REGULAR MEETING
ANNOUNCEMENT
Los Angeles Regional Adult Education Consortium
ZOOM MEETING
June 17, 2020  10:00 AM to 1:00 PM
LARAEC Regular Board Meeting
Agenda
1. Call to Order
1.1 Pledge of Allegiance
1.2 Adjustments to the Agenda – The Board President
Will Announce any Requests for Adjustments to
the Meeting Agenda
1.3 Approval of the Agenda
1.4 Items for Future Agendas
1.5 Approval of the Minutes
a. Regular Board Meeting: May 20, 2020

Emilio Urioste

2. Public Comment

Emilio Urioste

3. Yearly Plan Update

Lanzi Asturias

4. Budget Report and updates:
4.1 Upcoming CAEP Due Dates, Updates and
Reminders
4.2 FY 2020‐2021 Consortium Fiscal Administration
Declaration (CFAD)‐ Based on the May Revise
4.3 FY 2019‐20 Progress & Expense Preliminary
report
4.4 FY 2019‐20 Quarterly Capital Outlay Overview
4.5 FY 2020‐21 LARAEC Office Budget

Grace Ocampo

5. Information/Discussion Items
5.1 Service Recognition:
a. Board President, Mr. Emilio Urioste
b. Retiring Executive Board Member
Mr. Larry Frank, LACCD

Lanzi Asturias

Mission Statement
LARAEC will sustain, expand, and improve adult education.
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Vision Statement
LARAEC will provide seamless pathways to workforce and higher education that are efficient,
comprehensive, student‐centered, and regionally relevant.

5.2 LARAEC Board Presidency Transition (Effective: July
1, 2020), Mr. Joseph Stark
5.3 Presentation of the LARAEC Innovation Awards
5.4 Eide Bailly, LLP LARAEC Enrollment Count and
Procedures Final Audit Update
5.5 Vasquez and Company, LLP Development of
Oversight Policies and Procedures Progress Report
5.6 Online Conference Update and Consortium
Moderated Sessions Update
5.7 Action Planning Teams: Update
6. Board Member Reports

Lanzi Asturias
Michele Stiehl and
Justin Gorence
Lanzi Asturias
Lanzi Asturias
Michele Stiehl
Justin Gorence
Executive Board

7. Public Comment
8. Action Items
8.1 Consent Agenda:
a. BUSD Capital Outlay Request

Emilio Urioste
Lanzi Asturias

9. Announcements:
Next Board Meeting: July 15, 2020 10 AM – 1PM
Location: Zoom Meeting
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 or emailing
Teresa.plaza@lausd.net. Requests for translation should be made at least 48 hours in advance by calling Teresa Plaza at (213) 2413150 or emailing Teresa.plaza@lausd.net. 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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LARAEC will sustain, expand, and improve adult education.
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Vision Statement
LARAEC will provide seamless pathways to workforce and higher education that are efficient,
comprehensive, student‐centered, and regionally relevant.

AGENDA ITEM
1.5
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Minutes‐ Board Meeting
Wednesday, May 20, 2020
10:00 AM – 12:00 PM
Via Zoom

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

X
X
X
X
X

Ms. Stiehl

Mr. Urioste called the meeting to order at 10:01 AM.
1.2

Adjustments to the Agenda
a. No adjustments.

Mr. Urioste

1.3 Approval of the Agenda
a. Ms. Jacquez moved to approve the agenda, and Mr. Frank
seconded. The board voted unanimously to approve the agenda.

2
Public
Comment
3
Yearly Plan
Update

1.4 Items for Future Agendas
a. Mr. Frank said he would like to do some potential LARAECconnected grant opportunities to work together on, and he would
love to do an agenda that digs into what their challenges have been
and what their best practices are so LARAEC member districts can
learn from each other under COVID.
1.5 Approval of the Minutes
a. Regular Board Meeting: April 22, 2020
i.
Mr. Stark moved to approve the minutes, and Ms. Montes
seconded. The board voted unanimously to approve the
minutes.
No public comment at this time.

3.1

Discussion of process for writing and submitting the plan for
school year 20 21
a. Mr. Asturias explained that they have an upcoming due date
for the next yearly plan, which is on August 15. The
LARAEC office would like to propose that the LARAEC
office develop a draft plan working with the Point Persons
Team to get their input, subsequently present to the
executive team for their input and additional ideas, or
different direction if need be, to generate a finalized draft to
present to the board for approval at the July board meeting.
He is confident that they can make that happen.
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Mr. Asturias

b. Ms. Montes asked to clarify if they would be developing that
just as the LARAEC office, and Mr. Asturias confirmed they
would develop the first draft, present it to the PPT, and get
their input on the plan and additional ideas. Then, after they
include that input to the draft, then the second draft will be
routed to the executive team for them to provide additional
comments and direction and input. Once they have input,
direction, guidance, and comments from the PPT and
executive team, they would call that a final draft that they
would submit for approval for the July 15th board meeting.
That still gives them 4 full weeks before they submit it to the
state.

4
Budget Report
and Updates

4.1 Upcoming CAEP due dates, updates and reminders
a. Ms. Ocampo summarized the upcoming CAEP due dates as
explained in the board packet.
4.2 FY 2021 2022 Consortium Fiscal Administration Declaration
(CFAD)
a. Ms. Ocampo explained that LARAEC has also submitted a
few weeks ago their FY 21-22 CFAD. A copy of that report
is included in the board packet on page 24. She then
introduced some snapshots from the report. She noted that
when they submitted the CFAD, it was based on a budget of
about $134 million from the governor’s January budget. But
there have been some changes.
4.3 FY 2019-2020 annual plan
a. She explained that they had also received a memo from the
state after they received LARAEC’s FY 2020 annual plan,
and a copy of that memo is included in the board packet.
Highlights of the memo:
i. Ed Code 84900-84920 and state issued guidance
remains in effect for the 19-20 program year.
ii. Member districts must continue to follow their
approved annual AE plans, and this includes paying
all adult ed related staff to follow the approved plan.
iii. Also, consortia may reduce a member district
funding if an approved plan is not being followed
(based on EC84914). Criteria are in the Ed Code: if
the member no longer wishes to provide services
consistent with the adult ed plan, the member cannot
provide services that address the needs identified in
the AEP, or if the member has been consistently
ineffective at addressing those needs. Also, an
approved adult ed plan and its related budget can be
modified with consortium approval and certification.

Page 5 of 70

4.4 CAEP Allocations – May Revise California adult education budget
scenario based on the May Revise
a. Ms. Ocampo explained that last week they received the
revised allocations based on the May Revise. When they
were putting the board package together, they did not have
final numbers so those were just estimates. There were
some differences due to rounding.
b. The memo released by the state this week will be posted on
the website. The state indicated that there was a 12.105
reduction in the CAEP allocation. So when they started in
January, the state allocation was 550,897,000, but in the
May revise, this was cut by 66,689,000. Current CAEP
allocation is now 484,208,000.
i. For LARAEC, Ms. Ocampo explained that when they
submitted their revise, once they applied the
12.105% reduction, their revised allocation is around
118 million from 134 million.
ii. They applied that percentage proportionately to each
member district, and the total revised allocation is
about 118,02,709.
iii. They also compared the figures they gave in the
packet, and there’s about a $6,000 difference due to
rounding. The state will conduct a webinar this
Friday to walk member districts through the process.
The CAEP office will be adjusting the CFAD which
entails a budget amendment. So the LARAEC office
will be updating the allocations based on this
information and then it has to be approved by each
member district.
c. Mr. Frank thanked the LARAEC office staff for doing the
hard work to make this all clear for the board. He added that
if you think of it in relationship with last year’s budget, it’s
not a 12.105% reduction; it’s actually a 10.2% reduction
compared to the 19-20 budget. And of course, there may be
additional costs that come from collective bargaining
agreements.
5
Information/Dis
cussion Items

5.1 Conference funds report of the expenditures and balance from
the cancelled March 2020 LARAEC conference
a. Mr. Gorence reminded the board of the outstanding
contracts regarding the conference discussed at the last
meeting, and the request by the board to aggregate some of
the costs so it was clear what money may be freed up from
the conference cancellation. He directed them to a mini
spreadsheet in the packet, and described the various
scenarios depending on when or if they reschedule the
conference. He concluded that it would make sense to
reschedule the conference to March of 2021.
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Mr. Gorence

b. However, there’s a consideration the board may want to
take into account: the preparation for the conference starts
early in the fall, which would require the office to engage in
activities to get the conference up and be ready by March.
There are public health concerns due to COVID which
would only be alleviated with a treatment or vaccine that
would allow large gatherings. So it may be that rescheduling
for March 2021 would not be possible, so it may be good for
the board to renegotiate the contract with the Sheraton, and
maybe extend that until March 2022 so there’s no question
that a large event could occur.
c. Mr. Frank asked Mr. Gorence if they have started the
conversation at all about pushing it past March 2021; Mr.
Gorence said they have not. It’s pending the board’s
direction on how they’d like to handle that. Mr. Frank said he
would personally be supportive of that approach, but would
like to hear from others.
i.
Ms. Montes agreed, thinking it is better to be safe
than sorry. Her understanding is that the
conversation with the Sheraton would be in the
event that they still cannot have large gatherings,
they would like to negotiate for a later date. Mr.
Gorence explained that that would be the strategy in
order to ensure that it’s possible to extend that and
not incur that total cancellation fee of $48,000.
ii.
Mr. Stark asked if they see any issues with, if they
weren’t able to do an in-person conference in March
and pushed it back to 2022, do they see any
problems with that about carrying over those funds,
or will they run into technical snafus with budgeting?
Mr. Gorence said the LARAEC office staff can look
into it..
d. Mr. Asturias explained that in essence the emphasis right
now is on addressing rescheduling the conference for next
year. As the situation progresses, they have to approach the
vendors, and the LARAEC staff will be more than happy to
do that in the coming months. They feel they have plenty of
time to see how the situation pans out; it’s likely that large
gatherings will not be possible next year, but they feel that it
is too early to determine that. However, it is not too early to
start conversations with their vendors as they approach
March of next year. If large gatherings are not possible, they
themselves would not be able to offer the services they
usually do, so they’d be open to LARAEC rescheduling for
the next year.
e. Ms. Jacquez acknowledged MUSD is in the same boat; she
also personally thinks pushing to next year is smarter, but
they will work with the consensus.
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f.

Mr. Urioste said that the consensus seemed to be that they
would negotiate with primarily the Sheraton that if they
cannot hold this conference in March 2021, that LARAEC
would not incur any loss in fees, and that LARAEC would
then update the date to March 2022.
i.
There was unanimous consensus from the board
that that’s how they want to approach this issue.
g. Mr. Urioste asked if the amount freed up by not holding the
conference in March is for this fiscal year. Mr. Gorence
confirmed it was, and said he believed the LARAEC office
should look to the board for direction on what they would
like to do with that amount.
i.
Mr. Asturias added that they are open to
suggestions; generally speaking, any carry-over
from the funding from one year goes to the next year
for additional expenditures that may come up as part
of the LARAEC office. He pointed out that as they
move to additional years that next year the budget of
the LARAEC office will also be cut, so some of that
may be used to subsidize the additional expenses
there may be.
ii.
That being said, they understand that districts are
making sacrifices at this point, so the freed up
amount can be dispersed as the board sees fit. He
added that as the CAEP office has implemented
FIFO, and since the fiscal manager for the LARAEC
office is LAUSD and LAUSD expenses are way
below the spending limits, we would not incur any
penalties for carrying over the funds if that’s what the
board decides. Mr. Urioste asked if there was a
possibility of taking this amount, $82,562 and
redistributing it for 2021 to member districts, and Mr.
Asturias said that there was. Mr. Urioste asked if the
board would want to do that.
iii.
Mr. Frank asked if they would then hold back the
same amount of money in the LARAEC budget next
year, just to be safe; if it would be useful or important
to take the amount of money from the 2021
distribution, and if there is a way to hold that in a
special pot if it’s going to be expended, and if it is.
Mr. Urioste asked to confirm that they hold aide a
portion of the budget for each year, and Mr. Asturias
confirmed that they do as part of the existing budget
of the LARAEC office.
h. Mr. Urioste asked if they would want to have Ms. Ocampo
put together a report for the next meeting where the
allocations are adjusted with the addition of this $82,562.
i.
Mr. Stark asked if it made sense to redistribute this if
they know that they’re getting their budget cut. And
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i.

j.

obviously carryover is important in plugging holes in
the budget next year.
ii.
Mr. Asturias added that the funds will not expire.
Also, they have a proposal as part of the agenda for
an online conference. There’s some cost involved
with that, and again, as Mr. Stark indicated, this
would be part of funds to try to keep the personnel
and the activities and the budget as it currently is in
the face of cuts coming up next year. That said, they
will be happy to have Ms. Ocampo generate the
amount that would be redistributed to each member
district as part of a one-time redistribution of funds
for the 19-20 conference.
Mr. Urioste said he would be in favor of having Ms. Ocampo
at LARAEC’s June meeting make a presentation that would
show what this redistributed amount among the member
districts for the 20-21 budget would look like.
i.
Mr. Frank said that it would be relevant to have a
proposed budget for the LARAEC core budget as
part of the consideration of whether those dollars get
distributed to the campuses or whether they’d stay at
the LARAEC office.
ii.
Mr. Stark agreed, and said it was important to see
how the budget decrease will affect the LARAEC
office. And if they are moving money around, he just
wants to make sure they are all clear what the
impact of that potential decision is on operations and
LARAEC activities.
Mr. Asturias confirmed that that can be included in a report
for June.

5.2 Eide Bailly, LLP LARAEC enrollment count and procedures
final audit: CASAS report on reconciliation of data between
systems
a. Mr. Asturias explained the issues that had come up in the
Eide Bailly report about conflicting enrollment numbers
across different systems. Eide Bailly said they were not able
to find out why the various systems did not agree and could
not be reconciled. The reports for attendance and
enrollment generated at each system did not quite agree
with the reports generated by TE. Based on that, the board
suggested they invite TE to comment on the discrepancies
and see if they can shed some light on this item. They then
invited reps from CASAS. They were provided with the data
set for LAUSD and asked to reconcile the information from
the Eide Bailly report to what they found through their
process.
b. Richard Ackerman introduced himself as the software
manager at CASAS for TopsPro Enterprise. He explained
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that he received a number of records from program year 1718, when the audit was conducted, and the auditor did not
provide any reference to where the discrepancy occurred.
He received 3,824 records for enrollment for all sites and
did not find any discrepancy in that sample. He added that
there are a couple places where discrepancy can occur in
these situations:
i.
Students can have 2 records going on for some time
if they incorrectly put in their student ID. It can go
weeks without being discovered, and when it’s
discovered, the two are usually merged.
ii.
Another can occur if there’s been a mistake, but if a
person deletes the record in SIS, it might not show
up in TopsPro.
c. Mr. Urioste asked if they’re theorizing that the largest issue
here is duplicated student accounts. Mr. Ackerman said that
they know from their own experience that not a lot of
student records need to be merged, it can be between 1%5% based on the school, and also when deleting records for
whatever reason. He reiterated that CASAS never got any
specific information from Eide Bailly about what the
discrepancies were, merely that discrepancies exist. They
didn’t give any way to reproduce what they saw, and
CASAS was unable to find that discrepancy in the info they
were provided.
d. Ms. Montes asked if Mr. Asturias and the LARAEC office
team had ever requested that Eide Bailly provide more
detail on their discrepancies. Mr. Asturias said they had
requested the data that would support each one of the
findings, and connected Eide Bailly representative Brandon
Harrison with Mr. Ackerman. The information that Mr.
Ackerman was given from Eide Bailly was that they didn’t
really receive any reports from each one of the districts,
they were just told that the reports would not match. Mr.
Ackerma added that Mr. Harrison gave him the same report
he gave LARAEC, and said he provided everything that he
had.
i.
Mr. Uriost said that he was unimpressed with that
report, and remembered going through it and saying,
“This is it?” So he thinks it behooves them to
produce more detailed data so LARAEC can have a
knowledgeable discussion. They have gotta be able
to provide CASAS TE with specificity.
ii.
Mr. Stark agreed wholeheartedly, mentioning that
the original intent of the audit and report was to
provide actionable information and to inform the
procedures/protocol they would need to put in place,
if any. He does not know how actionable this report
is, and they have heard from CASAS now that from
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a data standpoint it’s going to be impossible to make
decisions if they don’t have really clear parameters.
iii.
Ms. Jacquez asked if it was just ASAP CASAS was
working with as far as the attendance system, and
Mr. Ackerman said that there were roughly 12-15
commercial systems in California, and a lot of
schools with home-grown systems, so probably 30
just in CA that they work with. She asked, if a district
starts a new system, in their experience do they see
discrepancies in the first few years, and Mr.
Ackerman said that there can be depending on
several factors
iv.
Mr. Urioste suggested going back to Eide Bailly and
asking what they uncovered in terms of duplicated
student accounts and regarding deleted records.
e. Mr. Stark reiterated that they need to consider whether what
they’ve produced is going to help LARAEC make any kind
of decision moving forward, and he does not know that it is.
If they are going to be making tough decisions, if this report
isn’t closing any gaps in their doubts that they have in their
decision process, the report isn’t worth the paper it’s printed
on. Obviously all the districts are already reporting their data
to the feds and the state to get funding. Long story short, he
would suggest going back to the auditors and sharing some
of this feedback and going back to the scope of work, which
from what he recalls was to provide LARAEC with
actionable feedback. It doesn’t sound like to him that they’ve
actually accomplished that.
i.
Ms. Montes asked if the term of their contract with
Eide Bailly was finished, and Mr. Asturias said it
was, and that LARAEC has paid them. He added
that the report was final, brought to the board for
approval. Before that, they had the engagement
letter dictating what the auditor was supposed to do.
The draft report was submitted to the board for
evaluation, and subsequently the final report was
submitted to the board, so the contract has elapsed.
He would be happy to go back to Eide Bailly to see if
they can provide additional detail.
ii.
Mr. Frank asked Mr. Asturias what the cost of the
contract was, and he said it was more than $24,000.
Mr. Frank said since everyone was underimpressed, he is not sure where the value is at this
point
f. Ms. Jacquez added that they are asking Eide Bailley for
evidence to support the assertions they made in the report
since they are looking to take action now.
i.
Mr. Urioste added that they could not even provide
that data to Mr. Ackerman; Ms. Jacquez pointed out
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that they do not have a contract with Mr. Ackerman
or his organization.
g. Mr. Asturias said he will be more than happy to request the
information, and he will inform the board at the next meeting
what their response was. Ms. Jacquez asked Mr. Asturias to
also resend the board members the contract, engagement
letter, and final report.
5.3 Vasquez and Company, LLP development of oversight
policies and procedures progress report
a. Ms. Ocampo said that they have contracted with Vasquez
and Company to develop policies and procedures to
address the audit from the state office. They have requested
Vasquez to make updates to the draft; according to them,
they are still working on it and the LARAEC office expects to
have the draft for input by the end of this week. Mr. Asturias
clarified that it would not be presented at the June meeting,
since it still needs to be evaluated by the point persons to
see how feasible the proposed policies are for each one of
the districts involved. Then the draft will go out to the board
members for additional input. Once that process has taken
place and they have consulted with Vasquez and Company,
they will move to the final draft which includes input from the
districts and LARAEC office, so that will most likely be in the
July or August meeting. He said they will send the
document expected at the end of this week to the PPT and
copy the board members.
5.4 Virtual conference opportunities, consortium moderated
sessions, and Innovation Awards
a. Ms. Stiehl pointed the board members to a report in their
packets which covers three different ideas. They have been
having conversations among staff and point persons about
what they can provide to the field as a LARAEC office and
how they can keep their teachers engaged during this time.
i.
One of them is the idea of having a virtual
conference; over the last several months Ms. Stiehl
has attended several virtual conferences which have
been great.
1. Some were very complex with all sorts of
logins and sign-ins, others were much
simpler but clean and professional, so they
are looking at, instead of waiting until spring
of next year or spring of 2022, doing
something sooner so they can address the
immediate needs of our teachers.
2. She explained the different formats and
structure of the virtual conferences she
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ii.

iii.

iv.

attended, with some over several days at
nighttime, some over the course of one day.
3. She suggested using some of LARAEC’s
current presenters since they had lots of
people ready to go, and some of their
presentations are still very relevant. Then
there’s a whole host of new people
developing new stuff right now. It also opens
up having people outside of their consortium
to be presenters, and they won’t have to pay
for plane tickets to fly speakers in, so it’s a
much lower cost overall. The one she
attended had a great way of using Zoom for
individual and massive group sessions.
Ms. Stiehl said that the LARAEC staff and point
persons also talked a little bit about the Innovation
Awards and how they can incorporate those.
1. Originally they had a long process of having
all 5 districts put people on a committee; they
selected winners but those winners haven’t
gotten to see those awards yet. They also
wanted to distribute the winners before next
year. For next year’s conference, there’s
going to be a whole bunch of nominations
they will want to do that will be brand new.
2. Another idea that came up was doing it as
part of a board meeting, using the June
meeting to acknowledge Innovation Awards
winners.
3. They could also do it individually on a Zoom
call talking about their project and presenting
them with their plaque. Those would be great
social media clips, and they can roll them out
once a week over 12 weeks to keep people
engaged.
For the virtual conference, they would need time to
get it together, so they may have to do it in August or
September. When they get into October, the CAEP
summit is still being planned, so they would want to
do it before that. For the fiscal impact, if they use the
tools they have, maybe adding Zoom webinar
function, it’ll be a very low cost event, only taking
time and energy and plussing up Zoom software.
Ms. Stiehl then elaborated on one of the
conferences she attended, showing the structure it
used with Zoom “rooms” with moderators in each
room and showing the speakers and topics. It made
it very simple for anybody to join in who can use
Zoom. No logins or passwords, and the moderators
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b.

c.

d.

e.

made sure to keep it safe and bounce out anyone
who was not supposed to be there. It looked very
clean and wasn’t as technical as some of the others.
v.
Ms. Stiehl then elaborated on a third idea they had
about “moderated sessions”. Essentially, teachers
have immediate needs, and they wanted to create
something for them sooner. The idea came up that
they could potentially create weekly or bi-weekly
sessions that are a focused or moderated
conversation.
1. They would have someone facilitating it, and
people selected for speakers. She added that
some schools are doing really amazing
things right now; Mr. Gorence was talking
about how LA City College had built these
lessons for ESL, and how they space them
out: Zoom one day, breakout sessions, one
lesson on Canvas, so they had built out a
whole week of lessons, and it would be great
for other people to see how it’s done.
Ms. Montes loved the idea of a virtual conference to help
people struggling with the uncertainty of life and adapting to
a changing world in a timely manner. She thinks it’s a great
idea, and from that small virtual conference you can build
out those opportunities for people to continue to meet and
create the structures that build from that. She added that
they should present the Innovation Awards at LARAEC’s
June meeting to provide people something positive right
now.
Mr. Stark agreed that a virtual conference would be a great
opportunity to really leverage the work a lot of districts are
doing, adding that LAUSD developed a future-ready
certification for online instruction. Moving forward, crisis or
not they are going to be using more blending modes of
instruction anyway.
Mr. Frank loved the presentation, and said they were doing
versions thereof in LACCD. He likes the innovation awards
not getting lost in the shuffle, and the best practicing of
people working in the COVID environment. He thinks it’s
doable, and wouldn’t mind a peek of something a little more
interactive in June.
Ms. Jacquez liked all of the ideas, and agreed with Ms.
Montes about presenting the innovation awards at the June
board meeting. She believes in every district everything’s
pushed back, so their July events in MUSD will probably be
in October.
i.
If they are going to still be all virtual until 2021, she
suggested making heavy use of Fridays, since those
are MUSD’s slow days.
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ii.

She added that she thinks they need to consider
Community Advisory Committees in addition to the
existing APTs and do that together with all districts.
iii.
Ms. Jacquez also said that apprenticeships and
internships have been very hard to partner on with
other people, so they need to consider that as virtual
training. Once they execute it, if they don’t have a
site to place their students and they’re not going to
get hired, what is the benefit if any to students?
f. Mr. Urioste emphasized that the conference would have to
be relevant to the teachers’ needs, and that he liked the
moderated sessions. He thinks that would be the best
investment, personally, for their teachers. Lastly, he thinks
the Innovation Awards could be done very well at their
board meeting in June and highlighting the winners and
having them there would be fantastic.
g. Mr. Asturias summarized the asks of the board: number one
is the idea of conducting an online conference, and at this
point, if they are agreeable to that, they know that it’s
something to explore, and they will come back to the board
with additional ideas. They would want to make the topics
relevant to teachers right now, not necessarily the same
things they would be discussing at the previous conference.
And what that includes teachers’ personal needs, how to
reduce stress and juggle multiple tasks at home, how to do
online instruction and distance learning instruction, and
becoming adept on the platforms necessary like Google
Docs, Zoom, Teams, etc.
h. Mr. Stark agreed that the content needed to be relevant and
highly engaging; he also asked if they could do a LARAEC
future-ready type certification, where if teachers complete
these modules, they get a certification they can bring back
to their district for salary point credit, etc. In addition, maybe
they can get a LARAEC certification that will count.
i.
Ms. Stiehl said that because LARAEC office staff are
housed in LA Unified, and she’s been doing the LA
future-ready certification with LAUSD, it’s pretty
amazing, and a lot of things they have been talking
about in the PPT meetings regarding resources, etc.,
is built in nicely to LAUSD’s training. And it’s set up
in small chunks teachers can do 20 minutes at a
time. At the endgame, LAUSD employees are going
to have 13,000 lessons created by every teacher
who’s participated. Every lesson she has attended
so far has been super engaging, and they do
synchronous and asynchronous modules that you
walk through that take a deeper dive in each section.
i. Ms. Montes thinks it’s a fabulous idea, though she is not
sure she could get HR at this point to say, “If you do it, you’ll
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get salary points”, but she would definitely do it as
professional development opportunities for them.
i.
As far as certification, if they create it as a LARAEC
certification and they do that internally, the value that
it has, she is just not sure how they can make
people take it and it means something.
ii.
Also, in terms of the different things they are talking
about, the Innovation Awards in June are separate
from the virtual conference. Ms. MOntes asked if
they could make a decision as a group that they
want to make a presentation at the June meeting of
the Awards, and then move on to discuss to the
conference later.
j. There was unanimous consensus from the board to present
LARAEC’s Innovation Awards at the June meeting.
k. Mr. Urioste asked if they could have a tighter proposal for a
conference at the June meeting with details, which Ms.
Stiehl agreed to. The board members agreed as well.
i.
Ms. Montes added that Mr. Asturias had initially
asked about parameters so they don’t spin their
wheels too much. She thinks personally planning
something in the fall in the form of a mini-conference
would be the parameters in my mind.
ii.
Mr. Urioste added that the topics in the moderated
sessions are good on page 36, and he thinks they
just need to incorporate them into a conference. He
realizes that the moderated sessions are separate,
but they can be included as topics in a conference.
l. Ms. Stiehl said that in the PPT meeting, they liked the
moderated sessions, and in planning for the fall, they would
like to start to move on those as soon as possible, and for
the conference they can create a new proposal for the June
meeting that’s fleshed out a bit more, and they can work
with the PPT to come up with the format, topics, etc.
m. Mr. Stark suggested, related to Ms. Jacquez and Mr.
Frank’s comments, that they get something around
apprenticeship or innovative training where they have
employers there showcasing some innovation around
targeted career tech ed: short term, high impact, and
employer driven. He would like to see a strand or two on
that if they’re doing an entirely virtual conference..
5.5 Action Planning Teams: Next steps
a. Mr. Gorence explained that this is a continuation of some of
the info presented at the last board meeting, and directed
the board to the report on page 38 of their packet.
i.
Just to refresh their memory and provide context,
they discussed in April that APTs were up and
running in November. In the middle of meeting in
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b.

c.

d.

e.

Mid-March activities were suspended. This report
has more to do with the idea of how they might move
forward with APTs given the current fiscal
environment: the need to discuss issues surrounding
limitations, contractual obligations in regards to PD
activities, or considerations of how that might fiscally
impact districts for reengaging APT activities.
ii.
They also need to know what their priorities are with
continuation and maintenance of instruction, and
that might include consideration of what personnel
would be able to continue those activities. As the
board sees in the report, there are some
suggestions for questions the board might want to
consider when they’re thinking about reengaging
action planning teams: what are member district
priorities, are the APT members still available to
participate, and what might that participation look
like moving forward.
Ms. Jacquez said that she loves the APTs, and that they’re
LARAEC’s best-kept secret. She was on the adults with
disabilities group, and they were forging through. She thinks
they need outside people to be part of it as speakers; for
example with Adults with Disabilities, the department of
rehab regional center was going to come to speak. For the
counselors in the counseling group, if they had counselors
from the high school and a rep from the Community
Colleges to give feedback, whether it’s negative or positive,
they need that. With ESL, they have been asked by
employers about ESL for their employees. They need to not
be isolated and branch out and engage more partnerships.
Mr. Frank added that he has gotten regular reports on the
Data and Accountability committee, and he thinks they can
continue to meet remotely. He is also a fan of this work.
Mr. Urioste liked the guiding questions for the board; as far
as priorities, he wants to make sure they are compliant with
their 3-year plan and helping fulfill it. As far as limitations, he
is very supportive of their folks that need to be there at the
APT meetings, and BUSD does compensate them for their
time there. For Burbank, the answer of whether they can
participate is yes, and that will be on whatever platform the
LARAEC office decides to implement.
Ms. Montes thinks the other thing is, if you look at the
different APTs, maybe there’s a conversation around what
does that look like in terms of now; what are their tasks and
how does that fit in with this new mode of instruction. So
how can the tasks of the APTs move forward and adjust
given the new structure. In terms of other people that Ms.
Jacquez mentioned, she does not know how that would
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work and does not want APTs to be on hold while
scheduling speakers, etc.
f. Mr. Gorence clarified that a lot of the teams were already
meeting virtually, and collaborating on things like Google
Docs, so it’ll be less heavy lifting for most of the groups to
continue doing things that way. He added they can reach
out to the groups and co-chairs to see if they feel they have
the tools to work in that space. He asked if it would be the
board’s will to re engage the APTs as soon as possible, and
Ms. Montes and Jacquez said yes. There was no dissent.
g. Mr. Gorence said that they will reach out to the APTs
immediately, inform the board what’s happening with the
information as they get it and how it’s shaping up to move
forward so the board is familiar with the specifics of the
information.
5.6 CalFresh Stakeholders update from May meeting
a. Ms. Stiehl directed board members to a report in their
packet, explaining that Mr. Asturias had asked her to attend
a CalFresh stakeholders meeting a little bit ago where they
updated what they’re doing to serve the community.
i.
She explained that they’re beefing up food banks
and providing emergency food for whoever needs
that. They’re beefing up the application process and
have closed physical locations, mostly shifting to
online application.
ii.
Then they have a lot of things they are doing to
support people who are already using CalFresh
benefits: extending due dates for recertification, and
waiving other due dates. They also implemented
electronic signatures.
iii.
She added that what’s most interesting is the last
part, number 4, which talks about more benefits
available, involving schools and what schools can
help provide.
1. They’re raising the allotments for households
currently on CalFresh, and also issued
something called Pandemic EBT, where
students who get free or reduced lunch at
their school, if they’re already in the system
and have an application for CalFresh,
CalWorks, MediCal, they automatically get a
Pandemic EBT card, regardless if school is
providing free grab and go lunches.
2. These were automatically sent out this week
and last week. CalFresh was asking schools
for assistance to let people know that if they
don’t have an application in for any of those
benefits, they need to submit an application
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for an EBT card. So they were looking to
schools for help spreading the word. Also,
people who are newly qualified, i.e. people
who lost jobs after the school closed, can
apply for Pandemic EBT cards.
b. Mr. Frank asked if Ms. Stiehl had gotten any feedback on
the Fresh Success info she provided last month. Mr. Frank
added that LACCD is digging in pretty deep on the
opportunity: for adult students taking ESL, basic skills, or
CTE, and if they are enrolled in CalFresh, about 44% of all
expenditures they make on those students are reimbursed
back to the system. And it’s quite an interesting opportunity
that’s never been available before, contingent on counties
stepping up and partnering on it, which only happened
about a month ago.
5.7 Remote CASAS testing and remote COAAP testing
a. Mr. Gorence explained that OCTE in the latter part of March
issued guidelines allowing states to create remote testing
guidelines. CASAS issued guidelines for how agencies
could continue testing as part of EL Civics. Subsequent to
those guidelines being issued, CASAS did field testing of
pre and post testing and engaged with agencies to test that
and the COAPP test.
i.
He explained that he is an instructor at LA City
College, and his school participated in the testing.
CASAS testing is a little more elevated than COAPP,
but some of the things they noticed is that there
were 5 instructors involved testing high intermediate
and low students; this involved 1 on 1 COAPP
testing and 1 on 5.
ii.
The guidelines coming from CASAS prescribe how
testing can happen for 1-on-1 and 1-on-5 and how
testing security is necessary to do that. After
participating, they think equity and access is going to
be a big issue.
1. Their student population is dealing with a lot
now, including issues accessing their
internet, wi-fi, and devices. One of the things
they know is it’s absolutely essential to get
an assessor script created. Also, students
are not uniformly using one device; most
students access internet with their phone. So
with COAPP testing, there was an issue with
the formatting of the information on the
screen.
2. As the attendees may be aware with
COAPPs, there’s a writing component and an
oral component. The writing component is an
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issue because CASAS wants the assessor to
be able to interact with the student in a live
way.
3. WIth the written COAPPs, it allows the
students with the guidance of CASAS for the
assessor to appear on screen, students can
write on pencil and paper, then hold it up to
the screen when they’re finished, so the
assessor can take a screenshot. Formatting
was critical so assessor can see the
assessment and capture them.
4. For member districts here, the advantage
they have: for Canvas and Schoology the
students can take the assessments on those
systems and still fall within CASAS
guidelines. They would allow them to capture
those answers so they would be compliant.
In terms of city college those were Mr.
Gorence’s takeaways.
b. Ms. Jacquez said that MUSD is just exploring the options of
remote CASAS testing.
c. Mr. Urioste explained that BUSD wants to pursue a pilot
with their ESL level 6, intro to ABE class, and see how that
goes. He highlighted Mr. Gorence’s comment that a good
number of students will access the testing and technology
via their smartphone. And he has certainly heard that from
BUSD’s students and other agencies. If that’s the case, he
asked if CASAS and TE are formatting these tests so they
can be viewed so that students can actually work on the
tests via their smartphones.
i.
Mr. Gorence said that he thinks that’s an issue; the
other issue is one of labor-intensiveness, because
typically when schools do pre and post testing, it’s in
a group environment. And based on CASAS
guidelines, it’s 1-on-1 or 1-on-5. And for their
students, the bar is so high; they’d need to have a
computer that’s registered and Windows for 1-on-5
assessment. And he thinks that’s an issue that has
to be addressed, and would be happy to follow up
with CASAS to get that info and report back to the
board.
d. Mr. Urioste said that he thought Jay Wright was participating
in this meeting, and he has a lot of respect for him and his
knowledge base. Mr. Urioste would like to believe that in
August, September, or October, they will be back to where
they were, business as usual. But he thinks it is important
for them to explore the fact that smartphones and devices
are still the way that the majority of people communicate,
and it is going to be important for their agencies to format
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assessments in such a way that students can access them
via their smartphone. If they lobby on anything, it should be
to approach them regarding that.
e. Mr. Gorence confirmed that Jay Wright was in the meeting,
and Mr. Urioste said that he loved Jay’s last presentation.
He asked if there was anything coming up in the future as
far as additional webinars?
i.
Mr. Wright said that there are actually going to be
distance-learning-related webinars tomorrow,
including one at 1 PM on basics of distance learning.
Then the one at 2 PM is more specific to state-wide
and local assessment policy.
ii.
Mr. Urioste asked if there had been any
conversation regarding formatting assessments for
students to be able to take them on a smartphone.
Mr. Wright acknowledged that Mr. Ackerman might
be more detailed on the issue; for now, the pre and
post testing requires a computer, and added that Mr.
Gorence was a great field evaluator. He explained
that they are working on a lot of things to make it an
easier process. He confirmed that they are aware of
the issue, and that’s why they have been pursuing
COAAP because the flexibility with EL Civics is
much better. They are looking at a number of
different arrangements for doing this because they
will be much larger-scale if they have to go into it for
next year.
f. Mr. Ackerman added that they would love to be able to put
the test on the phone, but the issue is the phone screen is
just too small. That and security just makes it impossible.
The best bet they can see is chromebooks; they know that’s
not available to all students, but that seems to be the lowest
common denominator of what’s feasible.
6
Board Member
Reports

LAUSD:

Mr. Stark
a.

Mr. Stark thanked their stakeholders and their colleagues
from CASAS, as well as all their adult ed administrators,
classified staff, and teachers during the continuity of
learning period we’re in. Everyone’s been working very
hard to assist their students across that technological
divide. The May revision is scary, no matter how you
interpret it. He explained that LAUSD bases their budget
on the January budget, so they are taking a huge hit; adult
ed is taking a 13 million dollar hit. So they are working with
their fiscal staff to see how they can make a few moves to
mitigate impact on instruction.
They are trying to save summer school, which he thinks
they can do, but it won’t be an easy task. On the positive
side, they think this period presents a good opportunity to
lean into some key workforce training initiatives and
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opportunities, including grant funding. As a quick example,
LAUSD is hoping to partner with the county on Project
Room Key, bringing some short-term CTE training
opportunities to formerly homeless individuals now living in
hotel rooms. LAUSD has been very nimble in responding
to critical workforce needs.
BUSD:

Mr. Urioste
a.

Mr. Urioste reported that BUSD’s summer session is still
on, and starts June 1 through July 8, and their teachers
have worked very hard getting ready to be able to provide
distance learning. And they have been very supportive of
their teachers and students to get this ready and to provide
a somewhat abbreviated summer session.
The second report is that BUSD will have a graduation
ceremony, virtual, on June 8th at 6 PM. They have a
vendor that their sister school has provided them with, so
it’s at no cost for BUSD
He wants to thank CASAS and TE for their webinars;
they’ve been very helpful to him as an administrator to
listen in and get the quality information. Particularly, Jay
Wright has led two this summer that he thought were
outstanding.
As far as the May revision, they will have difficult decisions
to make. One difficult decision is they are past theirr March
15 date, so as far as any personnel matters, they are
beyond that. They have contracts still in effect that they
need to uphold. So they need to be looking at their
enrollments and programs, and no doubt, BUSD will be
making some difficult decisions. Hopefully if the economy
does perk up and their tax revenue picks up, then their
governor will be able to make a revision in the future. And
this comes at a time when most adult ed institutions were
anticipating a bump up in budget.

LACCD:

Mr. Frank
a.

Mr. Frank reported that LACCD was continuing online all
summer, and predicting 80%-90% of classes being online
in the fall. The hard to convert classes were about 350 of
their 8,000 offerings. We have figured out nursing,
amazingly, in terms of clinical hours, and they have had
help from the governor to work with the nursing board to
figure those out.
He also discussed the CARES Act, which provides support
to schools, but with terrible conditions: DACA students and
others were not eligible for the aid, as were people who
were fully online and people who were non-credit. So they
have been able to find ways to supplement non-permanent
residents. They have been able to figure out the non-credit
piece.
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The LA County education workgroup is meeting, led by
Biola College ,which is pushing very hard to get back open
this summer. They’re calling what they’re pushing “Fast
and Safe”; Mr. Frank said that LACCD is a little more
circumspect, but the county is trying to be open more July
4th. Some of the numbers are starting to turn in their favor,
but they will see how that works out.
Finally Mr. Frank said that for folks who haven’t seen it yet,
there is a grant coming from the DOE called the Education
Stabilization Fund. There’s 127 million for higher ed for
reimagining workforce prep. They are still waiting for
workforce development funding that has not come forward,
it’s stuck in the House and Senate.
MUSD:

Ms. Jacquez
a.

Ms. Jacquez reported that MUSD is continuing with all their
staff, certificated and classified. One of their themes this
week is attentiveness at work, school, and home. She
related a story from one of their teachers: her father is a
sanitation worker who works for Long Beach, and he
noticed a neighbor was not putting out her trash. She’s
about 90 years old, and the office called and found out she
didn’t have any more food. So all the sanitation workers
put their money together and stocked her kitchen. So this
concerted effort of helping others has really come to the
forefront. She is very proud of the teachers and certificated
staff, and they celebrated them for Teacher’s Week.

CCUSD:

Ms Montes
a.

7
Public
Comment
8
Action Items
9
Announcements
Adjourn

Ms. Montes reported that CCUSD is also exploring the
options for CASAS testing and placement testing virtually.
They’ve been getting students coming back for online
learning after leaving for work, etc. because they have
more freedom now, which is good. Graduation is a big deal
for people, so they are working out how to do this
ceremony virtually to acknowledge the graduates this year.
As a member of the CAEIA Board, they met last week; she
encouraged everybody to keep contacting their local
legislators and letting them know the importance of adult
ed and the difference this makes with their students.
There was no public comment.

8.1 No Action Items
Announcements: Next meeting Wednesday, June 17 at 10:00 AM, to be
held over Zoom videoconferencing.
Mr. Urioste adjourned the meeting at 12:38 PM.
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CAEP Allocation Amendment: 2020-21 Produced: May 28, 2020, 11:19 PM UTC Veronica Montes

27 Los Angeles Regional Adult Education Consortium
Allocation Amendment Summary
Fiscal Declaration
The Fiscal Declaration information in this section has been provided as a courtesy. It has not been changed since CFAD
has been approved by the Member Representatives.
Consortium Name: 27 Los Angeles Regional Adult Education Consortium
Funding Channel: Direct Funded
Narrative: Funds allocated to all member districts will be used to carry-out the priorities set forth in the Los Angeles Regional
Adult Education Consortium (LARAEC) CAEP 3-year plan and as updated and indicated through the Yearly Plan. Additionally, a
stronger emphasis will be made to enhance the delivery of instruction via Distance Learning and online tools. Majority of the
total budget will be spent on instructional and non-instructional salaries and benefits to support the programs and services
provided to adult education students and the remaining balance will be used for supplies, equipment, contracts, and other
operating expenses, capital outlay, and indirect cost necessary to support the adult education programs and services o ered
at each member district as outlined in the plan.
Changes: No Changes

Amended Member Allocations for 2020-21
Member Agency

Amended Allocation

Adjustment Made

Burbank Unified

$2,400,132

-$330,565

Culver City Unified

$1,460,018

-$201,085

Los Angeles CCD

$7,173,728

-$988,023

Los Angeles Unified

$94,968,928

-$13,079,882

Montebello Unified

$12,020,903

-$1,655,615

Total Allocated to Members

$118,023,709

Total CAEP Funds

$118,023,709

Total Remaining (Must be $0)

$0

Member Agencies
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Member Agency

Member Type

Contact

Phone

Burbank Unified

Unified School District

Emilio Urioste Jr.

(818) 729-5950 ext: 33901

Culver City Unified

Unified School District

Veronica Montes 8424300

(310) 842-4300

Los Angeles CCD

District

Laurence Frank

Los Angeles Unified

Unified School District

Joseph Stark

(213) 241-3150

Montebello Unified

Unified School District

Mrs. Alice Jacquez

(323) 887-7845

Certification & Assurances
By clicking "Approve" on the approval cards below, you are certifying the CFAD as well as confirming that you and
ALL consortium members agree to the Assurances listed below.

Assurances
Membership & Decision-Making
I certify that any community college district, school district, or county o ice of education, or any joint powers authority
consisting of community college districts, school districts, county o ices of education, or a combination of these, located
within the boundaries of the adult education region shall be permitted to join the consortium as a member (EC 84905 (a)
(b). (See Membership Box above).
I certify that only members as described above (and in EC 84905) are allowed to join my consortium as members and
participate in decision making and approvals whether in a public meeting, or via the NOVA planning, budgeting & expense
reporting system.
I certify that as a condition of joining a consortium, as a member, I shall commit to reporting any funds (as described in EC
84916) available to that member for the purposes of education and workforce services for adults and the uses of those
funds through the annual Program Area exercise in NOVA for reporting leveraged funds, and instructional hours.
I certify that as a member of the consortium my district shall be represented only by an o icial designated by the
governing board of the member (EC 84905 (c)).
I certify that as a member of the consortium, I shall participate in any decision made by the consortium (EC 84905 (d)(1)
(A)).
I certify that all decision made by the consortium and its members is final (EC 84905 (d)(1)(F)).
I certify that I will adhere to the consortium rules and procedures and, as agreed upon by the consortium members, to any
additional by-laws, charters, etc.

Public Meetings
I certify that a proposed decision is considered at an open, properly noticed public meeting of the consortium at which
members of the public may comment (EC 84905 (d)(1)(B)).
I certify that the consortium has provided the public with adequate notice of a proposed decision and considered any
comments submitted by members of the public, and any comments submitted by members of the public have been
distributed publicly (EC 84905 (d)(1)(C)).
I certify that the consortium has requested comments regarding a proposed decision from other entities located in the
adult education region that provide education and workforce services for adults (EC 84905 (d)(1)(D)(i)).
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I certify that the consortium has requested comments regarding a proposed decision from other entities located in the
adult education region that provide education and workforce services for adults (EC 84905 (d)(1)(D)(i)).
I certify that the consortium has considered input provided by pupils, teachers employed by local educational agencies,
community college faculty, principals, administrators, classified sta , and the local bargaining units of the school districts
and community college districts before it makes a decision (EC 84905 (d)(1)(E)).
I certify that in addition to the meeting requirements listed in EC 84905, and as agreed upon by the consortium members,
that I will follow the public meeting requirements listed in the Ralph M. Brown Act as the Brown Act applies to the
governing body of any “local body created by state or federal statute.” (Ed. Code, section 54952.)

Reporting Requirements
I certify that I will participate in completing and updating any consortium long range and/or short range planning e orts
and/or budget work plans (EC 84906, 84914(a)).
I certify that all CAEP expenses have been expended in the CAEP seven program areas, and services provided are consistent
with the 3-year plan, the annual plan, and my district’s work plan & budget as submitted in NOVA (EC 84913 (1-7), 84906,
8914(a)).
I certify that my expenditures of CAEP funds match the objectives/activities included in the annual plan and the member
work plan (EC 84906, 84914(a)).
I certify that my expenditures of CAEP funds adhere to the allowable uses of funds as identified in the CAEP Fiscal
Management Guide.
I certify that I will report student level enrollment data and outcomes as prescribed by the State CAEP O ice (EC 84920).
I certify that I will share financial expenditure and progress reports with the members of my regional consortium.
I certify that I understand that as a member if I do not meet any of these items I have certified, I will be deemed an
ine ective member which may result in a loss or reduction of CAEP funding (EC 84914(b)).
I certify that all CAEP expenses have been expended only for the education of persons 18 years of age or older (EC
84901(a)).
Burbank Unified - Member Representative
Emilio Urioste
Director Burbank Adult school
emiliourioste@burbankusd.org
(818) 729-5950 ext: 33901

Appr oved by E m ilio Ur ioste Jr.
05/27/2020 11:51 AM PDT

Culver City Unified - Member Representative
Veronica Montes
Prinicipal
veronicamontes@ccusd.org
(310) 842-4300
Appr oved by V er onica Montes 8424300
05/28/2020 04:19 PM PDT
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Los Angeles Unified - Member Representative
Joseph Stark
joseph.stark@lausd.net
(213) 241-3150
Men Le
men.le@lausd.net
(213) 241-3814
Appr oved by Joseph Sta r k
05/27/2020 10:24 AM PDT

Los Angeles CCD - Member Representative
Laurence Frank
franklbemail@laccd.edu
Adrienne Ann Mullen
Dean, Adult, Commuity & Continuing Education
mullenaa@email.laccd.edu
(323) 953-4000 ext: 3533
Appr oved by Adr ienne Ann Mullen E d.D.
05/27/2020 11:50 AM PDT

Montebello Unified - Member Representative
Alice Jacquez
jacquez_alice@montebello.k12.ca.us
(323) 887-7845

Appr oved by Mr s. Alice Ja cquez
05/27/2020 10:53 AM PDT

2020 © California Community Colleges
NOVA Site Version: 4.18.6
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June 8, 2020
Dear California Adult Education Program (CAEP) Fiscal Agent or Fiscal Coordinator:
Please accept this formal notification that your 2020-2021 CFAD has been approved for the 20-21 fiscal year.
The CFAD is intended for each consortium to provide the State its fiscal structure for 2020-21, to certify an
allocation schedule of funding to members for 2020-21, and to inform the State CAEP Office of reasons why
there were changes in allocations, fiscal responsibilities, and/or fiscal structure. The State anticipates
apportionment schedules to be released by later this fall.
CAEP Funding Structure
The members of the consortium may decide to designate a member to serve as the fund administrator or fiscal
agent to receive and distribute funds to members. Members of the consortium may also choose to be direct
funded. If a member is chosen to be the fund administrator, the member shall commit to developing a process
to distribute funds to each member of the consortium pursuant to the consortium’s adult education plan
within 45 days of receiving funds appropriated for the program. Consortium will no longer track the pass
through of CAEP funds as revenue and the pass through of funds is not required to be reported in the NOVA for
CAEP system.
CAEP Plans & Budgets
All consortia members are required to submit their 2020-21 budgets and work plans by September 30, 2020 in
NOVA. Consortium director/leads will certify budget and work plans by October 30, 2020. Following the CAEP
general assurances, the member work plans will be based on the consortium level annual plans that are
submitted in NOVA by August 15, 2020. Quarterly expenditure reporting for 2020-21 will begin December 1,
2020 for Q1, and every quarter thereafter. Keep in mind that CAEP funds have a life of 30 months, and 6
months to close out, which is equivalent of three years from the start date. For example, 2019-20 CAEP funds,
started on July 1, 2019, and end December 31, 2021 (30 months). The close out process is January 1, 2022 to
June 30, 2022 (equaling 3 years). See the CAEP Due Dates calendar for more details.
CAEP Funds are Restricted Funds
Please remember CAEP funds are restricted. The CAEP 2020-21 Allocation Memo states CAEP funds were
issued under AB104 legislation and are in ARTICLE 9, Adult Education Program [84900 - 84920] of the
education code. CAEP funds are apportionment; they are not a grant and at this time are not subject to
flexibility. CAEP funds are restricted to serving and providing instruction to adults 18 years and older, can only
be used in the seven CAEP program areas, and must have a consortium approved regional adult education plan
specific to K12 adult education and community college noncredit programs.
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CAEP Members must follow their approved adult education plan or risk reductions
CAEP consortia and their member districts must continue to follow their approved annual adult education
plans. This would include paying all adult education related staff to follow the approved plan. CAEP Regional
Consortia have the right, under EC84914, to reduce a member district funding if an approved plan is not being
followed. See the recently released CAEP Planning Memo.
CAEP Indirect Rate Guidance for Member Districts
Please note the guidelines allowed for CAEP indirect rate for K-12 and county office members will be the lessor
of the CDE approved rate for the program year or 5.0%. The allowed indirect rate for community colleges, will
be the lessor of the negotiated rate for the program year or 5%. See the CAEP Fiscal Management Guide, Section
10, page 21 for more details.
For more details, please reference our CAEP Program Guidance, CAEP Allowable Uses, and the NOVA system via
the CAEP website.
If you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact the CAEP Technical Assistance Project
tap@caladulted.org.

Sincerely,

Neil Kelly
State CAEP Office
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REPORT TO THE BOARD
To:

Members of the LARAEC Executive Board

From:

LARAEC Office

Prepared By:

Michele Stiehl

Date:

June 17, 2020

Subject:

Virtual Conference & Moderated Discussions (updated from May 20,
2020 Board Meeting)

Virtual Conference Proposal
Friday, September 25th (4‐6 Hours in Afternoon, depending on activities)
Platform: Sched.com (conference schedule), Zoom Webinar (plenary sessions), standard zoom
(for sessions), and the LARAEC website to host a conference with minimal technical
requirements.
Collaboration Awards – A new award program will be created to acknowledge schools, teams,
and individuals who have implemented successful collaboration projects. Collaborations may be
between departments, schools, districts, consortia, or outside agencies. For these awards, it
was recommended by the point persons that districts select their winners rather than create an
inter‐district panel. The number of awards will be determined after we received nominations.
Typically 8 – 12 winners will be selected, with each district represented.
Exhibitors: ‐ We will reach out to our typical exhibitors and determine if there is interest in
sponsoring the event. Three to five exhibitors would be our target. We will focus on specific
vendors that have tools, software, and web‐based solutions for our schools. Exhibitor fees can
offset some costs for the conference.
Presenters: ‐ We will continue to distinguish ourselves from CCAE and CAEP Summit in that we
focus on teachers, site‐level programs, general adult education topics, and school/team
acknowledgment. Our goal is that session content is immediately applicable for teachers and
staff. Topics may include items like remote testing, open source materials, tracking student
progress, curriculum, student engagement, and providing student support services remotely.
Plenary Speaker(s) – Point persons and staff will discuss options for plenary speakers. Ideally,
we want a live speaker with some interaction. We can use a pre‐recorded speaker(s) if
appropriate or necessary.
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Conference Budget Items:
Zoom Webinar account

$500

Sched.com

$200

Technical assistance

$2,000

Awards 20 X $30

$600

Graphic Designer x‐time (15 hours) $1,100 (Logo, PowerPoint graphics, and awards)
IPad Studio Equipment

$2,000

Plenary Speaker

$5,000

Total $11,300 (or $6,300 without plenary speaker)

If schools are back on campus
Posters (designer time 12 hours)

$840

Total $ 12,140
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REPORT TO THE BOARD
To:

Executive Board Members

From:

LARAEC Office

Prepared By:

J Gorence, LARAEC Advisor

Date:

June 10th, 2020

Subject

Action Planning Team Reengagement Update (This update replaces
5/12/20 Action Planning Team Update)

Background:
At the LARAEC Board Meeting on Wednesday, May 20th, the Executive Board directed LARAEC
staff to begin the process of reengaging the LARAEC Action Planning Teams. This
reengagement included gaining an understanding of the status of groups, their viability and
needs as well as assessing work in process, work completed, and work for SY 20‐21
Subsequent to the board meeting, LARAEC staff created a survey form to ascertain requested
information and then reached out to all APT Co‐Chairs to begin this conversation. Zoom
meetings were then scheduled and held for the week of May 25th. After these meetings, co‐
chairs contacted APT members for reengagement activities. LARAEC staff also created fillable
sign‐in sheets to track participation.
All Action Planning Teams were asked to return their group’s survey by June 9th. This report is
meant to give a basic update of status and next steps.
Discussion/Issue:
The following information is based on initial review of survey responses from each Action
Planning Team.
Counseling APT
Focus on Strategies 2.1: Comprehensive Orientations and Strategy 2.2: New Approaches to and Tools for
Advising


Group was near completion on a universal form that would outline steps for comprehensive
orientation but indicated extension to December might be necessary to complete all assigned
tasks.
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Pathways APT
Focus on Strategies 1.1: Pathway Maps and Strategy 1.2: Shared Information and Databases


Group was in process of creating pathway maps but indicated that, because many of its
members will be off during the summer, work would need to continue through the fall

Workforce Preparation APT
Focus on Strategies 1.5: Increased focus on AE workforce entry/re‐entry students unmet needs and 2.4:
Metrics for Measuring Success


Group completed list of available resources available to workforce reentry students as well as
student survey but indicated that deadlines to complete work would need to be pushed back

Professional Development ATP
Focus on Strategies 3.2: Research‐based Best Practices in Professional Development and Strategy 3.3:
Coordinated Professional Development


Group indicated that members have compiled questions to survey teachers, counselors,
advisors, staff and administrators regarding needed PD but will need to work through the fall to
complete work

Adults with Disabilities APT
Focus on Strategies 2.3: Support for Adults with Disabilities and Strategy 2.4: Metrics for Measuring
Success


Group indicated that they had completed initial stages of needs assessment as well as
identifying gaps in service for specific AWD student groups. Additional time is essential for
completion of work.

Data and Accountability Workgroup APT
Focus on Strategy 2.4: Metrics for Measuring Success


Group indicated work in process or completed included aligning definitions, programmatic
effectiveness, and metrics of student success/critical metrics. Additional time is needed for
completion of work

Recommendations

Given the short timeline to reengage APTs, group co‐chairs and members from all districts
responded quickly and professionally. Based on review of survey results, LARAEC staff believes
that it is necessary to do follow up meetings with co‐chairs to refine questions and focus on
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targeted information needs. This is essential in capturing information necessary to inform
choices and content for the annual plan. This will also allow staff to understand how to bridge
the gap between this and next year’s plans. Staff will then provide a detailed and
comprehensive report regarding APT activities at the July Board Meeting.
It is also important to note that most APT members expressed the need for equity and access of
technology, digital literacy instruction, and additional support for students in all programs
across member districts. Staff believes this sentiment is a reflection of just how profoundly the
pandemic has evoked intense feelings regarding the strong commitment member districts have
made to continue supporting their students in continuity of instruction and maintenance of
support services
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6/11/2020

REGULAR MEETING
JUNE 17, 2020
10:00 A.M. – 1:00 P.M.
ZOOM VIRTUAL MEETING

1. CALL TO ORDER
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1.1 PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

1.2 ADJUSTMENTS TO THE AGENDA
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1.3 APPROVAL OF AGENDA

1.4 ITEMS FOR FUTURE AGENDAS
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1.5 APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES
a. Regular Board Meeting: May 20, 2020

2. PUBLIC COMMENT
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3. YEARLY PLAN UPDATE

4. BUDGET REPORT and UPDATES
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4.1. Upcoming CAEP Due Dates,
Updates, and Reminders

Important Dates



June 30 – FY 2020 Q3 Progress and Expense Report
Consortium Certification
August 15 – FY 2021 Annual Plan due in NOVA
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4.2. FY 2021‐2022 Revised Consortium
Fiscal Administration Declaration
(CFAD) ‐ Based on the May Revise

FY 2020‐2021 CFAD Allocation Amendment (May Revision)
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CAEP Fund Certification Memo:






FY 2021 CFAD has been approved
State anticipates apportionments to be released later this
fall
All members are required to submit their FY 2021 budgets
and workplans based on the consortium‐level annual plans
to be submitted
Current reporting and spending timelines remain

CAEP Fund Certification Memo (con’t):



CAEP funds are apportionment; they are not a grant at this
time and are not subject to flexibility
CAEP funds are restricted to serving and providing
instruction to adults 18 and older, can only be used in the
seven CAEP program areas, and must have a consortium
approved regional AE plan specific to K‐12 AE and
community college noncredit programs
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CAEP Fund Certification Memo (con’t):




CAEP members must follow their approved AE plan or risk
reductions (based on EC84914)
The K‐12 indirect cost rate will be the lessor of the CDE
approved rate for the program year or 5%
The Community College indirect cost rate will be the lessor
of the negotiated rate for the program year or 5%

4.3. FY 2020‐2021 Q3 Progress and
Expense Preliminary Report
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FY 2020 Q3 LARAEC Budget Revision

FY 2020 Q3 Progress and Expense Report
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FY 2020 Q3 Progress and Expense Report (con’t)

4.4. FY 2019‐2020 Capital Outlay
Overview
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Capital Outlay Policy*
Capital outlay expenditures need to be submitted by the
requesting Member‐district to the consortium’s governing board
for review and approval. Once the consortium has reviewed,
approved, and established that the expenditures are aligned with
the Consortium’s 3‐year plan, the consortium will send an
informational email to the CAEP Office to inform them of the
proposed expenditures.
Source: CAEP Fiscal Management Guidance version 3 released Aug. 1, 2017 and updated Aug. 30, 2019

FY 2019‐2020 Capital Outlay Budget
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LARAEC Capital Outlay Policy





Member districts must submit their capital outlay requests in
advance for Consortium board approval.
At the beginning of each year, member districts must confirm with
the LARAEC office the amount of capital outlay budget to be carried
over. The carry‐over can only be used for projects that have been
approved by the board. Any new capital outlay project/expenditures
will have to be submitted for board approval.
The capital outlay budget should be equal to the beginning balance
or carry‐over plus the approved amount for the current fiscal year.

4.5. FY 2020‐2021 LARAEC Office Budget
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5. INFORMATION AND DISCUSSION ITEMS
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5.1 Service Recognition

LARAEC Executive Board President
Mr. Emilio Urioste, Burbank USD
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LARAEC Executive Board Member
Mr. Larry Frank, LACCD

5.2 LARAEC Board presidency transition
to Mr. Joseph Stark effective July 1,
2020.
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5.3 Presentation of LARAEC Innovation
Awards.

5.4 Eide Bailly, LLP LARAEC Enrollment
Count and Procedures Final Audit
Update

Page 64 of 70

17

6/11/2020

Eide Bailly, LLP LARAEC Enrollment Count and
Procedures Final Audit Update
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Suggestions were provided in the final report
More actionable items come from Management
Our role is to observe and report
We provided a draft report and invited input
We presented all findings to the board and answered all questions
We are no longer engaged
Further investigation will require additional engagement

5.5 Vasquez and Company, LLP
Development of Oversight Policies ad
Procedures Progress Report
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LARAEC Policies ad Procedures Timeline
 First draft circulated on: June 5, 2020
 Deadline for Member‐Districts to provide feedback on the first draft: August 31, 2020
 Deadline for Vasquez and Co. to generate a second draft: September 30, 2020
 Deadline for Member‐Districts to provide feedback on the second draft: October 30,
2020
 Deadline for Vasquez and Co. to generate a final draft: November 13, 2020
 Deadline for Member‐Districts to provide feedback and final review: November 30, 2020
 Present to LARAEC Board for Approval and Implementation by the December 2020, or
January 2021 Board meeting.

5.6 Online Conference Update and
Consortium Moderated Sessions
Update
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Moderated Sessions
Begin after virtual conference
Tuesday and Friday afternoons
Approximately 1 hour
Subject area specific, teacher showcase, open
source resources, and discussion time.

5.7 Action Planning Teams Update
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6. BOARD MEMBER REPORTS

7. PUBLIC COMMENT
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8. ACTION ITEMS
8.1 Consent Agenda:
a. BUSD Capital Outlay Request

9. ANNOUNCEMENTS
Next Board Meeting:
Wednesday, July 15, 2020 10AM‐1PM
Location: Zoom Meeting
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ADJOURN
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