REGULAR MEETING
ANNOUNCEMENT
Los Angeles Regional Adult Education Consortium
Burbank Adult School
3811 Allan Ave, Burbank CA 91505, Auditorium
January 18, 2019  1:30 to 3:30 PM
LARAEC Regular Board Meeting
Agenda
1. Call to Order
1.1 Pledge of Allegiance
1.2 Approval of the agenda
1.3 Approval of the minutes
a. Regular Meeting November
b. Special Meeting November
c. Special Meeting December

Veronica Montes

2. Public Comment

Veronica Montes

3. Program Updates
3.1 Innovation and Best Practices:
a. LACCD: Strengthening Working Families

Dr. Doug Marriott
Director Marni Roosevelt

3.2 LARAEC office updates
a. Status Report on LARAEC’s 2018‐19 Annual Plan
b. Status Report on Marketing Plan

Justin Gorence
Michele Stiehl

3.3 Budget
a. Upcoming CAEP and Data and Accountability
deadlines and updates
b. Consortium carry‐over funds for the last 3 years
c. Overview of the governor’s proposed 2019‐20
budget
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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.

Grace Ocampo

3.4 Professional Development
a. Status Report on Professional Development
Framework
3.5 Policy and Legislation:
State Program’s New Name – California Adult
Education Program (CAEP)
3.6 Data and Accountability Workgroup Updates
3.7 Three‐Year Plan (2019‐2022) Activities Update
3.8 LARAEC Conference Update
a. Conference Marketing Posters
b. SCHED System Presentation (LARAEC Conference
e‐book)

Justin Gorence

Elvis Carias
Yanira Chavez & Elvis Carias
Adrienne Ann Mullen
Men Le & Sofia Mayoral
Michele Stiehl

4. Information/Discussion Items
4.1 Point Persons Team report on recommendations
relating to MUSD funding as discussed at the special
meeting on December 7, 2018.
4.2 Special Meetings:
a. Next steps
4.3 LAUSD Proposed LARAEC Funding Formula
Discussion
5. Board Member Reports

Lanzi Asturias

Veronica Montes
Joe Stark
Executive Board

6. Action Items
(None)
7. Consent Agenda
(None)

Veronica Montes
Veronica Montes

Announcements:
Next Meeting: Friday, February 15, 2019

Adjourn

Veronica Montes

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 Sofia Mayoral by calling (213) 241‐3150. Requests for
translation should be made at least 48 hours in advance by calling Sofia Mayoral 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
1.3

Minutes‐ Special Meeting ‐ Workshop
Friday, November 2, 2018
12:00 – 4:00 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
Dr. Robert Miller, LACCD
Joseph Stark, Los Angeles USD
Alice Jacquez, Montebello USD

Point Person Team Members
x
x
x
x
x

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

Staff
x
x
x
x

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

x
x
x
x

Agenda Item
1
Call to Order
2
Public
Comment

3.
Workshops Consortia Governance Research Presentation (Michele Stiehl and Justin Gorence)
Items
A. Mr. Asturias introduced Ms Stiehl and Mr. Gorence. Mr. Gorence introduced their
presentation, saying that in preparation they had looked through about 250 websites, and
over 85 minutes and agendas. They had talked to a lot of people, and their outcome in
their presentation is three‐fold: one, to help with the context of the information, help
locate the information better, and give some broad takeaways.
1.
Mr. Gorence wanted to share something with them right out of the gate
that they consistently heard when talking to project directors of different
consortia: they typically said in the middle of talking about their governing
structure, it sounds so much better just talking about it than it felt when they were
actually doing it. Each of them would say that their consortium is the most
challenging, for a variety of reasons. Ms. Stiehl added that 4 consortia claimed they
were the biggest.
2.
Ms. Stiehl explained that they worked with the guiding document
approved at last meeting. They looked at everyone’s CFADs, everyone’s original
regional comprehensive plan, as well as more recent documents, organizational
charts, governance documents, websites, and social media. They looked at EdJoin
to look up position responsibilities. They also looked at Launchboard, but that was
limited to data from 2016/2017.
3.
Ms. Stiehl then explained that they came up with questions for consortia
members, and emailed consortia members the questions with a request for a
phone interview.
B.
Mr. Gorence explained that they looked for commonalities. He displayed an
overview of these commonalities and directed attendees to more detailed info regarding
that in their packet.
1.
He explained that typically, it’s a two‐tiered or three‐tiered structure.
Usually there was some sort of steering committee (names varied by consortium),
and in the three‐tier structure there was usually an in‐between team or entity, an
advisory group (names varied by consortium) and then a working group of some

C.

kind. The two‐tier group was more direct, with the executive steering committee
working directly with that working group. Both worked with staff as well.
2.
Ms. Stiehl looked at where consortia fell within those tier structure system,
and some were still unknown because they hadn’t responded. Mr. Stark asked if
there was a correlation between size and structure, and Ms. Stiehl said it
depended on a variety of factors. For example, it depended on the strength of the
working groups, with stronger groups working directly with the executive groups.
She then went over where consortia fell into the tier structure (including LARAEC).
Dr. Miller congratulated them on a stellar piece of work, and suggested every
consortium would want to see this information. Mr. Urioste suggested they go to
CASAS Irvine, because there’s a hunger for this kind of info.
a.
Ms. Stiehl added that program directors really wanted to talk to
other program directors in each consortium, and wanted to share their
information, successes, trials and tribulations, etc.
Ms. Stiehl then moved on to consortium staffing, which she said was a difficult
thing to figure out in terms of how they’re counted over various structures. She explains
breaking it down into consortia‐based staff members, site‐based staff, and the odd other
staff members.
1.
She then went into some of the workgroups employed by them, and
unique traits of each. She then went into explaining a chart/spreadsheet of the
total enrollment versus staffing, adding that many times the community college
funding is a taken‐off‐the‐top dollar amount like it is at LARAEC, which is reflected
in the spreadsheets with how it affects staffing/enrollment.
2.
Mr. Urioste said that when looking at the documents, San Diego stuck out
to him. Mr. Stark asked if the 55,000 students under enrollment were being served
with AEP funds, or if this was just their enrollment. Dr. Mullen explained that their
adult school is a separate campus, and that the number was just for‐credit
enrollment. Mr. Stark said that before they share this research broadly, they need
to be clear about what they’re talking about.
3.
Dr. Miller added that non‐credit is paid at a much lower rate than credit
under the new funding formula, which is a problem with San Diego. So there’s
something odd about 55,000 students. Dr. Mullen added that it’s age‐driven:
anything above 19 years old goes to San Diego Adult. Ms. Montes asked if they
were an anomaly, and Dr. Mullen said not really, that there were a few anomalies.
4.
Mr. Stark said that in San Diego, they’re only looking at roughly 4 million
AEP funds for students, and wanted to make sure that they’re comparing apples to
apples. Dr. Mullen emphasized that there and elsewhere Adult Ed is run specifically
by the Community College so that’s not all of their funding money. Ms. Stiehl
clarified that only in North Orange County and Glendale are all students in the
community college. Dr. Miller added that “Total Funding” should really be “Total
AEP Funding” just for clarity, especially so people don’t make assumptions based
on inaccuracies. Board members suggested removing it, with Ms. Stiehl clarifying
that they’d only included it because it was requested. Dr. Mullen added that it’s a
huge conversation at the state level about per‐student, and that it’s generally
tough to slice out data.
5.
Mr. Stark said that before they assign a dollar amount to each student,
they should be careful about what they publish. Mr. Urioste suggested K12’s and
districts such as Glendale where the adult school is run entirely by the college. Dr.
Miller said that the dollar amounts on this chart from a fiscal view lead to more
questions and uncertainty. Mr. Stark emphasized that he still appreciated the work
put into the research, but that they still need to be careful about publishing stuff
like this without context. In a future version of this, they might not want to have
that column in there.
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Mr. Urioste asked if when they talked to people, they knew that for
example Glendale was run entirely by the community college, and Ms. Stiehl and
Mr. Gorence said they did not really have that conversation and stuck with their
approved questions. Mr. Urioste asked which were run by colleges, and Dr. Mullen
clarified the question was more specifically which were run by the colleges before
AB86. Ms. Stiehl went through the colleges, explaining that sometimes it was hard
to really say who was running adult ed in its entirety. Dr. Mullen clarified what the
“owners” of adult ed had to do in terms of acquiring new partners after AB86.
Ms. Stiehl then introduced a chart with info from AEP fact sheets that broke down
enrollment and student demographics by age, poverty, etc. She added that they had been
directed to find consortia that were demographically similar, and so they wanted
something about urban/suburban, and picked two metrics: no high school diploma or
equivalency, and limited English, so we went looking for ones that were similar to LARAEC
in those respects. Conclusion: there is no consortium that’s REALLY demographically similar
to LARAEC.
Next, Ms. Stiehl explained that they were interesting extra groups. One of them
was really great because it addressed their own questions about how to include their labor
partners. San Jose created a work group with members from all of their bargaining units,
then have two people from that group that actually sit on the board as ex officio board
members, non‐voting.
1.
Mr. Stark asked if there was one member representing all classified
groups, one representing certificated groups, and how they choose. Ms. Stiehl
explained that one was K‐12, one was College, and they found a lot of that kind of
balancing done throughout the groups. Some also included community partners on
the board. Many also included workgroup influence, with consistent agendized
presentations from workgroups. There were super‐region meetings, some of them
regular. In San Diego, one consortium runs it each year.
2.
The notion also came up of sub‐region meetings, due to geographic
isolation or dramatic demographic differences. She thought they were interesting
ways of including more stakeholders and teachers.
Mr. Gorence explained that they also looked at the nuances of staffing
information. Typically for a consortium office, there’s some kind of program manager,
usually has administrative support. There’s usually some sort of data or coordinator
person, with a shared concern among consortia of making sure data was being collected
correctly and properly.
1.
Typically there is also a transition specialist for students going from K‐12
to Community College, for example. The large districts tended to have a lot of
support services, and they needed to buck up the smaller ones around, which they
were willing to do.
2.
Mr. Stark asked if there was a common definition that emerged regarding
“transition specialist”, because that sounds like an advisor or counselor. Ms. Stiehl
compared it to their pathway advisors, and pointed to the job description for the
“transition specialist” in their packet. Mr. Stark said he was glad that that role was
an important part of adult education now across the board.
3.
Dr. Miller asked if any of these were “success coaches”, or
paraprofessionals that actually just work to get people through the system (not
counselors, not academic, unclassified hourly). Ms. Stiehl said from what they’ve
reported, it’s usually certificated and a counselor.
Ms. Stiehl added that where they saw the most people getting on board and
moving things was when administrators were actively participating. Administrator
engagement in a district of our size was a challenge.
For workgroups, everyone had a lot of different combinations. What happened: a
lot of people created workgroups aligned with program areas.

1.

I.

J.

Eventually, they took a path similar to LARAEC in examining what they
want to actually be working on. ESL is a common one to continue, but other groups
have been phased out and instead started looking at three‐year plan related
issues, leading to more heterogeneous groups.
2.
Some consortia have just identified priority projects, so their groups are
project‐based.
3.
At the Capital Group, they had a similar issue: what do they do with these
program areas? They decided they liked the conversation happening in the ASE
and ABE groups, and the sharing was valuable, even if they did not have a specific
project to work on. At Capital, they’ve switched project‐based groups into these
kind of networking groups that are more professional development targeted.
4.
At one consortium, they identified that the same couple of people were
involved with every work group, so they ended up combining all of the work
groups into one big work group.
Mr. Gorence said that in terms of conferences, they only identified LARAEC and
Mt. Sac as doing conferences, but they would sometimes to a local CCAD conference, or
call it a “Local PD Day”. At Mt. Sac, their outcomes were very focused and very specific in
terms of speakers and specific PD’s and presentations.
1.
Ms. Stiehl added that they do two conferences, one in the spring, one in
the fall, and that the fall one which they attended was a call to action, where the
one in spring is where Mt. Sac’s workgroups share accomplishments for the year
and best practices.
2.
She added that they consistently heard from consortium members and
staff that most of their time is spent building relationships within the districts and
consortium.
Mr. Gorence and Ms. Stiehl then explained that they had then compiled reports
on the districts/consortiums/individuals they had spoken to. Some of the consortia do one
vote, one institution, others do weighted votes, and some do consensus voting. They
included more narrative versions of their data on staffing and governing practices. Lastly,
they included notable things that there interviewees said: points of views on issues, etc.
They had asked them about funding formulas, and they put their responses in the packet.
1.
She directed the board to Lake Tahoe’s report, which was unique among
the consortium. They’ve done incredible, specific branding by renaming
themselves “Advance” or “Advanzar” and engaging with the local tourism
community. Dr. Mullen added that they are a JPA.
2.
Mr. Stark commended them on outstanding work. He commented that
whether they like it or not, this is now a public document and wanted to remind
people of that. People need to understand that now this is out in the world and a
lot of people will have questions, so he will need to be prepared to respond. He
mentions it because he thinks that they want to think carefully about how we’re
allocating our resources in terms of staff time and product. Moving forward, they
want to be clear about what they’re sending staff out to do, and it’s not quite clear
to him what they’re trying to accomplish by gathering this information.
a.
Dr. Miller agreed and wanted to know what the staff recommends
we do based on the research done and best practices they might have
identified. Ms. Stiehl thought that they need to figure out how to do
teacher engagement in a way that hits the whole consortia, and out of the
research, she thought they were missing half of the consortia by having an
equal vote when LA is very large. They need to figure a way to get
administrators engaged in the conversation, and there’s not a lot of
representation from the school sites. One thing she saw from this was by
including staff and administrators and labor partners in the meetings,

3.
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you’re getting people involved in the work. Dr. Miller said she talked about
student engagement, which is what he’s interested in.
b.
Ms. Stiehl added that there is a whole bunch of stuff that needs to
happen besides just getting bodies in the door. Mr. Asturias summarized
also that there is no magic bullet: there are a lot of good practices which
they can emulate, but it seems like every consortium is a little world of
their own with their own approaches to issues. Ms. Stiehl said that one of
the things that was really inspiring was Bob Harper from San Jose, when he
was talking with people who were thinking of being on the workgroup, he
emphasized that they need to take more action and not just have
conversations about it.
Mr. Urioste called their report like a Reader’s Digest study guide for
WASC practices, and he would like them to come back to them with practices,
based on what they had learned about how unique our consortium is, that they
should bring to it. Mr. Gorence added that the sub‐regional approach was such a
unique thing that he took away as an approach to geographic issues. LARAEC is so
dense, but in his experience, nobody knows their population better than the
people at the school site. Also the idea of transition specialists: everybody’s got
another job, and the idea that there are people whose sole job is creating a
conduit between two entities, is a fantastic idea.
Ms. Montes thinks a challenge is that they’ve been stuck in action for a
long time. In terms of the field, she feels there have been some missing pieces; the
bottom line about AB86 and AB104 is to serve the adult students in the consortia
from a collaborative perspective. It’s easy for her to just say they should do things,
but she will not be implementing them and doing the work. Neither are the Point
People. It would be easier if the people at the site who would be actually
implementing this stuff were present for the conversation at the meetings and in
the workgroups.
Mr. Stark liked that they were now talking about actions that need to
happen. He liked that Ms. Stiehl pointed out that they didn’t have a lot of
stakeholder involvement at meetings, so as a result a lot learn about information
secondhand. They need to focus on why more people aren’t here and engaged.
Before they leave today, he thinks the recommendation staff has put forward is
that they want to do more research; he’d like to know how much more, how much
time, what other pieces they’re looking for, and then what they are going to do
about it.
a.
Mr. Asturias concurred, and thought it was good to know that
others are having similar problems to LARAEC but at different scales. Dr.
Miller agreed with Mr. Stark, but does not in this sense: he does not care
who shows up at these meetings, but would much prefer putting resources
into things that mean something to them. Coming to listen to some
bureaucrats speaking isn’t going to directly do them any good. They need
to take this to the people wherever they are, and as far as the amount of
research, he gets worried that they are dealing with the five members of
the board. He would rather see them put a lot more into them.

Roles and Responsibilities

A.

Ms. Montes segued into talking about the Roles and Responsibilities of the
various LARAEC team members: Ms. Stiehl added that they would love to go out and make
more connections with other consortia. Ms. Montes asked what are the things that have
been getting in the way of getting to the field, to workgroups, getting PD. Mr. Asturias also
thanked Mr. Gorence and Ms. Stiehl, and Mr. Carias suggested creating a chart of the roles
and responsibilities for each group.
1.
Ms. Montes said she realized that she probably should have asked for
LARAEC staff to bring job descriptions for the Project Manager, LARAEC staff, but
also for the board members, because their role has morphed over time. Mr.
Urioste suggested that the morphing that has occurred is due in large part to the
Brown Act limiting the roles of Board Members.
2.
She added that the Advisor position’s job description was to assist in
ensuring compliance with adult ed block grant, monitors compliance, monitors
budgets. Mr. Carias suggested that rather than going off what’s strictly written,
they should get descriptions from the advisors themselves about what they feel
their role is.
3.
Mr. Stark said that they have not stated what the problem they’re trying to
solve is, they are just throwing up ideas. Ms. Montes reiterated that she wanted to
know what has gotten in the way of them restarting their workgroups. Mr. Stark
suggested in terms of a framework engagement of faculty as an issue. So when we
talk about getting in the way, getting in the way of what? So if the frame is about
how they can create the best plan to help as many students as possible, I don’t
know that asking what’s in the way gets to the root of the problem. Are they
talking about putting in new systems to address the problem, are they saying that
our current efforts aren’t working?
4.
Dr. Miller suggested that it could be teachers telling them what’s
interfering with their ability to accomplish their goals, or it could be sending the
LARAEC staff and the PPT away with the report and having them come up with
things they need to do and come back to the board. He thinks that that doesn’t
need to happen right at this meeting, but that it needs to be brought up at a future
meeting.
a.
Mr. Urioste agreed, and said that he thought their needed to be
time to process the report. He is a little confused in the question: are they
talking about the SME’s, of what’s keeping them from operating and
keeping functional? Dr. Miller added that they are functional and
operational, but they may need resources or to put more time into
different things. Is this a discussion on not getting our return on
investment in the staff, or about where we’re allocating our resources?
b.
Ms. Montes clarified: is there a challenge with the structure of
Project Manager, Point Persons, etc., and getting stuff done. Are there no
issues between groups or confusion between them? She added that
recently in communicating with the Point Person Team and LARAEC staff,
there was a disagreement about what the board says during their open
meetings in terms of direction. She wants to know if they are able to
resolve those differences of opinion so that they are not stuck. Mr. Urioste
thought that that issue had been resolved by her and Mr. Asturias
communicating to be clear to what staff is directed to do.
c.
Dr. Mullen thought part of the charge today was looking at whether
their consortium was the most effective in its current structure. She
thought one of the questions asked at the open meetings was whether
they have the right staffing in place to be effective. She doesn’t know if
they’ve answered that question. Saying just “are we effective” is a very
loaded question to ask in this setting.

d.

5.

6.

7.

8.

Mr. Stark added that they hadn’t defined “effective”, or
“meaningful”. So they have to decide what work they’re going to do, and
then what the best structure is. But he does not want them to have a
conversation that is some vague solution in search of a problem instead of
identifying what they’re trying to accomplish.
e.
Dr. Miller submitted that they could look at it from the perspective
of, if they could throw everything up in the air and start over again,
knowing what they know now and having learned about what others do,
what would they change?
Mr. Stark added that they have to figure out who the stakeholders are,
and whether what they decide to do is going to have any meaning for the end units
of the process, the teachers and the students. And they will get answers from all
over the board from their various stakeholders. That should be the focus of
whatever their efforts are.
Mr. Urioste said he would like some time to go through the report and do
justice to all of this work, but his focus would be on what he is getting from the
report that will help their factory and students. Ms. Montes wants to know how
they get meaningful faculty and student engagement as soon as possible. Mr. Stark
asked if there is an assumption of whether their current structure is getting in the
way.
a.
Mr. Asturias interjected, saying that some of the questions are
getting pointed, and as a result it’s difficult since they have to work with
each other on a daily basis. He suggested asking their point persons those
questions, then come together again with answers. Or, they can have a
guided, structured conversation with an outside firm or individual to get
answers in that constructive way. Because of the nature of their groupings,
it would make it difficult for, for example, Mr. Gorence to truly criticize
him because he has to see him every day.
b.
Mr. Urioste clarified that he has no animus for anybody; he is too
busy trying to serve his students. He looks forward most of all to the PD
that they can provide to their teachers; but they would need to go back to
the core, their faculty. For example, ESL workgroup: what’s working? What
are they doing next? Otherwise, he does not want to spend the time
discussing other issues. The key fundamental aspect is where are we with
our workgroups, and what do we want to achieve with those.
Dr. Mullen reminded the board that they approved a PD framework, and it
is in play, with Point Persons reviewing programs for workshops for the Counseling
Group and others. The work groups that they identified in that framework are in
play, such as Regional Planning. They have talked about creating transition people,
and to do that they wanted to produce strong articulation between adult schools
and community colleges, and in conjunction with the Counseling workgroup.
a.
Mr. Urioste thought that there was a need for them to discuss the
articulation that occurs between the adult school counselors and the
community college. Dr. Mullen added that they want to bring counselors
to the table and build relationships.
b.
Mr. Urioste agreed, and said that if counselors meet face to face,
they can promote each other’s programs to each other’s students, and
that articulation is not in place. The other part is the collaboration
between the K‐12 and the Community Colleges needs to be strengthened
from the adult school into the CC.
Mr. Stark thought they kept saying the way they wanted articulation to
work, but there are different assumptions being made. He didn’t know they had a
common understanding of what they’re talking about. For example, he has heard
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that CTE is more of a feeder into community college. But then he’s also heard
there’s a cross‐referral. He thinks they’re talking about a lot of stuff that’s
contradictory, and they will keep having circular conversations, and walk out
without agreeing at a basic level what they’re trying to achieve with articulation.
a.
Ms. Montes clarified that their frustration comes from having had
conversations about doing things for so long without actually doing them.
The issue is how can we actually achieve it and get obstacles out of the
way. Also, as a member of the board, she feels they support what the
consortium is doing as opposed to their individual best interests. She
wants to make sure the conversation around collaboration is two‐ways,
and that the referral is two ways. Unless they deal with elephants in the
room and conflict where conflict exists, then the conflict doesn’t go away.
b.
Ms. Stiehl noticed, having been a SME and having talked with
other consortia, it’s not always about barriers, but sometimes about things
they can add. For example, they don’t have chairs for their workgroups
while other consortia do; there’s nobody to drive and direct work. Putting
in clear outcomes for each groups as well, and a way to get that
information out of that room. Then, how do they get representation for all
of the schools in the workgroups?
Dr. Miller went back to something Mr. Gorence had said about getting
smaller so they can get bigger. He likes the concept a lot, and suggested focusing
on those who want to play first, and put less energy in those who aren’t quite
ready to play. At some point the board, but Mr. Stark and he in particular, are
going to have a come to Jesus moment with those administrators if they’re not
making their goals. But for those who want to participate, that’s where we should
be putting our resources, where they will generate results.
Mr. Stark agrees, and thinks it brings up a good point about strategic
planning, with any number of layers of planning. In their case, they have a LARAEC‐
and district‐aligned strategic plan. It’s an important thing to bring to the table
because if they have things that they don’t know or are contradictory or not lining
up with the common work that they are defining, those are things they need to
bring to the table as well. In some ways, there are things they are keeping close to
the vest for whatever reason, but if they want to move the work forward, they are
going to have to put some of their cards on the table.
Dr. Miller added that the state has invested billions of dollars in a strong
workforce in adult education. At some point, they are going to want to see results.
He does not want the day of reckoning to come where they look at the money
they’ve invested in the consortium and say, “Hey, you really haven’t done much.”
Dr. Mullen added that this was already happening to some extent, and Dr. Miller
reiterated that they should be working with and investing in groups that actually
want to work with them and do something.
a.
Ms. Jacquez added that unless the colleges are actually willing to
interface with the workgroups, there’s no point, relating anecdotes of
creating numerous proposals through a workgroup, only to find none had
been approved. She understood from Carrie Frobe that the SME group
stopped because their articulations weren’t getting to the right people.
b.
Dr. Mullen corrected that it was actually two different things: one of
the reasons was the SME groups had to have relevant and meaningful
work to move it forward, meaning that they did not have a lot of
deliverables for them to work on. The counseling group does not move the
articulation in their district, that is moved by faculty to faculty through the
dean. She cannot move 11 articulations through without any faculty
conversations taking place. So they looked at creating adult schools to

B.

college articulation, and they have 3‐4 articulations that are moving much
farther down than others.
12.
Ms. Montes asked, to Dr. Miller’s point, how they do find and play with the
people who want to play. Dr. Miller, as an example, described facilitating
communication between MUSD and East LA as a LARAEC function if both schools
are ready. Dr. Mullen said there are definitely examples of deans working well with
the principals and vice versa, and there are examples of that relationship being
unhappy.
13.
Mr. Asturias explained that they had created statements of work for the
Subject Matter Expert teams that had been vetted by the PPT and the Executive
Team. So if it wasn’t going to work at the very beginning it should have been
noticed. But they were allowed to continue that process for two years, and it did
not come to fruition. He implored them not to forget that at least 99% of the work
that has been conducted has been vetted by both, so it’s not as if it was happening
by surprise. He thinks that at the same time they are having this discussion, they
need to be real as to how this is all happening. The question is not going to the
past, but how they proceed so they are able to have the outcomes that will benefit
their students moving forward.
Dr. Miller feels that they have been doing a great job, and it seems to him this
meeting has taken a turn for the ugly and he is not sure why. He was unaware that they
were in a bad place, and thinks they are making great progress, that the PPT has gelled and
is making great progress, but that he senses a lot of defensiveness and is not sure why.
1.
Mr. Stark said he thought that there had just been areas identified for
improvement, and that people get passionate about that (which shows they care
about getting it right). His suggestion would be to try to wrap it up and agree on
these or others they want to add or take away, and note that they have areas
based on discussion that they want to focus on that should be reflected in the
work moving forward. But unless they’re clear on what they want to do, it doesn’t
make sense to tinker with something.
2.
Ms. Montes clarified that the purpose of the workshop is to bring out more
information, and reiterated Mr. Asturias’ suggestion that Point Persons should
have a conversation with their execs about any problems/suggestions they are
encountering, and then asked whether they should have a conversation about
changing the structure, perhaps at an open meeting.
3.
Dr. Miller wanted to be clear, at least from his perspective, he would
expect staff based on input they got today to reflect on the conversation and the
documents, and ask “how they can build a different mousetrap” that better serves
the needs of the consortium.
4.
Mr. Stark liked that statement, and thought it set the stage for one
delineation they could set down today: he does not feel qualified to micromanage
the job that the PPT or LARAEC staff is doing, and looks to them to tell the board
how it should be done, so the board can make it happen.
5.
Ms. Jacquez asked whether they were changing the vision of LARAEC or
changing the workgroups, acknowledging that she had only been a board executive
for two months and that she had participated in the SME groups and workgroups.
a.
Mr. Stark thought they should have workgroups, and asked
whether they should talk about governance. He thought they do have to
delineate the different aspects of what they were talking about. If they
need to revisit the formal governance structure, do they need to revisit it?
Personally, he does not think they do.
b.
Dr. Miller agrees as long as they can collectively work through

C.

D.

their consortium’s issue. He also thinks their core philosophy is fine, it’s
just a matter of implementation. And if they are not providing member
districts what they need, then that’s an issue they need to address.
Mr. Carias also wanted to advocate for Professional Learning Community
professional development and offering it in relation to PD and faculty engagement. He
believes they should find a way to offer it. Mr. Stark added that the PD they do should be
tied to the metrics they know and around student achievement, so that would fit the
definition of what a PLC is, and that becomes an incentive for a person to participate. Dr.
Miller added that it should be whatever it takes to get students out the door with the goals
they need to achieve, adding that that is now tied directly with their funding.
1.
Mr. Asturias thinks that their students have been telling them that
consistently, and want training to be able to work and hold down a living salary,
and quickly. So they need to implement the mechanisms necessary to achieve the
strategies laid out in their strategic plans. Dr. Miller added that he would like to
make sure they have whatever tools they need to develop the metrics that will
show they are accomplishing their goals, to be displayed to the board and the
state.
2.
Mr. Stark said that the CASAS/TE system is probably going to be
reporting that will show their results. If it isn’t in the system, it essentially didn’t
happen in the eyes of the state. Ms. Montes agreed, because they have to be
talking about what they have and what they can use, and not reasons for not
achieving goals. TE is the AEBG/AEP reporting structure. Dr. Miller said they need
to invest resources into PD that teaches faculty how to do that reporting.
Mr. Urioste thought that the report was wonderful, and wanted to know where
they were going from it: if they would have time to go through it and digest it and have
another workshop follow‐up. He does not see them as a dysfunctional consortium in terms
of governance. But if people read it and have ideas otherwise, he wants to be able to share
that.
1.
Mr. Asturias understood that the request was for staff to develop a set of
recommendations based on what has been done for the next regular meeting. By
then they will have appropriate significant recommendations.
2.
Mr. Stark added that as executives, if something occurs to them, they
should share it with their point people. They should have it all filtered by the point
person team. Ms. Montes asked if that communication should be to the point
person and to Mr. Asturias at the same time. Mr. Asturias added that sometimes
that gets confused, so the question is, they always provide as much info as possible
to the PPT.
3.
Dr. Mullen said that given the time constraints they had not had a chance
to evaluate the most recent version of this report. Ms. Montes thought that if it
was informational stuff and no action needed, they would not need to filter it
through the PPT. For action items, staff can take all of the ideas and create a plan
for it, then come back to the PPT, then it can come to the exec board. But if it is
just information, she does not think it has to come through these filters.
4.
Mr. Urioste asked if the point persons had not seen it, and Mr. Asturias
clarified that they had received a draft previously like the board, but had only
received the final form today. He explained that the process would be for the staff
to come with suggestions, then bring them to the PPT, then ones that were vetted
and/or modified would be presented at the next open meeting.
5.
Ms. Montes asked if there’s a recommendation that comes to her point
person, Mr. Carias, is it possible that the point person might flat‐out reject a
recommendation. Mr. Asturias explained that that would lead to a bit of a conflict,
and that given the work put into recommendations by the staff, the point person

6.

III.

can augment the recommendation or offer their own recommendations on it, but
it would be unfair to remove staff recommendations at the request of the PPT.
Ms. Montes then asked how they make sure that those ideas then come
to everyone. Dr. Miller suggested that this was the reason for the variations in
structure amongst consortium. If there is a difference of opinion among staff and
point persons, he would suggest they both be included and then flagged so that
they can be discussed.

Next Meeting
A.
Ms. Montes said that she would not be at their next meeting on November 16,
2018, but would be here for the facilitative component with the 3‐year plan after the
meeting. Mr. Urioste clarified that it was a regular board meeting and not a workshop. The
workshop would be from 4PM‐6PM. Mr. Asturias explained that he would be working with
Ms. Montes on the agenda, and would share it with Mr. Urioste so he could take Ms.
Montes’ place as chair.
B.
Ms. Montes added that the next workshop is scheduled for December 7, 2018
centered around funding formulas. It is scheduled at 12PM, but she asked if they could go
1PM‐4PM instead since it seemed like it was difficult for some attendees to come to this
workshop at 12PM, and she has Grandparents’ Day. The board agreed to have the
workshop start at 1:30PM and go to 4:30PM instead.
C.
Mr. Asturias wanted to let the board know that he is going on vacation from the
15th to the 27th of November.
D.
Mr. Stark asked what exactly was happening for the funding formula workshop
December 7th. Mr. Asturias said that his understanding was for staff to get additional
information from the world as to different examples of funding formulas, then come up
with several useful options for them to look at. Dr. Miller suggested that Ms. Stiehl and Mr.
Gorence spend time with Dr. Mullen, find out how the new student‐centered funding
formula works, and then perhaps the four of them should talk about where the funding
formula is going in the next few years, and that would provide context.
1.
Mr. Asturias asked whether they should pull the whole funding table out
from the report document. Mr. Urioste said that he thought they were only talking
about the per pupil column. Mr. Asturias agreed to remove the per pupil column
before they upload the document to the website. Mr. Stark explained that the
other information about enrollment is public information. Mr. Asturias clarified
that they had not yet posted the document to the website and they will proceed
accordingly. He added that those who took part in interviews for the report
requested a copy, and recommended they send copies to them.
2.
Mr. Urioste added that he was really impressed with Mr. Asturias, Ms.
Stiehl, and Mr. Gorence’s work, and wondered if it is possible to copyright the final
version of the report as the consortium’s work. He clarified that copyright was not
the right word, rather, they wanted a statement that if anyone wanted to use or
duplicate the report, they would need LARAEC permission. Mr. Asturias said he
was not sure if it was possible or not, but added that a possibility was to simply
post on their website first. Dr. Miller added that they do need to take credit for it
with obvious language on the cover. He also recommended sending it to the state
AEP office giving them permission to distribute the document as something they
are making available to the field. That gives them credit, and generates goodwill.
3.
Mr. Stark asked if they had gotten permission from the various consortia
to go that route, and Ms. Stiehl said they might want to check in with them and the
interviewees on that, and make sure there is nothing that could be considered
disparaging towards individuals or organizations. Mr. Asturias added that in the
emails they sent to consortia they also copied the relevant organizations in the

Minutes‐ Regular Meeting
Friday, November 16, 2018
1:30 – 4:00 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
Dr. Robert Miller, LACCD
Joseph Stark, Los Angeles USD
Alice Jacquez, Montebello USD

1
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Pledge of Allegiance
Approval of the Agenda
Mr. Urioste moved to approve the agenda, Mr. Stark seconded. The
board voted unanimously to approve the agenda with the corrected
spelling of Ms. Jacquez’s name.
Approval of the Minutes
a. Executive Board Meeting, October 2018
I.

2
Public
Comment
3
Program
Updates

Point Person Team Members
X
X
X
X
X

Mr. Urioste
Mr. Urioste

Mr. Urioste

Dr. Miller moved to approve the minutes, and Mr. Stark
seconded. The board voted unanimously to approve the
minutes from the October board meeting.

Innovation and Best Practices
a. LAUSD: Integrated Education and Training: Summer
Program
I.
Jennifer Bedon introduced herself as an IET teacher advisor
and talked about the IET Summer program, outlining the
vision behind the summer program: to empower DACE
schools to create and implement IET programs that serve as
on-ramps for ESL students to specific career pathways.
II.
She also outlined the steps in developing the program
design, CTE projects, and integrating IET components.
III.
Aima Blanco introduced himself as a cosmetology/manicurist
teacher at the Abram Friedman Occupational Center, and
described the skills that they teach entrants to the manicurist
program.
IV.
She also outlined the basic skills, workforce preparation, and
ESL training the students were given in conjunction with the
program.
V.
Mr. Stark and Dr. Miller thanked both speakers and praised
the work they were doing, with Mr. Stark expressing
excitement that the program made CTE accessible to ESL
learners in a way it had not been before.
VI.
Mr. Urioste asked how teachers were selected for the
program and what certificate students who completed it
earned. Ms. Bedon explained that students earned an IET

Jennifer
Bedon

Aima Blanco

X
X
X

certificate. Mr. Stark added that IET would be a major focus
for the state/federal side heading into their new three-year
cycle.
3.2

3.3

LARAEC Office Updates
a. LAUSD: Integrated Education and Training: Summer
Program
I.
Ms. Stiehl summarized recommendations from the Point
Person Team, including that they be given more time to make
a more comprehensive report with additional suggestions for
organizational structure, and that the upcoming
organizational workshop be facilitated by an outside
facilitator. The board and the PPT agreed that some issues
being discussed might come up naturally in the three-year
planning process, and to revisit the idea of a facilitator if
necessary.
i. Audience member Gayla Kraetsch Hartsough
suggested that structure should follow strategy. In
terms of the funding allocations, having been involved
with that three years ago, it’s a more heated
discussion, so she believed they should have a neutral
person to make sure all 5 districts concerns are
addressed.
ii. The board discussed the urgency of discussing funding
formulas, and whether kicking the discussion down the
road would affect their SY 2019/2020 funding process.
It was eventually decided to still meet on December 7
as originally planned.
II.
Mr. Gorence gave an update on contract negotiations with
auditing firms, as well as an update on new items on the LARAEC
website, including new 2019 conference links and a call for
presenters.

Budget
a. Upcoming AEP and Data and Accountability deadlines
and updates
I.
Grace Ocampo updated the board on deadlines for
Consortium Certification of 2019 program year budget and
work plan in NOVA, as well as for the Q1 Progress and
Expense Report.
b. Updates on the 18 19 budget bill requirements pertaining
to FY17 18 program area reporting:
I.
Ms. Ocampo explained updates to FY17-18 program
reporting, saying that the state had conducted a webinar on
NOVA Program Area reporting November 2, and had issued
instructions that hours of instruction and operational costs
both must be reported by program area.
II.
Ms. Ocampo then explained in detail the definitions of hours
of instruction, operational costs, and leveraged funds, as well

Ms. Stiehl

Mr. Gorence

Ms. Ocampo

as the data sources from which the necessary reporting data
could be drawn.
c. AEP capital outlay approval requirements
I.
Ms. Ocampo explained where this data would be input in
NOVA, and displayed program input templates. She
explained that member districts have submitted capital
expenditures, although so far only one district has presented
that to LARAEC.
II.
She read the state’s response to LARAEC’s request for
capital outlay approval, adding that as a result districts who
have submitted capital outlay budgets would have to come to
the LARAEC board for approval.
III.
The board thanked her for her presentation, and Mr. Stark
asked if she had seen anything from the state reflecting a
change in LARAEC’s funding, which she had not. She added
that not all districts had been prompt on their reporting in
general.
3.4

Professional Development
a. LARAEC 2019 conference update
I.
Ms. Le presented the new graphic/logo for the 2019
conference, and explained the design process. She also
described three issues that had been discussed for
improvement: the scheduling of the keynote speaker during
lunch, the broken sound system, and the lack of coffee,
noting how they could improve each.
II.
Mr. Urioste asked further about the design process, and Ms.
Le explained that this was the second iteration of the graphic,
and talked about the themes they wanted to convey with the
design: Innovate, Motivate, Integrate.
b. Update on the faculty professional development survey
distributed to all member districts
I.
Mr. Gorence acknowledged that there were still a few weeks
left for districts to report back, but wanted to give the board
an idea of the information that had come in so far.
II.
He explained that they’d received 129 responses as of
11/8/18, and then went into the most popular responses so
far in each of the categories. Mr. Urioste suggested that
having only 129 responses was disappointing.
III.
Ms. Montes arrived at 2:47 p.m.
IV.
Dr. Mullen added that this was not the only data source they
were looking at; they are also looking at the WIOA II surveys.
Mr. Carias added that they were also getting the ball rolling
on POC’s, and were working on dates.

3.5

Policy and Legislation
a. No Updates

3.6

Data and Accountability Workgroup
a. Update on the Data and Accountability Workgroup
meeting

Ms. Le

Mr. Gorence

Mr. Carias
Ms. Chavez

I.

II.

III.

4
Informational
Items

Mr. Carias explained that at the Workgroup’s first meeting,
LACCD, MUSD, CCUSD, and BUSD were present and had
discussed the objectives, purpose, and goal of the
workgroup.
They discussed the pros and challenges of collecting data. A
pro was they could start using data as a measuring stick to
inform program decision-making and create tools to show
consortium achievements. The challenges are lack of
accurate data, data alignment, and lack of data training. At
the next meeting Dec 6, they will tackle data alignment.
Mr. Urioste thanked the point person team for their hard work,
and that they would not be where they are today without
them.

4.1 Information Items
a. MUSD Quarterly Report
I.
Ms. Jacquez gave a presentation on MUSD’s quarterly
report, which covered April through August of 2018. She
reported data on the following metrics: MUSD/MCAS efforts
to ensure effectiveness of services, enrollment and
attendance data as determined by MUSD, and expenditures
consistent with regional consortium plan goals. She also
reported on activities aligned with MUSD’s RCP goals.
II.
Mr. Stark asked whether these were metrics that all districts
in LARAEC should be compelled to report, and whether they
should hold off on further reports pending LARAEC bringing
in a third-party auditor and implementing a new accountability
system. Dr. Miller added that their reports have to be based
on common metrics, and also have to be about things that
they are required to report to the State. Mr. Stark also
clarified that they were not being ask to validate or certify the
information being presented by MUSD.
III.
Mr. Urioste said that he thought they should continue getting
reports from MUSD and present it as an agendized
confirmation of oversight. Then, he asked for clarification as
to where certain data came from, and about the reported 15%
calculated for MUSD’s indirect cost. Ms. Ocampo explained
that their high indirect cost was probably due to the period
covered by the report, and Ms. Jacquez confirmed that
MUSD was conforming to a 5% indirect cost rate for this
fiscal year.
IV.
Ms. Jacquez was asked to explain the way her district is
governed now, and gave a breakdown, adding that they still
have an LA County superintendent in place.
V.
Mr. Stark added that they had to be really clear with what
they were looking for and in what format. Mr. Urioste
suggested having someone such as Mr. Asturias sit down
with Ms. Jacquez to go over format, and he thought that the
report should follow the format of the report from the auditors
of MUSD. Dr. Miller motioned that Ms. Jacquez prepare a
report of that type for consideration at the January board
meeting. Ms. Montes seconded.
VI.
Ms. Jacquez added that she had given reports of that type to
the MUSD board. Mr. Urioste suggested that Ms. Montes sit
down with Ms. Jacquez and Mr. Asturias (who was not

Ms. Jacquez

VII.

present) to make sure the final report aligns with what has
been discussed.
The board voted unanimously to direct Ms. Jacquez to
compile a report similar in format to the auditor’s report for
the January meeting.

b. Information about the new innovation awards to be
included at the next LARAEC conference
I.
Ms. Stiehl explained that the conference committee had
wanted to highlight innovative ideas from teachers and teams
of teachers that aren’t always talked about with the rest of
LARAEC for the purpose of teaching, sharing, and branding.
To that end, they want to create an innovation award to be
given at the 2019 conference.
II.
Anyone working at member districts can nominate
themselves or others, and they want to have administrators
validate innovations and the difference they make. They
wanted to create something you can win more than one time.
She then presented a draft innovation nomination form, and
explained they want to focus on innovations that can be
replicated at another school.
III.
Mr. Urioste asked how they will judge who gets the award,
and Ms. Stiehl explained that they wanted to see what they
would get first, and that the final judgment rubric would be
created in committee.
5
Board
Member
Reports

LAUSD:

Mr. Stark
a.

Mr. Stark had no report.

BUSD:

Mr Urioste
a.

Mr. Urioste had no report.

LACCD:

Dr. Miller
a.

Dr. Miller reported that LACCD continues to work hard in the
adult ed arena and with the challenges of the adult ed funding
formula.

MUSD:

Ms. Jacquez
a.

Ms. Jacquez had no report.

CCUSD:

Ms Montes
a.

6
Action Items

6.1

Ms. Stiehl

Ms. Montes had no report.

Approve LARAEC’s Legislative Agenda Resolution
a. Ms. Montes moved to approve the resolution as written. Ms.
Jacquez seconded.
b. Mr. Stark wanted to thank his colleagues on the board for
supporting the resolution and Dr. Miller for co-sponsoring. He
thinks it is a great opportunity for LARAEC to help in terms of
setting legislative agenda around the student funding formula.
c. The board voted unanimously to approve the resolution.

7
Consent
Agenda

6.2

Approve the AIR proposal for professional learning
communities (PLC) PD
a. Ms. Montes moved to approve the AIR proposal for
professional learning communities (PLC) PD. Dr. Miller
seconded.
b. The board voted unanimously to approve the AIR proposal.

6.3

Change the date for the December LARAEC regular board
meeting
a. It was explained that the motion would be to move the
December meeting to December 14 or cancel it and have the
meeting as scheduled in January.
b. Dr. Miller motioned to cancel and hold meeting in January. Mr.
Stark seconded.
c. The board voted unanimously to cancel the December meeting
and meet again in January.

7.1

Approve the one year response to the State Auditor’s Office
Recommendations to LARAEC stemming from the November 2,
2017 MUSD audit
Approve the tentative conference budget for the 2019 LAREAC
Conference.

7.2

Dr. Miller moved to approve the consent items as presented. Ms.
Montes seconded. The board voted unanimously to accept the
consent items.
8

Announcements Next meeting’s location TBD. Also, the next board
workshop is scheduled for immediately after the meeting at 4:00 PM.
Mr. Urioste adjourned the meeting at 3:53 PM.

state, so they are aware that LARAEC has done this research. He said they would
check specifically with the individuals they interviewed to make sure they are okay
with what they published.
Adjournment
A.
Ms. Montes thanked everyone and said that she thought it was a good first workshop, and that
they would learn a lot. Special Meeting Workshop adjourned at 02:43:33 in recording file.
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Agenda Item
Ms. Montes called the special meeting to order at 1:52 pm.

2
Public
Comment
Funding Formula Research Presentation
3.
Workshops
II.
Funding Formula Research Presentation
Items
A.
Ms. Montes explained that on September 21, the development of a fair and
equitable funding formula was identified as a priority area for SY 2018‐2019. The special
meeting would therefore be focused on discussion and deliberation regarding this subject,
with no decision‐making taking place. She said that it would be a vehicle to allow them a
space to reflect on priorities and engage in productive discussion. She clarified that the
presentation compiled by LARAEC staff does not contain recommendations, but is meant
to be a jumping‐off point for discussion.
B.
Mr. Gorence explained that they had not prepared a PowerPoint intentionally, and
would like to instead guide the audience through the document they had prepared so they
would no where to locate information. The format of the presentation is to provide an
overview of funding research done in conjunction with governance research. They have
created 5 different funding scenarios, with 1 of the 5 still being formulated. He added that
they did research on various consortia websites and read LAO, CDE, and CCCCO reports,
and pulled recommendations from them.
1.
Mr. Gorence explained that they had gathered funding information as a
result of their research into governance and their interviews with other consortia,
and found a lot of the other consortia’s priorities to be specific to each consortium.
2.
Ms. Stiehl added that they did not find a “magic formula”, and that
interviewed consortia could tell them how they allocated their original money, but
did not have a sense of how they would allocate their money in the future.
C.
Ms. Stiehl presented the various criteria that the Community Colleges use to
measure success. Dr. Miller explained that there were 27 different measures in the matrix
with 8‐10 different dollar values and point values attached to them, factored against
completion and success.
D.
Ms. Stiehl then summarized the proposed LACCD Adult Ed funding formula and
its three components: base, plus success, plus innovation.

1.

E.

F.

G.

H.

I.

J.

Dr. Mullen explained that the first three years they had the grant, money
was distributed equally amongst the three components, but this year it would be
based on the new funding formula. Success is 60% of the total hours needed to
complete a course.
Ms. Stiehl explained that the Point Person Team had questions about definitions
and formatting after they shared the document with them, so the next few pages of the
packet included definitions essential to understanding the funding formula discussion and
provide context for debate. She then discussed the issues they addressed in formulating
the definitions and explained that they have prepared spreadsheets for each hypothetical
funding scenario, and that they used enrollment data from TE for them. She also explained
the color‐coding scheme for the spreadsheets: green for cells with variable data, gold for
cells with totals highlighted, and white for calculated cells.
Ms. Stiehl explained the features of Simulation 1, the first spreadsheet. She
pointed out the LARAEC office off‐the‐top portion, plus the Potential Staff Increase field,
and confirmed that AEP statewide got a Cost of Living Adjustment increase of about 4%.
1.
Mr. Stark thanked Ms. Stiehl and Mr. Gorence for the presentation, and
added that they should be looking at sustainability and growth.
Ms. Stiehl and Mr. Gorence described the second scenario/spreadsheet and
funding formula proposal, explaining that it distinguishes between students who are just
enrolled, and those who have 12 hours of credit. There is still the same LACCD figure at the
bottom, and the same LARAEC office potential staff increase. She explained that the
formulas the first two formulas come out very similar.
Ms. Stiehl and Mr. Gorence explained the third scenario and spreadsheet, termed
“Qualified Enrollment”. They noticed that most of the content on the left side of the
spreadsheet is the same, except it does not use the TE 12‐Hour number. They also have
equity indicators in order to break the formula out by base equity and success following
the Community College idea.
1.
They explained that some of the limitations in the model is that there are a
lot of moving parts in this scenario, and it does not provide funding for innovations
and new programs, and does not consider other funding sources. They would need
to effectively capture data points, and if recalculated annually, it may cause
instability in funding levels, which could create huge problems.
Ms. Stiehl and Mr. Gorence explained the fourth scenario and spreadsheet,,
which basically removes equity and replaces it with innovation.
1.
They would need to formulate innovation measures, and there are many
different ways of talking about innovation; some of it is past accomplishments,
some new ideas, and some is asking for money to try out ideas. Ms. Stiehl added
that in Dr. Mullen’s school’s case, innovation is measured by getting a curriculum
passed as an innovation point, and Dr. Mullen clarified, that that is only at district
level when approved by the board of trustees. She further explained the conditions
on the approval of such a curriculum, in that it has to have merit and relevance.
2.
Dr. Miller added that every dollar LACCD invests is going to be measured
by the output, and Mr. Stark added that to some degree, he believes they are all
having similar conversations. At LAUSD, they are looking at that as well, and talking
about defining gold standards for certain programs such as CTE. Mr. Gorence
added that if there is money for innovation, they need to think about what will
happen if the number of innovations increases due to the success of innovation
projects.
Ms. Stiehl explained the still‐in‐progress fifth scenario, and the fifth spreadsheet
which summarizes WIOA, Perkins, and Strong Workforce funding. She said that if the board
would like to provide them with direction on any of these aspects, they would be happy to
explore them.

1.

K.

L.

Mr. Gorence explained that they would like to get ideas from the executive
board and the Point Persons Team that they think are important, and so Mr.
Gorence and Ms. Stiehl created categories of ideas for them to think how
important each thing was, essentially creating guiding principles for what is
important as a priority, and how to measure those priorities. She added that the
ideas were from the words of the executive team and point persons.
Ms. Stiehl and Mr. Gorence went through the various categories of
ideas/priorities such as future money distribution, staffing and central support, data
confidence, future re‐evaluation of targets/measures, etc. Mr. Gorence explained that
perhaps due to the time crunch, something simple could be created funding‐ or measure‐
wise this year, then as data is accumulated and catches up, they move on to something
more complex.
Ms. Montes thanked Ms. Stiehl, Mr. Gorence, and Mr. Asturias for their work, and
suggested that they have a ten‐minute bouncing‐off session by separating into groups and
sharing with their partners what is most appealing to them from the presentation, and
their primary concerns or considerations with what they heard.

Discussion
A.

B.

Mr. Urioste began by complimenting the quality and insightfulness of the
presentation, emphasizing that he believed equity is a consideration of utmost importance
due to the diversity of their consortium. Mr. Stark added that he thought Ms. Stiehl and
Mr. Gorence did a good job of capturing the conversation and crystallizing the core points.
He added that for the first time he thinks he can remember, they are having a conversation
in adult education really calling out that they cannot have a one size fits all approach given
their diversity of students. He would like to look at these issues in a way that will drive
greater collaboration, and to figure out in terms of funding how they get resources to
whoever is doing certain things well the best.
1.
A stakeholder teacher thought that they should be coming to the city or
county or workforce as one partner/conglomerate under LARAEC, which could
have a huge impact.
2.
Dr. Miller said that he agreed with Mr. Stark, and saying that he gleaned
from the presentation that the community college formula is so different from K12
districts’. He emphasized that their system is now very completion/success
focused, and he described the challenges and pressures their colleges are under to
change how they do business from curriculum development to student support to
outcome. He added that the major thing that LA community colleges lack now is
that they don’t have an adult ed faculty member in the colleges, they’re all part‐
time people. He explained that they would be happy to receive another 1.2 million
on top of their current allocation in order to fund full‐time adult ed faculty. Those
adult ed faculty members would have a seat at the committee and help drive the
programs to force changes that they need.
Ms. Montes said that she liked the idea of starting simple and then moving
toward bigger success and innovation, since it gives them time to come up with definitions
and criteria for innovation in a way that is thoughtful. She also thought that there should
be concern around the definition of success/completion, and the idea of the measure
having some connection to effectiveness as well as quantity. She asked the groups what
they would want the other groups or other agencies to know so that when they go back,
it’s part of their consideration of the material presented.
1.
Dr. Miller said that his college in particular is losing a lot of funding, and if

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

it weren’t for the safety harness the system is currently enjoying, a lot of
Community College districts would be having problems right now, and some are.
Unless they find a way to make up that gap and grow again, they will be looking at
significant furloughs within two years since they will not have the money to
support personnel. As much as the chancellor/etc. want adult education to grow, if
they have a nickel to put towards something else they will. So if they were able to
have those nine staff members, it would help stop that. The state just gave them
4.4 million dollars to hire more faculty, but Dr. Miller cannot take a nickel out of
that for adult education because they are not a priority.
Mr. Stark said that he thought the base equity success model is one he
thinks they could most use today, but they need to look beyond this base to
success, and they have to build some things in because success is the only thing
that will drive the work in those areas.
Ms. Montes added that those outcomes will prove to the legislators that
they need more money. On Culver City, that consideration of effectiveness factor
in determining some of those values that success rate section, considering not just
the number, but the effectiveness is what they would like others to take back.
Ms. Jacquez explained that MUSD scans across 10 cities, and 40% of the
parents of their students don’t have a high school diploma. They work alongside
the K12 administration to strengthen the appropriate programs. In regards to
metrics, they feel that they have to have a growth in student outcome be part of
them. The 17‐18 TE data may or may not be the most accurate, since recently TE
data was all over the place. With regards to unduplicated measures, when they
finally got that data in it was a huge difference in numbers.
Mr. Urioste said that he thought innovation was important, but also
expensive, and discussed IET programs as an example in their investment in staff
hiring, curriculum development, and resources. He thought the state has not
considered the actual cost to support programs like IET.
Dr. Miller seconded Mr. Urioste’s sentiments, and emphasized that they
need to put every dollar they possibly can in driving success for their students, and
developing new innovative programs that may or may not get students through
the pipeline faster to their goals in this day and age. But innovation should be
considered as whether it actually moves the needle for success.
Mr. Stark added that, regarding Equity, they have some pretty serious
equity issues in terms of how they have been giving out funds, and asked whether
the board would like to address it in the short‐term, long‐term, or not at all. Ms.
Montes said that one of the goals of the meeting today is to figure out what’s next,
and she asked if there were other discussion topics those present wanted to go
back to, or if they should process the presentation and data discussed today and
whether there were topics they should bring back to discussion.
Dr. Miller suggested that they could come up with a
cost‐per‐instructor/per‐student instructional talk. He does not know if it would be
tied to completion or tied to the courses that they take, and he suggested that
they could come up with a broad metric based on completion/courses, and the
number of sections being offered.

Final Discussion
A.

Mr. Asturias said that they have met all of the recommendations offered to
LARAEC from the state office with one exception: the rightsizing of the district allocations.
As long as that is not met, they are subject to the recommendations of the auditors for
another 6 months/1 year. He advised the board to keep in mind that if this were to
become an action item, it would have to become one in February. Because if there are to

B.
C.

D.

E.

F.

G.

be pink slips, they would need to go out by March 15th. Mr. Asturias said that what that
means is, retroactively in January we would have to have a discussion at the next open
meeting, so if they needed to have a second workshop it would have to be between now
and the next January regular meeting in the middle of January. He said it was something to
keep in mind as they push forward with this decision. Mr. Asturias referred to previous
discussions during the meeting of starting with simple solutions and going to more
complex ones, saying that they might need to do something to address the issues at hand
and then move forward perhaps with the three year plan, formulating a more complex
formula down the road.
Mr. Urioste thought it would be good to take the information from this meeting
and share it with each board members’ supervisors, get their input, and bring it back.
Dr. Miller suggested that within a three‐year period they could get back to a
right‐size allocation, and that the sooner other consortium members know that they would
like to hire additional full‐time adult ed staff, the sooner they can take action back to their
superintendents.
Mr. Stark wanted to point out that they currently have a situation where their
funding is out of whack, and it was pointed out in the state audit for MUSD. Based on the
data presented today, he thought that they do have a clear anomaly pointed out by the
state, and the question whether LARAEC does anything about it: he feels they have to,
because if they don’t they put LARAEC at risk of other action by the state. Given what was
shared today, they have at least a reasonable starting point for perhaps making a
determination.
Ms. Jacquez asked whether Dan Garcia’s presentation regarding MUSD
returning roughly 8 million dollars was not part of rightsizing funding numbers, and said
that some of the numbers in the presentation were incorrect.
1.
Dr. Mullen said that the numbers are not rolling up correctly in TE across
the state, and they don’t know how to fix it currently.
2.
Mr. Stark asked Dr. Miller if, when he mentioned earlier about hiring the
teachers, it was something for the school year 2019/2020. Dr. Miller said that it
was, as they were going into the 3‐year cycle, and that it was assuming some level
of redistribution and COLA.
3.
Mr. Stark said that he understands that now that they know and the data’s
very clear and it’s been called out in an audit, he thinks the right‐sizing is
something they should address. When they are looking at these simulations and
the cost per student, it is considerably higher to look at cost per student at
Montebello. Dr. Miller asked for a calculation regarding that from staff, and Mr.
Urioste suggested going back to the audit report. Mr. Urioste added that if a
member district is unable to offer programs or has waiting lists, LARAEC could be
setting themselves up a lawsuit by one of those students claiming there is a
disparity in funding amongst the consortium.
Ms. Stiehl displayed data on funding per student and funding, from Ms. Ocampo
and from the audit. There were some questions about discrepancies in MUSD’s per student
amount for previous school years.
Ms. Montes suggested bringing this information to a future meeting for
discussion. Dr. Miller suggested sitting down with MUSD offline, with a few board
members, and developing a recommendation. Mr. Asturias said that that may be contrary
to Brown Act procedures, and Dr. Miller said that they can have one or two of the board
members without it being public. Dr. Mullen added that they can have a board member
and a staff person as well.
1.
Philip Tenorio asked if they could define effectiveness vs ineffectiveness
in the language of the state audit, since that definition has to come up again and
again, and he thinks they should have some kind of finality on the related

H.

governance conversation. He thinks they should meet informally before they go off
on other tangents and come up with solutions.
Dr. Miller motioned that the executive board appoint the director (Ms. Montes)
and two point people to sit down with MUSD and develop one or more recommendations
relative to the funding imbalance MUSD had. Ms. Montes seconded.
1.
Dr. Miller recommended Dr. Mullen as one of those two point people. Ms.
Montes recommended Mr. Carias.
2.
LARAEC Executive board agreed that point persons team would be included in the
above mentioned meeting with Montebello.

Adjournment
A.

B.

Ms. Montes asked, with January 18, 2019 being their next open meeting, should
the executive board meet for a few hours beforehand on the funding formula topic? Dr.
Miller thought that if they agendized the report produced by LARAEC staff for the meeting,
it will work out. Ms. Montes also said that if they need to add a meeting, they can add a
meeting.
The executive board voted unanimously to adjourn at 4:19 PM.

AGENDA ITEM
3.2

REPORT TO THE BOARD
To:

Members of the LARAEC Executive Board

From:

LARAEC Staff

Prepared By:

Michele Stiehl and Justin Gorence

Date:

January 18, 2018

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 attached spreadsheet.

Project Snap Shots
2018‐18 Annual Plan
Completed

Marketing Plan

Not
Started

Nearing
Complete
Completion
Not Started

In Progress

Beginning
In Progress

Beginning

Professional Development
Framework
Complete

Governance Research
Complete

Not Started

Nearing
Completion

Nearing
Completion

Not Started

Beginning

In Progress
Beginning

1.12

1.11

1.10.

1.9

Status

Surveyed 139 teachers with survey monkey. Need to survey
SME groups and obtain PD from member‐district WIOA plans
LARAEC office working with schools to organize field trips,
obtain library cards, conduct PD for teachers, and schedule
library presentations for students.
Need to conduct survey of LAREAC schools to determine
baseline.
Need to conduct survey of LAREAC schools to determine
baseline. Individual schools are expanding use of technology;
however, we need a way to document this.
Tool is being customized. Training conducted for LARAEC
leadership. Training scheduled for counseling collaborative.
Waiting for delivery of tool.
Select schools have IET. Need survey of LARAEC schools to
determine where programs are offered. 3 member‐districts
offer programs.

Notes
This process has begun with some individual schools. Perhaps
the CTE SME groups can follow up on progress.
Beginning conversations in the counseling collaborative. May
expand discussions in ABE/ASE networking group when
established
Board approval to move forward with PD framework submitted
at 09/21/18 LAREAC board meeting.
See PD
Framework activities listed in section 3 below.
Some shared PD has been happening, but the master calednar
has not yet been created.

v2.0

Some individual schools are expanding partnerships. Need to
conduct survey of LAREAC schools to determine baseline.
Working on MOU with LA/OC building trades assoc.
Need to conduct survey of LARAEC schools to determine
baseline.

Not started

Industry Partnership and CTE with Labor Market Currency ‐ LARAEC members
will expand relationships that lead to direct employment of students including
short term CTE classes.
Industry Sectors and WIBs ‐ LARAEC members will expand relationships with
industry sector partners.

Beginning

Schools have been accelerating progress. LARAEC needs to
identify ways to collect this data
Schools have been accelerating progress. LARAEC needs to
identify ways collect this data

Complete

IET ‐ Each LARAEC member will support at least 1 IET program
Competency‐Based Curriculum ‐ LARAEC members will create strategies for
accelerating student progress, and identify systemic barriers and processes at
each schools iste.
HiSET Preparation and Testing ‐ LARAEC members will create strategies for
accelerating student progress

STEP Program ‐ LARAEC members will institute the use of the STEP program. 3
districts will pilot this year

1.7

1.8

Technology Supported Instruction ‐ LARAEC schools will expand the use of
technology‐supported instruction

Los Angeles Public Library Partnership to expand LAPL services to all LARAEC
students.
Co‐location of Worksource and Other Community Support Services: Expand
support services available on LARAEC campuses

PD Survey to all staff and SME groups, also obatin PD from member‐district
WIOA plans.

1.3.3

1.3.2

Develop an Inter‐district Professional Development Plan with input from all
stakeholders.
Create an online shared calendar of professional development within the
consortium and throughout state professional organizations.

1.3.1

CTE Articulation: Each school site will have at least 1 articulation agreement
with a community college.
Common Transition Plan and Co‐Enrollment: K12 Adult school sites will have a
common transition plan with local community colleges. This plan includes co‐
enrollment opportunities.

1.6

1.5

1.4

1.3

1.2

1.1

1. 2018‐19 Annual plan

Project Tasks
In Progress

Prrepared by : Michele Stiehl and Justin Gorence

Nearing
Completion

As of : 01/10/2019

Last Updated

2.5.1

2.2.3

2.4.2

2.4.1

2.3.7
2.3.8
2.3.9

2.3.1
2.3.2
2.3.3
2.3.4
2.3.5
2.3.6

2.2.1
2.2.2
2.2.3
2.2.4
2.2.5
2.2.6

2.1.2

Board Requests
Write and present a marketing plan
Provide a menu of advertising options for the consortium, including cost and
scope. This menu should include bus ads, web development, banners, radio,
print ads, collateral materials etc.
Student Directed Activities
Student Portal on LAREAC.net
Local Marketing plans with LARAEC member districts
LAREAC Guide to Programs
LAREAC "roadshow" materials for outreach events
Represent LAREAC at community events
LAREAC social media for students
Faculty and Administrators
Innovations Awards
All member districts presenting at conference
E‐conference with links to LARAEC social media accounts for staff
LAREAC eNewsletter to faculty and admins
LAREAC website portal for staff
Universal PD master calendar for staff
Website registration for target audiences to send updates and eNewsletter
distribution
Marketing penetration survey for staff pre/post surveys
LARAEC Update presentations at schools
Community and Business Partners
Document co‐locations of support services
Facilitate expansion of pilot projects in collaboration with community based
organizations
Create a LARAEC partner certification process ‐ document how partners
support LARAEC member‐districts
General
Create metrics for all marketing activities. Baseline plus post activity.

3.7

Conduct PLC Training for consortium

3. Professional Development Framework
3.1
Establish Counseling Collaborative
3.1.1
Training December, April, and June
3.2
Re‐establish ESL SME group
3.3
Merge the ABE and ASE SME groups into 1 and start networking group.
Conduct PD for all groups to include (but not limited to): AB705, CC NC
Application Process, Dual‐Enrollment vs Dual‐Credit, technology integration,
transitions, and acceleration.
3.4
Conduct a PD survey of staff and SME groups. Include PD info from each
district's WIOA PD plan.
3.5
3.6
Local CTE work focused on articulation agreements with colleges

2.5

2.4

2.3

2.2

2. Marketing Plan
2.0.
2.1.1
Last Updated

Last Updated

Complete
Complete

Nearing
Completion
Nearing
Completion

In Progress
In Progress

Beginning
Beginning

Not started
Not started

Training dates set, registration open. Waiting for training to complete

Counseling has started meeting
Surveyed around 129 people via survey monkey. Haven't
surveyed SMES or obtained WIOA plans
Being done at individual schools

Started meeting in December

Notes

LAPL/LAUSD Project

Nomination forms out to LARAEC

Working with CCUSD

Notes

6. 2019‐2022 3 Year Planning
6.1
Initial meeting with facilitator and program assessment
6.2
Innovation lab with LARAEC leadership
6.3
Establish Action planning Team meeting calendar
6.4
Select Action Planning Team members from each district
6.5
Final Draft of 3 Year Plan
6.6
Outline activities for year 2019‐20

5.5

FSI Expansion to all K12 Districts
MOU with LA/OC building trades association to support pre‐apprenticeship
opportunities

Funding Formula Research
2015‐19 Plan Review
20‐21 Annual Plan Timeline

5. Other Projects
5.1
5.2
5.3

5.4

Initial Document and presentation
Staff recommendations requested from LARAEC board
Vetting the initial document with contributing consortia
Updates based on vetting and completing interviews
Polished document
Present research results at CCAE Spring Conference
Create southern super‐regional consortia directors and staff summit

4. Governance Research
4.1
4.2
4.3
4.4
4.5
4.6
4.7

Not started
Not started
Not started

Beginning
Beginning
Beginning

In Progress
In Progress
In Progress

Nearing
Completion
Nearing
Completion
Nearing
Completion

Notes

Last Updated

Last Updated

Scheduled

Notes

Currciculum Available. Training scheduled for January 30, 2019

Notes

Last Updated

Complete
Complete
Complete

AGENDA ITEM
3.3

FY 2019 Q1 (July to September 2018) CAEP Progress and Expense Report:

District
BUSD

$

Balance
3,153,707

Spending
%
10.18%

$

2,161,097

3.02%

1,358,663

$ 12,848,525

9.56%

$
$

18,991,814
1,316,793

$ 91,128,205
$ 14,737,789

17.25%
8.20%

$

22,091,973

$ 124,029,323

15.12%

$

Budget
3,511,155

Expenditures
$
357,448

CCUSD

$

2,228,352

$

67,255

LACCD

$ 14,207,188

$

LAUSD
MUSD

$ 110,120,019
$ 16,054,582

Total

$ 146,121,296

Note: The spending target for Q1 is 15%.

Corrective Action Plan
Presently, we have expended about ten
percent (10%) of our allocation. There will
be expenditures that will fall during the
Q2 which will bring us to our target. The
expenditures for materials and supplies
for the new CTE Physical Therapy
program will hit during Q2
Expenditures fall below the target
because the Fall session didn't start until
September 4th and a small summer
session was offered. It is expected that
expenditures in the remaining quarters
will meet the targets.
The LACCD AE Deans will address
spending targets in January and February
Deans Meeting.
Not applicable
MUSD has ensured that the monies are
correctly allocated as per plan. The
benefits of employees only capture one
month, instead of 3. The 2nd Qtr will
reflect the amount allocations as desired
by LARAEC.

Data and Accountability Expense Report as of September 30, 2018:
District
BUSD
CCUSD
LACCD
LAUSD
MUSD
Total

$
$
$
$
$

Budget
314,037
282,098
999,567
2,879,812
205,339

Expenditures
$ 205,367
$ 174,954
$ 319,740
$ 1,404,122
$ 205,339

$
$
$
$
$

Balance
108,670
107,144
679,827
1,475,690
‐

% Balance
34.60%
37.98%
68.01%
51.24%
0.00%

$

4,680,853

$ 2,309,522

$ 2,371,331

50.66%

Note: Funds must be spent by June 30, 2019

AGENDA ITEM
4.3

REPORT TO THE BOARD
To:

Executive Committee Members

Prepared By:

Men Le, Point Person,
L.A. Unified, Division of Adult and Career Education
Laura Chardiet, Coordinator, Program and Policy Development
L.A. Unified, Division of Adult and Career Education

Date:

January 11, 2019

Subject

Discussion of Proposal for LARAEC Funding Formula

Introduction and Background:
The Los Angeles Regional Adult Education Consortium (LARAEC ) is composed of five (5)
member districts including Burbank Unified School District, Culver City Unified School
District, Los Angeles Unified School District, the Los Angeles Community College District, and
Montebello Unified School District. In 2018-19, LARAEC received $127.1 million in California
Adult Education Block Grant (AEBG) Program funds. In 2017-18, LARAEC served over
102,000 adult learners.
Currently, AEBG funding is distributed to regional consortia based on: (1) the amount allocated
to each consortium in the prior year, (2) the consortium’s need for adult education, and (3) the
consortium’s effectiveness in meeting those needs. Each consortium decides its own
methodology or formula for distributing new funds to each member district. In determining need,
statute requires consortia leaders to consider, at a minimum, measures related to adult
population, employment, immigration, educational attainment, and adult literacy. In the past,
LARAEC has used a proportional funding distribution formula; however, this method has been
inconsistent and not tied to student enrollment, student need and/or district performance in
meeting student needs.
On December 7, 2018, at the LARAEC Open Meeting, several student-based funding formulas
were presented by LARAEC staff and discussed by the LARAEC Board. All LARAEC districts
expressed an interest in adopting an equitable, student-based funding formula, taking into
account each district’s performance in achieving student success outcomes. It was further
discussed that the formula would apply only to the K-12 districts with set-asides for the
LARAEC office and LACCD.
Requested Action:
LAUSD proposes the attached options for consideration by the LARAEC Board. The proposals
are consistent with the options presented and discussed at the December 7, 2018 meeting. The
proposed funding formulas, consistent with AB 104: (1) incorporate a base allocation for each K12 district, (2) provide additional funding for serving students with high barriers to the workforce
and higher education, (3) incorporate student success metrics aligned with the Workforce

Innovation and Opportunity Act, Title II, and the AEBG, and (4) designate set-aside allocations
for the LARAEC office as well as LACCD.

Why is this necessary?
Currently, there is no student-based formula for distributing AEBG funding to LARAEC
member districts. Adopting a funding formula will: (1) provide an equitable distribution of
AEBG resources within LARAEC, (2) establish fiscal stability for the LARAEC member
districts, (3) ensure that resources are allocated based on student need, and (4) will drive
innovation, agency performance and student success.
Why do we need this now?
On November 2, 2017, the California State Auditor’s Office released a report of findings for the
Montebello Unified School District (MUSD). Based on the findings in the report, the State
Auditors recommended that the Consortium should determine if it is necessary to recalculate the
adult program’s fund allocation going forward and develop policies to ensure proper collection
and reporting of data used for funding decisions.
In February of 2018, the state Legislative Analyst’s Office (LAO), a non-partisan body, released
a report on adult education recommending a student-based funding formula along with a
performance-based component for the AEBG program.
What would happen if this were not approved?
LARAEC would continue to use inconsistent funding distribution methodologies, which are not
tied to student enrollment, student need and/or district performance. Moreover, inaction by
LARAEC on this issue may put future funding at risk given the State Auditor’s findings.
What are the terms of the agreement?
Approval by the LARAEC Board would mean the formula would go into effect for the 2020-21
school year and continue through 2022-23 (three years), at which time the formula would be
revisited by the LARAEC Board.
2019-20 would be a “hold-harmless” period, during which all LARAEC districts will receive no
less than they did in 2018-19. State COLA or reduction in AEBG funding will be applied
proportionally to each district.
For more information or if you have questions, please contact Men Le at (213) 241-3150.
Attachment: Student-Based Success Funding Formula Key
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1/11/2019

REGULAR MEETING
JANUARY 18, 2019
1:30 P.M.
BURBANK ADULT SCHOOL

1. CALL TO ORDER

1

1/11/2019

1.1 PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

1.2 APPROVAL OF AGENDA

2

1/11/2019

1.3 APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES
◦Regular Meeting November
◦Special Meeting November
◦Special Meeting December

2. PUBLIC COMMENT

3

1/11/2019

3. PROGRAM UPDATES

3.1 INNOVATION AND BEST PRACTICES
LACCD: Strengthening Working Families
Dr. Doug Marriott
Dean, Adult/Community Education & Workforce Development
and
Director Marni Rossevelt
Family Resource Center

4

1/11/2019

3.1 LARAEC Office Updates
a. Status report on LARAEC’s 2018‐
19 annual plan
b. Status report on marketing plan

3.3 BUDGET

5

1/11/2019

Due Date Reminders:


NOVA FY 17‐18 Program Area Reporting (Budget Bill Requirement)
 February 1 – FY 2017/18 Estimates and Actuals due to LARAEC


February 15 – FY 2017/18 Estimates and Actuals due to State
(NOVA)

Due Date Reminders (con’t):


CAEP Funds
 March 1– Q2 (July 1 to Dec 31, 2018) Progress and Expense
Report
 March 31– Q2 Consortium Certification



Data and Accountability (D&A) Funds
 March 1– D&A Expense Report (June 1, 2016 to Dec 31, 2018)

6

1/11/2019

Consortium Historical Carry‐over:

FY 2019 – 2020 Budget Overview:


An increase of $18 million Proposition 98 General Fund to fund
the cost‐of‐living adjustment of 3.46%



Preliminary allocations for FYs 19‐20 and 20‐21 will be released
on February 28, 2019

7

1/11/2019

3.4 PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT
a. Status report on professional
development framework

3.5 Policy and Legislation:
◦State program’s new name – California
Adult Education Program (CAEP)

8

1/11/2019

3.6 Data and Accountability Workgroup
Updates

3.7 Three‐year plan (2019‐2022)
activities update

9

1/11/2019

Three‐year Plan 2019‐2022 Meeting Schedule
Jan 25 – Innovation Lab
Feb 8 – Action Planning Teams – Session 1
Feb 15 – Action Planning Teams – Session 2
Mar 8 – Action Planning Teams – Session 3
March 15 – Summit/Sharing with LARAEC board

3.8 LARAEC 2019 Conference Update

10

1/11/2019

Conference at the Universal Sheraton Hotel
333 Universal Hollywood Dr., Universal City, CA 91608

Sched.com

11

1/11/2019

4. INFORMATION/DISCUSSION ITEMS

4.1. Point Persons Team report on
recommendations relating to MUSD
funding as discussed at the special
meeting on December 7, 2018

12

1/11/2019

4.2. Special Meetings: Next Steps

4.2. LAUSD proposed LARAEC funding
formula discussion

13

1/11/2019

5. BOARD MEMBER REPORTS

6. ACTION ITEMS
(none)

14

1/11/2019

7. CONSENT AGENDA
(none)

8. ANNOUNCEMENTS:
Next meeting: Friday, February 15, 2019

15

1/11/2019

ADJOURN

16

