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6600 Hastings College of Law

Issue 1: Governor’'s Budget Proposal

Panel
» Jack Zwald, Department of Finance
« Jason Constantouros, Legislative Analyst’'s Office
* Dean and Chancellor David Faigman, Hastings Coltddeaw
» David Seward, Hastings College of Law

Background

Hastings College of the Law (Hastings) was founohed878 by Serranus Clinton Hastings, the first
Chief Justice of the State of California. On Mag&fhy 1878, the Legislature provided for affiliation
with the University of California (UC). Hastingstise oldest law school, and one of the largestipubl
law schools, in the western United States. Addgllyn Hastings is the only stand-alone, public law
school in the nation and the campus is locatecaimSancisco. Policy for the college is establisbhed
the board of directors and is carried out by thanclkllor and dean and other officers of the college
The board has 11 directors: one is an heir or sgptative of S.C. Hastings and the other 10 are
appointed by the Governor and approved by a mygjafitthe Senate. Directors serve for 12-year
terms. Hastings is a charter member of the Assooiadbf American Law Schools and is fully
accredited by the American Bar Association. ThésJDoctor degree is granted by the UC regents and
is signed by the president of the UC and the cHema@nd dean of Hastings College of the Law.

The mission of Hastings is to provide an academgm@m of the highest quality, based upon
scholarship, teaching, and research, to a divetskest body and to ensure that its graduates have a
comprehensive understanding and appreciation ofathheand are well-trained for the multiplicity of
roles they will play in a society and professioattare subject to continually changing demands and
needs. In addition to its three-year juris doc®matogram, Hastings also offers a one year masters
studies in law (MSL), a one year LL.M, and Mastefscience, and a fully online Health Policy and
Law (HPL) in collaboration with UC San Francisco.

Prior Budget Acts. The 2016-17 budget provided $1 million in ongoifunding for Hastings
operational costs to support the fougrar investment plan in higher education, whichamegy 2013-
14.The 2015-16 budget authorized $36.8 million inestetise-revenue bonds to build a new academic
facility on vacant land owned by Hastings. The riawility is intended to replace an existing academi
facility whose building systems are reaching thel e their useful lives. The 2016-17 budget
increased funding for the project by $18.8 millidne to higher—than—expected construction costs.
Additionally, the 2016-17 budget included $2 mitlione-time for deferred maintenance. The 2017-18
budget provided a $1.1 million General Fund ongaingllocated increase to Hastings budget.

Hastings does not receive funding from UC; insteladtings has a separate budget line item. While
Hastings contracts with UC for payroll, police sees, investment management and reprographic
services, and it is a passive participant in U@tsrement and health benefits program. As standealo
institution, Hastings states that it does not hthee economic benefits of integration with a larger
institution with extensive economies of scale dvsgantial endowment. Hastings is obligated to fund
costs that are funded at that the campus levahat éaw schools such as security, payroll and huma
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resources, bursar and records, compliance andcinand financial reporting. Hastings relative $mal
size means relatively high fixed costs that doflustuate with enrollment.

Governor’s Budget Proposal

The Governor proposes an increase of $1.1 milliengBal Fund base increase, the bulk of which is
unrestricted, with $20,000 specifically for debitvsee costs on recently sold lease revenue bonds.

Tuition and Enroliment. Since 2012-13, Hastings has kept tuition flat48,886. This represents the
sixth consecutive year that tuition has been froRsior to 2011-12, Hastings had a JD enroliment of
approximately 1,225 full-time equivalent (FTE) Jiudents. In order to preserve admissions
selectively and to better align to the job marketlaw school graduates, Hastings, similar to nhest
schools, reduced enroliment (roughly 25 percent émér years). Since then, enrollment has declined
to 915 FTE JD students in 2016-17, 909 FTE JD stisdm 2017-18, and an estimated 926 FTE JD
students in 2018-19. This reflects an increaser/adtidents (1.9 percent) over the current yearitsor
LL.M program, Hastings enrolled 25.5 students in@Q7, 21 students in 2017-18, and an estimated
21 in 2018-19. For the MSL program, about 2.4 stigleare enrolled in 2017-18 and 2018-19.
Hastings plans no enrollment growth in its two deramaster’'s degree programs. Hastings is not
budgeted on a per-student basis, and as a resulawh school’s state budget appropriation has not
been adjusted to reflect the decrease in enrollment

Hastings anticipates gross tuition and fee revenillerise by $658,000 (1.6 percent) due to planned
enrollment growth.

Hastings’ 2018-19 Spending Plan

Dollars in

Thousands
Three Percent General Salary Increase for FacnttyStaff $676
UC Path — This would cover Hastings portion for §@Gew $350
payroll system
Financial Aid $90
Employee Benefits $84
Debt Service for Lease-Revenue Bonds $20

Budget. In recent years, Hastings has been deficit spendihgt is, spending more annually than it
receives in funding. This deficit spending has beea primarily to the school’s decision, beginning
2015-16, to increase merit based and need basgenstiinancial aid (known as “tuition discounting”)
The increase in tuition discounting was part ofedfort by the school to attract additional higher
performing students. Hastings has covered defpg@nhding from a reserve it maintains of tuition and
other non-state monies. In 2018-19, the schoolsplarreverse this course and begin to reduce iuitio
discounting and, in turn, its deficit spending. 8peally, Hastings proposes a tuition discounterat
of 38 percent for its incoming fall 2018 cohortdacrease from the 42 percent discount rate provided
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in 2017-18. Hastings anticipates a $7.5 millioniadefin 2018-19, down from $8.1 million in the
current year. Hastings projects having a $9.5 anillieserve at the end of 2018-19.

Hastings plans to eliminate its budget deficit tlglo a multi-year effort starting in 2018-19. Tharpl
makes three key assumptions: (1) no increasest® fsinding over the period, (2) increases to ssgid
tuition charges beginning in 2019-20, and (3) tutdiscounting of 30 percent. Hastings’ plan also
assumes the school will steadily grow its operatiagts, as well as slightly reduce and then hold JD
enrollment to about 900 FTE students. Accordindd&stings, this enrollment level reflects a long-
term trend of declining enrollment due to slackgnivorkforce demand for lawyers. Hastings projects
this plan would gradually reduce the amount oflgficit spending each year, with no operating dkefic
in 2021-22. Although Hastings would continue dragvdiown its reserve each year through 2020-21, it
projects having a reserve of $6.2 million at thd eh2021-22.

Legislative Analyst’'s Office (LAO) Comments

As part of deliberations on the 2017-18 budget tidgs presented a five year budget plan to elinginat
its deficit. At the time, the school projected hayia reserve of $300,000 before eliminating itgoitef
Though the school still anticipates deficit spegdaver the next three years, its budget conditias h
improved somewhat. The improved outlook is duedbrgo the school having higher than expected
endowment earnings and implementing some costalentr

Tuition at Hastings has remained flat for seveesrg. The upcoming tuition charges proposed under
Hastings’ plan, however, would represent significanst increases for students. In 2019-20, for
example, Hastings plans to grow resident tuitianitojuris doctor program by $4,349 (10 percent).

The LAO recommends the Legislature ask Hastinggport during spring hearings on its multiyear
budget plan to eliminate its operating deficit. part of its review, the Legislature may want to ask
Hastings to consider a broader array of stratemiesliminate its operating deficit. Such strategies
could include: (1) increasing Hastings student itgcatio by adjusting staffing levels; (2) increas
tuition more gradually by instituting a modest e&se in 2018-19; and (3) reducing the school’s
planned employee compensation and other operabstgricreases.

Staff Comments

In 2017, Hastings JD enrollment was about 945 stisdevith about 331 students who identified as
minorities. Of these students, 22 identified aglblar African American, 14 as American Indian or
Alaska Native, one as native Hawaiian, 143 as Asaad 148 as Hispanic. Hastings has a number of
diversity and outreach related initiatives, inchgli

* Legal Education Opportunity Program: Founded in99he LEOP program enrolls and
supports students who come from significantly ase@ebackgrounds. LEOP students are
provided with additional academic support services.

* Host Council on Legal Education Opportunity (CLEBENent On Campus: CLEO is a non-
profit entity of the American Bar Association. CLB®at seeks to expand opportunities to
minority and low-income students to attend law sthé&or the past 8 years, Hastings has
hosted CLEO’s diversity prelaw events on campusparticipated in staff and faculty panels.
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o 3+3 Program: The 3+3 Program is a joint UC HastingS Santa Cruz program that allows
gualified UCSC students to complete their B.A. arid. degrees in six years, rather than seven.
UCSC is a federally-designated Hispanic-Servingjtutson.

In addition to existing efforts, Hastings plansteate new outreach and diversity programs, inolydi

» Fresno State Pipeline Program and Future Expanst@stings will begin working with
California State University (CSU), Fresno, a Feltlgm@esignated Hispanic-Serving Institution
and Asian American Native Pacific Islander-Servingtitution, to conduct outreach and hold
workshops for its students. Hasting’'s anticipates/iling three workshops on their campus to
prepare students for the law school applicatiorcgss. Hastings plans to expand this program
to CSU San Bernardino and UC Riverside, which asp&hic-Serving Institutions.

» Developing a UC Hastings Pre-Law Outreach ProgrH@stings is planning to establish a
formal pipeline program to recruit students fromdemepresented backgrounds. Hastings’
initial programing would consist of five to six Safays of summer workshops designed to
prepare prospective students for the law schooliGgon process. The programing would
focus on: LSAT preparation, analytical and writimgrkshops, academic success, personal
statement writing, and the overall admission preces

The goal is to begin the UC Hastings Pre-Law Ouwtieprogram with 20 students in the
summer of 2019. The San Francisco Bar AssociatB#BA) has partnered with Hastings to
recruit prospective pre-law student participantsB& would help market the initiative, review
all applications to the pre-law program, and previdughly $500 per student for up to ten
students. This summer Hastings will submit a fugdiaquest to the Law School Admissions
Council Diversity Initiatives for a grant of up $1.00,000 to help fund this initiative.

» OQutreach and Visits to Historically Black Collegasd Universities (HBCUSs): In addition to
Hasting’s annual visits to HBCUs, including Howa&sdiversity, Hampton College, Morehouse
College, and Spelman College, the Chancellor arahDe working with the California State
Legislature to support a pipeline to recruit, ehraind financially support students from
HBCUs. Scholarships would be awarded to coveramiand the majority of living costs of 9
California residents from HBCUSs, and three Califarresidents from the American University
in Armenia (AUA) for their three years at UC Hagsn The AUA was established in 1991 and
co-founded by the University of California, the A#gman General Benevolent Union and the
Government of Armenia. UC notes that the AUA hasnbeith the UC since its inception.

Staff Recommendation: Hold Open
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6870 California Community Colleges

The California Community Colleges (CCC) is the &sgsystem of community college education in
the United States, serving approximately 2.1 millgtudents annually, with 1.2 million of these {ull
time equivalent students. The CCC system is madefufil4 colleges operated by 72 community
college districts throughout the state. Califoraigio-year institutions provide programs of studg a
courses, in both credit and noncredit categoridschvaddress its three primary areas of mission:
education leading to associates degrees and uiywaemnsfer; career technical education; and basic
skills. The community colleges also offer a widagea of programs and courses to support economic
development and specialized populations.

As outlined in the Master Plan for Higher Educatiori960, the community colleges were designated
to have an open admission policy and bear the rextnsive responsibility for lower-division,
undergraduate instruction. The community collegssion was further revised with the passage of
Assembly Bill 1725 (Vasconcellos), Chapter 973,t8&s of 1988, which called for comprehensive
reforms in every aspect of community college edooaand organization.

The Board of Governors (BOG) of the CCCs was estaddl in 1967 to provide statewide leadership
to California's community colleges. The board hasriembers appointed by the Governor, subject to
Senate confirmation. Twelve members are appoirdesixtyear terms and two student members, two
faculty members, and one classified member areiafgabto two-year terms. The objectives of the
board are:

* Provide direction, and coordination to Californieésnmunity colleges.
» Apportion state funds to districts and ensure pntidse of public resources.

* Improve district and campus programs through infdramal and technical services on a
statewide basis.

Additionally, key functions include setting minimunstandards for districts, maintaining
comprehensive educational and fiscal accountalslistem and overseeing statewide programs.
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Issue 2: Online Community College

Panel |

* Chancellor Eloy Ortiz Oakley
* Martiza Urquiza, Department of Finance
» Edgar Cabral, Legislative Analyst’s Office

Panel Il

* Dr. Anthony Culpepper, Executive Vice President Afiministrative Affairs, Glendale
Community College
* Wendy Brill-Wynkoop, Faculty, College of the Cangon

Background

Online education generally refers to courses andrams in which faculty and students communicate
using the internet and are not in physical proxmut each other. Online education is growing rapidl
in higher education. According to the Californiatdal Campus, which provides a catalogue of online
courses and programs in California higher educafiGalifornia Community Colleges (CCC),
University of California (UC), California State Umrsity (CSU), and private colleges), in 2017, CCC
offered 14,092 online courses and 593 online décgedicate programs in the catalog, with roughly
at least one fully online degree or certificate gvean. These programs include electrical
apprenticeship, fire technology, psychology, andaoaating. In 2016-17, about 13 percent of
community college instruction occurred in onlineses.

Course Structure. Currently, there are two types of formats thatrmmkducation is delivered:

* Hybrid/ blended courses: Hybrid courses provide interaction between theruasor and
students, both online and in the classroom. Hybodrses allow instructors to use computer-
based technologies selectively. The online portibthe course might include: presentation of
case studies, tutorials, self-testing exerciseaulsitions, and other online work in place of
some lecture or lab material. Although the courséw® conducted online, an in-person course
orientation may be required at the beginning of sbmester. In some courses, on-site exams
may be held on college campuses at the discrefitreanstructor and the department.

* Fully online: Under the delayed interaction method, the sessiamder supervision of the
instructor, using the Internet without the immedi&tvolvement of the instructor. This may
consist of various types of instructional softwacemputer assisted instruction; digitized
visual, and audio or text selected in responseaudest input. In Fall 2016, this was the most
used form of online education, with almost 490,@@nmunity college students enrolled in
credit courses.

Under the simultaneous interaction model, the easisi under the supervision of an instructor, using
the Internet with immediate opportunity for excharmgetween participants, this includes satellitel, an
video conferencing. In Fall 2016, about 45,000 camity college students were enrolled in these
types of online education credit courses.
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Additionally, online education can also be delivkasynchronously, in which the student is self-gace
in accessing instructional material, such thatvées take place within a specified time frame.
Whereas, synchronous delivery as one where couatsatias take place at a single scheduled time.

How are online courses createdAs with other decisions regarding course and progodferings,
colleges determine the number of online coursespanograms they will offer. Online offerings vary
by district, with some districts offering only awfeonline courses and 12 districts reporting more
than 20 percent of their instruction is online.June 2015, the Public Policy Institute of Catfia
(PPIC) released a repo8uccessful Online Courses in California’s Commu@ityleges which states
that the development of online and hybrid courgesvgorganically at each community college based
on the interest of individual faculty and the creatof new technological resources. These counses a
reviewed and approved according to the communitiege's district’'s course and program approval
procedure, which typically consists of approvalnirahe local academic senate, board of trustees,
curriculum committee, and other college committ&¥sgrams and some courses are sent to the Board
of Governor’s (BOG) for approval. The LAO notestttizere is no systemwide coordination of course
offerings and or ways to determine whether thes®og are meeting the needs of students statewide.
In some types of courses, such as transfer-levetrgé education courses, many online courses are
available. In other areas, however, little onlinatent exists.

Faculty Involvement. Faculty teaching distance education must meet tinemmam qualifications for

the discipline into which the courses subject nidt#ts into. These minimum qualifications must be
the same minimum qualifications as faculty teaching-distance education courses. According to the
LAO’s report, The 2016-17 Budget: Higher Education Analysminimum qualifications are
determined by the BOG, and are set for each diseidased on recommendations of the statewide
Academic Senate. For academic disciplines (whiadtude some career technical education (CTE)
subjects), the minimum qualification is a mastelegree. For many CTE areas, a master’s degree is
not generally expected (or available). For theseidiines, the minimum qualification is a bachetor’
degree in any major and two years of experiencthénoccupational area of the assignment, or an
associate degree and six years of experience.

Community college faculty members have autonomgouarse development, which not only provides
flexibility, but also may require faculty to take ohe roles of subject matter expert, course desjgn
media developer, and—sometimes—programmer. In iaddit faculty collective-bargaining
agreements and federal- and state-legal rules sgire community colleges to rely on instructors to
design courses. Historically, each community calegr district has selected its own course
management system from among several vendors. tifaogks these systems to post course
information (such as the syllabus), instructionahtent (such as readings and videos), assignments,
and other material. Students use the system to is@ssignments, collaborate with classmates, and
communicate with instructors.

Online Education Initiative. The Online Education Initiative (OEI) was estabéidhin 2013, and

includes several projects: a common course managesystem for colleges, resources to help
community college faculty design high-quality cagsonline learner readiness modules, tutoring and
counseling platforms, exam-proctoring solutionsy éime CCC Online Course Exchange. Piloted in
spring 2017, the CCC Online Course Exchange enablesmmunity college student to see what
degree-applicable online courses are offered arabmmunity colleges, enroll in those courses, and
have their attendance and associated funding atixdbto the appropriate colleges. The OEI course
exchange is intended to provide a more streamlpredess for students to enroll in online courses
offered by other colleges in the exchange. The QFitently automates various components of the
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application process to allow students to enrollenguickly in online courses offered outside of thei
home district. Six community colleges (Butte, Cbast Foothill, Fresno, Lake Tahoe, and Ventura)
participate in the exchange, and 17 more are jeginbing implementation. Courses must undergo a
peer course review process by faculty trained enube of the OEI's Course Design Rubric to ensure
the course meets established standards relateoutsecdesign, instruction and accessibility. Course
offerings in the exchange, however, are limitediréntly, only 45 courses are available.

To facilitate statewide, online course sharing,@@&C selected the Canvas course management system
in February 2015. The Chancellor's Office requioedleges that want to participate in the Online
Course Exchange to use Canvas as their course erapag system and not maintain their former
course management systems. The course managemtam sllows faculty to post information about

a course (including its syllabus), instructionahtamt (such as video presentations and text based
lectures), assignments, and other material. Stadesé the system to perform functions such as
submitting their assignments, taking tests, andigiaating in online discussions with classmates.
Currently, 108 of 114 community colleges are usiagvas. The common course management system
provides a consistent interface for students esaadit multiple colleges (about 20 percent of alldCC
students). In addition, the system is expandingesgdor all students to academic support resources
(such as the online tutoring and counseling sesyitierough their course web pages. Currently, 68
community colleges have implemented NetTutor 24rline tutoring. OEI also is providing more
consistency for faculty who teach at multiple cgdle and making the sharing of course materials and
best practices easier through the OEI course rubhich 38 colleges have implemented.

The state initially funded the OEI with $17 millid*roposition 98 General Fund in 2013-14 and has
provided a base amount of $10 million Propositi@@eneral Fund annually thereafter to increase
CCC students’ access to and success in onlineenursie 2016-17 budget included $20 million one-
time Proposition 98 General Fund to accelerate ressgon the initiative. The 2017-18 budget
increased the base amount by $10 million Propasifi8 General Fund ongoing; bringing annual
funding to $20 million Proposition 98 General Fuodgoing to provide systemwide access to the
Initiative’s learning management system.

Zero-Textbook-Cost Degree program. The 2016-17 budget provide®5 million one-time
Proposition 98 General Fund to support the ZeraJak-Cost Degree program, which will provide
$200,000 per degree developed by colleges, withah @f reducing the cost of instructional materials
for students. Zero—textbook—cost degrees are dgmrmvays that students can complete entirely by
taking courses that use only free instructionalemals, called open educational resources (OER), in
place of publisher—owned textbooks. OER’s rangenfmurse readings, modules, and tests, to full
textbooks and courses to videos, and software.t&fave been awarded for various program focus
areas, including Associates Degree for TransferTAID mathematics at Alameda College, ADT in
political science at Allan Hancock College, and tfieate of Achievement in child development at
Mira Costa College.

Online Courses Student Success Ratés the number of online course offerings and sttglen
enrolled grows, the Legislature may wish to consttle outcomes of these courses. Student success is
a priority of the Legislature, and as a result, stede has made significant investments in CCCs ove
the last several years to help improve studentessccates. Online course completion rates at CCCs
have steadily improved in the last few years, fi8@rpercent in 2011-12 to 65 percent in 2016-17. An
achievement gap still exists when comparing thecames for in-person and online education,
however this success rates are narrowing. In theffa016, the success rate for all traditionatlass
credit courses was 72 percent, whereas for onlieses it was 63 percent. According to the LAO,
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improved performance in online courses is likely do a number of factors, including improvements
in the quality of online content, the growing exyss of faculty in teaching them, and better suppor
services (such as online tutoring). Colleges akeehdeveloped online learner readiness modules to
help students understand how an online coursergliffem an in-person course and determine whether
they are well suited to taking online courses.

Figure 33

CCC Course Success Rates Narrowing
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In addition, the achievement gap for underrepresemhinority students taking online education
courses is significant. In in-class credit courgdgcan American and Hispanic success rates feditr
courses were 61 percent and 68 percent, respggtivekre as their success rates in online education
were about 48 percent and 59 percent respectively.

Moreover, when looking at CTE success rates, théeaement gap persists. The overall success rate
of CTE courses in the fall of 2016 was approxima#® percent. When broken down by method of
instruction, for internet based online educatiotypotihe success rate was 65 percent, and for isgper
instruction the success rate was 79 percent. Theess rate for in-person CTE classes for African
American and Hispanic students were about 67 per@med 76 percent, respectively. However for
online instruction only CTE courses, the succes$s waas 48 percent and 61 percent, respectively.
White non-Hispanic and Asian students had a succaes of about 70 percent and 73 percent,
respectively for online only instruction.

The PPIC reports that based on a sample of onhiddraditional in-person courses offered from 2010-
2014, with courses offered at the same collegevatidat least 250 enroliments in each, differenoes
passage rates persist even when adjusted for stodencollege, subject, and term. The differente i
passage rates reflected more failing grades and moompletions in online courses than in traddion
courses.
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Flexible Options for Workers (FLOW). In the spring of 2017, the Governor requested @@cC
Chancellor Eloy Ortiz Oakley establish a commugitjtege that exclusively offers fully online degree
programs. Chancellor Oakley convened a workgrougsgist in the development of a plan to provide
three to five options. This endeavor is called Xiddée Options for Workers,” or FLOW. The
workgroup consisted of 20 members, which includgatesentatives from various colleges, the OEI,
the chancellor’s office, the Legislative AnalysCfice, faculty, the Department of Finance and the
California Labor and Workforce Development Agendis workgroup met on August 28-29, and
October 3. In November, the Board of Governor's (BOG) wassented with four options:

* Create a FLOW unit with a statewide mission witamexisting institution;

» Establish FLOW as a consortium of colleges hostedrbexisting institution;

* Create a new FLOW district to develop and deliwdllyfcompetency-based programs;
» Establish FLOW as an extension of the existing OEI.

The Administration advanced option three in the@@0% budget proposal, described below.

Other States and Online Education.The Western Governors University (WGU) is a private
nonprofit, fully accredited and online universitsopiding bachelor's and master’'s degrees in nutsing
information technology, teaching, and businessWA&U, students are not charged per course or per
credit but instead are charged a flat rate each tkat covers all coursework completed in that time
The more courses completed each term, the moredafite the degree becomes. Terms are six months
long and begin on the first of the month. Dependorg the program chosen, one term costs
approximately $3,190.

In September 2017, the U.S. Department of EducatiOffice of Inspector General called on WGU to
repay more than $700 million in federal aid, firgliat the university’s unbundled (or disaggregated
faculty model does not meet federal distance educategulations to provide “regular and
substantive” interaction between students and faeguembers. The unbundled model often provides
students with more than one academic mentor. Upoolling, WGU students are assigned a program
mentor with at least a master’'s degree in theid fisho works with students until they graduate.
Subject matter expert course instructors alsoactawith students, providing content expertise nagg
from specific questions to more fully engaged tialosupport. Program faculties cover everything
from approving curriculum and new programs to reung competencies and assessments.

Governor’s Budget Proposal

The budget provides $120 million Proposition 98 &ah Fund to create anew fully online
community college district under the Chancellor'fi@. Of the funding provided, $100 million is
one-time to support start-up costs, and $20 milisoongoing to support ongoing operating expenses.
Specifically:

One-time start-up costs $100 million over sevengea
e $25 million for design, development, and capitalpiovements for scalable technology:

Support instructional technologies, personalizaterhnologies, master data management and
analytics system, financial system, and 24 hoyp dekk technology set up.
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e $20 million for a research and development unitp@ut design and development of
demonstration projects, development and implemiemtadf virtual and mobile labs, and
interactive workshops and focus groups.

» $23 million for set up of core functions: Suppo#gsin of student-centered experience and
supports, faculty and staff experience and suppataff training; quality assurance on
instructional; and 24 hour supports. This fundingl w&lso establish mobile integration,
development and testing of non-traditional fee nimydend prior learning assessment. Lastly,
the college will need to establish partnershipshvetities with physical presence, establish
partnerships with employers and other partnerg¥eew and inform program pathway design
and delivery.

e $16 million for scaling efforts: Support scalingfagfs over the seven year start-up period,
including specialized admissions and records sesvend financial aid services and related
student support services.

* $11 million for operations development: Developmehtbusiness processes, legal support,
initial and long-term staffing plan, developmentreponsive metrics and indicators driving
student success to inform design.

* $5 million for implementation of business plan asesdtablishing accreditation: Supports
implementation of a seven-year business plan wathrkilestones, indicators, and outcomes to
facilitate the college's scaling effort; supportse tprocess of seeking and establishing
accreditation.

Ongoing operations costs $20 million:

* $3 million for ongoing technology related costs:ndal licensing for use of technology,
website and related tools and network support, teaance and upgrade, ongoing training.

e $5 million for program pathways: Pathway validatamd development, content development
and improvements, continuous assessment of stpdegitam pathways.

* $11 million for salaries and benefits, facilitiedfice equipment, supplies, travel, collaboration
tools and incidentals.

» $1 million for other professional services.

Trailer Bill Language

The trailer bill language (TBL) establishes a nesmmunity college district, the California Online
Community College District. Initially, the collegeould be run by the CCC Board of Governors. The
board either could hire a Chief Executive Officergove authority to the Chancellor to administes th
college. Additionally, the Foundation for the CC@wmy provide administrative support for the
college’s start up functions. By July 2025, thelegp¢ would be required to have its own board
consisting of five voting members (three appoirttgdhe Governor, one appointed by the Speaker of
the Assembly, and one appointed by the Senate Ruidgsmittee) and two nonvoting members
appointed by the Governor.

The purpose of the college is to create accesslbieble, and high quality online content, coursesl
programs focused on providing credible certificatieredentials and degrees compatible with the
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vocational and educational needs of Californian® \ahe not currently accessing higher education.
The TBL specifies various guiding principles, whititlude (1) offering educational opportunities
with labor market value, (2) providing working atulvith flexible course scheduling and academic
calendar, technology enabled support and sub-awands badges as demonstration of academic
progress, and (3) ensuring faculty roles are setgdey distinct needs of the college and ensuring
flexible hiring that emphasize use of part-timeulg, among others.

TBL requires the college to do all of the following

» Offer at least three program pathways within thet three years of program implementation to
exclusively serve students who have not accessstdgumndary education or industry-valued
credentials. The Governor's proposal provides brdatretion for the online community
college to identify the programs and credentialgauld offer. Initially, the college is intended
to focus on short-term programs.

» Establish competency based education opportunities.

* Supplement registered apprenticeship programstan@€alifornia Apprenticeship Initiative as
appropriate, and create journey-worker upskilliragning, courses and programs.

» Identify opportunities to develop short-term stdikacredentials and industry certification
with labor value.

* Provide technology to meet needs of students.

» Develop a research development unit, which willukb@n learning sciences technology,
assessing data metrics, and will share data, metnd findings.

* Redesign transcripts.

* Identify and address shortcomings of student egped for unserved and underserved
students.

» Create and offer high quality, openly availablesib&kills courses at no cost for students of the
college.

» Distribute data and learning science tools anduess to community colleges.

* Leverage existing programs and activities of thar@ellor’s Office.

Faculty. TBL also specifies that the college shall initiatheet and confer with representatives of its
employees, and as the college becomes more eb&hlig shall transition to collective bargaining
with representatives of its employees. The proposdilides no specific deadline for when collective
bargaining would need to occur.

Student Fees and Regulationsin addition, the college would have flexibility wWwitregard to
establishing an alternative student fee structlire online community college would be subject to
most other rules and regulations that apply totegscommunity colleges. The college would be
required to spend at least 50 percent of its géloperating budget on salaries and benefits oflfacu
and instructional aides engaged in direct instauctiThe college also would be required to have its
program and courses reviewed and approved by thadgHor’s Office.

Apportionment Funding. Apportionment funding for the college will be costeint with the Student
Focused Funding Formula, which will be discussethénsubcommittees April fehearing. Growth in
enrollment would be computed separately from ottmleges. TBL specifies that Proposition 98
General Fund shall not be used to support statatpes of the Chancellor’'s Office.
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Accreditation. The Governor's proposal requires the online comtyunollege eventually to be
accredited by an accreditor recognized by the Dé&partment of Education. Without accreditation,
students may be wary of enrolling in the collegaedsnts would be unable to transfer credits eaated
the online community college to other communitylegés, and students would be unable to access
federal financial aid. Although the proposal inagdno specific deadline for attaining accreditgtion
the new college must develop an accreditation piaduly 1, 2020.

Other Services.The Administration indicates that not all progranuld be fully online. In pathways
where hands on experience is needed, the colldgads to partner with other entities (such as
libraries, other community colleges, and industoyprovide such experiences. The college also could
establish partnerships with these or other typesntfies to provide support services, such asingo

Timeline. TBL requires thecollege to meet the following milestones by thecHped dates. Most
notably, the Governor’s proposal requires the amtiommunity college to begin enrolling students by
the last quarter of 2019, with at least 13 progpathways designed and validated by July 1, 2023.

* ByJuly1, 2020
o Develop a seven year implementation plan, inclu@itgsiness plan and three program
pathways.
o Develop internal business processes and estahlisbroe goals.
Map the student experience, including recruitingpaarding, instructional experience,
billing, and entry into a job.
Develop an accreditation plan.
Create a statewide outreach plan.
Define duties for instructional support and progmenelopment.
Establish a process for recognizing prior learning.
Enroll students by the last quarter of 2019.

o

O 0O O0OO0Oo

 ByJuly1, 2021
o Incorporate student feedback to improve the coltegestruction, technology, and
support services.
o Design and validate at least three additional @ogpathways.

* ByJuly1, 2023
o Continue to enroll students into the college’s pang pathways and incorporate student
feedback to improve the college’s activities.
o Design and validate at least 10 additional progpathways.

* ByJuly1, 2025
o Continue enrolling students into the college’s pamg pathways.
o0 Incorporate student feedback to improve the colgegetivities.

Target Population. Based on materials provided by the Administratiod ¢he Chancellor’s Office,

the initial program offerings would target workiredults, focus on short-term pathways. The
Administration notes that public universities amanenunity colleges are inadequately serving the 2.5
million Californians between the ages of 25 and\8# are in the workforce but lack a postsecondary
degree or credential. This target group could eluhose with a high school diploma but no
postsecondary experience, some college creditfiduategree, and other adults, such as incarcerated
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and formerly incarcerated individuals and recentnigrants, presumably without a high school
diploma. These individuals tend to be lower incoara] are underrepresented minorities. As a result,
the Administration notes these individuals seekcatlanal assistance outside of California or thtoug
for-profit institutions, paying tens of thousandsollars but too often just ending up buried ibde

OEI. The budget also proposes to accelerate the expansioourses available through the Online
Course Exchange, which will expand access to folyine Associate Degrees for Transfer, and
establish a minimum number of fully online transfiegree programs. However, the budget does not
propose additional funds for this purpose.

Legislative Analyst’s Office Comments

Governor’s Problem Statement and Proposed SolutioAre Not Well Defined. The Administration
identifies many key problems a new online commumitylege could address: greater educational
options for working adults lacking postsecondargdentials, greater access to online courses,
innovation at the community colleges (such as ipomting competency based components and
measuring prior knowledge), and providing cheafterraatives to for-profit colleges. The proposal fo

a new online community college, however, does m#niify which of these problems is the
Administration’s primary concern. The Administratialso does not provide a clear rationale for why
a new community college is needed to address tpesklems, rather than making systemwide
improvements through existing community colleges.

Unclear If Providing Online Offerings Will Solve Key Barriers for Target Student Group. One of

the proposal's goals is to increase educationairettent for adults who currently have no

postsecondary credentials. Although this is a laledgoal, the Administration has not provided any
evidence that an online community college will addr the key barriers for this potential student
group. Although an online program can increase enience, working adults may not be pursuing
additional education for a number of reasons. ThHeniistration also has not provided evidence that
those working adults who are interested in morecation cannot access it through existing online or
in person community college programs.

Unclear if Target Student Group Is Well Suited forOnline Approach. Studies find that individuals
with a lower track record of academic success (easured by GPA) have a larger drop off in online
courses compared to in person courses. Given ftigettatudents under the Governor's proposal
consist of those who have no postsecondary experiand may not have graduated high school, an
online setting likely is not the most effective tingtional approach for them. The online community
college could address this concern by paying paddicattention to counseling and support services,
online readiness assessments for students, andsatx@nline tutors. The proposal, however, lacks
detail on how the college would provide such suppor

Unclear How Statewide Industry Partnerships Would B Developedldentifying industry partners
would be critical for the success of the Governgrsposed college. These partnerships would be
necessary for identifying program pathways withhhigdustry demand and providing the hands on
experience students will need to complete the payswThe Administration’s proposal, however,
lacks detail regarding how it will develop thesetperships, especially how it will develop them
statewide given the regional nature of many indestiWithout partnerships in all areas of the state
students may not have access to hands on expesienteal to program completion.
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Creating a New College Has Significant Drawbacks Gopared to Working Within Existing
System.Compared to funding new initiatives within the ¢xig CCC system or improving upon
existing CCC initiatives, creating a new colleggquiees much greater upfront spending. It also has t
disadvantage of taking longer until students carese the new course offerings. The college would
have to hire staff and develop key business pretiefore developing programs. By starting a new
college, initial programs also would not be acaetli Students enrolled in the college’s programs
prior to accreditation would be unable to recem@eiral financial aid and would not be able to tians
credits to other colleges

Rather than creating a new college to implementreéyrms, the Legislature could consider statutory
changes that would help implement reforms withm élisting CCC system. If interested in expanding
access to online courses, the Legislature coulenindze districts to participate in the existinguese
exchange and improve students’ intercampus acoesdihe courses. If the Legislature is interested
increasing the number of programs that incorpocat@petency based elements or recognize prior
learning, it could modify the existing apportionrhéased funding model that currently creates afisc
disincentive for colleges to pursue these optitinthe Legislature is interested in having a paiac

set of programs available in an online format,ltbgislature could have the Chancellor's Office aun
competitive grant application for colleges to deyetuch programs.

Additionally, the Legislature could fund more traig for faculty willing to teach those particular

online programs and staff willing to support thedsnts taking them. The Legislature also could
consider using the CCC Strong Workforce Prograrbuibd additional industry partnerships to help
link online coursework with hands on job experienG@ese options could address many of the
Administration’s current concerns and could be enpénted immediately and at lower initial cost.

No Urgency If Interested in Creating an Online Comnunity College.Ultimately, the Legislature
may still want to pursue an online community cole@reating a new online college, in tandem with
various other community college reforms, could gigantly improve access and program options
systemwide. Given the many important decisions lwvea in creating a new online college, the LAO
encourages the Legislature to take its time toewgvihe Governor’'s specific proposal and consider
alternatives. As part of this examination, the LAfDcourages the Legislature to gather more
information about what underlying problems exishatvare the root causes of those problems, how a
new online college could be designed to responthdse issues, and how a new college could be
funded and held accountable for meeting its objesti

Staff Comments

According to the Administration, there are over ;000 students enrolled in online classes at private
institutions, with about 74,000 (60,100 in privé&be-profit, and 14,000 in private non-profit) eneal
exclusively in distance education. The costs fdmencredentials, certificates and associate degree
private institutions are typically higher than at@nmunity college, with some being seven times
higher per unit. The purpose of the proposal iseive 2.5 million Californians between the age2mof
and 34 who are in the workforce but lack a postséany degree or credential through the creation of
the online college. While the Administration’s goafl serving working adults is important, the
Legislature should carefully evaluate the propamad its implications on students and the state.
Specifically, the Legislature may wish to considgvernance, accreditation, staffing, and student
support services, among others.
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Governance.As noted earlier, the Board of Governors (BOG)haf CCCs was established in 1967 to

provide statewide leadership to California’'s comityucolleges. The 17-member Board of Governors
is appointed by the governor and formally interagtth state and federal officials and other state
organizations. The BOG selects a chancellor forsgfsgem. The chancellor, through a formal process
of consultation, brings recommendations to the B@Gich has the statutory authority to develop and
implement policy for the colleges. The 17 membenrsscst of 16 voting members, as follows:

* 12 members appointment by the Governor, and apgdrbyehe California State Senate with a
two-thirds vote to six-year terms. Two of these rbem must be current or former elected
members of a local community college district goveg board.

* One voting student member and one nonvoting studentber.

* Two voting tenured faculty members from a commundalitege, appointed by the Governor for
two-year terms.

* One voting classified employee, appointed by theeawor for a two-year term.

Each of the 72 community college districts hascally-elected Board of Trustees, responsive tolloca
community needs and charged with the operationtkeofocal colleges, and typically serves four-year
terms. This local Board of Trustees is electedeeitht large from the community college district
boundaries or based on each trustee areas in @ity college district.

The Legislature may wish to consider whether theGBi© the appropriate entity to oversee the new
college district. Unlike local governing boards, igth are elected locally based on boundaries of a
community college district, the BOG is appointedthy Governor with confirmation from the Senate.
This raises questions of how the BOG would be laelcbuntable for the online community college.
Moreover, the BOG would oversee the college, blitalso continue with its other responsibilities to
oversee the entire system and all 114 collegesitidddlly, the TBL also authorizes the Chancellor t
act as interim CEO for the college. However, thegleage does not specify how long this would be in
effect for. This proposal would expand the scop¢hefwork of the Chancellor’'s office, which may
create conflicts of interest. For example, the ClkHar's Office as the systems regulatory agency
could be in competition with other colleges. Thegiséature may wish to consider if the additional
responsibilities and autonomy given to the BOGpigrapriate, or if there is a potential for a coetfiof
interest. The BOG has experience in overseeingesygide efforts and initiatives, however it is
unclear if this translates into the running the-ttagay activities of community college districthigh
includes responsibilities such as curriculum depeient, and employing and assigning personnel and
faculty.

While the proposal designates the BOG as the ligtaerning board, it is unclear who would oversee
the college in the long-term. The Chancellor's €dfnotes that an independent governing board would
be established upon the college meeting certainhrearks. Trailer bill language specifies that bly Ju

1, 2025, a District Board of Trustees would be lds&thed, and would consist of five voting members
and two non-voting members as follows: one votirgmher appointed by the Assembly, one voting
member appointed by the Senate, three voting mesmdggpointed by the Governor, and two non-
voting members appointed by the Governor. Trailkddnguage does not specify the benchmarks the
BOG must meet in order to transition to a new boaite Legislature may wish to consider if it is
appropriate to have an appointed statewide govgrbimard oversee the new community college
district, which departs from the process that ottmenmunity colleges must follow.
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The TBL also allows the Chancellor's Office to aaat with the Foundation for the CCCs to provide
administrative support for the college’s start updtions. The Legislature may wish to considehi t

is appropriate, and if the Foundation has provideéchinistrative support for colleges previously. The
TBL specifies that the Chancellor’'s Office will nose Proposition 98 General Funds to support the
statewide operations, however, it is unclear raggrthe use of Proposition 98 General Funds at the
Chancellor’s Office to support this college, or figen the Foundation.

Regulations. Under the Governor’'s proposal, the online collegeppsal targets the specified
population by providing flexible course schedulimgd start times that do not adhere to a traditional
academic calendar, and competency-based educatienAdministration notes that the college would
have policies and regulations that allow for greéiexibility than what is currently applied to eting
online and traditional in-person courses. Howelteis unclear which existing regulations and laws
would apply to the new college, that apply to a@ienunity colleges. Some of these structures are a
part of existing local collective bargaining agress. If one of the goals of the proposal is tovjate
greater flexibility and options, the Legislatureywaish to consider if there are other alternatiwgessh

as modifying existing policies, regulations anddawr if the creation of a new entity is the salati

Accreditation. In general, for students to receive federal anté staancial aid, such as the Cal Grant
and Pell Grants, colleges are required to seeleditation and meet certain requirements. Traillr bi
language specifies that by July 1, 2021, the cellegust apply for accreditation from a U.S.
Department of Education recognized accreditor. CThancellor's Office has indicated to staff that it
will seek accreditation from the Distance Educatidocrediting Commission (DEAC) and the
Accrediting Commission for Community and Junior IEgés (ACCJC). In lieu of receiving state or
federal financial aid, the Chancellor's Office roteat under the proposal, students would be digib
for fee waivers that mimic the California Promiseaf@s and College Promise fee waivers.

There are many eligibility requirements for ACCJ&raditation, such as having a substantial portion
of the institution’s educational offerings be prags that lead to degrees, and the college mustdtave
least one degree program that is two academic yedength. In addition to providing short-term
credentials and certifications, materials providgdthe Administration and the Chancellor's Office
notes the online college would also issue sub-asvandl badges. The Chancellor’'s Office notes that it
will offer at least one degree in order to obtagtraditation from ACCJC. Moreover, the college
would not have existing degrees into which micredemtials could easily stack; the college would
have to negotiate agreements with existing collegek their programs. Since the college would not
initially be accredited, the college would not d#eato offer credit instruction to students. Shoald
student wish to transfer, or wish to continue tleglucation elsewhere, it is unclear if other cabeg
would accept these courses or count them towaddg)ieee, certificate or program.

Staffing and Professional Developmentccording to the Administration, the online collegél hire
faculty, student support service experts, and ostaff. The trailer bill notes that initially, the
employer (BOG) representatives will meet and comfgh representatives of its employees. As the
online college becomes more established, it valhsition to collective bargaining with represeniasi

of its employees. Under the Educational Employnfeefations Act (EERA), all community college
employers are required to participate in collecbaegaining with the exclusive representativedefrt
employees. This allows faculty and staff to nedetisalaries, health, benefits, working conditions,
class size, among others. Additionally, under EEf®Rective bargaining is defined as “meeting and
negotiating,” of which meeting and conferring idyoane part. Under collective bargaining, parties a
legally required to reach an agreement and musipbomith negotiated and agreed upon contracts.
However, under meet and confer, there is no sughirement to comply. The proposed trailer bill
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language does not specify a process or timelinavtzén collective bargaining would occur. The
Legislature may wish to consider the precedence #stablishes for public employees moving
forward.

In order for an online course to succeed, the Pf[ort notes that faculty members must receive
appropriate training and ongoing professional dgwelent. The PPIC also notes that most colleges
lack centralized planning, funding, and expertise anline course development, as a result
responsibility falls primarily on the shouldersfatulty members. Moreover, the Community College
Research Center (CCRC) at Columbia University, istuentry-level online courses at community
colleges, and found higher levels of interpersomdkraction correlated with better student
performance in online courses; online studentsepla high value with interaction with instructors.
When instructors used interactive technologies isterstly and purposefully students felt less isadat
and felt a greater sense of engagement and cannteo part of the instructor. Resources offered
through the OEI, such as the creation of onlinersulesign standards rubric, self-paced and
facilitated workshops, and training courses, haaeex to fill this gap. Specifically, all coursisthe
Course Exchange must be certified and aligned ¢octhurse design rubric, which means that all
faculty who design or teach courses on the exchargeexposed to best practices. Under the
Governor’s proposal, $23 million one-time Propasitl8 General Funds is for core functions of the
college, a portion of which could be spent on fgcahd staff experience and supports, staff trginin
quality assurance on instructional and 24x7 sugparhong other functions. The Governor’s proposal
states that the online college can share its metHedrning, insights with the OEI and professional
development and training opportunities through ltretitutional Effectiveness Partnership Initiative.
The Legislature may wish to consider leveragingtaxy resources and structures to help all colleges
and faculty.

College Offerings. The trailer bill notes various types of awards thia¢ college would offer,
including: credible certification, credentials, addgrees compatible with vocational and education
needs, sub-awards and badges, short-term, andabtackredentials and industry certifications, and
supplement registered apprenticeship programs hadCalifornia Apprenticeship Initiative. The
Administration has also used the term micro-credéntThe TBL provides the college broad authority
to develop and choose industry programs and offsriChancellor’'s Office has indicated they are
exploring program in advanced manufacturing, health, the service sector, in—home supportive
services, and child development. The Chancelldifiseonotes that these pathways will be identified
and included in the Governor's May Revision. Thgisature may wish to seek further clarification to
understand what the college would provide, and kdrahis meets the needs of the state or region.

Student FeesCurrently, the enrollment fees for online and iasd courses at the CCCs are the lowest
in the country, at $46 per unit, and have not ckdngince 2012-13. Under the Administration’s
proposal, the online college could continue witl tlurrent fee-per-unit model, but it would alsodav
the flexibility to offer an alternative fee struotu The TBL provides the Chancellor’s Office fleiily

to create and established a new affordable feetsteifor the college, and does not specify whiat th
new fee structure is, nor does it require legigéatipproval or notification of when a new fee sinue

is proposed. The Chancellor’'s Office indicates th& could be experimental, subscription-based fla
rate for a set time period (or academic term). [bgislature may wish to consider if it is approfeia
for this college to have a different fee structthhan other colleges, and whether or not the college
should have such a broad authority to establishramy fee structure without Legislative oversight.
The Chancellor's Office notes that students wowchgible for fee waivers that mimic the Califani
College Promise Grants and College Promise fee esmiavailable pursuant to Assembly Bill 19
(Santiago), Chapter 735, Statutes of 2017.
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Student Support ServicesCurrently, online education students can accessusin-person student
support services at their college of residenceluding disability support programs and services,
tutoring centers, campus libraries, computer labanseling, veterans’ services, education oppdstuni
programs and services (EOPS), Umoja, and varioudest organizations and groups. Under the
Governor’s proposal, $23 million Proposition 98 @ext Fund one-time would be used to set up of
core functions, this includes the design of studemtered experience and supports and other 24x7
supports. The online college could collaborate watiher community colleges, other education
providers, community-based organizations, emplgoy@mngns, and libraries, to enable students of the
online college to access in-person support senatesther physical locations as needed. However,
initially, the college will not have these typespzfrtnerships established, and student servicesbmay
limited. Additionally, students enrolled in the om@ college will be spread throughout the state, ian

is unclear if there will be equal access to in-perservices.

Also, studies have shown that some CTE coursesetmtively expensive to deliver. This includes
equipment costs and student-to-instructor ratinslding for supervised practicums and laboratory
sections) as the two main factors. Under the Adstiation’s proposal, students all over the state
would be able to take classes from the online gellénowever, similar to the support services, it is
unclear how in-person hands on training would lieretl, and whether or not there would be equitable
distribution of this training. It will be importarfior the online college to ensure students havel$ian
training, particularly if the college is targetimgprking adults to help them move up on the career
ladder.

Regional and Statewide Approach.The state has made significant investments in voockf
development. Specifically, the Strong Workforcedram (SWP) and adult education have focused on
addressing regional workforce and student needs.LEgislature may wish to consider if SWP or the
adult education block grant is serving the 2.5iomlICalifornians between the ages of 25 and 34 who
are in the workforce but lack a postsecondary degrecredential. If not, the Legislature may wish t
ask the Administration and the Chancellor’s offilce rationale for this.

» Strong Workforce Program (SWP): The 2016-17 budggablished the SWP, and provides
$248 million ongoing Proposition 98 General Fund ifegional CTE consortium to expand
CTE and workforce development courses, programswags, credentials, certificates, and
degrees that are responsive to the needs of emmployerkers, civic leaders, and students.
Each regional consortium must collaborate with ohblic institutions, such as LEAs, adult
education consortia, local workforce developmerartls, civic representatives, representatives
from the labor community, economic development mtllistry sector leaders. Each regional
consortia is required to develop a plan based giomal economic and student needs, and
develop strategies related to CTE and workforceslbgment courses, programs, and pathways
for the region. These plans are required to benatigwith, and expand upon the activities of
existing workforce and education regional partngshincluding those partnership activities
that pertain to regional planning efforts estaldshpursuant to the federal Workforce
Innovation and Opportunity Act (WIOA), adult educat block grant consortia, and K-12
career technical education programs.

e Adult Education Block Grant: The Adult EducatioroBk Grant (AEBG) was created in 2015-
16 and provides $500 million in ongoing Proposit@th funding annually for the provision of
adult education through the K-12 and communityegml systems and their local partners. The
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program has restructured the provision of adultatian through the use of regional consortia,
made up of adult education providers, to improverdmation and better serve the needs of
adult learners within each region. There are culyéti regional consortia with boundaries that
coincide with community college district serviceeas. Formal membership in consortia is
limited to school and community college distriat®unty offices of education (COEs), and
joint powers agencies (JPAs). With input from otléult education and workforce service
providers, such as local libraries, community orgations, and workforce investment boards,
the consortia have developed regional plans todioatre and deliver adult education in their
regions. Each consortia is required to adopt a fHah evaluates of the educational needs of
adults in the region, how they will meet the nedusy they will align the plan with existing
regional plans pertaining to the building of carpathways and the employment of workforce
sector strategies and those required pursuanettetieral WIOA.

The Governor's 2018-19 budget proposes an incre$20.5 million for a cost-of-living-adjustment

for the program, with $5 million for a data colleet and accountability system. As evident from the
programs above, the state has pursued a regiopadagh for workforce development and CTE to help
align services and programs to regional workforeeds. The Administration notes that the new online
college will build on the momentum established by SWP. However, the Administration’s approach
seems to depart from the state’s regionally focusiatives for workforce development in creatiag
statewide education entity. It is unclear how treddes and sub-associate degrees, as well as
unaccredited courses will meet the needs of locah@emic regions. Additionally, the SWP has only
been in place for two years, the Legislature map avish to consider whether the program or the
AEBG needs to be modified to address these needs.

Other Issues to Consider.The state has made significant investments in enéducation and
workforce development over the last few years. Bipally, OEI, as noted above, is a collaborative
effort among colleges to increase the number afesits who obtain associate degrees and/or transfer
to four-year colleges through high quality onlimestruction and student support. In October 2017,
MindWires, LLC., conducted an analysis of OEI, dadnd that the initiative has brought substantial
long-term and systemwide benefits in terms of efficy and effectiveness. Specifically, successsrate
for students enrolled in courses under the OElckimet the rubric standards, were higher than the
statewide average. The results were similar forcAfr American students, and students between the
ages of 30 and 39. One of the options under theVFLMorkgroup was to establish FLOW as an
extension of OEL.

The report noted several pros regarding this optratuding:

» Established infrastructure that helps collaboratess campuses.

» Existing OEI patrticipating colleges might shorténd to launch (as colleges would likely have
strengths in different programmatic areas), buiragldtaff to OEI to accomplish a new mission
may not improve start-up time.

» Colleges would have existing CTE certificate andgrde programs into which microcredentials
could “stack.”

* Would be the option with the greatest support ftbmcolleges and their faculties.
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The report also listed several cons for this optioduding:

» Complicated to manage with participating collegasiig competing priorities and constraints
based on existing policies and practices.

» Constrained by existing structures, policies, psses and procedures (e.g. development and
approval processes and timelines, delivery mechemiglesigned for existing student
population that might not serve FLOW students ¢iffety, and financial and student record
systems designed to work only on one campus).

* May be difficult to move quickly and scale up. @ania’s prior experience in a similar
endeavor (OEI's work) has been focused on assodegese completion — this new initiative
would expand the mission to include CTE programsb, @ssociate programs and certificates,
and engage in workforce development. This chandecus could take time.

» Existing campus programs on which FLOW would depimdnitial content were designed to
serve a local workforce market. Expanding theicheto statewide audiences will require relief
from constraints on marketing outside district badanes and considerable support from the
coordinating entity.

The Chancellor’'s Office notes that the OEI is naubstitute for comprehensively addressing system-
wide barriers needed to effectively serve workirajifGrnians who predominantly need sub-associate
degree credentials. Moreover, the report notestii@®OEI and existing structure, policies, processe
and procedures might not serve FLOW students é@ffdgt The Legislature may wish to consider
whether legislation or regulatory changes are rssggsto address this, or if creating a new college
with different rules is the solution.

The subcommittee may wish to ask:

1. The TBL requires the college to supplement regestespprenticeship programs and create
journey-worker upskilling courses and programs.adeclarify what this will look like, and
what the rationale is for the proposal.

2. What is the rationale for the college to initiallyeet and confer with representatives of its
employees, rather than to initially conduct colletbargaining? The TBL notes that as the
college becomes “more established” it will trammsitto collective bargaining. What is the time
for this, and what does “more established” mean?

3. How will the hands-on component of these programk®
4. The TBL authorizes the college to establish its d@estructure, but does not specify what the

structure is nor does it require legislative noéifion or approval. What are some options that
the college may explore? LAO, are there potentiahtended consequences of these options?

Staff Recommendation. Hold Open.

Senate Committee on Budget and Fiscal Review 22



Subcommittee No. 1 April 12, 2018

Issue 3: Apprenticeship Programs

Panel
* Mollie Quasebarth, Department of Finance
» Javier Romero, Chancellor’'s Office of the Calife@@ommunity Colleges
» Christian Osmefia, Chancellor’s Office of the Cahfa Community Colleges
» Edgar Cabral, Legislative Analyst’'s Office

Background

In 2016-17, California had nearly 80,000 registeap@rentices in more than 50 trades, ranging from
glazing to motion picture work. The most common rapficeships are in the construction trades,
making up about 70 percent of apprentices in tlagestThese apprenticeships include training for
carpenters, plumbers, and electricians, among sitiiéie second most common apprenticeships are in
public safety, primarily for correctional workeradafirefighters. Apprenticeship programs typically
are sponsored by businesses and labor unions #signdand support the programs and recruit
apprentices. The sponsors must find a school distri community college that will affiliate with
them. To become a state approved program, the spoard affiliated education agency submit their
apprenticeship program plans to the Division of Agmpiceship Standards (DAS) in the California
Department of Industrial Relations. The DAS revietws curriculum and certifies that the programs
meet industry standards.

The federal Workforce Innovation and Opportunityt A¢/I0OA) requires each state to submit a plan
for addressing its workforce needs. California&estplan sets a goal of doubling apprenticeshipisan
state by 2027—from roughly 80,000 apprentices @,d®0. Research indicates that the apprenticeship
model is an effective way to train people for jelbth relatively high earnings potential.

Apprenticeships Combine On-the-Job Training With Cairsework. Apprenticeships differ from
other career technical education (CTE) because dheyaid work programs that pair adult students
with skilled workers for supervised, hands-on l@agnApprenticeships last from two to six years and
typically result in job placement. In tandem with-the-job training, apprentices take classes releva
to their trade. Classroom time is known as relatgaplemental instruction (RSI). Usually these aass
are held on weekends or evenings to accommodaterapmes’ work schedules. Most apprenticeship
programs have stand-alone training centers thaviggothese classes, but school districts and
community colleges provide some apprenticeshipsela®n their campuses. The required mix of on-
the-job training and coursework varies by indusbyt the on-the-job training component typically
entails more hours than the coursework componearpedtry apprentices spend a minimum of 3,600
hours on the job and 432 hours in RSI over thremrsyefor example, while air conditioning and
refrigeration apprentices must complete 7,500 hoarthe job and 1,080 hours in RSI over five years.

State Has Two Apprenticeship ProgramsThe state’s longstanding Apprenticeship progracuses

on traditional apprenticeship fields. In 2017-18 state provided $39.9 million for the program. In
2015-16, the state created the California Apprestigp Initiative, which provides $15 million
annually for non-traditional apprenticeship progsasuch as healthcare, advanced manufacturing, and
information technology) and pre-apprenticeships ogpams that prepare students for an
apprenticeship). The figure on the following pabews state funding for each of these programs over
the past five years. Total state funding for appeceships is almost 2.5 times greater today thea fi
years ago.
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Apprenticeship Funding

(In Millions)
Apprenticeship | California Apprenticeship Initiative | Total
2013-14 $23 — $23
2014-15 23 — 23
2015-16 37 $15 52
2016-17 39 15 54
2017-18 40 15 55

State Subsidizes Portion of Coursework Costs at “Rpilar” Noncredit Rate. The bulk of state
apprenticeship funding is for RSI. State fundingphesupport some costs of RSI by providing $5.90
for every hour of instruction. This rate equatesthie hourly rate for community college regular
noncredit instruction. Apprenticeship programs @adié that sponsors typically fund more than half of
RSI costs. To access state funding, apprenticgsbigrams submit a record of the number of hours of
instruction their apprentices have completed to DwBich certifies the hours. Those hours are then
reimbursed at the end of the year by the sponsdfikated school district or community college.
These education agencies take a portion of theirignoff the top before passing through the rest as
RSI reimbursement. The portion held back is lamgleen programs use school districts or community
college classroom space. The state has increaseBShrate every year since 2014-15, rising from
$5.04 that year to $5.90 in 2017-18.

Number of Approved Apprenticeship Hours Has Increaed in Recent YearsThe number of
certified RSI hours has increased significantlyr@actent years. This is likely due to the state’s
economic recovery. Growth in apprenticeship houas lbeen widespread across industries but
especially pronounced in the construction trades.

Figure 38

Certified Apprenticeship Hours Have Increased
Significantly in Recent Years2
Total Certified Hours (In Millions)

uill

2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18

—_ N W » o o ~ @ ©
)

2 Actual hours through 2016-17. Estimated hours for 2017-18.
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If Funding for RSI Falls Short, the RSI Is Pro Rated Down. In recent years, the amount of funding
the state has budgeted for RSI has fallen shortovkring all certified instructional hours for
traditional apprenticeship programs. When fundiagnot sufficient to reimburse all hours at the
specified RSI rate, the rate is adjusted downwaréach of the past five years, the state has mpexe
rata reductions. Because school district and conitynaallege apprenticeship programs have different
line items in the state budget, their pro rata cidas have been different. In recent years, tioergta
reductions for apprenticeship programs affiliatedhwschool districts have been greater, largely
because they have grown more rapidly than commuoitgge affiliated apprenticeships.

Apprenticeship Reimbursement Rate Has Been ProrateBown in Recent Year8

Hourly Rate
Statutory Rate Pro Rata Reductiorf Effective Rate
2013-14 $5.04 10% $4.53
2014-15 5.04 22 3.95
2015-16 5.46 1 5.38
2016-17 5.71 18 4.68
2017-18 5.90 24 4.48

@Reflects average of school district and communifiege pro rata reductions.
®Prorata reduction and effective rate are estimates.

Some Apprenticeship Coursework Offered for Credit. About 90 percent of apprenticeship courses
that are affiliated with community colleges areeo#id for credit. Apprenticeship instructors, rather
than community college faculty, typically teachgsbeclasses at apprenticeship training centers.eThes
apprenticeship courses generally are degree apf@iddough the programs alone do not culminate in
an associate degree. Despite being offered foritcrébe courses are funded based on the regular
hourly noncredit rate. Comparable apprenticeshqg@ams run through school districts generally are
not offered for college credit. Regardless of wketbffered for college credit, all apprenticeship
programs culminate in industry certifications.

Governor’s Budget Proposals

Provides $31 Million One-Time to Make Up for Pro Raa Reductions in Prior Years.The
Governor’s budget includes $31 million one-timad@omburse the traditional Apprenticeship program
for pro rata reductions that occurred from 2013réugh 2017-18. Though apprenticeship hours for
2017-18 have not yet been certified, the Governbudget assumes an average 32 percent pro rata
reduction would occur absent the proposed augnmentdthe amount provided is based upon the total
number of certified hours over this period and phe rata reductions. Of the $31 million, the bugk i
associated with 2017-18 ($10 million), with the eening $21 million spread over the rest of the
period. The proposal allocates the funds propoatigr-effectively undoing the prior year pro rata
reductions. The majority goes to programs affitiateth school districts ($25 million). The proposal
does not place restrictions on the use of funds.
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Provides $17.8 Million Ongoing for Traditional Apprenticeship Program.Of this amount,
$13.8 million is associated with more RSI hours &B® million is associated with increasing the RSI
rate up to the new noncredit hourly rate of $6 A9the state has not adjusted the base numberlof RS
hours it reimburses since 2015-16, the Governampgsal effectively trues up to the 2017-18 level
and holds that level flat in 2018-19. Although thevernor expects growth in apprenticeship hours in
the budget year, the Administration holds hours fiecause they argue growth would be offset by a
companion proposal to allow apprenticeships at camiy colleges to start earning the credit funding
rate and generating apportionment funding.

Proposes Allowing Colleges to Earn Credit Funding Rte for Apprenticeship Programs.The
Governor proposes trailer bill language to allowemes to generate the credit funding rate rathan t
the RSI rate for apprenticeship courses it offerscbllege credit. The Governor’'s proposed 2018-19
credit rate is $5,453 per student. This equat&d @38 per hour—60 percent higher than the proposed
2018-19 RSI rate, which would apply to all othepi@mticeship programs. The Governor indicates
that this proposal could (1) incentivize more ogdle to offer apprenticeships and (2) lead to more
students receiving college credit for apprentigeshivhich eventually could lead to more associate
degrees or stackable credentials. The Administratidicates the credit rate is justified becauselit
bearing programs could be more expensive if taagldommunity college campuses rather than at
training centers. The Administration has neithevpted data on the projected number of courses that
likely would start to earn the credit funding rate2018-19 nor estimated the additional associated
apportionment cost.

Legislative Analyst’'s Office Comments

No Compelling Justification for Retroactive ReimbursementsDuring the years that state
apprenticeship funding fell short of demand, apficeship sponsors covered more of the costs of
instruction. State law makes clear that if fundisginsufficient to cover all certified hours, the
administering agencies are to make adjustmentsatovegithin the annual budget allocation. Though
anticipating what the effective reimbursement raik be in any given year likely is challenging for
participating businesses and unions, the statejwépiceship program has worked this way for many
years. Moreover, apprenticeship hours have condirtoegrow at a remarkable pace even though
participating businesses and unions have known tti&treimbursement rate is very likely to be
prorated downward, as such adjustments have beele rfua five consecutive year3he LAO
recommends the Legislature reject the Governorspgsal to provide reimbursements to
apprenticeship programs for prior year costs thaeeeded the budgeted allocation.

Ongoing Augmentation Would Better Align Funding With Apprenticeship Hours.The LAO
recommends approving $23.6 million for ongoing aegtation ($5.8 million more than the
Governor’s proposal) to cover all projected RSI dsoin 2018-19. The LAO estimates 10 percent
growth in 2018-19 based on average annual growdr the past five years. In addition, the LAO
recommends the Legislature readjust the amountSdfiieurs it funds annually so that the hours the
state reimburses moves up and down with the ecormmyhe demand for apprentices.

No Evidence Raising Apprenticeship Funding Rate Ewe Further Is Warranted. Given how
quickly the number of apprenticeships has been iqipwn recent years, the state likely is on tragk t
meet its goal of having 180,000 registered apprestby 2027. Based on recent trends in certified
hours, employers clearly are willing to cover ayashare of RSI costs. Increasing the reimbursement
rate even further—to the community college crealié+—appears unnecessary. Eventually, raising the
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rate to especially high new levels could resuless employer buy-in, effectively having state fungd
supplant funding from businesses and unions.

Community Colleges Already Offer Apprenticeship Ingruction for Credit. The vast majority of
students attending apprenticeships through the aortyncolleges already earn credits that they can
apply toward an associate degree or other credlemtia LAO does not see a reason to increase the
funding rate for these courses by 60 percent owlthace that the higher rate might spur slightlyeano
credit instruction. LAO recommends rejecting thev&wmor’'s proposal to allow colleges to claim
credit funding for apprenticeship programs. Appiegghip instruction already can be offered for
credit. Moreover, apprenticeships continue to iaseeeven at the current hourly noncredit funding
rate.

Proposal Would Result in Different Rules for Appreniceship Program Providers.The
Governor’s proposal further complicates the Apgdoeship program by proposing a higher funding
rate for certain community college apprenticeshipgpams and not for other community college and
school district apprenticeship programs. Moreovidre Governor's proposal could result in
inconsistencies in apprenticeship instructor qicaifons. The minimum qualifications for
apprenticeship instructors currently are differdram community college faculty, even if the
apprenticeships are taught in affiliation with coomty colleges. Under the Governor’s proposal, the
impact on apprenticeship instructors is uncleatemally these instructors could have to meet new
requirements merely because of the new funding aresm. (The Administration has provided no
evidence that the quality of apprenticeship ingbrgis poor.)

Staff Comments

Staff shares the concerns of the LAO regardingAbeinistration’s proposal to allow colleges to
generate the credit funding rate rather than ther&®8 for apprenticeship courses it offers forlepd
credit. The Administration has indicated that thepgose of the language is to expand apprenticeship
programs per the state workforce plan, howeverthasLAO notes, number of apprenticeships has
been growing in recent years, the state likelyngrack to meet its goal of having 180,000 regeder
apprentices by 2027. Additionally, staff notes tlla¢ minimum qualifications for journey level
apprenticeship instructors are different from comityucollege faculty, even if the apprenticeships a
taught in affiliation with community colleges. Adiinally, it is unclear what the demand is for
colleges to offer credit funding rate rather tha®l Rate, as a result, it is unclear what the paaenost
impact of this would be. The LAO notes that thislldopotentially be more costly for the state as cos
sharing would shift from program and employer sposiso the state.

Staff Recommendation. Hold Open
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Issue 4: Capital Outlay

Panel
* Michelle Ngyuen, Department of Finance
» Christian Osmeiia, Chancellor’s Office
» Edgar Cabral, Legislative Analysts Office

Background

The state typically issues general obligation baodselp pay for community colleges facility prdjgc

A majority of voters must approve these bonds. Fi®®8 through 2006, voters approved four facility
bonds that provided a total of $4 billion for commity college facilities. Virtually no funding renas
from these facility bonds. In 2016, voters approvecposition 51 in November 2016, which
authorizes the state to sell $2 billion in genedaligation bonds for community college projects (in
addition to $7 billion for K-12 school facilities@ects). The funds may be used for any CCC fgcilit
project, including buying land, constructing newilthmgs, modernizing existing buildings, and
purchasing equipment.

To receive state bond funding, community collegstraits must submit project proposals to the
Chancellor’'s Office. The Chancellor's Office rardds submitted facility projects using the following
five criteria adopted by the Board of Governorsdfider of priority):

» Category A: Life safety projects, projects to addreseismic deficiencies or risks, and
infrastructure projects (such as utility systentgjsk of failure.

» Category B: Projects to increase instructional capa

» Category C: Projects to modernize instructionatepa

» Category D: Projects to complete campus buildouts.

» Categories E and F: Projects that house institatisapport services.

In addition, projects with a local contribution edge greater consideration. Districts raise theoal
contributions mainly through local general obligatibonds. Based on these criteria, the Chancellor’s
Office submits capital outlay project proposalghe Legislature and Governor as part of the annual
state budget process.

2017-18 Budget Provides Planning Funds for 15 Prajés. In the fall of 2016, the Chancellor’s
Office recommended 29 projects to be included & 281-718 budget. The 2017-18 budget included
$17 million for the preliminary planning phase & df the 29 projects. Total state costs for these
projects (all phases) are estimated to be $44lomillTotal project costs including local contrilmns

are estimated to be $676 million.

Chancellor's Office Recommended 15 Projects for 2@t19.0f the 15 projects, 13 projects were
proposed but not funded last year and two projeeie newly approved in the fall of 2017. Of the
projects, the Chancellor’s Office ranked two in thghest priority category, four in the second leigth
priority category, five in the third category, afaur in the fourth category. The 15 projects are
estimated to have total state costs of $282 millgince the Chancellor's Office recommendation, one
college withdrew their project. The display on t#odlowing table shows the Chancellor's Office
updated proposed spending plan.
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Total
College Project Category | State

Cost
College of the Redwoods Arts Building Replacement A $25.3
Golden West College Language Arts Complex B 23.7
Natomas Education Natomas Center Phase 2 and 3 B 29.1
Center
Menifee Valley Center Math and Science Building B 6|2
Laney College Learning Research Center B 24.7
Cabrillo College Modernization of Buildings 500,06@.600 C 3.5
Imperial Valley College | Academic Buildings Moderaiion C 9
College of San Mateo Building 9 Library Moderninati C 12.2
Skyline College Workforce and Economic Developnierdsperity Center C 14.1
College of Sequoias Basic Skills Center C 16.7
Fort Ord Center Ft. Ord Public Safety Center Phl D 9
Mt. San Antonio Collegg New Physical Education Ctaxrp D 51.9
Merritt College Child Development Center D 6.2
Woodland College Performing Arts Facility D 18.3
Total $269.7

Governor's Proposals

The Governor’'s January Budget Proposes Funding FivéeNew CCC Projects for 2018-19The
Administration proposes to fund five of the 15 pais submitted by the Chancellor’'s Office. The
Governor’s budget includes $4.7 million in Propiosit51 funds for initial planning costs. Total stat
costs for the five projects (including construcjicare estimated to be $131 million. Of the five
projects, one is in the highest priority categtwg are in the second highest priority categoryl &avo

are in the fourth category. The project in the bighpriority category, at College of the Redwoods,
includes no local match. According to the Admirasitsn, the remaining four projects were selected
because they addressed priority issues and, in sases, included a sizeable local match. The figure
on the following page provides additional detaglgarding the capital outlay projects.
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Governor’s Proposed CCC Capital Outlay Project8

Reflects State Costs (In Millions)

April 12, 2018

College

Project

Phase

2018-19
Cost

Total
Cost

Mount San
Antonio
College

New Physical EducationComplex: This proposed project wi
construct a new Physical Education Complex that pribvide
centralized facilities to house the physical ediecaprogram or
campus. The new facility will address the currerismic
deficiencies, mechanical and plumbing issues, wrach not
conducive to a physical education learning envirentr
Additional deficiencies include non-ADA compliarddilities, a
lack of Title IX equitability, and limited indoorhysical educatio
activity spaces.

I P

—

$1.6

$52

College of
the
Redwoods

Arts Building replacement: The Arts building must be move
due to seismic hazards directly affecting the gatdtbuilding
occupants. This project proposes to replace thetiegi Art
building with a new Art building. The existing Ahuilding is
built over a fault of "significant offset" (exceedi 33 feet o
movement) that is assumed to be active. The newbaitding
will be constructed on campus but outside the faxtiusionary
zone. The District has used the remainder of italldond
funding on seismic studies in preparation of thgext.

d P

$1.3

$24.2

Golden Wes
College

Language Arts Complex replacementThis project proposes
construct a new Humanities Building to accommoeat®liment
needs in Language Arts and provide current teclyyolfor
effective learning. The new building will includecture halls
laboratory, offices, library and other assemblycgpahe projec
will also allow the consolidation of programs cunttg scattered
in six different building locations on the campuBEhe new
building will also provide current technology topgort moderr
instructional delivery and learning methodologi&he existing
Humanities Building and Health Sciences Buildingll whe
demolished. Currently, the Humanities Building'suidation is
inking away from the steel support stricture, ahd temaining
life span of the building is estimated to be betwsé to ten
years.

(0]

—F

$0.8

$23.7

Laney
College

Learning Resource Center replacement:The Laney Colleg
Library, Building 11, was originally constructed 1971 and hal
never been significantly modernized over the ldstydars. Thé

project will provide infrastructure to support cemt and future

technology standards, and accommodate the demandbrary
resources generated by increased enrollment. Taggbrwill
address code deficiencies for accessibility and $iafety, an
correct significant deficiencies with the HVAC, etecal,
plumbing, waterproofing, and other building systéaproviding
a new facility with completely new systems andfa éxpectancy
of at least 50 years. The library shelving is sgao® closely ta

v—O—; D

meet current ADA requirements.

$0.8

$24.7
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Merritt Child Development Center replacement: This project willl P $0.2 $6.2
College provide a new Child Development Center at Merritill€ye,
including laboratory, office, and other space. Therent facility
is a former automotive vocational shop, which dogsmeet stat
community college guidelines and standards for eatiocal
training. The new facility will house demonstratianstructiona
and administrative space for an education prograsigded tc
support 64 Preschoolers and Infant/Toddlers. The Sahool
currently operates under Title XXIl and would lite conform to
more stringent Title V regulations, which would teetprepare
students for their future professional careers.

D

Totals $4.7 $130.8

Budget Includes $55 Million for Previously Approved Projects.Of that amount, $40 million is
Proposition 51 funding related to the cost of prtgeapproved in 2017-18. For 14 of the 15 projects
approved last year, the appropriation reflectscthst of developing working drawings. For one prgjec
which will be constructed using a design build ageh, the budget includes the cost of both design
and construction. The budget also includes $14anilin 2006 bond funds for the construction of an
instructional building at Compton College. The patjwas initially approved by the state in 2014-15
but has had delays in the design and review process

April Letter. The Administration requests an increase of $5 amllProposition 51 funds to reflect
costs of working drawings for the five projectsscébed above, that the Administration proposed in
January. Additionally, the letter requests the at#ation of the Imperial Valley College’s project
modernize academic buildings, and costs associitiédpreliminary plans. Specifically, these costs
are:

Governor’s Proposed April Letters CCC Capital Outlay Projects
(State Costs in Millions)

2018-19 | Total
College Project Phase| State State
Cost Cost
Mount San | New Physical Education Comple: Please see information inf W 1.9 $52
Antonio the table above.
College
College of | Arts Building replacement: Please see information in the tableW 0.8 24.3
the above.
Redwoods
Golden West Language Arts Complex replacemen Please see information W 0.9 23.7
College in the table above. above.
Laney Learning Resource Centerreplacemen: Please see \W 0.8 24.7
College information in the table above.
Merritt Child Development Center replacemen Please see W 0.2 6.2
College information in the table above.
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Imperial Academic Buildings Modernization: This project modernizgs P 0.4 9
Valley and consolidates programs in three buildings latate the
College center of the campus and addresses seismic conéeritdings

200 and 300 were constructed in 1962, Building i00971. In
addition to seismic issues, the interiors do ndoval for
technology-based teaching methods and are notgroefi for
maximum utilization. The Behavioral Science, Musnd
Business programs at IVC have grown over the yeansl,
course offerings are held in classrooms spreadigfmaut the
campus. In order to improve the academic strendtthese
programs, the college mission is to consolidatd gmogram tg
a designated building to provide better identitieTdepartmeri
chair office and support offices would be houseth&building
designated to each program in order to better stpihe
academic environment. An engineering analysis @fothldings
completed in February 2018 has determined thabthielings
are not seismically safe. Due to the timing of #eismic
findings, the scope and cost of the current prdpdeas nof
currently include seismic upgrades. Thus, only iprielary
plans are requested for 2018-19, thereby provittegfunding
necessary to start the project as well as the tigeessary to
scope in the seismic component. It is likely the additiona
scope will increase overall project cost, which ldobe borne
by both the state and the district,

—

Totals $5 $139.8

Legislative Analyst’s Office Comments

The total state cost of the five proposed project®unts to seve percent of the CCC bond funding
authorized in Proposition 51. The LAO recommenads ltbgislature consider authorizing more CCC
projects than included in the Governor's budgetC&C facility project on average costs roughly
$50 million. At this average cost, approving eigidditional projects in 2018-19 would cost
$400 million, or 20 percent of the total bond auityogranted by the ballot measure. At this ratealt
bond authority would be committed over five yednsaddition to authorizing more projects in 2018-
19, we recommend the Legislature develop a multiggpenditure plan for remaining Proposition 51
funds. Such a plan would (1) help community coltegian their capital outlay programs, (2) ensure
that voter authorized funds are put to use withireasonable time, and (3) spread bond sales over
several years.

The subcommittee may wish to ask:
1. What is the Administration’s rationale for only apping six out of 14 BOG approved capital
outlay projects?

2. Would the delayed approval of the other projectsaase future costs for these projects in the
future?

Staff Recommendation. Hold Open
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Issue 5: Deferred Maintenance

Panel
* Michelle Nguyen, Department of Finance
» Christian Osmeiia, Chancellor’s Office
* Edgar Cabral, Legislative Analyst’s Office

Background

Community college districts jointly developed a eébnline project planning and management tools
in 2002. The Foundation for California Communitylléges, with assistance from San Joaquin Delta
Community College District, operates and maintdims system on behalf of districts. The Foundation
employs assessors to complete a facility condiissessment of every building at districts’ campuses
and centers on a three to four year cycle. Thesesaments, together with other facility information
entered into the system, provide extensive dat&€GK facilities and help districts with their local
planning efforts. All 72 districts pay annual feesthe Foundation to support the facility condition
assessments and the online management system.

From the districts’ facility condition assessmernise CCC system has identified $6.6 billion in
scheduled and deferred maintenance projects ogamndkt five years. The system has narrowed down
the list to identify a more feasible maintenancanpbf $1.2 billion in top priority projects to be
completed over this period. Of this amount, ther@ea#or’'s Office identified $611 million in projest

to undertake the next two years.

The state has a categorical program for CCC manie and also funds the replacement of
instructional equipment and library materials, hdmas substances abatement, architectural barrier
removal, and water conservation projects. Histdlsichudget language for this program has requaed
one-to-one match (with districts meeting the laoaltch using apportionments, local bond monies, or
other general purpose funds), but no match has tespnred since 2013-14. To use this categorical
funding for maintenance, districts must adopt amohst to the CCC Chancellor’'s Office a five year
plan of maintenance projects. Districts also mpsing at least 0.5 percent of their current opeagatin
budgets on ongoing maintenance and at least as aruofaintenance as they spent in 1995-96 (about
$300 million statewide) plus what they receive frima categorical program. In addition to categdrica
funds, districts fund scheduled maintenance froair tpportionments and other general purpose funds
(for less expensive projects) augmented by locatidands (for more expensive projects).

State Has Provided Substantial Funding for CCC Maitenance Over Past Few Yearver the
last four years, the state has provided $551 milfiar the CCC maintenance categorical program.
Historically, this program has received large appagions when a large amount of one-time
Proposition 98 funding is available and no appmtpns in tight budget years. The budget has
typically allocated half of the program’s fundingy fdeferred maintenance and half for replacement of
instructional equipment and library materials. 1812-15, the budget removed this split, leaving
associated allocation decisions up to districtstalare not available on how much of the funding
community colleges have spent on each of the alitevases. Data also are not available on how much
the colleges expect to spend from their apportiartsyand bond funds on maintenance.
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Governor’s Budget Proposal

The Governor’'s budget proposal provides $275 mmllbme-time Proposition 98 General Fund for the
CCC maintenance categorical program. Under the fBove budget, one-time funding for this
categorical program would come from several sourSgecifically, $184 million is 2017-18 funds,
$81 million is 2018-19 funds, and $11 million iPosition 98 settle-up funds. Consistent with récen
practice, the Governor proposes no matching reopené and no required split between using the
funds for maintenance or equipment and materials.

Legislative Analyst’s Office Comments

The proposed funding would help address CCC'’s larggntenance backlog and help update
instructional equipment and materials. In additiony dedicating $80 million in 2018-19
Proposition 98 funding to onetime purposes, theppsal would provide a corresponding cushion
against potential revenue declines and drops irPtieposition 98 minimum guarantee in the future.
For these reasons, the LAO recommends adoptingGireernor's proposal. To the extent the
Legislature rejects the Governor’s other one-tim@CCproposals or prefers to provide community
colleges with a larger amount of one-time funditite LAO recommends the Legislature further
increase funding for this categorical program.

The subcommittee may wish to ask:

1. How much funding community colleges have spent anheof the allowable uses of the
maintenance categorical?

2. How much the colleges expect to spend from thepoamwnments and bond funds on
maintenance?

Staff Recommendation. Hold Open.
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Issue 6: California Online Learning Lab

Panel

e Jack Zwald, Department of Finance
» Paul Steenhausen, Legislative Analyst’s Office
* Mai Yang, Office of Planning and Research

Background

Though most courses at CCC, CSU, and UC stillaught in person, online education is becoming an
increasingly prevalent instructional method, patady at CCC and CSU. In 2016 17, community

colleges served a total of 157,413 full-time eqleéwd (FTE) students via online education,

representing 13 percent of all FTE students sebye@CC that year. In 2016 17, CSU served 23,700
FTE students (including 22,100 FTE undergraduatelesits), representing 5.8 percent of students
served.

Segments Have Different Definitions of “Online” Couses. Comparing CCC and CSU online
enrollment is difficult because the segments hatferdnt ways of classifying a course as “online.”
Specifically, CCC considers a course to be onlinever half of instructional content is delivered
online. By contrast, CSU defines a course as ordinlg if 100 percent of its content is delivered
online, with no in person class attendance requi@slJ defines a “hybrid” course as one in which
much instruction occurs online but students aresetqal to attend class a limited number of times for
face to face instruction (such as to perform latwoya experiments). Hybrid courses likely are
comparable to many CCC online courses. CSU reploats3.6 percent of its enrollment is in hybrid
courses. UC is not able to provide systemwide émsoit figures for online and hybrid courses but
likely has a lower percentage of such enrolimeant@SU.

State Funds Segment Specific Online Initiatives.ike traditional in person instruction, campuses
from all three segments use their general purposeien to cover instructional costs for online and
hybrid courses. On top of this spending, the statently has provided ongoing augmentations for
specific online initiatives at each of the segmeBsginning in 2013-14, the state has provided the
following augmentations:

« CCC—%$20 Million Ongoing for Online Education Initiee. CCC’s Online Education
Initiative consists of several components, inclgd{d) trainings and other resources to help
faculty design high quality online courses; (2)@anemon technology platform for faculty to
deliver online courses; and (3) the Online Courseh@nge, a pilot project that enables
students to find, enroll in, and get credit forlyubnline courses offered by other colleges
participating in the exchange.

+ CSU—$10 Million Ongoing for Faculty Support in Omdéi and Hybrid Courses. CSU has used
its funds to create incentives for faculty to offelly online courses in lower division subjects
with high enrollment demand. Participating facuttyyst demonstrate that their courses have
high completion rates and agree to allow studetténding other CSU campuses to enroll in
them. In addition, CSU provides professional depelent opportunities to faculty throughout
the year (such as through workshops) that focusedesigning courses and adopting new,
evidence based approaches to teaching online oidhyurses.
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+ UC—%$10 Million Ongoing for Online and Hybrid Courd®evelopment and Cross Campus
Enrolliment. UC’s Innovative Learning Technologytiaiive, which is housed at the Office of
the President, provides grants for faculty to depebnline undergraduate courses that UC
students at any campus may access. To date, tlaive has developed 250 online and hybrid
courses.

Governor’s Proposal

Proposes $10 Million Ongoing General Fund for New @Gline Program. The Governor proposes to
create a new statewide program known as the Cailg&dtducation Learning Lab. At least for the first
few years, the program would focus exclusively @aating new and redesigning existing lower
division online and hybrid courses in science, tedbgy, engineering, and math (STEM) at the three
segments. After three years, the program woulddmmitted to add online and hybrid courses in other
disciplines. Under the proposal, OPR, which undiegavarious projects on behalf of the Governor,
would operate and oversee the program. Specific@iPR staff would (1) solicit requests for
proposals from faculty at the three segments, é2juit members of a selection committee to score
proposals and recommend awards, (3) monitor pregreaward recipients, and (4) evaluate projects
upon completion. As an alternative to using OPR,Aldministration has indicated that it is exploring
the possibility of contracting with an external mgradministrator (such as a foundation or nonprofit
organization) to manage the program.

Teams of Faculty Eligible to Apply for Grants. These teams would be required to include faculty
from at least two of the three public higher ediocasegments. The teams could include members
from private nonprofit institutions. As a conditiohreceiving grant funding, all faculty team mensbe
would be required to teach the course and evathateurriculum they jointly develop.

Grantees Required to Integrate Learning Science andidaptive Learning Technologies Into
Courses. The Administration describes learning science deld of study that seeks to further
scientific understanding of learning—that is, hawlividuals learn, the process of learning in ddfer
contexts, and which learning strategies are bestsfodents. Adaptive learning technologies use
artificial intelligence to assess and collect dataa learner’s current state of knowledge about a
particular subject, provide content and resourggsapriate to that learner’s level, and adjustdess

in “real time” based on the learner’s performance.

OPR Could Use Program Funds for Additional Purposesn Future Years. Beginning in 2020,
OPR would be permitted to (1) provide professiat@lelopment grants aimed at faculty interested in
adopting the courses funded in the initial yearshef program and (2) curate a “best of” library of
online and hybrid courses that incorporate priregpif learning science.

Proposal Intended to Boost College Participation ath Success in STEM for Certain Student
Groups. The Governor’s stated goals in establishing thigpsed program are to (1) increase the
proportion of students from historically underregmeted groups (including first generation, low
income, and certain racial/ethnic student groupa) major in STEM disciplines; (2) increase term to
term persistence and degree attainment of STEMestadn those groups; and (3) close achievement

gaps.
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Legislative Analyst’'s Office Comments

Research identifies a number of factors likely dbating to lower STEM enroliment, persistence, and

completion rates among students from historicalhdarrepresented groups. These include: (1)
disproportionate attendance at elementary and dacgrschools that have less qualified math and
science teachers, (2) less access to advanced SbHkes in high school, (3) different parental

expectations about studying STEM in college, (éklaf exposure to role models and mentors with a
STEM background, (5) perceptions of an unwelcomagademic culture in science and math

departments, and (6) inadequate support serviasedRch also notes that STEM majors (particularly
engineering) often have course requirements bevioadypical 120 unit degree requirement, which

can serve as an added burden for students wittelininancial means. Given these underlying causes,
it is unclear how the Governor’s proposed programalel achieve its stated goals in a meaningful way.
As the vast majority of CCC, CSU, and UC studerdstioue to take courses in a face to face

environment, it also is unclear how creating new eedesigning existing online and hybrid courses
would result in widespread improvement in STEM outes.

Segments Already Have Funding to Develop and Redgsi Online Courses.For the past five years,
the state has provided ongoing targeted fundingatth segment to improve and expand their use of
online and hybrid courses. Most of this funding sapported course development and redesign for
lower division courses. Given these existing effpthe need for a new program that also focuses on
course development and redesign is unclear.

Lack of Any Justification for Proposed Funding Levé. The Administration has not provided a
rationale as to how it determined the proposed ®illon annual funding level. The Governor’s
proposal does not include key information such @s many grants would be provided per year, the
approximate amount of each award, and why the Ahtnation believes those amounts would be
sufficient to accomplish the program’s objectivAdsent such basic information, the Legislature is
unable to evaluate whether the requested fundirguatris reasonable.

Recommend Legislature Reject Governor's ProposalGiven the Governor’'s proposal (1) has a
solution that does not clearly align with the peoh| (2) would overlap with existing state funded
online initiatives, and (3) lacks any justificatifor the proposed funding level, the LAO recommend
the Legislature reject it. Should the Legislaturishamo focus on improving STEM experiences for
certain groups of college students, the LAO recomun&t first identify which of the root causes of

STEM disparities are most pronounced at each oftlihee segments. The Legislature then could
consider alternative solutions (whether they bemsag specific, intersegmental, or involving

elementary and secondary schools) that are battered to addressing those problems.

Staff Comments

Staff agrees with the LAOs concerns outlined abdneaddition, the proposed trailer bill language
lacks many details. For example, the proposal doéspecify who would be involved in the selection
committee, and does not specify metrics that tlopgsal seeks to address. In addition, the proposal
does not specify when an evaluation report wouldsiemitted to the Legislature, or the types of
outcomes it would track. Lastly, the proposed laggudoes not specify how much each grant will be,
or how many grants will be distributed.

Staff Recommendation. Hold Open.
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