REGULAR MEETING
ANNOUNCEMENT
Los Angeles Regional Adult Education Consortium
LACCD Van de Kamp Innovation Center
2930 Fletcher Drive and San Fernando Road, Los Angeles CA 90065
January 17, 2020  1:30 to 4:30 p.m.
LARAEC Regular Board Meeting
Agenda
1. Call to Order
2. Pledge of Allegiance
3. Adjustments to the Agenda – The Board President Will
Announce any Requests for Adjustments to the Meeting
Agenda
4. Approval of the agenda
5. Items for Future Agendas
6. Approval of the minutes
a. Special Board Meeting: November 8, 2019
b. Special Board Meeting: December 20, 2019

Emilio Urioste

7. Public Comment
8. Board Member Reports
9. Reports to the Board
9.1 Annual Plan Update
9.2 Budget Report and updates:
9.2.1 Upcoming CAEP Due Dates, Updates,
and Reminders
9.2.2 FY2017-18 Closeout Report
9.2.3 FY 2019-2020 Q1 Progress and Expense
Report
9.2.4 FY 2019-2020 Q1 LARAEC Office
Progress and Expense Report
9.2.5 LARAEC Effectiveness Report
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LARAEC Staff

10. New and/or Unfinished Business
10.1 Eide Bailly, LLP LARAEC Enrollment Count and
Procedures
Audit
Final
Report
and
Recommendations
10.2 Vasquez and Company, LLP Development of
Oversight Policies and Procedures Progress Report
10.3 LARAEC Funding Formula Discussion
10.4 Action Item:
10.4.1 Approval and Adoption of the LARAEC
Funding Formula

Lanzi Asturias

11. Announcements:
11.1 Next Board Meeting: Friday, March 20, 2020
Location: LACCD’s Van de Kamp Innovation Center

Emilio Urioste

Adjourn

Emilio Urioste

Please note that the LARAEC Executive Board may consider at this meeting any item referred from a Board Meeting five calendar
days prior to this meeting (Education Code 54954.2(b)(3)). The LARAEC Executive Board may also refer any item on the agenda for
the consideration of a committee or meeting of the LARAEC Executive Board. Requests for disability related modifications or
reasonable accommodations shall be made 24 hours prior to the meeting to Teresa Plaza by calling (213) 241-3150. Requests for
translation should be made at least 48 hours in advance by calling Teresa Plaza at (213) 241-3150. Individuals wishing to speak at a
Board meeting must sign up at the meeting. There will be no sign ups in advance of the meeting. Speakers must sign up prior to the
public comment section of the agenda. Speakers should plan to arrive early. Materials related to an item on this agenda distributed
to the LARAEC Executive Board are available for public inspection during the meeting and at http://laraec.net/open-meetings/
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AGENDA ITEM
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Minutes- Special Board Meeting
Friday, November 8, 2019
1:30 PM – 4:30 PM

Van De Kamp Innovation Center
2930 Fletcher Drive, LA 90065

LARAEC Executive Board
Executive Board Members in

Emilio Urioste, Burbank USD
Veronica Montes, Culver City USD
Larry Frank, LACCD
Joseph Stark, Los Angeles USD
Alice Jacquez, Montebello USD

1
Call to Order

1.1

X
X
X
X
X

Point Person Team Members

Rosalinda Brewington, BUSD
Elvis Carias, CCUSD
Dr. Adrienne Ann Mullen, LACCD
Men Le, LAUSD
Philip Tenorio, MUSD

X
X
X
X
X

Staff

Lanzi Asturias, Project Director
Michele Stiehl, Advisor
Justin Gorence, Advisor
Grace Ocampo, Budget Analyst
Teresa Plaza, Secretary

Pledge of Allegiance

Julie Cross

Mr. Urioste called the meeting to order at 1:33 PM. Julie Cross, ESL Level 4
teacher, led the Pledge of Allegiance.
1.2

Adjustments to the Agenda
a. There were no adjustments to the agenda.

1.3

Approval of the Agenda
a. Ms. Montes moved to approve the agenda, Mr. Frank seconded.
MUSD’s representative was not present for the vote. The rest of the
board voted unanimously to approve the agenda.

1.4

Items for Future Agendas
a. There were no items for future agendas.

1.5

2
Public
Comment

Approval of the Minutes
a. Regular Board Meeting: September 20, 2019
i.
Ms. Montes motioned to approve the minutes. Mr. Stark
seconded. MUSD’s representative was not present for the
vote. The rest of the board voted unanimously to approve the
minutes.
Ruth Morris from CCUSD introduced herself and read a comment from
CCUSD board members who wanted to express their concern in inequities in
funding levels for adult learners in LARAEC across districts. They believe
Culver City adult learners deserve the same levels of funding and service as
other learners, and they urge the LARAEC board to resolve the MUSD audit
issues. Additionally, as elected officials working within the framework of the
Brown Act, it is crucial that discussions of funding take place in an open
forum so that CCUSD stakeholders can give comment and take part in the
process. They also thanked Ms. Montes.
Maryanne Noss from the BUSD Adult School introduced herself, and said that
she wanted to make a comment about some of the programs they’ve been
running. The workforce readiness class has been running for about two
years, where students align themselves for getting jobs. Last year they
started something new, which was for soft skills. After doing a lot of reading,
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Mr. Urioste

X
X
X
X
X

she has found that employers place as much emphasis on them as the hard,
technical skills. So they have been teaching teamwork, professionalism,
communication skills. They’re learning through activities how to manage
those types of skills. They have had a small turnout, but are gaining in
popularity.
Matthew Kogan from UTLA introduced himself, saying that he would like to
read something from the legislative analyst office in Sacramento: they did a
report on the 2018/19 budget adult education analysis. The LAO’s
recommendations were to begin by setting a per-student funding rate. They
believe that any first step in reforming adult education funding rules is to set a
per-student rate for full-time students. The intent of the consortium is that they
might be different districts, but it’s one community with a certain economy.
And Sacramento didn’t want separate plans. He hopes that in the end it is
one uniform rate for all students.

3
Information/
Discussion
Items

Patricia Gamboa from BUSD Adult School introduced herself and said that
she was there to speak on the Family Success Initiative. Basically, the
program is designed for parents, mostly second language learners, and offers
to strengthen the school-family partnership to promote student success. We
provide engagement activities to focus on learning about the school system
and academic programs. Also foster engagement in parent/teacher groups.
They also invite guests to help with different topics like improving literacy.
Parent Academy exposes them to the tech resources that are offered on
BUSD school sites. They have other topics such as learning and career
resources. The most popular one begin requested is middle school to high
school transition classes.
3.1 LARAEC Regular Board Meeting on November 15, 2019 Agenda
Mr. Urioste introduced the proposed agenda for the November 15 board
meeting. Mr. Frank asked him to explain item 9.3, the LAUSD Budget
Transparency Discussion. Mr. Stark explained that it refers to identifying
some of LAUSD’s key funding priorities for next year to be transparent about
serving adult learners. Ms. Montes noted that the item was listed as 9.3 and
10.4, and Mr. Urioste confirmed that it should not be under 10.4. Therefore,
item 10.5 would be changed to be item 10.4 and the original 10.4 removed as
a duplicate.
There were no other additions/discussion/amendments.

4
Workshop:
LARAEC
Bylaws

Mr. Gorence gave a powerpoint presentation as a refresher on the proposed
bylaws, explaining the background behind the decision to draft them and the
process by which the LARAEC Office staff went about drafting them. They
worked with the CAEP TAP office and held conference calls and got feedback
written and verbal about the formatting and content of the bylaws.
In terms of formatting, compliance, and content, they did a lot of research on
bylaws out there with school boards, other consortia, and consulted Robert’s
Rules. They also looked at Brown Act compliance and the Education Code
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and Government Code. They also relied heavily on the August bylaws
workshop workshop and workshop minutes so they could pick up more info
from workshop, and analyzed current practices in the consortium, as well as
the 3-year and annual plans.
He explained that the bylaws were broken down into 5 main parts: Articles 14, 5-7, 8, 9-11, 12-14, and Mr. Gorence showed a comparison of how
workshop charts informed bylaws.
Ms. Stiehl said that since they have a lot of brown act comments in the
bylaws and discussions around Brown Act, she thought it would be useful for
everybody to have a refresh of the training they received in Spring of 2018,
Understanding the Brown Act’s Open Meeting Requirements. The goal of the
act was to fulfill public expectations of agencies by providing open,
transparent decision-making and respecting the public’s right to observe
She summarized the litmus test for Brown Act compliance: when attending
the meeting, does the public see policies being debated to resolution arrived
at during the meeting, or a ceremonial ratification of agreements already
worked out. The Brown Act is not just about decisions, it is also about hearing
anything the board uses to make their decisions. She added that they also
have to look at case law to inform interpretation of the Brown Act. The
California Attorney General’s Office document summarizes lots of case law.
She then summarized prohibited communications outside of meetings, as
well as communications that are not prohibited, basically summarizing that
the CA Attorney General has said that problems arise when systematic
communications begin to occur either among themselves or with staff. She
also summarized guidelines to avoid illegal serial meetings, suggesting that
unidirectional staff briefings help. Members should not ask staff to describe
the views of other members, and members should avoid providing their views
unless it is absolutely clear that the staff members is not discussing the
matter with a quorum of the legislative body, and she went over the definition
of a legislative body, finally adding that they want to make sure whatever they
write in the bylaws is legal and best represents LARAEC.
Mr. Urioste said that they will now be moving to the workshop phase, and will
be taking the bylaws article by article, editing them so that they can be
approved at the November 15, 2019 LARAEC open board meeting.
Article 1:
Mr. Stark said that he had a copy of the proposed bylaws that appears to
have comments and color coding, and Ms. Stiehl said that that version has
comments provided by the point-persons team and staff. Mr. Urioste clarified
that they would be looking at two versions, with comments and without. Dr.
Mullen explained that the PPT did get a chance to go through it, and the
color-coded comments tried to give a clean version, but they thought that the
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board needed to see the mark-ups. It was meant to streamline the process of
the discussion.
For example, they weren’t sure whether they should refer to the board
members in the bylaws as the Executive Team or Executive Board. Mr. Frank
said that he was comfortable with choosing one name, and Mr. Urioste added
that they are operating with consensus on the issue, and that he thinks they
should stick with “Executive Board”. There were no objections.
Mr. Frank said that he was fine either way with the definition of consensus.
Ms. Stiehl said that they were trying to distinguish it from the concept of
majority vote.
The board had a tentative agreement (henceforth referred to by the board as
“TA”) on “consensus”.
Article 2:
Dr. Mullen explained that they added the word “Currently” unless LARAEC’s
location changes.
The board had TA on the article.
Article 3:
The board had TA. There was no discussion.
Article 4:
Dr. Mullen said that they highlighted that they have member institutions, but
they suggested either institutions or districts, leaning to “districts”.
Mr. Stark said that in item 2, Article 4, “permitted” was changed to
“considered”, and asked if that violated the California education code. He said
they should probably keep the word “permitted”. This entity could be a district,
could be a county office, could be a JPA. Mr. Frank proposed that they keep
both of those in its initial language.
Dr. Mullen recommended that they strike the line.
The board had TA.
As a point of order, Mr. Urioste asked if there was someone making real-time
changes to the bylaws as the board reached TA on articles. Ms. Stiehl said
that the minute-taker was currently taking notes on his computer. Mr. Urioste
asked if the minute-taker could make real-time changes to the bylaws
document, and the minute-taker said he could. It was eventually decided that
the minute-taker would make real-time changes to the bylaws document
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being displayed, and construct minutes for the meeting after the fact using the
recording of the meeting.
Mr. Urioste requested a 5-minute recess to get the minute-taker set to make
changes to the document. The meeting recessed, and reconvened at 2:34
PM.
Ms. Montes asked regarding item 2C in the article, if an entity wanted to
become a member of LARAEC, whether the board had the ability to approve
or deny them. Mr. Stark said that Ms. Stiehl had said before that if a district
comes to them wanting to be a member of LARAEC, it’s automatic. Mr. Frank
suggested they change it to “request for membership by eligible institution.”
Ms. Montes suggested “eligible members shall be approved”. There was TA.
Mr. Urioste moved on to item 2D. Mr. Stark said that he wanted to make sure
for item 3B, whether it mattered to have the word “remaining” in there, and
said they should just follow the language in the education code. Ms. Stiehl
said that the ed code didn’t call for anything specific, and this item was lifted
from bylaws with other consortia. It was intended as a contingency according
to Robert’s Rules. She suggested adding “remaining”. Ms. Stiehl said that the
conversation she would have with the board is who they would return it to.
Mr. Stark asked if the item sent funds immediately back to the consortium, or
if it was absorbed by the state. Mr. Urioste said that he thought the process
was spelled out in AB104, and that it went to the consortium. Dr. Mullen said
that in the case of MUSD, they agreed on percentages to be returned, and
the funds had not been physically allocated out from the LARAEC office. She
would leave the language general since they are directly funded currently, but
it may change in the future.
Mr. Stark said because they are putting a time limit on it, 15 days might be a
rapid turnaround. Ms. Stiehl reiterated that she had pulled the language from
other bylaws, and it is not mandated. Mr. Urioste suggested it should read “as
agreed by the LARAEC board”. There was TA.
Mr. Urioste moved to 4. Mr. Stark said, for 4B, to make it consistent with
previous edits they might want to make it “member district rights and
responsibilities”. It was agreed to add that language. Mr. Tenorio added that
anywhere it says “member institutions” it should read “member districts”.
Mr. Frank asked if it was too restrictive to say that point persons represent
their districts during planning and implementation, referring to 4D. Dr. Mullen
said that they changed “should appoint” to “will appoint”, and that they didn’t
want their involvement to be limited to planning and implementation meetings.
She added that there’s other work they do in the APT implementation groups.
They were concerned that people coming after the current board is no longer
serving might read more precise language as more confining and limiting to
point persons. Ms. Montes would not put “will appoint” a point person,
because they don’t know if this is always how it will be. Further, everything
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they do is regarding implementation and planning, so she does not see what
is outside of that. Dr. Mullen said that reports might not fit into those
categories, and future leaders might read it as too specific. Mr. Tenorio said
that other task involved conference attendance and representing their
consortium and district in educational events and conferences.
Mr. Frank suggested that they compromise by changing to the words “should
appoint”, and also striking the phrase about planning and implementation.
Mr. Urioste asked if there was a scenario where a board would not have a
point person. Mr. Stark said that it was possible, and that previously he has
been both an executive and a point person at the same time. He agreed that
“should” is better and less prescriptive than “will”. He added that they will
define PPT responsibilities in another article, so they don’t have to figure it
out now. Elvis Carias suggested changing it to “Member institutions should
designate one point person to represent the interest and perspective of their
respective districts during consortium activities.” Mr. Urioste added
“institutions” should be “districts”. There was TA on D.
Moving on to E, there was TA.
Mr. Urioste moved on to F, saying that there was a question about
consistency of language. Ms. Stiehl said that there was a governance plan
they had to submit to CAEP, and the bylaws they’re creating, so there are two
different things. Mr. Stark asked why “governance plan” was stricken, and if it
was redundant. Dr. Mullen said that it was stricken because this was a bylaws
document, and the governance document will probably fade in favor of their
new bylaws. Mr. Frank asked if the bylaws conflicted with the governance
plan, and Ms. Stiehl said that the bylaws will show much more detail. Mr.
Urioste said he would like to see this governance plan presented in the future
so they don’t have two conflicting documents. Dr. Mullen said that usually
bylaws stand alone verses cross-referencing over another, and said that the
bylaws would usually take precedence over the governance document. Ms.
Stiehl said they could formally remove their governance document and submit
the bylaws in its place. Mr. Frank said it would make sense to take the
mention of the governance plan out, and the board concurred. There was TA.
The board moved on to G. Dr. Mullen added that this section was part of
AB104 as well, and AB104 tried to create structure around it if a district was
going to be removed from being funded. This section is lifted from the AB104
guidance. Dr. Mullen said that the point persons in their edits collapsed
several items to read better together. Ms. Montes explained the changes in
items F and G. There was TA.
The board moved on to H as revised. Mr. Carias added that items on
reporting had been rolled into another item after being removed. There was
TA.

Page 9 of 102

The board moved on to Article 5, Governance and Decision-Making, Item A,
governing structure. Ms. Montes suggested working from the one that was in
their original packet, and specifying when they’re adding things. Dr. Mullen
added that the strikeout version of the document is the original document with
edits. Mr. Urioste also added that anywhere it says “executive team”, that
becomes “executive board”. Mr. Frank said it was more direction than
“advice” that they were trying to give as a board, and Mr. Stark said that
direction includes advice. 5.A.1 reached TA.
Ms. Stiehl added that the reason she has references and “as outlined”
passages throughout was because other bylaws would have references to
articles that talked about certain subjects in more depth.
Mr. Urioste moved on to 5.A.2. Dr. Mullen said that they wanted to put
“project director” and “staff” in the same bucket, since project director is more
management and staff have a different level of responsibility. Mr. Urioste
asked if it could say “project director with the assistance of staff”. The board
agreed. Mr. Urioste then suggested it read, “project director with the
assistance of staff coordinates and implements regional level program
development, ensures compliance with relevant laws and regulations, and
performs management duties as outlined in article 8.” Ms. Montes asked for
clarification on who will be held accountable by the board for the regional
plans being written, and said she would be holding the project director and
staff accountable. Ms. Stiehl clarified that each role has detailed
responsibilities written about them in other articles, so this section is very
general.
Mr. Frank said he thinks that for the point people, this section puts the
responsibility on the program director to write the plans, and he thinks the rub
is about how much input the PPT has, how it should be taken, etc. He
suggested adding “participating in writing program plans, etc.”. Ms. Montes
said the issue is they are directing the project manager to include people. Dr.
Mullen added that those are the only two items that are very specific.
Mr. Urioste summarized that if the project director’s role is more specifically
stipulated elsewhere, then we don’t need to be that prescriptive right now. Mr.
Stark agreed, so long as they get more in depth into it in those later sections.
Mr. Carias added that the reason they removed the references to other
articles are that usually they are references to things that have already been
consented to. So when they said A1 as outlined in article 6, they haven’t
gotten to article 6 yet. A2 was TA’ed.
Mr. Urioste moved on to A3. Ms. Montes said she liked A3 on the no-color
version of the document. Mr. Frank suggested saying “during consortium
activities”. He thinks that “operationalize” might minimize the responsibility
they have, and clarified that his suggested phrasing was “Point persons as
outlined in article 9 operationalize the LARAEC plan at their respective local
district sites and provide member district perspective during consortium
activities.” There was TA.
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For item A4, Ms. Montes said that working groups work together with other
districts, and wanted to know how they made sure that was in there. Ms.
Stiehl pointed to the revised language, including “toward the implementation”.
It was suggested they remove the “the”. Mr. Urioste confirmed the new
wording, and TA was reached.
The board moved on to item article 5.B.1. TA was reached.
Mr. Frank asked why a section was highlighted, and Ms. Stiehl explained that
someone had asked why it was there, and they were providing explanation.
5.B.2 was TA’ed.
TA was reached on 5.B.3.
TA was reached on 5.B.4 without the strikeout.
On 5.B.5 Ms. Stiehl clarified that she thought they needed to be specific
about what being “present” includes, and thought being present was more
specific than “in attendance”. Mr. Frank suggested saying, “each member
district has one vote and executive board members must be present to cast a
vote.” “Being present may include teleconferencing” provided compliance with
the Brown Act is met. The item reached TA.
For 5.B.6, Ms. Stiehl said that it was a line item in the education code. There
was TA.
The board moved on to Article 6. Mr. Stark asked why they struck out part
about designees, and Dr. Mullen said it was mentioned already in the body at
some point. It’s redundant, but not wrong. Mr. Urioste said he would like to
leave it as it appears on page 8. TA was reached.
The board moved on to 6.B.1, and the board agreed to take “strategic” out,
after which there was TA.
The board moved on to 6.B.2. Mr. Stark asked Ms. Stiehl to confirm that the
recommendation is to keep the education code references instead of AB104
references, and she confirmed that it was because the bill can be amended or
changed. Mr. Frank added that the ed code can be amended as well, and Ms.
Stiehl clarified that the ed code is the running compendium of everything, and
is more specific. There was TA.
Ms. Montes said that she thinks they need 6.B.3 rather than striking it out. Dr.
Mullen said that it’s usually covered by the point person team. Mr. Urioste
said that he would like to see 6.B.3 kept as well, and the board agreed. There
was TA.
Moving on to 6.B.4, Dr. Mullen clarified that this refers to a document about
allowable expenditures that everyone needs to comply with, and it’s more
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specific than anything in the code, so she thinks they need it. It was stricken
because they didn’t know it was a specific document. Mr. Stark said he think
they should unstrike the language and capitalize Allowable Expenditures.
There was TA.
Mr. Urioste moved on to 6.B.5. Mr. Frank suggested they go with the original
language, and there was TA.
The board moved to 6.C., selection of officers. The board agreed to TA on
6.C.1 through 6.C.3. For 6.C.4, Mr. Stark asked why the item on open noticed
meeting was stricken, and Dr. Mullen said that it didn’t matter, because all of
their meetings required notice. Mr. Frank said that it might imply there are
meetings that aren’t open and noticed. The board agreed to strike, and had a
TA for the remainder of the article.
The board moved on to 6.D, covering duties of the president.
6.D.1 and 6.D.2 had TA.
For 6.D.3 Mr. Stark asked for the development of the agenda, if the point
person team was able to submit agenda items, or if it had to be through the
project director or the executive board members. Mr. Frank thought
submitting through the executive board was fine. He asked if there was a
timeline for them to submit things, and Mr. Urioste said that he thinks that’s
why they included the sections on new items in the meetings. Mr. Stark
clarified that the practice is usually to submit a week ahead.
Ms. Montes added that in terms of the input from the point persons team, they
should give potential agenda ideas to their board execs. Mr. Stark asked if
they have number 3, whether they need 6.D.4. Ms. Stiehl clarified that the list
of priorities described is different from the agenda. Dr. Mullen said that she
hoped point persons could elevate certain items to the project director, saying
that at the last meeting at Burbank, they talked about the Action Planning
Teams wouldn’t be able to start working, and they tried several times to
elevate it. They would definitely want to still talk about items with the execs
and work through that channel, but they also wanted to be able to elevate
items to the director or president. Ms. Montes said it would be odd to her if
her point person was bringing things to the president or the director that she
did not know about. Dr. Mullen agreed regarding agenda items, but felt that it
would be helpful if the project director can directly share concerns of the point
persons with the president, as in the past he has had to tell them that they
have to go through their executive on the board. She would hope that if the
director hears the same issue at several meetings, that they would be able to
go directly to the president with the issue since they are supposed to work so
closely.
Mr. Stark said that the issue seemed to be the role of the project director. If
they are saying that other bodies are going to start helping prioritize consortia
projects and reports, that seems to him to be kind of usurping the board’s
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authority. Ms. Stiehl said that this was covered in the duties of the president,
and that it was part of the president’s duty to collaborate with the project
director on prioritizing tasks. Mr. Urioste looked at the section covering the
duties of the president, saying that it deals more specifically with the role of
the project director. Just speaking from the experience he has, he thinks that
his work and communication is with the project director. And he thinks it
should be limited to that. Mr. Urioste said that the language for the current
item might be inserted under the project manager’s roles and responsibilities.
Mr. Tenorio added that they could put “with the project director and the
executive board to prioritize consortia projects”. Ms. Stiehl said that there was
a previous conversation with the board members that they don’t want to
spend the meetings prioritizing consortium tasks, and the solution they came
up with was to have the president coordinate with the director to prioritize. Dr.
Mullen said that if they see a barrier as to why something can’t be done, they
want that to get back to the president. Mr. Urioste asked whether they would
bring that to their board member’s attention, who could then bring it to the
board and president, which Dr. Mullen agreed with. Mr. Urioste said at that
point, the board member would be owning it. Dr. Mullen agreed that it could
happen, but what they would be missing is the director’s shared perspective.
Ms. Stiehl added that it was a good practice at board meetings to have the list
of tasks and priorities and their progress, which was a good way of keeping it
in the board’s mind.
Mr. Urioste asked how they would like 6.D.4 to read, and Ms. Montes
suggested keeping it as is in the original version. Then she suggested, to
include the executive board, adding “in alignment with the executive board”.
There was TA.
The board moved on to 6.E.1. Ms. Stiehl said it was highlighted because
standards of government refers to norms, not bylaws, and there was some
debate about using them. Ms. Montes said that since they do have a
common, developed vision, they wouldn’t develop it again. Ms. Stiehl said it
was a generic governance standards snippet. Mr. Frank recommended they
agree to the whole thing since it’s standard and helpful. All of 6.E was TAed.
Moving on to article 7, Mr. Urioste asked, since their agenda has the meeting
go until 4:30PM, if the board thought they could finish reviewing the bylaws by
4:30, if they wanted to stop by 4:30 however much they got done, or if the
board preferred to go past 4:30. The board agreed that they should try to
complete the review.
Regarding 7.A, Dr. Mullen said that the recommendation was to standardize
what they call their meetings, saying that Open Meeting was the umbrella
term, with subtypes like Regular Meetings, Special Meetings, and Emergency
Meetings. Mr. Urioste asked if they wanted to keep the language “regular
meetings”, and there was TA. Mr. Frank asked the point people if there’s
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anything in article 7.A that was critical as far as changes. MR. Urioste clarified
if they were willing to TA 7.A, which the board agreed.
TA was reached on 7.B.
TA was reached on 7.C.
For 7.D, Mr. Stark proposed keeping the original language. Ms. Stiehl said
that this was listed for reference to what they could have a closed session for.
She clarified that this language was not exact, but was a capturing of why a
board might have a closed session. The real language is much longer.
Mr. Stark said that he could see an issue with a student transferring to a
school, so he would rather leave the item in. Ms. Stiehl clarified that the
reason has to be specifically stated to have closed sessions about anything
other than these items. She added that they don’t usually do any of these
things at LARAEC, but they are hypothetical.
Mr. Urioste asked about the “not general staffing” strikeout. Ms. Stiehl
explained that some employee matters can happen in closed session
specifically related to performance, not hiring or funding. Mr. Stark added that
there’s no way the board can evaluate an employee from one of their districts
because it’s against the labor code; he’s okay with the boilerplate language,
with the understanding that some of these would never come up with
LARAEC.
Mr. Frank suggested adding a parenthetical explaining that the item was a
general listing for closed session items. Mr. Urioste suggested taking out the
word “specific” to leave the generality in there. Ms. Stiehl said they can even
say that most of the items are not under the purview of the LARAEC board.
TA was reached.
On 7.E, Dr. Mullen said that they added specific quorum; Mr. Frank asked
what would happen if the number of board members changed, and Dr. Mullen
said that they would have to change the bylaws anyway in that event. Mr.
Stark said that quorum means the majority of members; Mr. Frank said that
quorum is for the purpose of holding a meeting. Mr. Urioste agreed, saying
that’s what the document is saying. Dr. Mullen said that they can technically
have a meeting without quorum for the purposes of discussion, but no action
can be taken on action items.
Mr. Urioste said, if there is something that happens to two of the five
members, will the organization be strangled because it can’t carry on
business with three members. Will they wait for Burbank to meet and name
another purpose? And then does that stranglehold the organization from
conducting business? Mr. Stark asked if people were okay changing it to 3.
Mr. Frank said that they could at least call in to a meeting as long as the
Brown Act is followed. Mr. Urioste said that the stipulations for that are
incredibly difficult. The board agreed to change the quorum to 3, although Mr.
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Frank said he thought it was important for all of them to be at meetings as
much as possible. Mr. Urioste said that it will also be critical because they can
remove an item that’s being voted on and push it to another meeting. There
was TA on 7.E.1.
There was TA on 7.E.2 and 7.E.3.
Moving on to 7.F, Mr. Urioste asked if there were any edits to the item that
were critical. Hearing none, there was TA on 7.F in its entirety.
The board moved on to article 8.
Regarding 8.A about consortium level staff, Ms. Montes said that the only
crossout they had was when new staff are added, they’ll stipulate the district
employer of record. The last one, adding or removing consortia level support
staff requires action, she asked why they would take it out. Dr. Mullen clarified
that they were concerned of whether it does take LARAEC board action, and
that if they do remove someone, if it would lead to them going back to their
districts and saying it was not an agreed-upon labor action.
Mr. Stark said that the reality is, the LARAEC board can say that they don’t
want someone working with LARAEC anymore, but that district still has to
follow their labor agreement. He asked if this language conflicts with that. It
doesn’t say they’re going to be fired; it would just mean that they are going to
be reassigned. Mr. Frank asked what would happen if the district fired
somebody for another reason, and Mr. Urioste said that they wouldn’t have a
vote in stopping that, though they would have to be notified. Ms. Stiehl
suggested they could stipulate that LARAEC be consulted.
A stakeholder said that one of his concerns is that they would be hiring a
LARAEC employee that should be following the guidelines of the LARAEC
institution, and that it should be either one institution or the other in any case.
Mr. Stark suggested changing it to “adding or removing consortium level
support staff should be done in consultation with the LARAEC board.”
Number 5 was thus added back in, and there was TA on 8.A.
The board moved on to 8.B, and Mr. Urioste asked if there were any
comments regarding B. Mr. Frank asked if they could TA 8.B.1 through
8.B.14. Dr. Mullen added that those were in the original job description, and
items 8.B.15 on were there to provide context.
Mr. Urioste said that in 8.B.11, they have the word “public” stricken, and he
thought it would be good to keep it. Going down to 8.B.13, Mr. Stark said
depending on the bargaining unit they are dealing with, there’s a specific
process involved. With classified staff, they have to go through the personnel
commission; so the reality is the project manager does hire and manage staff,
as long as it’s through LAUSD.
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Ms. Stiehl asked, if they hire somebody to act as a transition person at a
school site, the project manager might not supervisor all staff if it’s at another
site. Ms. Montes suggested changing it to “applicable staff”. Mr. Stark added
that at a certain point they have to have an org chart of who’s reporting to
who. Dr. Mullen said that with the job descriptions, they’re going to be very
specific, but new hires have to follow their district’s union guidelines. They
were trying to be specific for the purposes of the bylaws.
They moved on to 8.B.15. Ms. Montes added that like it or not, the project
manager was their link to the state. There was TA on 8.B.15.
On 8.B.16, Mr. Frank said that “coordinate” can be a lot of different things. Mr.
Urioste pointed out that Mr. Frank said that Mr. Carias speaks with him, so
they should probably remove “all”. Ms. Montes suggested changing it to
“collaborate with point person team regarding consortium activities.” There
was TA on 8.B.16.
Mr. Urioste asked about 8.B.18 and 8.B.19; Ms. Montes thought that they
didn’t need “in the job description”. Ms. Stiehl clarified that these were
truncated lists of responsibilities, and that there are more listed in the job
descriptions. Mr. Urioste asked if they wanted it to read, “perform other duties
as assigned”. 8.B.18 was kept in and TAed, and 8.B.19 was TAed with the
addition of “perform other duties as assigned.”
Mr. Urioste called for a 5-minute break at 4:23 PM.
The meeting was called back to order by Mr. Urioste at 4:32 PM.
Mr. Urioste said that it was brought to his attention that under the project
director section, B.20, it should go under B19, and it was TAed.
The board moved on to 8.C., teacher advisors, which are listed as LARAEC
certificated staff. Dr. Mullen explained that teacher advisors were under
LAUSD but not necessarily across districts, so they tried to make it as general
as possible. Mr. Urioste said that it will read LARAEC certificated staff, and
asked for any critical changes. Dr. Mullen said that when their positions were
written, it was in a very limited scope. Those positions have morphed into lots
of different levels of support, and she didn’t know if they wanted the positions
to accurately represent the duties they’re doing now. Ms. Montes agreed with
8.C.3, and suggested changing the wording to “develops, coordinates, and
implements activities consistent with LARAEC’s regional comprehensive
plans. There was TA.
Mr. Urioste asked if there were any edits from 8.C.4 to 8.C.10. Ms. Montes
recommended replacing “pilots” with “activities” in each item. There was TA
on all.
Mr. Stark suggested TAing all of 8.D. Ms. Montes noted that for each, they
would add “performs other duties as assigned” at the end. There was TA.
Page 16 of 102

Moving on to 8.E, Mr. Frank proposed the “other duties as assigned” edit and
suggested TAing the entire thing. There was TA.
The board moved on to article 9, regarding Point Persons. Mr. Urioste asked
if there were any edits, and mentioned items 9.A.4 and 8 where it looks like
there were edits. Mr. Stark asked if they were okay with the original language
in number 4. Dr. Mullen explained that they reordered the items, and that the
point persons draft was in the back of the packet and sent to the state. It was
suggested that they meet as the point people to draft what they thought their
responsibilities were, and all point persons were present for the drafting of the
document. Mr. Frank suggested that if it was going to take a long time, they
might want to move considering that to the end of the discussion. Mr. Urioste
said they would table Article 9, and asked if they were tabling all of it. Ms.
MOntes said that the selection of point people does not have any changes, so
they can cover that section. Dr. Mullen said that it might make more sense in
context if you look at the whole section in its entirety. The board agreed to
table article 9.
The board moved on to article 10, Working Groups. Mr. Urioste said that they
had already done this section, and Mr. Stark said that they already approved
it with a preemptive TA, and asked if there is anything from the point people’s
point of view since the last time that the board should hear their perspective
on. Mr. Urioste said that they want standardized language, and asked if they
want to change to “annual LARAEC conference.” Ms. Montes suggested
keeping it “LARAEC conference” to retain flexibility in scheduling. There was
TA on article 10.A, 10.B, and 10.C. Mr. Carias asked if they could put items
10.B.5 and 10.B.9 next to each other since they were related, and the board
agreed to make item 9 item 6.
There was TA on 10.D.
On item 10.E, item 4, Mr. Carias wanted to have more description. Ms. Stiehl
said that it was an add-on during the working group phase for the LARAEC
staff to provide support. There was TA on 10.E.
10.F was TAed.
For 10.G, Mr. Stark said it looks like this was proposed to be stricken. Ms.
Stiehl said that the PPTs met today to come up with their own norms of
ettiquette and professionalism already, and that these were just standard
norms and ethics. Mr. Urioste suggested changing it to something like
“working groups will establish norms”. He thought “standards of behavior”
sounded ominous. Mr. Stark suggested “shall adopt norms of collaborative
behavior. Ms. Montes suggested it should become number 8 under temporary
working groups, 10.E. 10.G was TAed.
The board moved on to article 11. Mr. Stark asked what the recommendation
was for 11.A. Ms. Stiehl suggested that ad hoc was not a term included in the
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Brown Act. Mr. Frank suggested that in his district, they can have board
members on ad hoc committees as long as there isn’t a majority of board
members. Ms. Montes suggested saying “with the Brown Act where
applicable”. Mr. Urioste suggested saying “ad hoc committees and special
committees may be created with board approval. Article 11 was TAed.
The board moved on to article 12, regarding operational budget. Mr. Stark
said that item A was stricken out, and asked why. Ms. Stiehl explained that
many consortia have different ways in which they get their funding, and Dr.
Mullen pointed out that item A is not actually regarding the operational
budget. Mr. Urioste asked if article 12 was in reference to the LARAEC office.
Dr. Mullen suggested saying “LARAEC budget”, so they could leave A and
still address the LARAEC office. Mr. Urioste then said they should strike
“Office operational”. The board agreed, and Mr. Urioste said that letter A
would remain as is on 19.
He then asked about letter E, and Ms. Stiehl said that they put it in to make
sure that people know that currently LAUSD is district of record for LARAEC
staff and the operational budget. Mr. Frank asked why they wanted to cross it
out. Dr. Mullen said that they wanted to make it more general. Ms. Stiehl said
they were not married to it. Mr. Frank proposed to TA as is, and the section
was TAed.
Ms. Stiehl said that regarding the section about quarterly reports being filed,
Mr. Asturias wanted the board to know that the reason they wanted to strike it
was because it was already part of their normal operating procedure. The
board agreed to strike the section.
The board moved on to article 13, parliamentary authority. Ms. Stiehl
explained that most bylaws have a statement of parliamentary authority. So
they just wrote in there that they will follow basic parliamentary procedure and
take direction from the executive team. Mr. Stark suggested going back to the
original with the changes agreed upon, since that should be in there. Article
13 was TAed.
The board moved on to article 14, regarding amendments. Ms. Stiehl said
that if it wasn’t in the code or in the Brown act, they wanted to stay away from
specific dates, and so in general they didn’t want to put the date in there. Mr.
Urioste said that the biggest difference was “will be revisited annually”, and
asked if that was something they wanted to include. He didn’t think it was a
bad idea. Mr. Stark said that they fold it in as part of their normal reporting
process; Mr. Urioste said that it would be a good response to the auditor.
Article 14 was TAed.
Dr. Mullen drew their attention to the draft, saying it was adopted by the
LARAEC board in September 2019; she thought it would be nice to have a
chronological document showing the development timeline. Often in their
districts, when they do policies or procedures at the end, there is a timeline to
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show when people could have had input. In LACCD, they add those
timelines. Mr. Urioste said that 10 could have that.
Moving on to references, Mr. Stark said that they should include the
references, and the references were TAed.
Mr. Frank said that when he saw the presentation it was a little selective from
his perspective about the Brown Act. He asked if that was generally the entire
presentation, or if the references were the full document. Ms. Stiehl said that
the references were everything they looked at to create the bylaws, the
presentation was just to address the serial meeting question. Mr. Urioste said
that it was part of the presentation when they had the LAUSD counsel provide
a workshop to the board. Dr. Mullen asked why it was in the presentation
today, and Ms. Stiehl said that it was to provide context to PPT conversations
and why it is referenced so often and how it might apply to issues today,
particularly whether or not the PPT can be an advisory body to the board.
They just wanted to make sure everything lines up legally, and the
presentation was just to give background. Mr. Frank confirmed that what they
were voting on today was to confirm that the PPT was not a Brown Actcovered body. Ms. Stiehl said that if they would like them to rewrite the
section to have them be advisory, they can do that, but the current form is
how they would recommend writing it.
Mr. Urioste asked if they were ending the meeting there or going back to
article 9, and Dr. Mullen recommended going back to article 9. The board
agreed to stick around, and went back to page 14 to examine article 9.
Mr. Stark said that he has 3 different things he’s trying to look at: the original
article 9, the addendum in the board packet with comments and edits, and the
color-coded document. Mr. Frank asked if they would be against using the
color-coded document. Ms. Montes said that to be consistent, they should
operate from the original. Ms. Stiehl explained that the minute-taker updating
the document in real time was working with the color-coded document. Dr.
Mullen added that under the direction of the board they indicated if the agreed
or disagreed with things, so attached was what their first draft of that was. Mr.
Frank asked if the one in the back of the packet was the same as the one
with all the color-coding, which it was. The board agreed to stick with the
color one and compare.
Mr. Stark added that they had multiple documents coming from multiple
individuals, which added to the confusion. They should be coming from an
agreed-upon source. Mr. Frank commented personally that it’s been helpful to
have the dialogue between this document and the original document. Mr.
Stark clarified that he appreciated the changes, but wanted it to be clear
when getting an email what the draft actually is.
The board went to 9.A.1, roles and responsibilities. The board agreed to TA
9.A.1.
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For 9.A.2 Mr. Frank asked if the additions were okay with the board. Mr.
Carias explained that they looked at the issues raised in the previous open
meeting, and looked at the big noteboards from the workshop. Mr. Urioste
expressed confusion as to what it meant. Mr. Carias explained that they got
the language from the workshop posters (the exercise with the dots, so they
could prioritize roles). This was their interpretation. Mr. Urioste asked if it was
that the point persons were facilitating communications from the LARAEC
office staff and project manager and management team. Dr. Mullen clarified
that it should be facilitating communication from all those entities to the
district stakeholders. Mr. Urioste said that the exec board members should be
the ones taking that back to the district. Ms. Montes said that it could fall into
operationalizing the LARAEC plan at the local level in their district. Dr. Mullen
added that they were also trying to capture the priorities of the exercise. Mr.
Frank recommended they remove number 2. The board agreed.
Number 2 on page 14 was TAed.
9.A.3 was TAed with original language.
In 9.A.4, “support needs” was struck because it wasn’t clear what they were.
9.A.4 was TAed.
9.A.5 was TAed. The minute-taker updated the numbering to reflect the
altered numbering scale.
9.A.6 was TAed.
9.A.7 on page 14 was an addition, and the Mr. Tenorio suggested changing
the language to “consortium activities”, and Ms. Stiehl added that they might
change from year to year.
Mr. Urioste confirmed that they were changing the language to “consortium
activities” in 9.B. and 9.C.
The board moved on to 9.C., which was changed to 9.B to correct the
lettering, and involved selection of point persons. The board clarified that the
original document had B as selection of point persons. 9.B. was TAed, with a
reminder of the proposed edits to say districts should appoint point persons.
Item D, regarding meetings, was changed to 9.C. Dr. Mullen suggested just
saying that point persons meet regularly. Ms. Montes suggested adding “as
needed” to have more control over the meetings, and Mr. Stark agreed,
proposing the language read, “point persons meet regularly or as needed”.
Mr. Frank asked how they’d decide what “as needed” was, and Mr. Stark said
that each of them would decide at the end of the day. Mr. Urioste asked if
there was consensus about the point person meetings. Dr. Mullen said that
the project director is supposed to set an agenda, but generally he will ask
them what they want to meet about and the PPT will send items in. Mr.
Urioste wanted to look specifically at the language of C.1, asking if there has
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been back and forth on the meetings regarding agenda items and when to
meet. Ms. Stiehl said that there are usually agenda items in the emails. Dr.
Mullen thought they should have the flexibility to meet with or without the
project director. Ms. Montes said they could add that without limiting it one
way or the other. Mr. Stark reiterated his proposed language. There was TA.
For 9.C.2, Ms. Montes said that it sounds like some of these items are to fix a
problem. Mr. Stark said that part of it is to maintain some kind of structure. In
terms of with regard to LARAEC, there generally should be a purpose to
meetings, particularly with paid staff time; but he does not know if they have
to be prescriptive either. Mr. Urioste suggested changing the language to,
“provide district perspectives related to consortium activities”. 9.C.2 was
TAed.
The board moved on to 9.C.3. There was TA.
Mr. Urioste said that 9.C.4 would be the sticky one. Mr. Frank asked if they
don’t have to be Brown acted, but the PPT complies with the Brown Act if
they do these four things, and Ms. Stiehl confirmed.
Mr. Tenorio clarified that prior practice at PPT meetings was to discuss
prospective agenda items. Mr. Frank added that they can discuss them, but
cannot make decisions. Furthermore, communication can only go in one
direction from point person to board member, not unilaterally. But he added
that this is a broader statement required by law as he understands it. Ms.
Stiehl clarified that they are trying to make clear what they can and can’t talk
about. Mr. Frank added that in the meeting, they can’t speak for their own
board member or ask what other board members’ positions are. The problem
comes if they are talking about board member beliefs. He would find it to be
really sad if his point person’s individual voice weren’t represented in the
teams.
Mr. Urioste agreed, saying that he and Ms. Brewington have productive
conversations if they get to talk at all. And if they stymied talk about agenda
items, way less work would get done. He thought that the language should
be, “may work together with the LARAEC staff to carry out the work for the 3year annual plans.” Mr. Frank suggested adding, “and cannot discuss the
positions of their own board members in relation to.” Mr. Tenorio suggested
using Ms. Stiehl’s phrasing in her comment about it. Dr. Mullen added that it
helps to discuss agenda items even when they are making no decision about
them, and they can discuss the wording and whether it will work. It helps to
provide inclusiveness of all views as well.
Mr. Stark added that the Brown Act is clear that deliberation is not just about
decision-making; it is also about having open access in a transparent process
to hear the thought process behind how the sausage gets made, so to speak.
So they just need to be cognizant. Dr. Mullen added that there have been
several instances where it has been useful to discuss different perspectives;
and it does not change the conversation, like the presentation they did last
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year on budget. They can enhance the conversation at that level to save the
board time. Mr. Stark said that any time a point person brings an agenda item
to a meeting, they are representing their board member, while Mr. Frank said
that they are merely representing their own views.Mr. Stark clarified that if
they were saying, “this is something I want on the agenda” that couldn’t
happen. The rest of the board says that they already covered that issue. Mr.
Urioste suggested adding the language, “but do not represent or comunicate
the views of their board member”.
Ms. Montes asked for clarification if, for example during the budget and
funding formula discussions, discussion like that for presentation to the board
would be okay, especially when it comes to the funding formula. Mr. Urioste
said from his perspective, he doesn’t know why they couldn’t have that; it’s
creativity and brainstorming, and he does not want to hamper that, nor does
he think the Brown Act hampers that. Dr. Mullen said that when they created
the budget models, it was a think tank environment, with no one favored over
the others. And she hopes it continues, otherwise work across the board will
be hampered.
Ms. Stiehl did want to caution that in subsequent meetings, there were point
person meetings with the directive to reconcile MUSD and the funding
formulas, and there were conversations that sounded a bit like they might be
violating the BRown Aact. WHen they start trying to negotiate funding and
resolve imbalances, she thinks that needs to be in an open meeting. Dr.
Mullen and Mr. Urioste disagreed, saying that they were not taking action.
And the recommendation was that they could not address it.
Mr. Stark added that point people should use their discretion, and that if there
are items of particular interest to stakeholders, that they should have minutes
from meetings. Mr. Urioste said that it was an issue that had come up in
recollecting the content of the meetings, and he agreed that there should be
minutes at the meetings. He would like to know for the record what was
actually discussed since accounts can vary. Mr. Frank said that when you
start keeping minutes you are having some impact on creativity. Mr. Tenorio
said that they are trying to increase collaborative effort, and open honest
communication facilitates that. Mr. Urioste said that again, he would not like
to hamper that creativity.
Mr. Stark added that too much of the conversations he hears about tend to
center on individuals and criticizing decisions and individuals. He feels at this
point it would be helpful to shed some light on some of the discussions
happening at the point persons’ meeting. Mr. Frank said that what they were
talking about sounded like professional conduct, not meeting minutes. Mr.
Urioste said that the only reason he had brought up minutes was due to
recent recollection issues. But if they end up coming up with a dynamite idea
for a funding formula at a meeting, he wants to hear about it. Mr. Frank asked
if they were taking minutes currently; Mr. Urioste said that the meeting was
being recorded. Ms. Stiehl said that they had lots of discussion about
minutes; some meetings they took play by play minutes, sometimes they
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wanted one line to summarize the meeting, so they haven’t figured that out
yet. Ms. Le added that she thinks that minutes would be very helpful to
producing transparent, collaborative meetings, and there’s nothing to hide. If
they’re going to be collaborating and being creative, she doesn’t see a
problem with minutes so they can continue to collaborate in the spirit
necessary.
Mr. Urioste added that he’s never seen minutes done in that kind of
environment, and does not think there’s ever anything to hide since it will get
back to other people anyway. His concern sticking to this is he would not
want to hamper their ability when they work on something like the 3-year
plan. They should be able to discuss those things and have those
conversations without the Brown Act over their head. A stakeholder also
spoke, saying she was part of some of the collaborative meetings discussing
the formula, and asked if they could put in something saying that all point
persons should be in attendance. Mr. Urioste said that they all usually meet
together. The stakeholder asked if there was a problem with taking minutes or
recordings, and Dr. Mullen said that she thought that the practice changed
the tenor of the conversation. She was also concerned about the process of
sharing the minutes. They would have to figure out how detailed they’d want
them to be. She thinks regardless of what they decide that there has to be a
happy medium to it. Mr. Urioste added that they need to have flexibility
without minutes. Dr. Mullen said that if they’re going to use it as evidence or
recollection, they need to approve the minutes as a formal body.
The board TAed the draft of the bylaws in its entirety.

5
Board
Member
Reports

LAUSD:
a.

No report.

a.

No report.

a.

Report

BUSD:

LACCD:

MUSD:

Ms. Jacquez
a.

Report.

CCUSD:

Ms Montes
a.

Adjourn

No Report.

Mr. Urioste adjourned the meeting at 5:45 PM.
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Minutes- Board Meeting
Friday, December 20, 2019
9:00 AM – 3:30 PM

Burbank Adult School
3811 W Allan Ave, Burbank, CA 91505

LARAEC Executive Board
Executive Board Members in
Emilio Urioste, Burbank USD
Veronica Montes, Culver City USD
Larry Frank, LACCD
Joseph Stark, Los Angeles USD
Alice Jacquez, Montebello USD

1
Call to Order

1.1

Point Person Team Members
X
X
X
X
X

Rosalinda Brewington, BUSD
Elvis Carias, CCUSD
Dr. Adrienne Ann Mullen, LACCD
Men Le, LAUSD
Philip Tenorio, MUSD

Staff
X
X
X
X
X

Lanzi Asturias, Project Director
Michele Stiehl, Advisor
Justin Gorence, Advisor
Grace Ocampo, Budget Analyst
Teresa Plaza, Secretary

Pledge of Allegiance

Mr. Stark

Mr. Urioste called the meeting to order at 9:16 A.M. Mr. Stark led the pledge
of allegiance.
1.2

Adjustments to the Agenda

Mr. Urioste asked if there were any questions regarding the agenda. No
questions arose.
1.3 Approval of the Agenda

Mr. Urioste

Mr. Urioste

The board voted unanimously to approve the agenda.
1.4 Items for Future Agendas
No items were presented.
1.5 Approval of the Minutes
a. Regular Board Meeting: November 15, 2019
Mr. Urioste asked if there is a motion to approve the minutes from
November 15th. Ms. Jacquez motions. Second motion by Mr. Stark.

2
Public
Comment

Mr. Urioste asked if there were any questions about the minutes.
There were no questions. Mr. Urioste asked all those in favor of
approving. The board voted unanimously to approve the minutes.
Mr. Asturias asked those interested in filling out a public comment card to
hand it in either to Justin Gorence or Michele Stiehl.
Mr. Urioste advised there is a three-minute window, and then asked who is
the timekeeper. Mr. Asturias responded that Grace Ocampo is the
timekeeper.
a. Stakeholder Ilya Pompein Midland, Office Manager at Burbank Adult
School, said that Burbank is a small but busy campus, where staff
members wear many hats. Ms. Midland reports payroll and staffing,
and works closely with the budget technician and director on budget,
as well as reports to various agencies. Therefore, Ms. Midland has a
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Mr. Urioste
Mr. Urioste

Mr. Urioste

X
X
X
X
X

unique perspective on funding from all sources. Ms. Midland says she
has reviewed the formulas both on her own and with director and staff.
She greatly appreciates the work and thought behind the development
of these formulas, and thanked everyone involved.
Ms. Midland believes Formula #1 is the best option for all districts. It is
the most fair, addresses student population directly, which she says is
frankly, why they exist. She says some of them are very large, both in
acreage and in the number of students they serve. Because the first
formula is based on a per-student basis, without specific qualifiers, it
seems the most fair. Ms. Midland feels the most important feature
about Formula #1 is its simplicity. It is straightforward. The other
formulas leave too much room for interpretation, which would lead to
argument, further discussion, and revisiting.
Ms. Midland addressed a second point: the need for a second
administrator on campus, requesting one be hired at a minimum of 30
hours per week. Burbank runs classes from 8:30 AM - 9:30PM, 5 days
a week. Burbank also has a full set of classes and events on
Saturdays, beginning at 8 AM and ending at 5 PM. With increasing
demands of IEP, weekly BSU meetings, it is too much for one man.
b. Stakeholder Michelle Cohen representing LAUSD and representing
adult ed teachers at UTLA. Ms. Cohen believes we are at a turning
point, as too many valuable hours have been spent on formula
discussion, and would like to settle this today. Ms. Cohen stated that
they support the formula, like the LAO recommended, that simply
funds students equally, based on the number of students they serve.
Ms. Cohen made one distinction, saying that UTLA does not agree
with LAO on everything. For example, they recently challenged their
recommendation to eliminate the adult ed credential. But, UTLA
agrees with LAO to equalize funding among member districts.
Although they have reactivated the action planning teams, that many
of them serve on, UTLA prefers to focus on the elements of a plan
that will lead to more well-defined pathways to higher education and
professional development. UTLA wishes to be a regional brand, as
they have to compete with the heavily advertised for-profit schools,
growing population of adult ed charter schools in their region.
Attracting and keeping adult children in the public system will require a
team effort.
c. Stakeholder Elizabeth Cantu from UTLA, an employee of LAUSD for
20 years as an ESL Teacher, and currently a Program Performance
Teacher Advisor. She has lived in Burbank for 20 years. Ms. Cantu
said this formula has divided rather than unionized to function as a
group. Ms. Cantu would like to settle this today so everyone can move
forward.
d. Stakeholder Rosario Galvan from the DACE Office.
Mr. Galvan is here to support the board, to focus on restoring the
capacity of these programs, and to continue serving the highest level
of imparting skills for students who desperately need it.
3

3.1

Workshop: LARAEC Funding Formula
Page 25 of 102

Facilitators:

Information/
Discussion
Items

A quick note before the presentations
a. Mr. Asturias gave introductory comments, where he stated he would
like to focus on process, and introduced the facilitators from
Sacramento.
b. Mr. Asturias pointed to the objectives on page 20 of the Board packet,
saying that in essence, the focus for today would be on the
components needed to develop the formula, the set of conditions, and
to discuss any language that may need to be added in the bylaws. In
order to do this, he says, a few presentations will provide background
and context for today.
c. Mr. Asturias asked each board member to make an introduction and
to offer their perspectives on their districts when possible.
d. Mr. Urioste made a note about today’s meeting being a workshop
setting, rather than the usual auditorium setting.
e. Mr. Frank mentioned how, as previously discussed, and as it is a
workshop environment, whether they would allow the point persons to
be next to their executives. Mr. Frank asked if the board is
comfortable doing that now or after the presentations.
f. Mr. Asturias responded that after the presentation they will pause to
rearrange as they had originally set out to do.
g. Ms. Batista thanked everyone, introduced a worksheet to help
facilitate the activities for today, and invited everyone to take notes as
Justin and Michele do their presentation.
Presentation by Mr. Gorence
Mr. Gorence gave the following information on how to read three documents:
a. Funding Formula Briefing
i.
This document is meant to give everyone the genesis, and
context on how the conversation started and evolved over
time, which grew from the November 15th meeting, after they
were asked to put a briefing together for Mr. Frank.
ii.
Mr. Gorence asked everyone to refer to the front part of the
document, which contains multiple timelines, including the
Funding Formula timeline, and the LAUSD Auditing Timeline.
b. Funding Research
i.
Mr. Gorence says this document evolved after a board
meeting, where the board identified fair and equitable funding
formulas as a priority item, and asked the staff to come up with
some presentations of some options to consider. Mr. Gorence
says this document itself is fairly comprehensive, and that it
offers funding formula options, information on how the
research evolved, and what it is based in.
c. Simulations 1-5
i.
This document is meant to be read with the Funding Research
document because the information about the funding formulas
there are played out in the spreadsheets.
1. For example, Simulation #1 corresponds to Scenario
#1 in the Funding Research document (page 12).
2. Mr. Gorence says it will allow you to not only take a
look at the spreadsheet, but it also describes the
features of each formula, considerations, limitations,
and any other notes LARAEC wanted to bring to your
attention.
Presentation by Ms. Stiehl -> stiehl
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Ms. Stiehl gave an overview on how to read the five simulations, the
calculations, and how to correlate that with the information and background
provided in the Funding Research document.
a. Simulation #1
i.
Ms. Stiehl offers for everyone to open the correlating page 12
of Funding Research document, also projected on the board.
ii.
Ms. Stiehl explained that the student enrollment number
comes from TE, from last year's enrollment. She explains that
LARAEC does not have enrollment finalized for this year yet,
and therefore, are using last year’s enrollment number.
iii.
Ms. Stiehl explained that Simulation #1 is a straight-up per
student formula, where they took the numbers they have,
divided by the number of students to get that straight-up per
student formula.
iv.
Ms. Stiehl noted that LARAEC office funding and LACCD
funding were taken off the top, referring to the bottom left
table. She explains LACCD’s funding came off the top mainly
because TE does not reflect their entire enrollment, as they
only put a small percentage of students in TE.
1. Which leaves $122 million, which is where LARAEC
does the straight up deviser to get the new amounts at
about $1500 per student (bottom right).
b. Simulation #2
i.
Ms. Stiehl explained that this formula is similar to Simulation
#1, plus one caveat: qualified enrollment.
ii.
This formula distinguishes between two kinds of students,
based on their attendance: a full-time student (TE), and a 12hour student (TE 12 hours).
iii.
LARAEC used the 12-hour mark only because it is already
reported in TE.
iv.
The reason for this distinction, explained Ms. Stiehl, is that
LARAEC previously discussed how not all students who walk
in the door are the same. One student may register for
services, or start a class and then leave it.
v.
The “gap” refers to the number of students who did not have a
12-hour attendance.
vi.
Ms. Stiehl refers to the bottom left table, which she explains is
a calculation that tries to figure out what that percentage would
be for students who do not make 12 hours. For now, it is just a
placeholder, set at 60%. Following the straight division, you
will find $1,700 for the 12-hour student and $1,000 for under
12.
c. Simulation #3
i.
Ms. Stiehl explained that Simulation #3 is a different scenario
that adds two extra elements: equity and success. She stated
that community colleges on the for-credit side have moved to
having something called base, equity, and success.
ii.
The base is still the base, which is the same amount everyone
gets, and is more on a per student basis.
iii.
The barrier amount is for students with greater barriers and
needs. There is additional money put towards that. They put
down any student that had one or more barrier.
iv.
The student success measure is for schools that are providing
towards those outcomes. We get paid additional money for
those.
Page 27 of 102

v.

vi.

vii.
viii.

Ms. Stiehl explained the formulaic distributions: 60% for the
base, 20% for equity, and 20% for success. She notes that
these numbers can be changed and that LARAEC used the
same percentages that the community college used, so they
decided to keep it that way.
Ms. Stiehl says LARAEC looked at what percentage of the
whole pot is going towards base, equity, and success.
1. Alice asked what was the equity determination? Ms.
Stiehl responded that they used barriers.
LARAEC then looked at how to define success measures:
EFLs, high school diplomas /high school equivalencies, PSTs,
PSAs.
Ms. Stiehl notes that LARAEC was limited to the data they
collect, which is why they chose students in TE.

d. Simulation #4 - page 18
i.
Ms. Stiehl said the idea for this was proposed by the non-credit
part of the community college, where instead of looking at
successes, this formula would add in new innovations mainly
based on curriculum approved at the state level. LARAEC is
not yet sure how to measure innovations, whether it be new
projects, practice programs, or pilot programs.
1. So, base + equity + innovation.
ii.
For the Innovation Indicators (sample) chart, Ms. Stiehl said
they used placeholders where everyone received a straight
percentage:
a. Burbank 3%
b. Culver City 2%
c. LAUSD 87%
d. Montebello 8%
e. Simulation #5 - page 20
i.
Ms. Stiehl says the idea for this simulation came from the
notion that many other districts have other sources of funding
they can use to support adult ed, which sprouted from the
question, what if we added it to all of the districts pot.
ii.
They currently report that now through the program area
report, which goes to the state, which tells by program area
and program source.
iii.
Ms. Stiehl says they populated this from all of the different
expenditures (not allocations) so therefore how much money is
being expended, clarifying that is how our reporting goes. So
we put all of that in, and asked then, what if we added all those
funds to each of those districts pots and then multiplied it back
out again. The yellow column represents what you would get
from the CAEP funds based on the fact that they are getting
money from elsewhere.
Mr. Asturias asked for the board members to make their introductory
comments, and for everyone to take a pause to rearrange the room, to then
start the discussion.
A member of the public asked when they are able to ask questions about the
discussion, to which Mr. Asturias responded when they start the discussion.
Mr. Stark thanked the board members in the audience, labor partners,
administrators, and everyone for being there, and engaging together on this.
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He commended the speaker from Burbank saying she nailed it; simple is
better. He added, saying that does not negate, shortcut, shortchange, or
marginalize those other concepts and issues around equity, which are all very
important, and they can all agree on that.
Mr. Stark says the sticking point is how to define and measure the variables,
which is part of a larger more complex discussion that may need to be more
of a state policy issue. Mr. Stark does believe that the simple per student
approach is something everyone can stand behind in terms of ensuring-maybe not so much equity, but equality, which is the first step in addressing
two major issues that have been hanging over their heads, the first being the
state audit, and getting that monkey off our back, and secondly, laying the
groundwork for moving forward to make sure we are putting students' needs
first. A student in Burbank should be worth the same as a student in LA, or
LAUSD, or any other institution, which is what we’re saying when we adopt a
formula like this.
Mr. Stark said these issues can be very emotionally charged, as high stakes
are involved, which is why this has taken so long. Mr. Stark again
commended the work of the LARAEC staff and others who have put an
immense amount of time and energy into these scenarios. He said they have
looked at the trend data in regards to spending with districts and in many
cases discussed what the needs of students in districts are. Mr. Stark
believes we can do this in a really humane way, and that he is aware of the
elephant in the room that many have been struggling with. He says nobody
wants to be involved in a decision that hurts the very students they are trying
to support.
Mr. Stark says LAUSD would be okay going with #1 or #2. In this case,
simple is better. However, he is concerned about getting caught up with too
many details and discussion variables not applicable to formula #1 or #2, and
believes it would be going down another rabbit hole.
Mr. Asturias thanked Mr. Stark and introduced Ms. Montes.
Ms. Montes said the request came from Culver City Unified, from their
district’s perspective. She agrees with Mr. Stark on keeping everything
simple, giving honorable mention to 2-5 as having value in terms of
outcomes. She said that it was important to keep it simple.
What they want considered is looking at a 3-year average as opposed to
looking at one year, because if somebody has a great or bad year, it throws it
out of a potential allocation.
What it does provide is equitable distribution. The reality is that the cost of
living for our district is relatively the same as the other districts. She said one
of the challenges with different per person amounts, can be illustrated by
older conversations they used to have before in the state, about the different
funding formulas. The cost of running a program in Northern, Central and
Southern California was very different in terms of cost of living.
Ms. Montes gave a second consideration, where in the next 5 years, they
should move in the direction of looking at outcome-based ideas. She said
even though they are nowhere near that, they should still be careful as the
state will be looking at outcomes anyway.
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Introductory Comments
Ms. Montes is concerned about the off the top number.
Ms. Montes would like to see what that off the top covers and she sees that
the LARAEC office is off the top, and she loves that concept, but she needs
to see what that amount would equal and cover. She says at this point it is
about half of what Culver City gets. If it doesn’t need to be $893,000, then
there’s more money to be added to the distribution.
Mr. Frank thanked everyone for their tone, for working to knit the systems
together, and for doing their best for their students. Mr. Frank gave a
reminder that they had had two pieces of work to do: bylaws and funding
allocation. He conveys congratulations on getting the bylaws in place, and he
believes there will not be that much controversy today.
Mr. Frank mentioned that if LARAEC looked at the instructional hours,
enrollments as reported for LACCD in simulation #1 were significant and even
under the leveraged funds as reported, they would do a lot better than they’re
doing now. They made the decision that they truly do not want to bring those
conversations into the consortium, he believes they do have the resources to
serve their community. Possibly jointly apply for grants to address the reentry
populations, and they do want to think about how to create pathways.
Nobody in the region is better situated to serve these students.
Implementation of more complex funding formulas is probably premature, but
it should be prioritized.
He said that they are there to be the best partner they can be.
Mr. Urioste introduced and thanked Principal Dr. Macias of Luther Burbank
Middle school. Mr. Urioste conveyed his previous positive interactions with
the consortium, Mr. Stark, and Mr. Frank. He shared a story about WASC and
Burbank’s interaction with them and Burbank USDs identity as being truly
conscientious. He further conveyed that he works as a part of a team that
included Burbank USDs Superintendent and examination of the formulas was
a process.
Mr. Urioste says they believe Scenario #1 and #2 are best for Burbank, and
the consortium. Mr. Urioste stressed the importance of a plan. He said that it
is important to look at things in the short term as well as in the longer term
and make changes as needed. Down the road it will be healthy for the
Consortium to look at additional variables in regards to funding formulas
Ms. Jacquez commended everyone, stressed synergy and working together
to create something greater than either of them. She believes they should
focus on a 3-year plan. Representing Montebello Unified, their philosophy is
to set or affirm, never deny. She said program effectiveness is becoming
more clear and apparent. She agrees with Mr. Stark - What is the legislative
intent? We need to clarify that today.
12 minute pause to rearrange seats.
Mr. Asturias confirmed that the workshop participation is limited to point
person, and staff. They welcome the attendance of the audience, and at the
end of the discussion, there will be another opportunity for public speaking.
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Mr. Asturias introduced Facilitators Diana Batista and Veronica Parker, and
said he wanted to start with clarifying questions from the introductory
presentations from staff. Ms. Batista agreed.
Ms. Batista introduced themselves as the California Adult Ed Technical
Assistance Project, and that they work for CDE and for the Chancellor’s
office. They work for all 71 of the consortia–independently–and are not
interested in compliance issues. They are here to help facilitate a discussion.
Ms. Batista then went into the norms they’d like to establish to have an
effective discussion, including positivity, concerns, and laying down some
ground rules for speaking, communicating, and listening. She asked if any
board members had any questions?
Mr. Urioste asked if they ever defined innovation? Michele said no, as there
are many things that could be defined as innovation, as there are too many
variables to come up with a number. That is why they factored in a straight
percentage (found on page 18 of the Funding Formula document). Diana
suggested that they could speak about this later if needed.
Ms. Montes asked about the LARAEC office pull-out piece of it, such as if
there is a way to identify what the $863,000 is for. Lanzi responds that they
present quarterly on the LARAEC budget, but they were not prepared to
discuss those elements, but offered to prepare a presentation about the funds
at the next meeting. Ms. Montes is more interested in the projected budget
and expenditures that go with the numbers.
Ms. Batista asked if the Point People had a question.
Dr. Mullen from LACCD asked where the enrollment number is taken from in
TE.
Michele Stiehl said that it is taken from the CAEP Summary Report in TE
Dr. Mullen asked why they don’t use the Data Integrity Report
Lanzi responds that because it is an auditing report, and the official numbers
are reported through the CAEP Summary Report. He reached out to the
state office and both individuals indicated that the summary report is the
appropriate place to draw numbers and it is best to use the CAEP Summary
Report.
Ms. Batista said that numbers used were final numbers reported from last
school year.
Dr. Mullen stated that other consortia use the DIR to drive funding
conversations
Veronica Parker is introduced.
Ms. Montes asks for average enrollment for 16-17 and 17-18 and 18-19
Ms. Batista planned an activity, and asked Mr. Frank to begin. Mr. Frank said
they could probably just eliminate all but Simulation 1 and 2, although there is
some value to the others. Mr. Stark agrees that should be today’s focus. Ms.
Batista reminded everyone that this is a starting point.
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Mr. Asturias asked everyone to turn to page 20 of the board packet, second
bullet, to make the correction of the typo from 2020-2021 and should be
2021-2022.
Ms. Jacquez indicated that Montebello favored Simulation 1 and 2
Mr. Frank asked about the 2021 school year, and asked for clarification on
funding model and year of implementation.
Mr. Asturias responded that that has not been determined yet, all of the data
was based on 2018-19 data, as that is the most recent set of data. Mr. Frank
asked what would the most recent data look like? Mr. Asturias said that the
board needs to decide what data set needs to be used to implement all of
these things.
Mr. Urioste indicated that Burbank would close discussion on #3-5.
Ms. Montes said Culver City would like to focus on Simulation 1 and 2.
Mr. Urioste asked when the current launch board would be updated? Ms.
Batista says she doesn’t think it will be updated until the end of January,
because the college MIS System verifies all of their data at the end of the
semester. It runs a little different than the typical adult school because they
run on semesters. Mr. Urioste said he believes that will play an important role
later.
Ms. Batista asked the board, point persons, and LARAEC Staff it there was
anything that stood out as a plus for #1? And mentioned the public would be
given time to participate afterwards. Mr. Urioste said he wrote down the issue
of consistency as a plus for all of the members. The other is that it would be
equitable. Ms. Montes said she wrote the same thing.
Mr. Stark said there were a few questions surrounding instructural hours, and
that they might not necessarily be capturing them but services being given
might not be reflected only in instructional hours
Mr. Frank likes 1 and 2, as they equalize small districts and gives additional
resources to them. Doesn’t seem to have much functional difference. A
disadvantage of #1 is someone can get enrolled and receive full payment.
While he doesn’t think it makes much of a functional difference, he says it
does seem funny that a person can just be enrolled. It doesn’t seem right to
be enrolled and get full payment
Ms. Montes said the benefit of 1 is straight number that has no effect
connected to it. She appreciates a consideration of things that could be
skewed based on larger populations versus smaller populations
Mr. Urioste does not like the word transparency, and prefers candor. They
practiced managed enrollment and it really impacted ESL numbers, because
its implementation was deemed punitive, and Burbank went away from that.
He says it is not about an individual, it is about the students and job and hour
changes for students, and managed enrollment penalizes students for things
they can’t control.
Ms. Jacquez says right sizing over 2-3 years would make the least impact.
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Ms. Batista asked everyone to look at the limitations and negative factors on
page 12.
Mr. Stark remarked that we’re a big consortium. What does “good” look like in
LA for adult education? Serve a large population. Looking at learners from
lower-income levels. More funding for students is necessary and a broad
coalition is necessary to push for more funding
Ms. Batista agrees, and asked if Mr. Stark feels that #1 does not address
those issues? He responded no, it will not address all the needs and issues.
He believes #1 is a good starting point, but does not believe they would ever
necessarily get to a victory point. The real problem is that adult ed is grossly
underfunded.
Mr. Frank left a marker for future conversations: we would like to make sure
LACCD is seen as a participant in the funding conversation, and that we are
not capped off on where we were funding-wise, especially in regards to COLA
or any other increase in funding. The idea of even a tiny innovation fund that
is grant driven might be a future conversation for the consortium.
Mr. Urioste said a minus is #1 is fluid and very unpredictable. He agrees with
Mr. Stark and Mr. Frank. It does not take into account the difference in the
program cost. One program can be more expensive than others, especially in
regards to CTE and IET, the fact that people did not consider co-teaching,
and therefore two salaries, #1 does not take this into account.
Ms. Montes said there is stability in using a three-year average of enrollment
as it would not change drastically in three years even if one year goes up or
down significantly. Sometimes new things are tried that do not pan out. This
way they are free to innovate without being penalized. Another note on ADA,
she says, it was based on instructional hours, not enrollment. A negative
outcome was they did a lot to keep people longer. Now it is about helping
students get to their place quicker, it looks bad if they are trying to keep them
in to get money.
Mr. Urioste finds it interesting that K12 operates on enrollment figures. They
do not have averages. He thinks they should focus on consistencies and
address marketing. He knows enrollment can be tricky, as the funding goes
down with it.
Mr. Stark said this has created a lot of challenges, like professional
development, which has always been an area where teachers get shortchanged, because contracts are around instructional hours only. He thinks
embedding professional development as part of the assignment is crucial. He
says new programs may require a skill set that many of their teachers might
not have.
Dr. Mullen shared that they have a formula for how they distribute the funding
they receive from LARAEC. She said that schools needed an opportunity to
graduate to that. She also shared that the state recognizes that to build
innovation, you need to be guaranteed a certain percentage of your base
funding
5 min break to discuss in favor of Item #1.
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Mr Stark stated that #2 introduces a variable that may be difficult to come to
agreement on
Mr. Frank said he values persistence. Mr. Frank personally believes #2 is
more defensible, on a more rudimentary value-based outlook. He then said
he believes that using a three-year average gives reasonable stability. On the
other hand, this is about dividing the pot. He believes that if there is a
reduction in enrollment due to the economy or other factors, it will probably
affect all districts similarly
Mr. Frank asked Ms. Batista if she can provide a state-wide perspective. She
responds that she can’t provide one, as this is regional decision making.
Mr. Urioste feels formula two is a plus but he is fundamentally in
disagreement with the use of a twelve-hour marker but it does consider the
uniqueness of enrollment given the parameters of under 12 or over 12. Ms.
Montes agreed, saying it does acknowledge that a student who is here longer
than 12 hours, does require additional service. There is a difference of what a
school needs to do long-term. Ms. Batista said it puts the focus back onto the
students needs.
Mr. Stark said it introduces a performance-based variable. There may be
concerns about the variables and the weight of the variables. We may not be
ready to dive-in at this time. Ms. Montes agreed, adding that #1 is simpler.
Mr. Urioste said, based on his understandings and inspirations from hearing
speakers today, that #2 perpetuates a two-tier system of student value,
saying who is worth what. He has a problem with it. Mr. Stark agreed that
everyone believes student persistence is important, but we don’t want to be
punitive by implementing differentiation of funding based on this.
Ms. Batista asked Ms. Stiehl where the 60% came from? Ms. Stiehl said
percentages were chosen randomly; a figure to be determined later. Ms.
Batista asked for consensus, reminding that this discussion has been going
on for a little over a year. Mr. Urioste then said we have not had as productive
and focused discussion until today.
10 minute break to discuss consensus on formula.
Everyone agrees number 1 is a good starting point for discussions.
Ms. Batista then asked about any conditions for use. Mr. Stark said they
should tie the funding formula to the planning process. Try it for three years
with the understanding that it will sunset and then can reevaluate but yearly
revisit is not attractive to him. Mr. Asturias said they have conversation
starters on this issue, available upon request.
Ms. Batista reads the ideas on the poster regarding a revisit of funding
distribution, and asked for a discussion of the first item regarding if the
consortium received funds above COLA.
Mr. Frank suggested that if additional funds above COLA are received, they
could go into a fund for people to apply for collaborative strategies between
districts. Ms. Montes said it would be good to look at the money if this was the
case. Ms. Jacquez asked if it would matter what the increase percentage
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was? Such as an innovation fund of some sort. Also wanted to ask, in regards
to starter costs for new programs (for ex. CNA, protective services, etc.)
Ms. Montes asked if a school decided to start a new program, would it mean
that Culver might get less money because of it?
Ms. Batista clarified that they are only discussing what would trigger a
reevaluation of the funding formula. She further clarified that Ms. Jacquez
was saying that if more funding were received, start up costs of new
programs should be considered during consideration of how that funding
would be distributed
Ms. Montes needed clarification on how funding would work each year or if
the funding would be static for three years.
Mr. Asturias recommended that they should be careful in regards to state
legislation on decreases of funding distribution.
Ms. Montes clarified that she felt changes would be in accordance with the
funding formula.
Mr. Urioste asked about looking at 19-20 numbers.
Ms. Stiehl clarified that numbers are typically about a year behind.
Mr. Urioste asked if this a launchboard issue? Ms. Stiehl said data can be
gotten in TE in November
Ms. Batista said that one issue is that the CFAD is done in May.
Mr Asturias offered that the data for the current year is not available in the
current year and the data from the previous year must be used.
Mr. Urioste asked about funding for 2021-22 and the data is based on 19-20
figures. Mr. Urioste then wanted clarification on staying with a funding
allocation for three years.
Mr. Asturias relayed that the board would need to decide how funding
timeline should work and make the decision about this
Mr. Stark agrees with Emilio that the goal is to obtain the most current data
available. Consideration could be given to three year average or eighteen
month average
Mr. Frank said he thinks it would be viable to use previous data and it might
be necessary to give a base allocation and then adjust for the current year.
Mr. Frank asked for clarification on adjustment of funding either annually or
every three years
Ms. Montes supports the idea of utilizing a 3-year average and recommends
using complete data and not half-year data.
Mr. Frank likes 3-year strategy, and mentions how it is often used in
budgeting and it is better to put it in place for 2021-22.
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Mr. Asturias again reminds the Board that they need to make determination of
revisiting annually or every three years. Utilizing a yearly basis may create
less stability
Ms. Montes said that during ADA they did not get the same each year and the
three year average would be more stable.
Mr. Stark asked Ms. Montes to layout the 3 year plan
Ms. Montes says they would take the 3-year average, whatever that amount
is and determine what gets off the top, and what is left over, distribution is
based on that. That process takes place again, but shifting it by one year. Mr.
Frank added it is the same formula, recalculated, based on the 3-year
average.
Mr. Asturias said that the state implemented multiple year projections in order
to increase stability. How to proceed if the total grant is increased or
decreased is also prescribed by AB 104. If there is yearly recalculation, it is a
decision that needs to be made by the board
Mr. Stark agrees that AB 104 stipulates how allocations can be reduced.
Ms. Montes added that she believes the Ed Code allows for what we
describe.
Mr. Urioste asked someone to research the statute and these definitions. He
asked everyone to keep enrollment and outcomes in mind.
Mr. Stark agrees. He is concerned about labor partners not knowing what will
happen from year to year. The state audit got everyone here. It will be
problematic to revisit on a yearly basis. He wants to focus on some measure
of stability. He indicates support for a three-year average locked in for three
years.
Mr. Frank feels it is problematic for labor partners to lock funding in for three
years versus annually
Mr. Stark said he wants to consider the K12 community. The formula has to
be driven by the realities of the funding. He doesn’t see it being well received
in his district.
Ms. Stiehl clarified in regards to AB 104 legislation. She said that the
legislation specifically addresses only years where the state increases or
decreases funding to consortia.
Mr. Frank said that he feels the amount of funding for adult ed would be a
much stronger place if we could show our work is based on goals,
performance, and growth, to justify additional funding. He supports what puts
the consortium in the best position. He reiterates that he thinks annual
recalculation is better.
Ms. Batista reads from the poster that a 25% increase or decrease could
prompt a revisit of the formula
Mr. Stark wants to hear on bullet 3 from the poster, where did 25% come
from? Mr. Asturias responded that the idea is about a significant change in
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enrollment. Will define “significant” later. Mr. Stark is concerned that it seems
obvious but it is more complex. He is concerned with the mechanics.
Mr. Frank clarifies if member districts support bullet three. Members agree
that it is unclear. He further clarifies that all 5 districts would need to agree
before the formula could be revisited
Mr. Urioste mentioned that the reason this is taking so long is that all of this is
new information.
Ms. Batista confirmed Formula 1 is consensus, and asked if there are any
other conditions. Ms. Batista said it will become part of the action item in
January.
Mr, Asturias said that the discussion is now on implementation, and whether
we will recalculate every year or 3 years.
The meeting recessed.
90 minute lunch break
The meeting resumed at 2:00 PM.
Ms. Stiehl clarified that the question right now is are we going to keep the
calculation every year, or recalculate every year?
Mr. Frank reiterates if we have a formula, why are we not applying the
formula. He feels that they should apply the 3 years, but each year, apply the
most recent data - so the amount would change. We wouldn’t be able to plan
for it. Ms. Batista says, in other words, we would apply for 3 years, and the
data could change every year. Ms. Montes said she agrees with everything
Larry just said.
Mr. Urioste asked for clarification regarding AB 104 and the annual
recalculation of funding
Mr. Asturias said since they are all new to this, he would want to request legal
review in order to evaluate that.
Mr. Frank suggested implementation would be with recommendation of
general counsel.
Mr. Stark said this creates a certain level of uncertainty, and that he cannot
accept the recalculation every year. He mentioned that Larry is new to this
consortium issue, and knowing how much time was spent, he prefers locking
in a rate for 3 years, and revisiting those contingencies. LAUSD not in favor.
Mr. Urioste said he agrees with that, and prefers consistent funding for 3
years.
Ms.Batista says three board members would like 3 years locked in, for the
purposes of today’s discussion.
Ms. Montes reiterated the impact over time with an allocation that changes,
which is a tweak. She is concerned about long-term effects. She says
adjusting annually is easier for her.
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Mr. Stark says K12 adult ed does not get extra dollars, so it must come from
base allocation.
Mr. Urioste reminded that they cannot determine COLA or other additional
future dollars. That is why he would be comfortable recommending the threeyear revisit to the superintendent. 3 years leaves open that as additional
funding becomes available it can be easily distributed.
Ms. Jacquez suggests pulling reports of what simulation would look like for
the past three years, what the impact would be.
Mr. Asturias said it might be difficult to complete the work with the holiday
break upcoming.
Ms. Montes asks where the numbers would need to come from?
Dr. Mullen responded that anyone can get it from TE.
Ms. Batista clarifies that the request is for LARAEC staff to run last 3 years of
enrollment data under Scenario 1.
Mr. Frank asked if they could do a 3 year rolling data
Ms. Stiehl said 18-19 is most recent.
Recap by Mr. Asturias: they will try to use the most recent data set. We
agreed on Formula #1. We agreed on using a three-year average and on
locking in a 3 year-term. Board has requested staff run a simulation on
running average as a means of comparison.
Mr. Frank reminded everyone that 3 of 5 members had agreed on locking
funding in for three years and is concerned about choosing #1 over #2 and
that we are not even willing to glance at the issue of persistence. He said he
thinks outside observers would notice that, like our superintendent. From a
management point of view, it reduces the risk to have a rolling transition.
Ms. Batista reread poster on the conditions. 3 year vs the 1, and are we
applying it one time or annually, multi-year. Recommendations are set. Ms.
Batista said the next steps are to write the language, and bylaws.
Ms. Montes asked if the plan is for there to be a vote on Jan. 17th? Still
wants LARAEC staff budget amount.
Ms. Batista said they will be taking a vote.
Mr. Stark asked if LARAEC off the top is all staffing?
Mr. Asturias said that they presented this. Some additional funding paid for
consortium staff.
Ms. Montes asked if the money was also part of carry over?
Mr. Asturias offered to present that in the future.
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Mr. Frank clarified that we will do Scenario #1, then do 3 year average of
15/16-16/17-17/18 as well as 16/17-17/18-18/19. Ms. Batista is concerned
with 2015/16 numbers.
Dr. Mullen said that TE is the driver in all of these scenarios. We all have
access to that data.
Mr. Frank clarified that they make a tentative agreement on 3-year average.
Mr. Stark wanted to make sure they take a broader-based approach.
Ms. Batista concluded the workshop portion.
4
Public
Comment
Announceme
nts
5
Adjourn

There was no public comment.

Mr. Urioste

Announcements: Next board meeting is Friday January 17, 2020
Site at Van De Kamp.

Mr. Urioste

Mr. Urioste adjourned the meeting at 2:50 PM.

Mr. Urioste
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AGENDA ITEM
9.1
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REPORT TO THE BOARD

To:

Members of the LARAEC Executive Board

From:

LARAEC Staff

Prepared By:

Justin Gorence and Michele Stiehl

Date:

November 13, 2019

Subject

LARAEC Office Updates

LARAEC staff was asked to provide a status report on various consortium and LARAEC office projects.
The overview of each project area is listed below. For specific information on outlined tasks, progress,
and notes, please see the task spreadsheet. Highlighted items indicate projects that have moved since
the last report.

3 Year Plan Project Snap Shots
Complete

Staff and Project Management
In Progress

Nearing
Completion
In Progress

Completed
Not
Started

Beginning

Beginning

Not Started
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New Structure for Work Groups
Provide training and direction at kick
off meeting



Reconfigure SMEs to PD and
Networking
Framework for new website
Host 4th annual conference
Monitor changes and trends in adult ed
Monitor PD from AE prof org and CAEP
Create online networking platform
Port all archived info to new website
Build out website components
Create consortium website portals
Create website marketing analytics
Re‐launch social media
E‐newsletter creation/distribution
Pathway maps on website
Training library on website















Complete
Nearing
Completion
In Progress
Beginning

Pathways

Beginning

No
Started

Not Started








Professional Development

Complete
Nearing
Completion
In Progress
Beginning



Not Started








No Started

Beginning



Establish template for defining
pathways
Identify priority areas
Implementation of multi‐year plan
Identify pathway information
Provide LARAEC staff the package of
information for each pathway
Develop at least 9 pathway maps

Create survey for Professional
development
Create outline of PD needed
Research best practices
Create plan of action for PD
Create a calendar for PD
Create plan for best practice ID
Training for AE USD faculty to advise
or guide students
Identify metrics to validate best
practices, and create strategies

Complete

Counseling

Nearing
Completion
In Progress
Beginning

Beginning
No Started




Not Started
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identify items to be included in pilot
orientations
Outline items and develop an action
plan
Design and implement student survey
Implement survey annually
Create a plan for developing
expertise
Identify metrics for student
recruitment, retention, and progress

Complete
Nearing
Completion

Data and Accountability

In Progress
Beginning




Beginning


No
Started

Not Started






Make recommendations for clear and consistent
metrics of definitions
Identify and gather metrics associated with student
success
Establish LARAEC evidence‐based practices
informed by baseline data
Support working groups with identification of
success metrics
Develop a template of critical metrics for the
LARAEC Board to monitor
Create a dialog among LARAEC members about to
best use data
Create a 1‐2 page consortium snapshot that
addresses our programmatic effectiveness through
key data indicators.

Complete
Nearing
Completion

Adults with Disabilities
Beginnin
g

No
Started

In Progress
Beginning

Not Started














document collaboration with community partners
Create a plan to strengthen or expand partnerships
Prioritize needs for students with disabilities
Create a plan of action to address advocacy
Document implementation and progress
Research and select assessment tools
Create a plan for implementation of assessment
tools
Collaborate on a pilot program
create a guide to meeting the needs of AWD
Implement 3 initiatives
identify metrics to validate best practices
Career assessment tools

Complete
Nearing
Completion

Workforce Prep

Beginnin
g

In Progress
Beginning
No
Started

Not Started
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Survey Workforce re‐entry students to identify
needs
Provide survey results and identified needs
Document current opportunities
Create a plan of action
Offer PD for enhancing skills
Strengthen pre‐apprenticeship and externship
opportunities
Identify 6 pilot projects
identify metrics to validate best practices,
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Marketing

Pilot 3B
Web development

Pilot 3A

3.6.b

3.6.a
3.6.c

3.4.d

3.4.b
3.4.c and Pilot 3B

3.3.a

Re‐launch of social media connected to new website
Create LARAEC collateral marketing materials
Create LARAEC "road show" materials
eNewsletter creation and distribution

Monitor PD from AE professional organizations and CAEP, include on
master PD schedule and communicate opportunities with the field.
Share PD calendar via monthly email blast, printed copies, and LARAEC
website postings
Create/define online networking platform
Provide training for working groups and school staff
Create a training video library for staff
Create structures and protocols for maintaining the library
Create a plan for allowing LARAEC members and staff to provide feedback
on professional development
Create a template for reporting back on PD events
Build discussions into working groups to evaluate PD and provide
suggestions for future PD
Reconfigure subject matter expert groups to shift focus to networking and
PD, including creation of new protocols and structure and PLC
engagement
Provide training and direction to new groups in a kickoff meeting
Create a new online platform for PD and universal calendar
Create Framework for the new website
Port all archive information to new site
Build out new components (News feed, upcoming meetings, online
calendar, partner lists)
Create Student, staff, and consortium portals
Create and embed marketing analytics

Include pathway maps and listings of course offerings on LARAEC.net.
Work with Pathway APT
Monitor mandated changes and monitor general trends in adult
education that might require PD

Create new structure for working groups

Structure

1.2.a

Description

3YP Identifier

LARAEC Staff and Project Management

Jun‐20
Dec‐20
Dec‐20
Jun‐20

Jan‐20
Jan‐20
Jan‐20

No date
Dec‐20
No Date
Fall 2020
No date
Jun‐21
Nov‐19
Jan‐20

Jun‐20

Jun‐20
Jun‐21

Jun‐20
Jun‐21
Jun‐21
Jun‐22
Jun‐22

Ongoing

Ongoing

Jun‐21

Jan‐20

Action Plan Revised
Target Date Target

Status

Nearing
Completion

Project Tasks
In Progress

Beginning

Not started

2019‐20 Annual Plan and 3 Year Plan Progress

Prepared by : Michele Stiehl and Justin Gorence

Complete

As of : 11/12/19

Last Updated

SME groups shifted to APTs with networking crosswalk at 11/8
Kick Off Meeting
APT Kick Off Meeting held on 11/8

APT Kick Off meeting completed 11/8

Website development progressing. Web developer in process of
developing page for master calendar

New basic structure outlined in bylaws, which were provisionally
passed. New working group structure put in place and rolled out
at 11/8 Kick Off Meeting

Notes

v2.0
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SO‐3

3.2.b

3.2.a

3YP Identifier

Jun‐20

Develop at least 9 pathway maps for CTE fields and academic pursuits

Jun‐22

Jun‐20
Jun‐20

Jun‐20

Create a calendar for PD which includes a variety of options to meet
teacher and district needs (in‐person, online, recorded, etc.)

Create plan for best practice identification, which may include rubric.
Create plan for best practice sharing and report outs
In conjunction with Counseling Collaborative, training for AE USD faculty
to advise or guide students

Jun‐20
Jun‐20

Create plan of action for PD offerings for duration of the 3 year plan.
Identify potential providers for the PD offerings

Action Plan Revised
Target Date Target
Description
Create survey for Professional development for all program areas, include
preferred times, locations, and modes
Jun‐20
Create outline of PD needed for each program area
Jun‐20
Research best practices and PD options
Jun‐20

Jun‐22

Implementation of multi‐year plan (expand task list when created)
TBD
Identify pathway information to be included on the LARAEC website for
the student portal
Jun‐21
Provide LARAEC staff the package of information for each pathway
priority area that was created consistent with the multi‐year plan outlined
in 1.1.b
Jun‐21

Identify priority areas for defining pathways and create a multi year plan

Action Plan Revised
Target Date Target
Description
Establish template for defining pathways from AEUSDs to the LACCD
community colleges and four‐year universities (see narrative and example
from APT group)
Jun‐20

Professional Development APT

SO1

1.2.a

1.1.b

1.1.a

3YP Identifier

Not started
Not started

Pathway APT

Beginning
Beginning

Mar‐20

In Progress
In Progress

Host 4th Annual Conference
2nd Annual Innovation Awards

Nearing Completion
Nearing Completion

LARAEC Conference

Complete
Complete

Last Updated

Last Updated

Notes

Notes
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added

1.5.c
1.5.d

3YP Identifier
1.5.a

added

added

Jun‐21
Jun‐21
ongoing

Jun‐20

Description
Survey Workforce re‐entry students to identify needs
Provide survey results and identified needs
Offer PD for enhancing skills when working with workforce re‐entry
students
Strengthen pre‐apprenticeship and externship opportunities
Document current opportunities
Create a plan of action to accomplish this milestone over the next three
years

Jun‐20

Jun‐21
Jun‐22
Jun‐20

Action Plan Revised
Target Date Target
Jun‐20
Jun‐20

In conjunction with the Data and Accountability Workgroup, identify
metrics to validate best practices, and create strategies for collecting and
tracking data for any projects under the purview of the AWD APT.
Jun‐21
Career assessment tools for AWD students
No date

Collaborate on a pilot program for students with severe disabilities
No date
Work with staff to create a guide to meeting the needs of AWD students,
including identification and use of assessment tools.
No date
Implement 3 initiatives aimed at serving AWD students
Jun‐22

Create a plan of action to address advocacy for meeting these needs
Research and select assessment tools for identifying students with
disabilities
Create a plan for implementation of assessment tools
Document implementation and progress

Jun‐22

Action Plan Revised
Target Date Target

In conjunction with LARAEC members, document collaboration with
community partners to link AWD students with support services
Fall 2020
Create a plan to strengthen or expand partnerships with these community
organizations
Fall 2020
Prioritize needs for students with disabilities
Jun‐20

Description

Work Force Re‐entry APT (Workforce Preparation)

2.4.c

Pilot 2B
SO‐3

Pilot 2A

2.3.c

2.3.b

2.3.a

3YP Identifier

Not started
Not started

AWD APT

Beginning
Beginning

Jun‐21

In Progress
In Progress

2.4.c

Nearing Completion
Nearing Completion

In conjunction with the Data and Accountability Workgroup, identify
metrics to validate best practices, and create strategies for collecting and
tracking data for any projects under the purview of the PD APT.

Complete
Complete

Last Updated

Last Updated

Notes

Conditional on 2.3.c completion

Notes
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Make recommendations for clear and consistent metrics of definitions
Identify and gather metrics associated with student success
Support working groups with identification of success metrics and data
collection for pilots
Establish LARAEC evidence‐based practices informed by baseline data
from existing databases that support LARAEC faculty and staff in
accelerating student outcomes, informing program success, and
monitoring progress.

Develop a template of critical metrics for the LARAEC Board to monitor

2.4.a
2.4.b

Strategy 2.4

SO‐4

2.4.c

Description

3YP Identifier

No Date

Jun‐20

Jun‐21

Jun‐20
Jun‐20

Action Plan Revised
Target Date Target

Action Plan Revised
Target Date Target
Description
In conjunction with the LARAEC members, identify items to be included in
pilot orientations
Jun‐20
Outline items to address this strategy and develop an action plan for
implementing a student‐centered approach for support students. See APT
team narrative for supporting information
Jan‐20
Create a plan for developing expertise in faculty, counselor, and
administrators in using pathway maps (created by Pathway APT)
Jan‐21
Design and implement an AE student survey to determine effectiveness of
advising strategies
Jun‐20
Implement survey annually
Ongoing
Identify metrics for student recruitment, retention, and progress to
increase student persistence.
Jun‐21
Identify best practices for student persistence and create a plan for
implementation
Jun‐21
In conjunction with PD APT, increased training for AE USD faculty to
advise or guide students
Jun‐22
Improved systems for ensuring that all AE USD students complete
individualized student plans
Jun‐22

Data and Accountability Workgroup

SO‐3

SO‐3

2.4.c

2.4.c

2.2.d

2.2.b

2.2.a

2.1.a

3YP Identifier

Counseling Collaborative

Jun‐21

2.4.c

Not started
Not started

In conjunction with the Data and Accountability Workgroup, identify
metrics to validate best practices, and create strategies for collecting and
tracking data for any projects under the purview of the Workforce APT.

Beginning
Beginning

Jun‐21

In Progress
In Progress

Identify 6 pilot projects that target re‐entry students. Include
implementation in the plan of action

Nearing Completion
Nearing Completion

Pilot 1B and SO‐3

Complete
Complete

Last Updated

Last Updated

Notes

Contingent on strategy 1.1 from Pathway APT

Notes
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Pilot 2A

3.6.d

3.5.b

3.4.a

3.3.b

2.3.e

2.3.d

2.3.a

Create a plan for providing non‐monetary incentives and recognition for
PD participation and achievement for performance goals.
Create at least 3 pilots for AWD students with severe disabilities.
Coordinate with the AWD APT

No Date

Jun‐21

Jun‐20
Dec‐20

Document pilot orientation implementation, include at least 4 sites
Jun‐21
Develop video materials that cover elements of the orientation
Jun‐22
In conjunction with the AWD APT, document collaboration to link AWD
students with extra support services
Fall 2020
In conjunction with the AWD APT, determine the best method for
strengthening connections. Provide reference materials to member‐
district schools
Fall 2020
Develop classes specifically designed for students with severe disabilities
designed for CTE skills and jobs (as well as document existing courses that
address this need)
Jan‐21
Offer PD for enhancing faculty skills when working with the AWD
population
Jun‐20
Create a format for making the training available in perpetuity
Jun‐21
Create surveys of LARAEC stakeholders to identify best channels, times,
and locations for PD
Jun‐20
Collect and consolidate local PD information including date, time,
locations, and content from LARAEC districts
Jun‐20
Work with administrators to encourage their support of LARAEC PD, staff
engagement plans, and program improvement efforts
Jun‐20
Create and distribute LARAEC plan overview and "ways to support"
document for administrators and deans
Jun‐20
Document activities and participation of various campuses
Jun‐20

2.1.a
2.1.b

Pilot 2C and SO‐3
2.1.c

Action Plan Revised
Target Date Target
on going
Jun‐21

Description
Document established partnerships in the community.
Create a plan for addressing any gaps in partnerships
In conjunction with the counseling collaborative, identify items to be
included in pilot orientations
Provide districts and schools with pilot orientation items

3YP Identifier
1.5.b

LARAEC Members, Point Persons

Strategy 2.4

Create a dialog among LARAEC members about to best use data to
demonstrate AE programmatic effectiveness in meeting the needs of AE
students in the region
No date
Create a 1‐2 page consortium snapshot that addresses our programmatic
effectiveness through key data indicators.
No date

Complete

Nearing Completion

In Progress

Beginning

Not started

Last Updated

Notes
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3.5.a

1.3.a

SO‐3

3.1.d
SO‐3

3.1.c

3.1.b

3.1.a

1.4.a and Pilot 1A
and SO‐2
1.4.b
1.4.c

3YP Identifier

AE USD Projects

Pilot 2D

2.2.c and Pilot 2D

3YP Identifier

added
added

added

Expand FSI to the AE USDs
Enhance FSI to include soft skills
Explore pre‐school initiative to support FSI program
Evaluate PLC training effectiveness and impact, and evaluate need for
additional training.
Work with administrators to provide marketing, advocacy, and
encouragement for creating PLCs on AE USD campuses
Document current PLCs and create plan for expansion
Support implementation of PLCS on all AE USD sites
Create inter‐agency support networks for PLCs, including online forums
for program areas
Training for AE USD faculty to advise or guide students
Improve systems for ensuring that all AE USD students complete
individualized student plans
Explore legislative and funding opportunities for dual enrollment
programs
In conjunction with community college partners, outline strategies and
parameters for dual enrollment, and create a plan for implementing dual‐
enrollment strategies
Work with school sites to establish dual‐enrollment programs
Support informal teacher‐to‐teacher observations to increase sharing of
effective andragogical methods

Description

Description
Pilot a campus career planning strategy that includes outreach and
internship/fieldwork opportunities.
Document progress
Develop a student survey to identify preferences and determine
effectiveness of advising strategies
Implement survey, compile results, and analyze findings

Jun‐21

Jun‐20
Jun‐21

Jun‐20

Jun‐22

Jun‐21
Jun‐22

Jun‐20
Jun‐20
Jun‐22

Jun‐20

SO says
Jun‐20 June 2021
Jun‐21
Jun‐20

Action Plan Revised
Target Date Target

?
?

No date
No Date
Jun‐22
Jun‐22

?
?

Jun‐21
Ongoing

Action Plan Revised
Target Date Target

Not started
Not started

LACCD Projects
Last Updated

Last Updated

Complete
Complete

Nearing Completion
Nearing Completion

In Progress
In Progress

Beginning
Beginning

Explore opportunities based on the passage of SB554 signed by
Governor 10/04/19

Notes

Notes
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REPORT TO THE BOARD
To:

Executive Board Members

From:

Grace Ocampo

Prepared By:

LARAEC Office

Date:

January 10, 2020

Subject:

Effectiveness Report Template

Background:
As part of the recommendations stemming from the 2017 Montebello Unified School District
audit (Recommendation no. 31), the state suggested LARAEC ensure that adult education funds
are used in the most efficient and effective manner. As a response to this recommendation,
Montebello Unified School District (MUSD) was required to report to the Board on a quarterly
basis, based on the reporting metrics identified by MUSD and approved the Board on March
2018.
In the September 20, 2019 board meeting, the Board tasked the LARAEC office to create a
report that will address efficient and effective use of CAEP funding and promote accountability
for all member‐districts. The LARAEC office developed the Effectiveness Report based on the
state criteria listed below:


Montebello metrics approved by the Executive Board last March 16, 2018 are:
1. MUSD’s efforts to ensure effectiveness of services
2. Enrollment and attendance as determined by MUSD
3. Expenditures consistent with LARAEC regional comprehensive plan goals
4. Activities aligned with LARAEC regional comprehensive plan goals



Effectiveness Measures based on AB104 Section 84920 (as included in the Adult
Education Program Fiscal Management Guide):
1. How many adults are served by members of the consortium
2. How many adults served by members of the consortium have demonstrated the
following:
a. Improved literacy
b. Completion of HS diplomas or their recognized equivalents
c. Completion of postsecondary certificates, degrees, or training programs
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d. Placement into jobs
e. Improved wages
f. Transitions
3. Spending targets in 15% increments for each quarter
A draft of the Effectiveness Report was included as part of the response to the State audit
follow‐up submitted on October 25, 2019. It was also presented to the Board for evaluation and
approval at the November 15, 2019 LARAEC meeting. During discussion, the executive board
directed staff and the point persons to review and improve the draft of the Effectiveness
Report. Staff and the point persons met on two occasions to discuss the draft. There were
robust conversations and the draft was modified to accommodate some recommendations
from some point persons.
Discussion/Issues:




The objective of the report is to provide member‐district information on the effective
and efficient use of CAEP funding in a user‐friendly format.
The source data for the report is the official CAEP reporting system, TopsPro Enterprise,
CAEP Summary Tables.
Upon board approval, the Effectiveness Report will be generated quarterly and
presented at the next applicable board meeting.

Recommendation:
The Effectiveness Report template was developed based on the parameters set by the State. Thus, the
LARAEC office recommends that the Executive Board approve the submitted draft.
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LARAEC

MUSD

LAUSD

LACCD

CCUSD

BUSD

District

Q1
(15%)

0+ Hrs

(A1)

(A3)

EFL Gains

Spending Targets
Q2
Q3
(30%)
(45%)

12+ Hrs

(A2)

Enrollees

Q4
(60%)

%

(A3/A2)

Literacy Gains
(Pre/Post)

Q1

Q2

Q3

Expenditures & Activities
Aligned with LARAEC Plan

%

(A6/A5)

Other Literacy Gains

Enrollees
(A6)
1+ Hrs
Outcomes

(A5)

Q4

Outcomes

(A8)

% of Carry‐
over to
Budget

%

(A8/A5)

HSD/HSE Achieved

% of Carry‐over
to Allocation

Outcomes

(A10)

%

(A10/A5)

Post‐Secondary Achieved

CAEP Outcomes

Los Angeles Regional Adult Education Consortium
Effectiveness Report
July 1, 2018 to June 30, 2019

Outcomes

(A12)

%

(A12/A5)

Enter
Employment Achieved
Outcomes

(A14)

%

(A14/A5)

Increase Wages Achieved

Outcomes

(A16)

%

(A16/A5)

Transitions to Post‐
Secondary Achieved

DRAFT

Notes:
(1) The Effectiveness Report template was developed as a response to the State Auditor recommendations to LARAEC and it is recommended by the PPT that it should only be used for this purpose. Effectiveness measures were determined based on
AB104 Section 84920.
(2) Data Source: SY 2018‐2019 CAEP (Summary) Table dated 01.07.2020 from TE and SY 2018‐2019 Quarterly Progress and Expense Reports
(3) Supporting documentation available from the LARAEC office upon request.

LARAEC

MUSD

LAUSD

LACCD

CCUSD

BUSD

District
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(A2)

57,793
57,793

‐

68,512

6,245

98,942
98,942

‐

LAUSD

MUSD

LARAEC

Summary

20,365

LACCD

10.18%

3.02%

9.56%

17.25%

8.20%

15.12%

District

BUSD

CCUSD

LACCD

LAUSD

MUSD

LARAEC

54.55%

45.37%

21,599

1,405

38.39%

23.70%

42.75%

20.76%

26.23%

47.70%

59.92%

37.96%

66.61%

34.90%

43.27%

62.24%

Spending Targets
Q2
Q3
(30%)
(45%)

‐

39.33%

5,121

85.98%

60.81%

92.91%

63.10%

67.91%

89.00%

Q4
(60%)

50.18%

47.32%

389

28,999
28,999

38.68%

%

(A3/A2)

485

EFL Gains

(A3)

Literacy Gains
(Pre/Post)

338

491

‐

52.01%

25.11%

59.97%

35.69%

38.81%

27.25%

Q2
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y

Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Q3

Expenditures & Activities
Aligned with LARAEC Plan

38,488
38,488

1,101

31,286

5,272

Q1

‐

73,999
73,999

4,385

52,169

14,772

871

1,802

%

(A6/A5)

Other Literacy Gains

Enrollees
(A6)
1+ Hrs
Outcomes

(A5)

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Q4

‐

2,994
2,994

158

2,382

344

46

64

Outcomes

(A8)

3.60%

4.57%

2.33%

5.28%

3.55%

13.99%

39.19%

7.09%

36.90%

32.09%

11.00%

% of Carry‐
over to
Budget

0

4.05%

%

(A8/A5)

HSD/HSE Achieved

16.09%

48.60%

7.64%

67.84%

45.48%

14.93%

% of Carry‐over
to Allocation

‐

4,473
4,473

234

3,009

1,191

19

20

Outcomes

(A10)

%

0

6.04%

5.34%

5.77%

8.06%

2.18%

1.11%

(A10/A5)

Post‐Secondary Achieved

CAEP Outcomes

Los Angeles Regional Adult Education Consortium
Effectiveness Report
July 1, 2018 to June 30, 2019

‐

23,791
23,791

1,364

18,097

3,663

318

349

Outcomes

(A12)

0

32.15%

31.11%

34.69%

24.80%

36.51%

19.37%

%

(A12/A5)

Enter
Employment Achieved

‐

10,272
10,272

492

7,515

2,181

46

38

Outcomes

(A14)

0

13.88%

11.22%

14.41%

14.76%

5.28%

2.11%

%

(A14/A5)

Increase Wages Achieved

‐

12,036
12,036

219

10,353

1,386

72

6

Outcomes

(A16)

0

16.27%

4.99%

19.85%

9.38%

8.27%

0.33%

%

(A16/A5)

Transitions to Post‐
Secondary Achieved

DRAFT ‐ Outcomes % based on
1+ Hrs Enrollment

Notes:
(1) The Effectiveness Report template was developed as a response to the State Auditor recommendations to LARAEC and it is recommended by the PPT that it should only be used for this purpose. Effectiveness measures were determined based on
AB104 Section 84920.
(2) Data Source: SY 2018‐2019 CAEP (Summary) Table dated 01.07.2020 from TE and SY 2018‐2019 Quarterly Progress and Expense Reports
(3) Supporting documentation available from the LARAEC office upon request.

Q1
(15%)

Diff

3,097

39,598

13,022

822

1,427

CCUSD

1,254

12+ Hrs

2,393

0+ Hrs

(A1)

Enrollees

BUSD

District
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(A2)

57,793
57,793

‐

68,512

6,245

98,942
98,942

‐

LAUSD

MUSD

LARAEC

Summary

20,365

LACCD

10.18%

3.02%

9.56%

17.25%

8.20%

15.12%

District

BUSD

CCUSD

LACCD

LAUSD

MUSD

LARAEC

54.55%

45.37%

21,599

1,405

38.39%

23.70%

42.75%

20.76%

26.23%

47.70%

59.92%

37.96%

66.61%

34.90%

43.27%

62.24%

Spending Targets
Q2
Q3
(30%)
(45%)

‐

39.33%

5,121

85.98%

60.81%

92.91%

63.10%

67.91%

89.00%

Q4
(60%)

50.18%

47.32%

389

28,999
28,999

38.68%

%

(A3/A2)

485

EFL Gains

(A3)

Literacy Gains
(Pre/Post)

338

491

‐

66.60%

35.55%

79.01%

40.49%

41.12%

39.15%

Q2
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y

Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Q3

Expenditures & Activities
Aligned with LARAEC Plan

38,488
38,488

1,101

31,286

5,272

Q1

‐

73,999
73,999

4,385

52,169

14,772

871

1,802

%

(A6/A2)

Other Literacy Gains

Enrollees
(A6)
1+ Hrs
Outcomes

(A5)

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y

Q4

‐

2,994
2,994

158

2,382

344

46

64

Outcomes

(A8)

3.60%

4.57%

2.33%

5.28%

3.55%

13.99%

39.19%

7.09%

36.90%

32.09%

11.00%

% of Carry‐
over to
Budget

0

4.05%

%

(A8/A2)

HSD/HSE Achieved

16.09%

48.60%

7.64%

67.84%

45.48%

14.93%

% of Carry‐over
to Allocation

‐

4,473
4,473

234

3,009

1,191

19

20

Outcomes

(A10)

%

0

7.74%

7.56%

7.60%

9.15%

2.31%

1.59%

(A10/A2)

Post‐Secondary Achieved

CAEP Outcomes

Los Angeles Regional Adult Education Consortium
Effectiveness Report
July 1, 2018 to June 30, 2019

‐

23,791
23,791

1,364

18,097

3,663

318

349

Outcomes

(A12)

0

41.17%

44.04%

45.70%

28.13%

38.69%

27.83%

%

(A12/A2)

Enter
Employment Achieved

‐

10,272
10,272

492

7,515

2,181

46

38

Outcomes

(A14)

0

17.77%

15.89%

18.98%

16.75%

5.60%

3.03%

%

(A14/A2)

Increase Wages Achieved

‐

12,036
12,036

219

10,353

1,386

72

6

Outcomes

(A16)

0

20.83%

7.07%

26.15%

10.64%

8.76%

0.48%

%

(A16/A2)

Transitions to Post‐
Secondary Achieved

DRAFT ‐ Outcomes % based on
12+ hrs Enrollment

Notes:
(1) The Effectiveness Report template was developed as a response to the State Auditor recommendations to LARAEC and it is recommended by the PPT that it should only be used for this purpose. Effectiveness measures were determined based on
AB104 Section 84920.
(2) Data Source: SY 2018‐2019 CAEP (Summary) Table dated 01.07.2020 from TE and SY 2018‐2019 Quarterly Progress and Expense Reports
(3) Supporting documentation available from the LARAEC office upon request.

Q1
(15%)

Diff

3,097

39,598

13,022

822

1,427

CCUSD

1,254

12+ Hrs

2,393

0+ Hrs

(A1)

Enrollees

BUSD

District
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AGENDA ITEM
10.1
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REPORT TO THE BOARD
To:

Executive Committee Members

From:

Lanzi Asturias

Prepared by:

LARAEC Office

Date:

January 10, 2020

Subject

LARAEC Student Enrollment Count and Procedures Audit

Background
Eide and Bailley, LLP was engaged by the LARAEC Executive board on March 17, 2019 to
conduct an audit of its member districts. The objective of the audit was to determine whether
enrollment procedures are being applied consistently and enrollment counts are being
reported accurately. The scope of the audit covered the period of July 1, 2017 through March
31, 2019 and included all member districts.
The procedures performed included the following:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Inquire about each member district's enrollment process. Compare processes to
determine consistency among member districts.
Obtain enrollment counts from LARAEC that were reported to the State.
Obtain attendance summary reports from each member district.
Sample 40 classes and 40 students from each site to verify accuracy of attendance.
Review rosters supporting enrollment count. Sample classes from rosters provided for
completeness and accuracy.
Compare enrollment counts per TOPSPro Enterprise (TE) reports to each member
district's attendance source.
Review enrollment validation process at each individual member district to ensure the
accuracy of the enrollment reporting.

Discussion/Issues
Through the performed audit, it was confirmed that the attendance summary reports were
properly supported, except for the site noted in the schedule of findings. The results of the
tests also indicated several deficiencies in the enrollment reporting process. These deficiencies
are noted below.
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Findings and Recommendations
Finding A: Reports that clearly show unduplicated enrollment numbers do not appear to agree
within the enrollment systems.
Recommendation: LARAEC management should look into performing a system review of all
systems generating reports and determine the differences in enrollment counts.
Management Response:
a) LARAEC will develop and adopt written enrollment reporting policies and procedures.
b) LARAEC will explore viable approaches to reconciling member systems to TE.

Finding B: At Montebello Unified School District, material weakness in the enrollment count
numbers were found.
Recommendation: LARAEC management should look to do a complete audit of the enrollment
counts for the Montebello Unified School District to ensure that the enrollment count is
complete and accurate.
Management Response: LARAEC will hire an auditing firm to do a one-time comprehensive
enrollment count for Montebello Unified School District beginning in fiscal year 2019-2020 to
ensure that enrollment count is complete and accurate. Additional audits will be contingent on
the findings of the prior year audit.

Finding C: Enrollment procedures are not being applied consistently among member districts.
Recommendation: LARAEC management should implement a policy and procedure to apply
consistently over the enrollment processes to ensure all enrollment counts are comparable
within member districts.
Management Response: LARAEC will develop written definitions and enrollment reporting
policies and procedures to ensure consistency in recording enrollment counts across member
districts and that are fully aligned with WIOA and CAEP requirements.

Finding D: When attendance records are being uploaded from the attendance system of record
into TE for reporting purposes, these uploads are not being consistently reconciled to ensure
the accurate reporting of the attendance data.
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Recommendation: Upon uploading of attendance data, an independent person of the one
performing the upload should review the data for accuracy and completeness.
Management Response: LARAEC will develop written enrollment reporting policies and
procedures that will include reconciliation of attendance data between TE and the member
district’s attendance system of record to ensure data uploaded in TE is accurate.
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Independent Accountant's Report
on Applying Agreed-Upon Procedures
March 31, 2019

Los Angeles Regional
Adult Education Consortium

eidebailly.com
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LOS ANGELES REGIONAL ADULT EDUCATION CONSORTIUM
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INDEPENDENT ACCOUNTANT'S REPORT
ON APPLYING AGREED-UPON PROCEDURES

Executive Board of
Los Angeles Regional Adult Education Consortium
Lon Angeles, California
We have performed the procedures enumerated below, which were agreed to by the Executive Board of
the Los Angeles Regional Adult Education Consortium (LARAEC) on the enrollment counts of LARAEC
as of March 31, 2019. LARAEC's management is responsible for the enrollment counts. The sufficiency
of these procedures is solely the responsibility of LARAEC. Consequently, we make no representation
regarding the sufficiency of the procedures enumerated below either for the purpose for which this report
has been requested or for any other purpose.
The procedures and associated findings are as follows:
1. Test enrollment counts at individual members of LARAEC for completeness and accuracy.
2. Review the enrollment process at each individual member of LARAEC.
3. Review the enrollment validation process at each individual member of LARAEC.
4. See Schedule of Findings attached to this report.
This agreed-upon procedures engagement was conducted in accordance with attestation standards
established by the American Institute of Certified Public Accountants. We were not engaged to and did
not conduct an examination or review, the objective of which would be the expression of an opinion or
conclusion, respectively, on enrollment counts of LARAEC as of March 31, 2019. Accordingly, we do
not express such an opinion or conclusion. Had we performed additional procedures, other matters might
have come to our attention that would have been reported to you.
This report is intended solely for the information and use of the Executive Board and management of
LARAEC and is not intended to be, and should not be, used by anyone other than those specified parties.

Rancho Cucamonga, California
December 20, 2019

1
What inspires you, inspires us. | eidebailly.com
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10681 Foothill Blvd., Ste. 300 | Rancho Cucamonga, CA 91730-3831 | T 909.466.4410 | F 909.466.4431 | EOE

LOS ANGELES REGIONAL ADULT EDUCATION CONSORTIUM
AGREED-UPON PROCEDURES
MARCH 31, 2019
BACKGROUND
The Los Angeles Regional Adult Education Consortium provides seamless pathways for students to the
workforce and higher education that are efficient, comprehensive, student-centered, and regionally relevant.
LARAEC will sustain, expand, and improve adult education. With a geographic footprint of over 800 miles and
100,000 students, LARAEC serves as the largest adult education consortium in California. LARAEC is a
collaboration of five member districts:
•
•
•
•
•

Burbank USD
Culver City USD
Los Angeles Community College District
Los Angeles USD
Montebello USD

OBJECTIVES OF THE PROCEDURES
Determine whether enrollment procedures are being consistently applied and enrollment counts are being reported
accurately.

SCOPE OF THE PROCEDURES
The scope of our agreed upon procedures covered the period of July 1, 2017 through March 31, 2019. The
population of enrollment counts consist of all member districts of LARAEC.

PROCEDURES PERFORMED
We performed the following procedures:
1. Inquired with each member district's enrollment process. Compared processes to determine consistency
among member districts.
2. Obtained enrollment counts from LARAEC that were reported to the State.
3. Obtained attendance summary reports from each member district.
4. We sampled 40 classes and 40 students from each site to verify accuracy of attendance.
5. Reviewed rosters supporting enrollment count. Sampled classes from rosters provided for completeness
and accuracy.
6. Compared enrollment counts per TOPSPro Enterprise (TE) reports to each member district's attendance
source.
7. Reviewed enrollment validation process at each individual member district to ensure the accuracy of the
enrollment reporting.

2
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LOS ANGELES REGIONAL ADULT EDUCATION CONSORTIUM
AGREED-UPON PROCEDURES
MARCH 31, 2019
CONCLUSION
Through procedures performed, we were able to confirm that the attendance summary reports were properly
supported, except for the site noted in the schedule of findings. The results of our tests also indicated several
deficiencies in the enrollment reporting process. These deficiencies are noted in the Schedule of Findings.

3
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LOS ANGELES REGIONAL ADULT EDUCATION CONSORTIUM
AGREED-UPON PROCEDURES
SCHEDULE OF FINDINGS
MARCH 31, 2019
Findings
2019-001 Systems Reconciliation
Observation
Enrollment reports are generated by multiple systems at each member district. These systems appear to be
producing enrollment numbers that do not agree with each other. We are unable to determine the cause of the
differences, as these systems do not appear to be reconciled consistently. Reports that clearly show unduplicated
enrollment numbers do not appear to agree within the enrollment systems.
Recommendation
LARAEC management should look into performing a system review of all systems generating reports and
determine the differences in enrollment counts.
Management Response
LARAEC will develop and adopt written enrollment reporting policies and procedures. LARAEC will explore
viable approaches to reconciling member systems to TE.

2019-002 Enrollment Errors
Observation
At Montebello Unified School District, we were unable to substantiate the enrollment count number for 6 out of
the 40 courses selected. The ASAP summary report could not be agreed to the weekly attendance report or to the
TOPSPro Enterprise (TE) reports. This is considered a material weakness, which produced a 15 percent error rate.
Recommendation
LARAEC management should look to do a complete audit of the enrollment counts for the Montebello Unified
School District to ensure that the enrollment count is complete and accurate.
Management Response
LARAEC will hire an auditing firm to do a one-time comprehensive enrollment count for Montebello Unified
School District beginning in fiscal year 2019-2020 to ensure that enrollment count is complete and accurate.
Additional audits will be contingent on the findings of the prior year audit.
Montebello Unified School District Response
Out of a sense of urgency to comply with our audit recommendation, we implemented the ASAP electronic
attendance system after the 2017-2018 school year had commenced.

4
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LOS ANGELES REGIONAL ADULT EDUCATION CONSORTIUM
AGREED-UPON PROCEDURES
SCHEDULE OF FINDINGS
MARCH 31, 2019
The personnel that were trained (1 ASAP Coordinator and 4 attendance techs) were subsequently transferred out
of the department prior to the new semester; new staff had to be trained expeditiously in order to prepare for
spring semester.
After the first full year of ASAP attendance reporting, we realized by rolling over rosters from summer to fall
created a technical glitch that was exacerbated by internal algorithm issues within ASAP system. The 6 (six)
courses that resulted in 29 discrepancies out of 552 students resulted in a .053 percent error rate.
The following problems in the areas of (attendance, registration, class set-up, financial reporting, and
inconsistency with TopsPro Enterprise attendance reporting) have been reported by the following school districts:
Valencia USD, Hacienda La Puente USD, El Monte USD, Azusa USD, ABC USD, Basset USD. Pasadena USD,
Norwalk/La Mirada USD, Chaffey Joint USD, Corona/Norco USD including Montebello USD and Culver City.
As noted in the schedule of findings March 2019 "enrollment reports are generated by multiple at each member
district. These system seem to producing enrollment that do not agree with each other, we are unable to determine
the cause of these differences as these systems do not appear to be reconciled consistently. Reports that clearly
report show unduplicated enrollment numbers do not appear to agree with the enrollment numbers."
In summary, Montebello Unified School District Adult Ed is committed to abide by all regulations and state
requirements for attendance reporting. We are looking into changing our current student information systems for
the 2020-2021 school year. We must ensure that the student information system is compatible and can easily
export and import data to Tops Pro Enterprise for accurate summary and weekly attendance reporting.

2019-003 Enrollment Procedures
Observation
Enrollment procedures are not being applied consistently among member districts. Some member districts are
performing assessment upon student's initial interview and counting student's enrollment, while other member
districts are counting enrollment once a student attends a class.
Recommendation
LARAEC management should implement a policy and procedure to apply consistently over the enrollment
processes to ensure all enrollment counts are comparable within member districts.
Management Response
LARAEC will develop written definitions, and enrollment reporting policies and procedures to ensure consistency
in recording enrollment counts across member districts and that are fully aligned with WIOA and CAEP
requirements.

5
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LOS ANGELES REGIONAL ADULT EDUCATION CONSORTIUM
AGREED-UPON PROCEDURES
SCHEDULE OF FINDINGS
MARCH 31, 2019
2019-004 Enrollment Reconciliations
Observation
When attendance records are being uploaded from the attendance system of record into TE for reporting purposes,
these uploads are not being consistently reconciled to ensure the accurate reporting of the attendance data.
Recommendation
Upon uploading of attendance data, an independent person of the one performing the upload should review the
data for accuracy and completeness.
Management Response
LARAEC will develop written enrollment reporting policies and procedures that will include reconciliation of
attendance data between TE and the member district's attendance system of record to ensure data uploaded in TE
is accurate.

6
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AGENDA ITEM
10.3
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REPORT TO THE BOARD
To:

Members of the LARAEC Executive Board

From:

J. Gorence

Prepared By:

LARAEC Office

Date:

January 9, 2020

Subject:

Board Workshop on Funding Review Recap

Background: In advance of the LARAEC Special Meeting: Board Workshop on Funding
Formulas scheduled for December 20, 2019, it was requested that a list of objectives be
created to guide this conversation. These objectives were distributed to the Board on
November 21, 2019 and included the following:
•

•
•
•

Establish consensus on a funding formula approach and/or its components (variables)
such as base, incentive funding, measures of equity, measures of success, attendance,
etc.
Develop a LARAEC funding formula that is enrollment based, fair and equitable, and
that will be implemented starting with the 21-22 school year.
Outline a set of conditions under which the new funding formula might be reevaluated,
amended, or re-calculated.
Write language to be added to the bylaws regarding funding formula, conditions for
reevaluation, and protocols for distribution.

In addition, the LARAEC Office provided briefings to several member districts as well as
research to support this conversation. This included the Funding Research document, the
Simulation Models document, and the Funding Formula Briefing document.
Discussion/Issues at the Board Workshop: During the Funding Formula Workshop, discussion
centered around:
•
•
•

Examination of funding formula options and components.
Input, ideas and concerns from member districts in regards to these options
Enumeration of simulation models that member districts felt showed promise.
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Consensus: During the course of these discussions, consensus was achieved on the following
items:
•
•
•
•
•

Scenario number one (Per Student Formula) as presented in the Funding Research
document was chosen as the preferred funding model
A three-year average should be used for enrollment numbers for the Per Student
Formula
Three-year average numbers would be provided by the LARAEC Office at the 1/17/20
Open Meeting
Scenario number one (Per Student Formula) should be implemented in SY 21-22
3 of 5 Executive Board Members indicated support for implementation of the formula
for a three-year cycle

The following Exhibits, one and two, show respectively scenario number one with the 3-year
average of the unduplicated student count and the original scenario number one with the SY
2018-2019 unduplicated student count.
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14883

122,400,395

Available Funding

$

83798

$1,460.66

Students
w/o LACCD Per Student

3 Year Average Equal Per Student

LACCD
Total Available Funding

78577

20365
101190
83798

17392

122,400,395

Available Funding
$

78577

Students w/o
LACCD

$1,557.71

Per Student

Single Year 2018/19 Per Student Multiplier

$ 131,272,761
$
893,333
$
‐
Total $ 130,379,428
$ 7,979,033
$ 122,400,395

Enrollment data
from TE CAEP
Manager

Consortia‐Level Funding

16927

3 Year Average
TE Total
2393
1596
72682
7127

131,272,761

Burbank
Culver City
LAUSD
Montebello
Total

$

131,272,762

Distrcit Totals with Per‐Student Funding
(3 Year Average)
New Amount
% Change
Burbank
$
3,495,360
30.93%
Culver City
$
2,331,214
43.56%
LAUSD
$ 106,163,697
1.36%
Montebello
$
10,410,125
‐22.14%
$
893,333
LACCD
$
7,979,033
0.00%

Single Year 18/19
$
3,727,607
$
2,222,856
$
106,722,016
$
9,727,916
$
122,400,395

$
$
$
$
$

3‐Year Ave
3,495,360
2,331,214
106,163,697
10,410,125
122,400,396

$
$
$
$
$

Difference
(232,247)
108,358
(558,319)
682,209
1

Difference between Single and 3 Year Average

LACCD
2018‐19
$ 7,979,033
% increase
0%
Proposed Increase
$
‐
LACCD Total
$ 7,979,033

May 31, 2019
Allocation
Amendment

$

$
$
$
$
$
$

Current Year
2019‐20
2,669,564
1,623,915
104,736,576
13,370,340
893,333
7,979,033

Simple Per‐Student Formula (Average of 3 years)

2016/17 2017/18 2018/19
2559
2228
2393
1719
1643
1427
74531
75002
68512
8145
6990
6245

Total Consortium Funding
LARAEC Office
Potential Staff Increase

Total
w/o LACCD

Burbank
Culver City
LAUSD
Montebello
LARAEC Office
LACCD

Simulation #1

Exhibit #1
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98942
78577

Total
w/o LACCD

Total Consortium Funding
LARAEC Office
Potential Staff Increase
Total
LACCD
Total Available Funding

131,272,761
893,333
130,379,428
7,979,033
122,400,395

$
$
$
$
$

Consortia‐Level Funding

Enrollment data
from TE CAEP
Manager Summary

20365

2018‐19
Enrollment
TE Total
2393
1427
68512
6245

$

$

7,979,033
0%
$0.00
7,979,033

$

122,400,395

78577

Students w/o LACCD

Equal Per Student Multiplier

131,272,761

Available Funding

$

Distrcit Totals with Per‐Student Funding
New Amount
% Change
Burbank
$
3,727,607
39.63%
Culver City
$
2,222,856
36.88%
LAUSD
$ 106,722,016
1.90%
Montebello
$
9,727,916
‐27.24%
$
893,333
LACCD
$
7,979,033
0.00%

NOTE:
GREEN Fields = Variable Hard Data Insert Points
GOLD fields = Totals/Calculation based. Do not alter
WHITE fields = Calculation/Formula based. Do not alter.

2018‐19
% increase
Proposed Increase
LACCD Total

LACCD

131,272,761

May 31, 2019
Allocation
Amendment

$

$
$
$
$
$
$

Current Year
2019‐20
2,669,564
1,623,915
104,736,576
13,370,340
893,333
7,979,033

Simple Per‐Student Formula

Burbank
Culver City
LAUSD
Montebello
LARAEC Office
LACCD

Simulation #1

$1,557.71

Per Student

Exhibit #2

1/10/2020

REGULAR MEETING
JANUARY 17, 2020
1:30 – 4:30 P.M.
LACCD VAN DE KAMP INNOVATION CENTER

1. CALL TO ORDER
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1

1/10/2020

2. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

3. ADJUSTMENTS TO THE AGENDA
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2

1/10/2020

4. APPROVAL OF AGENDA

5. ITEMS FOR FUTURE AGENDAS
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3

1/10/2020

6. APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES
a. Special Board Meeting: November 8, 2019
b. Special Board Meeting: December 20, 2019

7. PUBLIC COMMENT
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4

1/10/2020

8. BOARD MEMBER REPORTS

9. REPORTS TO THE BOARD
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5

1/10/2020

9.1 ANNUAL PLAN UPDATE

9.2 Budget Report and Updates
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6

1/10/2020

9.2.1 Upcoming CAEP Due Dates,
Updates, and Reminders

FY 2021 and 2022 CAEP Funds




January – release of Governor’s budget
February 28 – Preliminary allocations for FY 2021 and FY 22
released by the State
May 2 – CFAD for FY 2020‐21 due in NOVA
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7

1/10/2020

FY 2018 CAEP Close Out and FY 2020 CAEP Q2 Progress
and Expense Report




March 1– Q2 Progress and Expense Report due in NOVA
March 16 – CBO executed copy to LARAEC
March 31 – Consortium certification in NOVA

9.2.2 Fiscal Year 2017‐2018
Closeout Report
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8

1/10/2020

FIFO Report (NOVA) as of September 30, 2019
LARAEC FY 2018 and FY 2019 CAEP
allocations have been spent

9.2.3 FY 2019‐2020
Q1 Progress and Expense Report
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9

1/10/2020

FY 2020 Q1 Budget Revision

FY 2020 Q1 Progress and Expense Report
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10

1/10/2020

FY 2020 Q1 Progress and Expense Report

9.2.4 FY 2019‐2020 Q1 LARAEC Office
Progress and Expense Report
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11

1/10/2020

FY 2020 Q1 LARAEC Office Progress and Expense Report

Note: Historical financial information is included as Exhibit 9.2.4

9.2.5 LARAEC Effectiveness Report
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12

1/10/2020

Background






MUSD Audit Recommendation no. 31: LARAEC to ensure
that adult education funds are used in the most efficient
and effective manner
Board asked and approved MUSD’s criteria/metrics for the
Effectiveness Report
Board tasked the LARAEC office to create a report
LARAEC office developed the Effectiveness Report based on
state criteria

MUSD metrics approved by Executive Board





MUSD’s efforts to ensure effectiveness of services
Enrollment and attendance as determined by MUSD
Expenditures consistent with LARAEC regional
comprehensive plan goals
Activities aligned with LARAEC regional comprehensive plan
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13

1/10/2020

Effectiveness Measures based on AB104 Section 84920
(As included in the AE Program Fiscal Management Guide)
1.
2.

How many adults are served by members of the consortium
How many adults served by members of the consortium have
demonstrated the following:
a) Improved literacy
b) Completion of HS diplomas or their recognized equivalents
c) Completion of post secondary certificates, degrees or training
programs
d) Placement into jobs

Effectiveness Measures (con’t)
Improved wages
f) Transitions
Spending targets in 15% increments for each quarter
e)

3.
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14

1/10/2020

Sources of Data



TE CAEP (Manager) Summary Tables Report
Member‐district submitted CAEP financial reports
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15

1/10/2020

10. NEW and/or UNFINISHED BUSINESS

10.1 Eide Bailly, LLP
LARAEC Enrollment Count and
Procedures Audit Final Report and
Recommendations
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16

1/10/2020

10.2 Vasquez and Company, LLP
Development of Oversight Policies
and Procedures Progress Report

10.3 LARAEC Funding Formula Discussion
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17

1/10/2020

10.4 ACTION ITEM

10.4.1 Approval and Adoption of the
LARAEC Funding Formula
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18

1/16/2020

The LARAEC Executive Board approves and adopts the funding formula discussed
during the December 20, 2019 Workshop, Scenario Number One, which meets the
following criteria:
1. LACCD and the LARAEC office funding are subtracted from the total allocation before the formula is applied
for distribution to the 4 remaining districts.
2. It uses TopsPro Enterprise Student Enrollment Data from the CAEP (Manager) Summary Report Tables.
3. It uses unduplicated students with Zero (0) or more hours (Column L) counts.
4. It incorporates three‐year average of the student count including the most recent and complete data sets
available (SY’s 2016‐2017, 2017‐2018, and 2018‐19 for the current formula).
5. Scenario number one (Per Student Formula) will be implemented in SY 2021‐2022 to allow sufficient time
for districts to plan.
6. Implementation of the formula is for a three‐year cycle consistent with the CAEP 3‐Year planning cycle. The
current 3‐Year plan cycle started on July 1, 2019 and it will extend through June 30, 2022.

Cost Of Living Adjustment (COLA)
• Unless otherwise determined by the Board, Cost of Living Adjustments
(COLA) shall be distributed proportionally to each member district based on
the funding allocated for that COLA year.
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Vote:
1. Emilio Urioste, Executive Board Member for BUSD:
2. Veronica Montes, Executive Board Member for CCUSD:
3. Larry Frank, Executive Board Member for LACCD:
4. Joseph Stark, Executive Board Member for LAUSD
5. Alice Jacquez, Executive Board Member for MUSD

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

No
No
No
No
No

11. ANNOUNCEMENTS
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11.1

Next Board Meeting:
Friday, March 20, 2020
Location: LACCD’s Van de Kamp
Innovation Center

ADJOURN
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