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Why BBMR Did This Study 

COB University is mainly responsible for 

delivering training programs and 

coordinating the apprenticeship program. 

The purpose of conducting this study is to 

find ways to maximize revenue and increase 

cost‐efficiency so that COB University can 

become self‐sufficient.  

What BBMR Recommends 

To maximize revenue and increase cost‐

efficiency, BBMR recommends the following 

actions: 

1. Establish a minimum attendance 

requirement and consolidate classes 

2. Revise the training courses’ fee 

schedules to recover costs 

3. Match course offerings with agency 

needs based on workforce assessments 

4. Increase online learning and explore 

the feasibility of implementing a 

citywide online learning platform 

5. Explore the possibility of reducing 

program staff as the City moves toward 

increased online learning 

6. Reclassify the apprenticeship program 

coordinator position to a part‐time 

position 

7. Implement the apprenticeship fee 

schedule 

8. Explore the feasibility of partnering 

with the Bureau of Accounting and 

Payroll Services and the Bureau of 

Purchases to utilize the COB University 

training room instead of leasing a 

separate training room on 10 N. Calvert 

Street 

9. Redesign satisfaction survey 

10. Implement post‐training participant 

survey and focus group sessions 

11. Explore the feasibility of partnering 

with local universities and training 

organizations to increase the quality of 

trainings 

12. Explore the feasibility of administering 

CPM and reduce other course offerings 

to offset costs 

To view the full report, including scope and 

methodology, click on  
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What BBMR Found 

The revenue generating potential of COB University is currently not maximized. In Fiscal 2012, cost of 

operations was $415,814 and revenue generated was $237,996, resulting in a deficit of $177,818.  

  

The full cost of training delivery by COB University was $487,009 in Fiscal 2012. Cost of service delivery 

varies depending on the training categories. Classroom training had the highest cost of $102 per 

employee trained whereas departmental customized training had the lowest cost of $14 per employee 

trained.  

Training	Categories	 Hours	 Cost	
Number	of	
Employees	

Cost	per	
Employee	

Percent	

Departmental Customized 
Trainings 

75  25,778  1,804  14  5% 

Classroom Training  756  345,768  3,401  102  71% 

Blackboard Training  N/A  110,993  1,247  89  23% 

Wellness Lunch and Learn  47  16,154  1,082  15  3% 

Total  1,094  $487,009  7,534  $65  100% 

 

In‐depth research shows that COB University is currently not self‐sufficient because 1) it has high cost of 

service delivery, 2) current fee schedule is not designed to recover costs, and 3) training rooms’ utilization 

is not maximized.  

This study shows that COB University should consolidate classes, increase online learning, and revise fee 

schedules to generate savings and maximize revenue. This study also shows that there is a need for COB 

University to operate under a new business model. Instead of offering the same types of classroom 

training every year, COB University should explore the possibility of operating under a new business 

model that has the flexibility to match the City’s changing workforce needs and goals. The new training 

model should also minimize classroom instruction and maximize the use of online learning system to 

provide increased convenience and accessibility to City employees. A reevaluation of the ways Baltimore 

City delivers trainings would better position COB University to be more cost‐effective with training 

delivery in Baltimore City and allow COB University to become self‐sufficient in its operations. 

Summary of Revenue and Savings Estimates of Recommended Alternatives 

Alternatives	 Savings Revenue Total
Consolidate Classes   $53,522  $0  $53,522 

Revise fee schedule  $0  $521,511  $521,511 

Charge a Per‐Apprentice Fee  $0  $21,000  $21,000 

Increase training rooms’ utilization  $0  $5,100  $5,100 

Total  $53,522  $547,611  $601,133 
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1 

              Bureau	of	the	Budget	and	Management	Research        
                  Andrew Kleine, Chief 

Bureau of the Budget and Management Research 
100 N. Holliday Street, Baltimore, MD 21202 

January 30, 2013 

The Honorable Mayor Rawlings‐Blake, 

The Training Division of the Department of Human Resources (DHR) was originally part of the personnel 

administration program of the Department of Personnel. It was renamed City of Baltimore (COB) University in 

Fiscal 2011, when DHR’s original programs—Personnel Administration and Vision Care—were separated into 

four services to more accurately reflect the activities involved in the operations of the Department as part of the 

transition to Outcome Budgeting. The four services are: Administration, Benefits Administration, Civil Service 

Management, and COB University.  

COB University is responsible for training City employees, coordinating the apprenticeship program, 

coordinating the utilization of training rooms at the Department of Human Resources, and administering the 

Richard A. Lidinsky Award Program. Its specific responsibilities include registering and enrolling employees for 

training courses, reaching out to agencies and City employees to promote the training programs, planning and 

conducting a wide range of training courses, reaching out to local communities to advertise the apprenticeship 

program, and evaluating training efforts.  

This management research project on COB University was conducted upon your request to evaluate the current 

business model of training delivery and examine alternatives to allow COB University to be self‐sufficient. The 

authority to conduct this project comes from the Finance Department’s charter mandate to provide measures 

which might be taken to improve the organization and administration of City government. Key issues examined 

in this management research project include: 1) the full cost of conducting trainings and coordinating the 

apprenticeship program, 2) revenue generated from delivering trainings, 3) the current cost‐effectiveness of 

training delivery, 4) alternatives to generate savings and additional revenue, and 5) the savings and revenue 

estimates and other outcomes for each of the alternatives.  

To determine the full cost of training delivery and revenue generated, BBMR analyzed financial transactions 

from Fiscal Year 2006 to Fiscal Year 2012 and interviewed officials with operational knowledge of the service. To 

determine cost‐effectiveness of the trainings, BBMR compared Baltimore with outside vendors and other cities. 

To recommend alternatives to increase revenue and generate savings, other cities’ practices are taken into 

consideration and a scenario analysis for each alternative is conducted.  

BBMR conducted this management research project from October 2012 to January 2013 in accordance with the 

standards set forth in the BBMR Project Management Guide and the BBMR Research Protocol.  Those standards 

require that BBMR plans and performs the research project to obtain sufficient and appropriate evidence to 

provide a basis for the conclusions and recommendations contained in this report.  BBMR believes that the 

evidence obtained provides a reasonable basis for the findings and conclusions in this report and that such 

findings and conclusions are based on research project objectives. More information on the scope and 

methodologies of this project can be found in the appendices.  
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BACKGROUND	

STATUTORY HISTORY AND AUTHORITY 

Department of Human Resources 

Baltimore City made its first efforts in organizing City personnel matters when the City Service Commission was 

created in 1919 by an amendment to the City Charter. The Mayor appointed three unpaid commissioners for six 

years, and the commissioners in turn appointed a salaried chief examiner who acted as both the secretary of the 

commission and the administrator of examinations.  

The Commission was given the power to regulate the appointment, promotion, demotion, and general 

employment activities of City employees. Specific responsibilities of the commission include classifying and 

reclassifying all municipal positions and implementing a merit system for the purpose of making appointments. 

Additionally, the commission was instrumental in the establishment of a general municipal pension and 

retirement system in 1926. The plan was the first of its kind in Baltimore and provided retirement, disability, and 

death benefits for municipal employees.1  

The City Service Commission was renamed Civil Service Commission in 1960, but its functions remained the 

same. In 1996, the Department of Personnel was created by an amendment to the City Charter to provide advice 

and support to the Civil Service Commission. While the Commission remained responsible for the final 

determination of personnel rules and regulations and for advising the Mayor on personnel matters, most of the 

day‐to‐day operations were performed by the Department of Personnel.  

In 2001, by Executive Order of the Mayor, the Department of Personnel was renamed Department of Human 

Resources. The functions of the Department remained the same and an amendment to the City Charter 

reflecting the change in the name of the department was made in 2004. Today, the Department of Human 

Resources continues to advise the Civil Service Commission on rules and regulation governing the selection, 

promotion, demotion, and discipline of City employees. The Department also provides comprehensive human 

resources programs and services including training to attract, develop, and retain an organizationally effective 

workforce.  

City of Baltimore (COB) University 

The Training Division of the Department of Human Resources (DHR) was originally part of the personnel 

administration program of the Department of Personnel. It was renamed City of Baltimore (COB) University in 

Fiscal 2011, when DHR’s original programs—Personnel Administration and Vision Care—were separated into 

four services to more accurately reflect the activities involved in the operations of the Department as part of the 

transition to Outcome Budgeting. The four services are: Administration, Benefits Administration, Civil Service 

Management, and COB University.  

                                                            
1 “The Records of City: A Guide to the Baltimore City Archives,” by City of Baltimore Department of Legislative Reference, 
City Archives and Records Management Office, 1984, 
http://www.msa.md.gov/megafile/msa/speccol/sc5300/sc5339/000097/000000/000015/restricted/5458‐51‐1798.pdf 
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COB University started operating under the self‐sufficiency model in Fiscal 2005. COB University charges 

agencies a fee when agency employees register and participate in training courses organized by COB University. 

Revenue is generated by means of transfer credits, where agencies debit the training fee to COB University’s in‐

service training line item through a journal entry.  

RESPONSIBILITIES OF COB UNIVERSITY 

The primary responsibility of the Department of Human Resources’ City of Baltimore University (COB University) 

is to provide staff development opportunities to all Baltimore City Government and quasi‐government agencies 

and their employees. The responsibilities of COB University are separated into four categories: Training 

Programs, the Apprenticeship Program, Training Room Rental, and the Lidinsky Award Program. 

Training Programs 

COB University offers a variety of training programs to City employees. There are six categories of training 

programs: 1) New Employee Orientation, 2) Computer Courses, 3) Professional Development, 4) Safety 

Programs, 5) Finance and Purchasing, and 6) Savings and Investments.  

These six categories altogether make up the 86 courses that COB University offers or facilitates. Program staff 

from COB University offer professional development, computer, savings and investments, new employee 

orientation, and customized courses directly. Finance, Purchasing, and Safety classes are advertised by COB 

University but are offered and coordinated through the Department of Finance. Finance and Purchasing classes 

are offered through the Bureau of Purchases and the Bureau of Accounting and Payroll Services and Safety 

classes are offered through the Bureau of Occupational Safety and Risk Management. Chart 1 shows the number 

of courses in each category, and Table 1 shows the number of courses for each category of training and their 

respective goals.  

Chart 1: Number and Types of Courses 
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Table 1: Types of Trainings 

Type	of	Training	 Number	of	
Courses	

Example Goal	

New Employee 
Orientation 

1 course   New Employee Orientation  Help educate and inform new 
employees who recently started 
working for the City of Baltimore 

Computer Skills  28 courses   eTime 

 HRIS 

 Microsoft Excel and Word 

Increase employees’ computer 
skills and knowledge that are 
essential to their current positions 

Professional 
Development 

31 courses    Supervisory training program 

 Performance evaluation 

 Team building 

Help employees increase their 
knowledge and skills necessary for 
their professional and career 
development 

Safety  3 basic courses; 
12 other courses 

 Basic Defensive Driver Course 

 Defensive Driver 
Recertification 
 

Provides instruction in basic 
driving and safety techniques for 
operators of City‐owned vehicles. 
Mainly targeted at employees 
from DPW and DOT 

Finance and 
Purchasing 

9 courses   CityDynamics 

 CitiBuy 

Provide fiscal personnel the 
necessary skills to maneuver 
expenditure and procurement 
software  

Savings and 
Investments 

2 courses   Investing 101 

 Deferred Compensation 

Provide basic knowledge on 
savings and investments for City 
employees 

Customized  Varies   Varies  Customize trainings or retreats 
that fit the needs of agencies or a 
particular group of employees 

COB University also offers customized trainings and retreats to agencies. The goal of providing customized 

trainings is to meet agencies’ specific needs and time frame to maximize the effectiveness of the training. For 

example, COB University helped organize and facilitate a retreat for the Department of General Services in 

February 2012. It was held at the Cloisters and lasted for two and a half days. The retreat included a 

presentation on the strategic planning model, team building exercises, and group discussions. In Fiscal 2012, 

COB University held 12 customized trainings and retreats for nine agencies. These trainings altogether 

generated $14,475 of revenue for COB University. Agencies were charged an average of $193 per hour of 

customized trainings.  Table 2 shows the type of customized trainings and retreats administered by COB 

University in Fiscal 2012.  
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Table 2: Customized Trainings/Retreats in Fiscal 2012 

Training	 Agency Number	of	Hours	 Revenue
Excel  Fire  6  3,000

Infant and Toddler  
(Part of the Women, Infants, 
and Children Program) 

Health  6  175

New Employee Orientation   Fire  6  1,100

New Employee Orientation   Fire  6  1,500

New Employee Orientation   Fire  6  3,000

Retreat  M‐R: Office of Human Services  6  4,100

Health Insurance (HIPPA) 
M‐R: Office of Information 
Technology 

6  225

Maternal and Child Retreat  Health  6  700

Excel/Word   Public Works  6  650

Customer service   Finance  3  275

Sensitivity and Diversity  Police  3  550

DGS Strategic Retreat  General Services  2 and 1/2 Days  2,200

TOTAL    75   $14,475

The number of classroom courses COB University offers has not changed significantly in recent years. Chart 2 

shows the number of courses in each category since Fiscal 2009. 

Chart 2: Number of Training Courses: Fiscal 2009 to Fiscal 2012 
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Service Delivery  

Based on the self‐sufficiency operation model, COB University charges City agencies whenever an employee 

from the agency attends a training organized by COB University. The charge for the training depends on the type 

and length of the training, ranging from $10 to $575 per training. Table 44 in Appendix I shows the list of 

trainings offered by COB University and their respective fees.  

The self‐sufficiency operation model of COB University first began in Fiscal 2005, when no transfer credits were 

built‐in to the budget and $7,409 was generated as a result of transfer credits between agencies. Since Fiscal 

2006, transfer credits are built‐in to the budget and the goal of the self‐sufficiency model is so that COB 

University would recover its costs through delivering trainings and leasing training rooms to City agencies.  

COB University has not been able to generate sufficient revenue to recover its cost of operations since Fiscal 

2008. Chart 3 and Table 3 shows the budget, expenditures, and revenue of COB University from Fiscal 2006 to 

Fiscal 2012. 

Chart 3: COB University Budget, Expenditures, and Revenue 

 

Table 3: COB University Budget, Expenditures, and Revenue 

	 FY	2006	 FY2007 FY2008 FY	2009 FY	2010	 FY	2011	 FY	2012
Budget ($)   137,631    147,130     282,503  523,131 493,326  402,915  566,687

Expenditures ($)   100,371    154,046   227,087  419,212 453,151  390,328  415,814

Revenue ($)  116,904    229,838   214,530  288,500 162,828  348,004  237,996

Surplus/Deficit2 ($)  16,533        75,792  ‐12,557 ‐130,712 ‐290,323  ‐42,324  ‐177,818

                                                            
2 Calculated by subtracting expenditures from revenue. 
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The significant increase in revenue generated in Fiscal 2011 was because three training positions funded by the 

Departments of Public Works and Transportation were transferred into COB University’s budget and reimbursed 

via transfer credits.  

COB University conducted 185 trainings for City employees in Fiscal 2012 and generated $136,651 of revenue 

from training delivery. The rest of the actual transfer credits ($101,345) came from revenue generated from 

leasing training rooms and the apprenticeship coordinator funding from the Department of Public Works. These 

two revenue sources will be discussed later in the report. 

Supervisory Training Program, eTime trainings, New Employee Orientation, Department Trainings/Retreats, and 

Excel trainings together represented 80 percent of COB University’s training revenue in Fiscal 2012. Table 4 and 

Chart 4 show the distribution of revenue by training programs.  

Table 4: FY2012 Training Program Attendance and Revenue 

Training	 Number	of	
Trainings	

Total	Number	
of	Attendees

Average	Number	of	
Attendees	per	Class	

FY12	Total	
Revenue

Average	
Revenue	
per	Class

Supervisory Training Program3  72  1,896 26  45,425 15,142

eTime  15  117 8  19,795 1,320

New Employee Orientation  12  969 81  17,446 1,454

Department Training/Retreat  12  N/A N/A  14,475 1,206

Microsoft Excel  12  73 6  13,505 1,125

HRIS  7  21 3  4,427 632

Microsoft Word  8  19 2  3,515 439

Sensitivity  3  29 10  2,650 883

Recruiting System   1  10 10  1,850 1,850

Microsoft Access  4  7 2  1,295 324

Conflict Resolution  1  9 9  1,125 1,125

Substance Abuse Training  1  9 9  1,125 1,125

Keyboarding  4  6 2  1,110 278

Symposium  2  60 30  1,090 545

Stress Management  1  12 12  900 900

Time Management  2  2 1  850 425

Outlook  2  4 2  740 370

Communication Strategies  2  9 5  675 338

Intro to PC  2  3 2  555 278

PowerPoint  2  3 2  555 278

Windows  2  3 2  555 278

Health Insurance (HIPPA)  1  7 7  525 525

Performance Evaluation   2  3 2  425 213

Red Carpet Customer Service  2  5 3  375 188

Difficult Behavior  1  1 1  275 275

Expert Phone Skills  1  3 3  225 225

Multigenerational  1  6 6  210 210

Creating Brochures  1  2 2  185 185

                                                            
3 Supervisory Training Program consists of 24 modules. There were three Supervisory Trainings held in Fiscal 2012, with 79 
employees attending the training. The number of attendees (1,896) was calculated by multiplying 79 attendees by 24 
modules for the purpose of calculating an accurate total attendance and cost per employee, which is discussed later in the 
report. 
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Police, and General Services. These seven agencies altogether paid COB University $107,538 for their training 

programs. Since COB University offers trainings to employees from the Department of Human Resources at no 

cost, no revenue was generated from the agency.  

Table 5: FY2012 Training Program Revenue by Agencies 

Source	of	Revenue/Agency	 Revenue	($) Percentage	(%)	 Cumulative	(%)
Transportation  25,915  19%  19% 

Public Works  21,199  15%  34% 

Health  16,256  12%  46% 

Fire  12,390  9%  55% 

Housing and Community Development  12,262  9%  64% 

Police  10,178  7%  72% 

General Services  9,338  7%  79% 

M‐R: Office of Human Services  4,483  3%  82% 

Finance  4,198  3%  85% 

M‐R: Office of Employment Development  3,661  3%  88% 

Comptroller  2,803  2%  90% 

Enoch Pratt Free Library  1,975  1%  91% 

M‐R: Convention Complex  1,893  1%  92% 

Planning  1,488  1%  94% 

M‐R: Office of Information Technology  1,194  1%  94% 

Recreation and Parks  1,174  1%  95% 

Board Of Trustees Employees Ret. System  908  1%  96% 

City Council  870  1%  97% 

State's Attorney  805  1%  97% 

M‐R: Office of Neighborhoods  585  0.43%  98% 

Legislative Reference  555  0.41%  98% 

Human Resources  494  0.36%  98% 

Mayoralty  374  0.27%  99% 

Sheriff  370  0.27%  99% 

Courts: Circuit Court  254  0.19%  99% 

Council Services  223  0.16%  99% 

Liquor License Board  216  0.16%  99% 

M‐R: Office of the Inspector General  195  0.14%  100% 

M‐R: Cable and Communications  185  0.14%  100% 

Law  138  0.10%  100% 

Cylburn Arboretum  105  0.08%  100% 

M‐R: Office of CitiStat Operations  78  0.06%  100% 

M‐R: Environmental Control Board  76  0.06%  100% 

M‐R: Office of the Labor Commissioner  45  0.03%  100% 

Courts: Orphans' Court  10  0.01%  100% 

M‐R: Office of Criminal Justice  10  0.01%  100% 

TOTAL  $136,901  100%  100% 
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interact with the materials hosted in Blackboard and take online assessments after the training. Table 7 shows 

the courses offered via Blackboard and the total number of attendees in Fiscal 2012. 

Table 7: Blackboard Courses 

Blackboard Courses Type of Courses Number of 
Attendees  

in Fiscal 2012 
Blood Bourne Pathogens Safety 750 

Workplace Violence Professional Development 224 

Supervisory Training Assessment Professional Development 17 

Airway Restriction/Breathing Apparatus Customized 250 

Signs and Symptoms of Abuse Customized 5 

Point of Dispensing Training Customized 1 

Total  1,247 

Apprenticeship Program 

The Baltimore City Joint Apprenticeship Program was established in 1971 by Baltimore City and AFSCME Local 44 

to train qualified individuals while increasing worker retention rates and controlling costs of salaries during the 

training period. Apprentices are assigned to a technician supervisor and are given classroom instruction and on-

the-job training opportunities to learn and apply the skills acquired throughout the course the apprenticeship 

program.  

There are currently eight types of apprenticeships: automotive mechanic, electrical mechanic, housing 

inspector, instrumentation technician, maintenance technician, operations technician, tree trimmer, and utilities 

installer and repairer. The apprenticeship programs are coordinated by COB University and administered by the 

Departments of General Services, Public Works, Recreation and Parks, and Transportation. Table 8 shows the 

types of apprenticeship programs, their length, program focus, and administering agency.  

Table 8: Apprenticeship Programs 

Apprenticeship Length of 
Program 

Program Focus Administering Agency 

Automotive 
Mechanic 

4 years Diagnose, install, maintain, and repair a variety 
of automotive, heavy truck, heavy equipment, 
and other mechanical equipment 

Fleet Management Service of the 
Department of General Service 
(DGS) 

Electrical Mechanic 

 

2 years Install, maintain, and repair interior and exterior 
electrical and power distribution systems 

Maintenance Division of the 
Department of Transportation 
(DOT) and the Building 
Maintenance Division of DGS 

Housing Inspector 

 

1 year Inspect the exteriors, interiors, and adjacent 
grounds of vacant, occupied single family 
dwellings, and commercial properties to 
enforce the codes and ordinances  

Property Maintenance Code 
Enforcement service of the 
Department of Housing and 
Community Development (HCD) 

Instrumentation 
Technician 

4 years Maintain, calibrate, and repair hydraulic, 
pneumatic, and mechanical equipment 

Water and Wastewater 
Management Service of the 
Department of Public Works (DPW) 
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Maintenance 
Technician 

 

3 years  Maintain and repair electrical or mechanical 
equipment in a water or waste‐water treatment 
and/or pumping facility 

Water and Wastewater 
Management Service of DPW 

Operations 
Technician 

3 years  Operate, maintain, and repair mechanical and 
electrical equipment in a water and wastewater 
treatment plan 

Water and Wastewater 
Management Service of DPW 

Tree Trimmer  2 years  Prune, trim, and treat trees Urban Forestry Service of the Dept. 
of Recreation and Parks 

Utilities Installer and 
Repairer 

 

2 years  Install, maintain, and repair water mains, 
service pipes, water meters, fire hydrants, and 
related appurtenances, sanitary house 
connections, manholes, wastewater collection 
pipes, mains and storm drains 

Water and Wastewater 
Management Service of DPW 

The apprenticeship program has become significantly smaller since Fiscal 2010 because many of the positions 

that were designated for apprenticeship were salary‐saved. Salary‐saved positions are positions that are 

unbudgeted and cannot be filled unless approved by BBMR. The apprenticeship program shrank from 49 new 

apprentices in Fiscal 2008 to only three new apprentices in Fiscal 2012. Retention rates dropped significantly as 

a result of the reduction in program size.  

Chart 6: Apprenticeship Program Entry and Retention Rates 

 

There were 76 new apprentices from Fiscal 2008 to Fiscal 2012. Out of the 76 new apprentices, 55 (72 percent) 

are still employed by the City and 20 percent were terminated before the completion of the program. Chart 7 

shows the different reasons apprentices exited the program.  
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Apprentices’ salaries and other personnel costs are funded by the agencies where the apprentices are assigned 

and curriculum materials and books are funded by AFSCME Local 44. Curriculum trainings, on the other hand, 

are provided by private and nonprofit vendors and funded by the administering agency. Table 10 shows the type 

of curriculum trainings, the vendors being contracted, and the cost of the apprenticeship curriculum. The cost of 

the curriculum is on a per‐year basis and is for a cohort of between five and twelve apprentices. 

Table 10: Apprenticeship Curriculum Contracts 

Apprenticeship	Curriculum	 Vendor Cost per	cohort	
per	year	

Water and Wastewater Apprenticeship  Ross Technical Services  $16,883

Instrumentation Apprenticeship  ALMAC Enterprises   $24,880

Mechanical Maintenance Apprenticeship  ALMAC Enterprises  $10,500

Electrical Maintenance Apprenticeship  ALMAC Enterprise  $10,500

Utilities Installer Repairer  Community College of Baltimore County  $18,000

Water Treatment Apprenticeship  Maryland Center for Environmental Training  $11,000

Space Utilization 

The Department of Human Resources currently leases floors one to five of 1 Calvert Plaza at 201 E. Baltimore 

Street and uses it as office and training space. The premises consist of approximately 40,322 square feet. 

Expenditures in Fiscal 2012 related to the leasing of the property were $792,540. COB University is located on 

the second floor of the premises, which is approximately 8,451 square feet. While most of the trainings are held 

on the first and second floors of 1 Calvert Plaza, the New Employee Orientation is held in the War Memorial 

Building and Finance and Purchasing trainings are held at 10 N. Calvert Street.  

There are currently four training rooms on the second floor of 1 Calvert Plaza and one training room on the first 

floor. Table 11 below shows the name, functionality, number of occupants, area, and prorated annual lease of 

each of the training rooms. 

Table 11: Training Rooms 

Name	 Functionality Number	of	
Occupants

Area (Sq.	Ft)	 Prorated	
Annual	Lease

Montebello Suite   Smart Board  35 880  $14,032 

Patuxent Room   Smart Board  25 513  $8,180 

Chesapeake Room   15 Computers 

 Smart board 

15 538  $8,579 

Alleghany/ 
Computer Room 

 18 Computers 

 Smart board 

18 530  $8,451 

Potomac Room   Television 

 Smart board 

25 740  $11,808 

TOTAL    118 3,202  $54,303 
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Agencies need to submit a payment to COB University when they rent the computer room for agency‐specific 

purposes. The computer room costs $250 for a full day (6 hours), $150 for a half day (3 hours), and $75 for an 

hour.  In Fiscal 2012, COB University generated $1,700 of revenue from leasing the computer room to seven 

agencies. The other rooms are provided to agencies at no cost. 

Richard A. Lidinsky Sr. Award 

COB University administers the Richard A. Lidinsky Sr. Award annually to recognize City employees’ dedication to 

and excellence in public service. The award was first established in 2004 by Mayor Martin O’Malley and the 

Baltimore Community Foundation and the funding is provided by the Baltimore business community and private 

benefactors.  

Winners of the award are selected based on the employees’ application and recommendations by a committee 

that is comprised of four members, including the City’s Director of Human Resources, two members of the 

Lidinsky Foundation, and a designee from the Mayor’s Office. The winner is given a token of appreciation as well 

as a $2,500 award and two runners‐up are awarded $1,000 each.  

COST OF OPERATIONS 

There are two main activities within COB University that incur expenses: Training Delivery and Apprenticeship 

Program. Table 12 shows the full cost of training delivery.  

Table 12: Full Cost of Training Delivery 

Cost	Component Cost Percentage
Direct Costs 

COB Personnel Training Preparation  87,630 18% 

COB Personnel Training Hours  87,630 18% 

Supervisory Training Program Personnel  23,365 5% 

Printing Training Materials  10,257 2% 

Books  29,933 6% 

Training Supplies  799 0.16% 

Training Rooms6  54,303 11% 

Blackboard Software7  62,292 13% 

Total Direct Costs  $356,209  73% 

Indirect Costs 

COB Personnel Administration  82,547 17% 

Office Printing  733 0.15% 

Office Space8  45,031 9% 

Office Supplies, Dues etc.  2,489 1% 

Total Indirect Costs  130,800 27% 

TOTAL DIRECT AND INDIRECT COSTS  $487,009  100% 

                                                            
6 Funded by the Administration Service of the Department of Human Resources. 
7 Funded by the Mayor’s Office of Emergency Management (MOEM). 
8 Funded by the Administration Service of the Department of Human Resources. 
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The Supervisory Training Program consists of 24 different modules. Out of the 24 modules, 10 modules are 

taught by staff from other City agencies. For example, the Equal Employment Opportunities (EEO) module is 

taught by the Department of Human Resources, the Outcome Budgeting module is taught by BBMR, and the 

Ethics Module is taught by the Department of Legislative Reference.  Supervisory Training Program personnel 

cost in Table 12 stems from personnel costs related to these modules of the Supervisory Training Program. Table 

13 shows the modules taught by other agencies and their respective agencies that provide instruction.  

Table 13: Supervisory Training Program Modules Taught by Other Agencies 

Supervisory	Training	Program	Module Agency	Providing	Instruction	
Outcome Budgeting  Bureau of the Budget and Management Research (BBMR) 

Understanding the CitiStat Process  Office of CitiStat 

Grievance and Labor Contracts  Office of the Labor Commissioner 

Ethics  Legislative Reference 

Inspector General  Office of the Inspector General 

Americans with Disabilities Act  Wage Commission 

Safety  Office of Risk Management  

Substance Abuse Policy  Department of Human Resources  

Equal Employment Opportunities  Department of Human Resources 

Family and Medical Leave Act (FMLA )  Department of Human Resources and COB University 

Table 14 shows the full cost of administering the apprenticeship program.  

Table 14: Full Cost of Apprenticeship Program 

Cost	Component	 Cost Percentage
Direct Costs 

COB Personnel9    93,806  12%

Supervisors' Salaries and Other Personnel Costs  103,017 13%

Trainees' Salaries and Other Personnel Costs10  513,727 67%

Curriculum Contract11  33,771 4%

Books  4,200 1%

Total Direct Costs  $748,521 97%

Indirect Costs 

Printing     2,931  0.38%

Other Supplies  428 0.06%

Office Space12  16,385 2%

Other  769 0.10%

Total Indirect Costs  $20,513 3%

TOTAL DIRECT AND INDIRECT COSTS  $769,033 100%

                                                            
9 Includes the salary and other personnel costs of the apprenticeship coordinator. 
10 Funded by agencies where the apprentices are ultimately assigned. 
11 Funded by AFSCME Local 44. 
12 Funded by the Administration Service of the Department of Human Resources. 
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Table 16: Priority Measures 

Type	 Measure	 FY09	
Actual

FY10	
Actual

FY11	
Actual	

FY12	
Target

FY13	
Target

Output  Percent of Newly Graduated 
Apprentices Retained for Up to  
2 Years 

85% 85% 99%  85% 88%

Output  Number of Employees Attending 
Training 

New 6,800 7,000  7,000 5,900

Effectiveness  Percent of Employees that rate the 
Training Classes as Relevant to Current 
or Future Goals  

90% 90% 100%  90% 90%

Effectiveness  Percent of Employees Attending who 
Rate All Training as Good or Excellent 

90% 90% 93%  90% 90%

COB University only submitted one performance measure—cost per employee trained—in its Fiscal 2014 budget 

proposal. BBMR recommends that COB University retain the priority measures in Table 16 and add the new 

efficiency measure—cost per employee trained—in future budget proposals.  

The effectiveness measures are obtained from a survey that COB University conducts after each training session. 

The survey consists of eight questions to gauge attendees’ satisfaction with the trainer, the training room, and 

how the training relates to their current goals. In Fiscal 2012, COB University collected 1,987 responses from 

training program attendees who attended 55 different training programs. Sixty‐nine percent (69%) of the 

responses are from employees who attended the supervisory training program.  

Respondents of the survey were asked to rate in terms of excellent, good, average, or fair: 

1. The goals and objectives of training were clearly defined and met.  

2. Information and materials related well to the topic.  

3. Key points were covered thoroughly. 

4. Trainer was well prepared and enthusiastic. 

5. Trainer answered questions satisfactorily. 

6. The room was clean, comfortable and ready to use.  

7. Time frame for this course was too long, too short, or just right (choose one). 

8. This course was relevant to my current and/or future career goals. 

For respondents who attended the Supervisory Training Program, 95 percent of respondents rated the training 

program as excellent or good and the same percentage of respondents said the training was very relevant or 

relevant to their current goals. For respondents who attended other training programs, 95 percent of 

respondents rated the training program as excellent or good and 90 percent said the training was very relevant 

or relevant to their current goals.  

BBMR recommends that COB University change the effectiveness measures as it redesigns the satisfaction 

survey. Details of how COB University should redesign its satisfaction survey will be discussed later in the report.  
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FINDINGS	

CURRENT REVENUES ARE NOT SUPPORTING THE COST OF SERVICE DELIVERY 

Under the self‐sufficiency operating model, COB University should be recovering its costs by generating revenue 

from training delivery and apprenticeship program administration. COB University, however, has not been able 

to generate sufficient revenues in recent years to offset the entire cost of service, as shown in Chart 10 and 

Table 17.  

Chart 10: COB University Expenditures and Revenue 

 

Table 17: COB University Budget, Expenditures, and Revenue 

	 FY	2009 FY	2010 FY	2011 FY	2012	

Expenditures  419,212 453,151 390,328 415,814 

Revenue  288,500 162,828 348,004 237,996 

Surplus/Deficit16  ‐130,712 ‐290,323 ‐42,324 ‐177,818 

 

In Fiscal 2012, COB University expended a total of $415,814 and generated $237,996 of revenue, resulting in a 

deficit of $177,818. COB University’s revenue came from training delivery, apprenticeship program funding by 

the Department of Public Works, and training room rental. Chart 11 shows the breakdown of Fiscal 2012 

revenue. 

                                                            
16 Calculated by subtracting expenditures from revenue. 
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Table 19: Outside Vendors’ Training Cost 

Vendors18	 Cost Per	Person	
(4.5‐Hour	Class)	

Computer Courses 

ONLC Training Center  104 

New Horizons  78 

System Source  94 

Webucator  69 

HyperLearning Technologies  52 

Montgomery Community College  51 

University of Baltimore  84 

Customer Service/Business Skills Courses 

The Customer Focus  70 

Webucator  106 

New Horizons  97 

University of Baltimore  90 

Howard Community College  131 

AVERAGE  $85 

COB University  $102 

 

Table 19 shows that while the cost of training courses varies widely among outside vendors, the average cost 

per person is $85, 17 percent lower than that of COB University.  

Establish a Minimum Attendance Requirement and Consolidate Classes 

One way to reduce cost of service delivery is to establish a minimum attendance requirement. In Fiscal 2012, 

COB University conducted 185 training classes with a total of 3,401 employees who attended the trainings. On 

average, there were 14 attendees per class.  

Certain classes had significantly higher attendance rates. The New Employee Orientation, Supervisory Training 

Program, and the DHR Symposium had a total of 1,108 attendees (average of 65 attendees per class) while the 

rest of the training programs had an average of four attendees per class. Forty‐five (45) percent of the classes 

(52 classes) held in Fiscal 2012 had fewer than five employees in attendance. Out of the 52 classes with fewer 

than five attendees, 36 classes (69 percent) were computer‐ or software‐related classes.19 Chart 12 shows the 

distribution of the attendance rates in Fiscal 2012. 

This study also examines the filling rates of classes. Most classes have a maximum class size of 18 whereas the 

Supervisory Training and New Employee Orientation have the maximum class size of 30 and 100 respectively. In 

                                                            
18 Private vendors’ costs (not including universities) were calculated by multiplying the retail costs by one minus industry 
gross profit margin. The gross profit margin for the education and training services industry in December 2012 was 52.91%.  
19 Attendance rates are calculated by aggregating the number transfer credits made to COB University in Fiscal 2012. While 
BBMR believes that the computed attendance rates are accurate, these numbers might slightly deviate from actual 
numbers. 
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Fiscal 2012, 55 (47 percent) of the 116 training classes20 had a filling rate of less than 20 percent. Chart 13 shows 

the filling rates of training classes. 

Chart 12: Fiscal 2012 Attendance Rates  

 

Chart 13: Fiscal 2012 Training Classes’ Percentage Filled  

 

                                                            
20 The number of training classes shown in these charts (116) is different from the numbers in Table 4 and in Table 18 (185 
training classes) because the three Supervisory Training Programs were considered as three classes for the purpose of 
calculating attendance rates, whereas the Supervisory Training Programs were considered as 72 classes (3 classes*24 
modules) for the purpose of calculating cost per employee in Table 18. 
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Low attendance rates significantly reduce cost‐efficiency, as shown in Table 20 and Chart 14. To reduce the cost 

of service delivery and increase cost‐efficiency, BBMR recommends that COB University establish a minimum 

attendance requirement.  

Table 20: Cost per Attendee 

Component	 Cost	
Full Cost of Classroom Training Delivery (See Table 18)  $345,768 

Total Number of Classes  185 

Average Cost per Class  $1,869 

Cost per Attendee for a Class with a 20% Filling Rate  $519 

Cost per Attendee for a Class with a 80% Filling Rate  $130 

Chart 14: Relationship between Filling Rates and Cost per Attendee 

 

If COB University established a minimum attendance requirement of five employees per training class and 

consolidated the same classes with low attendance, COB University would reduce the number of classes by 15 

percent, from 185 to 157.  

By establishing a minimum attendance requirement and consolidating classes, there would be savings related to 

books, supplies, and printing costs. There would also be significant savings related to personnel costs by 

eliminating staff or by hiring part‐time contractual employees instead of full‐time permanent employees. 

Reducing personnel costs effectively reduces the cost of service delivery because personnel costs is the highest 

cost component, representing 53 percent of COB University’s full cost of training delivery. Table 21 shows the 

cost of the four training staff in COB University. 
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Table 21: Training Staff Personnel Costs21 

Position	 Training	Delivery Administration Total
EXECUTIVE LEVEL I       56,429           14,107       70,536 

TRAINING OFFICER II       47,048                    ‐         47,048 

TRAINING OFFICER II       18,361           55,084       73,445 

TRAINING OFFICER I       53,422           13,356       66,778 

TOTAL     $175,260          $82,547     $257,807 

If COB University delivered 157 classes in Fiscal 2012 instead of 185, the cost of delivering trainings would 

reduce by $53,522 (11 percent). The number of employees trained would remain the same because the 

consolidation of classes does not eliminate the classes offered. The same class would be offered once the 

minimum number of employees signed up for the same class.   

Table 22: Cost Before and After the Consolidation of Classes 

Cost	Components	 Cost	Before	
Consolidation

Cost	After	
Consolidation	

Percentage	
Change

COB Personnel Training Preparation  87,630  72,101  ‐18%

COB Personnel Training Hours  87,630  72,101  ‐18%

Supervisory Training Program Personnel  23,365  23,365  0%

Printing Training Materials  10,257  8,439  ‐18%

Books  29,933  24,628  ‐18%

Training Supplies  799  657  ‐18%

Training Rooms  54,303  54,303  0%

Blackboard Software  62,292  62,292  0%

Total Direct Costs  $356,209  317,887  ‐11%

         

COB Personnel Administration  82,547  67,918  ‐18%

Office Printing  733  603  ‐18%

Office Space  45,031  45,031  0%

Office Supplies, Dues etc.  2,489  2,048  ‐18%

Total Indirect Costs  $130,800  $115,600  ‐12%

TOTAL DIRECT AND INDIRECT COSTS  $487,009  $433,487  ‐11%

 

Low attendance rates also suggest that COB University is not meeting the City’s training needs. BBMR 

recommends that COB conduct and publish a comprehensive needs assessment every year by collaborating with 

agency heads and by researching industry trends to identify the City’s training needs. COB University should also 

match course offerings with agency needs based on the workforce assessments conducted.   

Increase Online Learning 

Online learning has a significantly lower cost than onsite classroom training. In Fiscal 2012, the cost of classroom 

training per employee was $102 whereas the cost of Blackboard training per employee was $89 (see Table 18). 

Online trainings allow participants to read and interact with the materials hosted in Blackboard and take online 

                                                            
21 The allocation of the training staff’s time on training preparation, delivery, and administration are derived by having 
conversations with agency head and staff.  
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assessments after the training. Online learning also allows employees to take the training according to their own 

schedule at their own pace instead of being restricted to the class schedule that COB University coordinates. The 

reduced cost and increased convenience of delivering courses online suggest that COB University should 

increase online learning and reduce classroom instruction.  

Table 23: Cost of Blackboard per Employee Trained in Fiscal 2012 

Component	 Calculations Cost
Blackboard Costs     $62,29222

COB University Training Preparation  $487,009*10%  $48,700

Number of Employees Trained through Blackboard    1,247

Cost of Blackboard per Employee Trained   ($62,292+$48,700)/1,247  $89

COB University has partnered with the Mayor’s Office of Emergency Management (MOEM) since March 2011 to 

acquire Blackboard as the vehicle of online learning.23 Details of the City’s contract with Blackboard can be found 

in Table 6.  

COB University currently delivers six courses via Blackboard, most of which are designed for employees from the 

Fire Department. Since acquiring Blackboard in March 2011, 2,493 employees have utilized the software. The 

number of employees who attended trainings increased by 1,59024 from Fiscal 2011 to Fiscal 2012 as a result of 

the implementation of Blackboard. Table 24 shows the type of courses and number of attendees of Blackboard 

trainings in Fiscal 2012. 

Table 24: Blackboard Courses in Fiscal 2012 

Blackboard	Courses	 Type	of	Courses Number	of	Attendees	
Blood Bourne Pathogens  Safety  750

Workplace Violence  Professional Development  224

Supervisory Training Assessment  Professional Development  17

Airway Restriction/Breathing Apparatus  Customized  250

Signs and Symptoms of Abuse  Customized  5

Point of Dispensing Training  Customized  1

Total    1,247

BBMR recommends that COB University increase the number and types of courses offered via Blackboard due to 

the lower costs and increased convenience associated with online learning. BBMR also recommends that 

Baltimore City explore the possibility of implementing a citywide online learning system. The Mayor’s Office of 

Information Technology (MOIT) currently has a $20,000 agreement with SkillSoft Corporation, an authorized 

federal supply service that specializes in online learning. The license currently can only support MOIT employees 

                                                            
22 Cost for up to 500 active users. Participants’ accounts would be deleted after the completion of the training course so 
that more than 500 employees can have access to Blackboard courses during the course of the year.  
23 The funding source comes from MOEM’s Federal Homeland Security Grant. The agreement between MOEM and COB 
University ends in March 2013. The two agencies are currently negotiating the funding sources and amount for the 
software license from March 2013 to March 2014. 
24 The number is calculated in terms of the number of trainings. If an employee did not attend any training in Fiscal 2011 
and attended two trainings in Fiscal 2012, the number of employees trained would as a result increase by two.  
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because the contract was intended for an audience size of 130. Since SkillSoft has the capabilities to support 

online programs and materials, the software significantly reduces costs and increases the quality of training 

programs. BBMR recommends that COB University partner with MOIT to explore the options of utilizing SkillSoft 

across agencies to maximize the use of resources.  

If COB University partners with MOIT and purchases SkillSoft for the same audience size, the amount of 

resources would increase significantly with both agencies having access to the SkillChoice Complete model, 

which provides six business skills course, five IT courses, one desktop course, and other related updates and 

resources.25 The courses and reference materials hosted in SkillSoft are significantly more comprehensive than 

those of Blackboard and the purchase of the SkillChoice Complete Model allows employees to have access to all 

the courses available.  

Table 25: SkillChoice Complete Model 

Course	Area	 Courses
Business Skills  Professional Effectiveness 

  Management Leadership 

  Project Effectiveness 

  Customer‐Facing Skills 

  Finance, HR and Administration 

  Business Strategy and Operations 

Information Technology  Enterprise Database Systems 

  Internet and Network Tech 

  Software Development 

  Operating Systems and Server Tech 

  Web Design 

Desktop  Desktop Computer Skills 

Other  Monthly Library Updates 

  Express Guides 

  BusinessPro Referenceware Collection 

  OfficeEssentials Referenceware Collection  

  ITPro Referenceware Collection 

According to MOIT’s current agreement with Skillsoft, the average cost per audience is $154. Cost per audience 

decreases as the number of audience size increases according to the US General Services Administration (GSA) 

price schedule (GS‐35F‐0099J)26. The details of the price schedule are in Figure 7 and Figure 8 in Appendix I. If 

Baltimore were to purchase the SkillChoice Complete Mode for an audience size of 7,000, the software would 

cost a total of $286,340, which is equivalent to $39 per audience.  

The benefit of implementing a citywide online learning platform across agencies is that different agencies would 

utilize different components of the software and thus maximize the use of resources. Using SkillSoft as an 

example, MOIT would presumably utilize most of the IT courses and ITPro Referenceware Collection, while other 

agency employees would presumably utilize courses related to business and desktop skills. Additionally, 

                                                            
25 Comlete SkillSoft GSA Price List can be found on 
https://www.gsaadvantage.gov/ref_text/GS35F0099J/0K3F0O.2DN95N_GS‐35F‐0099J_GSASCHEDULE70.PDF 
26 https://www.gsaadvantage.gov/ref_text/GS35F0099J/0K3F0O.2DN95N_GS‐35F‐0099J_GSASCHEDULE70.PDF 
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increased online learning would in the long‐term reduce the demand of onsite training. The reduced demand of 

classroom training would contribute to long‐term savings because classroom training, as shown in Table 18, has 

the highest cost per employee out of all the training categories. BBMR recommends that COB University partner 

with MOIT to explore the possibilities of utilizing the same online learning software across agencies and 

consequently reduce classroom trainings in order to reduce long‐term costs related to online learning.  

Table 26: Cost Difference between Classroom and SkillSoft Training 

	Training	Categories	 Cost Number	of	
Employees

Cost	per	
Employee	

Classroom Training  345,76827 3,40128             102  

SkillSoft Training  235,464 3,401              69  

Savings per Employee               $33 

 

Implement a Citywide Learning Platform 

The cost of implementing a citywide learning platform and reducing onsite classroom instruction would be the 

same as current practice, but more employees will be trained and the quality and accessibility of trainings would 

be significantly increased. The scenario in Table 27 envisions having one permanent full‐time employee and one 

part‐time employee. These two staff will coordinate the online learning system and conduct the New Employee 

Orientation, Supervisory Training Program, and customized training for agencies. Table 27 also includes the cost 

of SkillSoft for an audience size of 3,401.  

Table 27: Cost Before and After Implementing a Citywide Online Learning Platform 

Direct	Costs	 Cost	Before	
Online	Learning	

Cost	After		
Online	Learning		

Percentage	
Change

COB Personnel Training Preparation  87,630 60,357  ‐31%

COB Personnel Training Hours  87,630 60,357  ‐31%

Supervisory Training Program Personnel  23,365 23,365  0%

Printed Training Materials  10,257 3,659  ‐64%

Books  29,933 10,679  ‐64%

Training Supplies  799 285  ‐64%

Training Rooms  54,303 17,335  ‐68%

Online Learning Software  62,292 235,464  +278%

Total Direct Costs  $356,209  $411,502  +16%

COB Personnel Administration  82,547 60,357  ‐27%

Office Printing  733 262  ‐64%

Office Space  45,031 14,000  ‐69%

Office Supplies, Dues etc.  2,489 888  ‐64%

Total Indirect Costs  130,800 75,507  ‐42%

TOTAL DIRECT AND INDIRECT COSTS  $487,009  $487,009  +/‐0%

 

 

                                                            
27 From Table 18 on page 21. 
28 Total number of employees trained via classroom instruction in Fiscal 2012. 
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Table 27 shows that the full cost to administer the new business model is the same as COB University’s current 

cost of training delivery. Table 28 shows the difference in costs among the three types of training under the 

online learning scenario and the projected number of attendees.  

Table 28: Cost and Projected Number of Attendees of Classroom, Customized, and Online Training 

Types	of	Trainings	 Cost	($)
Projected	Number	
of	Attendees	Using	
Online	Learning29

Number	of	
Attendees	Under	
Current	Practice

Classroom Training  185,229  2,865 3,401

Customized Training  41,162  1,000 1,804

Online Training  260,618  3,401 1,247

Total  $487,009  7,266 6,452

 

COB University would have to establish a fee schedule to recover the full cost of training delivery. Table 29 

shows the fee schedule to recover the cost of implementing a citywide online learning platform.  

Table 29: Fee Schedule for Citywide Online Learning Platform 

Component	 Calculations Cost
Total Cost  See Table 28  $487,009

To Determine Classroom Training Cost 

Classroom Training Cost    $185,229

Projected Number of Attendees  Based on FY12 Numbers  2,865

Cost per Employee per Hour  $188,250/2,865/4.5 Hours  $16

To Determine Customized Training Cost 

Customized Training Cost  See Table 28  $41,162

Projected Number of Attendees  See Footnote 29  1,000

Cost per Employee per Hour  $41,833/1,000/4.5 Hours  $10

To Determine Online Training Cost 

Online Training Cost  See Table 28  $260,618

Projected Number of Attendees  See Footnote 29  3,401

Cost per Employee per Course  $261,028/3,400  $76

 

Table 30 shows total revenue generated using the fee schedule in Table 29. 

Table 30: Revenue Generated from Citywide Online Learning Platform 

Type	of	Training	 Calculations Revenue
New Employee Orientation  $16*6 Hours *969 Employees  93,024

Supervisory Training Program  $16*72 Hours*79 Employees  91,008

Customized Training  $10*4.5 Hours*1,000 Employees  45,000

Online Training  $76*3,400 Employees  258,476

Total Revenue    487,508

Total Cost  See Table 27  $487,009

Surplus  $487,508‐$487,009  $499

                                                            
29 Classroom trainings’ attendance rates are based on Fiscal 2012 numbers. Customized and online trainings’ attendance 
rates were projected based on the increased convenience and quality of training via SkillSoft.  
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By implementing a comprehensive online learning system and reducing classroom training, the cost of training 

delivery remains the same but the number of employees trained would increase by 13 percent (814 employees). 

According to the scenario in Table 27, the City would continue to conduct to the New Employee Orientation, 

Supervisory Training Program, and customized trainings, and City employees would have convenient access to a 

wide range of course offerings through the citywide online learning platform at no additional cost. 

2. Current Fee Schedule Is Not Designed to Recover Costs 

COB University generated $151,376 of revenue in Fiscal 2012 from delivering training. $136,901 was generated 

by delivering classroom instruction and $14,475 was generated by delivering customized departmental training. 

COB University did not have a fee for any Blackboard trainings because the majority of Blackboard participants 

were employees from the Mayor’s Office of Emergency Management and the agency currently acts as the 

funding source for Blackboard.30  

COB University’s current fee schedule is roughly based on the number of hours of training but is not designed to 

recover costs. Under the current fee schedule, a three‐hour course costs $92.50, a six‐hour course costs $185, 

and a 12‐hour course costs $300. There are, however, a small number of courses that do not follow the hourly 

rates. These courses include the Supervisory Training, Leadership Roundtable, and New Employee Orientation. 

Table 31 shows the current fee per employee that COB University charges agencies. Table 44 in Appendix I 

shows the comprehensive fee schedule of COB University’s training courses.  

Table 31: Classroom Training Fee Schedule 

Trainings	(Example)	 Number	of	Hours Fee	per	Person	 Fee	per	Hour
Leadership Roundtable  2  None  $0

New Employee Orientation  6  $10  $1.60

3‐Hour Course (Such as eTime Extra)  3  $92.50  $30

6‐Hour Course (Such as MS Excel)  6  $185  $30

2‐Day Course  
(Such as HRIS: Edit User) 

12  $300  $25

Supervisory Training 
(24 three‐hour classes) 

72  $575  $8

 

COB University also offers customized departmental training or retreats. These trainings are offered at $1,100 

for a full‐day training and $550 for a half‐day training per trainer regardless of the number of participants.  

Revise Training Fee Schedules 

Both classroom and customized trainings’ fee schedules are not designed to recover costs. As discussed earlier 

in the report, COB University has not been able to generate sufficient revenue to offset its entire cost of service 

delivery. There is a need to revise the fee schedules for COB University to remain competitive while recovering 

its costs. 

Using Fiscal 2012 as an example, Table 32 shows the way COB University should determine the fee schedule. The 

design is based on the assumption that the projected numbers of employees and classes are both accurate. 

                                                            
30 COB University began to charge agencies $15 for Workplace Violence Policy trainings in Fiscal 2013 but revenue 
generated from this cost figure and the number of attendees does not recover the cost of the software. 
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Table 32: Cost Schedule Design Based on Projected Numbers 

Component	 Calculations Cost
Total Training Cost  See Table 18  $487,009

To Determine Classroom Training Fee Schedule 

Cost of Classroom Training  See Table 18  $345,768

Number of Revenue‐Generating Employees31  See Table 18  3,299

Projected Number of Employees32  3,299*80%  2,640

Cost per Hour per Employee  $345,768/2,640/4.5 hours33  $30

Average Fee per Class  $30*4.5 Hours  $135

To Determine Blackboard Fee Schedule 

Cost of Blackboard Training  See Table 18   $110,993

Number of Revenue‐Generating Employees  See Table 18  1,247

Projected Number of Employees34  1,247+1,000  2,247

Fee per Employee per Class  $110,993/2,247  $50

To Determine Customized Training Fee Schedule 

Cost of Customized Training  See Table 18  $25,778

Number of Employees  See Table 18  1,804

Cost per Hour per Employee  $25,778/1,804/4.5 hours  $3

Average Fee per Employee  $3*1.535*4.5 Hours  $20

To Determine Wellness Lunch and Learn Fee Schedule 

Cost of Wellness Lunch and Learn  See Table 18  $16,154

Number of Employees  See Table 18  1,082

Fee per Employee per Class  $16,154/1,082  $15

 

Using the fee schedule in Table 32, COB University would recover $521,511 in Fiscal 2012. The surplus is due to a 

contingency amount built‐in to the fee schedule to account for unexpected fluctuations in the number of 

attendees.  The new fee schedule recommended by BBMR is in Table 47 in Appendix I.  

 

Table 33: Revised Fee Schedule Scenario 

Types	of	Training	 Calculations Revenue
Classroom  $30*4.5 Hours*2,640 Employees  445,365

Blackboard  $50* 2,247 Employees  112,350

Customized  $4.50*4.5 Hours*1,804 Employees  121,770

Wellness  $15* 1,082 Employees  16,230

Total Revenue    $521,511

Total Cost    $487,009

Surplus  $521,511‐$487,009  $34,502

 

                                                            
31 Revenue‐generating employees are those who signed up for classroom training and are not employees from the 
Department of Human Resources because COB University currently only charges a fee for employees from other agencies. 
32 The 20% reduction in the number of employees stems from reduced demand for classroom instruction with the increased 
use of Blackboard. 
33 4.5 hours is the average length of the training programs the COB University offers.  
34 BBMR projects an increase in demand for Blackboard due to increased convenience and reduced costs associated with 
online learning.  
35 The 50% addition to the $10 acts as a contingency multiplier for unexpected fluctuation in the number of attendees.  
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Table 32 and Table 33 provide a set of guidelines for cost recovery. COB University should adjust the customized 

trainings’ fees according to the content, audience, and length of the training. The goal of recommending a fee 

schedule is to provide a scenario analysis in order for COB University to become self‐sufficient.  

 

The fee schedule recommended by BBMR is competitive to current market rates. Table 34 shows that the 

average retail price per hour of training by outside vendors is $33 whereas the BBMR‐recommended fee per 

hour is $30.  

 

Table 34: Comparison Between Fee Schedules of COB University and Outside Vendors 

Vendors	 Retail	Price		($) Training	
Duration	

Price	Per	
Hour	($)

Computer Courses 

ONLC Training Center  295 1 Day  49

New Horizons  220 1 Day  37

System Source  265 1 Day  44

Webucator  195 1 Day  33

HyperLearning Technologies  195 8 Hours  24

University of Baltimore  45 4 Hours  11

Montgomery Community College  223 12  19

 
Customer Service/Business Skills Courses 

The Customer Focus  9950 6 Hours  33

Webucator  300 6 Hours  50

New Horizons  275 6 Hours  46

University of Baltimore  30 1.5 Hours  20

Howard Community College  1165 40  29

AVERAGE    $33

COB University   (See Table 32)  $30

 

 

One of the main reasons COB University currently is not self‐sufficient is because the fees for the New Employee 

Orientation and the Supervisory Training Program are not designed to recover costs. COB University currently 

charges agencies $10 for the six‐hour New Employee Orientation and $575 for the 72‐hour Supervisory Training 

Program. These two trainings represent 87 percent of COB University’s participants. Revising the fee schedule of 

these two trainings alone would provide additional revenues of $289,945 in Fiscal 2012. 

 

Compete with Outside Vendors 

 

In Fiscal 2012, City agencies expended a total of $2.2 million from the in‐service training budget accounts. 

$345,506 was expended from the General Fund whereas $1.8 million was expended from other funds, including 

Federal and State Grants. Chart 15 shows the amount expended from the in‐service budget accounts from Fiscal 

2009 to Fiscal 2012. 
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Chart 15: In‐service Training (Sub‐Object 320) Expenditures 

 

 

While $2.2 million was expended from the in‐service training budget account in Fiscal 2012, BBMR found that 

the budget sub‐object was not exclusively used for training‐related expenditures. Certain agencies, including the 

Departments of Fire, Health, and General Services, expended mileage costs, membership dues, and 

Administrative Manual costs out of their in‐service training budget accounts. Other agencies, such as the Board 

of Elections, expended training activities through Other Professional Services or other budget accounts. The lack 

of uniformity in the way agencies code their training‐related activities made it challenging for BBMR to 

understand the spending patterns of agencies.  BBMR recommends that all City agencies expend from their In‐

Service Training budget accounts for all training‐related activities in the future to allow BBMR to better 

understand the way agencies utilize their training budgets.   

BBMR identified training procurements36 made in Fiscal 2012 by aggregating all Purchase Orders (POs), 

Expenditure Authorizations (EAs), and journal entries that were related to training. The procurements that 

BBMR identified are shown in Table 35.37   

 

                                                            
36 Table 32 does not represent all trainings from outside vendors. BBMR identified procured trainings by examining the 
description of these procurements. Procurements made without any description in the POs or EAs cannot be tracked by 
BBMR and therefore are not shown in Table 31.  
37 BBMR had difficulties tracking the number of employees who participated in trainings listed in Table 32 because not all 
agencies keep track of the number of employees trained. BBMR recommends that all agencies track training data, including 
cost and number of employees trained, for any training that they procure.  

FY 2009 FY 2010 FY 2011 FY 2012

Other Funds $1,343,336 $1,599,463 $930,330 $1,882,017

General Fund $337,231 $484,319 $624,992 $345,506

Total $1,680,567 $2,083,782 $1,555,322 $2,227,523

 $‐

 $500,000

 $1,000,000

 $1,500,000

 $2,000,000

 $2,500,000

 $‐

 $500,000

 $1,000,000

 $1,500,000

 $2,000,000

 $2,500,000
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Other Funds
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Table 35: Selected Trainings Procured by City Agencies in Fiscal 201238 

Department		 Vendor	 Training	Purpose	
Funding	Source 	Training	

Expenditure

Police  Glenn Resnick  Operation Readiness Training  Federal Grant 2,625

General 
Services 

Raytheon Professional 
Services LLC  

Fleet Management Technician 
Training 

DPW‐Motor 
Equipment

48,240

Public Works   Earlbeck Corporation   Welding Training and 
Certification  

Waste Water 
Utility

2,980

  P3Consulting LLC                Customer Focus Training  Water Utility 4,998

  American Trainco, Inc.  Motor circuit control training   Waste Water 
Utility

7,970

Finance  GFOA  Intermediate Accounting 
Seminar 

General Fund 625

  Becker Professional 
Education 

CPA Exam Review  General Fund 2,645

Board of 
Elections 

University of Baltimore  Election Judge Training   General Fund 289,293

Health   Bit by Bit Computer 
Training 

Microsoft Excel and PowerPoint  Federal Grant 8,200

  Planned Parenthood of 
Maryland, Inc. 

Contraception training for Youth 
Advisory Council members 

Federal Grant 150

Law   Brown, Goldstein & Levy, 
LLP        

Evidence Boot Camp  Law: Auto/Animal 
Liability Cliams

545

MOCJ  Priority Dispatch  Law Enforcement Software 
Training 

General Fund 14,215

MOIT  SkillSoft  Provide SkillSoft complete 
software licenses per GSA 
Schedule 70 contract  
(GS‐35‐0099J) 

General Fund 20,000

TOTAL      $404,486

BBMR recommends that COB University respond to Request for Proposals (RFPs) issued by City agencies that 

have training needs and compete with outside vendors in order to maximize its revenue. For example, the Board 

of Elections currently procures election judge trainings through the Schaefer Center of Public Policy of University 

of Baltimore. The contract cost was $289,292 in Fiscal 2012, as shown in Table 36. The current contract was 

approved on May 29, 2012 by the Board of Estimates and covers the period from July 1, 2012 to June 30, 2013 

with three one‐year renewal options remaining.  

 

 

                                                            
38 Trainings procured were calculated by aggregating all Purchase Orders (POs), Expenditure Authorizations (EAs), and 
journal entries made during Fiscal 2012 that were related to training. Trainings that were held in June 2012 may not be 
reflected in Table 31 because of the time lag between the time when trainings were held and when it was processed by 
BAPS and reflected in the monthly expenditure report.  
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Table 36: Training Program for Poll Workers in Fiscal 201239 

Description	 Cost	

Election Judge Training (196 classes @ $1,135 each)  222,460 

Curriculum Development   4,017 

Program Management and Administration  9,000 

Classroom Facilities (196 classrooms @ $128 each)  25,088 

Scheduling Election Judge Training Sessions  12,361 

Online Election Judge Training Scheduling and Registration  1,000 

Reminder Calls prior to Election Day  15,366 

TOTAL  $289,292 

Implement the Apprenticeship Fee Schedule 

COB University currently coordinates the Apprenticeship Program but only bears a small percentage of the costs 

related to the program. Most of the program costs are funded by AFSCME Local 44 and participating agencies. 

Table 37 shows the funding sources and the costs of the Apprenticeship Program.  

Table 37: COB Fiscal 2012 Cost of Apprenticeship Program 

Component	 Funding	Source Cost	
Program Coordinator  DPW           93,806 

21 Supervisors’ Personnel Costs  Various Agencies  103,017 

21 Apprentices' Personnel Costs  Various Agencies  513,727 

Printing   COB University              2,931 

Books  Union (AFSCME)  4,200 

Other Supplies  COB University  428 

Office Space  COB University  16,385 

Other Miscellaneous   COB University   769 

Curriculum Contract  Various Agencies  33,771 

TOTAL    $769,033 

COB University’s Net Cost    $20,513 

While most of the costs related to the apprenticeship program are borne by other agencies or unions, COB 

University still had to bear $20,513 in Fiscal 2012. The majority of the cost is the office space that the 

apprenticeship coordinator utilized.  

In order to recover the cost of COB University’s operations, BBMR recommends that COB University distribute 

this cost to agencies where the apprenticeship program is administered. In Fiscal 2012, there were 21 

apprentices, and all of them were apprentices within the Department of Public Works (DPW). To recover the full 

cost of operation, COB University should administer a per‐apprentice fee in order to recover the operational 

expenses of the program in COB University.  

                                                            
39 Invoices for Fiscal 2012 were not available at the time this report was published. Figures in Table 32 are close estimates 
using invoices from Fiscal 2011 and proposals for Fiscal 2013. 
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Table 38: Per‐Apprentice Fee 

Input	 Calculations Output

COB University’s Net Cost  See Table 34  $20,513

Cost per Apprentice  $20,513/21  $1,000

Total Recovered Cost in Fiscal 2012  $1,000*21  $21,000

As noted in Chart 6, the number of apprentices significantly decreased in recent years because many of the 

apprenticeship positions were salary‐saved. The capacity of the apprenticeship coordinator is not fully utilized as 

a result of the significant drop in program participants. Since Baltimore City foresees continuing budget gaps in 

the coming fiscal years and certain salary‐saved positions will continue to be unbudgeted, BBMR recommends 

that COB University and DPW to examine whether a full‐time apprenticeship coordinator position is necessary to 

administer the program.  

3. Training Rooms’ Utilization Is Not Maximized 

COB University has five training rooms housed in 1 Calvert Plaza. Details of the functionality and capacity of each 

of the training rooms can be found in Table 11. Agencies can rent training rooms from COB University. COB 

University currently charges $250 for a full day, $150 for one half day, and $75 for an hour for agencies who rent 

the computer room. Other training rooms are provided at no cost.  

COB University generated $1,700 from 25 hours of computer room rental in Fiscal 2012. One of the reasons for 

the low demand for training rooms is due to the lack of coordination among agencies. All CitiBuy and 

CityDynamics classes, for example, are held in room 711 at 10 N. Calvert Street. The training room is leased from 

Full Circle Solutions, Inc., at a cost of $89,019 per year. Details of the contract lease are in Figure 5 in Appendix I. 

The capacity and functionality of the training room is similar to the computer room housed in COB University, as 

shown in Table 39:  

Table 39: HR Computer Room and 10 N. Calvert Street Training Room 

	 COB	University	
Computer	Room

Room	711,	10	N.	
Calvert	

Lease Term (Months)  12 12 

Square feet  530 480 

Number of Computers  15 12 

Cost per Square Foot  $16 $185 

While the capacity and functionality of the training rooms are similar, the lease of room 711 on 10 N. Calvert 

Street is more than 10 times higher. BBMR recommends that the Bureau of Accounting and Payroll Services 

(BAPS) and the Bureau of Purchases coordinate with COB University to hold all Finance and Purchasing classes in 

COB University. If all Finance and Purchasing classes were held at COB University, the City would save $89,019 

per year and the City’s space utilization rate would increase significantly.  
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Table 40: Finance and Purchasing Trainings 

	 Number	of	
Trainings

Number	of	Hours	
per	Training

Total	
Number	of	

Hours

COB	
University’s	
Rental	Cost	

CityDynamics  30 3 90 4,500

CitiBuy  3 4 12 600

Total  33 N/A 102 $5,100

BBMR recommends that COB University maintain the current rental charge because the charges are competitive 

and comparable to market rates, as shown in Table 41. 

Table 41: Computer Training Room Rental Charge 

Vendor	 Location	 Hourly	Rate	

City of Bloomington  Bloomington, IN  45 

University of Shady Grove  Rockville, MD  50 

Lorain County Community College  Elyria, OH  90 

University of California San Diego  San Diego, CA  75 

University of Idaho  Moscow, ID  41 

California State University  Long Beach, CA  133 

University of Pennsylvania  Philadelphia, PA  50 

Train Ace  Ashburn, VA  108 

DSD Business Systems  San Diego, CA  67 

AVERAGE    $73 
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BETTER EVALUATION METHOD NEEDED TO ASSESS PROGRAM EFFECTIVENESS 

Redesign Satisfaction Survey 

COB University currently administers a training satisfaction survey with an 80 percent response rate. Out of the 

1,986 responses, 95 percent of respondents gave positive ratings. Half of the trainings had 100 percent of 

respondents rating the training program as excellent or good whereas the other half of the trainings had 

between 79 to 99 percent of respondents rating the training program as excellent or good.  

There are a number of flaws in the survey designed COB University. First, the rating scales are not appropriate 

for the questions asked. For example, respondents were asked to rate whether the key points were covered 

thoroughly on a four‐point scale: excellent, good, average, or poor. A more appropriate rating scale would ask 

respondents whether they strongly agree or disagree with the statement. Second, there was no question that 

asked respondents of their overall satisfaction with the training program. Third, the survey did not gauge 

respondents’ evaluation of whether their skills have improved after attending the training program. Figure 1 

shows the current survey administered by COB University. 

Figure 1: COB University Satisfaction Survey 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

COB University Satisfaction Survey 

1. What was the name of the training you attended? 

 

2. Who was the presenter of the training? 

 

3. The goals and objectives of training were clearly defined and met. 

 Excellent 

 Good 

 Average 

 Poor 

 

4. Key points were covered thoroughly. 

 Excellent 

 Good 

 Average 

 Poor 

 

Continue on the next page 
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Continued: COB University Satisfaction Survey 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5. Information and materials related well to the topic. 

 Excellent 

 Good 

 Average 

 Poor 

 

6. Trainer was prepared and enthusiastic. 

 Excellent 

 Good 

 Average 

 Poor 

 

7. Trainer answered questions satisfactorily. 

 Excellent 

 Good 

 Average 

 Poor 

 

8. The room was clean, comfortable and ready to use. 

 Excellent 

 Good 

 Average 

 Poor 

 

9. Time frame for this course was: 

 Too long 

 Just right 

 Too short 

 

10. This course was relevant to my current and/or future goals. 

 Very relevant 

 Relevant 

 Average 

 Irrelevant 

 Very irrelevant  

 

11. What workshops would you be interested in taking in the future? 

 

_______________________________________________________ 

 

12. Additional comments. 

  _______________________________________________________ 

Thank you for your feedback. 
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BBMR recommends that COB University redesign the survey to better gauge the satisfaction of training 

participants and effectiveness of training courses. Figure 2 shows a sample survey design that BBMR 

recommends. The sample survey is designed based on the training evaluation field guide published by the US 

Office of Personnel Management.40 

 

Figure 2: BBMR-Recommended Satisfaction Survey Design 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
40

 “Training Evaluation Field Guide,” by the US Office of Personnel Management, January 2011, 
http://www.opm.gov/hrd/lead/pubs/FieldGuidetoTrainingEvaluation.pdf 

 

BBMR-Recommended COB University Satisfaction Survey 

 

1. What was the name of the training you attended? 

 

2. Who was the presenter of the training? 

Delivery 

3. I was well engaged with what was going on during the program. 

 Strongly Disagree 

 Disagree 

 Agree 

 Strongly Agree 

 

4. The activities and exercises aided in my learning. 

 Strongly Disagree 

 Disagree 

 Agree 

 Strongly Agree 

 

5. I was given adequate opportunity to demonstrate what I was learning. 

 Strongly Disagree 

 Disagree 

 Agree 

 Strongly Agree 

 

Continue on the next page 
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Continued- BBMR-Recommended Satisfaction Survey Design 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Overall 

6. The program met my expectations. 

 Strongly Disagree 

 Disagree 

 Agree 

 Strongly Agree 

7. I would recommend this program to my co-workers. 

 Strongly Disagree 

 Disagree 

 Agree 

 Strongly Agree 

8. My knowledge and skills of __course objective(s)____ increased as a result of this training. 

 Strongly Disagree 

 Disagree 

 Agree 

 Strongly Agree 

Energy for Change 

9. I am clear on how to apply what I learned on the job. 

 Strongly Disagree 

 Disagree 

 Agree 

 Strongly Agree 

10. How confident are you that you will be able to apply what you learned back on the job? (Choose one rating) 

 

 

 If you chose a rating of 6 or lower, please answer the following question.  

 My confidence is not high because (you may choose more than one option): 

a. I do not have the necessary knowledge and skills 

b. I do not have a clear picture of what is expected of me 

c. I have other higher priorities 

d. I do not have the necessary resources to do it 

e. I do not have the human support to do it 

f. Other (please explain): _________________________ 
 

 

Continue on the next page 

        0…1…2…3…4…5…6…7…8…9…10 

Not at all confident       Extremely confident 
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Continued- BBMR-Recommended Satisfaction Survey Design 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Evaluate Trainings based on the Kirkpatrick Evaluation Model41 

The BBMR-recommended survey is based on the Kirkpatrick’s Four-level Training Evaluation Model. The 

Kirkpatrick Evaluation Model was first developed in 1959 and has now become arguably the most widely used 

and popular model for the evaluation of training and learning. It is used by both the private and public sectors 

and is recommended by the US Office of Personnel Management.42  

The Kirkpatrick Training Evaluation Model is based on four levels of evaluation: 1) Reaction, 2) Learning, 3) 

Behavior, and 4) Results. The satisfaction survey designed by BBMR focuses on the first three levels— Reaction, 

Learning, and Behavior levels—of the Kirkpatrick model.  

 

 

                                                           
41

 All the recommendations in this section is based on the Training Evaluation Field Guild published by the US Office of 
Personnel Management. 
42

 “Training Evaluation Field Guide,” by the US Office of Personnel Management, January 2011, 
http://www.opm.gov/hrd/lead/pubs/FieldGuidetoTrainingEvaluation.pdf 

11. How committed are you that you will be able to apply what you learned back on the job? 

(Choose one rating) 

 

 

  

 If you chose a rating of 6 or lower, please answer the following question.  

 My commitment is not high because (you may choose more than one option): 

a. I do not have the necessary knowledge and skills 

b. I do not have a clear picture of what is expected of me 

c. I have other higher priorities 

d. I do not have the necessary resources to do it 

e. I do not have the human support to do it 

f. I am not required to do this 

g. I am not rewarded or recognized for doing this 

h. Other (please explain): __________________________ 

 

Thank you for your feedback. 

 

        0…1…2…3…4…5…6…7…8…9…10 

Not at all committed       Extremely committed 
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Level 1: Reaction 

The Reaction level measures how employees being trained reacted to the training. Questions three to seven of 

the BBMR‐designed survey gauge employees’ reaction level to determine whether the training was well‐

received by the audience and to identify areas or topics that were missing in the training. 

Level 2: Learning  

The Learning level measures what the employees learned and how much their knowledge increased as a result 

of the training. Question eight of the survey gauges employees’ learning level by measuring how much the 

employees learned as a result of the training. 

Level 3: Behavior 

The Behavior level measures how much employees apply the materials they learned during the training. 

Questions nine to eleven of the survey gauge employees’ behavior level by understanding whether they intend 

to apply the knowledge and skills and how confident and committed they are in applying the skills.  

Level 4: Results 

The Results level is to understand whether the training achieved the desired result. This level of evaluation is the 

most challenging, costly, and time‐consuming. Evaluators need to first identify the outcomes and desired results 

related to the training and come up with effective ways, such as pre‐ and post‐ training assessments, to measure 

the outcomes over the long term. Some of the outcomes that COB University can consider are increased 

employee retention rate, increased productivity, and increased customer satisfaction.  

The satisfaction survey recommended by BBMR evaluates the first three levels of the Kirkpatrick Evaluation 

Model. In order to assess trainings on the all four levels, BBMR recommends that COB University conduct 

participant surveys every three to six months to understand the change in employees’ behavior and determine 

whether the training achieved its desired results and the outcomes. 

Participant Survey 

BBMR recommends that COB University design a participant survey that focuses on the Behavior and Results 

levels of the Kirkpatrick Evaluation Model. The participant survey should be conducted between three to six 

months after the training to gauge employees’ level of application of the materials. Figure 3 shows a sample of 

the follow‐on participant survey design that BBMR recommends. 
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Figure 3: BBMR‐Recommended Participant Survey Design 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

BBMR‐Recommended Participant Survey 

Instructions: 

Thinking about the course you took three months ago, please indicate to what degree with each statement using 

this rating scale: 

1= Strongly Disagree 

2= Disagree 

3= Agree 

4= Strongly Agree 

Learning Effectiveness 

1. What I learned in the training has helped me on the job. 

1…2…3…4 

2. The course content was comprehensive enough to meet my needs. 

1…2…3…4 

3. I have been able to apply what I learned in class on the job. 

1…2…3…4 

 

Please select the statement that best reflects your experience: 

__ I was able to apply what I learned immediately. 

__ I was able to apply what I learned within a month of taking the class. 

__ I was able to apply what I learned within one to three months of taking the class. 

__ I haven’t applied what I learned yet, but plan to in the future. 

__ I do not expect to use the knowledge or skills I gained during the course on the job. 

 

If you have NOT been able to apply what I learned in class on the job, please indicate the reasons (you 

may choose more than one option): 

 

__ The course content was not relevant to my job. 

__ I have not had the opportunity. 

__ I have been discouraged from doing it. 

__ I didn’t understand the course material well enough to apply. 

__ I have other higher priorities. 

__ Other (please explain):______________________________ 

 

Continue on the next page 
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Continued‐ BBMR‐Recommended Participant Survey Design 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

COB University can also conduct focus group sessions through a facilitator to gauge employees’ behavior after 

the training. Focus group sessions should not have more than 15 members in the group and the facilitator 

should not be a COB University staff member. Information gathered from the focus group sessions should be 

formulated as a report for evaluation purposes.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

If you have been able to successfully apply the knowledge and skills you learned, which of the following 

factors helped you? (You may choose more than one option) 

 

__ Coaching from my supervisor 

__ Support and/or encouragement 

__ Effective system of accountability or monitoring 

__ Belief that it would help me to be more effective in my work 

__ Ongoing training I have received after the initial class 

__ Payment or bonus for applying the knowledge 

__ Other (please specify):_______________________________ 

 

Overall 

 

1. The training was a worthwhile investment in my career development. 

1…2…3…4 

2. I am already seeing positive results from the training. 

1…2…3…4 

3. I am expecting positive results from this training in the future. 

1…2…3…4 

 

Thank you for your feedback. 
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OTHER JURISDICTIONS’ TRAINING PROGRAMS CAN PROVIDE INSIGHTS TO ENHANCE  

COST‐EFFECTIVENESS 

Table 42 shows major cities’ training budget, number of city employees, and cost per city employee. Cities such 

as Boston, Cleveland, and Milwaukee have smaller training divisions when compared to that of Baltimore. The 

training divisions of these cities conduct training on an as‐needed basis and their training programs tend to 

focus on those areas mandated by City ordinance. These cities also give individual agencies the discretion and 

responsibility to procure their specific job‐related training for their employees instead of offering a wide range 

of general training programs for all City employees.  

Other cities, such as Washington, DC and San Francisco, have significantly larger training divisions. These cities, 

like Baltimore City, often partner with local universities to provide training certifications or credits and provide a 

training course catalog that offers a large number and wide range of professional development, computer, and 

safety courses for all City employees.  

Table 42: Cities’ Fiscal 2012 Training Divisions’ Budget 

Cities	 FY12	Budget Number	of	City	
Employees

Cost	per	City	
Employee

Washington, DC  1,588,000 33,111 48 

San Francisco, CA  849,407 26,182 32 

Baltimore, MD  619,61643 15,099 41 

Boston, MA  474,240 17,000 28 

St. Louis, MO  322,769 7,250 45 

Minneapolis, MN  315,019 7,171 44 

Nashville, TN  297,481 6,639 45 

Portland, OR44  290,698 5,594 52 

Cleveland, OH  232,520 7,580 31 

Houston, TX  219,855 20,668 11 

Milwaukee, WI  200,000 7,274 27 

AVERAGE  $491,782 13,961 $37 

Partnerships with Universities 

Many major cities, such as Washington DC, Houston, and San Francisco, partner with local universities to offer 

accredited continuing education units (CEUs) to City employees. These cities are able to award CEUs to 

participants of the City’s training program after the local universities review and approve the course objectives 

and design.  

                                                            
43 Includes Blackboard software costs.  
44 Portland, Milwaukee, Cleveland, and Boston are cities that budget not at the service but the activity levels. Fiscal 2012 
budget was an estimate based on the number of full‐time equivalents (FTE) of the training division. For example, if the 
training activity has one position and the service of training and employment has a total of five positions, the training 
division’s budget is determined by multiplying the service’s Fiscal 2012 budget by 20% (1/5). BBMR also had conversations 
with these cities’ personnel to verify the numbers.  
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A CEU is generally defined as ten hours of participation in a recognized continuing education program. 

Employees who received training in the form of CEUs can apply the credits toward various degree programs or 

use them to earn or maintain professional credentials.  

Providing training in the form of CEUs provides incentives for employees to attend trainings and continuously 

develop knowledge and skills related to their goals. Both Baltimore City Community College and the University 

of Maryland offer CEU review and approval. BBMR recommends COB University to explore the possibility of 

partnering with local universities to offer trainings in the form of CEUs to increase employees’ motivation and 

incentive to continuously develop knowledge and skills.  

Partnerships with Training Organizations 

The Department of Human Resources of Washington, DC partners with the American Society for Training and 

Development and the Society for Human Resource Management (SHRM) to provide resources and learning of 

high standards to City employees. BBMR recommends COB University to identify partners within the workforce 

training community to continuously increase the quality of trainings it delivers.  

Certified Public Manager Program 

Washington, DC currently administers the Certified Public Manager (CPM) Program by partnering with the 

George Washington University whereas Houston offers the CPM Program through the Sam Houston State 

University. The Certified Public Manager Program consists of approximately 300 hours of graduate‐level 

instruction beginning with the Basic Leadership Course (BLC) focusing on team building and leadership. The CPM 

program administered in Washington, DC also incorporates the Green Belt certification in Six Sigma, a 

methodology which is an integrated, disciplined, proven approach for improving business performance. Table 43 

shows the core competencies of the CPM Program:  

Table 43: CPM Program Core Competencies45 

Competency	 Description	
Personal and 
Organizational 
Integrity 

Increase awareness, build skills, and model behaviors related to identifying potential 
ethical problems and conflicts of interest, appropriate workplace behavior, and legal 
policy 

Managing Work  Meet organizational goals through effective planning, prioritizing, organize and align 
human, financial, material, and information resources; Empower others by delegating 
clear job expectations; provide meaningful feedback and coaching; create a 
motivational environment and measuring performance.  

Leading People  Inspire others to positive action through a clear vision; articulate vision, ideas, and 
facts in a clear and organized way. 

Developing Self  Demonstrate commitment to continuous learning, self‐awareness, and individual 
performance planning through feedback, study, and analysis. 

Systemic 
Integration 

Approach planning, decision making, and implementation from an enterprise 
perspective; understand internal and external relationships that impact the 
organization. 

                                                            
45 National Certified Public Manager Consortium, http://www.txstate.edu/cpmconsortium/faq.html 
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Public Service Focus  Deliver superior services to the public and internal and external recipients, including 
customer/client identification expectations, needs; develop and implement paradigms, 
processes, and procedures that exude a positive spirit. 

Change Leadership  Act as a change agent; initiate and support change within the organization by 
implementing strategies to help others adapt to changes in the work environment, 
including personal reactions to change; emphasize and foster creativity and innovation. 

Figure 4: CPM Core Competencies 

        

University of Baltimore’s Schaefer Center for Public Policy currently offers the Certified Public Manager Program 

at a cost of $6,500 per person. Since Baltimore City is currently in the process of incorporating lean government 

initiatives as part of its performance management system, BBMR recommends COB University explore the 

possibilities of partnering with University of Baltimore to provide the City’s high‐level managers with the CPM 

Program certification. Because of the significant investment in the Certified Public Manager program, 

supervisors who enroll in the program must sign a Continuous Service Agreement to ensure that managers  

would be retained as a City employee for a period of time after the completion of the program.  

While partnering with the Schaefer Center of University of Baltimore to offer the CPM Program is a significant 

investment, it can offer long‐term savings as City agencies save training costs related to Six Sigma, Lean 

Government, and other business processes. The CPM Program can also save managers’ attrition costs with 

Continuous Service Agreement embedded in the CPM Program. Lastly, the CPM Program can potentially reduce 

the demand for the Supervisory Training Program and certain professional development courses that COB 

University currently offers, therefore reducing COB University’s operation costs.  
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CONCLUSIONS	

The revenue generating potential of COB University is currently not maximized. This study shows that COB 

University is currently not self‐sufficient because 1) it has a high cost of service delivery, 2) current fee schedule 

is not designed to recover costs, and 3) training rooms’ utilization is not maximized. To become self‐sufficient, 

COB University should consider consolidating classes with low attendance rates, increase online learning, and 

possibly reduce training staff to generate savings. COB University should also revise fee schedules and increase 

training rooms’ utilization to maximize revenue. To better evaluate training results, COB University should 

redesign its evaluation methods and conduct annual workforce assessments to better understand the City’s 

training needs.  

This study also shows that there is a need for COB University to operate under a new business model. Instead of 

offering the same types of classroom training every year, COB University should explore the possibility of 

operating under a new business model that has the flexibility to match the City’s changing workforce needs and 

goals. The new training model should also minimize classroom instruction and maximize the use of online 

learning system to provide increased convenience and accessibility to City employees. A reevaluation of the 

ways Baltimore City delivers trainings would better position COB University to be more cost‐effective with 

training delivery in Baltimore City and allow COB University to become self‐sufficient in its operations. 

RECOMMENDATIONS	

To increase cost‐effectiveness of COB University and to successfully operate under the self‐sufficiency model, 

BBMR recommends the following actions: 

1. Establish a minimum attendance requirement and consolidate classes 

2. Revise the training courses’ fee schedules to recover costs 

3. Match course offerings with agency needs based on workforce assessments 

4. Increase online learning and explore the feasibility of implementing a citywide online learning platform 

5. Explore the possibility of reducing program staff as the City moves toward increased online learning 

6. Reclassify the apprenticeship program coordinator position to a part‐time position 

7. Implement the apprenticeship fee schedule 

8. Explore the feasibility of partnering with the Bureau of Accounting and Payroll Services and the Bureau of 

Purchases to utilize the COB University training room instead of leasing a separate training room on 10 N. 

Calvert Street 

9. Redesign satisfaction survey 

10. Implement post‐training participant survey and focus group sessions 

11. Explore the feasibility of partnering with local universities and training organizations to increase the quality 

of trainings 

12. Explore the feasibility of administering CPM and reduce other course offerings to offset costs 
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AGENCY	COMMENTS	

BBMR held an exit conference on January 9, 2013 after a draft of this report was provided to COB University. 

BBMR verified the data and facts in the report and discussed the feasibility of implementing recommended 

alternatives at the exit conference. The written comments provided by COB University are reprinted in Appendix 

III.  

COB University verified that the data used in this study was accurate. The data verified includes the cost of 

training delivery and the revenue generated from classroom training, customized retreats, and training room 

rental. 

COB University concurred with all the recommended alternatives provided by BBMR, but suggested that certain 

recommendations come with caveats. BBMR recommended that COB University explore the possibility of 

reducing program staff as the City moves toward increased online learning. COB University stated that while 

current attendance rates suggest that COB University has the capacity to reduce program staff, staffing needs 

should be based on a comprehensive workforce assessment and the progress of implementing a citywide online 

learning platform.  

BBMR also recommended that COB University reclassify the apprenticeship program coordinator position to a 

part‐time position since the Apprenticeship program shrank considerably since Fiscal 2008 as many of the 

positions that were designated for apprenticeships were salary‐saved. COB University stated that the number of 

apprentices is projected to increase in Fiscal 2013 and Fiscal 2014, therefore this recommendation, while valid, 

should be considered based on future needs of the apprenticeship program.  

COB University concurred that there is a need to consolidate classes and establish a minimum attendance 

requirement, that fee schedules should be revised to recover costs, that a comprehensive workforce assessment 

should be conducted and published, and that the City should move toward increased online learning. COB 

University also concurred that Continuing Education Units (CEUs) would provide incentives to City employee to 

be trained and that Baltimore City should explore the feasibility of administering the Certified Public Manager 

(CPM) Program. 

This report is being sent to Ronnie E. Charles, Director of the Department of Human Resources, and Pamela 

Beckham, Chief of COB University.  We will also make copies available on our website at:  

http://www.baltimorecity.gov/Government/AgenciesDepartments/Finance/BudgetManagementResearch.aspx.  

If you have any questions about this report, please contact Vieen Leung at 410‐396‐4964. 

 

Andrew Kleine, Chief 

Bureau of the Budget and Management Research,  

Department of Finance 
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Table 44: Fiscal 2012 Training Courses 

Type	 Name	 Target	
Audience	

Hours Cost	per	
person

Location Frequency

New employee  New employee orientation  New 
Employees 

6 10 War Memorial 10

Computer  Etime Fundamentals  Payroll 
Managers 

6 185 Allegheny 5

Etime Scheduling  Payroll 
Managers 

6 185 Allegheny  5

Etime Xtra  Payroll 
Managers 

3 92.5 Allegheny 5

HRIS Edit User  All Employees 6 300 Allegheny 5

HRIS View‐Only  Supervisors 2 50 Allegheny 3

ReportSmith: Accessing Reports All Employees 5 50 Allegheny 5

ReportSmith: Creating Reports Supervisors 3 92.5 Allegheny 5

Keyboarding/Typewriting  All Employees 6 185 Alleghany 5

Intro to Computers  All Employees 6 185 Chesapeake 5

Intro to Windows 7  All Employees 6 185 Chesapeake 5

Outlook L1  All Employees 6 185 Chesapeake 5

Writing Emails All Employees 3 80 Chesapeake 5

Word L1  All Employees 6 185 Chesapeake 5

Word L2  All Employees 6 185 Chesapeake 5

Word L3  All Employees 6 185 Chesapeake 5

Excel L1  All Employees 6 185 Alleghany 5

Excel L2  All Employees 6 185 Alleghany 5

Excel L3  All Employees 6 185 Alleghany 5

Mail Merge  All Employees 3 92.5 Chesapeake 2

Create Brochures/Flyers  All Employees 3 92.5 Chesapeake 2

Access L1  All Employees 6 185 Chesapeake 3

Access L2  All Employees 6 185 Chesapeake 3

Access L3  All Employees 6 185 Chesapeake 3

PowerPoint L1 All Employees 6 185 Chesapeake 5

PowerPoint L2 All Employees 6 185 Chesapeake 5

Publisher  All Employees 6 185 Alleghany 1

Project  All Employees 12 250 Alleghany 2

Visio L1  All Employees 6 185 Alleghany 2

Professional 
Development 

Supervisory Training Program  Supervisors 72 575 Montebello 3

Leadership Roundtable  Supervisors 2 0 Montebello 2

Multi‐Generational Workforce All Employees 3 75 Montebello 1

Art of Coaching  Supervisors 3 75 Montebello 3

Leadership that Makes a 
Difference 

Supervisors 6 150 Montebello 2

Building Teams  Supervisors 6 125 Potomac 2

Motivating Workforce  All Employees 3 75 Patuxent 2

Project Management 
Fundamentals 

Supervisors 6 125 Montebello 2

Successful Meeting  All Employees 3 75 Patuxent 2

Red Carpet Customer Service  All Employees 3 75 Potomac  4

Expert Telephone Skills  All Employees 3 75 Patuxent 2

Royal Treatment for Challenging 
Customers 

All Employees 3 75 Montebello 4
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Communications Strategies  All Employees 3 75 Patuxent 3

Conflict Resolution Strategies  All Employees 6 125 Montebello 3

Dealing with Difficult People  All Employees 3 75 Potomac 2

Dynamic Listening Skills  All Employees 3 85 Patuxent 2

Improved Memory Skills  All Employees 3 75 Patuxent 2

Time Management  All Employees 3 75 Patuxent 2

Managing Stress  All Employees 3 75 Montebello 2

Embracing Change  All Employees 3 75 Patuxent 2

Diversity in the Workplace  All Employees 3 75 Montebello 2

Adult/Child CPR First Aid  All Employees 7 75 Patuxent 2

Business Writing  All Employees 3 185 Potomac 2

Grammar Tune‐Up  All Employees 10 185 Alleghany 2

Health Insurance  All Employees 3 75 Potomac 2

Preventing Sexual Harassment All Employees 2 75 Montebello 4

Workplace Violence  All Employees 1 55 Montebello 3

How to Conduct an Investigation Supervisors 6 125 Patuxent 1

FMLA Training  All Employees 2 50 Patuxent 4

Substance Abuse Training  Agency 
Substance 
Abuse Control 
Officers 

6 125 Potomac 2

Performance Evaluation  Supervisors 3 75 Montebello 4

Safety   Basic Defensive Driver Course  All Employees 14 15 Finance 10

Defensive Driver Recertification All Employees 4 10 Finance 11

Defensive Driving for 
Sheriff/School Police 

All Employees 2 0 Finance 11

Customized  Respiratory Protection  All Employees 4 Varies Varies Varies

Personal Protective Equipment All Employees 3 Varies Varies Varies

Bloodbourne Pathogens  All Employees 4 Varies Varies Varies

Falls Injury Prevention  All Employees 2 Varies Varies Varies

Hazard Communication  All Employees 4 Varies Varies Varies

Hearing Conservation  All Employees 4 Varies Varies Varies

Emergency Action Plans  All Employees 4 Varies Varies Varies

Summer Hazards  All Employees 3 Varies Varies Varies

Computer Workstation Design All Employees 2 Varies Varies Varies

Accident Investigation at DPW 
(Mandatory) 

All Employees 4 Varies Varies Varies

Back Injury Prevention  All Employees 2 Varies Varies Varies

Supervising for Safety 
(Mandatory) 

Supervisors 14 Varies Varies Varies

Finance and 
Purchasing 

CityDynamics EA  Fiscal 
Personnel 

3 0 10N. Calvert 6

CityDynamics Invoice Procedures Fiscal 
Personnel 

3 0 10N. Calvert 6

CityDynamics EA Workflow  Fiscal 
Personnel 

3 0 10N. Calvert 6

CityDynamics GL  Fiscal 
Personnel 

3 0 10N. Calvert 6

CityDynamics Reports  Fiscal 
Personnel 

3 0 10N. Calvert 6

CitiBuy Access User  Fiscal 
Managers 

6 0 10N. Calvert 1
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CitiBuy Approver  Fiscal 
Managers 

3 0 10N. Calvert 1

CitiBuy Receiving  Fiscal 
Managers 

4 0 10N. Calvert 1

Purchasing 101  All Employees 2 0 Finance 5

Savings and 
Investments 

Investing 101  All Employees 1 0 Patuxent 10

Deferred Compensation  All Employees 1 0 Montebello 10

 

Table 45: Fiscal 2012 Revenue‐Generating Trainings 

Training	 Revenue	 Agency	 Service Number	of	
Attendees	

Etime  185 Public Works Administration ‐ DPW ‐ SW 1

  185 Health  Youth Violence Prevention 1

  185 Transportation Bridge and Culvert Management  1

HRIS Edit User  250 Police  Police Recruiting and Training 1

  250 Fire  Administration ‐ Fire Departmental

Word  185 Public Works Waste Removal and Recycling 1

  185 Public Works Waste Removal and Recycling 1

  185 Public Works Waste Removal and Recycling 1

Etime Fundamental  185 Board Of Trustees 
Employees Ret. System 

Fire and Police Retirement Sys  1

  185 Police  Administration ‐ Police 1

  185 Police  Homeland Security ‐ Intelligence  1

  185 Police  Homeland Security ‐ Intelligence  1

  185 Police  Homeland Security ‐ Intelligence  1

  185 Police  Administration ‐ Police 1

  185 Police  Administration ‐ Police 1

  185 Public Works Administration ‐ DPW ‐ SW 1

  185 M‐R: Office of 
Employment 
Development 

Employment Enhancement Services for 
Baltimore City Residents 

1

  185 State's Attorney Administration ‐ State's Attorney  1

  185 Public Works Waste Removal and Recycling 1

  185 Police  Crime Investigation 1

  185 Police  Crime Investigation 1

  185 Transportation Street Management 1

Etime Fundamental  185 Health  School Health Services 1

  185 Finance  Revenue Collection 1

  185 Public Works Administration ‐ DPW ‐ SW 1

  185 Finance  Procurement 1

  185 Housing and Community 
Development 

Housing Code Enforcement 1

  185 Housing and Community 
Development 

Housing Code Enforcement 1

  185 Transportation Traffic Management  1

  185 Health  Youth Violence Prevention 1

  185 Transportation Bridge and Culvert Management  1

  185 Police  Police Patrol 1



55 

  185 Police  Police Patrol 1

  185 Police  Target Violent Criminals 1

  185 Finance  Revenue Collection 1

  185 Human Resources COB University 1

Etime Extra  92.5 Housing and Community 
Development 

Housing Code Enforcement 1

  92.5 Finance  Revenue Collection 1

  92.5 Public Works Administration ‐ DPW ‐ SW 1

  92.5 Finance  Procurement 1

  92.5 Housing and Community 
Development 

Housing Code Enforcement 1

  92.5 Finance  Revenue Collection 1

  92.5 Housing and Community 
Development 

Housing Code Enforcement 1

  92.5 Transportation Traffic Management  1

Excel L2  185 Housing and Community 
Development 

Housing Code Enforcement 1

  185 Health  Chronic Disease Prevention 1

  185 Finance  Finance Project Management 1

  185 Finance  Finance Project Management 1

  185 Health  Environmental Health 1

  185 Finance  Accounting 1

  185 Health  Environmental Health 1

  185 Transportation Survey Control 1

  185 Health  Maternal and Child Health 1

Excel L1  185 Finance  Revenue Collection 1

  185 Health  Environmental Health 1

  185 Finance  Accounting 1

  185 Health  Environmental Health 1

  185 Health  Clinical Services 1

Excel L3  185 Transportation Survey Control 1

  185 Finance  Accounting 1

  185 Health  Environmental Health 1

Excel L1  185 Comptroller  Executive Direction and Control ‐ Comptroller 1

  185 Housing and Community 
Development 

Housing Code Enforcement 1

  185 Public Works Waste Removal and Recycling 1

Etime Scheduling  185 Housing and Community
Development 

Housing Code Enforcement 1

  185 Housing and Community 
Development 

Blight Elimination 1

  185 M‐R: Convention 
Complex 

Convention Center 1

  185 M‐R: Office of 
Employment 
Development 

Employment Enhancement Services for 
Baltimore City Residents 

1

Etime Fundamental  185 Recreation and Parks Park Maintenance 1

  185 Health  Maternal and Child Health 1

  185 Health  Clinical Services 1

  185 M‐R: Convention  Convention Center 1
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Complex 

  185 State's Attorney Prosecution of Criminals 1

  185 Health  Maternal and Child Health 1

  185 Recreation and Parks Horticulture 1

  185 State's Attorney Prosecution of Criminals 1

  185 Police  Police Recruiting and Training 1

  185 M‐R: Office of 
Employment 
Development 

Employment Enhancement Services for 
Baltimore City Residents 

1

Access L3  185 Finance  Accounting 1

Access L2  185 Finance  Accounting 1

Excel  185 Transportation Survey Control 1

  185 Transportation Survey Control 1

  185 Transportation Survey Control 1

  185 Transportation Complete Streets and Sustainable Transportation 1

  185 Finance  Finance Project Management 1

  185 Finance  Finance Project Management 1

  185 Public Works Waste Removal and Recycling 1

  185 Health  Health Services for the Aging 1

  185 Comptroller  Executive Direction and Control ‐ Comptroller 1

  185 Public Works Waste Removal and Recycling 1

  185 Public Works Waste Removal and Recycling 1

  185 Public Works Waste Removal and Recycling 1

  185 Transportation Street Management 1

HRIS  250 Public Works Administration ‐ DPW 1

  250 M‐R: Office of Human 
Services 

Administration ‐ Human Services  1

  250 Police  Police Recruiting and Training 1

Keyboarding  185 Health  Maternal and Child Health 1

  185 Transportation Survey Control 1

  185 Mayoralty  Executive Direction and Control ‐ Mayoralty  1

Powerpoint  185 Transportation Inner Harbor Services ‐ Transportation  1

  185 Human Resources Administration ‐ Human Resources  1

Etime Extra  92.5 M‐R: Office of 
Employment 
Development 

Employment Enhancement Services for 
Baltimore City Residents 

1

  92.5 Transportation Inner Harbor Services ‐ Transportation  1

Etime Scheduling  185 Housing and Community 
Development 

Administration ‐ HCD 1

  185 Comptroller  Audits 1

  185 M‐R: Convention 
Complex 

Convention Center 1

  185 Transportation Inner Harbor Services ‐ Transportation  1

  185 Transportation Street Management 1

  185 Housing and Community 
Development 

Inner Harbor Coordination 1

  185 Health  Environmental Health 1

Etime Fundamental  185 Recreation and Parks Horticulture 1

  185 Police  Administration ‐ Police 1
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  185 Housing and Community 
Development 

Inner Harbor Coordination 1

  185 Health  Environmental Health 1

  185 M‐R: Convention 
Complex 

Convention Center 1

  185 Police  Police Patrol 1

  185 Police  Administration ‐ Police 1

  185 Housing and Community 
Development 

Administration ‐ HCD 1

  185 Transportation Street Management 1

  185 Transportation Street Management 1

  185 Transportation Street Management 1

HRIS Edit User  250 M‐R: Office of 
Employment 
Development 

Administration ‐MOED 1

  250 M‐R: Office of 
Employment 
Development 

Administration ‐MOED 1

Windows  185 Health  Advocacy and Supportive Care for Seniors  1

Keyboarding  185 Health  Advocacy and Supportive Care for Seniors  1

Excel  185 Transportation Street Management 1

  185 Transportation Survey Control 1

  185 Transportation Survey Control 1

  185 M‐R: Office of 
Employment 
Development 

Administration ‐MOED 1

  185 Transportation Survey Control 1

  185 Comptroller  Executive Direction and Control ‐ Comptroller 1

  185 Health  Maternal and Child Health 1

  185 Fire  Administration ‐ Fire 1

  185 Transportation Survey Control 1

  185 Health  Maternal and Child Health 1

Keyboarding  185 General Services Building Permits and Municipal Consents  1

Windows  185 Public Works Waste Removal and Recycling 1

  185 Transportation Traffic Management  1

Intro to PC  185 Transportation Survey Control 1

Access L1  185 Health  Maternal and Child Health 1

  185 Public Works Waste Removal and Recycling 1

  185 Transportation Complete Streets and Sustainable Transportation 1

Excel L3  185 Fire  Administration ‐ Fire 1

  185 Transportation Complete Streets and Sustainable Transportation 1

Excel L2  185 M‐R: Office of 
Employment 
Development 

Administration ‐MOED 1

  185 Fire  Administration ‐ Fire 1

  185 Health  Maternal and Child Health 1

  185 Transportation Complete Streets and Sustainable Transportation 1

  185 Transportation Complete Streets and Sustainable Transportation 1

  185 Health  Maternal and Child Health 1

HRIS View  50 Public Works Administration ‐ DPW 1
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  50 Transportation Traffic Management  1

  50 Public Works Administration ‐ DPW 1

Access L2  185 Public Works Waste Removal and Recycling 1

  185 Health  Maternal and Child Health 1

Mail Merge  92.5 Housing and Community 
Development 

Housing Code Enforcement 1

Word  185 Public Works Waste Removal and Recycling 1

  185 Transportation Administration ‐ DOT 1

  185 Transportation Administration ‐ DOT 1

  185 Transportation Administration ‐ DOT 1

Etime Scheduling  185 Housing and Community 
Development 

Housing Code Enforcement 1

  185 Housing and Community 
Development 

Housing Code Enforcement 1

  185 M‐R: Office of 
Employment 
Development 

Administration ‐MOED 1

  185 M‐R: Office of 
Employment 
Development 

Administration ‐MOED 1

  185 Housing and Community 
Development 

Blight Elimination 1

  185 Health  Maternal and Child Health 1

  185 Health  Administration ‐ Health 1

  185 Health  Maternal and Child Health 1

Etime Extra  92.5 M‐R: Office of 
Employment 
Development 

Administration ‐MOED 1

  92.5 Legislative Reference Legislative Reference Services 1

  92.5 Legislative Reference Legislative Reference Services 1

  92.5 Housing and Community 
Development 

Building and Zoning Inspections and Permits  1

  92.5 Health  Administration ‐ Health 1

  92.5 M‐R: Office of 
Employment 
Development 

Administration ‐MOED 1

Etime Fundamental  185 Housing and Community 
Development 

Housing Code Enforcement 1

  185 Housing and Community 
Development 

Blight Elimination 1

  185 Legislative Reference Legislative Reference Services 1

  185 Legislative Reference Legislative Reference Services 1

  185 Health  Administration ‐ Health 1

  185 Police  Police Recruiting and Training 1

  185 M‐R: Office of 
Employment 
Development 

Administration ‐MOED 1

  185 Police  Police Recruiting and Training 1

  185 Finance  Procurement 1

  185 Housing and Community 
Development 

Building and Zoning Inspections and Permits  1
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  185 Police  Police Patrol 1

  185 Housing and Community 
Development 

Housing Code Enforcement 1

  185 Police  Police Internal Affairs 1

  185 Police  Crime Investigation 1

  185 Enoch Pratt Free Library Information Services 1

HRIS Edit User  250 Housing and Community 
Development 

Administration ‐ HCD 1

  250 Public Works Waste Removal and Recycling 1

  250 M‐R: Office of 
Employment 
Development 

Administration ‐MOED 1

  250 Health  Administration ‐ Health 1

Word L2  185 Health  Maternal and Child Health 1

  185 Transportation Street Management 1

  185 Transportation Administration ‐ DOT 1

  185 Transportation Administration ‐ DOT 1

Keyboarding  185 Police  Administration ‐ Police 1

Excel L1  185 Housing and Community 
Development 

Housing Code Enforcement 1

  185 Housing and Community 
Development 

Building and Zoning Inspections and Permits  1

  185 Transportation Traffic Management  1

  185 Transportation Street Management 1

  185 Transportation Traffic Management  1

  185 Transportation Traffic Management  1

  185 Transportation Survey Control 1

Excel L2  185 Transportation Street Management 1

  185 Transportation Street Management 1

  185 Public Works Waste Removal and Recycling 1

  185 Transportation Traffic Management  1

  185 Transportation Traffic Management  1

  185 Transportation Traffic Management  1

Creating Brochures  92.5 Health  Emergency Services ‐ Health 1

  92.5 Health  Senior Centers 1

HRIS View  185 M‐R: Office of the 
Inspector General 

Inspector General 1

  92.5 Health  Administration ‐ Health 1

Excel L3  185 Transportation Traffic Management  1

  185 Housing and Community 
Development 

Housing Code Enforcement 1

  185 General Services Administration ‐ General Services  1

  185 Transportation Traffic Management  1

  185 Transportation Traffic Management  1

  185 Public Works Waste Removal and Recycling 1

Word L1  185 Transportation Street Management 1

  185 Transportation Street Management 1

Powerpoint  185 Health  Maternal and Child Health 1

Word L2  185 City Council  City Council 1
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HRIS Edit User  250 General Services Administration ‐ General Services  1

  250 General Services Administration ‐ General Services  1

  250 Public Works Administration ‐ DPW ‐ SW 1

  250 State's Attorney Administration ‐ State's Attorney  1

  250 M‐R: Office of 
Information Technology 

Administration ‐MOIT 1

Etime Fundamental  185 Comptroller  Executive Direction and Control ‐ Comptroller 1

  185 Health  Maternal and Child Health 1

  185 Police  Administration ‐ Police 1

  185 Health  Youth Violence Prevention 1

  185 Housing and Community 
Development 

Housing Code Enforcement 1

  185 Health  Environmental Health 1

  185 Police  911 Communications Center 1

  185 M‐R: Office of 
Information Technology 

Administration ‐MOIT 1

Word L3  185 City Council  City Council 1

Etime Scheduling  185 Health  Maternal and Child Health 1

  185 M‐R: Office of 
Information Technology 

Administration ‐MOIT 1

  185 Housing and Community 
Development 

Housing Code Enforcement 1

Etime Extra  92.5 Health  Youth Violence Prevention 1

  92.5 Health  Maternal and Child Health 1

  92.5 M‐R: Office of 
Information Technology 

Administration ‐MOIT 1

  92.5 Housing and Community 
Development 

Housing Code Enforcement 1

Intro to PC  185 Transportation Street Management 1

  185 Public Works Waste Removal and Recycling 1

Word L2  185 Transportation Survey Control 1

  185 Health  Youth Violence Prevention 1

Word L1  185 Health  Youth Violence Prevention 1

  185 Transportation Survey Control 1

Excel L2  185 Sheriff  Child Support Enforcement 1

  185 Sheriff  Deputy Sheriff Enforcement 1

  185 Transportation Survey Control 1
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Table 46: Apprentices Who Entered from FY2008 to FY2012 

Fiscal	2008	

Apprenticeship  Name  Entry Date Exit Date Length 
(Months) 

Exit Reason  Still Employed by
Baltimore City 

Instrumentation Tech  Herbert Haywood  6/30/2008 8/5/2009           13  Withdrawal  No

Instrumentation Tech  Jamal W. Kelly  9/10/2007 4/23/2010           31  Terminated  No

Instrumentation Tech  Crystal Y. Duckett  7/30/2007 7/29/2011           47  Graduated  Yes

Instrumentation Tech  Mervin C. Bennett  8/25/2007 8/24/2011           47  Graduated  Yes

Instrumentation Tech  Charles R. Dorsey  8/27/2007 8/26/2011           47  Graduated  Yes

Instrumentation Tech  Dwayne E. 
Spencer 

9/10/2007 9/9/2011           47  Graduated  Yes

Electrical Maintenance 
Tech 

Roosevelt 
Gardner 

1/28/2008 3/28/2008             2  Terminated  No

Electrical Maintenance 
Tech 

Lonnie White  2/11/2008 2/10/2011           35  Graduated  Yes

Electrical Maintenance 
Tech 

Stephen C. Porter  2/25/2008 2/24/2011           35  Graduated  Yes

Electrical Maintenance 
Tech 

Ordia Johnson  8/4/2007 4/6/2011           44  Graduated  Yes

Electrical Maintenance 
Tech 

Bernadino Adolfo, 
Jr. 

6/14/2008 6/13/2011           35  Graduated  Yes

Electrical Maintenance 
Tech 

Martin Hall   6/16/2008 6/15/2011        35  Graduated  Yes

Electrical Maintenance 
Tech 

Brandon L. Taylor  6/16/2008 6/15/2011        35  Graduated  Yes

Mechanical Maintenance 
Tech 

Ronald Norris  6/17/2008 7/21/2008           1  Terminated / 
Probation 

No

Mechanical Maintenance 
Tech 

Kenneth Tyler  6/16/2008 12/4/2008            5  Terminated / 
Probation 

No

Mechanical Maintenance 
Tech 

Marcellus Fields  2/25/2008 8/9/2010     29  Resigned  No

Mechanical Maintenance 
Tech 

Alfonso Jenkins  2/11/2008 2/10/2011    35  Graduated  Yes

Mechanical Maintenance 
Tech 

Anthony Wigfall  2/25/2008 2/24/2011      35  Graduated  Yes

Mechanical Maintenance 
Tech 

Dennis Meynen  3/10/2008 3/9/2011     35  Graduated  Yes

Mechanical Maintenance 
Tech 

Michael C. 
Oleszewski 

6/14/2008 6/13/2011         35  Graduated  Yes

Mechanical Maintenance 
Tech 

Charles 
Henderson, Jr.  

6/18/2008 6/15/2011          35  Graduated  Yes

Mechanical Maintenance 
Tech 

Christopher 
Kurtinitis 

6/16/2008 6/15/2011      35  Graduated  Yes

Water Treatment Tech  Shawn  Williams  5/19/2008 10/31/2008      5  Terminated / 
Probation 

No

Water Treatment Tech  Vernon L. Jones  5/19/2008 5/18/2011         35  Graduated  Yes

Waste Water Treatment 
Tech 

Dana Johnson  5/13/2008 10/2/2008              4  Terminated / 
Probation 

No
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Waste Water Treatment 
Tech 

Jay M. Goodman, 
Jr. 

3/24/2008 12/7/2009        20  Resigned in Lieu 
of Termination 

No

Waste Water Treatment 
Tech 

Alphonso Foster  9/10/2007 9/9/2010     35  Graduated  Yes

Waste Water Treatment 
Tech 

Crystal Daniels  9/10/2007 9/9/2010       35  Graduated  Yes

Waste Water Treatment 
Tech 

Rodney S. Lewis  9/10/2007 9/9/2010          35  Completed 
Prog./Terminated 
After 

No

Waste Water Treatment 
Tech 

Gerard Cifarelli, 
Jr. 

12/17/2007 12/16/2010         35  Graduated  Yes

Waste Water Treatment 
Tech 

Edward Buck  9/10/2007 12/24/2010         39  Graduated  Yes

Waste Water Treatment 
Tech 

Brandon Humble  4/7/2008 4/6/2011   35  Graduated  Yes

Waste Water Treatment 
Tech 

James McClain  4/7/2008 4/6/2011       35  Graduated  Yes

Waste Water Treatment 
Tech 

Raymond A. 
Moore 

4/7/2008 4/6/2011           35  Graduated  Yes

Waste Water Treatment 
Tech 

Eric Ferguson  4/22/2008 7/29/2011        39  Graduated  Yes

Utilities Installer Repairer  Carl Porter  3/10/2008 4/22/2008        1  Terminated / 
Probation 

No

Utilities Installer Repairer  Maynard 
Hendricks 

3/10/2008 7/23/2008      4  Terminated / 
Probation 

No

Utilities Installer Repairer  Jeffery Jones  3/10/2008 11/20/2009       20  Terminated  No

Utilities Installer Repairer  John Avery  3/10/2008 5/29/2010      26  Graduated  Yes

Utilities Installer Repairer  Thaddeus Goode, 
Jr. 

3/10/2008 5/29/2010    26  Graduated  Yes

Utilities Installer Repairer  Rudolph V. 
Woods, Jr. 

12/3/2007 5/29/2010        29  Graduated  Yes

Utilities Installer Repairer  Ronald J. Barton, 
Jr. 

3/10/2008 5/29/2010     26  Graduated  Yes

Utilities Installer Repairer  Jermaine Johnson  3/24/2008 5/29/2010     26  Graduated  Yes

Utilities Installer Repairer  Kelvin W. Davis, 
Jr. 

3/29/2008 5/29/2010    26  Graduated  Yes

Utilities Installer Repairer  Calvin Williams  3/10/2008 5/29/2010      26  Graduated  Yes

Utilities Installer Repairer  Antawn Lipscomb  9/10/2007 7/7/2010        33  Graduated  Yes

Utilities Installer Repairer  Lamont W. Butler, 
Sr. 

10/16/2007 10/16/2010    36  Graduated  Yes

Water Pumping Tech  Stanley Carey  7/16/2007 8/7/2010     36  Graduated  Yes
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Fiscal	2009	

Instrumentation Tech  Brandon L. Miller  8/25/2008 10/22/2008         1  Transferred to 
Another Position 

Yes

Electrical Maintenance 
Tech 

Clifton D. Jones  7/28/2008 11/20/2009      15  Terminated  No

Electrical Maintenance 
Tech 

Paula Bradford  8/11/2008 8/10/2011      35  Graduated  Yes

Electrical Maintenance 
Tech 

Douglass T. Hicks  8/11/2008 8/10/2011      35  Graduated  Yes

Electrical Maintenance 
Tech 

Manuel T. Graves  9/16/2008 9/15/2011      35  Graduated  Yes

Mechanical Maintenance 
Tech 

Ronald Wallace  7/14/2008 7/13/2011      35  Graduated  Yes

Mechanical Maintenance 
Tech 

Kevin H. Quarles  9/8/2008 9/7/2011   35  Graduated  Yes

Mechanical Maintenance 
Tech 

Marvin Tart  9/22/2008 9/21/2011     35  Graduated  Yes

Water Treatment Tech  Robert Shields  10/6/2008 8/13/2010       22  Resigned ‐
Another Job 

No

Water Treatment Tech  Jameal L. Goins  9/22/2008 9/21/2011       35  Graduated  Yes

Water Treatment Tech  Marcia Y. Young  10/6/2008 10/5/2011         35  Graduated  Yes

Waste Water Treatment 
Tech 

Eric  W. Spence  5/18/2009 9/17/2009          3  Terminated / 
Probation 

No

Waste Water Treatment 
Tech 

Step‐Nee G. Scott  5/18/2009 5/17/2012 35  Graduated  Yes

Waste Water Treatment 
Tech 

Keith Young  5/18/2009 5/17/2012       35  Graduated  Yes

Utilities Installer Repairer  Darren 
Henderson 

8/25/2008 10/28/2009          14  Voluntary 
Demotion 

No

Utilities Installer Repairer  Frank Boston  8/25/2008 10/2/2010     25  Graduated  Yes

Utilities Installer Repairer  Eric A. Lee  8/25/2008 10/2/2010         25  Graduated  Yes

Utilities Installer Repairer  Terry Davis  8/25/2008 10/16/2010     25  Graduated  Yes

Utilities Installer Repairer  Jay Jones  11/3/2008 11/2/2010   23  Graduated  Yes

Small Engine Mechanics  Dwight E. Burgess  6/29/2009 6/28/2011     23  Graduated  Yes
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Fiscal	2010	

Utilities Installer Repairer  Keith V. Laws  1/29/2010 5/29/2010     4  Graduated  Yes

Housing Inspector  Tara Belisle  11/2/2009 11/30/2010      12  Graduated  Yes

Fiscal	2011	

Utilities Installer Repairer  Andre Edmonds  10/16/2010 6/23/2012    20  Terminated  No

Fiscal	2012	

Water Treatment Tech  Moses Sumler  1/23/2012 6/25/2012            5  Terminated / 
Probation 

No

Water Treatment Tech  Cecilia Forutune‐
Mays 

1/23/2012 7/18/2012          5  Terminated / 
Probation 

No

Waste Water Treatment 
Tech 

Craig Thompson  2/6/2012 6/23/2012           4  Terminated  No
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Table 47: BBMR‐Recommended Fee Schedule 

Type	 Name	 Hours	 Cost	per	
person	($)

New employee  New employee orientation  6  180

Computer  Etime Fundamentals  6  180

Etime Scheduling  6  180

Etime Xtra  3  90

HRIS Edit User  6  180

HRIS View‐Only  2  60

ReportSmith: Accessing Reports  5  150

ReportSmith: Creating Reports  3  90

Keyboarding/Typewriting  6  180

Intro to Computers  6  180

Intro to Windows 7  6  180

Microsoft Outlook L1  6  180

Writing Emails  3  90

Microsoft Word L1  6  180

Microsoft Word L2  6  180

Microsoft Word L3  6  180

Microsoft Excel L1  6  180

Microsoft Excel L2  6  180

Microsoft Excel L3  6  180

Mail Merge  3  90

Create Brochures/Flyers  3  90

Microsoft Access L1  6  180

Microsoft Access L2  6  180

Microsoft Access L3  6  180

Microsoft Powerpoint L1  6  180

Microsoft Powerpoint L2  6  180

Microsoft Publisher  6  180

Microsoft Project  12  360

Visio L1  6  180

Professional Development  Supervisory Training Program  72  2,160

Leadership Roundtable  2  60

Multi‐Generational Workforce  3  90

Art of Coaching  3  90

Leadership that Makes a Difference  6  180

Building Teams  6  180

Motivating Workforce  3  90

Project Management Fundamentals  6  180

Successful Meeting  3  90

Red Carpet Customer Service  3  90

Expert Telephone Skills  3  90

Royal Tretment for Challening Customers  3  90

Communications Strategies  3  90

Conflict Resolution Strategies  6  180

Dealing with Difficult People  3  90

Dynamic Listening Skills  3  90



66 

Improved Memory Skills  3  90

Time Management  3  90

Managing Stress  3  90

Embracing Change  3  90

Diversity in the Workplace  3  90

Adult/Child CPR First Aid  7  210

Business Writing  3  90

Grammar Tun‐Up  10  300

Health Insurance  3  90

Preventing Sexual Harassment  2  60

Workplace Violence  1  30

How to Conduct an Investigation  6  180

FMLA Training  2  60

Substance Abuse Training  6  180

Performance Evaluation  3  90

Safety   Basic Defensive Driver Course  14  420

Defensive Driver Recertification  4  120

Defensive Driving for Sheriff/School Police  2  60

Customized  Respiratory Protection  4  120

Personal Protective Equipment  3  90

Bloodbourne Pathogens  4  120

Falls Injury Prevention  2  60

Hazard Communication  4  120

Hearing Conservation  4  120

Emergency Action Plans  4  120

Summer Hazards  3  90

Computer Workstation Design  2  60

Accident Investigation at DPW (Mandatory)  4  120

Back Injury Prevention  2  60

Supervising for Safety (Mandatory)  14  420

Finance and Purchasing  CityDynamics EA  3  90

CityDynamics Invoice Procedures  3  90

CityDynamics EA Workflow  3  90

CityDynamics GL  3  90

CityDynamics Reports  3  90

CitiBuy Access User  6  180

CitiBuy Approver  3  90

CitiBuy Receiving  4  120

Purchasing 101  2  60

Savings and Investments  Investing 101  1  30

Deferred Compensation  1  30
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Table 48: Survey Results for All Non‐Supervisory Trainings 

Survey Question  The goal and objectives of training were clearly 
defined and met. 

Key points were covered thoroughly. This course was relevant to my current and/or 
future career goals. 

Training  Total  Excellent or Good  Below Average Total Excellent or Good Below Average Total Very Relevant or 
Relevant 

Below Neutral

  Number  Number  %  Number % Number Number % Number  % Number Number % Number %

Access  5  5  100%  0 0% 5 5 100% 0 0% 4 4 100% 0 0% 

Communication 
Strategies 

8  8  100%  0 0% 8 8 100% 0 0% 8 8 100% 0 0% 

Computer Lab 
for HR Policies 

26  26  100%  0 0% 26 26 100% 0 0% 26 26 100% 0 0% 

Conflict 
Resolution 
Strategies 

7  7  100%  0 0% 7 7 100% 0 0% 7 7 100% 0 0% 

Creating 
Brochures, 
Flyers and More 

3  3  100%  0 0% 3 3 100% 0 0% 3 3 100% 0 0% 

Departmental 
Retreat 

54  46  85%  8 15% 54 47 87% 7 13% 34 32 94% 2 6% 

Diversity in the 
Workplace 

39  31  79%  8 21% 39 35 90% 4 10% 35 28 80% 7 20% 

Etime  77  75  97%  2 3% 78 75 96% 3 4% 70 64 91% 6 9% 

Microsoft Excel  68  68  100%  0 0% 68 68 100% 0 0% 67 66 99% 0 0% 

FMLA Training  13  13  100%  0 0% 13 12 92% 1 8% 12 11 92% 1 8% 

Health 
Insurance 
(HIPPA) 

21  21  100%  0 0% 21 21 100% 0 0% 20 19 95% 1 5% 

HRIS  8  8  100%  0 0% 8 8 100% 0 0% 8 8 100% 0 0% 

Intro to Personal 
Computers 

14  14  100%  0 0% 14 14 100% 0 0% 13 13 100% 0 0% 

Keyboarding/Ty
pewriting 

6  6  100%  0 0% 6 6 100% 0 0% 4 4 100% 0 0% 

Mail Merge  1  1  100%  0 0% 1 1 100% 0 0% 1 1 100% 0 0% 

Outlook  11  11  100%  0 0% 11 11 100% 0 0% 10 10 100% 0 0% 

Office of 
Inspector 

25  24  96%  0 0% 25 24 96% 0 0% 24 0% 0 0% 
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General  

Performance 
Evaluation 
Workshop 

58  55  95%  3 5% 59 57 97% 2 3% 59 57 97% 2 3% 

PowerPoint  4  4  100%  0 0% 4 4 100% 0 0% 4 4 100% 0 0% 

Red Carpet 
Customer 
Service 

26  26  100%  0 0% 26 25 96% 1 4% 26 25 96% 1 4% 

Safety  26  26  100%  0 0% 26 25 96% 1 4% 26 24 92% 2 8% 

Stress 
Management 

15  13  87%  2 13% 15 12 80% 3 20% 15 14 93% 1 7% 

Substance 
Abuse 

8  8  100%  0 0% 8 8 100% 0 0% 1 1 100% 0 0% 

Telephone Skills  3  3  100%  0 0% 3 3 100% 0 0% 3 3 100% 0 0% 

Time 
Management 

41  36  88%  5 12% 41 38 93% 3 7% 41 35 85% 6 15% 

Microsoft Word  26  26  100%  0 0% 26 26 100% 0 0% 23 21 91% 2 9% 

Workplace 
Violence Policy 

28  24  86%  4 14% 28 23 82% 5 18% 22 20 91% 2 9% 

Writing Effective 
E‐Mails 

1  1  100%  0 0% 1 1 100% 0 0% 1 1 100% 0 0% 

Other  1  1  100%  0 0% 1 1 100% 0 0% 1 1 100% 0 0% 

Total  622  589  95%  32 5% 624 593 95% 30 5% 567 509 90% 33 6% 

Grand Total out 
of All Trainings47 

31%     1,179   97%      64  3%   1,249     1,187  97%         60  100% 1,135   1,019  93%              66  4% 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                            
47 The other 69% of the responses are Supervisory Training Responses shown in Table 49. 
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Table 49: Survey Results for All Supervisory Trainings 

Survey Question  The goal and objectives of training were clearly 
defined and met. 

Key points were covered thoroughly. 
This course was relevant to my current and/or 

future career goals. 

  Total  Excellent or Good Below Average Total Excellent or Good Below Average Total Very Relevant or 
Relevant 

Below Neutral 

  Number  Number  % Number % Number Number % Number % Number Number % Number % 

Americans with 
Disabilities Act 

64  56  88% 8 13% 64 54 84% 10 16% 64 56 88% 9 14% 

Attendance & FMLA 
Policies 

66  64  97% 2 3% 66 65 98% 1 2% 64 63 98% 1 2% 

Citistat  91  87  96% 4 4% 91 87 96% 4 4% 86 77 90% 9 10% 

Computer Lab for 
HR Policies 

32  32  100% 0% 32 32 100%   0% 32 31 97% 1 3% 

Discipline  72  69  96% 3 4% 72 70 97% 2 3% 46 45 98% 1 2% 

Diversity in the 
Workplace  

29  28  97% 1 3% 29 28 97% 1 3% 29 26 90% 3 10% 

EEO for Supervisors  20  20  100% 0% 19 19 100%   0% 17 17 100% 0% 

Employee 
Assistance Program 

81  72  89% 9 11% 81 72 89% 9 11% 81 75 93% 6 7% 

Ethics  62  50  81% 12 19% 62 51 82% 11 18% 62 56 90% 6 10% 

Evaluating 
Employee 
Performance 

20  20  100% 0% 20 20 100%   0% 13 13 100% 0% 

Grievance & Labor 
Contracts  

77  76  99% 1 1% 77 76 99% 1 1% 46 46 100% 0 0% 

Health Insurance 
(HIPPA) 

22  19  86% 3 14% 22 19 86% 3 14% 21 0% 2 10% 

Improved 
Supervisory 
Relations 

75  69  92% 6 8% 75 71 95% 4 5% 74 72 97% 2 3% 

Interview Skills  56  54  96% 2 4% 55 51 93% 4 7% 54 51 94% 3 6% 

Office of the 
Inspector General  

28  28  100% 1 4% 28 28 100% 1 4% 28 28 100% 1 4% 

Outcome Budgeting   80  77  96% 3 4% 80 78 98% 2 3% 56 52 93% 4 7% 

Project 
Management 

50  47  94% 3 6% 50 48 96% 2 4% 44 42 95% 2 5% 
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Safety  34  34  100% 0% 34 34 100%   0% 31 31 100% 0% 

Sensitivity & 
Diversity Training  

20  19  95% 1 5% 20 19 95% 1 5% 20 17 85% 3 15% 

Sexual Harassment 
Policy 

64  63  98% 1 2% 64 64 100% 0 0% 64 63 98% 1 2% 

Strategies of an 
Effective Leader 

55  53  96% 2 4% 56 55 98% 1 2% 56 54 96% 2 4% 

Stress Management  82  77  94% 5 6% 82 78 95% 4 5% 78 73 94% 5 6% 

Substance Abuse 
Policy 

16  16  100% 0% 16 16 100%   0% 16 16 100% 0% 

Team Building  66  63  95% 3 5% 66 64 97% 2 3% 66 64 97% 2 3% 

Time Management  59  59  100% 0% 59 59 100%   0% 30 30 100% 0% 

Workplace Violence 
Policy 

43  39  91% 4 9% 41 38 93% 3 7% 43 42 98% 1 2% 

Total  1,364  1,291  95% 74 5% 1,361 1,296 95% 66 5% 1,221 1,140 93% 64 5% 

Grand Total out of 
All Trainings 

69%       2,582   95%       148  5%  2,722    2,592  96%         132  4% 2,442         2,280  92% 128  5% 

	

Table 50: Personnel Cost of COB University Operation 

Position	 Salary	 OPC	
(Total)	

Total	
Compensation	

Training	and	
Marketing	

Apprenticeship HR	Admin COB	Admin

EXECUTIVE LEVEL I  99,216 41,856 141,072 40% 56,429  0%     ‐    50% 70,536  10%  14,107 

TRAINING OFFICER II  62,059 23,482 85,541 55% 47,048 0%       ‐    45% 38,493 0%      ‐   

TRAINING OFFICER II  52,157 21,288 73,445 25%  18,361  0%         ‐    0%    ‐    75%  55,084 

TRAINING OFFICER I  46,961 19,817 66,778 80% 53,422  0%       ‐    0%    ‐    20% 13,356 

APPRENTICESHIP 
PROGRAM ADMINIS 

63,922 29,884 93,806 0% ‐ 100%  93,806  0%       ‐    0%      ‐   

Total  $370,982 $161,185 $460,642 35% $175,260 20%  $93,806  26% $109,029 18% $82,547 
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Figure 5: Cost of Leasing Room 711 on 10N. Calvert Street 
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Figure 6: Current Contract with SkillSoft  
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Figure 7: GSA Price Schedule 
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Figure 8: GSA Price Schedule‐ Continued 
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APPENDIX	II:	SCOPE	AND	METHODOLOGY	

The objectives of this study are to: 1) determine the cost of daily operations of COB University, 2) determine 

the full cost of conducting trainings and coordinating the apprenticeship program, 3) determine the current 

cost‐effectiveness of training delivery, 4) recommend alternatives to increase cost‐effectiveness, and 5) 

provide the savings estimates and other outcomes for each of the alternatives.  

To determine the cost of COB University’s daily operations and the full cost of delivering trainings, BBMR 

analyzed financial transactions from Fiscal Year 2006 to Fiscal Year 2012 and interviewed officials with 

operational knowledge of the service. When invoices or attendance data are not available, journal entries and 

conversations with the agency helped to determine the most accurate cost or attendance data. In cases here 

certain data is available, the figures in the journal entries are assumed to be in the most accurate. 

To determine cost‐effectiveness of the trainings, BBMR compared Baltimore with outside vendors and other 

cities. To recommend alternatives to increase cost‐effectiveness and to estimate savings for each alternative, 

other cities’ practices are taken into consideration and a scenario analysis for each alternative is conducted.  

BBMR conducted this management research project from October 2012 to January 2013 in accordance with 

the standards set forth in the BBMR Project Management Guide and the BBMR Research Protocol.  Those 

standards require that BBMR plans and performs the research project to obtain sufficient and appropriate 

evidence to provide a basis for the conclusions and recommendations contained in this report.  BBMR believes 

that the evidence obtained provides a reasonable basis for the findings and conclusions in this report and that 

such findings and conclusions are based on research project objectives. 	
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To: Honorable Stephanie Rawlings-Blake, Mayor 
 Harry Black, Director of Finance 
 Andrew Klein, Chief Budget and Management Research 

From: Ronnie E. Charles, GPHR, SPHR, IPMA-CP 
Director of Human Resources 

Date: January 17, 2012 

RE: DHR response to BBMR January, 2013 report – “Additional Steps Needed for COB 
University to Become Self-Sufficient” 

The Department of Human Resources (DHR) and its training function, known as, the City of 
Baltimore University (COB-U) appreciates the time and effort that the Bureau of Budget and 
Management Research (BBMR) invested in sourcing, research, and preparation of the January, 
2013 “City of Baltimore Management Research Report COB University – Additional Steps 
Needed for COB University to Become Self-Sufficient”.   

During pre-meetings and an entrance conference, the vested parties discussed project parameters, 
protocol and timeline. As such, COB-U sought to elevate its role as a partner and collaborator in 
the research process knowing that all were committed to the Mayor’s number one priority of the 
Innovative Government SMART goal – Improve City employee workforce skills.  Cognizant of 
prior  research and analyses,  DHR  strongly recommended that BBMR consider the impact of 
the  ten year financial plan and its implications, as well as  the Greater Baltimore Committee’s 
2001 report of the State of Human Resources in Baltimore City government to help shape its 
conclusions and recommendations.  As such, COB-U requested that the training functions of 
agencies throughout City government be included in the research review to garner a more 
comprehensive look at the City’s overall training functions and performance.   

 DHR’s new management team clearly understands the context of the BBMR findings and 
supports a majority of its recommendations.    As stated previously, the study sought to outline 
additional steps necessary, from BBMR’s perspective, needed for COB-U to become fully self-
sufficient.  However, DHR’s new management team also seeks to impart a strategic approach to 
workforce training and developmentthat not only underlines the basis for the self-sufficiency 
model, but also recognizes the need for a required forward thinking perspective that generates 
revenue and invests in human capital management. 

CITY OF BALTIMORE           DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN RESOURCES 

                    STEPHANIE RAWLINGS-BLAKE, Mayor            RONNIE E. CHARLES, SPHR, GPHR, IPMA-CP 
                   Director 
                   201 E. Baltimore Street 
                  Baltimore, MD  21202 



77 	

DHR Response to BBMR Report 
“Additional Steps Needed for COB University to Become Self-Sufficient”               January 17, 2013 

Page 2 of 6

DHR appreciates all of the report recommendations and in response, offers a perspective on
how training and learning may be improved with a mandatory training requirement that is 
centralized across the enterprise to embed learning into the culture ofBaltimore City government 
to support and sustain a high performing workforce. 

The City’s workforce has extensive training and development needs and DHR does not believe 
the COB-University currently has the resources to meet these demands.  Employees who have 
worked for the City for years complain of not being trained adequately to do their jobs.  Critical 
certifications needed to perform a certain job often lapse or are not acquired.  For years, a 
strategic approach to developing the entire workforce has been non-existent.  Employees who 
work in agencies who have the resources are provided training opportunities. Conversely, while 
those who work in agencies with scarce resources, are not provided with professional 
development opportunities.   As a serious consequence, the City of Baltimore has a training and 
learning deficit among its workforce to include long known basic literacy barriers to effective 
training.  Modernization of City training and development programs will provide for a more cost 
efficient strategic approach to human capital management that proactively mitigates employment 
liability, reduces union grievances, and aligns all program activities with City wide strategic 
objectives.

DHR aspires to have the City strategically consider and support,  a comprehensive plan and 
model that will centralize  training functions and realize the Mayor’s number one Innovative 
Government Goal of improving City employee workforce skills. In the present self-sufficiency 
structure, DHR performance improvement staff to include trainers have had to spend more hours 
in the field marketing training services which as a result, with limited resources, does not lend 
itself to increasing the number of employees trained nor measure the end performance of the 
investment itself. 

In May 2001, the Greater Baltimore Committee and The Presidents’ Roundtable “Managing for 
Success – Baltimore City Personnel Operations and Management” study entitled “Creating an 
Efficient Baltimore City Government with Quality Service Delivery” report to the Mayor (GBC 
report), provided a number of recommendations.  While the report is aged, a number of its 
findings and recommendations have not been implemented including – expand training.  The 
2001 report states “The City’s workforce has extensive training needs. The Training Division 
does not currently have the resources to meet these demands.” The GBC recommendations to 
remedy are in-line with the tenants of the Mayor’s priority outcome measures and DHR’s vision 
and include “(1) conducting a comprehensive needs assessment in an effort to customize course 
offerings to the real needs of the workforce; (2) give the training division its own budget; (3) 
expand the career development portion of the training division’s portfolio; (4) make supervisory 
training mandatory; and (5) develop a general mandatory training program.” 

With the proper training dollars and trainer resources, COB-U proposes a reallocation as part of 
DHR’s modernization efforts that will yield a greater return on investment, change the current 
delivery system from a Micro agency focus to a Macro City-wide delivery system that elevates 
Organizational Development and creates a culture to support the City Of Baltimoretransitioning 
to a learning organization.  The reallocation of resources supports and provides the best 
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methodology to increase the number of employees trained in areas that directly impact their work 
and ultimately, the delivery of first class services to City constituents. .  

DHR believes that the effectiveness and efficiency of maximizing economies of scale can be 
realized by appropriating a percentage of available training dollars to COB-U from agencies 
across the city.  A more strategically planned and modernized model for employee skill 
enhancement and development would ensure every training dollar is wisely and properly 
allocated and correlates with enterprise capabilities needed to sustain a high performing 
workforce.  Furthermore, all city employees would have equal access to training opportunities as 
prescribed and required under Federal law, Title VII of the 1964 /1991 Civil Rights Act, as 
amended. 

Response to Recommendations 
1. Establish a minimum attendance requirement and consolidate classes 
Concur.  Prior to the mandate for self-sufficiency, COB-U had and exercised a minimum 
attendance requirement as standard operating procedure.  Since self-sufficiency, in DHRs 
desperate attempt to seize every available dollar, it chose to move forward with all opportunities 
to deliver instruction.. 

2. Revise the training courses' fee schedules to recover costs 
Concur.  Prior to FY13, COB-U intent was to keep costs low for affordability in the downed 
economic climate and in support of the on-going need for training.  The move to self-sufficiency 
brought modest increases to COB-U offered courses and in FY13, all courses were increased to 
more closely align with industry and the pricing structure was shared with BBMR in February 
2012 as requested. 

3. Match course offerings with agencies needs based on workforce assessments 
Concur.  Once the current administration was made aware that the City of Baltimore had not 
conducted a comprehensive training needs assessment within the past six (6) years; same was 
proposed in the FY2014-15 budget proposal. An assessment is an essential element in 
establishing a strategic, progressive, and best practice training and development program.  Once 
the expenditure has been approved, DHR intends to contract with a vendor that will perform this 
very important work on behalf of the City.  Through the assessment, DHR will ascertainwhat 
training will assist in enhancing employee stakeholders work performance, and what training 
best links work performance with the City’s goals, objectives, and strategy.

4. Increase online learning and explore the feasibility of implementing a citywide online learning 
platform 
Concur.  DHR embraces a balanced approach.  COB University recognizes the need for online 
learning; however its self-sufficiency model does not allow for this type of innovation.  The 
Mayor’s Office of Emergency Management accepted COB-Us proposal to sponsor on-line 
technology and made a three year investment to fund this system; the arrangement (technology 
and funding) will end in February 2014.  Implementing a citywide online learning platform is 
feasible; however, without the proper funding doing so is not possible.
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5. Explore the possibility of reducing program staff as the City moves toward increased online 
learning 
Concur.  DHR embraces a balanced approach.  Reducing program staff to 1.5 employees as 
proposed in the BBMR report is unrealistic for a workforce of 15,000 with or without a 
concentration in online learning.  In theory moving toward increased online learning would be 
ideal; however, it will not fully support the City’s training needs.  This, as proposed, does not 
take into consideration the myriad of issues facing City of Baltimore employees including 
computer technology access, reading, and writing literacy challenges, learning disabilities, and 
learning styles which must also be considered.

6. Reclassify the apprenticeship program coordinator position to a part-time position 
DHR considers this a precipitous assessment.  There has been a renewed interest in the 
apprentice program City wide with current openings and apprentice test scheduled in January 
2013; and twenty-two (22) apprenticeship postings anticipated in 2013.

7. Explore the feasibility of partnering with the Bureau of Accounting and Payroll Services and 
the Bureau of Purchases to utilize the COB University training room instead of leasing a separate 
training room on 10 N. Calvert Street 
Concur.  This request was part of the FY11 and FY12 budget proposals and was discussed with 
Finance’s management both in conversations and a formal memo (attachment 1).  COB-U is 
interested in revisiting this issue and would welcome an opportunity to work with the Bureau of 
Accounting and Payroll Services to consolidate training rooms.

8. Redesign satisfaction survey 
Concur.  COB-U is working to realign its survey and evaluation tools.

9. Implement post-training participant survey and focus group sessions 
Concur.COB-U is working to realign its survey and evaluation tools.  It will explore the 
feasibility and necessity of focus groups following the completion of the Citywide 
comprehensive needs assessment. 

10. Explore the feasibility of partnering with local universities and training organizations to 
increase the quality of trainings 
Concur.  COB University has partnered with The University of Baltimore to provide the Fellows 
program.  The fellows program has increased from 5 to 8 scholarships provided annually; the 
Fellows program grants scholarships to City of Baltimore employees to complete their 
Bachelor’s or Master’s degree from The University of Baltimore.COB University will continue 
to partner and leverage resources with local universities and training organizations to increase 
the quality of training courses.

11. Explore the feasibility of administering CPM and reduce other course offerings to offset 
costs
Concur.  In early 2012, The University of Baltimore acquired the exclusive rights to offer the 
CPM program in Baltimore.  Their first cohort for the non-profit sector began in September 
2012.  The Chief of COB-U is a member of the University of Baltimore’s CPM Advisory Board 
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and, with the necessary resources, envisions working with the Board to acquire a full 
complement of training opportunities including a CPM program that will benefit the City of 
Baltimore’s workforce. 

A more substantive overview of the apprenticeship program follows and, in response to specific 
elements of the BBMR report, DHR Management provides points of clarification via the 
attached chart as well. 

The Apprenticeship Program 
 The Baltimore City Joint Apprenticeship Program is the longest running public sector 
program in the State.  It has maintained a graduation and retention rate of 85%.  Despite the 
program’s decrease since Fiscal 2010, itgraduated 53 apprentices to Journeyperson status in 
2010.  Baltimore City’s three year hiring freeze (from 2007 through 2011), contributed 
significantly to positions being salary saved and very few new apprentices entering the program.  
The chart on page 13 incorrectly lists apprenticeship terminations.  These individuals fully 
completed the apprenticeship program.  The fact that they were terminated after program 
completion, should not be counted against the program, as the terminations were linked to other 
reasons including substance abuse, attendance or disciplinary issues.

The apprenticeship program is a great vehicle for city residents and employees to enter into 
career opportunities that they may not otherwise realize without further education.  It aids the 
City’s underserved populations by providing paid training skillsets via on-the-job instruction in 
fields that may not generally be accessible to them including water treatment, water and waste 
water treatment, utility installers, and repairers to name just a few.  The apprenticeship program 
targets specific areas that are critical to the City’s underground infrastructure as well as the 
delivery and maintenance of water systems.   

DHR has considered the non-revenue benefits of the apprenticeship program and its importance  
to the City of Baltimore and its residents specifically: 

 Baltimore City residents have applied, been accepted, and completed the program and 
have worked their way through the ranks to become the Assistant Plant Manager in Water 
Treatment, the Assistant Manager in Water Distribution, the Maintenance Manager in 
Waste Water Treatment, Water Systems Operations Supervisor in Water Treatment and 
Supervisors in the areas of Instrumentation, Maintenance, and Housing Inspectors.

 The program has also benefited existing City employees as the apprenticeships have 
allowed them to experience upper level movement into positions they would not have 
entered had they not been afforded the opportunity to participate and graduate from 
apprentice to journeymen positions.      

Page 14 of the BBMR report states that all curriculum training is provided by private and non-
profit vendors, however, this is inaccurate.  The supervisors of the apprentices employed by the 
Housing Authority of Baltimore City, the Department of General Services, and the Department 
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of Recreation and Parks provide the requisite instruction in-house as opposed to utilizing an 
outside vendor.  The apprenticeship program administrator works with agencies in the 
development of online instruction, which is subsequently approved by the Maryland 
Apprenticeship Training Council.   The Water and Waste Water systems are the only areas that 
use private and non-profit vendors due to the State’s certification requirement necessary to 
provide these specialized trainings.

In closing, the City of Baltimore, DHR, and COB-U directly have a tremendous opportunity and 
responsibility for implementing the measures that will be immediately impactful in improving 
the City’s workforce skills while simultaneously generating revenue.     Dedicated resources 
should be allocated to DHR with the sole purpose of mitigating risksthrough training all 
employees in policies and procedures and other essential management related skills.    A 
consistently trained workforce will help to minimize costly litigations associated with 
grievances, arbitrations, and lawsuits.  DHR strongly recommends and requests support for 
training initiatives that include an emphasis on literacy development to ensure that the full 
complement of our workforce transitions to a high performance workplace culture.  DHR’s 
centralized training initiative across the enterprise will effectuate economies of scale, elevate 
employee workforce skills, and guarantee the City’s resources are utilized efficiently.   
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Reference Page Section BBMR Report DHR Response
Clarification

ii Intro

“Instead of offering the same types of classroom training every 
year, COB University should explore the possibility of operating 
under a new business model that has the flexibility to match the 
City’s changing workforce needs and goals.” 

DHR agrees with this recommendation, however, the City should acknowledge the 
consistent dwindling of resources including the displacement of key training  staff which  
has caused DHR to extend and  re-concentrate resources strategically in support of the entire 
DHR function.

ii 4th para.

“The new training model should also minimize classroom 
instruction and maximize the use of online learning system to 
provide increased convenience and accessibility to City 
employees.”

DHR fully intends to make greater use of online learning platforms. However, wide 
spread/primary use is not conducive at this time for all city agencies and employees.   
Strategic implementation must take into account those in shared or open spaces, without 
computers or computer access or even low or non-existent computer acumen, or literacy 
deficiencies.  We also note that in the existing self-sufficiency model DHR COB-U does not 
currently have funding in place to support more expansive on-line learning.    Further City 
support and monetary investment is necessary to establish a city wide online technology 
infrastructure and to cover licensing and maintenance costs.    

3 1st para. “COB University started operating under the self-sufficiency 
model in Fiscal Year 2005.” 

A number of the current COB-U positions were in DOT and DPW; at the point of transfer, 
there were no prescribed budget performance goals or unallocable credits that the Division, 
at that time, had to achieve.  The self-sufficiency model evolved with outcome budgeting 
when the transferred positions were moved into COB-U without the requisite funding and 
the phased in approach to self-sufficiency began in FY13.

Points of Clarification

3 Chart 1 “Number and Types of Courses” & paragraphs 3 & 4.

It should be noted that COB-U is not responsible for savings and investment workshops. 
Great West selects and offers these courses to City of Baltimore employees.  As a courtesy to 
Great West, and convenience to City employees, COB-U markets these courses in its annual 
catalog.

4 Table 1 "Types of Trainings"
Computer skills includes the eTime course which is offered 8 to 12 times per year; however, 
payroll owns the ADP eTime module while DHR trains, manages the help desk, and sets and 
resets passwords for the system.

Clarification

6 2nd para “The self-sufficiency operation model of COB University first 
began in Fiscal 2005…”

COB-U was under administration in FY05 and therefore not self-sufficient.  The point is 
made that COB University has not been able to generate sufficient revenue to recover 
operational costs since fiscal 2008.  It should also be noted that this was the point of severe 
economic downturn for the Country.  Baltimore City agencies were forced to lay-off 
employees, freeze positions, and cut operational expenses.  Both the training function overall 
and the apprenticeship programs suffered significant losses during this period as city-wide 
training budgets were a ‘go-to’ source when agencies were mandated to repeatedly identify 
areas for cuts and costs savings. These salary savings, abolished positions, and reduced 
training budgets city-wide created an adverse impact that is still being felt today. 

Points of Clarification

7 1st para.

“The significant increase in revenue generated in Fiscal 2011 
was because three training positions funded by DPW and 
Transportation were transferred into COB University’s budget 
and reimbursed via transfer credits.” 

The preceding statement is accepted by DHR management with reservation based on 
transferrable knowledge from previous and current staff incumbents.  There was a one-time 
transfer of positions and funding; simultaneously, the training function was made self-
sufficient and had to pay for all salaries including those that moved.  In Fiscal 2010 training 
moved from under administration during the outcome budgeting process.  In Fiscal Year 
2012, funding for the transferred positions was not evident and, in FY13 a three year phased 
in approach was introduced and COB-U was mandated to become self-sustaining and as 
such has had to generate funds to support salaries

8 1st para.

“BBMR cannot accurately track the total number of attendees 
because COB University currently does not have attendance 
records other than hand-written sign-in sheets for each training 
class.”

Movement to ADPs employee self-service and eventually the ADP, Skill Soft, or other 
learning management systems will further improve DHRs ability to track attendance.

10 1st para. “…and [BlackBoard] has supported seven training programs 
with 2,459 attendees since it was launched in March, 2011.”

The Blackboard training attendees are primarily from the sponsor agency; the Mayor’s 
Office of Emergency Management whose course offerings have all been mandatory.

12 1st para. “The apprenticeship program shrank from 49 new apprentices 
in Fiscal 2008 to only three new apprentices in Fiscal 2012.”

It should be noted that the program “shrank” during times of severe economic downturn for 
the entire Country. City agencies were forced to lay-off employees, freeze positions, and cut 
operational expenses.  While the supply of available apprentice vacancies diminished, the 
program continued with existing participants.  In FY10 100% of enrollees graduated from 
the program and moved into the next career level journeyman status.
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13 Table 9 “Apprenticeship Program Cost”

The cost associated with 21 Supervisors’ salaries and other personnel costs should not be 
included.  The men and women who serve in this capacity are required to provide in-service 
training to subordinate employees.  It is part of their job description.  The supervisor’s 
salaries should not be attributed to program costs as the Supervisors are performing their 
regular duties whether or not they are working with an apprentice.                                                                          

The cost for the Ross Technical Services Curriculum Contract as listed is for three years of 
related instruction ($33,771), not one-year as provided in the chart.  

13 2nd para
“…the cost of administering the apprenticeship program was 
$769,033.  The program had three new apprentices [in Fiscal 
Year 2012]…”

DHR acknowledges that through budget cuts associated with the economic downturn, the 
program has suffered.  The program serves as a Community Service Responsibility that the 
City has supported over a period of years.  It provides for an economic stimulus and income 
to underserved population.

The apprenticeship program is a worthwhile investment in the community that provides 
opportunity for upward mobility to those who might not otherwise have such an opportunity.  
As an example, in 2010 and 2011, apprentices and their superiors repaired the transmission-
main breaks in Dundalk; and, the water main break at Lombard and Commerce Streets 
respectively. Conversely, in 2012, the City had to shoulder the financial burden and rely 
upon the expertise of contractors instead of its own skilled workforce to repair the water 
main break on Light St which ultimately cost the City and its residents significantly more. 
Had the City invested in its workforce via the apprenticeship program, at the very least, 
Baltimore city employees could have benefited from the expertise of the contractors 
performing the work by way of observation and thus building internal capacity and less 
reliance on expensive outsourced resources.

Points of Clarification

14 2nd para "Space Utilization -  “…Finance and Purchasing trainings are 
held at 10 N. Calvert Street.”

Formal memorandums from prior DHR administrations were sent to the leadership of the 
Finance Department in FY10, FY11, and FY12 requesting consideration of space utilization 
at 10 N. Calvert Street.  The most recent iteration dated June 25, 2012 is attached 
(attachment 2) to this correspondence.  DHR would welcome an opportunity to partner with 
the finance department on this matter.

Clarification

22 Table 19 “Outside Vendors’ Training Cost
These vendors have an economy of scale COB-U is not privy to.  While we focus on the 
COB workforce, these vendors are able to expand and spread their costs much wider 
universally to multiple customers.

24 3rd para
“There would also be significant savings related to personnel 
costs by eliminating staff or by hiring part-time contractual 
employees instead of full-time permanent employees.”

DHR disagrees with this assertion.  A recent survey shows an average ratio of 7.1 trainers for 
every 1000 staff; with agency best practice standards at 4-7 trainers per 1,000 employees in 
the workforce depending upon a number of factors.  The City of Baltimore presently 
employs 3 trainers for a workforce of 15,000.

Further, this recommendation assumes current trainers are dedicated to just training related 
activities which is not the case for DHR.

25 1st para
“The number of employees trained would remain the same 
because the consolidation of classes does not eliminate the 
classes offered.”

As written, this statement sugests that both training dollar allocatiions and course offerings  
remain unchanged.  Which conflicts with future ongoing enterprise training needs 
assessment results and the COB’s ability to be agile and fluid with delivery of training and 
new employee development services.   

25 2nd para “…Conduct and publish a comprehensive needs assessment 
every year by ….”

DHR recognizes the need for a comprehensive city wide training needs assessment.  The 
City of Baltimore has not conducted a training needs assessment within the past six (6) 
years.  To abate this issue, DHR requested funding with its 2014-15 budget proposal.  
Having baseline assessment and ongoing workforce planning view is an essential element in 
establishing a strategic, progressive, and best practices HR Training infrastructure.

26 4th para “BBMR also recommends that Baltimore city explore the 
possibility of implementing a citywide online learning system.”

DHR agrees with this recommendation and has already assumed a leadership role in its 
attempt to expand online training. However, implementing an online learning platform is not 
currently feasible as DHR does not have the monetary resources necessary to contract with a 
vendor in support of this initiative.

27 top of pg
“BBMR recommends that COB University partner with MOIT 
to explore the options of utilizing SkillSoft across agencies to 
maximize the use of resources.”

DHR will seek to expand and maximize resources.   SkillSoft is an excellent product.  
However it allows for only minimal customization, which is a key feature of our current  
Blackboard technology.  In addition, its licenses are not transferrable between employees as 
compared to  the Blackboard platform.  DHR is currently leading a city wide effort to 
“enable” more use of  “purchased” E-HR ADP technologies. In doing so, the elimination of 
many disparate systems remains a strong possibility.   
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28 top of pg “…increased online learning would in the long-term reduce the 
demand of onsite training.”

DHR concurs that in the long term, online training can potentially reduce onsite training 
needs.  DHR also notes that from a best in class training delivery mechanism, online training 
is not the most effective method nor should it be relied upon as the primary method for all 
soft skill training delivery in the work setting.

28 2nd para “The scenario in Table 27 envisions having one permanent full-
time employee and one part-time employee.”

Absent a comprehensive workforce planning and training needs assessment, DHR cannot  
support this recommendation.

Points of Clarification

31 Table 32 “Cost Schedule Design Based on Projected Numbers” The projected number of employee attendees should not include those employees whose 
agency funds the software acquisition.

31 Table 33 “Revised Fee Schedule Scenario” The table calculates course times at 4.5 hours which in actuality; courses are generally 3 
hours (half-day) or 6 hours (full-day).  The table also –
Charges $15 for Wellness activities which is counterproductive and against industry 
standards.  
Presently, COB-U does not charge for wellness, HR symposiums, nor HR policy related 
courses.  These courses and opportunities provide intrinsic value and enable participants to 
perform their jobs more thoroughly. Further, agencies with fewer or non-existent training 
resources will be unable to participate.

32 3rd para
“…COB-U is currently not self-sufficient because the fees for 
the New Employee Orientation and the Supervisory Training 
Program are not designed to recover costs.”

Prior to FY13, COB-U ‘s intent was   to keep costs low for  affordability in the downed 
economic climate and on-going need for training.  As such, COB-U did not charge for policy 
training, new employee orientation, and wellness programs; and, also kept the Supervisory 
Training Program and New Employee Orientation fees level with prior cost recovery 
methods.  The move to self-sufficiency brought modest increases to COB-U offered courses 
and, in FY13, all courses were increased to more closely align with industry standard.  The 
pricing structure was shared with BBMR in February 2012 as requested (attached).  An 
additional increase may inadvertently exclude agencies with modest or non-existent training 
budgets.

34 1st para “BBMR recommends that COB University respond to Request 
for Proposals (RFPs) issued by City agencies…”

DHR proposes an alternative to this recommendation in that requests for training issued via 
RFP be flagged in purchasing and DHR be given first right of refusal. 

36 1st para “…examine whether a full-time apprenticeship coordinator 
position is necessary to administer the program.”

The program administrator markets, plans, and is responsible for the apprenticeship 
coordination of multiple City agencies.  Over a period of years, DHR has accepted the 
community service responsibility to lobby for and provide assistance to the underserved 
population. It’s an integral element of the City’s history of citizens first and, if leveraged 
correctly, could certainly aid in accomplishing the Mayor’s goal of growing Baltimore. 

38 2nd para “Second, there was no question that asked respondents of their 
overall satisfaction with the training program.” 

COB University captures the percent of employees that rate the training classes as relevant 
to current or future goals and the percent of employees attending who rate all training as 
good to outstanding as a component of the outcome budgeting performance goals.

46 Table 42 “Cities’ Fiscal 2012 Training Division Budget”

DHR concur that most benchmarked jurisdictions have significantly larger training divisions.  
DHR has also explored the various models of training by the Cities in table 42.   
Specifically, the DC Government’s Training Structure is progressive, multi-faceted, and 
front loaded.  Agencies across the City transfer via MOU, automatically at the onset of each 
fiscal year, a set amount per employee into the city’s Training Department which offers an 
abundance of learning opportunities via in-class and online learning opportunities.  The 
catalogue of courses is robust; the full registration process is e-based and inclusive of 
participant employee registration, approval, and confirmation.  The courses are taught by 
City (trainers) employees, contracted facilitators, and other agency sponsors (finance, 
contracts & procurement) as appropriate.    

COB-U, the division entrusted with improving the skills of the City’s workforce is 
dramatically underfunded while other agencies have training dollars available at $500 (high 
end) or on average $150 per employee.  The City must take steps to remedy this disparate 
treatment.
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Course Name
Length of 
Class 

Number of 
Times the 
Workhop is 
Offered

Projected 
Number of 
Participants 
Per Class

Projected 
Number of 
Total 
Participants

July 1 - Feb 28, 2012 
Historical Attendance

 FY12 Cost 
Per Person  

FY13 Cost Per 
Person 

FY 13 
Projected 
Revenue 

Access Level I 1 day 3 1 3 3 185.00$        $185 $555.00
Access Level II 1 day 3 1 3 3 185.00$        $185 $555.00
Access Level III 1 day 2 1 2 2 185.00$        $185 $370.00
Accessing Reports 1/2 day 15 15 225 Not Offered Before Not offered $125.00 $28,125.00
Building Terrific Teams 1 day 2 2 4 4 125.00$        $150 $600.00
Communication Strategies 1/2 day 3 7 21 21 75.00$          $100 $2,100.00
Conflict Resolution Strategies 1 day 3 3 9 9 125.00$        $150 $1,350.00
Creating Brochures, Flyers & More 1/2 day 1 2 2 2 92.50$          $125 $250.00
Customized Retreats 1/2 day 8 0 0 Varies 275.00$        $550 $4,400.00
Customized Retreats 1 day 7 0 0 Varies 550.00$        $1,100 $7,700.00
Dealing with Difficult People 1/2 day 2 3 6 7 75.00$          $100 $600.00
Diversity in the Workplace 1/2 day 2 3 6 6 75.00$          $100 $600.00
Dynamic Listening Skills 1/2 day 1 0 0 0 75.00$          $100 $0.00
Embracing Change 1/2 day 1 0 0 0 75.00$          $100 $0.00
eTime Fundamentals 1 day 4 8 32 32 185.00$        $250 $8,000.00
Etime Refresher  1 day 32 15 480 Not Offered Before Not offered $250.00 $120,000.00
eTime Scheduling 1 day 3 5 15 15 185.00$        $250 $3,750.00
eTime Xtra 1/2 day 3 4 12 10 92.50$          $125 $1,500.00
Excel Level I 1 day 5 8 40 45 185.00$        $185 $7,400.00
Excel Level II 1 day 3 6 18 14 185.00$        $185 $3,330.00
Excel Level III 1 day 2 5 10 4 185.00$        $185 $1,850.00
FMLA Training 1/2 day 3 4 12 13 50.00$          $150 $1,800.00
Grammar Tune-Up (5) - 1/2 days 2 6 12 7 185.00$        $250 $3,000.00
HIPAA 1/2 day 2 4 8 21 75.00$          $100 $800.00
HR Symposium 1/2 day 4 35 140 150 25.00$          $50.00 $7,000.00
HRIS Edit User (New Users) 2 days 2 5 10 10 250.00$        $375 $3,750.00
HRIS Refresher 1 day 14 15 210 Not Offered Before Not offered $250.00 $52,500.00
HRIS View Only 1/2 day 1 3 3 5 50.00$          $125 $375.00
Improved Memory Skills 1/2 day 1 0 0 0 75.00$          $100 $0.00
Introduction to PC's 1 day 2 4 8 9 185.00$        $185 $1,480.00
Introduction to Windows 7 1 day 2 2 4 3 185.00$        $185 $740.00
Keyboarding/Typewriting (2) - 1/2 days 2 2 4 5 185.00$        $250 $1,000.00
Leadership Roundtable 1/2 day 2 24 48 Not offered this year -$              $50 $2,400.00
Leadership that Makes a Difference 1 day 1 2 2 2 150.00$        $150 $300.00
Mail Merge 1/2 day 1 0 0 0 92.50$          $125 $0.00
Managing Stress & Preventing Burnout 1/2 day 2 3 6 75.00$          $100 $600.00
Mandatory Policy Training 1/2 day 30 15 450 Not offered Before Not offered $150.00 $67,500.00
May I Help You?  Expert Telephone Skills 1/2 day 1 2 2 2 75.00$          $75 $150.00
Microsft Visio 1 day 1 0 0 0 185.00$        $250 $0.00
Microsoft Publisher 1 day 1 0 0 0 185.00$        $250 $0.00
Micrsoft Project 1 day 1 0 0 0 250.00$        $250 $0.00
Motivating Your Workforce 1/2 day 1 0 0 0 75.00$          $100 $0.00
Multi-Generational Workforce 1/2 day 1 0 0 0 75.00$          $100 $0.00
Neo Gov Training 1 day 2 10 20 81 -$              $250.00 $5,000.00
New Employee Orientation 1 day 12 40 480 365 10.00$          $40.00 $19,200.00
Outlook Level I 1 day 3 4 12 13 185.00$        $185 $2,220.00
Performance Evaulation 1/2 day 4 4 16 18 75.00$          $100 $1,600.00
PowerPoint Level I 1 day 2 1 2 2 185.00$        $185 $370.00
PowerPoint Level II 1 day 2 1 2 2 185.00$        $185 $370.00
Preventing Sexual Harassment 1/2 day 2 2 4 1 75.00$          $100 $400.00
Project Management Fundamentals 1 day 1 2 2 1 125.00$        $150 $300.00
Red Carpet Customer Service 1/2 day 3 8 24 22 75.00$          $100 $2,400.00
ReportSmith Accessing Reports (New Users) 1/2 Day 1 0 0 0 50.00$          $125 $0.00
ReportSmith Creating Reports (New Users) 1 day 1 0 0 0 92.50$          $250 $0.00
Running A Successful Meeting 1/2 day 1 0 0 0 75.00$          $100 $0.00
SACO Training 1 day 2 4 8 32 125.00$        $150 $1,200.00
Supervisory Training Program 13 weeks 3 30 60 52 575.00$        $725.00 $65,250.00
The Art of Coaching 1/2 day 1 0 0 0 75.00$          $100 $0.00
The Royal Treatment for Challenging Customers 1/2 day 1 0 0 0 75.00$          $100 $0.00
Time Management 1/2 day 2 3 6 7 75.00$          $100 $600.00
Word Level I 1 day 2 4 8 14 185.00$        $185 $1,480.00
Word Level II 1 day 2 2 4 3 185.00$        $185 $740.00
Word Level III 1 day 1 0 0 0 185.00$        $185 $0.00
Workplace Violence Policy 1/2 day 3 0 0 0 60.00$          $100 $0.00
Writing Effective Emails 1/2 day 1 0 0 0 80.00$          $125 $0.00

Total 2455 $437,560.00
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APPENDIX	IV:	BBMR	CONTACT	AND	ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS	

BBMR Contact and Acknowledgements    
 
Vieen Leung 
vieen.leung@baltimorecity.gov 
410‐396‐4964 
 
BBMR Mission       
 
The Bureau of the Budget and Management Research  is an essential fiscal steward for the City of Baltimore. 

Our mission  is to promote economy and efficiency  in the use of City resources and help the Mayor and City 

agencies  achieve positive outcomes  for  the  citizens of Baltimore. We do  this by planning  for  sustainability, 

exercising  fiscal  oversight,  and  performing  analysis  of  resource management  and  service  performance. We 

value integrity, learning and innovating, excellent customer service, and team spirit.  

Obtaining Copies of BBMR      
 
All BBMR reports are made available at no charge on Management Research Reports our website at: 
http://www.baltimorecity.gov/Government/AgenciesDepartments/Finance/BudgetManagementResearch. 
aspx. 

 
Contacting BBMR       
 
Please contact us by phone at 410‐396‐4941 or by fax at 410‐396‐4236.   

	




