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 LEGISLATION COMMITTEE MEETING 
 

MINUTES 
 

Wednesday –January 23, 2013 9:00 A.M.   

 

I. Call To Order/ Roll Call 
 

Commissioner Yvonne de la Peña called the meeting to order at 9:15 A.M. 
 

Members present: Yvonne de la Peña, Jack Buckhorn, Paul Von Berg, Richard Harris,   

Scott Gordon and Chief Diane Ravnik    

A quorum was met. 

Members absent: Les DenHerder, Aram Hodess, and Carl Goff 
 

Review/Approval of the minutes of July 25, 2012  
 

Commissioner Jack Buckhorn made a motion to approve the July 25, 2012 minutes and 

Commissioner Paul Von Berg seconded the motion.  All were in favor.  The motion 

carried.  
 

II. Update on Pending Bills 
 

Chairperson de la Peña reported that there are no pending bills at this time. 
 

III. New Bills  

Commissioner de la Peña called on the attendees and committee members to let her 

know if there were any bills they would like to follow.  Send your suggestions to Ms. de 

la Peña at ydelapena@cpf.org . 
  

IV. Review of New Bills  

 Governor’s Budget Proposals 

Ms. de la Peña referred the committee and attendees to a hand out Budget Bill 

Timelines for 2013-2014.    

 She also handed out a summary of the Governor’s Budget proposal as it relates 

to apprenticeship and how it can affect the apprenticeship community. 

 Ms. de la Peña focused attention to the education portion of the proposal and 

noted that it shifts all K-12 Adult Education and apprenticeship to the 

community colleges “to eliminate the current bifurcated system and places the 

community colleges in a position to improve coordination at the regional and 

statewide levels.”  For the community colleges, the dollars are flexible and it 

raises the question if the dollars go to the Chancellor’s Office, and does that 

make them flexible.  There is twice as much money on the side of the 

Department of Education and this could be an issue.  Also a question of the 

statutory, rules and regulations attached to how the dollars are distributed and 

does that move over to the Chancellor’s Office.  Ms.de la Peña also noted that 
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for those programs that work with the Department of Education – would they 

still have contracts with their LEAs, and how would that affect the relationship 

between the community colleges and the Department of Education as it relates 

to training. 

 Chairperson de la Peña stated that the recommendation is coming from the 

Department of Finance within the proposed budget.  She further stated that they 

need to be educated on apprenticeship and how it works. 
 

Comments from the Public: 
 

It was asked if the administration knows what the impact would be on 

apprenticeship.  DAS Chief Diane Ravnik stated that it is unknown.  Chief 

Ravnik has reached out to people at the Agency level and expressed concerns on 

the issue.  She found that there are some conflicting themes even though they 

are supportive of apprenticeship she felt they did not understand the 

implications of what this educational proposal is doing.  She will continue to 

convey and educate them of this issue.   
 

Commissioner Julia Dozier stated that after reading the LAO (Legislative 

Analyst Office) report she understood it to be about consolidating adult 

education, as if apprenticeship was an afterthought and not aimed toward 

apprenticeship programs. 
 

Cris McCullough, Community Colleges Chancellor’s Office stated that the 

decision was not asked by the Chancellor’s Office.  In meetings with John 

Dunn, Department of Education, discussion brought up inconsistencies in terms 

of how apprenticeship is administered to the CDE and the Community Colleges, 

and if it does happen there will be many legislative hearings before the May 

revise and the final proposal.  Ms. McCullough further stated that should the 

two systems be brought together there should be some type of waiver for rules 

and regulations as they currently do not align.  The larger issue is how the 

money is allocated.  Currently in the community colleges, it is fixed.  

Apprenticeship money is in flex of 50%.  The CDE is in flex at 80%.    

Scott Lewis and Darell Lawrence, Northern 46 counties Drywall/Lathers JATC 

expressed their concern and issue that their programs’ hours were dropped by 

the community colleges.   
 

DAS Chief Diane Ravnik commented that the overall intent of the Governor’s 

budget had two goals –   to give local control and consolidate.  She expressed 

the lack of understanding of how the ideas directly impact the apprenticeship 

community.  She asked the attendees to express the importance of 

apprenticeship that creates jobs and adds to private sector money and send their 

stories to their lobbyists as a way of educating the legislators. 

V. Other Items of Interest 
 

 It was discussed that the committee should develop a white paper with 

talking points and call a meeting to discuss prior to next full CAC meeting. 
    

VI. Adjournment 

A motion and a second were made to adjourn the meeting.  All were in favor.  The 

motion carried.  The meeting adjourned at 10:25 A.M.  





BUDGET BILL TIMELINES FOR 2013-2014  


 


January 10: Budget must be submitted by Governor (Art. IV, Sec. 12 (a)). 


Early February: LAO Analysis and Recommendations released. 


February through May: Budget Sub-committees meet. 


May 3: Last day for policy committees to hear and report to Fiscal Committees fiscal 


bills introduced in their house (J.R. 61(a) (2)). 


Mid May: May Revise submitted by Governor to update budget based on current 


information. 


May 24: Last day for fiscal committees to hear and report to the Floor bills introduced in 
their house (J.R. 61(a) (5)).  
 
May 31: Last day for bills to be passed out of the house of origin (J.R. 61(a) (8)). 


Early June: Conference Committee meets to reconcile differences between Assembly 


and Senate budget versions. 


June 15: Budget must be passed by midnight (Art. IV, Sec. 12 (c) (3)). 


July 1: Governor takes action on the Budget Bill. 
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Summary of Governor’s 2013-14 budget proposals 


RE:  Apprenticeship and Adult Education 


 


EDUCATION 


 


Apprenticeship: 
 


 Shifts all K-12 apprenticeship funding to community colleges “to eliminate the 


current bifurcated system and places the community colleges in a position to 


improve coordination at the regional and statewide levels.” 


Adult Education: 


 Shifts all K-12 Adult Education to the community colleges “to eliminate the 


current bifurcated system and places the community colleges in a position to 


improve coordination at the regional and statewide levels.” 


 


 Creates an adult education block grant based on the number of students served 


and used to fund “mission areas”. 


Energy Efficiency Investments in K-12 and community colleges: 


 Allocates all Proposition 39 funds to reduce utility requirements and expand the 


use of renewable energy resources. Creates opportunities for apprentices. 


 


 Provides $450 million in 2013-14 and $500 million per year in each of the next 


four years. 


  







 
 


 


HIGH SPEED RAIL 


The project begins with billions from proposition 1A, 2008. Creates opportunities for 


apprentices. 


 


DEPARTMENT OF INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS 


 Implements Workers Compensation Reform. 


 


 Workers Safety and Labor Standards Enforcement: Eliminates sunset date and 


makes funding permanent. 


 


 Eliminates Targeted High Hazard Assessment replacing it with Occupational 


Safety and Health Fund assessment. 


 


 Compliance Monitoring Unit: Augments budget to cover monitoring costs. 


  







 
 


Excerpts from Governor’s Budget  
RE: Adult Ed and Apprenticeship 


January 10, 2013 
 


K-12 Adult Education and Apprenticeship Realignment 
 


Currently, K-12 school districts and community colleges are authorized to provide adult 
education instruction. However, there is no statewide requirement or mechanism to 
coordinate the efforts of these two systems. As a result, the state has an inefficient and 
redundant system that is not always structured in the best interest of adult learners. 
Further, funding for the K-12 adult education program is currently flexible, available for 
any educational purpose, and many districts are eliminating their programs and 
redirecting this funding to support their core instructional programs. To create a more 
accountable and centralized adult education learning structure, the Budget proposes 
$315.7 million Proposition 98 General Fund to fund a comparable K-12 adult education 
service delivery system. It proposes an increase of $300 million to support the program 
within the community colleges. It also shifts $15.7 million for the Apprenticeship 
Program. The proposal eliminates the current bifurcated system and places the 
community colleges in a position to improve coordination at the regional and 
statewide levels. Community colleges are better positioned than K-12 schools to 
address the needs of adult learners because that is their core function. Funding will be 
allocated from a new adult education block grant based on the number of students 
served, and the colleges will be encouraged to leverage the capacity and expertise 
currently available at the K-12 district adult schools. Additional detail on this proposal is 
discussed in the Higher Education Chapter. 
 


Community Colleges: Adult Education and Apprenticeship Realignment 
 
As referenced in the K thru 12 Education Chapter, K-12 school districts and community 
colleges are both currently authorized to provide adult education instruction. However, 
there is no statewide requirement or mechanism to coordinate the efforts of these two 
systems. As a result, the state has an inefficient and redundant system that is not 
always structured in the best interest of adult learners. Further, funding for the K-12 
adult education program is currently flexible and available for any educational purpose. 
Many districts are eliminating their programs and redirecting this funding to support their 
core instructional programs. 
 
To create a more accountable and centralized adult education learning structure, the 
Budget proposes $315.7 million Proposition 98 General Fund to fund a comparable K-
12 adult education service delivery system. It proposes an increase of $300 million to 
support the program within the community colleges. It also shifts $15.7 million and the 
responsibility for the Apprenticeship Program from school districts to the community 
colleges. The proposal eliminates the current bifurcated system and places community 
colleges in a position to improve coordination at the regional and statewide levels. 
Community colleges are better positioned to address the needs of adult learners 







 
 


because that is their core function. However, the colleges will be encouraged to 
leverage the capacity and expertise currently available at the K-12 district adult schools. 
 
Funding for adult education will be allocated from a new block grant based on the 
number of students served and only for core instructional areas such as vocational 
education, English as a Second Language, elementary and secondary education, and 
citizenship. This proposal will refocus apportionments away from non-mission areas and 
reinvest savings for additional courses in mission areas such as basic skills and 
workforce training. If community colleges offer non-mission courses, students will be 
required to pay the full cost of instruction. The funding level will be reassessed in the 
future based on program participation and effectiveness. 
 


Energy Efficiency Investments: K-12 
 


K-12 school facilities represent the single largest capital outlay investment made by the 
state since the mid-1990’s. From 1998 to present, the state has invested more than $30 
billion in school bond funding to modernize and construct school facilities. School 
districts and community colleges are well positioned to undertake projects that reduce 
their current utility requirements and expand the use of renewable energy resources. As 
a result, to make a substantial energy efficiency imprint throughout the state, the Budget 
proposes to allocate all Proposition 39 funding to schools and community colleges. 
Proposition 39 will provide $450 million in 2013-14 to support these investments in 
schools and community colleges, and $550 million in each of the next four years. 
The reduction in utility costs will in turn assist schools and community colleges in 
recovering from budgetary reductions implemented over the past five years. 
 
The Department of Education and the Chancellor’s Office for the California Community 
Colleges will be responsible for distributing funding, and may consult with both the 
California Energy Commission and the Public Utilities Commission to develop 
guidelines for prioritizing the use of the funds. These guidelines will reflect the state’s 
energy “loading order”, which guides the state’s energy policies and decisions according 
to the following order of priority: (1) decreasing electricity demand by increasing energy 
efficiency, (2) responding to energy demand by reducing energy usage during peak 
hours, (3) meeting new energy generation needs with renewable resources, and (4) 


meeting new energy generation needs with clean fossil‑fueled generation. Schools and 


community colleges will be able to use Proposition 39 funding consistent with the state’s 
loading order policies and guidance to undertake energy efficiency measures including, 
but not limited to, the construction or modernization of buildings in a manner that uses 
less energy, purchasing energy efficient equipment, as well as undertaking renewable 
energy projects like installation of solar panels and geothermal heat pumps. 
 
Local schools and community colleges may use Proposition 39 funds for technical 
assistance to help identify, evaluate, and implement appropriate projects. Schools and 
community colleges will also be encouraged to partner on their energy efficiency 
projects with the California Conservation Corps’ Energy Corps program and 
participating community conservation corps programs, which provide career technical 







 
 


education and on-the-job work experience in the energy efficiency and renewable 
energy industry sectors. Upon project completion, schools and community colleges will 
report their project expenditure information to the Department of Education and the 
Chancellor’s Office, respectively. The Administration will work with the Department of 
Education, the Chancellor’s Office and the Citizens Oversight Board to ensure these 
funds are used by schools and community colleges in a manner that is consistent with 
Proposition 39. 
 


Energy Efficiency Investments: Community Colleges 
 
Clean Energy Efficiency Projects — An increase of $49.5 million Proposition 98 General 
Fund for community colleges to undertake clean energy efficiency projects. Like school 
districts, community colleges are well positioned to undertake projects that reduce their 
current utility requirements and expand the use of renewable energy resources. 
Moreover, community colleges are in the unique position to make a substantial energy 
efficiency imprint throughout the state in terms of their scope (112 colleges and their 
related facilities) and emphasis on employment training. As a result, the Budget 
proposes to allocate all Proposition 39, the California Clean Energy Jobs Act, funding to 
schools and community colleges (see the K Thru 12 Education Chapter for further 
details on Proposition 39). Community colleges can use the funds to expand career 


technical educational training and on‑the‑job work experience training in partnership 


with the California Conservation Corps and participating community conservation corps 
programs. 
 


 


High‑Speed Rail 


 


The High‑Speed Rail Authority is responsible for the development and construction of a 


high‑speed passenger train service between San Francisco and Los Angeles/Anaheim 


(Phase I), with extensions to San Diego and Sacramento and points in‑between (Phase 


II). Proposition 1A, enacted in November 2008, authorizes $9 billion in bond proceeds 
for the rail lines and equipment, and an additional $950 million for state and local feeder 
lines. The federal government has also awarded the Authority nearly $3.5 billion, most 
of which has been designated to fund portions of the project in the Central Valley. The 


2012 Budget Act appropriated approximately $8 billion for the high‑speed rail project for 


the following purposes: 
 


 $5.8 billion for the first phase of the Initial Operating Section from Madera to 
Bakersfield. 


 


 $1.1 billion for early improvement projects to upgrade existing rail lines in 


Northern and Southern California, which will lay the foundation for future high‑
speed rail service as it expands into these areas. 


 







 
 


 $819.3 million for connectivity projects to enhance local transit and intercity rail 
systems that will ultimately link to the future high speed rail system. Since the 
enactment of the Budget Act, significant progress on the project has been made: 


 


 In September, the Federal Railroad Administration approved the necessary 
environmental impact assessments for the Merced to Fresno alignment. 


 


 The public comment period for the draft environmental assessments for the 
Fresno to Bakersfield alignment concluded in October. 


 


 The Authority has started to solicit bids from private contractors to begin the right


‑of‑way land acquisition phase of the project. 


 


 The Authority is continuing to identify early “bookend” investments that will 


generate immediate benefits and, through blended service, enhance future high‑
speed rail ridership. Projects currently being evaluated include the electrification 
of the Caltrain corridor in Northern California and regional rail improvement 
projects, such as grade separations, in Southern California. Final selection of 
specific projects and lead agencies will be completed by the end of the current 
fiscal year. 


 


 Initial construction work is scheduled to begin in the Central Valley during the 
summer of 2013. As noted in the Authority’s revised 2012 Business Plan, 
additional funding will be necessary to complete the Initial Operating Section 
from Merced to the San Fernando Valley. Cap and Trade funds will be available 
as a fiscal backstop. For more discussion on the Administration’s Cap and Trade 
investment plan, see the 


 
Department of Industrial Relations 


 
The Department works to improve working conditions, enforces laws relating to wages, 
hours, conditions of employment, and workers’ compensation, and adjudicates workers’ 
compensation claims. The Budget includes $586.1 million ($2.5 million General Fund) 
to support the Department, which reflects an increase of $153.6 million compared 
to the 2012 Budget, primarily attributed to workers’ compensation reform efforts, 
including a $120 million increase for permanent disability payments as part of the 
return-to-work program.  
 
Significant Adjustments are: 
 


 Workers’ Compensation Reform Implementation — An increase of $152.9 million 
in the Workers’ Compensation Administration Revolving Fund and 82 positions to 
implement the reforms prescribed in Chapter 363, Statutes of 2012 (SB 863). 
This includes a $120 million increase for permanent disability payments as part 
of the Special Earnings Loss Supplement program, also known as the Return-to-
work program. These resources will support the reforms to medical provider 







 
 


networks, workers’ compensation liens, fee schedules, medical care 
administrative procedures, permanent disability benefits, the Special Earnings 
Loss Supplement program, and independent medical and bill review processes 


 


 Workers’ Safety and Labor Standards Enforcement — The Budget proposes the 
elimination of the July 1, 2013 sunset date for the employer surcharge for the 
Occupational Safety and Health Fund and the Labor Enforcement and 
Compliance Fund to permanently fund these programs. These programs, which 
include investigations, inspections, and audits, protect lawful employers from 
unfair competition while ensuring employees are not required or permitted to 
work under unlawful conditions. 


 


 Elimination of the Targeted High Hazard Assessment — This proposal replaces 
the $9.1 million in revenues from this assessment with a $9.1 million increase in 
the Occupational Safety and Health Fund assessment. This will result in all 
safety, workplace injury prevention, and enforcement efforts being funded 
through this single assessment. 


 


 Compliance Monitoring Unit — The unit was created in 2009 to ensure prevailing 
wages are paid by contractors on public works projects. The monitoring costs 
were to be paid from specified bond funds that support projects. These revenues 
have not been sufficient to meet program requirements. The Budget includes 
various strategies to stabilize the unit, including (1) a redirection of $2.5 million 
General Fund to the unit from worker’s safety and labor standards enforcement 
activities, with a corresponding backfill to those programs from the employer 
surcharge, (2) a $5 million loan from the Targeted Inspection and Consultation 
Fund, and (3) cost recovery from other sources that support these public works 
projects. 





