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Executive Summary 

Summary of Workload Review and Recommendations 

Purpose 

This is the third report1 in this multi-phase analysis of the Bureau for Private Postsecondary Education 
(BPPE) and completes  an independent review of the Bureau as mandated by Assembly Bill 48. It provides 
future recommended, or “To Be,” process flow charts for BPPE’s primary operational practices.  It also 
reviewed the adequacy of the BPPE response to an audit by the California State Auditor (CSA) completed 
in March 2014 (report #2013-045).  That audit was initiated in response to a large backlog of work and 
delays in processing of required actions by BPPE.  This review has found that all of the 33 audit findings 
have been appropriately responded to, and should be closed, as more fully described in the table provided 
at pages 7-16. 

A primary expressed interest in development of the “To Be” processes has been a desire to improve the 
BPPE’s capacity to complete its work, or to mitigate the necessity of staffing increases to improve the 
amount of work completed and its timeliness.  Analysis of the “As Is” processes and development of “To 
Be” processes in all of BPPE’s major operational areas provides assurance that there is now a plan in place 
for maximum operational efficiency and effectiveness.   

The first two reports of this series have concluded that insufficient staffing levels are the primary reason 
for the current backlog, and is in large part due to the fact that BPPE has not been able to staff at its 
authorized levels since its inception2.  The California Private Postsecondary Education Act of 2009 
established BPPE effective January 1, 2010, and while it was authorized 63 positions in FY 2011, it was 
only able to fill 16.1 positions.  Likewise in FY 2012, it was only able to fill 47.6 positions, and in FY2013, it 
was only able to fill 56.7.  Given that its initial authorized staffing was set at 63 positions, it was collectively 
understaffed by 61.6 positions for its first three years of operation.  BPPE’s authorized positions have 
increased from 63 in 2010 to 66 in June 2014, and then to 77 for FY 14/15.   

While CPS HR Consulting (CPS HR) is not aware of the basis for the established initial staffing levels for 
BPPE, our second report in this series calculated the need for the addition of another 49 positions applied 
consistently over the next five years to become current in all work, using “As Is” processes.  A 
summarization of the increased staffing needs is provided below, with reference to Table I-1, below. 

Staffing Needs Summary 

Of the 77 total PYS, there were 12 Limited Term (LT) positions which were recommended to become 

permanent within the BPPE Licensing, Quality of Education (QEU), Compliance, Complaints, and Student 

Tuition Recovery Fund (STRF) Units for the 2015 Fiscal Year.  This total included 4 Office Technicians (OT), 

                                                 

 

 
1 The first report, “Workload, Staffing, and Business Process Review Draft Interim Report,” delivered on September 15, 2014, 
assessed the existing staff responsibilities, existing workload with corresponding processing speeds, and an analysis of current 
work tracking spreadsheets. The second report, “Estimated Workload and Staffing Recommendation for “As-Is” Processes,” 
delivered February 13, 2015, presented recommended staffing levels based on workload and calculated processing times. 
2 This review did not independently verify the reasons that authorized positions remained unfilled, and accepts the explanation 
of the Bureau Chief that the deficiency was due to a lack of appropriations for authorized positions and a statewide hiring 
freeze during that time. 
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13 Staff Services Analysts (SSA), 34 Associate Government Program Analysts (AGPA), 6 Education or Senior 

Education Specialists (ES), 1 Education Administrator, 6 Staff Services Manager (SSM) I, and 1 SSM II 

positions.  In order to reduce the backlog in all of these units, it is recommended that BPPE be authorized 

90 positions composed of 10 OT, 21 SSA, 45 AGPA3, 5 ES, 1 Ed. Admin., 7 SSM I, and 1 SSM II position.  In 

order to obtain these numbers, an additional 6 OTs, 8 SSAs, 11 AGPAs, and 1 SSM I positions would need 

to be authorized, while allowing one limited term ES position to expire unfilled (this is the only case that 

it is not recommended that an LT be converted to permanent status).  This total does not include the 

annual report process which was not fully developed and staffing was not able to be sufficiently estimated.   

It is expected that part of the additional positions used in catching up on backlog would be converted into 

the Annual Reports-Performance Fact Sheets processing unit.  

Table I-1 Summary of BPPE Staffing Needs 

Classification: OT SSA AGPA ES/Sr 
ES 

EA  SSM 
I 

SSM II TOTAL 
PYs 

Recommended number of PYS 
needed to catch up  

10 21 45 5 1 7 1 90 

Total allocated staffing:  4 13 34 6 1 6 1 65 

              Positions currently filled 4 11 15R,12LT 3R, 1 LT 1 4R, 1 
LT 

1 LT 53 

              Vacant positions to be filled 
to meet recommendation 

0 2 4R, 3LT 1 LT, (-1 
LT4) 

0 1R 0 8 

Additional staff needed to catch up: +6 +8 +11 (-1 LT) 0 +1 0 +25 
         

Number of PY Needed after caught 
up 

7.6 12.7 31.7 3 1 4.5 1 61.5 

Note: R = regular/permanent positions; LT = currently limited term – but recommended to become 

regular/permanent. 

Audit Report Response 

This CPS HR independent review of the CSA audit findings looked at the 33 recommendations that had 

been made in the March, 2014 Audit Report, and the auditor’s comments to the One Year Audit Response 

Review filed by BPPE, on March 18, 2015.  It evaluated whether we believed the changes had fully 

addressed the findings and recommendations of the CSA Audit.  At that time this review was initiated, 

CSA had accepted 26 of the BPPE responses, as “Fully Implemented”.  There were seven additional 

recommendations that the CSA stated were only “Partially Implemented” by the BPPE. 

The CPS HR review finds that all 33 recommendations have been appropriately and fully responded to, 

and that all should be considered “fully implemented.”  In most cases, our differing conclusion is the result 

of a disagreement with CSA regarding appropriate audit oversight, and derives from different 

interpretation of professional audit standards.  Specifically, we would cite Government Auditing Standard 

                                                 

 

 
3 This total assumes 2 filled and 2 vacant AGPA positions currently in Complaints would be moved to another unit in need of 
AGPA’s.  
4 Within the QEU, there are currently 2 vacant ES positions – it is recommended that only one of these positions be 
filled to meet the recommended staff level. 
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(2011 Revision) Section 7.28, on audit recommendations.  That section states that “Auditors should 

recommend action to correct deficiencies and other findings identified … when the potential for 

improvement in programs, operations, and performance is substantiated by the reported findings and 

conclusions.  Auditors should make recommendations that flow logically from the findings and 

conclusions, are directed at resolving the cause of the identified deficiencies and findings and clearly state 

the actions recommended (emphasis added).”  In several of the contested responses, the CSA audit 

recommendations are based on a minimal linkage between the finding (for example, “Bureau Has 

Inspected Only a Fraction of the Institutions That it Regulates”) and the recommendations (“establish a 

mechanism for tracking the amount of time its staff take to complete each step of its announced 

inspection process.”).  The CSA report also ignores the predominant fact that the BPPE staffing resource 

base was clearly insufficient to address its total workload, and that an increase of its available staffing 

could provide the most direct means of resolving the causes of most cited findings.   

In our evaluation of the adequacy of several BPPE responses to recommendations, we believe CSA does 

not consider that an alternate management method could fully address the source finding, without 

implementation of the stated recommendation.  

Additionally, we believe that in several contested items that CSA unnecessarily assumes it must hold the 

item open until the finding is resolved.  Since the largest cause of audit report findings can be traced to a 

lack of sufficient staffing, this would likely require CSA to hold those items open for several years.  CPS HR 

believes that CSA is misreading its responsibility.  Specifically, the International Professional Practices 

Framework of the Institute for Internal Auditors, states that “consulting engagement objectives must 

address governance, risk management, and control processes” (section 2210.C1) and that “…it is not the 

responsibility of the Chief audit executive to resolve the risk “(Section 2500.A1).  Specifically, CSA will not 

allow its recommendation that BPPE “reduce the backlog by streamlining the application process,” until 

the backlog is substantially eliminated.  CSA calls the BPPE response to this item only “partially 

implemented” because, “…the Bureau’s backlog of applications for approval to operate a non-accredited 

institution only decreased from 211 to 203 during the period from July 2013 to February 2015.”  However, 

this view ignores that the BPPE was operating during that time with a staffing resource base clearly 

insufficient to address its total workload, and that a comprehensive and complete approach to 

streamlining has been implemented by the BPPE. Using the professional perspective already cited, we 

observe that CSA does not have to hold the item open until the risk is resolved, but could instead verify 

whether the agency changes address the issues of governance, risk management, and control processes. 

A detailed response to each audit item is provided in the table provided at the end of this section.  

Process Streamlining Opportunities 

This report then, turns to the subject of re-engineered (or “To Be”) processes, and attempts to look 
forward to understand whether there is an immediate ability to increase the capacity to complete work, 
or to mitigate future staffing needs.  Overall, it can be concluded that this is not the case, and that the 
most likely improvements will not have a positive effect for at least two years.  This is known to be true 
because required regulatory review tasks and activities are significantly backlogged (as documented in 
our February 17, 2015 report), and because primary operational work cannot maintain a currency of work 
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actions now due to that backlog.  This causes less than optimal processing time5, which in fact increases 
the time per task requirements.  This inefficiency of staff use cannot be removed until work becomes 
current. 

In fact, the “As Is” processes defined in the first report in this series (dated September 15, 2014) in most 
cases provided a foundational standardization of work for BPPE.  This is particularly true of the annual 
report review process, which still does not exist in the format defined in the “As Is” process flow.  
However, this review concludes that BPPE management is doing an excellent job of balancing a chaotic 
work environment with appropriate management planning.  This is true even though management has 
been creating procedures and work aides for each program “on the fly” and replacing ad hoc work rules, 
in some cases years after “best practices” would have required them to do so.  This is not seen as a fault 
of management, however, but as an unavoidable consequence of its chaotic start.  This was the best that 
could be achieved under adverse circumstances, as explained further in this report. 

In addition, observed high rates of staff turnover at BPPE due to the extensive use of LT positions has 
resulted in lower staff productivity than would be achieved by permanent staff.  In short, until there is a 
staffing increase and currency of actions is achieved, there is little hope that improvements can be 
operationalized6. 

The primary focus of the process re-engineering proposed for BPPE comes from restructuring of its annual 
report review, licensing, and compliance inspection work, and the modification of the work of all three 
through close interconnections and the use of a system of risk assessment.  The report proposes a shift of 
duties within all three areas so that staff persons doing the work are more specialized in single types of 
work.  This will allow efficiencies since required reviews will only occur once in any defined review period 
for each licensee.   
 
It is observed that at present, with an absence of a fully functional Annual Report Unit, the “As Is” 
processes adopted by the Licensing and Compliance Inspection Units have incorporated tasks and 
activities that are expectations of the planned Annual Report unit.  If uncorrected in the future, this will 
lead to a gross overlap of tasks and inefficient use of staff.  So for example, each Institution submits its 
school catalog and a link to its web page with its annual report, and must also submit the same at the time 
of license renewal, and at the time of a compliance inspection.  It would then be possible in the future for 
all three programs to do the same review on the same institution in the same year.  In order to prevent 
this from occurring, the “To Be” process flow charts identified the activities that are unique to each 
process, and those that could span each, and cross matched those with the most common known sources 
of detecting non-compliance.  The logical method was to allow each unit to specialize and focus most 
singularly on those required review areas that were unique, and then to identify those known sources of 
non-compliance, and ensure these are performed on the most frequent schedule – and thus incorporated 

                                                 

 

 
5 This comes from the fact that cases that are handled over long periods of time requiring the same reviewer to 
have to refresh and “re-learn” the details of facts and issues, and/or to familiarize new persons working on the 
matter with the same facts and issues.  This can apply either to the BPPE reviewer or the school respondent.  
6 While it is possible that simplification of work requirements could ease workload requirements, such 
simplification is not considered prudent given that risks of program non-conformance are not known.  The largest 
possible adoption of simplification will come through implementation of a system of risk assessment, discussed in 
this section. 
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in the annual report review.  (It is noted that most license reviews will take place about once every five 
years, and compliance inspections about every two years.)   
 
This discussion of specialization recognizes that the Compliance Inspection Unit is the unit that has a 
unique role in on-site verification, and in talking face-to-face with students, faculty and school 
administration.  It also recognizes that the Licensing Unit has a unique role in review of audited or Certified 
Public Accountant reviewed financial reports, and in review of student enrollment agreements.  Lastly, it 
is recognized that the Annual Reports Unit will be most sensitive to general responsiveness of the schools 
to all requirements, and in creating an overall risk factor analysis that all programs can use. 
 
It is further noted that a unique targeting of resources will require excellent cross-reporting between the 
three units and appropriate record keeping.  This may be most critical during the transition period after 
June 30, 2015, when the Annual Report Unit is still gearing up, while the Licensing and Compliance 
Inspection Units are adding staff and working with all due haste to catch up back-logged work.  In this 
environment it will be critical to know which regulatory reviews were performed on which schools and in 
which years, so that tasks and activities are not overlooked, or duplicated.   
 
Developing and using a system of risk assessment (a Risk Assessment Database7) will be another important 
activity of the Annual Report Unit, and the first one it should undertake, during this period of transition.  
This process is shown on the the Annual Report Review “To Be” Process Flow Chart.  It is integrated with 
the “To Be” Compliance Inspection Process Flow Chart, and with the Licensing “To Be” Process Flow Chart 
on page five.  It is believed that the use of risk assessment by the Compliance Inspection Unit will allow 
the program to better target its unannounced visits to best address risks.  The use of risk assessment by 
the Licensing Unit will allow a shorter review of renewal licenses determined to be in “good standing,” 
which could reduce overall staffing required from 5-25% -- although all projected savings will only be 
realizable once the backlogg is eliminated, which is estimated to take two years.   
 
The use of a risk assessment tool will allow prioritization of all BPPE work by directing staff to schools with 
the greatest risk of non-compliance, and by supporting a reduction of required regulatory review hours. 
It will assist BPPE in catching up on its work while ensuring the best protection of the public.    
 
There are two other areas for expectation of significant improvement in current work process.  The first 
of these is in the area professionally referred to as “supply management,” and the second is in the 
adoption of “one piece flow.”   

 
Supply management:  
Supply management refers to practices of working with suppliers – in this case licensees – to ensure the 
applications and other required information submitted is complete and accurately provided the first time, 
so that required processing can take place promptly and without additional discussion or information 
request.  It is a credit to BPPE management that they had voluntarily implemented supply management 
strategies for licensing and compliance inspection during the time of this review.  The Licensing Unit 
practice is to provide monthly pre-application training sessions, initially available only in-person.  This 

                                                 

 

 
7 The term database here refers to a desired long-term goal.   In reality, a simple spreadsheet for tracking 
regulatory review tasks and activities by date will suffice. 
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review has recommended this training be available both as in-person training and by webinar.  Likewise, 
the Compliance Inspection Unit has implemented similar training sessions on “How to Keep Your License,” 
which should impact the quality of records and activities of the schools they will have to visit.   
 
The primary means of adopting LEAN process8 and improving efficiency and effectiveness is to move to 
real time processing and avoiding wait time.  This includes ensuring that analysts are not over-assigned 
work since that will divert their attention from necessary follow-ups and most timely actions.  Over-
assignment will also result is a greater need to re-review case facts which actually increases processing 
time.   

 
One Piece Flow: 
A second concept within adopting LEAN process and improving efficiency and effectiveness is the 
implementation of One Piece Flow.  One Piece Flow refers to the concept of having work units (or “cases”) 
that move continuously and without delay between work stations, with no pauses or waiting in queues.  
This eliminates the time wasted by individual reviewers having to store and record the storage of work in 
a tracking system, and to refresh and “re-learn” the details of facts and issues, and/or to familiarize new 
persons working on the matter with the same facts and issues.  It also requires that individual workers not 
be assigned work and required to accept a greater amount of work than can be promptly processed, so 
that workers can achieve the most timely and complete communications with licensees and so workflow 
does not stall. 
 
In all “To Be” processes One Piece Flow requires that each time a formal review step is completed for an 
external  party that the applicant receive a phone call and email communicating the results  of the review 
step, rather than only sending a formal communication by mail as is the case at present.  This focus on 
more immediate communication will open the possibility of an immediate and real time response, which 
may eliminate the need for a formal communication.   
 
Likewise, One Piece Flow suggests that management and staff meet in-person to communicate about case 
actions, rather than simply writing a memo and routing case files.  This will work to reduce time in queue. 
 
Finally, One Piece Flow suggests that each business unit hold work review meetings every two weeks, but 
that these be scheduled as 30 minute “standing meetings,” at which key aspects of pending work are 
regularly reviewed.   This is also designed to increase the pace of work, and keep work flowing rather than 
waiting for review and response.  Where such “standing meetings” identify a need for more in-depth case 
review, such review should be completed individually at a traditional, follow-up meeting.     

 
It is noted that the current plans of the BPPE Bureau Chief to design and implement an electronic 
submission data base will dramatically improve the annual report process, and will support immediate 
detection of program non-compliance through detection of changes in required records. 

                                                 

 

 
8 Lean process refers to the application of lean production methods to identify and then implement the most 
efficient, value added way to provide government services.  Lean Thinking had its origins in the Toyota Production 
System of the 1970’s, and embraces a broad body of professional knowledge focused on doing work right the first 
time.  It is most often associated with elimination of waste, elimination of delay, creating a steady flow of work, 
and value stream mapping. 
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Introduction and Overview 

Effective January 1, 2010, the California Private Postsecondary Education Act of 2009 established the 
Bureau for Private Postsecondary Education (BPPE or Bureau) as a part of the Department of Consumer 
Affairs. The Bureau is responsible for regulating both degree granting and non-degree granting private 
postsecondary educational institutions in California. The Bureau’s mission is to promote and protect the 
interests of students and consumers through: a) The effective and efficient oversight of California's private 
postsecondary educational institutions; b) The promotion of competition that rewards educational quality 
and employment outcomes; c) Proactively combating unlicensed activity; and d) Resolving student 
complaints in a manner that benefits both the complainant student and future students.   

The Bureau was audited by the California State Auditor and its resulting report, dated March 2014, noted a 
large backlog of work including: 

 1,100 backlogged licensing applications, and an average processing time of 185 days (three times 
the goal of 60 days). 

 Compliance Inspections – With the expectation of completing 500 announced inspections a year, 
only 456 were completed from January 2010 to August 2013, with the 10 audited investigations 
taking an average of 300 days (over twice the goal of 135 days). Of those completed, there were 
instances when violations were not found or if found, not followed up on to ensure resolution. 

 780 backlogged complaints with 546 of the complaints being older than 180 days, and an average 
processing time of 254 days.   

 In addition to the lengthy processing times, the Audit Report also found the Bureau’s Annual 
Report process was not keeping accurate and timely institutional information.   

The backlogs and delays in processing are not surprising, since BPPE has not been able to staff at its 
authorized levels since its inception9.  So for example, while BPPE was authorized for 63 positions in FY 
2011, it was only able to fill 16.1 positions.  Likewise in FY 2012, it was only able to fill 47.6 positions, and 
in FY2013, it was only able to fill 56.7.  Given the slight fluctuations in authorized staffing levels year to 
year, it was collectively understaffed by 61.6 positions for its first three years of operation. 

BPPE’s authorized positions have increased from 63 in 2010 to 66 in June 2014, and then to 76 for FY 
14/15.  This staffing is distributed among four operational units that 1) license California-based private 
postsecondary educational institutions; 2) handle student complaints about the institutions; 3) conduct 
compliance inspections and discipline educational institutions; and 4) provide business services and 
administrative support. 

The current BPPE organization structure as of January 1, 2015, is displayed in Figure 1 including 63 filled 
and 13 vacant authorized positions, of which 19 are limited term. The limited term positions are 
authorized for a maximum of three years in length but no single incumbent can hold the position for more 
than two years. The predominant classifications are Staff Services Manager I and II (SSM I/II), Staff Services 

                                                 

 

 
9 This review did not independently verify the reasons that authorized positions remained unfilled, and accepts the 
explanation of the Executive Officer that the deficiency was due to a lack of appropriations for authorized positions 
and a statewide hiring freeze during that time,  
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Analyst (SSA), Associate Governmental Program Analyst (AGPA), Education Specialist (ES), and Office 
Technician (OT). 

Figure 1: BPPE Organization Structure as of January 2015 

Director, DCA
D.Brown

Bureau Chief
J. Wenzel

Deputy Bureau Chief
J. Wenzel

Ed. Specialist (RA) 
C. Creeggan 

Enforcement Section 
Staff Services Manager II 

Y. Johnson

28 PYs, 11 LT
 (7 vacancies)

Licensing Unit 
Staff Services Manager II 

L. Rifredi

11 PYs, 6 LT
 (2 vacancies)

Admin/STRF Unit
Staff Services Manager I 

J. Juarez

11 PYs
(2 vacancies)

Quality of Educ. Unit 
Ed. Administrator  

B. Walker

5 PYs, 2 LT
 (2 vacancies)

Student Tuition 
Recovery Unit

Administrative 
Support

Unit 1

Unit 3

Unit 2

Complaints/ 
Investigations 1

Complaints/ 
Investigations 2

Compliance 
Inspections 1

Compliance 
Inspections 2

Discipline

 

Governance 

As established by California Education Code Section 94880, a 12 member Advisory Committee was 
established to provide input and advice on matters related to the development and application of 
regulations and administration of the law and to conduct an annual review of the fee schedule, licensing, 
and enforcement provisions of the statute.  
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Project Methodology 

CPS HR Consulting conducted a thorough workload analysis to review the current workload, staffing, and 
key business processes related to program delivery and to provide recommendations for improved 
process management. This is the third report10 in this multi-phase analysis with a focus on recommended 
and in process changes to existing processes and the development of future recommended, or “To Be”, 
process flow charts.   The current, or “As Is”, processes were analyzed to identify areas of improvement 
and propose more efficient work processes in the recommended “To Be” work process flow charts for the 
key operational units including Licensing and the Quality of Education Unit, Compliance Inspection, 
Complaints Investigation, and the processing of Annual Reports.  

Identifying process changes for improvement 

The final phase of the workload and process review requires the application of service industry best 
practices to the identified process steps in the “As Is” process that are inefficient, cause delays or could 
be streamlined in order to provide an improved process for better efficiency, effectiveness, and economy.  
This included a review of the processing times within and between process tasks as well as the overall 
process flow. 
 
The key areas for potential improvement were first identified through examination of the processing times 
for each task as estimated by SMEs on the “As-Is” flow chart and the processing times reported between 
steps in the department tracking spreadsheets. These areas included tasks in which the process stalled or 
took a large amount of time due to the large amount of required activity in that step or due to the step 
waiting for response from another staff member or outside party. This would result in a potential 
bottleneck of work at that point in the process or a temporary stop in the process for that work product.  
The second area that is assessed is the general flow to identify areas which could be streamlined or 
simplified. This includes identifying areas in which the work product or information is being passed 
between staff members unnecessarily or inefficiently, where work is being duplicated by multiple staff 
members during the process, and/or instances in which the order that the steps are conducted could be 
rearranged for improved efficiency.  
 
After the identification of the areas for improvement, the work flow process was redesigned to improve 
its effectiveness and submitted to SMEs within the respective departments for review and initial feedback 
as a potential “To Be” process. This feedback was obtained via email, teleconference, and/or in person 
discussions to obtain full understanding of the changes as proposed by CPS HR Consulting and the 
feasibility as evaluated by the department SMEs. These “To Be” processes were revised and reviewed 
through a series of iterations to ensure the best possible “To Be” process was developed.   
 

Constraints and Data Limitations 

Throughout all aspects of the study, CPS HR relied on information received from the Bureau in the form 
of detailed PDQs, tracking spreadsheets, work log diaries, and SME feedback in addition to information 

                                                 

 

 
10 The first report, “Workload, Staffing, and Business Process Review Draft Interim Report,” delivered on September 15, 2014, 
assessed the existing staff responsibilities, existing workload with corresponding processing speeds, and an analysis of current 
work tracking spreadsheets. The second report, “Estimated Workload and Staffing Recommendation for “As-Is” Processes,” 
delivered February 13, 2015, presented recommended staffing levels based on workload and calculated processing times. 
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provided by DCA payroll. The information on the multiple department tracking sheets was combined 
when possible to present the most logical and comprehensive depiction of the processes. However, the 
labeling within the spreadsheets was not always consistent, and the information to calculate the time 
spent in each part of the process was not always available. In addition, it is noted that PDQ’s were 
completed by staff that were often new to the position due to the reliance on limited term positions 
within some departments. All calculations and subsequent recommendations were made based on 
available data and should be interpreted within this context.   
  
The next sections on the key functional areas present a brief summary of the existing staffing including 
the number of permanent, limited term, and blanket funded positions authorized for each classification 
and whether they were filled or vacant as of January 1, 2015.  This is contrasted to the number of 
recommended staff to enable the unit to catch up on any backlog within two years (five years for 
compliance) and the recommended staff to enable them to stay current once the backlog is addressed.  
However, these staffing recommendations are based on current “As Is” processes as detailed in our 
February 13 interim report.  The culminating result of all the prior analyses is the identification of areas 
of improvement in these “As Is” processes and the development of “To Be” or recommended processes 
to address areas of concern while providing a means for a more efficient, effective, and accountable 
process.  In addition to presenting the “To Be” process flow charts, the sections will identify specific 
changes that are recommended or that are already in process and the anticipated impact of these 
changes. 
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Administrative Unit: Annual Reports 

Staffing and Workload Analysis: 

The Administrative Unit, headed by Jennifer Juarez, SSM I, has a dual function including traditional 
administrative duties along with major program operation functions that include oversight of Student 
Tuition Recovery Fund (STRF) applications, and an integrated staff function responsible for receipt and 
review of required Annual Reports and Student Performance Fact Sheets (AR – SPFS). It is a finding of 
this business process review that the Annual Report Review process does not meet defined expectation 
and would require a major staffing increase to fulfill those responsibilities.  This review also finds that 
the work required for the Annual Report Review process overlaps and has a great deal of inter-
relationship with the work of the Licensing and Compliance Inspection processes.  As a result, the 
primary focus of the process re-engineering proposed for BPPE has considered those three processes as 
a system of systems, and has shifted the duties associated with all three so that staff persons doing the 
work as more specialized in single types of work, and so that there is excellent cross-reporting between 
the units so that required reviews only occur once in any defined review period for each licensee.  While 
a significant increase will occur in the workload and staffing required within the Annual Reports Review 
Process, it is assumed that the required staff resources will be provided from within the staffing increase 
recommendations we included in our Feb 13 interim report, and that the Annual Reports Process 
staffing will be created through either a temporary re-assignment to the Administrative Unit or through 
position transfers between Licensing and Compliance Inspections and Administrative.  Moreover, we 
recommend that the Annual Report Review Processing function be transferred to the Licensing Division. 
 
At the present time the overall Administrative Unit staff consists of 1 SSM I, 2 AGPA’s, 5 SSA’s, and 3 
OT’s, of which 1 AGPA and 1 SSA are vacant.  In addition, the Bureau has used blanket funds to 
supplement staffing with an additional 2 full-time and 1 part-time AGPA, 1 SSA, 1 OA, and 1 Seasonal 
Clerk to assist in the workload, but these will expire on June 30, 2015 and are not counted toward the 
authorized total.  The Annual Reports process is a program function responsible for the review of 
submitted Annual Reports and Student Performance Fact Sheets and is a new process assigned to the 
unit.  As of January 1, 2015, there was not a specific staff dedicated to the Annual Reports function and 
because the process has only now been defined, there was no accurate way to project the likely entire 
workload and staffing requirement.  The Feb. 13 interim report did find sufficient workload records for 
part of the Annual Report Review however, and that was defined as the staffing necessary to review 
School Performance Fact Sheets.   
 
The number of personnel years (PY) dedicated to this function was calculated based on the analysis of 
anticipated workload observed in the Licensing Unit, where that work is done now.  That estimate is 
included within Table A-1, as follows:    

Table A-1: Recommended Staffing for AR-SPFS Function 

Classification: SSA/AGPA SSM I TOTAL PY 

Recommended Number of PY 
Needed to process AR-SPFS each year  

4.66 0.22 4.88 
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Changes in Process 

At the onset of this analysis, the review of required Annual Reports and Performance Fact Sheets was a 
nascent process performed in a ministerial manner without a risk assessment. The current “To Be” 
recommended process, as presented at the end of this section, is structured to allow the Bureau to 
“establish priorities for its inspections and other investigative and enforcement resources,” as mandated 
within SB 1247 requirements signed by the Governor on Sept. 29, 2014.   

Additional Recommended Process Change 

As noted initially, the primary focus of the process re-engineering proposed for BPPE has considered the 
Annual Reports Review, Licensing, and Compliance Inspection as a system of systems, and has shifted 
the duties associated with all three so that staff persons doing the work are more specialized in single 
types of work.  This will allow efficiencies since required reviews will only occur once in any defined 
review period for each licensee.  The system of systems analysis has also led to a number of 
recommendations that are common to all BPPE processes, and that are included in this section. 
 
It is observed that at present, with an absence of an Annual Reports Review Process, that the “As Is” 
processes adopted by both Licensing and Compliance Inspection have incorporated tasks and activities 
that are expectations of the planned unit.  If uncorrected in the future, this will lead to a gross overlap of 
tasks and inefficient use of staff.  So for example, each Institution submits its school catalog and a link to 
its web page with its annual report, and must also submit the same at the time of re-licensing, and at 
the time of compliance inspection.  It would then be possible in the future for all three programs to do 
the same review on the same institution in the same year.  In order to prevent this from occurring, the 
“To Be” Process flowcharts identified the activities that are unique to each process, and those that could 
span each, and cross matched those with the most common known sources of detecting non-
compliance.  The logical method was to allow each unit to specialize and focus most singularly on those 
required review areas that were unique, and then to identify those known sources of non-compliance, 
and ensure these are performed on the most frequent schedule – and thus incorporated in the Annual 
Report Review.  (It is noted that most License Reviews will take place about once every five years, and 
Compliance Inspections about every 2 years.)   
 
This discussion of specialization recognized that Compliance Inspection is the unit that has a unique role 
in on-site verification, and in talking face-to-face with students, faculty and school administration.  It 
also recognized that Licensing has a unique role in review of audited or CPA reviewed financial reports, 
and in review of student Enrollment Agreements.  Lastly, it was recognized that the Annual Reports unit 
will be most sensitive to general responsiveness of the schools to all requirements, and in creating 
overall risk factor analysis that all programs can use. 
 
It is further noted that a unique targeting of resources will require excellent cross-reporting between the 
three units and appropriate record keeping.  This will require development of a new “School Annual 
Report Database” (hereafter called SARD)11. This may be most critical during the transition period after 
June 30, 2015, when the Annual Report Review unit is still gearing up, while Licensing and Compliance 

                                                 

 

 
11 The term database here refers to a desired long-term goal.   In reality, a simple spreadsheet for tracking 
regulatory review tasks and activities by date will suffice. 
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Inspection are adding staff and working with all due haste to catch up to back-logged work.  In this 
environment it will be critical to know which regulatory reviews were performed on which school and in 
which year, so that tasks and activities are neither overlooked, nor duplicated.   
 
Developing and using a system of risk assessment (a Risk Assessment Database12) will be another 
important activity of the Annual Reporting Unit, and perhaps the first one it should undertake, during 
this period of transition.  This process is shown on the first page of the Annual Report Review “To Be” 
process flow.  It is integrated with the “To Be” Compliance Inspection (CI) Process on page one, and with 
Licensing on page five.  It is believed that the use of risk assessment by CI will allow the program to 
better target its unannounced visits to best address risks.  The use of risk assessment by Licensing will 
allow a shorter review of renewal licenses determined to be in “good standing”, which could reduce 
overall staffing required from 5-25% -- although all projected savings will only be realizable once 
backlogged work is caught up, which is estimated to take two years.   
 
The use of risk assessment will be essential for the most efficient use of all BPPE staff, by directly 
addressing schools with the greatest risk of non-compliance in the quickest manner, and by supporting a 
reduction of required regulatory review over the long-term. It will assist BPPE in catching up on its work 
while ensuring best protection of the public.    
 
It is noted that the current plans of the BPPE Executive Officer to design and implement an electronic 
submission data base will dramatically improve the annual report process, and will support immediate 
detection of program non-compliance through detection of changes in required records. 

Additional Annual Reports Process Recommendations 

 The Annual Report Review Processing function be transferred to the Licensing Division, since its 
defined work tasks and activities are almost entirely consistent with those done now in 
licensing, and since it will have to closely coordinate with that unit. 

 The unit should modify its forms and procedures to include an annual “calculation of fees” form 
based on reported adjusted annual revenues of each school.  Use of this form would provide the 
first-ever documentation of reported income and linkage to fees paid, and would thus simplify 
fees collection.  Actual payment of fees would be required on the anniversary date of licensure, 
as is presently done.  Use of the form would also allow development of an institutional revenue 
and enrollment number tracking spreadsheet, as a means of detecting large variance and 
possible review.   

 The Annual Report Review unit should be designated to receive and evaluate all requests for 
non-substantive changes to Licensee data records.  Each such change will need to be reviewed 
by a manager (who will evaluate whether the change is substantive and in the correct format) 
prior to entry into both a new School Annual Report Database (SARD) and in SAIL.   

Recommendations Spanning All Operational Processes 

 Immediately convert all Limited Term positions to Permanent Full Time.  This will reduce 
turnover and protect the value of required investment in newly hired staff.  It will therefore 

                                                 

 

 
12 See previous footnote. 
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allow for the quickest possible stabilization of current processes, and adaption of recommended 
process improvements.  As such, it will create the environment in which future innovations can 
occur, which is conservatively estimated to take from 2-3 years.   

 Utilize e-mail to immediately send letters out to the Designated Point of Contact (DPOC) as 
designated on the application and follow up to confirm receipt via telephone when possible. 
This is designed to reduce the process turn-around time, improve the quality of communication, 
and reduce work time for each action.  Additional hard copies should also be mailed to: a) 
School; b) Owner home; c) Institution Contact Person.  These actions are to ensure notification.  

 Work towards a long term goal of obtaining legal and political approval of an electronic 
response only.  This will greatly simplify the process and improve timeliness. 

 Implement a risk assessment process in which low risk institutions would be assigned a Green 
Flag – which would limit the Licensing Renewal criteria to the review of the audited financial 
statement only. Green Flag would be conferred if: Compliance Inspection in the past 2.5 years 
with all issues “cleared”; Current on all fees; Submitted all annual required annual reports; No 
complaint serious enough to result in closure.   
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Licensing  

Staffing and Workload Analysis: 

The Licensing Department receives, reviews, and approves or denies applications from schools 
requesting approval or renewal to operate the school, changes to business organizations, school name, 
school location, method of instruction, the addition of a separate branch, and verifications of exempt 
status. The department, headed by Leeza Rifredi – Staff Services Manager II, consists of 17 authorized 
positions – 1 SSM II, 2 SSM I’s, 9 AGPA’s, 4 SSA’s, and 1 OT. As of January 1, 2015, the unit was staffed 
with 1 SSM II (LT exp. 6-30-16), 2 SSM I’s, 7 AGPA’s (3 permanent and 4 LT exp. 6-30-16), 4 SSA’s, and 1 
OT and had two AGPA vacancies (1 permanent and 1 LT exp. 6-30-16).  In addition to the authorized 
positions, the Bureau is using blanket funds to supplement staffing with one additional SSM I, four 
AGPA’s, and one OT to assist in the workload.   
 
Workload Estimations/Staffing Recommendations 
The number of staffing needed in the future was calculated based on the “As Is” process. The 
recommended changes to staffing levels for the next two years to catch up on the applications along 
with the recommended number of employees to maintain current status once the backlog has been 
addressed is presented in Table L-1. The recommendation is to convert all existing limited term to 
permanent positions, fill the two vacant AGPA positions as permanent positions, and increase the 
authorized staff by one-half OT, one SSA and seven additional AGPA’s positions to catch up within two 
years. After this two year catch up period, it is recommended to let natural attrition reduce the staff to 
the recommended number of staff needed for the maintenance of current status. 

 
Table L-1: Licensing Staffing Recommendations 

 

Changes in Process 

The primary improvements in the Licensing process include specialization of its tasks based on 
implementation of an Annual Report Review Process and a Risk Assessment Database (as discussed on 
page 2-3), and the implementation of Supply Management and One Piece Flow (as discussed on pages 3-
4).   
 

Classification: OT SSA AGPA SSM I SSM II TOTAL PY 

Recommended Number of PY Needed to catch up  2.5 5 16 3 1 27.5 

Total Allocated Staffing: Perm/Limited Term 1 4 9 2 1 17 

               Permanent Filled 1 4 3 2 0  

               Limited Term Filled 0 0 4 0 1  

               Permanent (Vacant) 0 0 1 0 0  

               Limited Term (Vacant) 0 0 1 0 0  

Net Change in staff to catch up: +1.5 +1 +9 +1 +0 +12.5 

               Vacant positions to be filled 0 0 2 0 0 +2 

               Additional authorized positions needed 1.5 1 7 1 0 +10.5 

Number of PY Needed after caught up 2 4 10 2 1 19 
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Supply management has already been implemented through monthly pre-application training sessions.  
This should increase the quality of incoming applications, reduce the need for deficiency letters, 
significantly reduce processing time and significantly reduce staffing hours per application review.  This 
observation is based on the finding of this study’s Phase 1 report, which found that the average 
application processing time for all approvals to operate a non-accredited institution was 516 days and 
for approval of an accredited institution was 184 days, and that the most significant factor in the wait 
was the number of deficiency letters issued, and responses required13.  That Phase 1 report noted that 
the average processing time of the incomplete applications from January through June of 2014 was 552 
days, and that most of that time had been consumed by letters of deficiency and responses to those 
letters.  That report noted that, “by eliminating two deficiency letters from the process, the total 
process time could have been reduced by 126 days (33.3%) for institutions and 234 days (36.8%) for 
BPPE.”   
 
It is noted that BPPE is now implementing a policy of issuing not more than two letters of deficiency, and 
this review agrees that action should improve the overall result, especially in light of the pre-application 
training sessions.  However, steps should also be taken to ensure excellence of communications with 
applicants at the time of each letter, so that appropriate actions are taken.  This review recommends 
that be accomplished by scheduling a phone conference call at the time of completion of each such 
letter of deficiency, and ensuring that school executive managers are involved in such calls.  BPPE has 
agreed that this policy will work, and it will ensure such a call is made.  It is also agreed that the process 
should include an immediate email of each such letter after the phone conference call, and as an 
adjunct to its normal mail serve of such letters.  BPPE will also standardize its Defined Point of Contact 
process, so that there is no misunderstanding or failure to communicate with applicants.   
 
Other important changes in the Licensing Process are more fully explained on page 4 under the heading 
of One Piece Flow.  By increasing the active and prompt processing of each license review, work will flow 
more quickly.  However, this will require that managers ensure that analysts are not “over-assigned” 
work since that will divert their attention from necessary follow-ups and most timely actions.  Over-
assignment will also result is a greater need to re-review case facts which actually increases processing 
time.  Managers must also ensure the most rapid movement of work through the use of bi-weekly 
“standing” work management meetings.   
 
Risk management will be enhanced by the active tracking of all potentially abandoned applications, and 
by ensuring the either Compliance Inspection and/or the Closed Schools Unit is promptly made aware of 
all such incidences.  This will ensure appropriate follow-up actions. 
 
Improved work tracking in Licensing Unit will come about through the use of bi-weekly 30-minute “stand 
up” review meetings, by each SSM-1 and their reporting analysts.  This will ensure most timely follow 
ups and will enhance one piece flow.   

 
 

                                                 

 

 
13 See Draft Interim Report of Sept. 15, 2014, Table 2, page 12.   
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Quality Education Unit  

Staffing and Workload Analysis: 

The Quality of Education unit (QEU), working closely with the Licensing Unit, reviews compliance of new 
or renewal applications for non-accredited institutions, and changes to educational objectives or 
instructional methods by non-accredited institutions. The department is headed by Dr. Benjamin 
Walker, Education Administrator, consists of 7 authorized positions – 1 Education Administrator (Ed. 
Admin.), 3 Senior Education Specialists (Sr.ES), and 3 Education Specialists (ES).  As of January 1, 2015, 
the unit was staffed with 1 Ed. Admin., 3 Sr.ES, and 1 ES (LT exp. 6-30-16) and had two ES vacancies (1 
permanent and 1 LT exp. 6-30-16). In addition, the Bureau is using blanket funds to supplement staffing 
with an additional OT to assist in the workload. 
 
Workload Estimations/Staffing Recommendations 
The number of staffing needed in the future was calculated based on the “As Is” process. The 
recommended changes to staffing levels for the next two years to catch up on the applications along 
with the recommended number of employees to maintain current status once the backlog has been 
addressed is presented in Table Q-1. The recommendation is to add one OT, fill the vacant permanent 
Education Specialist and make one of the two Limited Term positions permanent, while letting the other 
one expire unfilled.  After this two year catch up period, it is recommended to let natural attrition 
reduce the staff to the recommended number of staff needed for the maintenance of current status. 

 
Table Q-1: Licensing Staffing Recommendations 

Classification: 
Office 

Technician 

Education 

Specialist/ Sr. 

Education Specialist 

Education 

Administrator 

TOTAL 

PY 

Recommended Number of PY Needed to 

catch up  
1 5 1 7 

Total Allocated Staffing: Perm/Limited Term 0 6 1 7* 

               Permanent Filled 0 3 1  

               Limited Term Filled 0 1 0  

               Permanent (Vacant)  1   

               Limited Term (Vacant)  1   

Net Change in staff to catch up: +1 -1 +0 +0 

               Vacant positions to be filled 0 1 0 1 

               Additional authorized positions 

needed 
1 0  0 1 

Number of PY Needed after caught up 1 3 1 5 
*Recommendations include the elimination of 1 currently allocated Limited Term ES position – letting it expire unfilled but adding 
one OT position, resulting in the same total allocated 7 PY.  

Changes in Process 

At the onset of this analysis, the Quality of Education Unit (QEU) process was built into the Licensing 
process at a minimal level. Areas of concern within the “As Is” process include the inclusion of steps 



 Bureau for Private Postsecondary Education 
Business Processes Review Revised Final Report 

 

Page 43 of 89 

requiring review by an Education Administrator – which was unfilled- and the lack of specificity in the 
overall process resulting in the same process for all application types regardless of outcome. The step 
requiring a site visit caused notable delay in the processing time, but at the time of initial review – there 
was no specific criteria defining which applications required a site visit and whether a visiting committee 
was required during the site visit. Additionally, there was notable re-review occurring as the QEU 
completed their review and passed it back to the Licensing Unit for completion.  
 
The QEU has implemented many changes during the course of the three phases of our analysis to 
address these issues. With the addition of an Education Administrator to manage the QEU and the 
differentiation between Senior Education Specialists and Education Specialists, the unit is able to have 
reporting relationships and lead/management assistance internally with others who are involved and 
knowledgeable in the specific focus of the Quality Education Unit.  The processes have also been more 
clearly defined to differentiate the needed actions based on application type and outcome, as can be 
seen in the “To Be” process at the end of this section. This includes a newly defined set of criteria 
specifying the difference between a site visit requiring a Visiting Committee for Renewals and an 
Application Meeting on site to provide guidance on Change apps and what criteria elicits each type of 
visit. The differentiation between processes ties directly to the LEAN process concept of One Piece Flow 
by allowing the QEU to start/finish Change apps as well as select Renewal applications without sending 
it back to Licensing where the analyst would need to become reacquainted with the process through re-
review before completing the process. The newly defined processes result in more autonomous work 
within the QEU, less passing between units, and a decrease in work for the Licensing Unit.   

Additional QEU Process Recommendations 

A primary focus of the process re-engineering is to streamline the process to increase efficiency and to 
optimize staff time. The following list of recommendations are presented for consideration to assist the 
QEU in maximizing their time while minimizing process time.  

 Further evaluate the use of onsite visits: 
o Application Meetings are designed to assist the institutions in meeting compliance by 

providing information and coaching. In order to minimize the need for application 
meetings, a new field can be added at the top of the Change application requiring the 
applicant to view an informational webcast (to be developed) covering the 
requirements of a change application.  This webcast can cover concerns that could 
potentially trigger an Application Meeting, but could be avoided with the appropriate 
knowledge ahead of time14.  

o Visiting Committee site visits are conducted when subject matter expertise is required 
to determine if an institution’s renewal should be granted. This process currently takes 
months due to the need to identify, obtain approval, and schedule members of the 
Visiting Committee, and allowing time for the institution to review the Visiting 
Committee’s evaluation.  Due to the delay resulting from the lengthy Visiting Committee 
selection process, the QEU can consider 1) granting a temporary approval with the 
Visiting Committee conducting a secondary review; and/or 2) have a list of potential 
Visiting Committee members with their expertise that are pre-approved for certain 

                                                 

 

 
14 This webcast is designed to address those issues that can be corrected/instructed from afar.  It does not include 
any concerns that need to be addressed on site due to the nature of the issues.  
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reviews so only the schedule needs to be coordinated if the need for a Visiting 
Committee arises. Increase institution awareness of requirements, frequently asked 
questions through the creation of webcasts or informational materials that can be 
referenced or required reading/viewing with the application.  The applications 
themselves can reference the webcasts/instructional videos to view based on the 
application type or change type.  

 Reduce the time for processing deficiencies by calling the Designated Point of Contact at the 
time the deficiency letter is drafted. Currently, the Education Specialist will call to notify a letter 
is on the way, but it is recommended that upon contact, the ES email a copy of the letter, verify 
receipt while on the phone, and schedule a meeting within two weeks to go over the 
requirements once the applicant has had a chance to review the required materials. This will 
assist the applicant in understanding what is needed, provide a deadline to the applicant to 
avoid long wait times, and result in quicker processing and less need for re-reviewing materials 
for the Education Specialists.  

 Implement a system of tracking workload to utilize the LEAN principle of Supply Management, 
ensuring staff only have what is reasonably processable at the same time. This will assist in the 
reduction of re-review due to juggling too many applications. It will also allow the next available 
Education Specialist to receive the next application in the queue, reducing the possibility of it 
sitting on a desk awaiting action when time permits.   
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Compliance 

Staffing and Workload Analysis: 

The Compliance Unit is a part of the Enforcement Unit, headed by Yvette Johnson, SSM II, responsible 
for the conducting announced and unannounced compliance inspections every five years at each of the 
1,879 monitored institutions, as mandated by SB1247 CEC 94932.5(a).  The current staff consists of two 
SSM I’s, ten AGPA’s, two SSA positions, and two OT’s, of which one SSA and two AGPA’s are currently 
vacant.  
 
Workload Estimations/Staffing Recommendations 
Unique to the Compliance unit, staffing recommendations were based on establishing a routine 
schedule and having at least one inspection done at each institution within five years instead of two 
years.  This will not meet legislative requirements, but is a better reflection of practical reality of 
addressing the large body of work in a fairly short period of time. Recommendations include time to 
conduct at least one inspection at each of the main, branch, and satellite institution sites within five 
years. Any time saved by the requirement that branches and satellites only require inspection if an issue 
is found during the main site inspection is counteracted by the fact that the projected staffing accounts 
for one or two inspections at each institution – depending on when the last inspection occurred. Once a 
routine schedule is established – each site will require one announced and one unannounced thus 
increasing the number of required inspections.  
 

The recommended staffing is based on a potential schedule of inspections created for the purposes of a 
workload estimation15 to catch up and maintain a routine schedule within five years. In order to meet 
this need, the Compliance Inspection Unit would need to request authorization for an additional SSM I, 
8 AGPA, 1.5 SSA, and 2 OT positions in addition to filling the current vacancies for a total of 28.5 PY.  
Once the backlog has been addressed and a more routine rotation has been established, natural 
attrition can reduce the staff size to a recommended level of 22.5 PY.  
 

Table C-1: Comparison of Existing and Recommended Staffing to catch up in 5 years 

Classification: OT SSA AGPA SSM I TOTAL PY 

Recommended Number of PY Needed to catch up in 5 yrs.  4 3.5 18 3 28.5 

Total Allocated Staffing: Perm/Limited Term 2 2 10 2 16 

               Permanent Filled 2 1 8 2  

               Limited Term Filled      

               Permanent (Vacant)  1 2   

               Limited Term (Vacant)      

Net Change in staff to catch up: +2 +2.5 +10 +1 +15.5 

               Vacant positions to be filled  1 2   

               Additional authorized positions needed 2 1.5 8 1 +12.5 

Number of PY Needed after caught up 3 1.5 16 2 22.5 

                                                 

 

 
15 The rules applied to assign inspection dates are described in the “Estimated Workload and Staffing Recommendation 
for “As-Is” Processes” report. 
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Changes in Process 

As noted in our second report, the administrative procedure and protocol used for Compliance 
Inspection was re-written and standardized during 2014, and could not be considered as a stable 
process until September of that year.  So the “To Be” process discussion bas been a continuation of the 
first establishment of an “As Is” process.   
 

In addition it is recognized that the CI process of the future must be adaptive, because of the amount of 
backlogged work.  Our second report identified 669 backlogged Compliance Inspections, compared to a 
current staff ability to complete about 250 Compliance Inspections a year.  It is concluded there is a 
need to increase staffing (as noted in these reports), and in the short-term, to target Compliance 
Inspections to the highest risk targets.   
 

The biggest proposed changes in Compliance Inspection then comes from the need to select its next 
review targets based on risk, and to specialize the work of CI within its unique role in on-site verification, 
and in talking face-to-face with students, faculty and school administration.  This will be possible as part 
of the revised process framework for Annual Report Review, and Licensing Review.  
 

The long-term hope is that annual financial reviews, the regular reporting of key data, and the on-going 
reviews of catalogs, web pages, School Performance Fact Sheets, and Enrollment Agreements will be 
completed by Annual Report Review and/or Licensing, and that only applicant legal status and on-site 
verification will need to be completed by CI.  This will dramatically reduce the reported “As-Is” work 
requirements by largely eliminating desk review and moving CI work to on-site review.  As a practical 
matter the desk review will shift to the Annual Reports unit, which presumably will obtain greater 
efficiency in that work through its specialization.  Overall though, it can be expected that work will 
become current and that the level of protection to the public will increase.   
 

The work of CI will benefit greatly through a standardized system of risk assessment, which will guide its 
review activities to those schools exhibiting greatest risk. 

Recommended Process Changes 

Throughout its process, CI must work towards a smooth and continuous flow of work, avoiding queues, 
physical movement of paper files and letters, and delays waiting for response.  Management must do 
this in three ways: 1) Increased staffing; 2) Avoiding over-assignment to analysts while ensuring the 
most rapid actions on all assigned work through the regular use of bi-weekly “standing” work 
management meetings; 3) The use of in-person meetings and phone calls at all hand-offs, whether 
internally at BPPE or with the external “regulated” community.   

During the time of this review CI has started its “supply management” effort through use of twice 
monthly webinars, “How to Be in Compliance – Keeping Your License.”  This should be formalized and 
maintained, with regular feedback from participants on the training value, and allowing suggestions for 
future training modifications.   

Our review also noted a management habit of having files routed for “signature”, with the primary 
purpose being the simple tracking of work.  Management has been advised that maintaining process 
flow should take precedence, and that unnecessary sign-offs serve as an unneeded source of delay.  
Tracking can be done through electronic reporting, and manager can check the status of case actions 
both through reports, and through “standing” work management meetings. 
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Complaints 

Staffing and Workload Analysis: 

The Complaints Unit is a part of the Enforcement Unit, headed by Yvette Johnson, SSM II, responsible for 
investigating allegations against institutions including desk reviews of institution information, witness 
interviews, and on-site investigations, and determining an outcome based on evidence gathered. The 
staff consists of 2 SSM I’s, 13 AGPA’s, 4 SSA’s, and 1 OT, including 1 SSM I and 10 AGPA limited term 
positions set to expire on June 30, 2017, of which 1 permanent SSA and SSM I and 2 limited term AGPA’s 
are vacant.  In addition, the Bureau has supplemented staffing with 1 part-time AGPA and 2 part-time 
SSA’s using blanket funds to assist in the workload. These blanket covered positions were not included 
in the total authorized positions.   
 
Workload Estimations/Staffing Recommendations 
Currently, the number of complaints coming in is well beyond the staffing resources given the need to 
address every complaint that comes in with a full investigation.  In addition to looking at staffing 
resources, it was recommended that the Complaints Investigation Unit must restructure its complaint 
intake and initial prioritization, and adopt and test a system of prioritization. The recommended staffing 
to catch up on the backlogged and current complaints within two years is based on the assumption of a 
revised process with a new prioritization process so that only 1/3 of received complaints result in a need 
for the full investigative process. The recommended changes to staffing requires the Unit to fill the 
vacant SSM I and allow the Limited Term one to expire, convert six of the Limited Term AGPA positions 
to permanent while allowing the two vacant AGPA’s expire unfilled and either reallocating two filled 
AGPA or leave them unfilled as they become vacant, and add an additional 5.5 SSA and 0.5 OT positions. 
However, it is noted that the SSA’s may need to be replaced by AGPA’s since it is the more complex 
complaints requiring field investigations that would be retained as needing immediate attention.   

 

Table E-1: Comparison of Existing and Recommended Staffing to catch up in 2 years with 2/3 work 
reduction 

Classification: OT SSA AGPA SSM 
I 

TOTAL 
PY 

Recommended Number of PY Needed to catch up in 2 yrs. 
with 2/3 reduction.  

1.5 9.5 9 1 21 

Total Allocated Staffing: Perm/Limited Term 1 4 13 2 20* 

               Permanent Filled 1 3 3 0  

               Limited Term Filled   8 1  

               Permanent (Vacant)  1  1  

               Limited Term (Vacant)   2   

Net Change in staff to catch up: +0.5 +6.5 -2  +5 

               Vacant positions to be filled  1 -2  -1 

               Additional authorized positions needed 0.5 5.5   +6 

Number of PY Needed after caught up 0.6 5 4.5 0.5 10.6 
*Recommendations include the elimination of 1 currently allocated Limited Term SSM I position either upon hire of the 
permanent SSM I or when it expires and more immediate elimination of 4 Limited Term AGPA position, of which 2 are currently 
filled, resulting in a new total allocated of 15 PY. 
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Changes in Process 

At the onset of this analysis, the Complaints Unit was working under the requirement that all incoming 
complaints needed to be fully investigated with a timely resolution.  The efforts to do this were hindered 
by the lack of fully trained staff, the number of complaints coming in compared to what could be 
processed, and the existence of a standardized process that was still under development as it did not 
have clear criteria for prioritizing or categorizing complaints or the criteria for making determinations on 
the large variety of incoming complaints. The unclear processes and time taken away from processing to 
train a revolving door of new staff resulted in a backlog too large to catch up on with current staff, and  
more incoming or new complaints than could reasonably processed by current staff. In addition, the unit 
was re-reviewing complaints that had previously been closed but were re-opened due to incomplete, 
inaccurate, or unsubstantiated resolutions – most likely a result of unclear or missing processing 
guidelines for the various types of complaints.  
 
The Complaints Unit has been very proactive in making changes to improve the situation throughout the 
course of our analyses.  The following is a list of changes in process or planned for implementation.  

 Efforts to reduce the backlog and distribute incoming complaints according to priority:  
o The staff is currently sending letters out to the complainants on complaints that are 

older than 180 days and have had no action asking if the issue was resolved or if 
their assistance through complaint investigation is still required. The complainant 
has 30 days to respond to continue with the investigation. If they do not respond, 
the nature of the complaint will be assessed to determine if there is potential harm 
– if not, the complaint is discarded.  

o The development of a complaint prioritization scale based on complaint age, 
location and potential impact in terms of number of students, allegation severity 
including breadth of impact, the number of complaints against the institution, and if 
there are financial implications.  This priority score will fall into three categories: 
High (60 to 100 points), High (40 to 59 points), Routine (0 to 39 points).  The routine 
complaints that do not involve the breaking of laws are routed to DCA CRP for 
processing. Additionally, complaints that can wait until the next compliance 
inspection are noted and forwarded to the Compliance Unit.  

 Completion of the Citation within the Complaints Unit analysis.  In prior practice, the analyst 
would complete an investigative report stating all the facts and the recommendation for 
disciplinary action resulting in the Discipline staff needing to re-review the facts to complete 
a written Citation.  The Complaints Unit process now requires the analyst, who is familiar 
with all the facts, to write the Citation and include it in their report and the manager will 
verify there is enough evidence to proceed with a citation during their review and before it 
goes to the Discipline Unit.  This will avoid the Disciplinary staff having to re-review all the 
facts and create follow up meetings with the Complaints staff to clarify if a Citation is 
warranted. Once the Citation goes to Discipline, it is ready to process as a Disciplinary 
action.   

 The communication with the complainant is being streamlined, with the creation of 
templates in the routine communications currently in development/planning. Prior process 
would send a letter within 10 days acknowledging receipt of the complaint, followed by 
contact from the analyst after review with introductions and a request for additional 
information.  The new process will combine these letters with a template form which lists 
the assigned analyst/contact information, a summary of the complaint type, and the type of 
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evidence that is required and a 30 day deadline to respond.  This will assist in minimizing 
wait times for complainant response.  

Additional Complaints Process Recommendations 

A primary focus of the process re-engineering is to streamline the process to increase efficiency, 
eliminate the backlog, and to optimize staff time. The following list of recommendations are presented 
for consideration to assist the Complaints Unit in maximizing their time while minimizing process time.  
 

 Continued focus on the implementation, revising, and vetting of the prioritization scale. The 
recommended staffing is based on the reduction of complaints to 1/3rd of the backlogged and 
incoming complaints requiring full investigation. The prioritization scale is going to be a large 
part of this, seconded by the use of the DCA CRP to process more routine complaints.   

 Create and maintain a more comprehensive method of tracking the progress of complaints in 
order to identify where in the process the largest delays are occurring and may need re-
examination.  Current tracking only tracks the dates the complaint was received, assigned, and 
closed. This will assist in ensuring continuous process flow rather than having a complaint stop 
and start again (which would require re-review if enough time had passed) due to bottlenecks in 
the process.  

 Create specialized SME units.  The Complaints Unit currently has two groups of analysts with a 
respective SSM I.  If each unit was trained specifically on processing certain types of complaints, 
the processing of these complaints would become more efficient as the analyst would be more 
familiar with legal and procedural requirements. This would contribute to the LEAN process 
strategy of One Piece Flow by having the confidence in the analyst to process without needing 
review and approval at intermittent steps.  

 As indicated on page 2 of the “To Be” process flow, it is recommended that analysts follow up 
with the complainant two weeks after the Acknowledgement/Evidence request letter to verify 
they received the letter, explain/answer any questions on the required evidence, and remind 
the complainant of the deadline.  This should ensure continuous flow by avoiding long wait 
times and thus minimize the need to re-review case facts, minimize errors in submitted 
evidence, and provide better consumer customer service.  If a complainant does not respond 
within the 30 days and there is no potential harm to others – the complaint investigation will 
close, the report will be written as no response from complainant. This will contribute to 
reducing the number of complaints requiring full investigation.  

 Implement a system of tracking workload to utilize the LEAN principle of Supply Management, 
ensuring staff only have what is reasonably processable at the same time. This will assist in the 
reduction of re-review due to juggling too many applications. It will also allow the next available 
analyst to receive the next complaint in the queue, reducing the possibility of it sitting on a desk 
awaiting action when time permits.   
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Discipline - Citations and Attorney General 
Referrals 

Staffing and Workload Analysis: 

The Disciplinary Unit is a part of the Enforcement Unit, headed by Yvette Johnson, SSM II, responsible for the 
processing of citation or enforcement referrals received from the Complaints and Compliance Inspection Units. 
If a disciplinary citation results in the request for an Administrative Hearing, this unit corresponds with the 
Attorney’s General office throughout the Hearing process. The staff consists of 1 AGPA and 1 SSA, both of which 
are currently filled. In addition, the organization has used blanket funds to supplement staffing with an 
additional OT to assist in the workload. This position will expire on June 30, 2015 and is not counted toward the 
authorized total. 
 

Workload Estimations/Staffing Recommendations 
The staffing recommendations for the Discipline Unit was hindered by contradictory findings in the workload 
analysis. The analysis of processing time showed that the current staff levels are sufficient to process the 
backlog and anticipated work but operational records of work completed cases indicated hours equivalent to 
less than one full time staff member which is not sufficient.  This is potentially a result of staff being allocated to 
tasks not specific to the disciplinary processes or inefficiencies in the process. Management must resolve this 
problem in order to adequately respond to assigned work.  As a result, no additional SSA and AGPA staffing is 
recommended at this time. It is recommended that an OT position be added to relieve some of the 
administrative work from the SSA/AGPA, however, this position needs to be further assessed to determine the 
recommended PY needed to support the discipline unit. 
 
Table D-1: Comparison of Existing and Recommended Staffing  

Classification: OT SSA AGPA SSM I TOTAL PY 

Recommended Number of PY Needed to catch up in 2 yrs. 1 1 1 0 3 

Total Allocated Staffing: Perm/Limited Term 0 1 1 0 2 

               Permanent Filled  1 1   

               Limited Term Filled      

               Permanent (Vacant)      

               Limited Term (Vacant)      

Net Change in staff to catch up: +1 0 0  +1 

               Vacant positions to be filled      

               Additional authorized positions needed +1    +1 

Number of PY Needed after caught up 1 1 1  3 

 

Changes in Process 

At the onset of this analysis, the Disciplinary Unit did not have the extensive backlog as many of the other units, 
but the processing time was much larger.  This longer processing time is attributed partially to the small 
discipline staff but more due to the waiting times invoked through due process and the delays in working with 
the Attorney General’s Office.  The staff was reviewing the full investigative reports for cases referred to them, 
analyzing the evidence, and following up with Complaints and other Bureau units to verify information in order 
to complete the required Citations or Enforcement Referrals.  
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Current changes in process are primarily tied to the SSA/AGPA analyst in the Complaints Unit completing the 
Citation or Enforcement Referral and the manager reviewing it to ensure sufficient evidence to pursue 
enforcement actions prior to it coming to the Discipline unit.   However, similar to the Complaints Unit – the 
Citation process has established a response time requirement in which the institution has 30 days to respond to 
the Citation or the Bureau will either take further action to obtain fines up to reporting to the FTB, or if it is an 
abatement only – they can pursue disciplinary enforcement actions.   
 

Additional Disciplinary Enforcement Process Recommendations  

Given the small impacted number of staff and open cases, the focus of this analysis was based on the changes 
being implemented and recommended in the Complaints unit and how that feeds into the Discipline Unit.  It is 
also acknowledged that many of the delays are outside of Bureau control as it relies on the scheduling of 
multiple parties or waiting for response from the Attorney General’s office. However, the following are a couple 
of suggestions for improving the processing of enforcement actions in the Citations and Attorney General 
referrals to be used in conjunction with the cleaned and slightly modified “To Be” processes presented at the 
end of this section.  

 Given the delays associated with multiple back and forth communications with the Attorney General 
Office, the Bureau could work on differentiating between complaint types. In order to expedite 
processing, the Bureau can petition to be allowed to have an in house or contracted attorney who can 
act on the Bureau’s behalf to process a majority of the complaints rather than sending them over to the 
Attorney General. This will help implement LEAN process strategies through the minimization of wait 
times, allow for internal meetings to discuss/draft pleadings and results.  It will also expedite scheduling 
of meetings.  
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Administrative Unit: STRF 

Staffing and Workload Analysis: 

The Administrative Unit, headed by Jennifer Juarez, SSM I, has a dual function including traditional 
administrative duties and program operation functions. One of the key program operation functions is the 
processing of the Student Tuition Recovery Fund (STRF) claims providing refunds to students due to school 
closures or other violations.  The overall Administrative Unit staff consists of 1 SSM I, 2 AGPA’s, 5 SSA’s, and 3 
OT’s, of which 1 AGPA and 1 SSA are vacant.  In addition, the Bureau has used blanket funds to supplement 
staffing with an additional 2 full-time and 1 part-time AGPA, 1 SSA, 1 OA, and 1 Seasonal Clerk to assist in the 
workload, but these will expire on June 30, 2015 and are not counted toward the authorized total. Within this 
Administrative unit, the STRF unit has 1 AGPA and 2 SSA positions dedicated to the processing of STRF claims, 
making up 30% of the staff (not including the SSM I or Seasonal Clerk), of which the two SSA positions are filled 
with regular staff.  In addition, the STRF staff is currently supplemented by one SSA and a part time AGPA from 
the blanket fund positions.  

 
Workload Estimations/Staffing Recommendations 
The number of staffing needed in the future was calculated based on the “As Is” process. The recommended 
changes to staffing levels was calculated to catch up within one year16 along with the recommended number of 
employees to maintain current status once the backlog has been addressed is presented in Table A-2. The 
recommended staffing changes reflect a refocus of currently assigned staff to spend more time on the STRF 
claims rather than splitting their time among multiple administrative functions. The STRF unit needs to be 
staffed with enough staff to cover the required 2.10 SSA and 0.30 AGPA PY to catch up on the claims within two 
years. This could be done with three SSA’s able to commit 70% of their time and 1 AGPA able to commit 30% of 
their time exclusively to the STRF claims.  
 
Table A-2: Comparison of Existing and Recommended Staffing  

Classification: SSA AGPA TOTAL PY 

Recommended Number of Full-time PY Needed to catch up in 1 year 2.10 0.30* 2.40 

Total Allocated Staffing: Perm/Limited Term 2 1 3 

               Permanent Filled 2 0  

               Limited Term Filled    

               Permanent (Vacant)  1  

               Limited Term (Vacant)    

Net Change in staff to catch up: 0 +1 +1 

               Vacant positions to be filled  +1 +1 

               Additional full-time PY needed 0 0 0 

Number of PY Needed after caught up 1.2 0.2 1.4 
*The 0.30 AGPA time reflects the portion of the estimated time that was exclusive to the AGPA role in the EPT analysis.  The AGPA also 
participates in the activities done by the SSA PY.  

                                                 

 

 
16 Given that it was feasible and practical to catch up within one year, the recommended staffing was calculated for one 
year instead of the two years used in other units.  
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 Changes in Progress 

Assessment of the Student Tuition Recover Fund Unit found it was making progress on the backlog and 
could be caught up within a year with current staffing.  For the reason that the current process seems to 
at least be effective and the fact that this unit impacts a small staffing contingent that does not directly 
impact the work of other unit, the process was not analyzed to the same extent and iterations of the 
other units.   The “To Be” work process flow chart depicted at the end reflects the current process with 
very minor changes as described in the Recommended Process Changes section. 

Recommended Process Changes 

Even without a full analysis of the STRF process, a couple of suggestions for consideration are presented below.  

 Create and maintain a more comprehensive method of tracking the progress of claims for future 
workload assessments in order to identify where in the process the largest delays are occurring and may 
need re-examination.  This will assist in ensuring continuous process flow rather than having a delay in 
the process which could elicit re-review if enough time had passed.  

 Increase student awareness of requirements, frequently asked questions regarding the STRF process 
through the creation of webcasts or informational materials that can be referenced or required 
reading/viewing with the application.  The STRF applications themselves can reference the 
webcasts/instructional videos to view based on the application type or change type.  

 Change the follow up time to two weeks after submitting a claim to the manager for review, as depicted 
in step 29 on page 4 of the “To Be” process flow chart.  
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Executive Summary 

Bureau Mission 

As part of the Department of Consumer Affairs, the Bureau for Private Postsecondary Education (BPPE 
or Bureau) has been responsible for regulating private postsecondary educational institutions in 
California since 2010.  The Bureau’s mission is to promote and protect the interests of students and 
consumers through a) the effective and efficient oversight of California's private postsecondary 
educational institutions; b) the promotion of competition that rewards educational quality and 
employment outcomes; c) proactively combating unlicensed activity; and d) resolving student 
complaints in a manner that benefits both the complainant student and future students.   

The Bureau has 66 authorized positions that perform in the following program/operational units: 

 Licensing Program   

 Enforcement Program 

 Quality of Education Program, and 

 Administration Unit 

Recent State Audit  

In 2013, the Bureau underwent an effectiveness/efficiency audit by the Bureau of State Audits.  The audit 
revealed findings concerning the volume, backlog and timeliness of license application processing; 
complaint handling; and institutional compliance inspections.  In general, the Bureau concurred with the 
findings and recommendations but indicated the report title did not accurately reflect Bureau conditions.  
During the period reviewed, the Bureau lacked sufficient trained staff, documented business processes, 
and information systems that substantially contributed to the findings.   

Study Scope and Goals 

As a result, in May 2014, the Bureau engaged CPS HR Consulting (CPS HR) to conduct an independent 
review of the Bureau and to make recommendations for improving operational effectiveness and 
efficiency, with a specific focus on Licensing and Enforcement Compliance Inspection and Complaint 
Processes, workload and staffing levels. 

This interim report presents the preliminary analysis based on work conducted from May 2014 to August 
2014.  The goals for the first part of this study include: 

 A review of organizational background, administrative practices, methods and workload. 

 A review of staff responsibilities, tasks, methods and workload for each work area. 

 The development of process flow charts as they currently stand based on existing procedures 
and Subject Matter Expert (SME) feedback. 

 A review of current process records to identify current processing times, processing patterns, and 
the extent of the backlogged cases.  
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 A macro-level review of backlogged data and current processing times to make preliminary 
observations on the ability for current staff to address the backlog.  

Opportunities for Improvement 

As a result of this preliminary analysis, CPS identified the following opportunities for improvement that 
will be further explored in the next phase of the study: 

Licensing Applications 

 Hire more staff. 

 Assign and review applications faster. 

 Make initial contact with institutions sooner. 

 Eliminate excessive communication cycles and response waiting time. 

Enforcement Compliance Inspections 

 Assign and complete inspections of main locations well before the license expiration date. 

Enforcement Complaints 

 Shift complaint workload formerly handled by DCA CRP back to that unit. 

 Assign complaints faster, especially those involving a citation or the Attorney General discipline 
process. 

Enforcement Discipline 

 Assign Citations faster. 

 Identify opportunities to reduce or control Attorney General involvement and time consumed 
in the discipline process. 
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I: Organizational Background 

Effective January 1, 2010, the California Private Postsecondary Education Act of 2009 established the 
Bureau to regulate private postsecondary institutions in California, including both degree-granting 
academic institutions and non-degree-granting institutions.  As of June 2014, the Bureau has 66 
authorized positions to operate four units that 1) license California-based private postsecondary 
educational institutions; 2) handle student complaints about the institutions; 3) conduct compliance 
inspections and discipline educational institutions; and 4) provide business services and administrative 
support. 

Since its inception, BPPE staff have increased minimally from 63 in 2010 to 66 in 2014.  The current BPPE 
organization structure is displayed below and includes 24 limited- term (LT) positions and 22 vacancies.  
Limited-term positions are restricted to three years in length.  The predominant classifications are Staff 
Services Manager (SSM), Staff Services Analyst (SSA), Associate Governmental Program Analyst (AGPA), 
Education Specialist (ES), and Office Technician (OT). 

Figure 1 
BPPE Organization Chart as of June 2014 

 

Bueau Chief                         
J. Wenzel

 
Deputy Bureau Chief        

A. Cooney

 
Licensing Unit               

L. Rifredi
(27 PYs)

(9 vacancies)

 
Compliance 
Inspection 1

 
Complaint & 

Investigation 1

 
Complaint & 

Investigation 2 
 

 
Discipline

 
Compliance 
Inspection 2

 

 
Ed Specialist (RA)

C. Creeggan

 

Director, DCA                     
D. Brown

 

 
Enforcement Unit     

Y. Johnson
(44 PYs)

(11 vacancies)
 

Quality of Ed Unit
P. Wohl
(8 PYs)

(1 vacancy)

Admin/STRF Unit   
M. Alleger

(16PYs)
(3 vacancies)

 
Unit 1

 

 
Unit 2

 

 
Unit 3

 

 
Student Tuition 
Recovery Unit

 

 
Admin Support

 

 
 
 



 Bureau for Private Postsecondary Education 
Workload, Staffing and Business Process Review Draft Interim Report 

 

 
P a g e  | 4 

Governance 

As established by California Education Code Section 94880, a 12 member Advisory Committee was 
established to provide input and advice on matters related to the development and application of 
regulations and administration of the law and to conduct an annual review of the fee schedule, licensing, 
and enforcement provisions of the statute.  
 

Study Methodology 

CPS HR collected information in three ways to build a comprehensive understanding of the work 
currently being completed.  First, to create objective, quantifiable task information for each major 
business process reviewed, CPS HR created a position description questionnaire (PDQ) that asked staff 
to self-report on specific tasks performed, and assigned work not being performed. Each PDQ was 
reviewed and validated by their supervisor. This information is typically more specific than general 
classification standards and more accurate than outdated duty statements.  The information from these 
PDQs was used to determine how much time was spent on active processes to move the BPPE cases 
forward versus required administrative activities (e.g., training, meetings, travel).  The PDQ results are 
presented in graphic work distribution charts, as seen in the following section, and are used as the basis 
for objectively calculating workload and staffing requirements.   
 

Secondly, BPPE staff were asked to provide any tracking spreadsheets documenting actions taken on 
each case so CPS HR consultants could analyze the current processing times.  There is a common 
database and tracking system, the Schools Automated Information Link (SAIL), but it is not used 
exclusively because it does not always contain the desired fields.  As a result, individual spreadsheets are 
more prevalent.  The spreadsheets provided along with the other information gathered are presented 
in each of the following sections. Where available, CPS combined, cleansed and analyzed the 
spreadsheet information to understand the current process steps, processing time, and the number of 
staff to address current and backlogged work.  
 

Thirdly, current procedure guidelines were utilized to develop a process flow chart for each process.  
Once completed, groups of subject matter experts (SME’s) were identified for each program unit and 
the respective flow charts were discussed and amended until they accurately represented the current 
or “as is” processes.  The SME’s and CPS will use this information in the next study phase as a starting 
point to streamline the business processes and develop “to be” flowcharts and recommendations to 
improve effectiveness, efficiency and economy.  

The remainder of this report presents work distribution charts by job classification, analyses of unit 
tracking spreadsheets, “as is” flowcharts for each business process/unit reviewed, and opportunities for 
improvement.  
 

Constraints and Data Limitations 

CPS HR relied on information received from the detailed PDQs and tracking sheets, combining 
information when possible to present the most logical and comprehensive depiction of the processes. 
However, the labeling within the spreadsheets was not always consistent, and the information to 
calculate the time spent in each part of the process was not always available.  Calculations made were 
based on available data which resulted in smaller sample sizes for some process steps.  In the event the 
analysis was based on a smaller sample, interpretations were made with caution to take into 
consideration that the sample may not be representative.  
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Analysis of Tracking Spreadsheet/Logs 

The second source of data were the tracking spreadsheets currently used by Licensing staff.  There were 
two sets of data provided by this group – the current licensing applications and the backlogged licensing 
applications. The current spreadsheet included school information (name, application type and number), 
the dates the application was received, was assigned, and was last updated along with the current status 
and the staff assigned.  The Licensing backlog spreadsheet contained the same school information plus 
the institution code along with many more date points including the date received, date assigned, date 
of 30- day letter, date of response, dates deficiency letters were sent out and returned (up to 9 iterations 
of communication), and the current status.  It was possible to calculate response times based on the 
backlog data, but only overall processing time for the current applications.  
 

Current Licensing Applications 

The current records tracking sheet was created by combining the individual current tracking records 
provided and then cleaning the data set to remove any anomalies.  These anomalies fell into three main 
categories: 1) dual records for the same application ID with contradictory statuses on the same date 
(e.g., both denied and approved on the same date); 2) dual records in which it was logical that one 
preceded the other and only the most recent was retained; and 3) when the application was received 
before the establishment of BPPE (e.g., in FY 03-04) as a likely data entry error.  After cleaning the data 
file, there were 5,117 records remaining.  The type of application, current status, and assignment status 
is presented in the following Table 1.  

Table 1 – Application Status 

Current 
Application 
Status A
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P
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P
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 C
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TA

L 

Add Satellite Location 336 1 3         
2 342 

(6.7%) 
Addition of a Separate 

Branch 
249 5 27  2   4 1 6  

19 313 
(6.1%) 

Approval to Operate an 
Accredited Institution 

429 7 73  7   6 1 1  
58 582 

(11.4%) 

Approval to Operate an 
Institution Non-

Accredited 
179 30 20  23   18  49 2 

158 
479 

(9.4%) 

Change in Method of 
Instructional Delivery 

64 4 10    1 3  4  
20 106 

(2.1%) 

Change of Business 
Organization/Control/Ow

nership 
225 4 28  2   7  3  

44 
313 

(6.1%) 

Change of Educational 
Objective 

644 22 69  6 1  11 1 22 7 
137 921 

(18.0%) 

Change of Location 158  15     4 1 2  
24 204 

(4.0%) 

Change of Name 155 7 17  1   6  1  
23 210 

(4.1%) 

New Institution 3           
 3 

(0.0%) 
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Current 
Application 
Status A
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Renewal for Approval to 
Operate an Accredited 

Institution 
183 2 84  2   5 5 9  

65 
355 

(6.9%) 

Renewal for Approval to 
Operate an Institution 

Non-Accredited 
86 23 23  4 5 2 19  126  

194 
482 

(9.4%) 

Verification of Exempt 
Status 

70 202 54 347 4   20  3  
106 807 

(15.8%) 

OVERALL 
2,781 

(54.3%) 
307 

(6.0%) 
423 

(8.3%) 
347 

(6.8%) 
52 

(1.0%) 
6 

(0.1%) 
3 

(0.0%) 
103 

(2.0%) 
9 

(0.2%) 
226 

(4.4%) 
9 

(0.9%) 
851 

(16.6%) 
5,117 

(100.0%) 

 
As Table 1 displays, the three most common applications types are Change of Educational Objective 
(18.0%), followed by Verifications of Exempt Status (15.8%) and Approval to Operate Non-Accredited 
Institutions (9.4%).  Approximately 54.3% of all applications resulted in approval, followed by 
withdrawals (8.3%), verified exemptions (6.8%), and denials (6.0%).  However, a substantial number of 
applications (16.6%) do not show a current status.  
  
The records with a status of Approval, Denial, Withdrawn, Abandoned, or Verified Exempt were 
considered complete for the current records.  To determine estimated processing time for applications, 
CPS HR examined the applications completed by the definition above for average processing times for 
each application type based on the fiscal year it was received.  The completed applications made up 
3,909 of the records in the current records data file.  The following Table 2 demonstrates the average 
processing times.  

Table 2 – Application Average Processing Time 

Average Processing 
Times by FY Received 

FY
 0

9
-1

0
 

FY
 1

0
-1

1
 

FY
 1

1
-1

2
 

FY
 1

2
-1

3
 

FY
 1

3
-1

4
 

TO
TA

L 

Add Satellite Location 
287 days 

Range (178-395) 
N = 2 

276 days 
Range (1-727) 

N = 22 

103 days 
Range (1-505) 

N = 104 

47 days 
Range (1-413) 

N = 188 

25 days 
Range (1-96) 

N = 24 

79 days 
Range (1-727) 

N = 340 

Addition of a Separate Branch 
273 days 

Range (8-902) 
N = 31 

228 days 
Range (1-1183) 

N = 73 

111 days 
Range (1-801) 

N = 121 

85 days 
Range (1-569) 

N = 53 

187 days 
Range (71-245) 

N = 5 

155 days 
Range (1-1183) 

N = 283 

Approval to Operate an 
Accredited Institution 

263 days 
Range (9-722) 

N = 159 

225 days 
Range (2-1298) 

N = 133 

91 days 
Range (1-474) 

N = 126 

124 days 
Range (1-503) 

N = 62 

109 days 
Range (1-260) 

N = 36 

184 days 
Range (1-1298) 

N = 516 

Approval to Operate an 
Institution Non-Accredited 

462 days 
Range (27-1237) 

N = 37 

516 days 
Range (3-1268) 

N = 125 

440 days 
Range (1-955) 

N = 58 

317 days 
Range (10-597) 

N = 28 

177 days 
Range (27-280) 

N = 4 

463 days 
Range (1-1268) 

N = 252 

Change in Method of 
Instructional Delivery 

353 days 
Range (45-561) 

N = 3 

143 days 
Range (3-819) 

N = 30 

156 days 
Range (25-496) 

N = 12 

166 days 
Range (1-515) 

N = 25 

54 days 
Range (14-203) 

N = 8 

151 days 
Range (1-819) 

N = 78 

Change of Business 
Organization/Control/ 

Ownership 

168 days 
Range (3-371) 

N = 17 

223 days 
Range (1-1315) 

N = 73 

103 days 
Range (1-679) 

N = 69 

110 days 
Range (1-485) 

N = 74 

68 days 
Range (1-241) 

N = 26 

140 days 
Range (1-1315) 

N = 259 

Change of Educational 
Objective 

370 days 
Range (4-1408) 

N = 46 

269 days 
Range (1-1351) 

N = 210 

179 days 
Range (1-1000) 

N = 164 

112 days 
Range (1-581) 

N = 183 

52 days 
Range (1-257) 

N = 138 

176 days 
Range (1-1351) 

N = 741 
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Average Processing 
Times by FY Received 

FY
 0

9-
10

 

FY
 1

0-
11

 

FY
 1

1-
12

 

FY
 1

2-
13

 

FY
 1

3-
14

 

TO
TA

L 

Change of Location 
167 days 

Range (1-352) 
N = 11 

142 days 
Range (3-900) 

N = 63 

68 days 
Range (3-921) 

N = 40 

119 days 
Range (1-657) 

N = 43 

61 days 
Range (3-189) 

N = 16 

113 days 
Range (1-921) 

N = 173 

Change of Name 
214 days 

Range (1-1408) 
N = 22 

154 days 
Range (3-801) 

N = 75 

136 days 
Range (1-942) 

N = 42 

98 days 
Range (3-407) 

N = 27 

36 days 
Range (1-212) 

N = 14 

139 days 
Range (1-1408) 

N = 180 

New Institution 
173 days 

Range (131-252) 
N = 3 

N/A N/A N/A N/A 

173 days 
Range (131-

252) 
N = 3 

Renewal for Approval to 
Operate an Accredited 

Institution 

287 days 
Range (15-501) 

N = 11 

143 days 
Range (7-511) 

N = 30 

143 days 
Range (12-613) 

N = 90 

85 days 
Range (1-420) 

N = 99 

92 days 
Range (1-278) 

N = 41 

120 days 
Range (1-613) 

N = 274 

Renewal for Approval to 
Operate an Institution Non-

Accredited 

509 days 
Range (31-1414) 

N = 8 

557 days 
Range (23-1198) 

N = 40 

484 days 
Range (1-913) 

N = 67 

335 days 
Range (55-616) 

N = 19 

90 days 
Range (42-137) 

N = 2 

481 days 
Range (1-1198) 

N = 136 

Verification of Exempt Status 
350 days 

Range (9-1105) 
N = 80 

390 days 
Range (2-1318) 

N = 211 

136 days 
Range (1-697) 

N = 145 

175 days 
Range (1-568) 

N = 145 

101 days 
Range (12-242) 

N = 96 

244 days 
Range (1-1318) 

N = 677 

OVERALL 
305 days 

Range (1-1414) 
N = 430 

298 days 
Range (1-1351) 

N = 1085 

167 days 
Range (1-1000) 

N = 1038 

117 days 
Range (1-657) 

N = 946 

75 days 
Range (1-280) 

N = 410 

197 days 
Range (1-1414) 

N = 3909 

Percent of Received 
Applications completed 

430/434 = 
99.1% 

1085/1184 = 
91.6% 

1038/1294 = 
80.2% 

946/1343 = 
70.4% 

410/862 = 
47.6% 

3909/5117 = 
76.4% 

 
A review of the overall processing times for the differing application types across the years reveals the 
average processing time from receiving the application up to some form of completion was 197 days, or 
just over half of a year.  However, there was a substantial range of processing times depending on the 
application type.  Some were being completed as quickly as 79 days (Adding a Satellite location) while 
others took up to 481 days (Renewal to Operate a non-accredited institution).  Of particular interest is 
the difference in the processing times for accredited and non-accredited institutions.  For example, 
requests for initial approval of an accredited institution took 60% less time (184 days) than for a non-
accredited institution (463 days).  Similarly, renewal requests for accredited institutions took 75% less 
time than for non-accredited institutions (120 days vs. 481 days).    
 
In general, the five-year trend for reduced processing time has improved substantially for most 
application types.  However, this must be interpreted with caution as the most recent years only reflect 
the applications that were able to be completed between the time they were assigned and the date the 
records were pulled.  For example, the average processing time in FY 2013-14 was 75 days – but that is 
based on just less than half of the received applications being processed and does not consider 
applications that took longer to process.   
 
Based on data from the last two fiscal years, the processing time does seem to be improving with those 
applications which may be attributed to improved processes, more and/or better trained staff.  Once 
the remaining 20-30% of applications are completed, the average processing time will increase, given 
they were received 2-3 years ago and are just now being completed.  However, assuming the applications 
can be completed within a consistent overall average of 197 days (including the ones already done), this 
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will be almost 65% less processing time than the average of 305 days to complete the applications 
received in FY 2009-10.   
 

Given that many of the applications received in FY’s 2012-13 and 2013-14 are incomplete, and the 
staffing level has been changing, it is not practical to use the average processing time based on when the 
application was received to project the needed amount of time to address current and backlogged work.  
Instead, it is practical to look at the number of applications that were completed in the most recent fiscal 
year.  Table 3 shows the processing times for the 408 applications completed between January and June 
of 2014 for the most current processes and accounts for the fact BPPE reached their full budgeted 
staffing in 2012 and allowed time for training1.  
 

Table 3 – Application Processing Time for 2014 

Completed Applications 
Jan-Jun 2014 – Average 
Process time Received 
to finished 
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TO
TA
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Add Satellite Location 
65 days 

R: (1-413) 
N = 12 

N/A N/A N/A N/A 
65 days 

R: (1-413) 
N = 12 

Addition of a Separate Branch 
219 days 

R: (71-245) 
N = 6 

569 days 
R: (569-569) 

N = 1 

245 days 
R: (245-245) 

N = 2 
N/A N/A 

263 days 
R: (71-569) 

N = 9 

Approval to Operate an 
Accredited Institution 

205 days 
R: (5-503) 

N = 31 

189 days 
R: (162-236) 

N = 4 

719 days 
R: (140-1298) 

N = 2 
N/A N/A 

231 days 
R: (5-1298) 

N = 37 

Approval to Operate an Institution 
Non-Accredited 

486 days 
R: (27-1050) 

N = 14 

789 days 
R: (468-1262) 

N = 6 

728 days 
R: (527-955) 

N = 6 
N/A 

1002 days 
R: (812-1268) 

N = 4 

664 days 
R: (27-1268) 

N = 30 

Change in Method of Instructional 
Delivery 

291 days 
R: (36-515) 

N = 7 
N/A 

305 days 
R: (23-462) 

N = 4 
N/A N/A 

296 days 
R: (23-515) 

N = 11 

Change of Business 
Organization/Control/Ownership 

175 days 
R: (3-679) 

N = 16 
N/A 

821 days 
R: (416-1142) 

N = 5 
N/A 

1209 days 
R: (1103-1315) 

N = 2 

405 days 
R: (3-1315) 

N = 32 

Change of Educational Objective 
103 days 
R: (1-779) 

N = 90 

664 days 
R: (466-1256) 

N = 4 

825 days 
R: (3-1408) 

N = 8 
N/A 

1000 days 
R: (1000-1000) 

N = 1 

189 days 
R: (1-1408) 

N = 103 

Change of Location 
255 days 

R: (14-921) 
N = 15 

N/A 
228 days 

R: (228-228) 
N = 1 

N/A N/A 
254 days 

R: (14-921) 
N = 16 

Change of Name 
317 days 

R: (24-942) 
N = 10 

N/A 
1408 days 

R: (1408-1408) 
N = 1 

N/A N/A 
416 days 

R: (24-1408) 
N = 11 

Renewal for Approval to Operate 
an Accredited Institution 

147 days 
R: (38-420) 

N = 26 
N/A 

136 days 
R: (102-170) 

N = 2 
N/A N/A 

146 days 
R: (38-420) 

N = 28 

Renewal for Approval to Operate 
an Institution Non-Accredited 

773 days 
R: (137-1414) 

N = 20 

661 days 
R: (42-1198) 

N = 9 

636 days 
R: (360-906) 

N = 5 
N/A 

1000 days 
R: (896-1103) 

N = 2 

738 days 
R: (42-1414) 

N = 36 

                                                 

 

 
1 Many of the Licensing staff AGPAs are limited term positions so training is likely a continuous process.  
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Completed Applications 
Jan-Jun 2014 – Average 
Process time Received 
to finished 
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Verification of Exempt Status 
361 days 

R: (177-1318) 
N = 28 

205 days 
R: (16-568) 

N = 31 

397 days 
R: (22-1134) 

N = 3 

119 days 
R: (45-214) 

N = 29 

441 days 
R: (441-441) 

N = 1 

234 days 
R: (16-1318) 

N = 92 

OVERALL 
239 days 

R: (1-1414) 
N = 275 

382 days 
R: (16-1262) 

N = 55 

628 days 
R: (3-1408) 

N = 39 

119 days 
R: (45-214) 

N = 29 

987 days 
R: (441-1315) 

N = 10 

305 days 
R: (1-1414) 

N = 408 

 
On average, the applications completed between January and June of 2014 took 305 days.  Adding a 
Satellite Location took the shortest time (average of 65 days) and the Renewal to Operate Non-
accredited Institutions took the longest time (average of 738 days).  Similar to the prior assessments, the 
non-accredited applications are taking notably longer than the accredited applications.  For example, 
the initial approval of accredited versus non-accredited institutions is 65% faster (231 days vs. 664 days) 
and for renewals almost 80% faster (146 days vs. 738 days).  The graph (Figure 2) below visually displays 
how long the application types take in comparison to one another.  
 

Figure 2 – Average Days to Complete License Applications 

 
 
The average application processing times derived from this analysis will be used for future workload 
projection.  

Backlogged Licensing Applications 

CPS HR also examined the number of applications that have not been completed.  There were a total of 
1,207 application records on the current list that had not been completed per the definition above, of 
which 326 were ALSO on the backlogged records.  This results in the following questions: 1) When does 
an application move from being current to being a part of the unfinished backlog? 2) Why do the two 
spreadsheets overlap so heavily?  
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Using the 1,207 current Licensing application records, the chart (Figure 3) below shows 57% of the 
applications were assigned to a BPPE staff member compared to 43% sitting in Central Records waiting 
for the next available staff member.  Within the applications currently sitting in Central Records, 177 
were initially reviewed, 166 receipt letters were sent, and then they were placed into Central Records 
for the next available analyst.   The remaining 346 had no status update listed.  Within those assigned to 
a staff member, 103 were pending review and 505 had no status update listed.  This indicates these 
applications were assigned but little work had been done and the applications were waiting to be 
addressed.  Similar to those in Central Records, the last action on 60 of the remaining records that did 
have a status update was sending the receipt letter.   
 

Figure 3 – Assignment of Current Licensing Applications 

 
 
Given the similarity in the process stages, the CPS HR methodology consisted of adding the records in 
the current data sheet to the backlog records and eliminating the duplicates to produce the number of 
applications that need to be processed for further workload analysis. 
 
Before adding the incomplete applications from the current licensing records, the backlog records were 
evaluated.  BPPE provided an audited list of backlogged records for each licensing analyst.  The first step 
was to compare the audit results to the staff results for consistency.  Only 22 of the audited cases had 
corresponding staff records for comparison.  When examining the data, the information from the staff 
record and the auditor record was combined when possible. The largest number of discrepancies were 
related to the date the application was assigned with many staff records dated July 2014. The audit data 
showed assignment dates ranging from before any actions were taken, to after multiple communications 
with the institution.   In the event of a discrepancy in dates, the CPS HR Consultant looked at the overall 
picture and used the date that was most logically in sequence with the other dates on the record. 
Additionally, there were minor differences in the dates letters were sent/responses received, and 
disagreement on whether the first letter sent was a 30-day letter or a Deficiency letter.  However, the 
analysis focused on when first contact was made with the institution regardless of the type of letter, so 
the difference did not directly impact the analysis of time spent.  
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Assignment of Current Applications

Central Records
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After duplicates in the backlog were combined or eliminated, the incomplete applications from the 
current were added to the overall data sheet.  In the event of duplicate records, precedence was given 
to the information in the backlog records because they were more complete, detailed, and had the most 
recent dates.  Similar to the current record data sheets, CPS HR removed potential data entry errors (in 
this case it was only two application numbers which had conflicting application types).  Once combined, 
the backlog consisted of 1,248 applications that were incomplete, of which 923 did not have a record of 
either a 30- day or a deficiency letter being sent yet.  The processing times calculated below are based 
on the 325 cases that have at least one action documented.  
 
Using the dates provided in the backlog records, the CPS HR Consultant identified the number of days 
between key processing dates to determine staff processing timeliness and the amount of time spent 
waiting for institutions to respond.  Key dates included: the application receipt date and the most recent 
assignment of the application; the time between receiving the application and the first documented 
action (whether it was the 30-day or first deficiency letter); and the time between sending a letter to the 
institution and receiving a response (up to the fourth deficiency letter and response).   
 
Table 4 below presents the average time spent on an application to date with the acknowledgement 
that all of these applications are incomplete and are at varying stages of the process.  This results in 
some of the numbers looking inconsistent due to two different situations: 1) the number of data points 
differ between the different categories so the averages within one row could be based on a different 
number of cases.  The averages reflect the totals with the available data, acknowledging that they may 
change as more records are completed; and 2) there are missing data points within the records so the 
averages may appear to skip a step.  For example, dates that deficiency letter 3 was sent/returned were 
available to calculate the waiting time, but the record may have been missing a response date for 
deficiency letter 2.  Therefore, the amount of time spent waiting for that record could not be calculated.
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Figure 4 – Response Waiting Time  

    

BPPE   Institution 
 
 
 

30 day letter 79 days 
207 days   

 Deficiency Letter #1 92 days 

195 days   
 Deficiency Letter #2 81 days 

133 days   
 Deficiency Letter#3 66 days 

101 days   
 Deficiency Letter #4 60 days 

TOTAL DAYS:  TOTAL DAYS: 
636  378 

 37.3%  

 
Percent Time Waiting  

This figure is based on the assumption that processing an application requires a 30-day letter and four 
deficiency letters, however that is not always the case.  The average number of letters sent from the 
backlogged records is 2.3 communications; however, it should be noted this data set discarded those few 
cases with more than four deficiency letters as an anomaly or special case.  Since these are active 
applications, additional letters could still be needed.   
 
Table 5 below examines the percentage of time waiting based on the number of communication cycles in 
the records. The percentage is calculated based on the process from the point the application was received 
to the end of the communication cycles listed.  

Table 5 – Days and Percent of Time Waiting in Communication Cycles 

Days spent in 
communication cycle Fr

o
m

 
R

ec
e

iv
ed

 

to
 F

ir
st

 
A

ct
io

n
 

Ti
m

e 

b
et

w
ee

n
 

le
tt
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s 
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B
P

P
E 
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tr
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l 

Ti
m
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W
ai
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n

g 
fo

r 
R

es
p
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n
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to
 le

tt
er

s 

%
 T

im
e 

W
ai

ti
n

g 

With one communication cycle 
145 days 
R:1-1369 

N=95 
0 days 81 days 81/226 = 35.8% 

With two communication cycles 
88 days 
R:1-886 
N=100 

199 days 149 days 149/348 = 42.8% 

With three communication cycles 
79 days 
R:1-619 

N=51 
358 days 119 days 119/477 = 25% 

With four communication cycles 
122 days 
R:1-407 

N=50 
284 days 180 days 180/464 = 38.8% 

With five communication cycles 
24 days 
R:1-128 

N=11 
369 days 198 days 198/567 = 34.9% 
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As the table illustrates, the waiting time percentages vary depending on the number of communication 
cycles completed, but they tend to average more than 35%.  Because this average is based on partially 
completed processes, it is not practical to draw any formal conclusions.  However, it appears it would be 
beneficial to limit the number of communication cycles compared to the total amount of time spent 
processing the application.  
 
In addition to examining processing times by application type, the following chart (Figure 5) and Table 6 
show most applications are from recent years indicating that those received in prior years have not been 
sitting in the queue while newer ones are processed.  
 

Figure 5 – Number of Licensing Applications Received by FY                 Table 6 – Application Receipt 

      
 

 

“As is” Licensing Process  

In addition to assessing the current and backlog workload and the current ability of staff to address the 
workload through the self-reporting PDQ, CPS HR assessed the current Licensing application “as is” process 
and placed it into a flow chart.  The CPS HR Consultant reviewed existing procedure manuals to create a 
preliminary flow chart of the Licensing process followed by revised iterations based on SME feedback.  The 
following pages represents the understanding of the Licensing process as it currently stands.  
 

As the following five-page flowchart illustrates, there are seven parties involved in this process including 
the applicant; Licensing Office Technician, Analyst, Manager or Chief; Quality of Education Administrator 
and Education Specialist; and Enforcement staff.  The process is lengthy and complex, and involves a 
significant number of decisions, management reviews and approvals.  As previously discussed, major 
licensing applications for approval and renewal of accredited and non-accredited institutions take a 
substantial amount of time to process due to incompleteness or lack of applicant understanding.  All 
application types average 552 days of processing time, including an average of 348 days for approval of an 
accredited institution and 683 days (196% longer) for a non-accredited institution.  As revealed in the 
previous discussion, the assignment process is slow due to the lack of staff, initial contact with institutions 
is unhurried because of workload, and excessive communication cycles and related delays increase lost 
time resulting in excessive process elapsed time. 

5
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Application Received 

FY 09-10 
1,539 days 

R: (1526-1571) 
N = 5 

FY 10-11 
1,279 days 

R: (1129-1480) 
N = 98 

FY 11-12 
899 days 

R: (761-1122) 
N = 260 

FY 12-13 
559 days 

R: (398-759) 
N = 397 

FY 13-14 
204 days 

R: (31-395) 
N = 474 

FY 14-15 
18 days 

R: (10-30) 
N = 7 
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Analysis of Tracking Spreadsheet/Logs 

The second source of data was the tracking spreadsheets currently used by Compliance inspection 
staff.  The compliance department provided two different spreadsheets, with some overlap in the 
information between them. The first contained a list of 1,946 institutions for compliance inspections, 
including school address, institution number, region, type, and license expiration date. Additionally, 
when the information was available, it listed the initial inspection month, the completed date, and the 
final results. The second spreadsheet contained a spreadsheet for each AGPA to list current compliance 
inspections, the steps involved with corresponding completion dates, and the number of days in the 
inspection cycle. Table 7 displays the process steps performed by job classification within the 
Compliance Inspection process. 
 
Table 7 – Compliance Inspection Process Steps 

Step OT AGPA Manager 

Selection and assignment date:   X 

Announced Inspection package mailed. SAIL updated X   

Compliance material Received and Reviewed. X   

Approved for Onsite Inspection.   X 

School file submitted to field inspector. SAIL updated. X   

School material received and a cursory review.  X  

Contact school. Deficiency/Confirmation/ Pre-arrival check list mailed.  X  

School Deficiency response received.  X  

Onsite Inspection completed and Results.  X  

Review and approve report   X 

Closure letter mailed. SAIL/ Updates completed.   X 

 
The spreadsheets were combined to gather as many dates as possible in one place.  For the most part, 
the dates for the same data field matched between the two records, occasionally being off by one day, 
but on a couple of occasions the dates were off by several weeks.  When there was a discrepancy, the 
data from the more comprehensive step by step tracking sheet was retained.  The combined file 
contained the full list of institutions, but only 155 of the institutions had one or more dates filled in from 
the second spreadsheet.  
 
The List of Institutions for Compliance documents the region and institution type. The following Figure 6 
reveals that almost 64% of the institutions are located in Southern California.  Consequently, most of the 
Compliance Inspectors are located there.  Of the 696 Northern California institutions, 60.9% are main 
locations (type M).  Of the 1,232 Southern California institutions, 61.3% are main locations (type M).   
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Figure 6 – Number of Institutions by Type and Region 

 
 
The average processing times between the compliance inspection tasks is examined based on location 
and site type with the results displayed below in Table 8.  

 
Table 8 – Time between Compliance Inspection Tasks 

Variable Measured in 
average days 

Range (R :) 
N = # cases 

Northern 
California 

Southern 
California 

 Type: B Type M:  Overall2 

Time between Expiration 
Date and Manager 
Assignment 

568.4 days 
before  

R: -2481 – 1273  
N=41 

534.2days 
before 

R: -3336 – 1228  
N=108 

 811.8 days 
before 

R: -1412 - -412  
N=6 

532.4 days 
before 

R: -3336 - 1273 
N=143 

 541.7 days 
before 

R: -3336 - 1273 
N=150 

Time Between Manager 
Assignment & Mail to 
School 

1.1 
R: 1 – 2   
N=32 

1.0 
R: 1 – 1  
N=104 

1.0 
R: 1-1 
N=1 

1.0 
R: 1-2 
N=135 

1.0 
R: 1- 2 
N=142 

Time between mail sent 
to school and 
receive/review response 

22.1 
R: 15-39 

N=34 

18.3 
R: 13-37 
N=104 

17.7 
R: 13-20 

N=3 

19.3 
R: 13-39 
N=135 

19.4 
R: 13-58 
N=144 

Time between materials 
received and manager 
approving site visit 

2.3 
R: -13-20 

N=35 

4.6 
R: 1-16 
N=104 

1.0 
R: 1-1 
N=3 

4.1 
R: -13 - 20 

N=136 

4.0 
R: -13 - 20 

N=144 

Time between manager 
approval and sending to 
inspector 

2.1 
R: 1-31 
N=40 

1.6 
R: 1-5 
N=106 

1.0 
R: 1-1 
N=6 

1.8 
R: 1-31 
N=140 

1.7 
R: 1-31 
N=151 

Time between mail 
received and sent to 
inspector 

3.4 
R: 1-21 
N=34 

5.7 
R: 1-19 
N=103 

1.0 
R: 1-1 
N=3 

5.2 
R: 1-21 
N=134 

5.1 
R: 1-21 
N=142 

Time between Inspector 
receiving and completing 
cursory review 

9.1 
R: 1-40 
N=30 

3.9 
R: 1-14 
N=89 

1.4 
R: 1-3 
N=5 

5.4 
R: 1-40 
N=114 

5.2 
R: 1-40 
N=124 

Time between receiving 
file and making contact 
with school 

17.2 
R: 2-61 
N=26 

14.1 
R: 1-40 
N=83 

16.7 
R: 5-21 

N=6 

14.7 
R: 1-61 
N=103 

14.6 
R: 1-61 
N=113 

                                                 

 

 
2 Includes records without designated region or type 
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Variable Measured in 
average days 

Range (R :) 
N = # cases 

Northern 
California 

Southern 
California 

 Type: B Type M:  Overall2 

Time between Contact 
school & Def. resp. 
received 

10.9 
R: 2-25 
N=12 

12.7 
R: 2-30 
N=35 

3.3 
R: 2-4 
N=3 

12.8 
R: 2-30 
N=44 

12.1 
R: 2-30 
N=48 

Time between contact 
school and Onsite 
Completion 

14.2 
R: 3-34 
N=24 

16.0 
R: 4-30 
N=59 

6.7 
R: 4-9 
N=6 

16.2 
R: 3-34 
N=77 

15.3 
R: 3-34 
N=86 

Time between Completion 
and Manager Approval of 
Report 

5.0 
R: 1-11 
N=24 

5.7 
R: 1-16 
N=46 

 
8.5 

R: 5-14 
N=6 

5.2 
R: 1-16 
N=64 

5.4 
R: 1-16 
N=73 

FULL Cycle Time (Manager 
Assign. To Report 
Approval) 

56.7 
R: 22-86 

N=21 

59.2 
R: 34-85 

N=45 
 

37.0 
R: 34-43 

N=6 

60.6 
R: 22-86 

N=60 

57.8 
R: 22-86 

N=69 

  
Table 9 below shows the current list of institution expiration dates from FY 99-00 through FY 22-23. 
During FY 11-12 through FY 13-14, 1,013 (52.2%) of the institutions have expiration dates.  These fiscal 
years experienced a significant workload increase over prior years.  In addition, the table also indicates 
a significant workload for the current 2014-15 fiscal year and fiscal years through FY 17-18.   As new 
institutions are added over time, the workload will increase and push further into the future.  Based on 
current and planned staffing levels of up to 12 Field Investigators (including AGPAs and managers), this 
represented a workload of about 36 schools per investigator for FY 13-14.  The number of schools 
drops significantly to about 15 institutions per investigator in FY 14-15.  Depending on the backlog 
rolling into FY 14-15, staff may have a chance to catch up during this fiscal year and the next.  However, 
in FY 16-17, the number of schools spikes to 257 or about 21 schools per investigator. 

 

Table 9 – Institution Expiration Date by Fiscal Year 

Institution Expiration by Fiscal Year 

  % Total    % Total 

Missing FY 43 2.22  FY 14-15 185 9.54 

FY 99-00 4 0.21 FY 15-16 152 7.84 

FY 06-07 1 0.05 FY 16-17 257 13.25 

FY 09-10 1 0.05 FY 17-18 137 7.07 

FY 10-11 98 5.05 FY 18-19 40 2.06 

FY 11-12 223 11.50 FY 19-20 4 0.21 

FY 12-13 364 18.77 FY 20-21 3 0.15 

FY 13-14 426 21.97 FY 22-23 1 0.05 

   TOTAL 1,939 100.00 

 
Using the combined file, the CPS HR consultant used the available dates to calculate processing times 
between steps and the overall elapsed time in days to complete the full cycle from assignment to 
manager approval of the compliance report.  The processing times reported below were examined 
overall and also compared between regions and types.  There were no Type S (satellite) institutions with 
sufficient data to include in this analysis.  
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A review of the differences between Northern and Southern region processing times demonstrates some 
steps took slightly longer in each region, with Southern region institutions taking approximately 2.5 days 
longer on average overall.  A review of institution types reveals Type B (branch) institutions were 
assigned significantly earlier than the expiration date than Type M (main location) institutions were.  In 
addition, with a few exceptions, Type B institutions also took notably less time in each processing step 
on average.  As a result, the length of time to complete the full cycle with Type B compliance inspections 
was 67% less than the time Type M institutions took.  
 
The reason for the significant difference in the length of processing time between the main and branch 
locations is that the scope of what needs to be reviewed and the time required is substantially less at a 
branch location. 
 
Returning to the overall average processing time, Figure 7 compares each individual compliance 
inspection component to the overall processing time.   
 

Figure 7 – Compliance Inspection Processing Time 

 

Overall, the compliance inspection process takes an average of 57.8 days.  However, based on an average 
of each of the components3, the overall process takes an average of 66.6 days.  For announced 
inspections, about 29% of the time was spent waiting for a response from the school. For unannounced 
inspections, school are not mailed information to respond to, therefore, their waiting period is 
nonexistent.  Furthermore, if after reviewing materials regarding a deficiency the analyst inspector 
contacts the school, there is an additional waiting period before completing the on-site inspection while 
waiting for a response to the deficiency notice.  However, this is not included in the figure above since it 
overlaps with the time between contacting the school and onsite completion.   

                                                 

 

 
3 The measurement of “time between material received and sent to inspector” was removed since it overlapped with the 
steps “time between materials received and manager approving site visit” and “time between manager approval and 
sending to the inspector”. 
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“As is” Compliance Inspection Process  

In addition to assessing the current staff reported work being completed or not completed through the 
self-reporting PDQ and reviewing the tracking logs, CPS HR assessed the current Compliance Inspection 
“as is” process and placed into a flow chart.  The CPS HR Consultant reviewed existing procedure manuals 
to create a preliminary flow chart of the Compliance Inspection process followed by revised iterations 
based on SME feedback.  The following pages represents the understanding of the Compliance 
Inspection process as it currently stands. 
 
As the following seven-page flowchart illustrates, there are eight parties involved in this process 
including the Institution; Compliance Inspection Office Technician, Inspector, NTC Analyst and 
Manager; Bureau/Enforcement Chief; Quality of Education Administrator and Education Specialist.  
Like the licensing process, this process is also lengthy and complex, and involves a significant number 
of decisions, management reviews and approvals.  As previously discussed, the elapsed time to 
perform a compliance inspection takes on average of approximately 58 to 67 days, with the inspection 
of main locations taking up to 67% longer than branch locations.  The most untimely part of the 
process is assigning and completing inspections of main locations long before the license expiration 
date. 
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Analysis of Tracking Spreadsheet/Logs 

The second source of data was the tracking spreadsheets currently used by the Complaint Investigations 
staff.  The complaints unit provided three different spreadsheets – one for general complaints records, one 
for complaints sent to Citations, and one for complaints sent to the Attorney General for Discipline. The 
largest spreadsheet for the general complaints records contained a master spreadsheet, a spreadsheet for 
each staff member, a summary of open cases, transfer of closed and CRP closed cases, and a list of cases 
transferred to Citation, AG, or the Education Specialist, as well as a list of tips, and those returned from the 
Discipline Unit.  The first step of the analysis was to combine all of the information into one spreadsheet 
and remove the duplicates. 
 

Complaints Process  
 
Once combined, the overall general records sheet contained school information, date the complaint was 
received, assigned, and when applicable, closed.  It also contained dates the case was sent and returned 
from the DCA Complaint Resolution Process (CRP) and when applicable, if the case was sent to another 
unit (e.g., citations, education specialists, Attorney General). The data can be separated into two areas – 
complaints that are completely processed and closed and those that are still active either waiting for 
action or currently in process. The spreadsheet contained a total of 1,647 complaints that are no longer 
within the Complaints Units’ jurisdiction – 1,455 that have been closed through the routine process, 180 
sent to and closed by the DCA CRP, 10 sent to and returned from the DCA CRP, and two were sent to 
Education Specialists.   
 
Prior to analysis, the data was cleansed to eliminate data points that were potentially erroneous or did not 
make logical sense (i.e., when dates reflected a case being assigned before it was received). Additionally, 
the number of cases available for analysis was limited in some of the analysis conditions which can result 
in a few extreme data points overly influencing the average (mean) processing time.  To account for the 
possibility of values higher than norm driving processing times up, the median value, which is the number 
found at the exact middle of a set of values, is also provided to measure processing time.  The median is 
better suited for skewed distributions than the mean. 
 
Figure 8 presents an overview of processing times by fiscal year and when DCA CRP was involved.  It also 
shows timing differences between cases DCA CRP closed or returned to Complaints, and those Complaints 
closed without CRP involvement.   
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Figure 8: Days to Process Complaints from the Date Received to the Date Closed by Fiscal Year 
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As the figure shows, the ratio of complaints referred to and resolved by DCA CRP has significantly 
decreased over the past four fiscal years, starting with their involvement in 89 cases (43.8%) in FY 10-11 to 
one case (0.2%) in FY 13-14.  As a result, the Complaints unit is handling most of the workload and 
receiving less assistance from DCA CRP as time progresses.  However, for cases not involving CRP, 
processing time for the Complaints unit also increased substantially over the same time period from 90 to 
140 days (median value) because of increased workload.  
 
Given the limited number of data points provided within the Complaints Unit tracking spreadsheets, only a 
few steps within the process can be measured.  Table 10 below presents the mean and median processing 
times over the four fiscal for these data points. As displayed, most of the time is spent in the process, but 
the spreadsheet lacks sufficient granularity to assess specifically where in the process time is spent.  The 
table also reveals that the median values are significantly smaller than the mean values.  
 

Table 10 – Complaint Processing Time 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The spreadsheet reports 981 complaints received and assigned but no closure date, including 941 general 
cases, 39 transferred to Citation and one transferred to the Attorney General.  Table 11 breaks down when 
the complaints were received and how quickly they were assigned.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Average Processing Times for Completed Cases  

Days between Received and Assigned  

Median: 6  
 Average: 54.6  

Range: 1-1197  
Number of Cases=1408 

Average Time between Assigned and Closed 

Median: 76  
 Average: 130.5  

Range: 1-981  
Number of Cases=1401 

Average Time between Received and Closed 

Median: 118  
 Average: 189.5  

Range: 1-1726  
Number of Cases=1466 
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Table 11 – Complaint Assignment Speed by Fiscal Year 

 
As the table demonstrates, the amount of time it takes to assign a complaint after receipt has decreased 
significantly with each successive year from almost two years to on average of 3.5 months, with half being 
assigned in less than 11 days. The Citation and Attorney General processes add from 1 to 1.5 years to the 
time it takes to assign the case to a Complaints Unit analyst.  
 
 
 

Variable Measured 
in average days  
Range (R :)  
N = # cases 

Received 
in FY 09-10 

Received 
in FY 10-
11 

Received 
in FY 11-
12 

Received 
in FY 12-
13 

Received 
in FY 13-
14 

OVERALL 

Currently Open cases within the routine Complaint Process 

Days between 
Received and 
Assigned 

Med: 545 
Avg: 623 
R: 344-980 

N=3 

Med: 592 
Avg: 510.6 
R: 10-1280 

N=45 

Med: 25 
Avg: 175.6 

R: 1-963 
N=160 

Med:13 
Avg:88.3 

R: 1-568 
N=280 

Med: 7 
Avg: 24.1 

R: 1-291 
N=452 

Med: 10  
Avg: 94.2 
R: 1-1280 

N=940 

Days between 
Receipt and 6/30/14 

Med: 1483 
Avg: 1482.3 
R: 1481-1483 

N=3 

Med: 1237 
Avg: 1242.4 
R: 1103-1447 

N=45 

Med: 853.5 
Avg: 875.4 
R: 733-1083 

N=160 

Med:531 
Avg: 533 
R: 368-721 

N=281 

Med: 139 
Avg: 160.9 

R: 31-362 
N=452 

Med: 389 
Avg: 449.4 
R: 31-1483 

N=941 
When Cases were transferred to Citation: 

Days between 
Received and 
Assigned 

Med: 906 
Avg: 848.7 
R: 405-1235 

N=3 

Med: 704 
Avg: 827.2 
R: 517-1161 

N=5 

Med: 418 
Avg: 403.5 
R: 182-678 

N=11 

Med: 111 
Avg: 156.5 

R: 3-656 
N=17 

Med: 101 
Avg: 132 

R: 1-294 
N=3 

Med: 247 
Avg: 363.5 

R: 1-1235 
N=39 

Days between 
Receipt and 6/30/14 

Med: 1561 
Avg: 1548.7 
R: 1518-1567 

N=3 

Med: 1120 
Avg: 1136.2 
R: 1113-1195 

N=5 

Med: 845 
Avg: 855.8 
R: 731-1062 

N=11 

Med: 489 
Avg: 491.7 
R: 108-719 

N=17 

Med:290 
Avg: 285 
R: 237-328 

N=3 

Med:719 
Avg:742.4 
R: 108-1567 

N=39 
When Cases were transferred to the Attorney General: 

Days between 
Received and 
Assigned 

N/A 

Med: 446 
Avg: 446 
R: 446-446 

N=1 

N/A N/A N/A 

Med: 446 
Avg: 446 
R: 446-446 

N=1 

Days between 
Receipt and 6/30/14 

N/A 

Med: 1404 
Avg: 1404 

R: 1404-1404 
N=1 

N/A N/A N/A 

Med: 1404 
Avg: 1404 

R: 1404-1404 
N=1 

OVERALL ACROSS ALL TYPES 

Days between 
Received and 
Assigned 

Med: 725.5 
Avg: 735.8 
R: 344-1235 

N=6 

Med: 592 
Avg: 540.4 
R: 10-1280 

N=51 

Med: 95 
Avg: 191.2 

R: 1-963 
N=173 

Med: 15 
Avg: 92.2 

R: 1-656 
N=297 

 Med: 7 
Avg: 24.9 

R: 1-294 
N=455 

Med: 11 
Avg: 105.3 

R: 1-1280 
N=980 

Days between 
Receipt and 6/30/14 

Med: 1500.5 
Avg: 1515.5 
R: 1481-1567 

N=6 

Med: 1208 
Avg: 1235.1 
R: 1103-1447 

N=51 

Med: 852 
Avg: 873.2 
R: 731-1083 

N=173 

Med: 530 
Avg: 530.6 
R: 108-721 

N=298 

Med: 139 
Avg: 161.7 

R: 31-362 
N=455 

Med: 406 
Avg: 462 
R: 31-1567 

N=981 
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Discipline Administration 
 
The Enforcement Unit also administers discipline at the end of the complaint process. Discipline 
administration involves issuing citations and referring cases to the Attorney General for further action. 
 

Analysis of Citation Records 
 
There were two Citation logs, one for citations and one for referrals. Citation records include school 
information, citation type, violates, fine amounts, restitution ordered, citation issue date, last date to 
appeal, and if it was posted on the website.  They also include dates pertaining to informal conferences, 
any modified fine amounts and when adopted, decision dates, if the case was referred to the Attorney 
General, the citation effective date, and whether the fine was paid or abatement complied with.  
Additionally, these records provide citation withdrawn or closure dates.  Referral records are limited to 
school information, the date the assessment was completed, date of the citation meeting, and dates when 
the citation was drafted, approved and issued.  They also include when the case was received, assigned, 
and if applicable, withdrawn.   
 
CPS reviewed the citation records and combined them into one file, eliminating eight cases that were 
present in both the intake and the closed citation referral records. All but two of the records had 
consistent dates documented between them and when there was a discrepancy, the most recent series of 
dates were retained for further analysis. Generally speaking, once a violation has been potentially 
identified, it is referred to Citation Referral Intake where it is reviewed and either closed or moves forward 
as an open citation.  The 89 Citation records were combined so each case was only counted once either as 
a part of an Intake Referral, an Open Citation, or a Closed Citation by fiscal year. This resulted in a dataset 
with 40 Intake Referral, 12 Open, and 39 Closed Citations.  Of the 40 Intake Referrals, only four had a 
completed citation review worksheet.  The remaining 36 (90%) had been assigned but had no further 
recorded actions.  Table 12 presents the number of citations received and assigned in each fiscal year 
along with their current status. 
 

Table 12: Current Citation Status 

 Received Assigned 
Intake Referral Open Citations Closed Citations Total Assigned 

FY 09-10 3 -- -- -- 0 

FY 10-11 6 -- -- -- 0 

FY 11-12 21 0 0 10 10 
FY 12-13 34 4 9 29 42 

FY 13-14 25 36 3 0 39 

Total 89 40 12 39  
 

As Table 12 shows, a majority of non-closed citations received in FY 12-13 and FY 13-14 are currently in 
Intake waiting to be processed.  Most (29) of the closed citations in this dataset were assigned during FY 
12-13.  
 



Bureau for Private Postsecondary Education 
Workload, Staffing and Business Process Review Draft Interim Report 

 

 
P a g e  | 55 

Table 13 illustrates further evaluation to identify typical citation processing times overall and within each 
step of the process when data was available. The number of available dates per record varied, with fewer 
data points available as the process continued.  
 
Table 13 – Citation Processing Time 

Number of 

Days: 
Median value, Mean 

value, Range, 

Number of entries 

(N)  

Intake Log 

(currently pending or in review for 

validity) 

Open Citations 
(currently in process) 

Closed 

Citation Log 
(already completed) 

Overall 

Time between 
Received and 
Assigned 

Med: 91.5 
Avg: 223.3 
R: 1-1235 

N = 40 

Med: 497  
Avg: 478.3 
R: 1-1161 

N = 12 

Med: 64 
Avg: 114.9 
R: 1-469 
N = 35 

Med: 111 
Avg: 214.9 
R: 1-1235 

N = 87 

Time from 
Assignment to 
Completing Review 

Med: 261 
Avg: 211.3 
R: 5-318 

N = 4 

Med: 245 
Avg: 207.8 
R: 21-371 

N = 11 

Med: 88 
Avg: 125 
R: 8-427 
N = 25 

Med: 102.5 
Avg: 156.4 
R: 5-427 
N = 40 

Time from Review 
Complete to Meeting 
Decision 

N/A 

Med: 6 
Avg: 28.9 
R: 1-192 

N = 8 

Med: 31 
Avg: 29 
R: 23-33 

N = 3 

Med: 9 
Avg: 28.9 
R: 1-192 
N = 11 

Time From meeting 
decision to Citation 
Draft 

N/A 

Med: 16 
Avg: 47 
R:5-139 

N = 7 

N/A 

Med: 16 
Avg: 47 
R:5-139 

N = 7 

Time from Draft 
Written to Draft 
Approval 

N/A 

Med: 33 
Avg: 25 
R: 1-40 
N = 9 

Med: 1 
Avg:2.1 
R: 1-5 
N = 15 

Med: 3 
Avg:10.7 
R: 1-40 
N = 24 

Time from Draft 
Approved to Citation 
Issued 

N/A 

Med: 12 
Avg: 34 
R: 1-114 

N = 8 

Med: 1 
Avg:1.3 
R: 1-4 
N = 16 

Med: 1 
Avg:12.2 
R: 1-114 
N = 24 

Time from Citation 
Issued to Receiving 
Request for Informal 
Hearing 

N/A 

Med: 23 
Avg: 21.5 
R: 11-29 

N = 4 

Med: 22 
Avg: 19 
R: 5-31 
N = 10 

Med: 22 
Avg: 19.7 
R: 5-31 
N = 14 

Time from Informal 
Request to Informal 
Conference 

N/A 

Med: 27 
Avg: 26.8 
R: 25-28 

N = 4 

Med: 32.5 
Avg: 34.4 
R: 19-52 

N =8 

Med: 28.5 
Avg: 31.8 
R: 19-52 

N =12 

Time between 
Informal Conference 
and Decision Date 

N/A 

Med: 6 
Avg:6 
R: 6-6 
N = 1 

N/A 

Med: 6 
Avg:6 
R: 6-6 
N = 1 

Time from Decision 
Date to Admin 
Hearing Request 

N/A 

Med: 16.5 days before 
Avg: 16.5 days before 

R: -56 to 23 
N = 2 

Med: 57 days before 
Avg: 37.8 days before 

R: -96 to 12 
N = 5 

Med: 56 days before 
Avg: 31.7 days before 

R: -96 to 23 
N = 7 

Time from receiving 
Admin Hearing 
Request or Referral 
to AG 

N/A 

Med: 14 
Avg: 34.7 

R: 7-83 
N = 3 

Med: 14.5 
Avg: 14.5 

R: 5-24 
N = 2 

Med: 14 
Avg: 26 
R: 5-83 
N = 5 
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Number of 

Days: 
Median value, Mean 

value, Range, 

Number of entries 

(N)  

Intake Log 

(currently pending or in review for 

validity) 

Open Citations 
(currently in process) 

Closed 

Citation Log 
(already completed) 

Overall 

Time between 
Decision date and 
Adoption Date 

N/A 

Med: 203 
Avg: 203 

R: 203-203 
N = 1 

Med: 75 
Avg: 75 
R: 75-75 

N = 1 

Med: 139 
Avg: 139 
R: 75-203 

N = 2 

Time between 
Adopted date and 
Citation Effective 
Date 

N/A 

Med: 35 
Avg: 35 
R: 35-35 

N = 1 

Med: 273 
Avg: 273 

R: 273-273 
N = 1 

Med: 154 
Avg: 154 
R: 35-273 

N = 2 

Time from Day 
assigned to Date 
Citation Effective 

N/A 

Med: 440 
Avg: 440 

R: 329-551 
N = 2 

Med: 176 
Avg: 168.6 
R: 4-411 
N = 14 

Med: 187 
Avg: 202.6 
R: 4-551 
N = 16 

Time from Received 
to Citation Effective 

N/A 

Med: 698.5 
Avg: 698.5 

R: 329-1068 
N = 2 

Med: 234.5 
Avg: 242.9 
R: 4-472 
N = 14 

Med: 278.5 
Avg: 299.9 
R: 4-1068 

N = 16 

Time between 
Received and 
Withdrawn 

N/A N/A 

Med: 229 
Avg: 260.9 
R: 95-476 

N = 12 

Med: 229 
Avg: 260.9 
R: 95-476 

N = 12 

 

Table 13 presents both the median and the average processing times in days, but the remainder of the 
analysis is based on the median values since smaller sample sizes can be largely impacted by just one or 
two large or outlier data points. As Table 13 indicates, the intake cases have waited just over three months 
before being assigned, whereas a currently opened citation waited over a year before it was assigned. It 
appears the unit is getting faster at assigning cases, but there is still a delay. Proceeding through the 
remaining steps up to the Citation effective date, the sample size gets progressively smaller.  Overall, it 
appears the median processing time for closed Citations is notably quicker than for those currently open.  
Consequently, the process is taking 278.5 days from the date received to the date the citation is effective.  
Almost a third of that time (91 days) is spent between receipt and assignment.  Given that the overall 
process varies with some steps being omitted (i.e., the Administrative Hearing), the sum of all the different 
steps is much larger than the overall processing time.  This could also be reflective of the small number of 
completed cases available as a basis. 
 
There were 12 records that received a citation withdrawal.  On average, citations were withdrawn 260.9 
days (R: 95-476) after the citation was received.  
 
Analysis of Attorney General Discipline Cases 
 
The Complaints unit provided three different spreadsheets – one for general complaints records, one for 
complaints sent to Citations, and one for complaints sent to the Attorney General for Discipline. The 
spreadsheet for the Attorney General contained a list of 38 active/open cases, 2 that were transferred 
back to the Complaint Investigation unit, and 42 cases that were closed, split by fiscal year. The ensuing 
analysis focuses on the open and closed cases. The open cases contained school information, dates the 
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case was received, assigned to the AG, then assigned to a DAG, along with dates that the ACC/SOI/PCP was 
drafted, signed, and served and if any additional hearings were requested or if the default decision was 
upheld. The closed cases contained all of this plus a closure or withdrawn date if applicable.   CPS 
Consultants combined the spreadsheets and removed any duplicative data for a cleaner analysis.  
 
The last recorded status for the open and closed cases is presented in Figures 9 and 10, respectively.  
 
          Figure 9 – Open Cases Status    Figure 10 – Closed Cases Status 

                  
 

Figure 9 reveals that over half (18) of the open records are in some phase of transit to the Attorney 
General’s Office (21.1%) or being assigned to a DAG (31.6%).  Of the types of cases sent to the Attorney 
General, 63.2% concerned Statement of Issues.  Other commonly listed case types were related to 
fraudulent activities and unlicensed institutions.  
 
Figure 10 illustrates 14 (33.3%) of the closed AG records were withdrawn or compliance was obtained in 
11 records (26.2%) and the AG review was no longer necessary.  Of the cases closed, 71.4% were regarding 
Statement of Issues. 
 
CPS further evaluated the records to identify average processing times overall and within each process 
step when data was available. The number of available dates per record varied, with fewer data points 
available as the process continued. Situational requirements and institution response method varied, 
therefore not all of the steps listed below were required for each situation.  In addition to the first steps 
involving the case review, there appeared to be two options based on the institution’s response.  The first 
option is utilized when the institution is not satisfied with the initial decision and files to appeal with 30 
days.  The second option is used when the institution does not respond within the required 30-day 
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timeframe to the accusation and BPPE initiates and processes a default decision.  The records reviewed 
show cases followed one option or the other with the exception of one case.  This case had dates from 
both a default and a hearing.  Case notes indicate DCA Legal reviewed it as a neutral 3rd party.  This case 
was removed from the overall analysis due to what appeared to be special circumstances.  Table 14 
displays the results of Attorney General median and average case processing times. 

Table 14 – Attorney General Case Processing  

Average # Days  Open AG Cases Closed AG Cases 
From Received to Assigned Med: 1 

Avg: 58.3 
R: (1-1525) 

N = 36 

Med: 2 
Avg: 22.1 
R: (1-524) 

N = 35 

From assigned to sent to AG Med: 40.5 
Avg: 60.8 
R: (1-295) 

N = 32 

Med: 14 
Avg: 14 
R: (1-30) 
N = 20 

From sent to AG office to assigned to DAG Med: 32 
Avg: 30.3 
R: (2-77) 
N = 23 

Med: 25 
Avg: 27.1 
R: (1-66) 
N = 16 

From assigned to DAG to ACC/ SOI/PCP Draft 
received from DAG 

Med: 132.5 
Avg: 152.9 

R: (35 – 332) 
N = 10 

Med: 82 
Avg: 81.7 
R: (7-146) 

N = 10 

From DAG Draft to BPPE sign Med: 114 
Avg: 113.3 
R: (6-251) 

N = 8 

Med: 21 
Avg: 41.1 
R: (2-148) 

N = 12 

From BPPE Signed to Filing of ACC/SOI/PCP Med: 6 
Avg: 5.6 
R: (2-8) 
N = 7 

Med: 5 
Avg: 10.2 
R: (1-76) 
N = 16 

Steps between Filing and Closure vary by case situation – see two options below 

From Decision Effective to Case Closure (Overall) 

N/A Med: 11 
Avg: 103.9 
R: (1-567) 

N = 7 

From Date received to Withdrawal (Overall) 

N/A Med: 182 
Avg: 208.9 
R: (35-480) 

N = 15 

From Case received to case closure (Overall) 

N/A Med: 216.5 
Avg: 282.3 

R: (19-1327) 
N = 30 

From Case Assigned to Case Closed (Overall) 

N/A Med: 209.5 
Avg: 261.1 
R: (19-803) 

N = 30 
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Option 1: 
NOD/Hearing 

Open AG 
Cases 

Closed AG 
Cases 

 Option 2: 
Default 

Open AG 
Cases 

Closed AG 
Cases 

 

 

From Served to 
NOD 

Med: 13 
Avg: 13 
R: (13-13) 
N = 1 

Med: 14 
Avg: 17.8 
R: (3-49) 
N = 6 

 

From ACC/SOI 
Served to 
Default 
Requested 

N/A 

Med:41 
Avg: 41 
R: (41-41) 
N = 1 

 

From NOD to 
Admin. Hearing 

N/A 

Med:156.5 
Avg:156.5 
R: (104-209) 
N = 2 

 
From Default 
Request to  
Received 

N/A 

Med: 66 
Avg: 66 
R: (66-66) 
N = 1 

 

From Hearing to 
Decision 
Effective Date 

N/A 

Med: 85 
Avg: 227.4 
R: (77-560) 
N = 5 

 

From Default 
Request to 
Decision 
Effective Date  

N/A 

Med: 122 
Avg: 122 
R: (122-122) 
N = 1 

 

From Decision 
Effective to Case 
Closure 

N/A 

Med: 36 
Avg: 37.3 
R: (6-71) 
N = 4 

 
From Decision 
Effective to Case 
Closure 

N/A 

Med: 1 
Avg: 1 
R: (1-1) 
N = 1 

 

From Date 
received to 
Withdrawal 

N/A 

Med: 270 
Avg: 270 
R: (215-325) 
N = 2 

 
From Date 
received to 
Withdrawal 

N/A N/A 

 

From Case 
received to case 
closure 

N/A 

Med: 457 
Avg:467.9 
R: (236-749) 
N = 7 

 
From Case 
received to case 
closure 

N/A N/A 

 

From Case 
assigned to Case 
Closure 

270 
R: (215-325) 
N = 2 

Med: 457 
Avg: 463.7 
R: (222-742) 
N = 7 

 
From Case 
assigned to Case 
Closure 

N/A N/A 

 

 

Overall, Table 14 shows open cases are taking significantly longer to process than previously closed cases.  
The table reveals that from the time the Attorney General receives a case to when it closes the case is 
approximately nine months (261 days), with just over three months (103.9 days) spent between the 
decision effective date and the case closing date.  Just under three months (152.7 days) are consumed 
assigning the case to a DAG and receiving a draft ACC/SOI/PCP.  There was limited data available for 
measuring the various steps within each option, but a review of closed cases shows a NOD/Administrative 
Hearing process can take twice as long (468 days to 230 days) to complete as a default decision.   
 
Table 15 takes into consideration potential changes to the process and current staff levels and estimates 
the average median and average processing time based on the fiscal year the case closed.  
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Table 15 – Attorney General Case Processing Time by Fiscal Year 

Average # of Days: FY 11-12 FY 12-13 FY 13-14 

From Received to Assigned 

Med: 1 
Avg: 1 

R: (1-1) 
N = 1 

Med: 2 
Avg: 4.4 
R: (1-16) 
N = 14 

Med: 3 
Avg: 36.3 
R: (1-524) 

N = 16 

From Assigned to Sending to AG N/A 

Med: 19 
Avg: 18.5 
R: (7-30) 

N = 6 

Med: 9 
Avg: 11.8 
R: (1-28) 
N = 11 

From Sending to AG to Assigning DAG N/A 

Med: 48 
Avg: 48 

R: (35-61) 
N = 2 

Med: 21 
Avg: 27.2 
R: (1-66) 
N = 11 

From Assigning DAG to Receiving Draft 
ACC/SOI/PCP 

N/A 

Med: 18.5 
Avg: 18.5 
R: (7-30) 

N = 2 

Med: 83 
Avg: 94.9 

R: (58-146) 
N = 7 

From Receiving draft to Obtaining BPPE 
Signature 

N/A 

Med: 22 
Avg: 36.4 
R: (6-95) 

N = 5 

Med: 17 
Avg: 44.4 
R: (2-148) 

N = 7 

From BPPE signature to Filing of 
ACC/SOI/PCP 

Med: 11.5 
Avg: 25.8 
R: (4-76) 

N = 4 

Med: 9 
Avg: 7.8 
R: (2-13) 

N = 5 

Med: 2 
Avg: 3 

R: (1-8) 
N = 7 

From Filed to Receiving NOD 

Med: 28 
Avg: 28 

R: (7-49) 
N = 2 

Med: 17 
Avg: 17 

R: (14-20) 
N = 2 

Med: 8.5 
Avg: 8.5 
R: (3-14) 

N = 2 

From Receiving NOD to Admin Hearing date N/A N/A 

Med: 156.5 
Avg: 156.5 

R: (104-209) 
N = 2 

From Hearing to Decision Effective Date N/A 

Med: 77 
Avg: 77 

R: (77-77) 
N = 1 

Med: 337 
Avg: 327.3 
R: (85-560) 

N = 3 

From Filed to Default request 

Med: 41 
Avg: 41 

R: (41-41) 
N = 1 

N/A N/A 

From Default Request to Default Received 

Med: 66 
Avg: 66 

R: (66-66) 
N = 1 

N/A N/A 
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Average # of Days: FY 11-12 FY 12-13 FY 13-14 

From Default Received to Decision Effective 
Date 

Med: 122 
Avg: 122 

R: (122-122) 
N = 1 

N/A N/A 

From Decision Effective Date to Case 
Closure 

Med: 1 
Avg: 1 

R: (1-1) 
N = 1 

Med: 10 
Avg: 9 

R: (6-11) 
N = 3 

Med: 71 
Avg: 233 

R: (61-567) 
N = 3 

From Date Received to Withdrawn N/A 

Med: 186 
Avg: 178.8 
R: (35-315) 

N = 5 

Med: 246 
Avg: 251.6 

R: (107-480) 
N = 8 

From Date Received to Case Closure N/A 

Med: 142.5 
Avg: 183.8 
R: (19-470) 

N = 14 

Med: 336 
Avg: 368.4 

R: (59-1327) 
N = 16 

From Date Assigned to Case Closure N/A 

Med: 142 
Avg: 179.7 
R: (19-469) 

N = 14 

Med: 329 
Avg: 332.4 
R: (58-803) 

N = 16 

 

As Table 15 illustrates, the overall processing times increase over time as the workload and backlog 
increase.  Contributing factors may include slower processing times with current staff, or that current staff 
are completing old cases first and the older cases are driving the numbers higher.    
 
There were 10 AG records closed after the receipt of a withdrawal request. All 10 of these cases were 
related to Statement of Issues; three were withdrawn in FY 2012-2013 and seven in FY 2013-2014. On 
average, cases were withdrawn 229 days (R: 35-480, N=9) days after the case was assigned. 
 

“As is” Complaint Investigation Process  

In addition to assessing the current staff reported work being completed or not completed through the 
self-reporting PDQ and reviewing the tracking logs, CPS assessed the current Complaint Investigation “as 
is” process and placed into a flow chart.  The CPS Consultant reviewed existing procedure manuals to 
create preliminary flow charts of these processes followed by revised iterations based on SME feedback.  
The following pages represents the understanding of the Complaint Investigation process as it currently 
stands. It also includes the processes when Citations or the Attorney General is required for discipline 
and/or enforcement. 
 
The following four-page Complaint Investigation flowchart, five-page Discipline Citation process flowchart 
and six-page Discipline through the OAG process flowchart contain numerous parties involved in their 
respective processes including Complainants/Institutions/Respondents; Complaint Office Technician, Desk 
Inspectors and Field Investigators, Citation and Discipline Analysts, Complaint Manager; and 
Bureau/Enforcement Chief.  Like the other processes described in this report, these processes are lengthy 
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and complex, and involve a significant number of decisions, management reviews and approvals, and 
external interaction with the Attorney General’s Office.   
 
As previously presented, the median processing time to close a complaint is approximately 118 days.  This 
analysis also indicates the Complaints Unit workload has increased substantially because of reduced 
involvement by the DCA CRP, and the addition of citation and Attorney General discipline processes can 
add 1 to 1.5 years of time to assign the case to a Complaints Unit analyst.   
 
Finally, the median/average processing time to issue a citation is about 279/300 (median/average) days 
and to close an Attorney General case is 329/332 days.      
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February 13, 2015 

 
Ms. Joanne Wenzel, Bureau Chief 
Bureau for Private Postsecondary Education 
2535 Capitol Oaks Drive, Suite 400 
Sacramento, CA 95833 
 
Special Report: Bureau Workload and Staffing Recommendations for ‘As-Is’ Processes 
 
Introduction:  This is an interim report provided to the Bureau and the Department of 
Consumer Affairs, to quantify  the workload and staffing resource needs and requirements of 
the principal operational programs of the Bureau under the ‘As Is’ process configurations.  It 
provides specific staffing recommendations for the following existing units: Licensing, 
Complaint Investigation, Compliance, Discipline and STRF.  In addition, it provides a preliminary 
estimated staffing need for the Annual Report Review Unit.  This work is being conducted under 
the rules of ethics, objectivity and independence prescribed in the Government Auditing 
Standards of Comptroller General of the United States (2011 Revision).  Those rules prescribe 
that performance auditors provide “reliable, useful, and timely information for transparency 
and accountability of these (studied) programs and their operations.”  They require that we 
objectively acquire and evaluate sufficient appropriate evidence in making recommendations, 
and that we maintain independence, practice intellectual honesty, and remain free of conflicts 
of interest.  Our report will disclose all material facts known to us, that if not disclosed, could 
distort an appropriate understanding of the activities under review.  General Accounting 
Standards presume that our commitment to the public interest is the highest value in drawing 
conclusions and reporting our findings.  So while we have solicited your continuing input on 
findings and recommendations, we can assert that the findings of this report are based on our 
objective and independent viewpoint, and that we have clearly expressed any difference of 
opinion.  In short, we can certify that this is an independent review.   
 
This preliminary report provides more than one possible future staffing configuration for 
several of the Divisions studied, based on slight variation in assumptions and constraints.  Each 
of these is clearly explained in the report.   
 

CPS HR Consulting 

Richard E. Mallory, Project Manager 
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Executive Summary 
Bureau Mission 

As part of the Department of Consumer Affairs, the Bureau for Private Postsecondary Education (BPPE 

or Bureau) has been responsible for regulating private postsecondary educational institutions in 

California since 2010.  The Bureau’s mission is to promote and protect the interests of students and 

consumers through: a) The effective and efficient oversight of California's private postsecondary 

educational institutions; b) The promotion of competition that rewards educational quality and 

employment outcomes; c) Proactively combating unlicensed activity; and d) Resolving student 

complaints in a manner that benefits both the complainant student and future students.   

Based on information provided up to January, 2015, this report provides an independent assessment 

of the staffing level requirements for its key operational units including Licensing, Compliance 

Inspection, Complaints Investigation, and administration of the Student Tuition Recovery Fund (STRF).  

It also provides a review of the Annual Report Submission and Review Process, which is a nascent but 

important function within BPPE, and its related review of Performance Fact Sheets.  This report 

evaluates staffing needs to catch up work that is currently backlogged, and levels required to stay 

current and deal with anticipated future workloads.  

While not called out specifically in each Division investigated, this study finds that the forced 

dependence on Limited Term (LT) positions has been a significant impediment to having sufficient 

fully-trained staff available to complete the work on hand, and is therefore a primary contributor to 

backlog in all program areas.  Moreover, this study uniformly recommends the replacement of all 

current LT positions with Permanent Full Time, until the significant backlog of work is eliminated.  This 

conversion of LT to Full-Time is also supplemented with recommendations for additional staff, where 

appropriate. 

It should also be noted that since staffing levels sufficient to reduce and eliminate backlog and to stay 

current with existing work depend on authorized positions being filled1, that all our computations of 

required positions have been factored by an average long-term position vacancy rate for all state 

agencies.  It is a known fact that routine promotions, transfers, departures and extended leave status 

result in vacant authorized positions, and this routine vacancy factor must be accounted for if there is a 

serious commitment to resolving backlog and becoming current on all agency work.   

Summary of Workload Review and Recommendations 
This report recommends immediate staffing augmentation, as follows, in the following Units: 

 Licensing: Add 0.5 OT, 1.0 SSA, 7 AGPA and 1 SSM I – Total increase of 9.5 PY. 

 Quality of Education Unit: Remove one Limited Term ES – Total decrease of 1 PY. 

 Compliance Inspections (with recommended 5 year timeline to be on schedule): Add 2.0 OT, 1.5 
SSA, 8 AGPA, 1 SSM I – Total increase of 12.5 PY; or to be caught up in 2 years: Add 3.0 OT, 2.5 
SSA, 11 AGPA, 2 SSM I – Total increase of 18.5 PY. 

                                                           
1
 The number of currently allocated, filled, and vacant staff was provided by Bureau Chief, Joanne Wenzel, as of 1-1-15.  
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 Complaint Investigation (with recommended 2/3 reduction): Add 0.5 OT, 5.5 SSA – Total 
increase of 6.0 PY; or without the reduction: Add 3 OT, 14 SSA, and 1 SSM I – Total increase of 
18.0 PY. 

 Administrative Unit recommendations are dependent on the percent of time staff is committed 
to certain program areas and total PY needed to catch up are presented in the main report. 

This report also includes a list of proposed alternatives to be used in lieu of, or in combination with, the 

suggested augmentations in order to eliminate backlog and to bring the units current with current 

workflow within 2-5 years.   Analysis for each change is provided. 

Licensing 
The Licensing Department receives, reviews, and approves or denies applications from schools 

requesting approval or renewal to operate the school, changes to business organizations, school name, 

school location, method of instruction, the addition of a separate branch, and verifications of exempt 

status. The Licensing unit currently has a staff of 17, including 6 Limited Term positions set to expire on 

June 30, 2016. In addition, the organization has used blanket funds to supplement staffing with an 

additional SSM I, 3 full-time AGPA’s, 1 part-time AGPA, and 1 OT to assist in the workload. These 

positions will expire on June 30, 2015 and are not counted toward the authorized total.  

At the time of this report2, 594 applications were assigned/in progress, 275 were backlogged, an 

additional 87.1, on average, applications were being received each month.  In contrast, the unit is 

completing an average of 86.7 applications per month with the processing time varying between 2 and 

64 hours based on application type. The recommendation is to convert all existing limited term to 

permanent positions, fill the two vacant AGPA positions as permanent positions, and increase the 

authorized staff by one-half OT, one SSA and seven additional AGPA’s positions. The change in staffing is 

presented in the following table.  

Classification: OT SSA AGPA SSM I SSM II TOTAL PY 

Recommended Number of PY Needed to catch up  2.5 5 16 3 1 27.5 

Total Allocated Staffing: Perm/Limited Term 1 4 9 2 1 17 

               Permanent Filled 1 4 3 2 0  

               Limited Term Filled 0 0 4 0 1  

               Permanent (Vacant) 0 0 1 0 0  

               Limited Term (Vacant) 0 0 1 0 0  

Net Change in staff to catch up: +1.5 +1 +9 +1 +0 +12.5 

               Vacant positions to be filled 0 0 2 0 0 +2 

               Additional authorized positions needed 1.5 1 7 1 0 +10.5 

Number of PY Needed after caught up 2 4 10 2 1 19 

 

Alternatives 

Since it is required that post-secondary institutions be licensed, any means of arbitrarily reducing the 

workload (i.e., number of institutions to be licensed) is not practical. In addition to converting the 

limited term positions to permanent positions and filling the existing positions, the most feasible means 

of improving the licensing work flow follows: 

                                                           
2
 Except for analysis of Complaints Investigations, operational data in this report is based on BPPE Operational Records updated 

to January, 2015.  Within Complaints, data was updated up to June, 2014.   
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1. Continue to emphasize the work recently initiated by BPPE to provide training for institutions on 

properly completing licensing applications.  This includes creating/providing training to 

institutions through classroom training, webcasts, and informational materials.  Staff can also 

continue to update internal procedures to improve process flow. 

2. Simplify the requirements of the Licensing process by including segments in the Annual Report 

process or Compliance Inspections.  This will only be possible over a 1-2 year period. 

3. Obtain legislative approval to reject Licensing applications when institutions cannot provide a 

complete, approvable application after two opportunities to correct deficiencies.  Authorize 

BPPE to require response to licensing application correction requests within 30 days, and to 

issue denial when that response is not timely.  
 

 

Quality of Education Unit 
The Quality of Education unit, working closely with the Licensing Unit, reviews compliance of new or 

renewal applications for non-accredited institutions, and changes to educational objectives or 

instructional methods by non-accredited institutions. The current staff consists of one Education 

Administrator, three Senior Education Specialists, and three Education Specialists of which one is a 

vacant permanent position, and two are Limited Term (set to end on or before June 30, 2016) – one 

vacant and one filled. In addition, the organization has used blanket funds to supplement staffing with 

an additional OT to assist in the workload. This position will expire on June 30, 2015 and is not counted 

toward the authorized total. 

At the time of this report, 91 applications were assigned/in progress, 41 were backlogged, an additional 

7.7, on average, applications were being received each month.  The unit is completing an average of 6.3 

applications per month with the processing time averaging 56.9 hours per application. The 

recommendation is to add one OT, fill the vacant Education Specialist and make one of the two Limited 

Term Positions permanent, while letting the other one expire unfilled.  The change in staffing is 

presented in the following table.   

Classification: 
Office 

Technician 

Education 

Specialist/ 

Sr. 

Education 

Specialist 

Education 

Administrator 
TOTAL PY 

Recommended Number of PY Needed to catch up  1 5 1 7 

Total Allocated Staffing: Perm/Limited Term 0 4/2 1 7* 

               Permanent Filled 0 3 1  

               Limited Term Filled 0 1 0  

               Permanent (Vacant)  1   

               Limited Term (Vacant)  1   

Net Change in staff to catch up: +1 +1 +0 +1 

               Vacant positions to be filled 0 +1 0 1 

               Additional authorized positions needed 1 0  0 1 

Number of PY Needed after caught up 1 3 1 5 
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*Recommendations include the elimination of 1 currently allocated Limited Term ES position – letting it expire unfilled but 

adding one OT position, resulting in the same total allocated 7 PY. 

 

 

Alternatives 

Since it is required that post-secondary institutions be licensed, any means of arbitrarily reducing the 

workload (i.e., number of institutions to be licensed) is not practical for the QEU Unit. In addition to 

converting one of the limited term positions to a permanent position and filling the existing vacant ES 

position, CPS HR presents the following alternatives for consideration in conjunction with the increased 

permanent staff:  

 Internal procedures updated to improve process flow (currently in progress). 

 Provide assistance to institutions including creating/providing classroom training, webcasts, 

and informational materials.   

 

Compliance Inspections 
Compliance Inspections are a part of the Enforcement Unit focusing on the completion of an announced 

and unannounced compliance inspection every five years at each of the 1,879 monitored institutions, as 

mandated by SB1247 CEC 94932.5(a). The current staff consists of two SSM I’s, ten AGPA’s, two SSA 

positions, and two OT’s, of which one SSA and two AGPA’s are currently vacant. The records were 

examined for most recent inspections and a schedule of inspection dates for the purposes of workload 

estimation was created.  This revealed there are 659 overdue or immediately due inspections (due by 6-

30-15), with approximately 300-400 anticipated scheduled inspections a year.  This is depicted in the 

following table, with the acknowledgement that the number of unannounced inspections will increase 

once a timetable is established and the inspections start revolving on the 5 year timetable.  

 

 

 

Number of Institutions 

Announced  Unannounced 

Overdue/backlog 645 24 

FY15-16 41 94 

FY16-17 390 103 

FY17-18 343 72 

FY18-19 305 16 

FY19-20 118 22 

FY20-21 1 3 

FY21-22 2 0 

FY22-23 1 1 

Grand Total 1846 335 

 

The Compliance Inspection unit is completing an average of 21 inspections a month based on work 

records for the first four months of FY15-16, which implies capacity to complete 252 annually with 



  8 
 

current staffing – a number insufficient to respond to required work. The recommended number of 

employees for the Compliance Inspection Unit to catch up on overdue inspections and to maintain a 

legislatively mandated 5 year rotational schedule for inspections is presented in the following tables.  

One table shows catching up on all overdue Inspections within two years and the other assumes 

catching up in five years. 

 

Comparison of Existing and Recommended Staffing to catch up in 2 years 

Classification: OT SSA AGPA SSM I TOTAL PY 

Recommended Number of PY Needed to catch up in 2 yrs.  5 4.5 21 4 34.5 

Total Allocated Staffing: Perm/Limited Term 2 2 10 2 16 

               Permanent Filled 2 1 8 2  

               Limited Term Filled      

               Permanent (Vacant)  1 2   

               Limited Term (Vacant)      

Net Change in staff to catch up: +3 +3.5 +13 +2 +21.5 

               Vacant positions to be filled  1 2   

               Additional authorized positions needed 3 2.5 11 2 +18.5 

Number of PY Needed after caught up 3 1.5 16 2 22.5 

 

Comparison of Existing and Recommended Staffing to catch up in 5 years 

Classification: OT SSA AGPA SSM I TOTAL PY 

Recommended Number of PY Needed to catch up in 5 yrs.  4 3.5 18 3 28.5 

Total Allocated Staffing: Perm/Limited Term 2 2 10 2 16 

               Permanent Filled 2 1 8 2  

               Limited Term Filled      

               Permanent (Vacant)  1 2   

               Limited Term (Vacant)      

Net Change in staff to catch up: +2 +2.5 +10 +1 +15.5 

               Vacant positions to be filled  1 2   

               Additional authorized positions needed 2 1.5 8 1 +12.5 

Number of PY Needed after caught up 3 1.5 16 2 22.5 

 

It must be noted that while catching up to Compliance Inspection requirements in five years will not 

meet legislative requirements, the approach may best reflect the practical reality of addressing such a 

large body of work in a fairly short period of time.  Obtaining a current schedule within two years 

would require more than a doubling of staff which will raise significant logistical issues regarding hiring 

new personnel, providing space and equipment, and training.  The strategy of coming into compliance 

over five years will require an adaptive approach by Bureau management, which will have more focus 

on schools that are new or have problem indicators.  Imminent licensing review will also likely trigger 

priority Compliance Inspections.  It is assumed that a pragmatic and balanced approach towards five-

year compliance will best reflect program needs, but adoption of this strategy will also require 
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concurrence and approval by representatives of Agency, the legislature, and the California State 

Auditor. 

 

Alternatives 

Postsecondary institutions can continue to function as long as they have one announced and one 

unannounced inspection every 5 years. This provides some flexibility in the scheduling of compliance 

inspections, but even with a 5 year rotational schedule – the Compliance Unit would need to double the 

staff. In lieu of adding this level of recommended staffing, CPS HR presents the following alternatives for 

consideration: 

 Simplify the requirements of the Compliance Inspection process by including segments in 

the Annual Report process.  This will only be possible over a 1-2 year period. 

 Internal procedures updated to improve process flow (currently in progress). 

 Request modification in current legislative requirements so unannounced inspections are 

only required if the institution reaches a certain risk score during the announced inspection 

or via a series of deficiencies/concerns from other units (such as Complaint Investigation).  

 

Complaint Investigations 
The Complaint Investigations unit is a part of the Enforcement Unit focusing on investigating allegations 

against institutions including desk reviews of institution information, witness interviews, and on-site 

investigations, and determining an outcome based on evidence gathered. The staff consists of 2 SSM I’s, 

13 AGPA’s, 4 SSA’s, and 1 OT, including one SSM I and ten AGPA limited term positions set to expire on 

June 30, 2017, of which one permanent SSA and SSM I and two limited term AGPA’s are vacant.  In 

addition, the Bureau has supplemented staffing with one part-time AGPA and two part-time SSA’s using 

blanket funds that will expire by June 30, 2015. These blanket covered positions were not included in 

the total authorized positions.   

At the time of this report, 1,158 were backlogged and/or in progress (they are assigned within a day of 

receipt usually, but it is unlikely that they are all in progress), an additional 58.1 complaints, on average, 

were being received each month, while the unit is completing an average of 37.2 complaints per month, 

resulting not only in no progress being made toward the backlog numbers but approximately 21 

complaints being added to the backlog total each month. In order to catch up within 2 years, the 

Complaints Investigations unit would need to complete approximately 2,646 investigations/conclusions 

within two years. The number of staff needed to catch up with the backlog and the projected number of 

complaints in this time frame is presented in the following table.  

 

Classification: OT SSA AGPA SSM I TOTAL PY 

Recommended Number of PY Needed to catch up in 2 yrs.  4 18 12 3 37 

Total Allocated Staffing: Perm/Limited Term 1 4 3/10 1/1 20* 

               Permanent Filled 1 3 3 0  

               Limited Term Filled   8 1  

               Permanent (Vacant)  1  1  
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               Limited Term (Vacant)   2   

Net Change in staff to catch up: +3 +15 +1 +2 +21 

               Vacant positions to be filled  1 1 1 +3 

               Additional authorized positions needed +3 +14 0 +1 +18 

Number of PY Needed after caught up 2 10 7 2 21 
*Recommendations include the elimination of 1 currently allocated Limited Term AGPA position – letting it expire unfilled, 

resulting in a new total allocated 19 PY.  

Similar to the other units, in order to get caught up with backlog, it is recommended that one SSM I and 

nine of the ten AGPA existing limited term positions be converted to permanent positions and filled – 

allowing the remaining limited term to expire unfilled. In addition to these existing positions, catching 

up would require one additional SSM I, 14 more SSA’s and three more OT’s.  

Alternatives:  

Currently, the number of complaints coming in is well beyond the staffing resources given the need to 

address every complaint that comes in with a full investigation.  In addition to looking at staffing 

resources, the Complaints Investigation must restructure its complaint intake and initial prioritization, 

and adopt and test a system of prioritization. The following table presents the needed staffing to catch 

up on the backlogged and current complaints within two years with a 2/3rd reduction based on an 

assumed restructuring of the complaint investigation process with a prioritization of complaints 

received, so that only 1/3 of received complaints result in a need for the full investigative process.  

 

Classification: OT SSA AGPA SSM 
I 

TOTAL 
PY 

Recommended Number of PY Needed to catch up in 2 yrs. 
with 2/3 reduction.  

1.5 9.5 9 1 21 

Total Allocated Staffing: Perm/Limited Term 1 4 3/10 1/1 20* 

               Permanent Filled 1 3 3 0  

               Limited Term Filled   8 1  

               Permanent (Vacant)  1  1  

               Limited Term (Vacant)   2   

Net Change in staff to catch up: +0.5 +6.5 -2  +5 

               Vacant positions to be filled  1 -2  -1 

               Additional authorized positions needed 0.5 5.5   +6 

Number of PY Needed after caught up 0.6 5 4.5 0.5 10.6 
*Recommendations include the elimination of 1 currently allocated Limited Term SSM I position either upon hire of the 

permanent SSM I or when it expires and more immediate elimination of 4 Limited Term AGPA position, of which 2 are currently 

filled, resulting in a new total allocated of 15 PY. 

The recommendation to catch up within 2 years with a 2/3 reduction in workload is to fill the vacant 
SSM I and allow the Limited Term one to expire, convert six of the Limited Term positions to permanent 
while allowing the two vacant AGPA’s to expire unfilled and either reallocating the two filled AGPA or 
leave them unfilled as they become vacant, and add an additional 5.5 SSA and 0.5 OT positions.  
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Discipline  
The Discipline Unit is a part of the Enforcement Unit that focuses on the processing of citation or 

enforcement referrals received from the Complaints and Compliance Inspection Units. If a disciplinary 

citation results in the request for an Administrative Hearing, this unit corresponds with the Attorney’s 

General office throughout the Hearing process. The current staff consists of 1 AGPA and 1 SSA, both of 

which are currently filled. In addition, the organization has used blanket funds to supplement staffing 

with an additional OT to assist in the workload. This position will expire on June 30, 2015 and is not 

counted toward the authorized total. A difficult part of the workload analysis of this work unit comes 

from the fact that while overall analysis shows the unit staffing allocation is sufficient, the work actually 

completed annually does not appear to match this need.  Using the projected rate of completion 

calculated in this section we can only conclude that allocated staff positions have both been vacant and 

assigned staff has worked on reportable items for only approximately 852 hours annually.  This is 

equivalent to only 45% of the available work time of a single SSA position, and is less than one full time 

PY.  Management must resolve this problem in order to adequately respond to assigned work.  As a 

result, no additional SSA and AGPA staffing is recommended at this time.  The OT position needs to be 

further assessed to determine the recommended PY needed to support the discipline unit. Additionally, 

Phase 2 of this analysis project will complete additional review of this unit to refine and improve its 

future business process. 

Recommendations that may assist in improving unit processing time include the following: 

 Internal procedures updated to improve process flow (currently in progress). 

 Examine the necessity of the pre-set waiting periods, determine if any could reasonably be 

shortened through procedural change or through legislative modifications. 

 

Classification: OT SSA AGPA SSM I TOTAL PY 

Recommended Number of PY Needed to catch up in 2 yrs. 1 1 1 0 3 

Total Allocated Staffing: Perm/Limited Term 0 1 1 0 2 

               Permanent Filled  1 1   

               Limited Term Filled      

               Permanent (Vacant)      

               Limited Term (Vacant)      

Net Change in staff to catch up: +1 0 0  +1 

               Vacant positions to be filled      

               Additional authorized positions needed +1    +1 

Number of PY Needed after caught up 1 1 1  3 

 

Administrative Unit – STRF and Annual Reports  
The BPPE Administrative Division has dual function including traditional administrative duties and 

program operations functions.  Its operational functions include the review and approval of Student 

Tuition Recovery Fund (STRF) applications and the review of required Annual Reports and Performance 

Fact Sheets (AR-PFS) from licensed institutions. This staff consists of 1 SSM I, 2 AGPA’s, 5 SSA’s, and 3 

OT’s, of which 1 AGPA and 1 SSA are vacant. In addition, the Bureau has used blanket funds to 
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supplement staffing with an additional 2 full-time and 1 part-time AGPA, 1 SSA, 1 OA, and 1 Seasonal 

Clerk to assist in the workload. These positions will expire on June 30, 2015 and are not counted toward 

the authorized total.  

Within this Administrative unit, the STRF unit has 1 AGPA and 2 SSA positions dedicated to the 

processing of STRF claims, making up 30% of the staff (not including the SSM I or Seasonal Clerk), of 

which the two SSA positions are filled with regular staff.  In addition, the STRF staff is currently 

supplemented by one SSA and a part time AGPA from the blanket fund positions.  

As of records provided in January 2015, there were 152 STRF claims (in queue or with no status since 

receipt) in the backlog, 38 currently assigned claims, and a projected average of 279.7 new claims 

anticipated each year based on a 3 year historical average. Meanwhile, operational data reflected an 

average of 9.12 hours to complete each claim.  The table below presents the recommended number of 

PY to be dedicated full time to processing STRF claims in order to catch up with the backlog and then 

once the backlog is eliminated. If the staff assigned to STRF claims is also working on other tasks, the 

number would need to be adjusted accordingly – for example, if the staff assigned is only working on it 

50% of the time – then the number required would be doubled.  

The STRF unit needs to be staffed with enough staff to cover the required 2.10 SSA and 0.30 AGPA PY to 

catch up on the claims within two years. This could be done with three SSA’s able to commit 70% of 

their time and 1 AGPA able to commit 30% of their time exclusively to the STRF claims.  

Classification: SSA AGPA TOTAL PY 

Recommended Number of Full-time PY Needed to catch up in 1 year 2.10 0.30* 2.40 

Total Allocated Staffing: Perm/Limited Term 2 1 3 

               Permanent Filled 2 0  

               Limited Term Filled    

               Permanent (Vacant)  1  

               Limited Term (Vacant)    

Net Change in staff to catch up: 0 +1 +1 

               Vacant positions to be filled  +1 +1 

               Additional full-time PY needed 0 0 0 

Number of PY Needed after caught up 1.2 0.2 1.4 
*The 0.30 AGPA time reflects the portion of the 9.12 hours that was exclusive to the AGPA role in the EPT analysis.  The AGPA 

also participates in the activities done by the 2.11 proposed SSA PY.  

The process for receiving and reviewing the Annual Reports and Performance Fact Sheets (AR-PFS) is an 

evolving process. Based on operational records provided in January 2015, there were a total of 1,090 

institutions listed required to submit an Annual Report.  Meanwhile, staff provided estimations 

indicated the Annual Report review would take a once a year processing time of 1,935 minutes plus 28 

minutes per report and an additional 410 minutes, on average, for the review of the Performance Fact 

Sheets. The table below presents the recommended number of PY to be dedicated to the review of the 

AR-PFS each year.  Similar to the STRF projections, if the staff is assigned to other tasks (as expected), 

the number would need to be adjusted accordingly.  

Classification: SSA/AGPA SSM I TOTAL PY 

Recommended Number of PY 
Needed to process AR-PFS each year  

4.66 0.22 4.88 
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In addition to the total staffing numbers recommended for each position, CPS HR presents the following 

suggestions to assist in the processing of STRF and AR-PFS reviews. 

 Continue to develop and refine internal procedures updated to improve process flow (currently 
in progress). 

 Develop a training or webinar to train institutions on the requirements of the AR-PFS to reduce 
the number of deficient responses. 

 Reduce repetitive reviewing by identifying institutions up for a compliance inspection or license 
renewal to ensure the information is only reviewed once.  
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Estimated Bureau Workload Recommendations for ‘As-Is’ Processes 

Purpose 
This report provides an analysis for each of the key operational programs within the Bureau, including 

Licensing, Compliance, Complaints, Discipline, STRF, and Annual Reports. It is based on close analysis of 

each as-is process, that was flowcharted and documented in a report presented to the Bureau on Sept. 

15, 2014.  Each section of this report presents a calculation of current processing time requirements 

based on a time per task analysis and an examination of estimated available work hours per employee. 

This information is used to estimate future staffing level requirements and recommendations based on 

as-is process configuration3 in order to respond to current projections of need and to resolve any 

existing backlog in an expeditious and effective manner.  

Methodology  
A multi-faceted approach was used to collect measurable data in the calculation of work process 

requirements. The calculation of current work process requirements has some variation from unit to 

unit, but was generally derived as follows:   

 Utilizing written procedures and subject matter expert feedback, a flow chart of the current “as-

is”, process was created within each unit as a part of the independent evaluation of Bureau 

processes. Staff was asked to estimate the average processing time4 for key tasks on the flow 

chart;  

 Average processing time was calculated from management records detailing received work 

requests, program output, and the calendar time spent in completing the work. This was 

correlated with the staff hours available during that time;  

 Records were obtained from the Department of Consumer Affairs (DCA) indicating the number 

of hours spent per classification within each unit over a two year period including both work 

time and leave time; 

 Completed Position Description Questionnaire Data was obtained from employees in the subject 

programs in which they estimated  the percentage of time that is spent on mandated work unit 

outputs; and  

 Audits of cases completed and supplemental workload surveys/staff work logs were used to 

provide in-depth and additional data sources to reconcile differences between the various data 

collection methods when necessary.  

The calculation of future staffing requirements was derived from the following: 1) Calculation of the 

current workload and existing backlog; 2) An analysis of expected incoming work requests based on 

historical records of incoming work and work output; 3) The processing time calculated using the 

hours records from DCA adjusted for the time spent on mandated program work, and; 4) An 

                                                           
3
 This report is being prepared as an interim work product in January, 2015, for consideration as part of pending budget 

requests.  This project will develop a better understanding of process re-engineering through value stream mapping that will be 
done in February and early March. 
4
 Processing time was defined as the number of minutes spent actively working on the task. Survey instructions asked that 

reported time not include time spent waiting for action/client response. The report will refer to this as Estimated Processing 
Time or EPT since it is based on employee estimates only. 
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examination of current unit staff characteristics in terms of size, and if needed, the impact of how 

turnover and training time impacted processing time5.   

Recommendations for future staffing were established with the following considerations:  

 Assumption that the time to process each work request remains consistent with the processing 

speeds calculated using the management records of previously completed work, documented 

hours worked, and staff input on current processing times.  

 Assumption that the average number of work requests received on an annual basis is consistent 

with what has been received historically based on management provided records.  

 Staffing need was calculated with a goal of catching up with the backlog and being current with 

incoming work requests within approximately two years, unless otherwise noted. 

Any additional considerations or modified analyses required are described within each of the work unit 

sections.  

Estimation of Staffing Availability by Program 
The calculation of current work process requirements and the estimation of future staffing requirements 

are both dependent on a calculation of the available work year, and the percentage of that time that is 

used for mandated program work.  

The available work year is a calculation of the amount of time, by classification, that staff is on-duty and 

in the office.  It is calculated by taking the base work year (52 weeks per year and 40 hours per week – 

2,080 hours) and adjusting it to remove annual leave, vacation, and sick leave. Overtime hours are 

disregarded in this calculation because the purpose of this study is to calculate the number of regular, 

full-time positions necessary to complete the work of the agency. 

In this study, consultants obtained the actual staff time charged within the Bureau from DCA6, including 

the number of regular hours, holiday time, and leave time of all types. In order to calculate the average 

available work year (AWY) for each class, the entire work year of 2,080 hours was factored by the 

percentage of available work hours7 (AWH) (the work hours minus leave) per class within each unit. 

Overall across all units, the average percent of leave taken by the core staff8 was 11.5%, resulting in an 

AWY of 88.5%, or an average of 1,840.8 AWH per employee, per year.  

The calculated available work year was then adjusted to estimate the number of hours spent on 

activities directly impacting the department’s mandated program work (e.g., processing applications, 

complaints, etc.) as opposed to administrative work and other non-program activity. The available 

program work hours (PWH)  was calculated by factoring the available work year by a  percentage 

determined by an analysis of Position Description Questionnaires filled out by each staff member 

documenting the time spent on unit work versus administrative work (e.g., meetings, record keeping, 

                                                           
5
 A complete and in-depth explanation of methodology will be included in the final report associated with this project, and that 

is expected by March 30. 
6
 Records provided covered November 2012 to October 2014, a period that includes one fiscal year and two partial fiscal years.  

The hours were divided into working time (regular hours on the clock, excluding overtime and excess hours) and non-working 
time (paid leave/non-paid time off). A table showing this data source is available in the supplement to this report. 
7
 Number of working time hours/Total hours documented 

8
 Does not include Chief, CEA, SSM II, or Seasonal Clerks 
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filing, etc.) The following tables present a summary of the overall percentage of time spent as working 

hours (% AWH), percentage spent on program work (% PW), and the resulting available hours spent on 

mandated program activities (PWH) per employee within each classification for Fiscal Year 2013-2014. 

The staff that had not completed a PDQ at the time of this report show N/A in the %PW column and the 

available mandated program working hours reflect annual working time across all activities. 9

                                                           
9
 The annual report process is still in development, however PDQ’s showed approximately 159.9 Office Tech hours (8.3%), 

184.7 SSA hours (9.8%), and 271.8 AGPA hours (14.7%) are spent on activities related to the annual report.  
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Table A-1: Licensing 

 %AWH %PW PWH 

Office Tech 91.2% 45.0% 853.6 

SSA 88.3% 87.8% 1612.6 

AGPA 90.6% 83.6% 1575.4 

SSM I 90.8% 61.5% 1161.5 

SSM II 92.8% N/A 1930.2 

 

Table A-2: QEU Unit 

 %AWH %PW PWH 

QEU Admin 96.2% N/A 2001 

QEU Spec/Sr. Spec 91.9% 95.8% 1831.2 

 

Table A-3: Compliance 

 %AWH %PW PWH 

Office Tech 91.6% 87.5% 1667.1 

SSA 69.6% 60.0% 868.6 

AGPA 90.0% 93.8% 1755.9 

SSM I 87.2% 60.0% 1088.3 

 

 

Table A-4: Complaints 

 %AWH %PW PWH 

Office Tech 87.1% 75.0% 1358.8 

SSA 90.8% 93.6% 1767.8 

AGPA 91.1% 87.5% 1658.0 

SSM I 97.0% 82.0% 1654.4 

 

Table A-5: Discipline 

 %AWH %PW PWH 

Office Tech (vacant) 

SSA 93.8% 90.0% 1755.9 

AGPA 89.8% 85.0% 1587.7 

 

Table A-6: STRF 

 %AWH %PW PWH 

SSA 91.6% 38% 724.0 

AGPA 93.1% 14.0% 271.1 

   

It can be observed that the number of program work hours for the SSA and AGPA staff who are most 

focused on single program assignments varies from 1,575 hours per year up to 1,767 hours – roughly 75-

85% of all payroll hours. The time spent by managers and OTs with broader responsibilities are far 

lower. The program hours available by classification and program are used to determine how many staff 

in each classification is necessary to meet program workload requirements and then factored 

appropriately to estimate the number of staff required to complete the work.  
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Work Process Requirement Calculation Methodology  
The PWH are used in further calculations to determine work process requirements. Calculation of the 

staffing and workload requirements must be based on a calculation of labor requirements, which 

depends on a calculation of the processing time per action.  There are two primary means used in this 

review to estimate processing time per action.  First is a calculation of current processing time (CPT) 

that is based on actual operational records including documented hours and number of completed 

mandated program outputs during the same time period.  Second is a calculation of the estimated 

processing time (EPT) that is obtained from subject matter expert estimates of time spent on each type 

of task or task process.  While the Current Processing Time is generally considered more reliable as an 

end-to-end measure of process time, the Estimated Processing Time is considered as a reflection of the 

proportional time spent in different process task groups and better reflects any recent procedural 

changes.  Wherever large discrepancies in the reported times exist, this study supplemented its 

approach and performed case reviews or conducted supplemental workload surveys. Any additional 

analyses and the corresponding results are described in more detail within the unit report in which it 

was used.  

The next sections look at the individual units to assess processing rates with current staff and projected 

staffing needed to bring each department up to date within approximately two years. 
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Program Unit Reports 

Licensing  
The Licensing Department receives, reviews, and approves or denies applications from schools 

requesting approval or renewal to operate the school, changes to business organizations, school name, 

school location, method of instruction, the addition of a separate branch, and verifications of exempt 

status. The Licensing unit currently has a staff of 18, including 6 Limited Term positions set to expire on 

June 30, 2016. In addition, the organization has used blanket funds to supplement staffing with an 

additional SSM I, 3 full-time AGPA’s, and 1 part-time AGPA to assist in the workload. These positions will 

expire on June 30, 2015 and are not counted toward the authorized total.  

Calculation of Work Process Requirements – Current Processing Time  

The Current Processing Time within the Licensing Unit was calculated using operational performance 
data to estimate the average processing time per application for each classification by looking at the 
number of applications completed and the number of hours used during the corresponding period of 
time. For Licensing, the current processing time was calculated using the work log and staffing hours for 
the two year period from November 2012 to October 2014. These work records showed a total of 
2,08110 applications being completed during this period, including the Abandoned, Approved, Denied, 
Withdrawn, Exempt, Ineligible for Renewal, and those that were complete but just waiting approval 
from another agency.  The total number of working hours per classification across all incumbents was 
factored by the percentage dedicated to mandated program work in order to estimate the number of 
program work hours (PWH) spent on the 2,081 applications. The results of this analysis are shown in 
Table L-2 below. Meanwhile, the records indicated a total of 2,091 applications being received during 
this time (after removing the Add Satellite location requests), resulting in a deficiency of 5 applications a 
year being added to the existing 869 unfinished applications – of which 275 have not  been assigned 
despite a recent, and temporary, increase in staffing as discussed below.  

The total number of regular hours for the Licensing Unit over the two year period (including the Staff 

Services Manager I, Associate Government Program Analysts, Staff Services Analysts, and Office 

Technicians) was 60,709.22, of which 54,199.67 were working hours, including regular time but not 

overtime or excess time, or approximately 27,099.84 working hours per year. This is equivalent to 

approximately 14.6 Personnel Years (PY) per year. Breaking it down by classification, the Licensing Unit 

had an average of approximately 1.7 SSM I, 7.9 AGPA, 3.3 SSA, and 1.7 OT staff per year. The factored 

staffing levels in Licensing over two years appears in Table L-1. 

Table L-1: Projected PY by time of fiscal year.  

 Projected Number of PY per year11 

OT SSA AGPA SSM I Total PY 

Hours from Nov. 2012 to June 2013 1.9 2.3 5.2 1.1 10.5 

Hours from July 2013 to June 2014 1.3 4.2 8.9 1.6 16.0 

                                                           
10

Total after removing 249 non-substantive changes requiring minor actions/minimal attention. These were included in the 

operational data as “add satellite” applications due to system requirement for an application type prior to allowing any 
changes. A survey of staff indicated these took from 10 to 180 minutes, averaging approximately 25 minutes.  
11

 When using the partial year’s reported hours, the number of PY was extrapolated out with the assumption of the hours 

remaining consistent for the remaining months from that fiscal year.  
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Hours from July 2014 to Oct. 2014 2.2 2.5 10.5 3.3 18.5 

While there is an apparent increase in staffing from year to year, we are also aware that there is annual 

turnover from the loss of limited term (LT) positions.   For example, of the 12 LT positions hired in 

Licensing since 1/1/14, four left during the year (within an average of 159.8 days after starting).  The 

most recent time period shows an increase in staffing, with 23 current employees, although six are 

limited term set to expire June 30, 2016 and five are administratively authorized and paid with blanket 

funds which will expire on June 30, 2015.    

While not a specific focus of this analysis, this study has observed that the learning curve of new 

specialized staff in Licensing is such that a rapid turn-over is a major detriment to employee 

productivity.  We therefore conclude that the forced dependence on LT positions has been a significant 

impediment to having a sufficient number of fully-trained staff available to complete the work on hand, 

and is therefore a primary contributor to the application backlog.  As a result this study recommends 

the replacement of all LT positions with Permanent Full Time, until the significant backlog of work is 

eliminated, in addition to supplemental staff as described below.  

The following table shows the two initial approaches to estimating work hours per licensing application.  

It includes the total working hours (including overtime and excess time), the percentage of time spent in 

program work, the program work hours, and the resulting average number of hours spent on each 

application per classification.  It is noted that the processing times for different application types, with 

some taking longer than the two year sample period, are addressed later and are not reflected in these 

overall averages. This method resulted in an average CPT of 20.56 hours of work time being spent on 

each application.  

Table L-2: Calculated processing times per application 

Classification 
AWY hours for 

Nov’ 12 to Oct’14 
% PW 

PWH for all 
reported 

employees 

CPT: 
Avg. # hours per 

application 
(based on 2,081 

apps) 

EPT:  
Avg. Hours for key tasks from 
Workflow Analysis12  

SSM I 6,496 61.5% 3,995.04 1.92 hours 
12 min  
(without QEU process) 

AGPA 30,420.16 83.6% 25,431.25 12.21 hours 
4,188 minutes; approx. 
69.8 hours (69.3-denials; 
70.3-approvals) 
without QEU process 

SSA 12,079.50 87.8% 10,605.80 5.09 hours 

OT 6,190.75 45% 2,785.84 1.34 hours 68 minutes 

TOTAL 55,186.41  42,817.93 20.56 hours 71.13 hours 

 

Calculation of Work Process Requirements – Estimated Processing Time 

The Estimated Processing Time method relies on subject matter expert judgments based on the day to 

day work being completed.  Each member of the staff completed a workflow analysis document asking 

                                                           
12

 Based on estimations for backlogged applications 
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them to identify the number of minutes spent processing key tasks within the Licensing process, 

resulting in an overall time frame of approximately 71.1 hours spent per application.  The average time 

per class is also presented in Table L-2 above.  There is a notable discrepancy between the CPT of 20.6 

hours of work estimated based on the operational data and the EPT of 71.1 hours per application with 

the largest discrepancy within the estimated hours for the AGPA and the SSA staff. There are numerous 

possible explanations for the discrepancy, although it seems most likely that staff may have over-

estimated time based on recollections of work done on the most difficult applications.  The unit 

manager agreed, and speculated that time estimates may have been reflective of the backlogged 

applications, which represent the (non-accredited license) applications with the longest processing 

times.   

However, further clarification was needed. The discrepancy was discussed with the Licensing SSM II and 

two key considerations were developed.  First, there is a great variation in time based on the type of 

application.  Analysis of the operational records revealed that the applications completed during the 

assessed period from November 2012 to October 2014 took anywhere from 0 days (completed the day 

it came in) to just over 4 years (1,517 days), with non-accredited school applications estimated to 

require the preponderance of labor hours. Many of the backlogged applications are from non-accredited 

agencies and would take longer to address than the average processing time calculated in Table L-2 

above. However, without knowing how much actual staff time is spent on these and other types of 

applications, compared to time waiting for institution response or staff availability, this knowledge is not 

sufficient to reconcile the differences between the CPT and EPT data. The second issue is the consistent 

turnover resulting from the use of limited term positions, and time it takes from existing trained staff to 

train the new staff.  This is of more concern as it implies that a significant amount of the applied labor 

hours were required for teaching and learning, and may not create a basis of accurate future 

projections. This is addressed further in the future projections segment of the unit report.  

In order to reconcile the two sources, the Licensing SSA’s, Licensing AGPA’s and QEU Education 

Specialists filled out a supplemental workload survey for a full week13. This was based on a work log that 

recorded the number and type of applications worked on, the specific process phase, and the percent of 

the process phase completed based on the time spent14.  This method was devised to gather a snapshot 

of the program work hours required to complete the various application types.  

A total of 14 Licensing staff (11 AGPA and 3 SSA) completed this work log.  Staff reported a total of 310 

applications assigned/in progress, of which 96 received some form of action during the logged week.  

However, once the data was cleaned up, 62 applications had sufficient data to calculate projected 

processing times15.  The results of these calculations are summarized in Table L-3 which depicts the 

                                                           
13

 The supplemental survey was conducted from Jan. 12- Jan.16. While a longer period would have been preferred, time was 
limited by the need to produce timely results for budgeting consideration.  It was assumed, however, that having the entire 
work group complete the survey for a short period would give the same kind of sampling diversity as having a smaller group 
report over an extended period.  In other words, the approach is believed to be an acceptable means of reconciling the 
difference between CPT and EPT. 
14

 A copy of this work log in addition to a summary of the responses is available in a supplement report containing supporting 

analyses/information. 
15

 The projected processing time was only able to be calculated on cases where the ending percentage completed was higher 

than the baseline percentage and time spent to get from one to the other was provided. When feasible, if the baseline was 
larger or missing, the difference between documented advancements was used. Acknowledging that there were instances in 
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number of minutes each application type required for both SSA’s and AGPA’s under the assumption that 

the complexity level could vary between classifications.  This total processing time was calculated by 

summing the time spent in each of the following three process segments for each class, or when data 

was not available for one of the classes – an average processing time when combining both classes was 

used16. The Licensing process was divided into three distinct segments as follows:   

a) Initial Review: Time spent from receiving the application and corresponding materials to sending 
the first deficiency letter. 

b) Subsequent Communications/Review: Review of response from first (and any subsequent) 
deficiency letters up to the completion of the review where there is sufficient information to make a 
recommendation. 

c) Drafting/Mailing Approved Recommendation: Time spent making/drafting a recommendation from 
the completion of review through mailing the final approval/denial letter after manager approval.  
 

Table L-3: Adjusted Processing Times by Application Type 

Application Type 
Average Processing Times 

SSA AGPA 

Addition of a Separate Branch 
440 min. 
(7.3 hrs.) 

740 min. 
(12.3 hrs.) 

Approval to Operate an Accredited Institution 
803.5 min. 
(13.4 hrs.) 

1,029.9 min. 
(17 hrs.) 

Approval to Operate an Institution Non-Accredited 
3,841.6 min. 

(64 hrs.) 
3,841.6 min. 

(64 hrs.) 

Change in Method of Instructional Delivery 
115.2 min. 
(1.9 hrs.)1 

115.2 min. 
(1.9 hrs.)1 

Change of Business Organization/Control/Ownership 
134.2 min. 
(2.2 hrs.) 1 

134.2 min. 
(2.2 hrs.) 

Change of Educational Objective 
845 min. 

(14.1 hrs.) 
845 min. 

(14.1 hrs.) 

Change of Location 
132.8 min. 
(2.2 hrs.) 1 

132.8 min. 
(2.2 hrs.) 1 

Change of Name 
83.8 min. 
(1.4 hrs.) 1 

83.8 min. 
(1.4 hrs.) 1 

Renewal for Approval to Operate an Accredited Institution 
425 min. 
(7.1 hrs.) 

447.1 min. 
(7.5 hrs.) 

Renewal for Approval to Operate an Institution Non-Accredited 
3,360 min.2 

(56 hrs.) 
3,360 min.2 

(56 hrs.) 

Verification of Exempt Status 
355.4 min. 
(5.9 hrs.)1 

355.4 min. 
(5.9 hrs.)1 

OVERALL 
1,394.2 min. 

(23.2 hrs.) 
3,572 min. 
(59.5 hrs.) 

                                                                                                                                                                                           
which additional research was needed and the completion percentage actually decreased from baseline, it was not feasible to 
include these cases in the projections and this type of case should be monitored in future projections when a longer evaluation 
of time spent is feasible.  
16

 A full breakdown by processing segment is depicted in the supplemental report materials. 
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1 Total calculated using Little’s Law due to insufficient data to make a projected process time calculation.  Little’s Law was 

developed by John D. Little, a PhD and former professor at Massachusetts Institute of Technology, who found that time in 
process is equal to the amount of work in process divided by the average rate of completion. 
2 

Consulting with the Licensing SSM II, the original estimate of 3,841.6 minutes was too high due to new staff and SSA’s being 

assigned to current non-accredited renewals. The new total was determined using the non-accredited approval rate and the 
ratio that the accredited approval/renewal. 

 

Our review of this Adjusted Processing Time (APT) data by application type concludes that it is 

reasonable, and appears consistent and reliable.  For example, the 3,360 minutes calculated for an 

Approval to Operate a Non-Accredited Institution converts to 56 hours which is between the CPT and 

EPT, and is approximately 27% less that the 71.13 hours for Estimated Processing Time17. As a result this 

section will utilize the APT as the most reliable data source. 

Future Staffing Projection  

Based on its appearance of reasonability, the APT result was extrapolated to estimate the processing 

time for each of the application types and factored into the number of backlogged and anticipated new 

applications of each type. The number of anticipated application assignments per class were derived 

from the ratio of assignment between SSA and AGPA’s for the same type of application as currently 

assigned. The time needed to process this workload was estimated using primarily the APT calculated 

for the specific class as presented in Table L-3, or the APT when combining the SSA/AGPA data in those 

instances where there was insufficient data to calculate a class specific processing time. In the event 

that there was insufficient data to calculate an APT for SSA/AGPA combined, Little’s Law (George, 2003) 

was applied using the operational data to estimate a rough processing time. Given the close alignment 

between the CPT and EPT for the Staff Services Manager I’s and Office Technicians, no additional 

workload analyses were required and the CPT was used in further analysis for these classes.  

In order to estimate the needed staffing level to catch up with the backlog and become current within 

two years, the analytical method used herein begins by computing the workload requirement for the 

next two years, including the existing applications and the projected incoming applications. Historical 

records from January 1, 2011 to December 31, 2014 were consulted to determine the average number 

of applications and the ratio of application types received per year. The records indicated an average of 

approximately 1,121 applications received per year. This was used, in conjunction with the historical 

ratios of each type of application, to identify a projected number of annually expected applications in 

each application type, which is presented, in addition to those currently assigned or awaiting assignment 

(backlog), in Table L-4. Additionally, the ratio of each type of application assigned to each class, as 

identified by the work log records, was applied to the number of backlog and projected incoming to 

project how many of each type would be assigned to each classification.  

 

 

 

                                                           
17

 The Division Chief stated that Estimated Processing Time was based on the time required to process a non-accredited 
licensing applications.  Given the natural human tendency to overestimate the time necessary to complete tasks, as a natural 
hedge against failure, an 11% over-estimate seems plausible and expected. 
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Table L-4: Current and projected workloads 

 # in 
Backlog 

#currently 
Assigned18 

Projected 
Incoming/Year 

APT (min) 

Addition of a Separate Branch 
None 

SSA – 7 
AGPA – 17 
Other – 3 

7.0% of apps 
SSA – 35 

AGPA - 44 

SSA – 440 
AGPA – 740 

Approval to Operate an 
Accredited Institution 

SSA – 4 
AGPA – 1 

SSA – 31 
AGPA – 3 

9.8% of apps 
SSA – 96 

AGPA – 14 

SSA – 803.5 
AGPA – 1020.9 

Approval to Operate an 
Institution Non-Accredited 

SSA – 2 
AGPA – 69 

SSA – 5 
AGPA – 82 
Other – 37 

8.5% of apps 
SSA – 2 

AGPA – 93 

SSA – 3841.6 
AGPA – 3841.6 

Change in Method of 
Instructional Delivery 

None 
SSA –10 

AGPA – 4 
Other - 9 

2.8% of apps 
SSA – 25 
AGPA – 6 

Little’s Law 
Calculation: 

SSA/AGPA: 112 min; 
1.9 hours 

Change of Business 
Organization/Control/Ownership 

None 
SSA – 9 

AGPA – 16 
Other - 6 

6.7% of apps 
SSA – 33 

AGPA – 42 

Little’s Law 
Calculation: 

SSA/AGPA: 189.9 min; 
3.2 hours 

Change of Educational Objective 

SSA – 14 
AGPA – 3 

SSA – 36 
AGPA – 12 
Other – 49 

21.2% of apps 
SSA – 200 
AGPA – 38 

SSA – 845 
AGPA – 845 

Change of Location 

None 
SSA – 5 

AGPA – 13 
Other - 5 

4.4% of apps 
SSA – 17 

AGPA – 33 

Little’s Law 
Calculation: 

SSA/AGPA: 135.9 min; 
2.3 hours 

Change of Name 

None 
SSA – 5 

AGPA – 9 
Other - 3 

3.7% of apps 
SSA – 23 

AGPA – 18 

Little’s Law 
Calculation: 

SSA/AGPA: 123.6 min; 
2.1 hours 

 

Renewal for Approval to 
Operate an Accredited 

Institution 
SSA – 1 

SSA – 48 
AGPA – 1 
Other - 3 

8.7% of apps 
SSA – 91 
AGPA – 7 

SSA – 425 
AGPA – 447.1 

Renewal for Approval to 
Operate an Institution Non-

Accredited 

SSA – 20 
AGPA – 

137 

SSA – 20 
AGPA – 77 
Other – 25 

10.5% of apps 
SSA – 15 

AGPA – 103 
SSA/AGPA – 3,360 

Verification of Exempt Status 
AGPA – 24 

SSA – 1 
AGPA – 39 

16.6% of apps 
AGPA - 186 

Little’s Law 
Calculation: AGPA: 

                                                           
18

 Of the 145 marked “Other” not included in the hourly estimations - 126 are currently assigned to the QEU unit or 
enforcement and the remaining 19 are primarily on the SSM I/II desks. The time spent by QEU will be addressed in its on unit 
report, and the remaining adds up to less than 40 hours total time across two years. 
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 # in 
Backlog 

#currently 
Assigned18 

Projected 
Incoming/Year 

APT (min) 

Other – 5 418.9 min; 7 hours 

TOTAL 275 594 1121  

In order to estimate the number of needed staff, the total number of minutes/hours needed per 

application type was used to calculate the total PWH requirements including: 1) the total amount of 

time needed to address the backlog (not assigned), 2) the total time to address currently assigned 

applications19, and 3) the time to process the projected number of new applications as depicted in Table 

L-4 above. However, given that we are assuming the backlog will be reduced over two years, our initial 

projection of workload must also span two years.  So the projected number of new applications needs to 

be doubled in the initial summation of hours required.  

The CPT for the Office Technician and Staff Services Manager I were used for all application types, while 

the APT for each application type for the SSA and AGPA classifications were multiplied by the number of 

backlog, currently assigned, and two years’ worth of anticipated applications20.  The resulting number of 

PWH was then adjusted backwards to identify the number of full time employees that would be 

required to catch up within two years, and divided by two to identify the annual requirement.  A 

summary of the hours needed per class per year is presented in Table L-521.  

Table L-5: Needed Personnel to catch up on applications within two years. 

 

 

The current staff consists of 17 authorized positions – 1 SSM II, 2 SSM I’s, 9 AGPA’s, 4 SSA’s, and 1 OT 

but is currently filled with 1 SSM II (LT exp. 6-30-16), 2 SSM I’s, 7 AGPA’s (3 permanent and 4 LT exp. 6-

30-1622), 4 SSA’s, and 1 OT. In order to meet the minimal staffing recommendations to complete 

applications that are currently backlogged and currently assigned, along with projected applications 

over the next two years, the Licensing Unit would need a total of approximately 2 OT, 5 SSA, 15 AGPA, 2 

SSM I, and 1 SSM II authorized positions. It is noted that the current authorized staff of 17 contains 6 

limited term positions, which are not expected to remain for the full two years projected due to the 

confines of limited term appointments.  In order to assist with the number of hires, that need to be 

made, it is recommended that the limited term positions immediately be made permanent as a first 

                                                           
19

 Those in process/partially done were assigned a rough estimated processing time using 50% of the calculated time needed 

with the assumption that some would be further along and some would be in the beginning of the process still. 
20

 The source believed to be most accurate is always used for the process time estimate, as noted in methodology. 
21

 A full breakdown of the calculation with the corresponding number of applications and processing times can be found in the 

supplemental report documenting supporting materials.  
22

 The position is granted for three years, but any individual can only work a maximum of two years – meaning it has a 

minimum of 2 different employees filling this position IF it is staffed full time resulting in multiple hiring/training processes 
occurring during the duration of the position. 

Classification OT SSA AGPA SSM I 

Total Needed PWH per year 1,885.38 7620.29 23120.49 2,701.44 

Total Needed AWY 4,189.73 8679.15 27656.09 4,392.59 

Total Hours per year 4,594.01 9829.16 30525.48 4,837.65 

Number of PY Needed  2.21 4.73 14.68 2.32 
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step23. The unit can then open a recruitment to fill the currently vacant AGPA positions. However even 

with the current staff and limited term positions converted to Permanent, the Licensing Unit would not 

be able to keep up with the incoming applications, or to address any of the backlogged applications. In 

addition to currently authorized positions, the Licensing Unit would need one additional SSA and six 

more AGPA’s in order to meet the workload requirements. 

The numbers calculated above reflect the minimum number of staff needed. In consideration of the 

average state vacancy rate24 it is recommended that the number of authorized positions account for 

turnover and unfilled positions so that the filled positions meet the minimum calculated workload 

requirement. .  Applying this to the minimum number above, the final recommended number of 

employees for the Licensing Unit for the next two years is presented in Table L-6 below along with the 

number of employees that would be required to maintain current status once the backlog has been 

addressed.  

Table L-6: Comparison of Existing and Recommended Staffing 

Classification: OT SSA AGPA SSM I SSM II TOTAL PY 

Recommended Number of PY Needed to catch up  2.5 5 16 3 1 27.5 

Total Allocated Staffing: Perm/Limited Term 1 4 9 2 1 17 

               Permanent Filled 1 4 3 2 0  

               Limited Term Filled 0 0 4 0 1  

               Permanent (Vacant) 0 0 1 0 0  

               Limited Term (Vacant) 0 0 1 0 0  

Net Change in staff to catch up: +1.5 +1 +9 +1 +0 +12.5 

               Vacant positions to be filled 0 0 2 0 0 +2 

               Additional authorized positions needed 1.5 1 7 1 0 +10.5 

Number of PY Needed after caught up 2 4 10 2 1 19 

 

Overall, the recommendation is to convert all existing limited term to permanent positions, fill the two 

vacant AGPA positions as permanent positions, and increase the authorized staff by one and a half OT, 

one SSA, seven AGPA, and one SSM I position. It is recommended that the unit allow attrition to reduce 

staffing once the backlog is caught up in two years, and that the use of LT positions be avoided.  

 

  

                                                           
23 

The use of Limited Term staff reduces the effectiveness of a business unit due to time spent on hiring and training the limited 
term staff instead of on program mandated work. 
24

 The state vacancy rate is the difference between the number of authorized positions and those that are actually filled at any 

point in time.  It is variously reported at about 10%.  However a comprehensive study conducted was performed by CPS HR in 
2012, based on a study of all California State filled positions from 2009 to 2011. This study found that 12% of all authorized 
positions statewide are vacant.  So when estimating how many staff are needed to complete a given amount of work, an 
increase that reflects vacancy will always need to be included or the defined work will not be completed. 
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Quality of Education Unit 
The Quality of Education unit, working closely with the Licensing Unit, reviews compliance of new or 

renewal applications for non-accredited institutions, and changes to educational objectives or 

instructional methods by non-accredited institutions. The current staff consists of one Education 

Administrator, three Senior Education Specialists, and three Education Specialists of which one is a 

vacant permanent position, and two are Limited Term (set to end on or before June 30, 2016) – one 

vacant and one filled. In addition, the organization has used blanket funds to supplement staffing with 

an additional OT to assist in the workload. This position will expire on June 30, 2015 and is not counted 

toward the authorized total. 

Calculation of Work Process Requirements 

The QEU process is a sub-process within the Licensing function.  The Current Processing Time within the 

QEU was calculated using operational performance data to estimate the average processing time per 

application.  This calculation looked at the number of applications completed and the number of hours 

used during the corresponding period of time. These applications are a subset of the Licensing 

applications that were forwarded to the QEU for compliance verification prior to being approved/denied 

by the Licensing analyst. For QEU, the current processing time was calculated using the management 

provided work records and staffing hours for the two year period from November 2012 to October 

2014. These work records showed a total of 151 applications being approved, denied, abandoned, or 

withdrawn by the QEU staff during this time. They also showed a total of 185 applications being sent to 

the Educational Queue or being assigned but not yet complete during this time frame, resulting in a 

deficiency of approximately 17 applications a year. The total number of working hours for the Education 

Specialists, Senior Education Specialists, and a part time AGPA were combined to get the total number 

of hours required for analysts, and the admin. position was totaled separately. The number of hours 

across all incumbents was factored by the percentage dedicated to program time in order to estimate 

the number of program work hours (PWH) spent on the 151 applications. The results of this analysis are 

shown in Table Q-2 below.  

The total number of hours for the QEU over the two year period (including the Education Specialists, 

Senior Education Specialists, AGPA, and Education Admin.) was 21,760 hours, of which 20,006 were 

working hours, including regular time but not overtime and excess time, or approximately 10,003 

working hours, or 5.2 Personnel Years (PY), per year. Breaking it down by classification, the QEU had an 

average of 4.8 ES/Sr. ES/AGPA and 0.4 Admin staff per year. Table Q-1 shows the three-year trend of PY 

based on payroll hours in the QEU unit.  

Table Q-1: Projected PY by FY based on Reported Hours 

 Projected Number of PY per year25 

Admin ES/Sr. ES/ 
AGPA 

Total PY 

Hours from Nov. 2012 to June 2013 0.0 4.8 4.8 

Hours from July 2013 to June 2014 0.9 4.3 5.2 

                                                           
25

 When using the partial year’s reported hours, the number of PY was extrapolated out with the assumption of the hours 
remaining consistent for the remaining months from that fiscal year.  
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Hours from July 2014 to Oct. 2014 0.0 6.2 6.2 

 

 

Moving beyond the number of staff, the following table shows the total working hours including 

overtime and excess hours, the percentage of time spent in program work, the program work hours, and 

the resulting average number of hours spent on each application per classification.  It is noted that the 

processing times for different application types, with some taking longer than the two year sample 

period, are addressed later and are not reflected in these overall averages. This method resulted in an 

average CPT of 122.3 hours of work time being spent on each application. 

Table Q-2: Calculated processing times per application 

Classification 
AWY hours 

for Nov’ 12 to 
Oct’14 

% PW 
PWH for all 

reported 
employees 

CPT: 
Avg. # hours per 

application 
(based on 151 apps) 

EPT: 
Avg. Hours for key tasks from 

Workflow Analysis26 

ES, Sr. ES, 
AGPA 

18,191 91.9% 16,717.5 110.7 hours 3,414 min (56.9 hours) 

Educ. Admin. 1824 96.2% 1754.7 11.6 hours No data available 

TOTAL 20,015  18,472.2 122.3 hours 56.9 hours 

 

Calculation of Work Process Requirements – Estimated Processing Time 

The Estimated Processing Time method relies on subject matter expert judgments based on the day to 

day work being completed.  Each member of the staff completed a workflow analysis document asking 

them to identify the number of minutes spent processing key tasks within the Quality of Education 

process, resulting in an overall time frame of approximately 56.9 hours spent per application.  This time 

reflects only the analyst time estimates as shown in table Q-2 above, as the tasks for the admin were 

minimal and not assessed as key contributions to the overall processing time during the workflow 

analysis. There is a notable discrepancy between the analyst time CPT of 110.7 hours of work estimated 

based on the operational data and the EPT of 56.9 hours per application.  

There are numerous possible explanations for the resulting discrepancy. Similar to the Licensing Unit, 

there was a great variation in the time based on the type of application, ranging from 0 days (completed 

the day it came in) to just over 1.5 years (560 days) in the operational records during the two year 

assessed period, with an average processing time of just under half a year (174.5 days) for the QEU 

segment of the process.  It is also possible that generalized work, such as reviewing procedures, doing 

research, or creating special reports is reflected within this total time. 

As described in the Licensing Unit section, in an effort to reconcile the two processing time estimations, 

the QEU Education Specialists filled out a supplemental workload for a full week to gather a snapshot of 

program work hours required to complete the various application types.  A total of 4 Education 

Specialists completed this work log.  Staff reported a total of 73 applications assigned/in progress, of 

                                                           
26

 Based on estimations for backlogged applications 
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which 17 received some form of action during the logged week.  However, once the data was cleaned 

up, 15 applications had sufficient data to calculate projected processing times within at least one of the 

process segments (see footnote 16 on page 20).   

The results of these calculations are summarized in Table L-3 which depicts the number of minutes each 

application type required for both SSA’s and AGPA’s under the assumption that the complexity level 

could vary between classifications.  This total processing time was calculated by summing the time spent 

in each of the following three process segments for each class, or when data was not available for one of 

the classes – an average processing time when combining both classes was used27. The Licensing process 

was divided into three distinct segments.   

The results of these calculations are summarized in Table Q-3 which depicts the number of minutes each 

application type required. This total processing time was calculated by summing the time spent in each 

of the following three process segments:  

a) Initial Review: Time spent from receiving the application and corresponding materials to fully 
understand the changes and/or necessary scope of review. 

b) Subsequent Communications/Review: Conducting the review for compliance with procedure. 
c) Drafting/Mailing Approved Recommendation: Time spent making/drafting a recommendation from 

the completion of review through mailing the final approval/denial letter after manager approval.  

Table Q-3: Adjusted Processing Times by Application Type  

Application Type Average Processing Time 

Approval to Operate an Institution Non-Accredited 
(For Subsequent Review and Recommendation Segments Only) 

1,767 min. 
(29.5 hrs.) 

Change in Method of Instructional Delivery  
(for Recommendation Segment Only) 

169.7 min. 
(2.8 hrs.) 

Change of Educational Objective 
(For Subsequent Review and Recommendation Segments Only) 

1,126.3 min. 
(18.8 hrs.) 

Renewal for Approval to Operate an Institution Non-Accredited 
(For Subsequent Review Segment Only) 

1,200 min. 
(20 hrs.) 

OVERALL AVERAGE: 
(For Subsequent Review and Recommendation Segments) 

Subsequent Review Segment: 
612.7 min (10.2 hrs.) 

Recommendation Segment: 
881.2 min (14.7 hrs.) 

 

The review of the Adjusted Processing Time (APT) data by application type for the Subsequent Review 

and Recommendation segments are reasonable and relatively consistent with the EPT estimates. For 

example, the average processing time for the Subsequent Review and Recommendation segments 

based on the work logs was 24.9 hours (1493.9 min) while the same area on the EPT was 22.3 hours 

(1336 min).  Based on the similarity to the EPT, the future staffing projections will utilize the EPT of 56.9 

hours, which includes the initial review not assessable in the work APT, per application as the best 

available estimate of processing time.  

                                                           
27

 A full breakdown by processing segment is depicted in the supplemental report materials. 
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Future Staffing Projection 

 In order to estimate the number of needed staff, the total number of hours needed per application was 

used to calculate the total PWH requirements including: 1) the total amount of time needed to address 

the backlog (not assigned), 2) the total time to address currently assigned applications, and 3) the time 

to process the projected number of new applications based on the average number received across 

historical records from January 1, 2011 to December 31, 2014. Consulting the management provided 

work records, there were a total of 41 unassigned applications in the backlog, 91 currently assigned 

applications, and a projected average of 92.5 new applications anticipated each year28. However, given 

that it is assumed the backlog will be reduced over two years, the projection of workload must be made 

for two years and then halved.  So the number of projected new applications is doubled in this 

calculation. Additionally, it was assumed that the applications currently assigned were 50% done on 

average.   This resulted in the following equation to determine the number of PWH needed to process 

the applications for the next two years.  

 TOTAL PWH = (56.9 hrs.*41 backlog) + (56.9*185 anticipated new applications over 2 years) + 

(56.9*91 in process*50%). 

This calculation resulted in a total of 15,448.35 Program Work Hours (PWH) needed to process 

applications over the next two years. The calculated PWH was then adjusted backwards to identify the 

number of full time employees that would be required to catch up within two years, and divided by two 

to identify the annual staffing requirement.  A summary of the hours needed per year is presented in 

Table Q-4.  

Table Q-4: Projected workload staffing requirements 

 Workload Estimations 

Total PWH for two years 15,448.35 hours 

Total Needed PWH per year 7,724.175 hours  

Total Needed AWY 8,062.81 hours 

Total Hours per year 8,773.46 

Number of PY Needed  4.22 PY 

 

The current staff consists of 7 authorized PY – 1 Education Administrator, 3 Senior Education Specialist, 

and 3 Education Specialists (two are Limited Term set to end by June 30, 2016) and it is currently staffed 

with 1 Education Administrator, 3 Senior Education Specialists, and 1 Limited Term Education Specialist. 

In addition, the Bureau has used blanket funds to supplement staffing with an additional OT to assist in 

the workload. This position will expire on June 30, 2015 and is not counted toward the authorized total. 

In order to meet the minimal staffing recommendations to complete the current backlogged, currently 

assigned, and projected applications over the next two years, the Quality of Education Unit would need 

to maintain the current staffing level of 4 Education Specialists/Senior Education Specialists with the 

Limited Term being replaced by the authorized permanent ES upon hire and the addition of one OT.  

                                                           
28

 Determined by counting applications assigned to staff currently listed as education specialists as a rough estimate.  
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With these changes to staff, the unit would be able to be caught up or close to caught up by the end of 

the two years.  

The numbers calculated above reflect the minimum number of staff needed. Consideration of the 

statewide vacancy rate (see footnote 24 on page 24) requires that the recommended number of 

authorized positions account for turnover and unfilled positions so that the remaining staff meets the 

minimum workload requirements Applying a 12% vacancy factor to the minimum number above results 

in the final recommended number of employees for the Quality of Education Unit for the next two years 

that is presented in Table Q-5 below.  This table also shows the number of employees that would be 

required to maintain current status in the unit once the backlog has been addressed.   

Table Q-5: Comparison of Existing and Recommended Staffing  

Classification: 
Office 

Technician 

Education 

Specialist/ 

Sr. 

Education 

Specialist 

Education 

Administrator 
TOTAL PY 

Recommended Number of PY Needed to catch up  1 5 1 7 

Total Allocated Staffing: Perm/Limited Term 0 4/2 1 7* 

               Permanent Filled 0 3 1  

               Limited Term Filled 0 1 0  

               Permanent (Vacant)  1   

               Limited Term (Vacant)  1   

Net Change in staff to catch up: +1 +1 +0 +1 

               Vacant positions to be filled 0 +1 0 1 

               Additional authorized positions needed 1 0  0 1 

Number of PY Needed after caught up 1 3 1 5 
*Recommendations include the elimination of 1 currently allocated Limited Term ES position – letting it expire unfilled but 

adding one OT position, resulting in the same total allocated 7 PY. 

 

It is noted that the current staff includes two Limited Term positions that cannot be assumed to be 

retained for the full two years to meet this demand.  The recommendation is to convert one of the two 

Limited Term positions to Permanent, and fill the vacant Education Specialist to meet the staffing 

requirements to address the backlog. Based on workload calculations, the second authorized Limited 

Term ES can remain unfilled until it expires.  Acknowledging the calculations are based on more limited 

data records, it is recommended that the Quality of Education Unit have 5 authorized positions including 

1 Education Administrator, 3 Education Specialists/Senior Specialists, and 1 Office Technician once the 

backlog is addressed. 
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Compliance Inspection Unit 
Compliance Inspections are a part of the Enforcement Unit focusing on the completion of an announced 

and unannounced compliance inspection every five years at each of the 1,879 monitored institutions 

(after removing the closed and exempt institutions).  Compliance Inspections may be conducted at the 

main, satellite, and branch locations. The frequency of inspections is mandated by SB1247 CEC 

94932.5(a), which recently changed requiring each institution to have one announced and one 

unannounced inspection every five years, replacing the prior requirement requiring one announced and 

one unannounced inspection every two years.  The current staff consists of two SSM I’s, ten AGPA’s, two 

SSA positions, and two OT’s, of which one SSA and two AGPA’s are currently vacant.   

Calculation of Work Process Requirements – Current Processing Time  

The approach for calculating the current work process requirements for Compliance Inspection is based 

on the completion of a calculation of Current Processing Time and Estimated Processing Time, as seen in 

Table CI-1. The operational inspection data records obtained showed inspections assigned from mid-

February to December 2014. Since the administrative procedure and protocol used for Compliance 

Inspection was re-written and standardized during 2014, this analysis focused on the most recent time 

period, from July 2014 to October 201429 in which we have the corresponding number of hours used 

from DCA time records.  As a result of this smaller time frame, data was extrapolated out to represent 

annual processing times.  

The total number of hours spent for the Compliance Inspection Unit over the four month period 

(including the Staff Services Manager I, Associate Government Program Analysts, Staff Services Analysts, 

and Office Technicians) was 11,452 of which 9,940 were working hours, including regular time but not 

overtime and excess time.  For this four month period, the Compliance Unit utilized 0.56 SSM I, 3.77 

AGPA, 0.38 SSA, and 0.79 OT PY. If staffing levels remained consistent for the duration of the fiscal year 

– the unit will use a total of 16.52 PY (1.68 SSM I, 11.33 AGPA, 1.14 SSA, and 2.37 OT) per year. The total 

number of working hours per classification across all incumbents was factored by the percentage 

dedicated to program time in order to estimate the number of program work hours (PWH) spent on the 

83 inspections completed during this four month period according to the unit work records.  Table CI-1 

below shows the total working hours including overtime and excess hours, the percentage of time spent 

in program work, the program work hours, and the resulting average number of hours spent on each 

inspection per classification.  This illustrates the number of estimated hours spent on activities directly 

related to the processing of compliance inspections. 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
29

 Compliance Inspection procedures were reported to have been rewritten in early 2014, and only implemented in a 
standardized format after July 1.   
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Table CI-1: Calculated processing times per inspection 

Classification 
AWY hours 
for July’ 14 
to Oct’14 

% PW 

PWH for 
all 

reported 
employees 

CPT: 
Avg. # hours per 

inspection30 
(based on 90 apps) 

EPT: 
Avg. Hours for key tasks from 

Workflow Analysis 

SSM I 1,048 60% 628.8 6.99 hours 206 min – approx. 3.4 hours. 

AGPA 7,034 93.8% 6,597.89 76.62 hours 
(combining 

AGPA/SSA hrs.)31 

2,780 min. approx. 46.3 hours. 

SSA 496 60% 297.6 
683 min. – approx. 11.4 hours 

IF NTC issued. 

OT 1,408 87.5% 1,232 13.69 hours 488 minutes, approx. 8.1 hours 

TOTAL 9,986  8,756.29 97.3 hours 
Approx. 57.9 hours with No 

NTC; OR 69.3 hours with NTC 
issued 

*Of the 90 inspections, 52 elicited a need for the Notice to Comply requiring additional steps.  

The resulting Current Processing Time (CPT), as determined by the four month average, was 

approximately 97.3 hours    

Calculation of Work Process Requirements – Estimated Processing Time 

The Estimated Processing Time method relies on subject matter expert judgments based on the day to 

day work being completed.  Each member of the staff completed a workflow analysis document asking 

them to identify the number of minutes spent processing key tasks within the Compliance Inspection 

process, resulting in an overall time frame of approximately 57.9 hours per inspection when the school 

was in compliance or 69.3 hours when adding the NTC hours spent for non-compliant institutions. The 

average time per class is also presented in Table CI-1 above.  There is a notable discrepancy between the 

CPT of 97.3 hours of work estimated based on the operational data and the EPT of 57.9 to 69.3 hours 

per inspection. There are numerous possible explanations for the discrepancy, including the inflation of 

hours for the CPT due to multiple investigators going out on inspections during part of this time period 

for training purposes, the EPT being based on key activities to prepare/conclude the inspection – but not 

the time spent on site. Due to the omitted assessment of time spent on site and discussion with the unit 

manager indicating the estimates from the workflow analysis are not the best representation, it was 

determined that the CPT of 97.3 hours would be used.  

Future Staffing Projection 

Unlike Licensing where the influx of applications is dependent on discretionary actions of the 

institutions, compliance inspections are more predictable and depend on mandated numbers of visits to 

each licensed institution within a 5 year period. In examining a list of institutions provided by the 

compliance manager in January 2015, there are a total of 1,976 institutions listed, of which 78 have 

notations indicating closed status and 19 were exempt resulting in a list of 1,879 institutions to be 

                                                           
30

 Total completed based on unit records of approved scheduled inspections. 
31

 There was no SSA for a majority of the assessed period, with the AGPA’s covering the responsibilities so it was determined 

the best estimate combined both AGPA and the limited number of SSA hours to get an overall Analyst average processing time. 
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regularly inspected. Many of the institutions did not have either an announced or unannounced 

inspection on file, despite the approval date being expired, while others had an announced, but not an 

unannounced visit, or occasionally vice versa.  In order to estimate the number of inspections required 

each year with regard to the new 5 year requirement, the list was examined and a tentative expected 

due date for both announced and unannounced was determined using the following assumptions32.  

 If the institution did not have an announced or unannounced inspection on record, and the 

approval date expired prior to 2015 – they were assigned a due date of 1/1/15 (i.e. – as soon as 

possible). (These overdue CI’s are alternately referred to as “backlogged”, even though the 

intent is to now get each school on a schedule of visits that complies with the new requirement, 

even if they have not been in the past.) 

 If the institution had either announced or unannounced, but not the other AND the approval 

date expired prior to 2015 – make the missing inspection date the same as the provided one to 

start the 5 year clock on both of these.  For example, if the announced was completed 3/1/13 

and it was set to expire 4/1/14 – make the 5 year period start on the date of the last inspection 

for both types making both an announced and unannounced due by 3/1/18.  

 If the institution had either announced or unannounced AND the approval has NOT expired: 

o If the expiration is in 2015 and the completed inspection was in 2014 – make both 

inspection dates the same to start the 5 year rotational clock since the CI would have 

VERY recently visited the school and another inspection before the end of 2015 is not 

practical; 

o If the expiration is in 2015 and the completed inspection was before 2014 – make the 

other inspection due by the expiration date since it would have been more than a year 

between the prior inspection and the approval expiration; 

o If the expiration is after 2015 – make the missing inspection date equivalent to the 

approval expiration date. 

 If the institution approval expiration date is after 2015, the dates of the past inspection were 

either retained or if there was a missing one – it was made equivalent to the expiration date.  

After applying these organizational guidelines to obtain a due date for both announced and 

unannounced inspections with consideration to the new 5 year requirement instead of 2 year 

requirement, the following table reflects the number of inspections anticipated over the next 5 years 

(after which, they would start to recycle). These dates were only determined for the purposes of 

projecting the workload and are not intended to replace any dates or strategies in progress by the 

Compliance Inspection Unit for assigning such dates in the future. A summary of the projected dates is 

presented in Table CI-2.  

 

 

 

                                                           
32

 While the number conducted each year is a discretionary decision by the Bureau, the minimum five year total is fixed.  This 
report estimates a uniform chronological distribution of only the required numbers in order to best support level staffing 
requirements and compliance with law.  



  35 
 

 

Table CI-2: Estimated Number of Inspection Due Dates by Year 

 
 

Number of Institutions 

Announced  Unannounced 

Backlog 645 24 

FY15-16 41 94 

FY16-17 390 103 

FY17-18 343 72 

FY18-19 305 16 

FY19-20 118 22 

FY20-21 1 3 

FY21-22 2 0 

FY22-23 1 1 

Grand Total 1846 335* 
*If the Announced and Unannounced were due the same day, only the announced is shown in the totals above.  Once the 

timetable is more established, there will be an increase in the number of unannounced. 

In order to estimate the needed staffing level to catch up with the backlog and become current within 

two and a half years, the CPT was multiplied by the number of inspection due dates that were overdue 

(“backlogged”)33 or due in FY15-16 and FY16-17. A total of 1,076 announced and 221 unannounced 

inspections are projected to be due by the end of FY16-17 to ensure that each of the institutions whose 

approval was set to expire before or by the end of FY16-17 had at least one inspection documented. 

Conducting both an announced and unannounced within such a short period did not appear necessary 

given the number of institutions needing inspections in the short duration.  

Using the CPT, the total number of PWH needed to complete the two years of inspections was 

determined for each classification. The resulting number of PWH was then adjusted backwards to 

identify the number of full time employees that would be required to catch up within two and a half 

years, and divided by two and a half to identify the annual requirement.  A summary of the hours 

needed per class per year is presented in Table CI-3.  

Table CI-3: Needed Personnel to catch up on compliance inspections within two and a half years.  

 

 

 

The current staff consists of 16 authorized PY – two SSM I’s, ten AGPA’s, two SSA’s and two OT’s and is 

currently staffed with two SSM I’s, eight AGPA’s, one SSA, and two OT’s – one SSA and two AGPA 

                                                           
33

 The inspection due dates that fell from January – June of 2015 were included in the backlogged numbers.  

Classification OT 
AGPA 

(incl. SSA 
duties) 

SSM I 

Total Needed PWH per year 7,102.37 39,750.46 3,626.41 

Total Needed AWY 8,117.00 42,377.88 6,044.02 

Total Hours per year 8,661.35 47,086.54 6,931.21 

Number of PY Needed  4.25 22.64 3.33 
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positions are currently vacant. In order to meet the minimal staffing recommendations to complete the 

current backlogged and projected inspections over the next two and a half years to the end of FY 16-17, 

the Compliance Inspection Unit would need to fill approximately 1 more SSM I, more AGPA, 2 more SSA 

(based on assumption of 19 AGPA and 4 SSA’s needed to maintain the current ratio of SSA/AGPA 

authorized positions), and 2 more OT PY in addition to filling the existing vacancies. 

The numbers calculated above reflect the minimum number of staff needed.  Consideration of the 

statewide vacancy rate (see footnote 24 on page 24) requires that the recommended number of 

authorized positions account for turnover and unfilled positions so that the remaining staff meets the 

minimum workload requirements.  Applying a 12% vacancy factor to the minimum number above 

results in the final recommended number of employees for the Compliance Inspection Unit for the next 

two and a half years is presented in Table CI-4 below along with the number of employees that would be 

required to maintain current status once the backlog has been addressed. In order to establish an up to 

date rotating schedule of inspections within 2.5 years, it is recommended to request authorization to fill 

an additional 3 OT, 3.5 SSA, 13 AGPA, and 2 SSM I’s in addition to filling the current vacancies for a total 

of 34.5 PY.  Once the backlog has been addressed and a more routine rotation has been established, it is 

recommended that the Compliance Inspection Unit maintain a staff of 22.5 PY (2 SSM I, 16 AGPA, 1.5 

SSA, and 3 OT’s) to maintain current on the compliance inspections. 

Table CI-4: Comparison of Existing and Recommended Staffing to catch up in 2 years 

Classification: OT SSA AGPA SSM I TOTAL PY 

Recommended Number of PY Needed to catch up in 2 yrs.  5 4.5 21 4 34.5 

Total Allocated Staffing: Perm/Limited Term 2 2 10 2 16 

               Permanent Filled 2 1 8 2  

               Limited Term Filled      

               Permanent (Vacant)  1 2   

               Limited Term (Vacant)      

Net Change in staff to catch up: +3 +3.5 +13 +2 +21.5 

               Vacant positions to be filled  1 2   

               Additional authorized positions needed 3 2.5 11 2 +18.5 

Number of PY Needed after caught up 3 1.5 16 2 22.5 

 

Alternatively, given the change in regulation from a 2 to a 5 year rotational schedule, it could be 

reasonably expected to catch up and be on a more routine schedule within 5 years. The number of PWH 

hours, converted to number of PY, to catch up with the 1,842 announced and 331 unannounced 

inspections by the end of FY19-20 is presented in Table CI-5.  

Table CI-5: Minimum Needed Personnel to catch up on compliance inspections within 5 years. 

Classification OT 
AGPA 

(incl. SSA 
duties) 

SSM I 

Total Needed PWH per year 5,949.67 33,299.05 3,037.85 

Total Needed AWY 6,799.63 35,500.06 5,063.09 

Total Hours per year 7,423.17 39,444.51 5,806.39 
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With consideration to the current staff size, in order to meet the minimal staffing recommendations to 

complete the current backlogged and projected inspections over the next five years, the Compliance 

Inspection Unit would need to fill approximately one more SSM I, 6 more AGPA, 1 more SSA (based on 

current ratio of SSA/AGPA authorized positions), and 2 more OT positions in addition to the current 

vacancies. Taking the state vacancy rate into consideration, the summary of changes needed to current 

staff to meet this same deadline is presented in Table CI-6. In order to establish an up to date rotating 

schedule of inspections within 5 years, it is recommended to request authorization to fill an additional 2 

OT, 1.5 SSA, 8 AGPA, and 1 SSM I in addition to filling the current vacancies for a total of 28.5 PY.  Once 

the backlog has been addressed and a more routine rotation has been established, the Compliance 

Inspection Unit would require 22.5 PY as described above.  

Table CI-6: Comparison of Existing and Recommended Staffing to catch up in 5 years 

Classification: OT SSA AGPA SSM I TOTAL PY 

Recommended Number of PY Needed to catch up in 5 yrs.  4 3.5 18 3 28.5 

Total Allocated Staffing: Perm/Limited Term 2 2 10 2 16 

               Permanent Filled 2 1 8 2  

               Limited Term Filled      

               Permanent (Vacant)  1 2   

               Limited Term (Vacant)      

Net Change in staff to catch up: +2 +2.5 +10 +1 +15.5 

               Vacant positions to be filled  1 2   

               Additional authorized positions needed 2 1.5 8 1 +12.5 

Number of PY Needed after caught up 3 1.5 16 2 22.5 

 

It must be noted that while catching up to CI requirements in five years will not meet legislative 

requirements, the approach may best reflect the practical reality of addressing such a large body of 

work in a fairly short period of time.  Obtaining a current schedule within two years would require a 

tripling of staff which will raise significant logistical issues regarding hiring new personnel, providing 

space and equipment, and training.  The strategy of coming into compliance over five years will require 

an adaptive approach by Bureau management, which will have more focus on schools that are new or 

have problem indicators.  Imminent licensing review will also likely trigger priority Compliance 

Inspections.  It is assumed that a pragmatic and balanced approach towards five-year compliance will 

best reflect program needs, but adoption of this strategy will also require concurrence and approval by 

representatives of Agency, the legislature, and the California State Auditor. 

It is noted that significant changes in the conduct of Compliance Inspections are conducted and how 

many personnel going out on these visits has occurred throughout 2014.  While several means of 

Number of PY Needed  3.56 18.96 2.79 
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accounting for changes were investigated, no more valid indicator of time that the CPT was found, and 

so it has been retained without modification for estimating workload requirements.   
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Complaint Processing Unit 
Complaint Processing is a part of the Enforcement Unit focusing on investigating allegations against 

institutions.  This includes desk reviews of institution information, witness interviews, on-site 

investigations, and determining an outcome based on evidence gathered. Possible outcomes include 

closure without action, the issuance of a citation, or referral to the Discipline Unit for a Citation or 

Enforcement action.  This latter course of action is discussed further in the Discipline Unit section. The 

current Complaint Processing staff consists of 2 SSM I’s, 13 AGPA’s, 4 SSA’s, and 1 OT, including one SSM 

I and ten AGPA limited term positions set to expire on June 30, 2017, of which one permanent SSA and 

SSM I and two limited term AGPA’s are vacant.  In addition, the Bureau has supplemented staffing with 

one part-time AGPA and two part-time SSA’s using blanket funds that will expire by June 30, 2015. These 

blanket covered positions were not included in the total authorized positions. 

Calculation of Work Process Requirements – Current Processing Time  

The Current Processing Time within the Complaints Processing Unit was developed from operational 

performance data that was used to estimate the average processing time per complaint for each 

classification.  This was done by looking at the number of complaints completed and the number of 

hours used during the closest corresponding period of time. For Complaints, the current processing time 

was calculated using work records and staffing hours for the 20 months from November 2012 to June 

201434.  The work records indicated a total of 743 complaints were closed during this time period.  The 

total number of hours for the Complaints Processing Unit over the 20 month period (including the Staff 

Services Manager I, Associate Government Program Analysts, Staff Services Analysts, and Office 

Technicians) was 38,841.50, of which 34,474.50 were working hours, including regular time but not 

overtime or excess time. This is equivalent to an average of 11.2 PY per year. Table C-1 shows the three-

year trend of PY based on payroll hours in the Complaint Investigation unit. 

Table C-1: Projected PY by FY based on Reported Hours 

 Projected Number of PY per year35 

OT SSA AGPA SSM I Total PY 

Hours from Nov. 2012 to June 2013 1.2 5.5 2.8 1.2 10.7 

Hours from July 2013 to June 2014 1.1 5.5 4.0 0.9 11.5 

Hours from July 2014 to Oct. 2014 1.2 5.6 9.6 2.0 18.4 

 

The total number of working hours per classification across all incumbents was factored by the 

percentage dedicated to program time in order to estimate the number of program work hours (PWH) 

spent on the 743 complaints. The results of this analysis, including the total working hours with overtime 

and excess hours, the percentage of time spent in program work, the program work hours, and the 

resulting average number of hours spent on each complaint per classification, are shown in Table C-2 

below. It should be noted that there are three different work paths for complaints.  Path 1 is a minor 

                                                           
34

 It was not completely possible to align the two.  The hours used reflected the period from November 2012 to June 2014, 
while the work records were about 2 weeks behind that, from mid-October 2012 to mid-June 2014.  
35

 When using the partial year’s reported hours, the number of PY was extrapolated out with the assumption of the hours 
remaining consistent for the remaining months from that fiscal year.  
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complaint, and is at least initially assessed as one that does not have significant monetary impact on a 

student nor to involve a large number of students.  Paths 2 and 3 are believed to have monetary impact 

or involve a large number of students, and both go to field investigation.  The primary difference is that 

Path 2 starts with an AGPA investigation while Path 3 starts with an SSA investigation to be solved 

administratively and escalates to an AGPA for a field investigation upon discovery of further violations or 

concerns during the administrative review. Depending on the results of the investigation, Path 1 can be 

resolved, referred to an AGPA (i.e., it becomes Path 3), or for formal discipline while Paths 2 and 3 are 

either resolved or referred for formal discipline. Meanwhile, the records indicated a total of 1,161 

complaints being received during this time, resulting in a deficiency of 418 complaints or approximately 

an average of 251 a year being added to the existing backlog of  unfinished complaints (at 1,158 

complaints as of mid-June 2014).  

Table C-2: Calculated processing times per application 

Classification AWY hours 
for Nov’12 
to June ‘14 

% PW PWH for all 
reported 
employees 

CPT:  
Avg. # hours 
per inspection 
(based on 743 
complaints) 

EPT:  
Avg. Hours for key tasks from 
Workflow Analysis 

SSM I 3,200 82.0% 2,624 3.53 hours 299 min – approx. 5.0 hours. 

SSA 16,906.50 93.6% 15,824.48 21.30 hours Path 1: SSA only 
2091 min approx. 34.85 hours 

AGPA 11,268.25 87.5% 9,859.72 13.26 hours Path 2: AGPA only 
1426.5 min; approx. 23.8 hours 

SSA/AGPA     Path 3: SSAAGPA 
3882 min; approx. 64.7 hours 

OT 3,472 75% 2,604 3.50 hours 22 minutes 

TOTAL 34,846.75  30,912.2 41.59 hours 
per 
complaints 

Path 1: 40.2 hours 
Path 2: 29.13 hours 
Path 3: 70.07 hours 

  

The resulting Current Processing Time (CPT) was approximately 41.59 hours of work per complaint on 

average.   

Calculation of Work Process Requirements – Estimated Processing Time 

The CPT is based on overall payroll hours and completed past complaint processes, regardless of the 
type of complaint process.  The Estimated Processing Time method relies on subject matter expert 
judgments based on the day-to-day work being completed.  Each member of the staff completed a 
workflow analysis document asking them to identify the number of minutes spent processing key tasks 
within the Complaints process.  Unlike the CPT which was based on overall processing times with 
consideration to payroll hours and total completed complaints, the EPT resulted in three different 
processing times depending on the type of process followed.  The complaints handled by the SSA 
through administrative investigations are reflected as Path 1, taking a little bit longer than the 
complaints handled by the AGPA investigations.  The AGPA investigations typically include 
administrative and field investigations, and are considered Path 2. Path 3 is reflective of investigations 
initially assigned to an SSA for processing and then referred to an AGPA upon discovery of further 
violations requiring AGPA investigation.  The complaints follow one of the three paths, so unlike the 
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prior sections where the time from all classes was added to get a total processing time, the EPT has 3 
different processing times depending on the path. The resulting process times ranged from 29.13 to 
70.07 hours, with an average of 46.28 hours.  This is only about 11.5% higher than the calculated 
processing time, and as mentioned before, there is a natural human tendency to overestimate the time 
necessary to complete tasks as a natural hedge against failure. Given the similarity between the CPT and 
EPT’s, the less-subjective CPT will be used as the representative average processing time for further 
analysis. 
 

It is also highly relevant to our later recommendations to note that Path 1 investigations, even though 
presumed to be of lower urgency and risk, are still given a large commitment of time (35-40 hours) that 
is devoted to broad research of the school and its good standing, and further documentation of the 
complaint.   
 

Future Staffing Projection 

The estimated future staffing projection, and staffing recommendation for Complaints Investigation will 

follow a somewhat different path than was done for Licensing and for Compliance Inspection.  This is 

the result of an observation that the defined complaint process may have poor program design.  For 

example, it was confirmed that all complaints receive an extensive initial investigation, and check 

multiple sources for school good standing and for potential vulnerability in other venues, despite the 

fact that the complaint could be isolated, minor, or without basis.  Additionally, program staff has 

advised us that most complaints go to field investigation, even though a minority of such investigations 

result in any kind of sanction. Table C-3 shows the number of cases referred to Citations and to the 

Attorney General by fiscal year in addition to the number of complaints that were completed that year 

(since discipline referral occurs at the end of the standard complaint process).  It is noted that the 

discipline referrals could come from either complaints or compliance so the percentage shown reflects 

the maximum ratio of complaints requiring discipline if one were to assume that all the referrals 

received that year were from complaints. Looking across the three years assessed, on average, a 

maximum of 10.8% of complaints resulted in a discipline referral. Due to the small percentage that 

resulted in sanctions, future staffing requirements must assume a better job of allocating resources to 

complaints with the largest potential consequences, then establish a risk assessment process to identify 

the level of staff attention required for incoming and backlogged complaints36.  Ultimately, 

improvements in the Licensing review and Compliance Inspection processes should result in earlier 

detection of non-compliance, which should reduce the number of valid complaints filed. 

Table C-3: Frequency of complaints escalating to sanctions 

 FY11-12 FY12-13 FY13-14* 

Number of Complaints completed (including referrals) 399 497 459 

Number of Complaints received by Citations 21 34 25 

Number of Complaints received by Attorney General 9 34 27 

Max percent of completed complaints referred to sanction 7.5% 13.7% 11.3% 

                                                           
36

 For example, non-minor complaints are now assumed to be any which potentially could involve significant dollar impact or to 
affect multiple students.  The Bureau could easily reduce the majority of complaints that follow this route by requiring both 
criteria, or by devising an administrative process to do a simple administrative screening of complaints by a three-party 
teleconference.   
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*Covers July 1, 2013 to June 9, 2014 – slightly less than 1 FY. 

In addition to looking at the discipline work records, unit management identified statistics for the full 

FY13-14 including 772 complaints received (compared to 706 from the partial FY work records), of which 

35 went to citations, 0 went to the Attorney General, 10 went to DCA’s Complaint Resolution Program, 

and 52 utilized Path 3 in which the SSA did the initial review and then based on their findings, forwarded 

it to an AGPA for further investigation.  Comparing these numbers to the 459 complaints closed from 

July 1/2013 to June 9, 2014, approximately 18.9% needed additional investigation (7.6% went to 

enforcement while 11.3% went to path 3 requiring additional AGPA review after initial SSA review – thus 

taking up more time).  This is only an approximation as the total complaints completed reflects slightly 

less than a year and the stats provided by unit management reflects the full FY13-14.  In examining both 

the work records and the numbers provided by the unit, the general picture presents that approximately 

1 in 5 (or less) require additional investigation and/or disciplinary sanctions.    

As a result of the above, this study presents the staffing requirements for urgent and serious complaints 

by factoring the existing complaint workload by an assumed 2/3rds reduction when considering that 80% 

(or more) of complaints may not need the additional analysis or lead to discipline. It also builds on the 

assumption that complaints of apparent consequence but uncertain validity can be referred either to 

the existing compliance inspection process or to the nascent Annual Report review process37.  As a point 

of comparative reference, the staffing that would be required without this reduction is also presented.  

As a starting point for this kind of workload factor, the staffing required to catch up and become current 

within two years considering all backlogged and current complaints was calculated, followed by how 

long it would take to catch up on the most critical complaints, while allowing lesser complaints to be 

addressed during compliance inspections.  The estimated time to complete the backlogged, current, and 

anticipated complaints was calculated by multiplying that number by the average processing time to 

resolve them, considering each classification involved. The average number of incoming complaints was 

determined using historical records from May 31, 2011 to May 30, 2014, resulting in an average of 744 

complaints per year. A total of 2,646 complaints would need to be processed in two years to be caught 

up. A summary of the hours needed per class per year is presented in Table C-4.  Once adjusted to 

account for the statewide average vacancy rate of 12% (see footnote 24 on page 24), the needed staff 

hours per classification is presented in Table C-5.  

Table C-4 – Minimum needed Complaints Investigation Personnel to catch up within two years 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
37 While 2/3rds appears arbitrary, it is reflective of the 1/3 of projected staff time needed to process the 20% (or less) of 
complaints requiring further analysis and/or sanctions with an additional 10-15% of the time spent on other legitimate program 
needs, including the prioritization of all incoming complaints. 

Classification OT SSA AGPA SSM I 

Total Needed PWH per year 4,630.50 28,179.90 17,542.98 4,670.19 

Total Needed AWY 6,174 30,106.73 20,049.12 5695.35 

Total Hours per year 7,088.40 33,157.19 22,007.82 5.871.50 

Number of PY Needed per year  3.41 15.94 10.58 2.82 

Number of PY after adjusting for 
average state vacancy rate 

3.82 17.85 11.85 3.16 
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Table C-5: Needed Complaints Investigation Personnel to catch up (State vacancy rate considered) 

Classification: OT SSA AGPA SSM I TOTAL PY 

Recommended Number of PY Needed to catch up in 2 yrs.  4 18 12 3 37 

Total Allocated Staffing: Perm/Limited Term 1 4 3/10 1/1 20* 

               Permanent Filled 1 3 3 0  

               Limited Term Filled   8 1  

               Permanent (Vacant)  1  1  

               Limited Term (Vacant)   2   

Net Change in staff to catch up: +3 +15 +1 +2 +21 

               Vacant positions to be filled  1 1 1 +3 

               Additional authorized positions needed +3 +14 0 +1 +18 

Number of PY Needed after caught up 2 10 7 2 21 
*Recommendations include the elimination of 1 currently allocated Limited Term SSM I position either upon hire of the 

permanent SSM I or when it expires and more immediate elimination of 4 Limited Term AGPA position, of which 2 are currently 

filled, resulting in a new total allocated of 15 PY. 

Similar to the other units, in order to get caught up with backlog within two years, it is recommended 

that one SSM I and nine of the ten AGPA existing limited term positions be converted to permanent 

positions and filled – allowing the remaining limited term to expire unfilled. In addition to these existing 

positions, catching up would require one additional SSM I, 14 more SSA’s and three more OT’s. This 

would result in almost double the current staff levels. Once the backlogged complaints are processed, 

the Complaints Unit would need to maintain a staff level of 21 PY including two SSM I, seven AGPA, ten 

SSA, and two OT PY to remain current on incoming complaints,  

Alternatively, by applying the 2/3rds reduction to the 2,646 backlogged, current, and anticipated 

complaints as discussed above, the total number of higher priority complaints to be processed in order 

to be caught up would be reduced to 882. The processing time per complaint on these utilized the 

SSA/AGPA EPT from Path 3 since CPT was not separated by process type and Path 3 is more reflective of 

the difficult complaints being retained for immediate processing38. With this reduction, the complaint 

investigation unit would need 2 additional staff to catch up on the higher priority complaints once 

considering the average state vacancy rate. The breakdown of hours and staff numbers by classification 

for this alternate situation are presented in Tables C-6 and C-7, respectively.  

Table C-6 – Minimum requirement to catch up within two years with a 2/3 workload reduction 

                                                           
38

 It is noted that this estimate may still be a little high as Path 3 accounted for both SSA/AGPA review and there may have been 
some duplicative review occurring. When breaking the Path 3 time down by SSA and AGPA, SSA had 34.1 hours and AGPA had 
30.6 hours.  

Classification OT SSA AGPA SSM I 

Total Needed PWH per year 1543.5 15051.33 13481.37 1556.73 

Total Needed AWY 2058.0 16080.48 15407.28 1898.45 

Total Hours per year 2362.8 17709.78 16912.49 1957.17 

Number of PY Needed per year  1.14 8.51 8.13 0.94 

 Number of PY after adjusting for 1.28 9.53 9.10 1.05 
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Table C-7: Needed Personnel to catch up with state vacancy rate considered with 2/3 reduction 

Classification: OT SSA AGPA SSM 
I 

TOTAL 
PY 

Recommended Number of PY Needed to catch up in 2 yrs. 
with 2/3 reduction.  

1.5 9.5 9 1 21 

Total Allocated Staffing: Perm/Limited Term 1 4 3/10 1/1 20* 

               Permanent Filled 1 3 3 0  

               Limited Term Filled   8 1  

               Permanent (Vacant)  1  1  

               Limited Term (Vacant)   2   

Net Change in staff to catch up: +0.5 +6.5 -2  +5 

               Vacant positions to be filled  1 -2  -1 

               Additional authorized positions needed 0.5 5.5   +6 

Number of PY Needed after caught up 0.6 5 4.5 0.5 10.6 
*Recommendations include the elimination of 1 currently allocated Limited Term SSM I position either upon hire of the 

permanent SSM I or when it expires and more immediate elimination of 4 Limited Term AGPA position, of which 2 are currently 

filled, resulting in a new total allocated of 15 PY. 

With consideration to the current staff size, the recommendation to catch up within 2 years with a 2/3 

reduction in workload is to allow the Limited Term SSM I position to expire once the permanent position 

is filled, convert six of the Limited Term positions to permanent while allowing the two vacant AGPA’s to 

expire unfilled and either reallocating the two filled AGPA or leave them unfilled as they become vacant, 

and add an additional 5.5 SSA and 0.5 OT positions. Once the backlog is addressed and a prioritization 

system is in place, the Complaints Unit would need to maintain a staff of 10.6 PY consisting of 0.5 SSM I, 

4.5 AGPA, 5 SSA, and 0.6 OT PY. However, it is noted that the SSA’s may need to be replaced by AGPA’s 

since it is the more complex complaints requiring field investigations that would be retained as needing 

immediate attention.  Once the backlog of high priority complaints has been completed, the SSA/AGPA’s 

can move on to those complaints categorized as a medium priority using a risk assessment scale 

developed for the purpose of prioritizing the complaints.  

 

  

average state vacancy rate 
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Discipline Unit 
The Discipline Unit is a part of the Enforcement Unit that focuses on the processing of citation or 

enforcement referrals received from the Complaints and Compliance Inspection Units. If a disciplinary 

citation results in the request for an Administrative Hearing, this unit corresponds with the Attorney’s 

General office throughout the Hearing process. The current staff consists of 1 AGPA and 1 SSA.  In 

addition, the organization has used blanket funds to supplement staffing with an additional OT to assist 

in the workload. This position will expire on June 30, 2015 and is not counted toward the authorized 

total. A difficult part of the workload analysis of this work unit comes from the fact that while overall 

analysis shows the unit staffing allocation is sufficient, the work actually completed annually does not 

appear to match this need.  Using the projected rate of completion calculated in this section we can only 

conclude that allocated staff positions have both been vacant and assigned staff has worked on 

reportable items for only approximately 852 hours annually.  This is equivalent to only 45% of the 

available work time of a single SSA position, and is less than one full time PY.  Management must resolve 

this problem in order to adequately respond to assigned work.  As a result, no additional SSA/AGPA 

staffing is recommended at this time.  Additionally, Phase 2 of this analysis project will complete 

additional review of this unit to refine and improve its future business process. 

Calculation of Work Process Requirements – Current Processing Time  

The approach for calculating the current work process requirements for Discipline is based on the 

completion of a calculation of Current Processing Time and Estimated Processing Time, as seen in Table 

D-1. The operational inspection data records utilized in this analysis showed discipline referrals received 

from October 2012 to May 201439, which will be used with the corresponding DCA provided payroll 

records from November 2012 to June 2014. The total number of hours spent by the Discipline Unit over 

20 months from November 2012 to June 2014 (including the AGPA and SSA) was 6,205.91 of which 

5,487.50 were working hours, including regular time but not overtime and excess time.  For this twenty 

month period, the Discipline Unit utilized 1.55 SSA and 1.44 AGPA PY, indicating less than one full-time 

of each per year on average.  Specifically, this indicates an annual staffing in the unit of 1.8PY of which 

.93 SSA were employed and .86 AGPA.   

The total number of working hours per classification across all incumbents was factored by the 

percentage dedicated to program time in order to estimate the number of program work hours (PWH).   

Analysis of operational records for workload required an adjustment from the 20-month period 

reported, so that a 12-month period (60% of the reported 20-month period) was reflected.  This resulted 

in a conclusion that 13.8 citations and 16.8 Attorney General referrals were completed in a one-year 

period, with available staff.  Table D-1 below shows the total working hours including overtime and 

excess hours, the percentage of time spent in program work, the program work hours, and the resulting 

                                                           
39

 Operational data is approximately one month behind the payroll hours, but was considered close enough between time and 
actual completions to be an adequate estimate. 
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average number of hours spent on each referral40 per classification. This illustrates the number of 

estimated working hours spent on activities directly related to the processing of discipline referrals.  

Table D-1: Calculated processing times per discipline referral completed 

Classification 
AWY hours for Nov’ 

12 to June’14 
% PW 

PWH for all 
reported 

employees 

CPT: 
Avg. # hours per 

referral 
(based on 51 

referrals) 

EPT: 
Avg. Hours for key tasks from 

Workflow Analysis 

AGPA 2605.5 85% 

4835.48 94.81 hours 

 Citation only: 29.9 hours 

 OAG portion only: 17.23  

 Combined CitationOAG: 
47.13 hours SSA 2912 90% 

TOTAL 5517.50  4835.48   

 

The resulting Current Processing Time (CPT), as determined by the twenty month average was 

approximately 94.81 hours.   

Calculation of Work Process Requirements – Estimated Processing Time 

The Estimated Processing Time method relies on subject matter expert judgments based on the day to 

day work being completed.  Each member of the staff completed a workflow analysis document asking 

them to identify the number of minutes spent processing key tasks within the Discipline Referral 

process, resulting in an overall time frame of approximately 29.9 hours per Citation only referral, 17.23 

hours for just the OAG portion of the referral process, and a combined 47.13 hours for those the start of 

the citation process through the end of the OAG process when it requires both. There is a notable 

discrepancy between the CPT of 94.81 hours of work estimated based on the operational data and the 

EPT of 17.23 to 29.9 per discipline referral (treating it as a new referral when sent to OAG) or even 

compared to the EPT of the combined processes at 47.13 hours. There are numerous possible 

explanations for the discrepancy, including turnover and other duties assigned to the responsible staff.  

Where turnover is a factor it will cause more training time and will require trained staff to counsel 

trainees.  Payroll records seem to support that and report two different individuals held both the SSA 

and the AGPA position during the time assessed.  In contrast, the EPT was estimated by one employee in 

each classification who were regarded as more experienced. Due to the potential time spent training 

new staff in the CPT estimate resulting in an inflated processing time, it was determined the best 

available source would be the EPT projected by staff.  

Future Staffing Projection 

The number of discipline referrals is variable based on the findings of the Compliance and Complaints 

Investigations, however work records were used to estimate the workload for the purposes of a future 

                                                           
40

 Citations can escalate and become an OAG referral, but were considered a new referral once it was received by OAG for the 

total number of referrals. I.e. If an institution went to citation only, it would only be 1 referral, but if it was forwarded to OAG, it 
was then attributed with two discipline referrals.  
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staffing projection. In order to estimate the number of needed staff, the total number of hours needed 

per referral was used to calculate the total PWH requirements including: 1) the total amount of time 

needed to address the backlog (no action beyond assignment recorded), 2) the total time to address 

currently assigned referrals, and 3) the time to process the projected number of new referrals based on 

the average number received across historical records from May 1, 2011 to April 30, 2014. Consulting 

the management provided work records, there are as many as 40 citations and 23 Attorney General 

referrals that are backlogged, 12 citations and 15 Attorney General referrals in progress, and a projected 

average of 28 new citation and 22 new Attorney General referrals each year.  However, given that it is 

assumed the backlog will be reduced over two years, the projection of workload must be doubled to 

account for two years and then the total of all backlogged, current, and anticipated will be halved to 

identify the annual workload. Additionally, it was assumed that the referrals currently assigned were 

50% done on average.   This resulted in the following equations to determine the number of PWH 

needed to process the backlogged and projected referrals for the next two years.  

 TOTAL Citations PWH = (29.9 hrs.*40 backlog) + (29.9*56 anticipated new referrals over 2 years) 

+ (29.9*12 in process*50%) = 3,049.8 hours or 1,524.9 hours per year.    

 TOTAL OAH PWH = (17.2 hrs.*23 backlog) + (17.2*44 anticipated new referrals over 2 years) + 

(17.2*15 in process*50%) = 1,281.4 hours or 640.7 hours per year. 

These calculations resulted in a total of 2,165.6 Program Work Hours (PWH) per year needed to process 

and catch up with referrals over the next two years. The calculated PWH was then adjusted backwards 

to identify the annual staffing requirement to catch up within two years41.  A summary of the hours 

needed per year is presented in Table D-2.  

Table D-2: Projected workload staffing requirements 

 

 

 

 

 

The current staff consists of 2 authorized PY – 1 AGPA and 1 SSA, both of which are currently filled. In 

addition, the Bureau has used blanket funds to provide 1 OT to assist in completing the work.  This staff 

must be dedicated to assigned duties and managed to eliminate corollary and intermediate reporting 

duties.  If this is done, then the Discipline unit appears to have an appropriate number of allocated 

positions for the SSA and AGPA. Further analysis would be needed to determine how much of an OT PY 

would be required to complete the process. With consideration to the number of hours needed to 

process the backlog and anticipated discipline referrals, the Discipline unit would be able to catch up 

and maintain current status with a full staff.  Even with consideration of the state vacancy rate the 

current allocations of 1 AGPA and 1 SSA, with the addition of an OT position should suffice as noted in 

                                                           
41

 The process time covers all both classifications, so the average percent of program work time and available work year 
between the SSA/AGPA was used since the work duties were combined for the purposes of this analysis. 

 SSA/AGPA 
combined 

Total Needed PWH per year 2,165.6 

Total Needed AWY 2,474.97  

Total Hours per year 2,696.05 

Number of PY Needed  1.30 
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the table below. As can be seen in table D-3, based on the average processing times and number of 

backlogged referrals, the Discipline Unit has the appropriate number of allocated positions to catch up 

and remain current in the future. 

 

 

 

 

Table D-3: Comparison of Existing and Recommended Staffing 

Classification: OT SSA AGPA SSM I TOTAL PY 

Recommended Number of PY Needed to catch up in 2 yrs. 1 1 1 0 3 

Total Allocated Staffing: Perm/Limited Term 0 1 1 0 2 

               Permanent Filled  1 1   

               Limited Term Filled      

               Permanent (Vacant)      

               Limited Term (Vacant)      

Net Change in staff to catch up: +1 0 0  +1 

               Vacant positions to be filled      

               Additional authorized positions needed +1    +1 

Number of PY Needed after caught up 1 1 1  3 
*Since the Office Technician was not available during the process time estimation activities, it is assumed that the 1 PY being 

used is sufficient. Further evaluation of the OT position is needed.  

Discontinuity of Projections 

The Bureau Operational Reports regarding work completion by the Discipline Unit show that an average 

of 13.8 Citations and 16.8 Attorney General referrals have been completed each year.  Using the 

projected rate of completion calculated above, we can only conclude that assigned staff has worked on 

reportable items only for approximately 852.4 hours estimated to complete these referrals, after 

adjusting for available work time.   
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Administrative – STRF and Annual Report Review  
 

The BPPE Administrative Division has dual function including traditional administrative duties and 

program operations functions.  Those program operations functions include a defined operational unit 

that performs review and approval of Student Tuition Recovery Fund (STRF) applications, and an 

integrated staff function responsible for receipt and review of required Annual Reports and 

Performance Fact Sheets (AR – PFS) submitted annually by licensed institutions.  The STRF review 

process has been a part of BPPE Operations since its re-authorization in 2010, and its requirements are 

established and well-known.  The receipt and review of required Annual Reports and Performance Fact 

Sheets (AR – PFS) is a nascent process that has been performed in a ministerial manner for the past 

several years, and will now be structured to allow the Bureau to “establish priorities for its inspections 

and other investigative and enforcement resources,” as mandated within SB 1247 requirements signed 

by the Governor on Sept. 29, 2014.  This report has considered a means of estimating the workload that 

will be required for the receipt and review of required Annual Reports and Performance Fact Sheets as a 

part of current processes.   

Current Administrative Unit staff consists of 1 SSM I, 2 AGPA’s, 5 SSA’s, and 3 OT’s, of which 1 AGPA and 

1 SSA are vacant. In addition, the Bureau has used blanket funds to supplement staffing with an 

additional 2 full-time and 1 part-time AGPA, 1 SSA, 1 OA, and 1 Seasonal Clerk to assist in the workload. 

These positions will expire on June 30, 2015 and are not counted toward the authorized total. Within 

this Administrative unit, the STRF unit has 1 AGPA and 2 SSA positions dedicated to the processing of 

STRF claims, making up 30% of the staff (not including the SSM I or Seasonal Clerk)42, of which the two 

SSA positions are filled with permanent staff.  In addition, the STRF staff is currently supplemented by 

one SSA and a part time AGPA from the blanket fund positions.   

Overall, the total number of working hours for the Administrative Unit (including the SSM I, AGPA’s, 

SSA’s, OT’s, OA, and Seasonal Clerk) for the two year period assessed was 42,214.09 hours, of which 

36,143.50 were working hours including regular time, but not overtime or excess. This comprises 

approximately 18,071.75 hours or approximately 10.1 PY per year across the entire Administrative unit.  

Breaking it down by classification, this is equivalent to 1 SSM I, 1.28 AGPA’s, 3.2 SSA’s, 2.8 OT’s, 0.04 OA, 

and 0.37 Seasonal Clerk PY’s per year.  

While the amount of Administrative Unit time that will have to be spent on the AR-PFS Review Process 

in the future is estimated as a part of the report, the amount of time currently spent was able to be 

estimated from several sources.  These included Position Description Questionnaires (PDQ) filled out by 

staff identifying the percentage of time spent on key activities; payroll records for November 2012-

October 2014 showing the number of total working hours; work records/tracking provided by the 

Administrative Unit staff covering STRF records from January 2011 to December 2014; and limited 

Annual Report records for July to December, 2014. The following pages present an analysis of current 

and needed projected staffing for the STRF function followed by an estimate of existing staffing needs 

for the Annual Report review process. The total Administrative time reported to payroll, including leave 

time, was used as the basis of computing actual staff work hours in conjunction with estimates of 

                                                           
42

 It can be assumed that the SSM-1 spends 30% of her time in management of STRF.   
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percentage of time spent on actual program activities from the PDQ’s was used to identify a rough 

computation of Current Processing Time for each analyzed program activity. 

 

STRF Calculation of Work Process Requirements – Current Processing Time  

The Current Processing Time for STRF related activities was calculated using operational performance 

data and payroll records in conjunction with PDQ responses to estimate the average processing time per 

STRF claim. This calculation looked at the number of STRF claims completed and the number of hours 

used during the corresponding two year period of time from November 2012 to October 2014. The 

department provided work records that showed a total of 435 claims received and 641 claims 

completed as closed, denied, ineligible, or unable to contact during this time, resulting in an average 

gain on the backlog of approximately 103 claims per year during this period.   

Due to the nature of the Administrative Unit positions, it could not be assumed that all the documented 

payroll hours were dedicated to any specific activity.  In order to identify the approximate time spent on 

STRF activities, the PDQ’s completed by the AGPA’s and SSA’s were analyzed and the average 

percentage of SSA and AGPA hours overall dedicated to STRF activities was estimated across all 

incumbents. This percentage was then factored to determine time dedicated to 640 claims completed.  

The results of this analysis are shown in table AS-2 below.   

The total number of working hours for the SSA’s and AGPA’s for the two year period was 21,207.51, of 

which 18,700 were working hours including regular time, but not overtime and excess time.  This was 

determined to be approximately 9,350 working hours per year. Breaking it down by classification, the 

Administrative Unit as a whole had an average of 1.45 AGPA and 3.64 SSA’s per year.  Table AS-1 shows 

the three-year trend of PY for the core Admin staff43 based on payroll hours in the Admin unit overall 

encompassing all duties.  

Table AS-1: Projected PY by FY based on Reported Hours 

 Projected Number of PY per year44 

OA OT SSA AGPA SSM I TOTAL 

Hours from Nov. 2012 to June 2013 0 2.96 3.70 1.18 1.12 8.96 

Hours from July 2013 to June 2014 0 2.85 3.86 1.41 1.12 9.24 

Hours from July 2014 to Oct. 2014 0.25 4.75 2.90 2.11 0.66 10.67 

 

The following table shows the total working hours including overtime and excess hours, the percentage 

of time spent in program work, the program work hours, and the resulting average number of hours 

spent on each claim per classification.   

 

                                                           
43

 Payroll records also included Chief, CEA, SSM II, and marginal QEU Specialist hours that are not a normal part of the 
Administrative processes discussed herein. 
44

 When using the partial year’s reported hours, the number of PY was extrapolated out with the assumption of the hours 
remaining consistent for the remaining months from that fiscal year.  
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Table AS-2: Calculated processing times per claim45 

Classification 
AWY hours 

for Nov’ 12 to 
Oct’14 

% PW 
PWH for all 

reported 
employees 

CPT: 
Avg. # hours per STRF 

claim  
(based on 640 claims) 

EPT: 
Avg. Hours for key tasks 
from Workflow Analysis  

SSA 13,385.5 38% 5086.49 7.95 hours 381 min = 6.35 hours 

AGPA 5,357 14% 749.98 1.17 hours 421 min = 7.02 hours 

TOTAL 18,742.50  5836.47 9.12 hours 6.35 to 7.02 hours46 

 

Given the overlapping of SSA and AGPA tasks in completion of this work, the 9.12 hour per STRF claim 

was used and future calculations are based on total analyst time (SSA and AGPA combined). 

Calculation of Work Process Requirements – Estimated Processing Time 

The Estimated Processing Time method relies on subject matter expert judgments based on the day to 

day work being completed.  Each member of the staff completed a workflow analysis document asking 

them to identify the number of minutes spent processing key tasks within the STRF claim process, 

resulting in an overall time frame of approximately 6.35 to 7 hours spent per claim.  The CPT estimate is 

about 28% higher than the EPT, however the overall difference is relatively small at approximately 2 

hours. There are numerous possible explanations for the resulting discrepancy. The CPT may reflect the 

increase in staffing, as can be seen in Table A-1, which implies the need for training time for new staff 

and it is also possible that general work related to processing STRF claims but not directly tied to a 

specific claim is included in the CPT. On the opposite side, it is possible the EPT is slightly lower due to 

the focus on key steps so it does not capture the full process and the inadvertent omission of the 

assessment of SSA initial research on the claim.  Given these considerations, the proximity of the 

estimates, and the more objective nature of the CPT, it will be used in calculations for future staffing.   

Future Staffing Projection 

In order to estimate the number of needed staff, the total number of hours needed per STRF claim was 

used to calculate the total PWH requirements including: 1) the total amount of time needed to address 

the backlog (not assigned), 2) the total time to address currently assigned claims, and 3) the time to 

process the projected number of new claims based on the average number received across historical 

records from January 1, 2012 to December 31, 2014. Consulting the management provided work 

records, there were a total of 152 claims (in queue or with no status since receipt) in the backlog, 38 

currently assigned claims, and a projected average of 279.7 new claims anticipated each year. However, 

given that it is assumed the backlog will be reduced over two years, the projection of workload must be 

made for two years and then halved once combined with the backlogged and in progress claims.  So the 

number of projected new claims is doubled in this calculation. Additionally, it was assumed that the 

claims currently assigned were 50% done on average.   This resulted in the following equation to 

determine the number of PWH needed to process the claims for the next two years.  

                                                           
45

 These work process tasks are used as a combined total in staffing calculations, due to the overlap in duties and tasks.   
46

 The AGPA has one additional step, otherwise the SSA/AGPA follow the same estimated pathway and the 7.02 hours includes 

the overlap of 6.35 hours).  
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 SSA/AGPA TOTAL PWH = (9.12 hrs.*152 backlog) + (9.12*559.4 anticipated new applications 

over 2 years) + (9.12*38 in process*50%). 

This calculation resulted in a total of 6,661.25 Program Work Hours (PWH) needed to process STRF 

claims over the next two years, or 3,330.63 PWH per year. The calculated PWH was then adjusted 

backwards to identify the number of staff hours, once adjusting for average leave time, that should be 

dedicated to the STRF processes within the Administrative Unit. Given that the STRF staff is gaining on 

the backlog in the two year period assessed, the number of PY needed to catch up in one year was also 

assessed.  A summary of the hours needed per year is presented in Table AS-3.  

Table AS-3: Projected workload staffing requirements 

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

The staff focused on STRF claims consists of 3 authorized PY, currently filled by three SSA’s and one part 

time AGPA, of which only two of the SSA’s are regular staff and the other SSA and part time AGPA are 

supplementary staff covered by blanket funds. Since the staff within the Administrative Unit has 

multiple responsibilities, the numbers above reflect the number of PY needed to catch up within 1 and 2 

years, with the assumption that the PY identified are working on STRF claims 100% of their work time.  If 

the staff assigned to STRF claims is also working on other tasks, the number would need to be adjusted 

accordingly – for example, if the staff assigned is only working on it 50% of the time – then the number 

required would be doubled.  

Based on the AWY for each class we can predict that each SSA works 1,905.28 hours per year and each 

AGPA works 1,936.48 hours per year.  If we then apply those calculated times to STRF applications we 

would assume that the three authorized positions apply 5,747.04 hours annually overall. With an 

average processing time of 9.12 hours per application combining SSA and AGPA hours, the assigned staff 

of three should be able to complete approximately 630.2 STRF claims a year.  However, looking at 

records from 6/1/12 to 5/31/14, an average of 334.5 are being completed a year indicating only about 

53% of the time is being spent on those applications.   

Assuming that the existing positions are being allocated to other administrative essential duties (which 

is not verified by this study) it is observed that the administrative staff may need augmentation so that 

the allocated STRF positions can be used for that purpose.   

Following the standard format for this report, we have calculated above to reflect the minimum number 

of staff needed for STRF processing. Consideration of the statewide vacancy rate (see footnote 24 on 

page 24) requires that the recommended number of authorized positions account for turnover and 

 
Catch up in 2 years Catch up in 1 year 

Classification SSA/AGPA SSA/AGPA 

Total Needed PWH per year 3,330.62 4110.42 

Total Hours per Year  
after accounting for leave 

3,606.52 4450.91 

Number of PY Needed  1.73 2.14 

Number of PY Needed after 
accounting for average 
State vacancy rate 

1.94 2.4 
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unfilled positions so that the remaining staff meets the minimum workload requirements. The total 

number of recommended employees to be dedicated to the STRF claims in order to catch up within one 

year after applying a 12% vacancy factor is presented in table AS-4 below. As can be seen, the currently 

allocated positions would be sufficient to catch up within a year if the time was dedicated to processing 

the STRF claims. This table also shows the number of employees that would be required to maintain 

current status in the unit once the backlog has been addressed.   

Table AS-4: Comparison of Existing and Recommended Staffing 

Classification: SSA AGPA TOTAL PY 

Recommended Number of Full-time PY Needed to catch up in 1 year 2.10 0.30* 2.40 

Total Allocated Staffing: Perm/Limited Term 2 1 3 

               Permanent Filled 2 0  

               Limited Term Filled    

               Permanent (Vacant)  1  

               Limited Term (Vacant)    

Net Change in staff to catch up: 0 +1 +1 

               Vacant positions to be filled  +1 +1 

               Additional full-time PY needed 0 0 0 

Number of PY Needed after caught up 1.2 0.2 1.4 
*The 0.30 AGPA time reflects the portion of the 9.12 hours that was exclusive to the AGPA role in the EPT analysis.  The AGPA 

also participates in the activities done by the 2.10 proposed SSA PY 

The STRF unit needs to be staffed with enough staff to cover the required 2.10 SSA and 0.30 AGPA PY to 

catch up on the claims within one year. This could be done with three SSA’s able to commit 70% of their 

time and 1 AGPA able to commit 30% of their time exclusively to the STRF claims.  

 

AR-PFS Process - Calculation of Work Process Requirements – Current Processing Time  

The process related to the receipt and review of required Annual Reports and Performance Fact Sheets 

(AR-PFS) is under development so the estimates provided herein are based on limited department 

records and the evolving process as it is currently practiced. Overall it is assumed that the Annual Report 

and Performance Fact Sheet review process should be viewed as an adjunct and improvement to the 

Licensing and Compliance Inspection processes that should be able to obtain its primary staffing 

requirement from those positions.  It is recommended that a future workload analysis be conducted 

once the process has stabilized and had time to be vetted.  

This section will quantify the workload requirement of the current practice, in the same manner as done 

previously.  The Current Processing Time is typically calculated using the hours spent and the number of 

Annual Reports completely reviewed, however due to the infancy of the formal process, the records at 

this point are limited and the CPT could not be calculated. In addition, due to the nature of the 

Administrative Unit positions, it could not be assumed that all the documented payroll hours were 

dedicated to any specific activity.  The total number of PY used by the Administrative Unit is summarized 

in Table AS-1 above.  

In order to identify the approximate time spent on AR-PFS activities, the PDQ’s completed by the 

Administrative Unit staff were analyzed and the average percentage of hours overall dedicated to AR-



  54 
 

PFS activities was estimated across all incumbents. This percentage was then factored into the working 

hours to determine the number of staff hours dedicated to AR-PFS activities. The following table shows 

the total working hours including overtime and excess hours, the percentage of time spent in program 

work, and the resulting number of program work hours dedicated to AR-PFS activities per classification. 

The results of this analysis are shown in table AP-1 below.   

Table AP-1: Calculated processing times per application 

Classification 
AWY hours 

for July ’14 to 
Oct’14 

% PW 

4 months 
PWH for all 

reported 
employees 

CPT:  
Avg. # hours 
per Annual 

Report 

EPT:  
Avg. Hours for key tasks from 
Workflow Analysis  

SSM I 432 20% 86.4   
AR: 195 min each year = 3.25 hrs. 
PFS: 20 min each 

AGPA 1365 15.7% 214.3  AR: 1740 min each year + 28 min 
per report 
PFS: 540 min = 9 hours  

SSA 1717 9.8% 168.3  

OT 2618 10% 261.8  
AR: no data collected 
PFS: N/A 

TOTAL 6132  730.8   
AR: 1935 min flat + 28 min/each 
PFS: 9.3 hours each 

Based on the information reported on the PDQ’s, an estimated 730.8 hours for the assessed four month 

period is dedicated to the AR-PFS review.  Assuming a consistent level of staffing, this would extrapolate 

out to approximately 2,192.4 program work hours (259.2 for SSM I, 642.9 for AGPA, 504.9 for SSA, and 

785.4 for OT) a year is dedicated to Annual Report activities.   

Calculation of Work Process Requirements – Estimated Processing Time 

The Estimated Processing Time method relies on subject matter expert judgments based on the day-to- 

day work being completed.  The unit completed a workflow analysis document asking them to identify 

the number of minutes spent processing key tasks within the Annual Report and the Performance Fact 

Sheet review process. The Annual Report review consisted of a series of tasks to be done once a year 

totaling 1,935 minutes in addition to approximately 28 minutes per report.  The data for the 

Performance Fact sheet indicates approximately 9.3 hours spent by the Compliance Analyst including a 

manager review.  A secondary estimated processing time, which was provided with the operational 

work records, indicated that it takes approximately 4 hours to do a review of a Performance Fact sheet 

up through the review of one deficiency letter response.   

Given that there is no current processing time directly tied to the AR-PFS review, the EPT of 1935 

minutes one time a year in addition to 28 minutes per report will be used for the annual report, and the 

average of the two SSA/AGPA EPT (390 min) plus the 20 minutes each for the SSM I will be used for the 

PFS for the purposes of future projections.  

Future Staffing Projection 

The anticipated future workload is more consistent than any of the other units as each licensed 

institution is required to submit an AR-PFS each year.  Based on the operational records provided in 

January 2015, there are a total of 1090 institutions listed, of which only 787 had submitted one for FY13-
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14.  However, it is anticipated that a follow up with those who do not submit the annual report will be 

built into the evolving process so the estimation is based on the full 1090 licensed institutions listed.  In 

order to determine the total number of hours needed for all 1090 institutions, the processing times for 

the Annual Report and Performance Fact Sheets were summed.  

 AR: 1935 min + 28*1090 = 32455 min = 540.92 hours 

 PFS: 410 min * 1090 = 446900 min = 7448.33 hours47 

This calculation resulted in a total of 7989.25 Program Work Hours (PWH) needed to process the AR-PFS 

each year – or which only about 7% - the amount needed for Annual Report Review, is currently 

encumbered.  The projected workload has therefore been calculated as a planning number, and this 

staffing need is identified is provided as a planning number only. 

As with previous analysis, this calculated PWH was adjusted backwards to identify the number of staff 

hours needed, adjusting for average leave time. A summary of the hours needed per year is presented in 

Table AP-2.  

Table AP-2: Projected workload staffing requirements 

 

 

 

 

Based on the EPT, the Administrative Unit would require approximately 4 SSA/AGPA’s to process all the 

annual reports and performance fact sheets each year with oversight by a SSM I.  

Since the staff within the Administrative Unit has multiple responsibilities, the numbers above reflect 

the number of PY needed each year, with the assumption that the PY identified are working on these 

activities 100% of their work time.  Since the work currently done on the Annual Report reflects only 541 

hours, or about 28% of a single PY, it is assumed staff is assigned to other administrative duties.  

The numbers calculated above reflect the minimum number of staff needed for initial deployment of 

this function. Consideration of the statewide vacancy rate (see footnote 24 on page 24) requires that the 

recommended number of authorized positions account for turnover and unfilled positions so that the 

remaining staff meets the minimum workload requirements. The total number of recommended 

employees to be dedicated to the AR-PFS reviews each year after applying a 12% vacancy factor is 

presented in table AP-3 below.  

Table AP-3: Planning Number - Staffing for AR-PFS Function 

Classification: SSA/AGPA SSM I TOTAL PY 

Planning Number - PY Needed to process AR-PFS each year  4.66 0.22 4.88 

 

                                                           
47

 It is unknown how many performance fact sheets would need annual review and this process is now performed only by Licensing 

and Compliance Inspection as an adjunct to their duties.  This analysis includes this analysis only as a future planning number. 

Classification SSA/AGPA SSM I 

Total Needed PWH per year 7622.67 366.58 

Total Hours per Year  
after accounting for leave 

8642.48 407.3 

Number of PY Needed  4.16 0.20 
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