees, but would not exclude
anyone from the average wage range or above. Only the employees at the very lowest end of
the wage range that were not in a new hire or HUA position. If they were a retrainee or SET
person and they were only getting paid $13 an hour, they would not be able to participate.

Director Grimes wanted to highlight that because the data is such that we don’t necessarily have
a lot of contracts, recall we have 9, we have an outlier where we see one example where it is
lower but that is the exception and not the rule. The other piece that we want to be cognizant
and empathetic to is that there are two ways of looking at this from an equity lens. One is to
make sure that we are not penalizing people because we want to incentivize second chances,
both those who are the trainees and also the employers who are providing the second chance.
The other piece is that whether or not these trainees have the skills, if we are looking at it as
developing those skills from a basic skills standpoint, it comes out to be that sometimes since it
is a ladder, and it does not necessarily start off at the same range as everything else. Going
back to what Nathan was saying which is there is element of pre-employment skills that are
being developed that is a segment of this population that we do have to account for. What we
are seeing is a range. Some of the folks that are coming out may have gained skills within the
institutions. There is a range there and we need to be aware of that because this is reflected in
the data as well and why there is a fluctuation too.

Comment was made that in looking at the average versus the wage range, it is a very large wage
range. When looking at the new hire versus retraining and that average wage, if you have a lot
in the $44’s and just a few in the $14’s it is going to cut out different in the weight than if they are
much closer to that bottom end. This is a very unique population, training the unemployed to go
into the workforce and progress into higher wages. This is not the employers at the table saying
I'm only going to pay them $13 an hour once they are employed full time. It comes back to what
does that post retention wage minimum look like on the 130. If itis $13 is it with benefits and
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everything else. We all know that on the 130 the post retention wage is the lowest wage that
everyone is paid. That is when the optics start to look very different and why the having the data
is good. There are still some that are absolutely unskilled coming into this and paying that
minimum could have completed their training done in 90 days and they are in their very early
stages because the working contract closes. They could be a day in the first week of their training
and the contract ends. They are going to be in that lower post retention than if they completed
their training during the contract. It's been a year and a half of the contract it is unknown how
they manager their contracts, but that’s the reality that happened in the management side for
the contract as well. Taking this out, is it even worth calling out as a separate set of guidelines
rather than just putting them through the regular, if we are going to use the same criteria on the
wages as we do everyone else.

Additional incentive to the guidelines to start bringing forward more of these that they are
prioritized and the other items.

If we go with the higher it does not mean we cannot accept the lower wages, then when we work
on how do we go out rally the troop and get people into these programs and have more than
208 people in five years. Then in a couple of seasons when we’ve got more people we look at
the data again and see should it be moving upwards. The worry is we are going to close out one
maybe two of the main contractors that are on that lower end.

It is hard to accept a lower baseline with this population than other populations and that we are
incentivizing kind of poverty wages to be paid to this group and providing what looks like lower
wages, a broken ladder or broken bridge to get there. Studies have proven the best way to not
have recidivism, not have homelessness is to ensure that folks are getting paid living wages. If
you are coming out the system and you are going to get this training, and you have to live, be
self-sustaining and you need this training to better yourself, you are going to be at a much better
point if you just have better wages then the prospect of not being able to make ends meet with
these lower wages. If something happens, you remember how you got there is the first place
and then we are perpetuating this cycle when it could be broken now by saying we need to
support higher wages or saying they are the same standard wages across the board.

We are also looking at potentially 17 or 18 year olds who are coming out of high school or
whatever program. You looking at foster youth (not that they shouldn’t be paid) but in comparison
some of the other are learning their skills, those opportunities. It is setting up both audiences for
that success. This is about the training program about the beginning of employment, verses they
have got skills under their belt, and they have 6-9 months since the program and in that job
paying them whatever that wage is. If we were to follow this into a contract with an employer
where we see this frequently that their average post retention wage is $20-$23 an hour. That is
the natural step from where that new hire wage is coming out of these programs and into
employment programs. We see it all the time. There are several applications this month where
they are in the 20 something post retention or 23 which is that stepping.

Where in the program are they when the program gets cut off? We have had this conversation
about some others where they have paid progression, the lowest wages here, the highest wages
her that they could be in but it depends on where they are in the trains when the contract ends.
Look at with a single employer, we run into this all the time, you have people in training, they
could be the first six months of the job and the contract ends, they finish the training and they’ve
only done a week so they are not going to get that hire wage because they are not getting the
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90 days that increase. There is a piece here that we could lose two of the nine we have.
Question regarding if they have an actual job.

Nathan clarified yes they actually have a job, they are receiving a wage. They start right out of
prison at $17 an hour and move up. They are working for this not-for-profit organization, they
are receiving a wage and doing machine skills. One of the side jobs is some of the training is
also going to be productive lab. As part of their training they are also producing product to help
support the not-for-profit organization.

So the non-profit is selling the product they just made?
Nathan replied yes and the money goes back into funding the not-for-profit function.

This model is like a reemployment process to get the skill you need to get a real job. How
prevalent is this setup?

Policy manager gave the option to hold everyone to the standard wages, then allow them to
request a waiver if they need it and provide good justifications for why and one of the
justifications could be if they have significant wage progression throughout the contract.

Committee agreed this would be a good option.
Public comments

Robert Meyer commented that it is a social enterprise model and they are seeing more of this
as it is initiated with grant funding. The successful programs are beginning to turn towards ETP
as potential opportunities to look for the job placement and the skills-based training is something
that we do well. It is an ecosystem approach where they are recruited and unemployed when
they start, they train and they gain work experience, which is particularly valuable to make them
competitive for later employment. Permanent employment with employers and even then in entry
level jobs, we are working with a program in the Bay Area with shipbuilding and shipbuilding
technologies and skill sets. These employers heavily invest and commit to this type of
participation. It does provide a very solid pathway to better, higher waged jobs and career paths.
We will see a spread to other industry sectors outside of the traditional building trades, which
have been a proponent of this work, so we are going to see some lower wages as the entry
point, but it is really to provide access to the training and the experience they will gain for a long
standing career path opportunities, particularly in the manufacturing sectors.

Lemon SD with Building Justice is a career tradesman and wages are everything and the idea
that folks should be penalized for mistakes they have made does not help them move forward
and protect citizens in society. You have to be able to put money in people’s pocket and to
guarantee people jobs once they get trained, that is what is really important is the pathway to
careers.

Miranda Fernandez she works for Local 45 and is a formerly incarcerated individual and things
that everyone should be paid equal whether you have made mistakes or not.

Jay Harriel he too was incarcerated but in this whole conversation in order for any of this to work
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with individuals getting out of prison there has to be a level of like skills. They need to address
and deal with unresolved trauma. There has to be a level of life skills dealing with low self-
esteem, dysfunctional family, anger behaviors, unconscious biases and things of the nature in
order to be able to function in society.

Committee feedback

Pertaining to that, we do see some of the applicants coming where their training does not include
the life skills component, but we might be able to do a better job as the applications are being
worked on and coming forward of asking if that’ is included.

Maybe put in the guidelines that curriculum is 50% of training to vocational and training may also
include basic skills and literacy. They must emphasize training to support the long-term job
preparation and security of involved trainees and or training to assist opportunity youth in
learning work skills and helping them to succeed in the program.

What if we in the guidelines add life and work skills and it encompasses that in the parameters
to support the long-term job preparation and job security of justice involved?

Would it be in the curriculum that at least 50% of the training to vocational skills in conjunction
with those skills training may also include basic skills, life skills and literacy skills? Added to the
second bullet page three of the guidelines.

ACTION: Member Bettencourt moved and Member Fothergill seconded approval approve the
Justice-Involved/Opportunity Youth Guidelines with the amendment to the wage
structure to be that standard wages apply, and if a contractor wishes a lower wage
they can request that with a strong justification, and add to the guidelines an edit on
curriculum to say it may include life skills and basic skills and literacy skills, up to 50%
of the curriculum, along with the other revisions already approved from February
Committee (e.g.: priority, full-time work hours, etc). All Policy Committee Members
present voted in the affirmative.

Motion carried, 4 to 0.
Public comment was requested on this motion
No comments

Policy Manager stated that the revised Guidelines will come to May Panel for full approval.

B. Veterans guidelines

Committee reviewed the Veterans guidelines in February and discussed the changes which
were to provide a small general clean-up for punctuation and grammar; to remove all references
to the Retrainee Job Creation program, which was discontinued; to ensure all references to ETP
contracts, forms and references are correct; and to give funding priority to all projects with a
veterans component.
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Staff is requesting Committee to approve the revised draft of the veteran’s guidelines so they
can come to May Panel for full approval.

Committee feedback

Committee would like to see more proposals coming in actually utilizing this veteran’s
component. We had 5000 veterans funded for the fiscal year 2020 to 2025 according to staff.
This may have something to do with self-reporting.

Traditionally, going back 10 years next year we saw more veteran job lines back when we had
a Panel member who asked about veterans with every single project. So maybe do a better job
as Panel members to show that we want to prioritize those contracts that come forward with the
veteran component, not just you are collaborating with some veteran organization, but you
actually have this as a separate job number.

Public comment was requested on this issue

Nathan Dailey with CMTA stated there may very well be many companies that actively recruit
and try to hire veterans, but their HR departments don’t record that anywhere. So when asked
for demographics, all that is given is unknowns. Setting aside money, the separate job group
just for veterans, then | may have to ask for that money to be moved out because of the 200
veterans they have, only 10 or whatever are known.

Robert Meyer said this is partially just some experiential reflection on working with veterans
based projects. First the difficulty in administration of job group build around job creation and
veterans has always been sort of difficult ant that continued to present administrative challenges
for us and the contractors. So we have seen a decline. As Nathan Daily pointed out the reporting
requirement is a little different now, so only if we happen to actually capture it and that is with an
employer that is willing to provide that demographic data, do we get it. On the engagement side,
| completely agree on the need for bringing more projects in with a focus. We are seeing some
of the innovation in these project that are going to be impacting projects coming in. A team of
our staff participated on a call looking at latent job transition and job loss. This lower retention
for veterans in successive years after departure of service was eye opening. So we are trying to
work projects that will more effectively encounter that for veterans that are leaving service.

Michelle Richener with Training Funding Partners echoed what Nathan Daily said that is not
always something the HR departments track. As Robert Meyer said there is complexity in
separating out that job group in a proposal. There was back in the day see more proposals but
| think at the time there was an increased reimbursement rate for veteran groups, so it made
more sense to break them out and deal with the complexity in administration. That is no longer
the case. While we do track veterans and prioritize them when we are billing and invoicing ETP
it is no longer part of the process.

Committee feedback
One upon a time there was a higher wage for veterans it was in job creation and the job creation
veteran was worth even more money. It was like a high reimbursement rate and a stackable

credential type thing. They are a new hire that was and extra high rate and then a veteran on
top of it. Would it help to incentivize, getting people to go oh, we could get this much more per
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hour for the training dollars incentivizing our veterans looking at these programs. They are
already marked as priority but we could consider a higher reimbursement rate to support this
program.

We like to bend the guideline proposal to have a higher reimbursement rate for veterans or
contractors that have a veteran job line.

Public comment was request on the motion

Nathan Dailey asked for clarification, when you say veteran, that is all veterans and not just new
hire veterans.

Committee response was all veterans.

ACTION: Member Fothergill moved and Member Hill seconded approval approve the revised
draft of the veteran guidelines with an amendment to have the highest reimbursement
rates for a veteran job number. All Policy Committee Members present voted in the
affirmative.

Motion carried, 4 to 0.

VIIl. BACK TO DISCUSSION ITEMS

This is a discussion only item. We have a regulation that governs our revision process and it
provides some parameters for the process. Historically revisions have been processed in-house
by ETP, but Panel wanted to learn about the revision types and review which revisions they
would like to have come to them. When a revision request is received performance is reviewed
on their current and prior projects, and revisions require a great deal of staff time. Not every
contractor requests a revision and some request multiple.

Staff has two potentially different alternative for how we can process revisions that we are
presenting both of which us the Executive Director’s delegated authority amount as a trigger.
Our legislation allows for the Executive Director’s authority to approve training contracts of up
to $100,000, currently the amount is $75,000. The first alternative is to have any revision in an
amount over that would go before Panel, while anything under that amount would be approved
by the Executive Director. Dollar amount means both funding increase requests and changes
to the dollar amount distribution within the contract. The second alternative is similar with one
small change the Executive Director dollar amount would still apply and we would add that
anything that constitutes a material change to the contract would also go before Panel even if
below the delegate authority amount. This would require a definition as to what would be
considered a material change. Regardless of which you choose we would like the Executive
Director to be able to send any revisions that fall below the amount to Panel if they feel there
could be potentially a material change or any other reason.

A material change would have a two part definition. It would be a revision request which
substantially alters the original contract be either 1) creating a change of 20% or more in any of
the following: number or trainees in the contract, number of hours in the contract, or change in
the makeup of job numbers. Or any revisions that significantly alter the conditions of the
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contract, including but not limited to funding increases that would be above the delegated
authority amount, deleting or adding job numbers, delivery methods, training types, or
occupations, transferring liability to a non-related entity, not a name change, not an actual
assumption of liability, but transferring the liability from to another company not related. Other
material changes would be decreasing minimum wage amount or adding the need to use
health benefits to meet the required wage, removing union affiliated trainees, requesting out of
state training or vendors, contract term date changes, increasing incidental placement caps,
allowing turnover rates above our threshold, and certain types of contract language changes.
(List included in packet).

Committee feedback

Clarification was requested on if Panel agreed to fund $200,000 and then they come back to
staff and want $274,000 that is enabling the Executive Director to award them the $74,000.

Policy manager explained that is correct.

Committee stated that if they wanted to increase the funding amount they should have to come
back. That is a material change. The 20% or part two the 20% umbrella rules of 20% of job
numbers or occupations are changes then they need to come back. The 20% is a good gauge
rather than every time they want to delete or add a delivery method or a training time.

The wage pieces are important if they are going to changes any issues, have benefits.
Removing union affiliation is important. Not the removing of trainees.

Committee wants to understand the impact on staff, if the contractor has multiple revisions,
does that mean they come in all at once or trickle throughout the contract. Are some revisions
a nightmare to execute?

Policy manager explained it trickles out.

Director Grimes responded that these are important considerations. Putting the amount of
revisions we receive in context, a significant portion of these are not 20% then that changes
what happens at Panel. In addition to approving proposals, it also becomes a burden of looking
at minutia that staff have been equipped to be able to look at. For instance when | first started |
thought computer based training was this and now I've learned its e-learning and all of those
pieces. The nuances of the contract that maybe a first time contractor is learning on the job that
our staff is equipped to do. If a lot of this comes to Panel it is really a lot of minutiae, very specific
things. So there is a balance. Yes, some itis a nightmare and some of itis just realizing mistakes,
so here are a bundle of revisions for you to figure out.

Should there be a schedule instead of the trickle? Should there be periodic time frames within
the contract where you can make changes, maybe a limit for repeat contractors?

Laura Campbell, Chief of Program Operation explained when a contract going into revision
fiscally the contract is put on hold and the contractor cannot invoice at all until the revision is
complete, revisions that have material impact and go back to Panel may cause a significant
delay. So the more revisions and changes could have a negative impact overall
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What is the difference between a revision and an amendment?

Policy manager explained that she is using the term revisions to mean any of the potential
changes that could be made to the contract. ETP has in the past had amendments, in-house,
amendments, modifications and technical changes and those all fall under the umbrella of a
revision or change. Every change is a contract change.

Laura stated that we are in alignment with EDD processes. When we do a modification that is
not something that would actually change the document on the contract. Whereas if we do an
amendment there is a document that get reviewed, signed, and attached to the contract.

Where does that guideline come in, can we use that guidelines is it changing that structure? If
20% of the contract is changes, what does into that? Does it have to be signed and the rest or
not? Do we follow suite to back that up because that changes the structure of the actual contract.

Assistant Director Cooper asked if we had an idea as to how many have multiple revisions, going
back to as mentioned a schedule or some constraints on when and how many revisions are
allowed.

Assistant Director/Chief Counsel Armstrong stated that contractors probably have different
circumstances and different things that crop up at different times. So the piece about the different
times is appealing an open enrollment essentially for the contract. We would probably have to
look at how the community feels about that and if it's feasible because the business necessity
might pop-up at any time. These would need to be addressed in the contract.

Public comment was requested on this issue

Rocio Leon understands the concern about multiple revisions but the legacy system if we added
a training vendor, we have a mix. We use a mix of in-house trainers and external folks to deliver
for us and if we bring on an outside trainer and added them as one of the resources that was
delivering under our contract, there was a way for us to enter that information into the legacy
system. | assume a naotification went to our monitoring analyst, but that rather than
acknowledging the submission, there was not a whole lot for our monitor to do. If it was an out-
of-state vendor, there were additional steps, but otherwise if it was a standard vendor, we could
simply move forward. Under the current system, adding a vendor is now a revision, which now
requires staff time and additional effort. Some of the changes and some of the things that are
revisions are baked into the way the system now exists. | understand the importance of trying to
look into what is happening in our contracts. Any revision that we submit is because it is affecting
our ability to serve the companies that we are working with. If they come forward with a
specialized training and we have to bring on a specialized resource to do that delivery that is
going to necessitate us adding somebody to the contract. So there are a number of factors that
go in why revisions are requested. She appreciates that Panel wants to have visibility and can
understand why some of these things are really important. When it comes to the pressure on
staff, if these things now need to be elevated up to Panel, she doesn’t know how that alleviates
the pressure on staff.

Alistair Branson, Butte College concurs with Rocio. They have submitted modification requests

and do not take likely, they try to be considerate of the timing but juggle the needs of the market,
the needs of the employers and those employment training trends changes. They try to
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consolidate their request as much as possible. The revision process is a lot of work on the
contractor’s side as they navigate a lot of uncertainty. An example is at the moment they have a
pending revision that if not approved will mean that they won’t be able to quality for their next
contract. They are in a holding pattern in their recruitment with participating employers for the
next contract. If approve they will hit 100%. They have exceeded the number of hours but the
current modification in queue is essentially shifting funds from CNA’s who just meet the minimum
wage to $22.66 to a population of arborists who are starting at union wages over $25.00 per
hour. They feel their modification is in the spirt of ETPs upscaling the individual and allocating
training and funds toward critical career paths in the area. It's challenging and difficult to navigate
in terms of timing and uncertainty and unpredictability. Because they are offering as many
resources as possible to local employers and constantly evangelizing ETP and recruiting
participating employers on a line of credit from the district which funds training development.

Michelle Rickner agreed with Rocio ad Alistair that typically they do their best to put a contract
together and try to be broad based so that they do not have to do modification or amendments
during the contract. They try to broad base the occupations and the curriculum, as opposed to
making it super detailed. But there are instances where modification are required. She does feel
that the material changes like 20% rule could work if it can be determined what that 20% looks
life as far as adding training types or occupations or delivery methods. With the material change
terminology maybe take into consideration what is really a modification changing the original
intent of the project. Is adding a curriculum topic changing the intent, no, it's just adding
something you might have forgotten.

John Fox with San Bernardino Community College District wanted to echo Rocio’s comment
about how some modifications or revisions are almost baked in by some sort of necessity with
the way the contracts are written. For example, things like adding training vendors, small
adjustments between job numbers, or adding training topics are not being made for lack of
planning or experience. Just a matter of the fact that it is a two-year process and changes
happen. We may identify a new training vendor that someone specifically requested. It's almost
never that the job number say between priority and non-priority exactly line up with what our
projections were. Being able to make those small revisions are basically a certainty going into
any contract. Asking for consideration that amendments that do go to Panel be able to be
requested via Zoom to cut down on the travel.

Panel feedback

Does staff find that more revisions come in for MEC’s or single employers?

Policy manager answered MEC'’s.

Nathan Daily from CMTA added that he has a reason about what category the different revisions
go into. They are not all moving money between job groups or adding vendors later on when the

discussion about delivery methods comes up he will have more to say.

Director Grimes interjected it would be helpful since we are considering the 20% what
percentage of the 495 and 310 revisions were actually 20%.

There is a piece around parameters not 20% just I'm six months into the contract, | want to make
an amendment, I’'m now one year into the contract and want to make an amendments, I'm 18
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months into the contract and want to make two more amendments. | could build on that 20%
throughout the contract.

Policy manager clarified the reason that we included the 20% in the material changes is that
sometimes job numbers that Panel consider very important, like the veteran’s job number is
completely deleted or a SET job number will be completely deleted and turned into a HUA or
something.

Committee agreed that it depends on the impact and if you are removing the SET funding from
a contract that was funding with a focus on SET that might be an issue. Committee would like
to see more thorough data on the current state of revisions in ETP contracts.

Policy manager asked if there was anything that she should bring back to the next meeting if
anything, more data, or more research.

How many are at that 20% threshold, when in the stage of the contract are people requesting
these? Come in the first six months, one year, 18 months etc. What are the most difficult ones
for the staff? What are the top changes? How many of them are requesting to decrease the
minimum wage? Threshold amount or age, adding the need to use healthcare benefits to meet
the minimum wage? Approximately how many might come to Panel in a year?

Policy manager explained that it is a lot of research and will try to gather for next meeting but
she may not have it until August.

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

Committee want to look at delivery methods and the wording of computer-based training and
changing that to e-learning to reflect what the industry is using today. The majority of the learning
world calls computer based training e-learning these days and what we are calling e-learning is
called virtual instructor lead training.

Policy manager clarified that CBT is called e-learning which is basically clicking through a video
and what we call e-learning is called distance or virtual instructor led learning.
X. PUBLIC COMMENT ON MATTERS NOT ON THE AGENDA

Phil Herrera stated that SB 1321 is looking good but could be better and he has some ideas of
how to do that.

Don asked if the DAS apprenticeship grant still being funded and is there any indications that
this grant is in jeopardy?

Director Grimes explained that ETP has its own apprenticeship program and the Department of

Apprenticeship Standards is a different sister agency under the Department of Industrial
Relations. Which program grant are you asking about?

Employment Training Panel April 24, 2025 Page 16 of 13



Don thinks that it is a specific question for the Department of Apprenticeship Standards.
Rosa Hernandez mentioned that she works with four MEC contractors that include new hire

trainees, these include trainees with multiple barriers. However, currently there are no guidelines
for MEC new hire projects that include trainings with multiple barriers. She would like for

Committee to consider guidelines for these.

XI. 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, 4 to 0.

Chair Newsom adjourned the meeting at 3:57 p.m.
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